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APPLYING A COMMUNITY OF | NQUIRY
INSTRUMENT TO M EASURE STUDENT
ENGAGEMENT IN L ARGE ONLINE COURSES

Carol A.V. Damm
Brandeis University

ABSTRACT

The similarity of structure shared by Massive Oal@pen Courses (MOOCS)
and traditional online college courses createsofhportunity to evaluate MOOC
and related course offerings using a validated uat@n instrument, the

Community of Inquiry (Col) survey, to measure Taagh Social, and Cognitive

Presences (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2000)ollege-level online courses.
In this study, the survey has been adapted to atemlinstances of student
engagement in large online courses offered at lost by a publishing firm. The

courses suffer from two of the standard problens®@ated with MOOCSs: high

dropout rates and inconsistent participation amalhdput a small percentage of
learners. In addition, the design of courses—thedute structure, the

assignments and activities—and the large classs siee similar to those of
MOOCs. Study participants were students of eighlinencourses offered

consecutively by the publisher between January 20t¥May 2015. The study
uses a mixed methodology based on the validatedsGnley to answer the
following questions:

* Will low engagement rates in large online coursmsatate with weak
social presence, teaching presence, and/or cogmitesence as measured
by this Community of Inquiry instrument?

» Can a student’s engagement or non-engagement \Wtlgeronline course
be measured effectively with this Col instrument?

The data reveal that students in these publistfereaf courses have positive
perceptions of Teaching and Cognitive Presence. edewy they have an
ambivalent to negative perception of Social Presenc

KeyworDs: MOOCs, Community of Inquiry, Col, engagement,edigagement,
teaching presence, social presence, cognitive mresecourse completion,
learning community

Garrison, D. R., Anderson, T., & Archer, W. (200GJitical inquiry in a text-based
environment: Computer conferencing in higher edooafhe Internet and Higher
Education, 287-105.
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APPLYING A COMMUNITY OF | NQUIRY
INSTRUMENT TO M EASURE STUDENT
ENGAGEMENT IN L ARGE ONLINE COURSES

Carol A.V. Damm
Brandeis University

INTRODUCTION

Massive open online instructor-led courses (MOO®je become part of the
landscape of course offerings through public andape universities. They differ
from online courses that may make up part of a eegrogram offered by a
college or university. The most obvious differensethat, currently, a student
who enrolls in a MOOC will not receive credit fordagree from the institution
offering the course. Rather MOOC participants mageive a certificate of
completion, either for free or for a fee substdlytimwer than traditional tuition
rates. Most, if not all, courses offered on theiaiss MOOC aggregators—such
as, edX, Coursera, Iversity—are free unless a stuslants to receive a certificate
acknowledging successful completion of the couggmme MOOCs are bundled
together to offer a certificate of mastery in atigatar field or topic. Another
difference between traditional online courses an@QCs is that the open
enrollment of courses can lead to large class seging from the hundreds to
the tens of thousands. Moreover, many MOOCs allatudent to enroll past the
start date of the course as well as to continu&iwgron the course several weeks
or months past the final week of the course.

In other ways, these courses are similar to ciesghiting online university
courses. MOOCs are instructor-led or facilitatat-I§hey are presented on a
learning management system (LMS). They offer stteléhe opportunity to
connect with each other and with the instructofaailitator through a discussion
board (DB). Some open courses require studentesbwork on the DB and to
give feedback on their peers’ work, as is commocoiege-level online courses.
The intellectual material and assignments are ptedeon the LMS. Often,
written assignments must be submitted through phasform, or tests must be
taken and graded on the LMS. Ultimately, the LMfresents a virtual classroom.
It is the space where learning happens and whiréetirning gets evaluated.

This similarity of structure shared by MOOCs andditional online
college courses creates the opportunity to eval@®OC and related course
offerings using a validated evaluation instrumestedoped to measure Teaching,
Social, and Cognitive Presences in college-levéhercourses. This instrument,
the Community of Inquiry (Col) survey, has been eleped and used to
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determine the efficacy of traditional online cowsdn this study, the survey has
been adapted to evaluate instances of the rehativelw learning model
represented by MOOCSs. The research provided irstb@dy focuses particularly on
student engagement in a large online course bgasmixed methodology based on
the validated Community of Inquiry (Col) surveyaiaswer the following questions:

* Will low engagement rates in large online coursesdtate with weak
social presence, teaching presence, and/or cogtesence as measured
by this Community of Inquiry instrument?

» Can a student’s engagement or non-engagement Watigeaonline course
be measured effectively with this Col instrument?

BACKGROUND

The advancement of technologies in the past detasienabled this new industry
of large online courses that offer video and austi@aming of pre-recorded
lectures, e-books, discussion boards, automatedingraof exams and written
assignments, and open access. Pedagogical andyagidrapproaches have had
to evolve in order to harness the technology dffelst to enable students to
engage with and absorb material in this virtualiemment. As Anderson and
Dron explain, “a learning management system trext ee world in terms of courses
and content will strongly encourage pedagogies fihdhat model and constrain
those that lack content and do not fit a conteivedrcourse model” (2011).

In most MOOCs, the design of instruction is infodmby cognitive-
behaviorism, an approach that came out of the @éadntieth century: “[Udacity,
Coursera, edX] exhibit common defining charactmssthat include: massive
participation; online and open accedsstures formatted as short videos combined
with formative quizzes; automated assessment armder and self-assessment
[italics added] and online fora for peer suppod discussion” (Glance, Forsey, Riley,
2013, p. 2). Of necessity, this tried and truer@ggh to content-based instruction
creates both formal assessment and self-assestmérdllow an instructor or an
institution to determine if the learner has sudodgsnastered the topic.

These large online classes may also take a cotisisticapproach.
Constructivism refers to the learning process wheneew knowledge is
“constructed” and absorbed by the learner. Acecwydbd constructivist theory,
learners construct meaning through the processitefjiating new knowledge
with existing knowledge and/or experience. This repph assumes the
importance of peer interaction for effective leamisuch as the interaction that
might occur on DBs or through group assignments.im&gructional designers,
educators, and researchers have assimilated thagythnto curriculum design,
they have modified it to account for the ever-gmyvi complexities of
relationships and networks in an increasingly ceteteworld. The Community
of Inquiry (Col) model has evolved out of a constiwist view of online learning.
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Col advocates assert that certain elements aragatror a successful online
experience in higher education: social preseneghiag presence, and cognitive
presence (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2000). &8opresence refers to the
student-to-student relations and interactions asugr dynamics. Teaching
presence is the design and implementation of theécalum as facilitated by the
teacher. Cognitive presence refers to “the extemthich the participants in any
particular configuration of a community of inquiaye able to construct meaning
through sustained communication” (Garrison et @l.89). Figure 1 (directly
below) diagrams these overlapping elements of ar@amty of Inquiry.

Community of Inquiry

Supporting
Discourse

SOCIAL

COGNITIVE
PRESENCE

PRESENCE

Setting

Selecting
Climate

Content

TEACHING PRESENCE
(Structure/Process)

Communication Medium

Fig. 1: Elements of an educational experience. (Garritah.)

This Col model has informed the primary focus odesach in the field, as
described below. Using the Col model as their fraor&, researchers Arbaugh et
al. (2008) designed a survey that “has been extelysvalidated in a wide range
of universities with very large samples in two cwigs” (Rubin, Fernandez,
2013, p. 118). The surveys were conducted oveethears and included a large
student population (875 students across 44 ontieses with a response rate of
35.5%). The researchers were able to corroborateaththree presences existed
in the majority of online courses examined in tisdidy.

RESEARCH

A U.S. book publisher (BP) offers online coursethvan average course
participation of 400 students on a commercial legrmanagement system. The
courses are headlined by authors of popular bodled this organization
publishes, and courses are facilitated by staff lapdhe authors, the latter of
whom are also educators or consultants in thdadieCourses are produced using
a course design template developed by the st&Pat
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The courses suffer from two of the standard problemssociated with
Massive Online Open Courses (MOOCSs): high dropaigsr and inconsistent
participation among all but a small percentageesafriers. In addition, the design
of BP courses—the module structure, the assignmemds activities—and the
large class sizes are similar to that of MOOCs. e\eav, unlike MOOCs, which
are usually free, BP’s large online courses rediiedearner to pay for the course
when registering; those who choose to earn comgheducation credits pay an
additional fee. The registration fee averages betw®l75 to $200 per course.
Therefore, a student’'s commitment to a BP cours#dcbe associated with the
commitment level exhibited by students in a tuitlmearing online course.
Registration has been successful enough to justifanding offerings. However,
the publisher wants to increase participation asdr tengagement, if that is
possible. They would like to encourage a vibramhewnity of learners. In the
interest of better understanding how students engaigh their courses, BP
agreed to share data from previous and ongoingsesuor the purposes of this
research project.

One challenge of an online course is to keep stademotivated and
ensure their absorption of the material. The langeber of students who register
for Massive Online Open Courses (MOOCSs) but docootplete them, and/or do
not stay engaged throughout, has been a princgraponent of the criticism of
the efficacy of this course genre for making qyatitlucation available to all. The
average dropout rate—disengagement—of students@DEk is 85% (Hobson
and Young, 2015). Even when students of MOOCs pagédrtification or pay to
take a course, the percentage of students whoalrofs higher than one would
expect among a group whose members have commitiadcfally to receive
acknowledgment of successful completion of a coukseAnant Agarwal, CEO
of edX explains, among those who pay to receivéfication for completion of a
MOOC, on average only 60% successfully completecthese (Hobson, et al.,
2015).

Since the large online courses offered by the phbl also have a high
rate of disengagement, despite the fact that stedeay for the course and
certification, analysis of data from these courpesvides the opportunity to
measure students’ engagement with this model afagthn, a situation which has
allowed me to investigate whether or not aspecthese courses affect students’
disengagement.

The investigation entailed a case study of counfiesed by the publisher.
The study used mixed methodologies. The coursegdesnd implementation
were analyzed through the Community of Inquiry (Calodel that asserts the
following elements to be crucial for a successfoliree experience in higher
education: social presence, teaching presencecagutive presence (Garrison,
Anderson, & Archer, 2000).
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ANALYSISOF CONTEXT

PARTICIPANTS

Study participants were students of eight onlinerses offered consecutively by
the publisher between January 2014 and May 2015ad¥@rtised the courses on
its website, in its e-newsletter, in several pudilans that had been identified to
reach the target audience, and in online publicatiand websites that were
frequented by the same target audience. The dgesembers of this audience
ranged from early 20s to 60s and older. No denpbgga were polled for this study.

COURSE STRUCTURE

The courses consisted of six to eight modulesiihdtto be taken consecutively
in order to advance through the course. The couwss® available for six
months, but enrollment closed one month after therse began. All of the
courses were presented on a commercial learnincgageament system (LMS)
designed to reflect the publisher’'s aestheticse(@burses will not be referred to
by name in this study in order to retain the puigis anonymity. They have
been coded as BPC-#. The numbers run consecubyalate from the first to the
last course included herein.)

The structure of each course required the studerbinplete a quiz or
reflection before the next module was unlocked ammtle accessible to the
student. All other activities were voluntary. Agwsigents in some courses
included a guided practice or contemplation relevam the topic with a
recommended activity such as journal writing, megtebn, or reflection practice.
Each module began with a BP-produced video of thhas speaking to the
camera or to an audience. Additional videos frohepsources were included in
some modules of some BP courses. The students weattl chapters from a
book, which served as the textbook for the couildes book was accessed
through the course shell in the LMS in e-book farns®me BP courses included
additional readings in the lesson. An outline ot aepresentative module was
structured as follows:

1) Lesson 1: Title and Outcomes

2) Watch: Video

3) Read: Chapters, Articles

4) Practice: Contemplations, Self-assessment
5) Explore: Discussion

THE INSTRUCTOR AND FACILITATOR

The instructor of each course was an author whosksare published by BP. He
or she was scheduled to work actively on the coardg during the first six to
eight weeks, in accordance with the six to eightlades that made up a course.
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This period will be referred to as the “scheduledition of a course. Within this

timeframe, he or she would respond to the discusBmard and/or send emails
that reflected on discussion threads or topics ftbenlesson. The author also
offered two to three live audio conferences for iaterested students. In the
conference call, the instructor would address audision thread or expand on a
topic introduced in the lesson, and/or would simahswer questions posed by
students. These conference calls were recordednadée available to all students
within the LMS course shell.

An instructional designer and administrative staff BP facilitated
technical problems, conference call and coursestimgi, scheduling issues, and
general communication. The instructional designeersgaw facilitation of the
course by daily reviewing the discussion threadsjraunicating weekly with the
students through email, and ensuring that the autlas cognizant of relevant
discussions and general engagement with the course.

PEERTO-PEER ENGAGEMENT

The primary vehicle for peer-to-peer engagement thasdiscussion board. In
welcoming enrolled students, the facilitator enemed them to introduce
themselves through a post on the board. Learners cespond to each other’s
posts and receive emails with new posts and resgohg subscribing to the
discussion board. Each module included an assigntogoost to the discussion
board in response to questions relevant to thehéssopic. The discussion board
post was not mandatory.

METHODOLOGY

Col INSTRUMENT

Based on the assumption that 15-20% of the styzgmilation per course were
engaged throughout the course (as the publishédff secounted to me
anecdotally), | used the Col survey to measureestisd perception of the three
presences within seven courses with initiation gigib@t ran from February 2014
to March 2015. Because the structure and contetiteobnline courses had been
consistent throughout this timeframe, a single symould cover the elements of
student engagement in all of the seven coursesenvpadicipants completed the
survey.

With the intent to drill deeper into students’ eggment, | developed an
additional questionnaire to interview students darongoing course—coded for
this study as BPC-8—which began in April 2015. Thighth course ran
concurrently with the research period for this gtugtudents of this course were
not invited to respond to the online Col surveyatlapting the framework of the
Col survey, | developed interview questions to aepeach one of the categories
found in the Col survey (See Appendix C). | conddcthe interviews on the
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telephone using Skype and recorded them for my ted@scription and coding.
The interviews consisted of an initial conversatmsting 15 to 20 minutes, on the
average, at three weeks into the scheduled coutss. was followed by an
additional interview conducted after the final sthied week to answer questions
that might have gone unanswered in the first ingsvvand to discover if the
students had changed any of their responses taqukstions as the course
progressed.

In light of my evolving understanding of how therdé presences
manifested in these seven courses, | revised iggamal Col survey to reflect all
of the elements identified within the Col model astical to engagement:
instructor and facilitator presence, peer-to-pegyagement, and course structure
and materials. In addition, | grouped questionsategory in order to make the
survey appear to be shorter, since | believedgbgntial respondents might have
been deterred from filling out the survey, whickluded the 34 questions in the
original Col survey (See Appendix A). Re-groupihg tjuestions enabled me to
compile a survey that appeared smaller while iragidall of the original Col
survey’s questions (See Appendix B). Below is &angple of how | revised
guestions 32 to 34 in the original survey.

Resolution
32. | can describe ways to test and apply the ledye created
in this course.

33. | have developed solutions to course probldras can be
applied in practice.

34. | can apply the knowledge created in this seuo my
work or other non-class related activities.

| revised this category dResolutionunder Cognitive Presence by grouping the
guestions under a common introductory statemeneditohg questions 33 and 34
to reflect how BP students would apply their knalge, for either personal
transformation or professional development (a nunalbestudents in the courses
are practitioners and teachers):

Resolution
13. In reflecting on what | absorbed from the ceurs

* | can describe ways to use and apply the knowledge
created in this course.

* | have practiced skills or applied knowledge gained
from this course in professional life.

* | have practiced skills or applied knowledge gained
from this course in my personal life.
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I TERATIVE PROCES®N ADDITIONAL INSTRUMENT

Having determined the methodology, | began the gg®mf data gathering by
confirming the engagement or disengagement of stadeclass to class, to
determine whether the rate of 15-20% was consisterass all of the classes.
Findings proved otherwise. The rates of engagerflectuated from as low as

10% to as high as 36%. (The most recent courseained open and available
for participants until September 2015 and OctolfHd52 respectively. Therefore,
engagement rates calculated for these coursessirstildy report would likely

increase, if calculated to include the engagemetitase students who completed
the courses after the scheduled portions.) Figuteelow, gives an overview of
the percentage of students who completed the lssabn of all eight courses that
were part of this study.

Percentage of students who completed

Course Completion Rates

40%

35%

30%

the course

BPC-1 BPC-2 BPC-3 BPC-4 BPC-5 BPC-6 BPC-7
2/10/14 4/14/14 6/5/14 9/4/14 10/2/14 11/4/14 3/4/15 417115

25%

20%

15% -

10% -

5% 7 l l
0% -

BPC-8
|

Fig. 2. Course completion rates

Notably, however, the accounting of rate of comptetdid reveal a consistent
trend in what will be called the “dropout” rate. Min the LMS, the administrator
could view and count each lesson that the studenpteted. When counting how
many students dropped out at Lesson One or droppedt Lesson Two, the
percentages fluctuated widely. What occurred coersily is that by Lesson Three
of a course, 50-70% of the students had dropped(dbé percentages might
have decreased for BPC-7 (58%) and BPC-8 (67%)tHose students who
completed the course after the scheduled portion.)
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80%

70%

60% -

50% -
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30% -

20% -
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WEEKS 1-3 Drop-out Rates = Week 3

u Week 2
u Week 1

BPC-1 BPC-2 BPC-3 BPC-4 BPC-5 BPC-6 BPC-7 BPC-8

2/10/14 4/14/14 6/5/14 9/4/14 10/2/14 11/4/14 3/4/15 4/7/15 ‘

Fig. 3: Week 1-3 dropout rates

The graph in Figure 3 presents the percentageudiests who dropped out of
courses after completing Lesson Three. This treexkaled two possible
concerns about the chosen methodology: 1) A lasgegmtage of the students
(50-70%) may not have participated long enougthédourse to answer fully all
of the questions in the Col survey; and 2) theselesits may not have been
motivated to fill out a long survey, so survey papation numbers would be low.

In order to address the fact that students whondesged from courses
early in a course might not be motivated to congplie survey, | revised the
study methodology to include analysis of data fransecond survey, called
Disengagement Questionnaire (DQ). Students in edcthe seven courses
examined were separated into two lists. Studefits @ompleted Lesson Four
through the end of a course received the full-lengdrsion of the modified Col
survey. Since these students had remained engaged £xtended portion of the
course, | understood their input to be of high ealu seeking to identify aspects
of the course that led to engagement. Converselgieats who dropped out at the
Third Lesson or earlier received the DQ that cdediof four questions (see
Appendix D). This second survey focused on what hwaxe caused or influenced
students to disengage, to drop out. This shortndegement survey included
guestions about students’ level of engagement thehnstructor, with each other,
and with course structure and materials.

COMMUNICATIONS

First, all of the publisher’s staff email addressexe removed from the email
lists. Some staff had signed up to participate.e@tthad enrolled to review the
course, while some were administrators of the @muk#i communications began
with emails to the students in BP courses. Thesalgraxplained the purpose of
the independent research, invited them to partiejpand included the offer of a
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discount from the publisher. This one-time discoomta single item available on
the BP website would be given to all of those wiastipipated in the study by
filling out the surveys or by answering questionsai telephone interview. A
follow up email reminded students who had not regied that they could still
participate. The two surveys were accessed thrangimline platform.

RESULTS

COMPARISON BETWEEN INSTRUMENTS OF STUDY PARTICIPANTS

The analysis of the data first required a genexanoew of the relationship
among the three different data sources before derispg the relevance of any
single data set. In particular, the research wealquestioning the relationship of
the data from the Disengagement Questionnaire (&) from Col Interviews
(Interview) to data from the full (albeit modifie@ol Survey (Col). For instance,
were the same proportions of respondents from eadhnse represented in the
data for both the Col and the DQ? Did the engagémed disengagement rates
of interview participants from BPC-8 correspondhntite overall engagement and
disengagement rates in the course?

NUMBER OF STUDY PARTICIPANTS

The percentage of respondents to the number of eseatl requests was most
robust for the full Col survey at 23% response.rBtecomparison, the response
rate for the questionnaire (DQ) sent to those wiopked out by the third lesson
was 12%, approximately half the response rate aelcompleting the full Col
survey. However, the overall number of responses mwhust—Col, 228; and
DQ, 173. In contrast, the number of respondentsttier interviews was low.
Initially 29 students volunteered to take parthe interviews. Only 20 students
scheduled a time when requested—a 7% response rate.

Interviews
Requests sent 1003 1481 298
Respondents 228 173 20

Percentage respons 23% 12% 7%

Table 1: Percentage of respondents to email requests toletenp
surveys and participate in interviews
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PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS @0l AND DQ COMPARED
TO OVERALL STUDENT POPULATION

As noted in Table 1, student responses in the Gakvhighest in number and
percentage. In addition, the proportion of studevtie responded per course was
consistent with the proportion of students enroliedall of the courses. The
largest difference in proportion between overaludsnts and number of
respondents is 5%, found in the course coded as-BmMDtably, only 14% of
respondents were enrolled in this course whereagtipulation of the course
constituted 19% of the overall student populatidhis relatively low response
rate reflects the high dropout rate (68%) of tluarse. A disproportionately large
percent of the email queries (24%, as shown inréi@) were sent to students
who dropped out of BPC-3 by the third lesson of ¢barse and who therefore
received the DQ.

® BPC-1
® BPC-2
© BPC-3
® BPC-4
® BPC-5
® BPC6
@ BPC-7

Fig. 4. Proportion of students enrolled in all classes
from January 2014 to March 2015
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® BPC-1
® BPC-2
© BPC-3
@ BPC-4
® BPC-5
® BPC-6
© BPC-7

Fig.5: Col: Proportion of students per Fig.6: Proportion of respondents
course sent email queries to to Community of Inquiry
participate in the study survey, per course

Likewise, the proportion of students who respongedcourse to the DQ closely
corresponded to the proportion of students enralteadll of the courses. The
largest difference between overall students andbeunof respondents is 5%,
found in the courses coded as BPC-3 and BPC-4dditian, in the case of BPC-
3 respondents, there is a 6% disparity betweerptbportion of students who
received the email query (24%) and the numbersgordents (18%).

BPC-1
BPC-2
BPC-3
BPC-4
BPC-5
BPC-6
BPC-7

(XX XXX X J
8338338

L X KB

Fig. 7. DQ: Proportion of students per Fig.8: Proportion of respondents to
course sent two email queries Disengagement Questionnaire,
per course

ENGAGEMENT OHNTERVIEWEES

Twenty-nine students who had enrolled in the coucgked as BPC-8 volunteered
to be interviewed for this study. However, only owed through by signing
up for a time to be interviewed. One individual silered the scheduling process
“too complicated.” Two other volunteers had notrtet the course, so they
declined. Six others who initially volunteered neveplied in any fashion when
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invited to sign up for an interview time. At thene when the scheduled portion of
BPC-8 was complete, nine interviewees were stiltkimy through the first three
lessons of the class, and 11 interviewees were ingriwithin the last three
lessons, with the remaining seven intervieweesrggeompleted the course.

Lesso Lesson Lesson Lesson Lesson Lesson Complete

nl 2 f3 4 f5 ) d

Interviewee

< 16 12 12 0 12 7

Table2: Number of consecutive lessons completed withirRHA interviewees

Comparison of the dropout rates for the twentyruidgvees versus the entire student
population in the BPC-8 course reveal that theesttsdwho were interviewed had a
higher completion rate. Specifically, the comjgletrate for those who interviewed
was 35% as compared to 11% for the class as a whodeinterviewees were more
engaged in the course than the general studentgpiomt Of the ten students who
took part in follow-up interviews after the schestlilportion was complete, all of
those who had not completed the course in itsedntstated that they were still
active in the course and intended to complete these within the ensuing six-
month time period throughout which the BPC-8 waelthain accessible.

Comparison of engagement rates between total number of students
and interview participants in BPC-8
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%

15%

10%
0%
Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 Week 4 Week 5 Week 6 Completed

Total students M Inteviewees

Fig. 9: Comparison of engagement rates between thertotaber of students (in beige)
and interview participants (in blue) in the BPCeRicse.

! As a reminder, 67% of the students in this comngght not have continued after Lesson 3 (see
Figure 2), a trend of disengagement in BP courSege the course was to remain available for
several months, the percentage of students whgddbput within the course’s first three lessons
might have decreased significantly after the cotigateof this study.
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Since the majority of interview participants renenmore engaged than the
general course population throughout the schedubetibn of the course, it could
be expected that they would be more engaged in @aitiiee areas of engagement
defined with the Col model. The insights from thieiviews could have relevance for
triangulating results of the Col survey but woulelg/no insights with regard to results
of the DQ survey, since the DQ survey was admnedte® and completed by students
from the course at large, all of whom disengagetihéyhird lesson of the course.

RESULTS FROMCOIl FULL SURVEY
The Col survey included introductory background sjioes bearing on the
following three data sets:

1) the course that the student chose to review fostineey;

2) the student’s general motivation for taking therseu
— personal or professional reasons;

3) whether the student completed the course

Students who had not completed the course weredu@eomplete an open-
ended response to explain their reason(s) for moipteting the course. (The DQ
survey focuses on this question.)

In response to the Col survey, 85% of Col survepoadents indicated they
had enrolled in the courses for personal developm&b% of respondents
indicated having enrolled for professional develepin Of those who completed
the survey, 72% had completed the courses. Of8Be\2ho did not complete the
course, those who chose to explain reasons forcaotpleting provided the
following reasons through their open-ended answers:

Not enough tme

Other commitments

Course design didn1 meet expectations

Technical prodblems

Ditticulties with video

INot motivated due 10 lack of centificate/assessment

Q0 10 20 30 40

Number of respondents

Fig. 10: Reasons for not completing the course
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A. afa

collaboration

1. Clear Lesson Outcomes | 132 55 28 9 0 2
2. Clearly documented
instructions 148 52 15 9 2 0
3. Clearly documented dates| 166 44 7 4 2 3
4. Clearly explained course
8 | topics 157 46 14 5 1 2
5. Lessons designed for
B | oo 9% |45 |55 |17 3 10
& | 6. Lessons designed to keep
O | on task for learning 118 >4 33 13 6 2
E 7. Contributed to community| 69 48 73 18 8 0
§ among participants
— IE?»e.aljr(]esponses helped me to 109 51 35 7 6 18
9. Feedback helped me
understand strengths and | 55 27 57 21 14 52
weaknesses
10. Feedback relevant to the
discussion 98 44 41 9 5 29
11. Got to know other
participants 12 18 71 40 38 47
12. Formed distinct
impressions of course 15 32 71 30 41 37
participants
13. Online communication
o | excellent for social 16 26 73 45 36 0
© | interactions
14. Converse through the
§ online medium 14 19 76 50 51 16
Q. | 15. Participated in course
B | discussions 14 35 70 49 38 20
§ 16. Interacted with individual{ 8 20 65 51 57 25
17. | felt comfortable
disagreeing with others 11 30 80 10 7 88
18. My point of view
acknowledged by others 16 21 73 9 7 100
19. Online discussion
developed sense of 14 34 75 24 26 53
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Cognitive Presence

20. Learning increased by

discussion questions 42 76 56 24 9 19
21. Learning was increased K

homework practices o1 86 32 9 3 5
22. Learning was increased |

videos 159 48 10 3 4 2
23. Learning was increased [

assigned readings 158 55 9 1 1 2
24. Video and readings

provided context 151 53 12 2 2 6
25. Online discussions helpe

me appreciated different 47 58 54 30 11 26
perspectives

26. Combining new

information helped me answq 72 69 61 3 3 18

guestions in activities

27. Learning activities helped
integrate content into daily or] 107 72 33 6 3 5
professional life

28. Reflection on course
content helped me understar] 118 76 24 2 1 5
fundamental concepts

29. | can use and apply the

knowledge gained in this 110 73 28 6 4 5
course

30. | have practiced

skills/applied knowledge in | 86 66 29 7 7 33

professional life

31. | have practiced
skills/applied knowledge in | 120 74 21 7 1 1

personal life

Table3: Results from Community of Inquiry full survey

The results from the Col survey reveal an overadlifove view of the publisher’'s
courses in the areas of Teaching and CognitiveeRoes. However, the ratings
for Social Presence were less favorable than tirvegsafor other measures. Table
3 above provides cumulative results of the Col syrv

Table 3 shows the totals of responses to the aptwovided for each
guestion on the Col full survey. Tables 4 througtst®w the consolidated
responses to Col survey questions related to thee thPresences, and the
corresponding scatter charts (Figures 11 through p®vide a clearer
representational view of the students’ engagenterdrder to simplify the charts,
the results for “Strongly agree” and “Agree” wei@rbined as were the results
for “Strongly disagree” and “Disagree.” The otheotcategories in the chart are
“Neutral” and “Not applicable.” These charts sholatt students find strong
Teaching and Cognitive Presences. The scatter ohalata from the questions
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addressing Social Presence shows the inverse ofotter two charts.The
numbers on the x-axis refer to the number to tghtrof the question under the
“#” column in the tables below

Teaching Presence #4 Agree Neutral Disagree Not applicable
1. Clear Lesson Outcomes ‘f 187 28 9 2
g’r:f:;l:'::m 2. Clearly documented instructions 2 | 200 15 11 )
3. Clearly documented dates 3 210 7 6 3
4. Clearly explained course topics 4 203 14 6 2
5. Lessons designed for engagement S 141 55 20 10
Facilitation 6. Lessons designed to keep on task for learning 6 172 33 19 2
7. Contributed to community among participants = 7 117 73 26 ]
8. Responses helped me to learn 8 160 35 i3 18
Direct Instruction i:‘e:n(::::: helped me understand strengths and o 02 57 35 52
10. Feedback relevant to the discussion 10 | 142 a1 14 29
Table4: Consolidated responses to Teaching Presence
Teaching Presence . :2::::0!
300 © Disagree
280 Not applicable
260
240
220
200 A — A
180 A A
160 A
140 A A
120 A
100
80 0 &
60 0 Q
40 O
> ¢ 8 5 ° 3
o— & ¥ o § ¥ o
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Design and Organization | Facilitation | Direct Instruction

Fig. 11: Scatter chart of responses to Teaching Presence
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Cognitive Presence # Agree Neutral | Disagree = Notapplicable
20. Learning increased by discussion guestions p | 18 56 33 L)
21. Learning was increased by homework practices 2 177 32 12 5
Triggering Event |
22. Learning was increased by videos 3 207 10 7 2
23. Learning was increased by assigned readings “ 213 9 2 2
24. Video and readings provided context S 204 12 a4 6
Exploration 25. Online discusssions helped me apprecisted | |
different pe " 6 105 54 a1 26
26. C?mbi?in; new information helped me answer 7 141 61 s .8
questions in activties
Integration e e =l e ls| 19 3 ? 5
28. Reflection on course content helped me
understand ‘undamental concepts ¢ A 24 3 5
29. | can use and apply the knowledge gained in this 10 183 28 10 s
course
! " . " .
Resolution :?O'l:;:::":;ol;: ced skillsfapplied knowledge in n 152 29 1 13
31. 1 have practiced skills/applied knowledge in
personal life 12 194 21 8 1
Table5: Consolidated responses to Cognitive Presence
4 Agree
Cognitive Presence 2 Neutral
300 ¢ Disagree
280 * Not applicable
260
240
220 A
& A
200 A A
180 A A =
160 A
140 A
120 A
100 A
80
60 m) O ()
" -4 O 4 O 0 )
. ® 9 g @ o © 5 @ Q
0 1 2 3 - 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12
Triggering event | Exploration | Integration | Resolution

Fig. 12: Scatter chart of responses to Cognitive Presence
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Social Presence # Agree Neutral Disagree Not applicable
11. Got to know other participants 1 30 71 78 47
12. Formed distinct impressions of
Affective expression course participants 2|eZ o - o
13. .On.hne corf\mumcahon excellent for 3l 42 73 81 0
social interactions
14. Converse through the online medium | 4| 33 76 101 16
Open Communicatior 15. Participated in course discussions 5 439 70 87 20
16. Interacted with individals 6 28 65 108 25
17. | felt comfortable disagreeing with 7| a1 80 7 88
others
Group Cohesion 18. My point of view acknowledged by sl 37 73 16 100
others
19. Online discussion developed sense of
collaboration 5| ® 15 0 >3
Table 6: Consolidated responses to Social Presence
Social Presence 4 Agres
o Neutral
120 < Disagree
114 Not applicable
108 ®
102 o %
96
80 v
o
84 o C
78 < 0
O O =
72 O . O
66 O
60
54 v
48 A A #
42 A A A
x
36 A
30 A P
24
18 o o
12
6
0
1 2 3 4 5 5 6 7 8 9
Affective expression | Open communication Group cohesion

Fig. 13: Scatter chart of responses to Social Presence

Col full survey respondents consistently seledted'WNeutral” and “Not applicable”
categories more frequently when addressing quespiertaining to Social Presence
than when addressing questions pertaining to Gegrahd Teaching Presences.
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INTERVIEWRESULTS

The interview questions were designed to addresades’ perceptions regarding
each category covered in the Col model. Howevecabge the answers were
open-ended, they created a unique set of varidblée analyzed. As was true,
generally, for respondents of the Col survey, thdents interviewed had a robust
engagement rate relative to the overall studentulpdipn (see Figure 9).
However, interview participants were unlike the QGurticipants in that half
(50%) of the interviewees enrolled for professiodavelopment purposes while
the other half enrolled for personal reasons.

The bar graphs below address interview resultdimgldao the variables
created for each Presence. For the responses stanseaddressing the Teaching
Presence, variables fell under two primary categoriinteraction with the
instructor and weekly contribution by the instructbdeemed irrelevant a third
category: Satisfaction with response from the a@dasilitator or instructor when
queried by student. Students were asked aboutviegefeedback from any
guestions they may have put to the facilitatorrtructor. However, interview
data indicated that only two students asked questidrhese two students asked
only one question each and both questions pertaioetgchnical support for
course communications, thus deemed irrelevantéactiurse topics. | therefore
conclude that responses to inquiries had no samfi influence on learners’
levels of engagement with or absorption of the mateWhen asked to give
feedback regarding weekly contributions on the mdrthe instructor, students
indicated that instructors made few contributionsthie discussion boards but
students indicated they read the instructor's weekhails initiated during the
third week of the class. Overall, the students jged positive feedback regarding
the instructor’s presence. When asked if they walki&more interaction with the
instructor in forums other than the discussion Bpapbnference call, or weekly
emails, six students asserted additional interadboums were not necessary. Six
students stated they would have preferred moreaictiens but could not define
the form such interaction might take; six studewtnted the opportunity to
interact with the instructor on an individual bassd two students would have
preferred video conferences rather than the exgistudio conferences to enable a
more dynamic experience with the instructor antbfelstudents. The graph in
Figure 14, below, represents interview data regargierceptions of Teaching
Presence.
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Teaching Presence

ction with the

nstructor

z

nter:

bution from instructo

Joined/listened to conferenceca

ontr

Saw no contribution

M Interaction with the instructor B Weekly contribution by instructor

Fig. 14: Teaching Presence as described in interviews

The interview questions bearing on Social Preseglc@ted information on
learners’ perceptions regarding the following:

1) Posting to the discussion board,;

2) Experiences with inhibitions about responding tetpp
3) The ability to sense different personalities;

4) Feeling of being part of the community.

Eight out of 20 respondents indicated they postgllarly to the discussion

board while 11 out of 20 read their classmatestgon a regular basis; five of the
respondents (25%) indicated they were not intedesteengaging through the

discussion board while seven had responded to ssrokte’s post at least one
time. When asked what might inhibit them from pogtiinterviewees’ responses
varied, including these inhibiting factors: wantegonymity, desiring a smaller class
size, not having enough time, finding that the wbstons were not engaging, feeling
there was a lack of feedback to their own post fiaally, not being interested in the
discussion forum. An interviewee might have namedenthan one of the inhibitors

listed above. Half of the interviewees stated thiege not inhibited in any way.

When asked if they could sense their classmataesopalities from the
discussions, ten respondents (50%) said “Yes” wihiée other 50% were either
ambivalent or replied in the negative. When asKetigy felt part of a learning
community, eight out of 20 said “No,” five were @mtain, and six responded
affirmatively. One student did not respond. Figliserepresents these findings.
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Can sense different

Feel part of acommunity

personalities

Inhibitions for responding to posts

Posting to the discussion board

Social Presence

Sort of

No

Yes

Sort of

No

Yes

Not enough time

Prefer smaller group

Want anyonymity

Lack of response

No inhibitions

Discussions not engaging

Not interested

Responded at least once

Read others regularly

Posted regularly

Introduction only

Not interested

©

2 4 6 8 1

o

B Feel part of a community B Can sense different personalities

B Inhibitions for responding to posts B Posting to the discussion board

Fig. 15: Social Presence as described in interviews
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Interview questions regarding Cognitive Presenceged on:

1) Appropriate instructional videos;

2) Relevant assignments and practices;
3) Insights from classmates;

4) Students’ application of knowledge.

In contrast to the nuanced responses intervieweesided in response to
guestions regarding Social Presence, their refi@gerview questions regarding
Cognitive Presence were straightforward. All intewees agreed that the
assignments and practices were relevant to thelywkdsons. On a par with this
feedback, 17 out of 20 respondents indicated tlaglyfbund the videos engaging.
Only one student indicated the videos were not ginga Two of the four
students who mentioned that the videos containetradiing elements had
experience in video production. Only two studergplied that they had not
applied what they learned. Finally, a minorityfioe students indicated they had
gained insights from their classmates’ posts ondiseussion board. The rest
indicated they were either not interested in or lgaihed no insight from
classmates’ discussion posts. Figure 16, provédgsaphical representation of
these interview findings regarding Cognitive Presen

Cognitive Presence

Fig. 16: Cognitive Presence as described in interviews
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As part of the introduction to the interview, thedents were asked if they had
taken an online course prior to enrolling in BPC-Blost of the interviewees
(80%) had participated in online courses. This sajuestion was asked of
students who filled out the Disengagement Ques#imanDQ). Among students
who completed the DQ, responses were nearly ewspiiywith 52% indicating
they had previously taken an online course and #&fi6ating the BP course had
been the first online course in which they hadip@ated. Figure 17 represents
this data graphically.

Previously taken online course

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
ll: ) -

H Interview: Previously takenonline course = DQ: Previously taken online course

Fig. 17: Percentages of students interviewed and respondithge Disengagement
Questionnaire who had previously taken an onlinesm

DISENGAGEMENTQUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS

The DQ was limited in scope and designed to gattebenderstanding of what
caused students to drop out of a course for whielg had paid a registration fee.
The students were given a selection of responsesletermine levels of
engagement with the instructor, with the materiafg] with their peers. They also
had the opportunity to give an open-ended respdnstiding both the given
responses and the responses to open-ended anSWrgf the students (99 out
of 173) responded that “other commitments” had edulem to disengage from
the course. The other variables from “technicabjgms,” “structure confusing,”
“didn’t meet expectations,” and so on down the \W&tre selected at a response
rate of 17% or less. The chart in Figure 18 liditefathe reasons DQ respondents
indicated had led them to disengage from BP courgéle third lesson.
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Other Commitments

Technical problems
Structure/organization confusing
Didn't meet expectations
Assignments didn't engage

Video lectures didn't engage

Not interested in online community
Live interactions not valuable

More reminders

Not enough time

Email communication overwhelming
Not enough interaction

\Work more closely with fellow students
Too many assignments

Class too large

First 2 weeks enough

Prefer paper book

0 25 S0 75 100

Number of responses

Fig. 18: Reasons for disengaging from courses by the tbgsbn

The primary reason for early disengagement seldnyeldQ respondents, “Other
commitments,” corresponds with the open-ended arss@el survey respondents
provided for disengaging. Col survey data indigasgpondents’ primary reasons
for disengaging were “Not enough time” and “Othemenitments.” (See Figure
10).

DISCUSSION

For the purpose of analyzing study results, italptful to recall that the focus of
this research has been to ascertain if low engagierages in large online courses
correlate with learners’ perceptions of a weak &odPresence, Teaching
Presence, and/or Cognitive Presence as measuredgthrvariants of the
Community of Inquiry instrument. In addition, andemlying consideration is
whether the study substantiates the use of thes@uwky as a tool to measure a
student’s engagement or non-engagement in a laigeeacourse.

The data reveal that students in BP courses hasiigoperceptions of
Teaching and Cognitive Presences (as shown in &gt and 12). However,
they have an ambivalent to negative perceptionoaieb Presence (as shown in
Figure 13). To a degree, these student percepticnsimilarly borne out within
the data collected through interviews. Intervieatedindicate that even the highly
engaged students were ambivalent about interaetititgeach other through the
discussion boards, the only venue provided fortorgaa Social Presence among
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peers. The responses to the interview questionsdpabout Social Presence
(shown in Figure 15) were more nuanced than wesporeses to questions about
Teaching and Cognitive Presences. The responsesdieg the materials and
activities implemented in the course are unequiNypgasitive.

Students have a generally positive view of the seuwtesign. What they
perceive as limiting are the options for peer iamtéon and for the formation of
learning community. This view can be summed uphi following comment by
one of the interviewees:

It doesn't feel like I'm going through the coursiéhaother people.
It's overwhelming. In [an online course offered bydifferent
organization], they broke us up into smaller groupsd we
developed an understanding of who folks are. It wasmaller
group discussions that | think helped me feel noarenected with
fellow students and the instructor. | can’t trablattmany people
[in the BPC-8 course].

The findings from this study can inform the implertaion of BP courses. The
study data indicate that large class size doesrselyeaffect how students interact
with each other. Furthermore, this finding is cetemt with literature in the field.
In a literature review of research on evaluatingaqresence, David Annand of
Athabasca University explains that, in one studydwews, “the main technique
that produced the observed effects [strong sociedgnce] was the one-on-one
peer review, not group-based interaction, and was an unexpected result” (p.
44). Annand further elaborates “that instructiodesign focusing learners on a
major course requirement [through the discussioardjowas the essential
element contributing to the development of higheteo cognitive presences and
that one-on-one peer review activities that requiegher collaborative activities
nor intentional creation of social presence ardepable” (p.45). In other words,
use of the discussion board contributes more ttefiog learners’ perceptions of
Cognitive Presence than to promoting Social Preseaaliscussion board may
not be an effective forum for creating a wider cammity of learners. Alternative
or additional forms of interaction should be coesdtl if a goal of the publisher’s
online course program is to create a learning conitywuwithin individual
courses.

While the Col does reveal a weakness of low Sdtiesence in the design
and implementation of BP courses, a correlatiometbe directly linked to low
engagement rates. Both the Col survey and DQ mbrkexveal that most
students disengage from a course due to personflictsr other commitments or
not enough time. Even so, some who indicated tlaelydisengaged due to “other
commitments,” also took issue with the class sizajirse design, and peer
interaction. One respondent made the following cemim
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| believe that there were too many participants andails. We

could have been put into smaller groups and comeatedl with

one another about the material, and then also qffestions to the
instructor and have time with the instructor aslwehlso believe
that something was missing (not sure what) but radgbhold the
participants accountable, send reminders on berdismave

workshop leaders to help make the course moresictige, and so
on. | just gave up after having read the boolthk course] was
complicated as well.

Because the observations provided by this study fave in number, the
correlations established in the study in regarBRocourses bear replication both
for further examination of this context and if (@hen) applied for study of other
contexts.

CONCLUSION
In conclusion, the Community of Inquiry survey cfectively measure students’
engagement within a large online course to ass$esegfficacy of its design and
implementation; however, the survey cannot conetlgi determine if low
engagement rates are due to an inability to engagients through strong peer
interaction. The amount of data gathered for thiglys allows one to further
investigate students’ engagement in individual sesy which could enrich the
analysis. Some courses had higher registration fee®uld be interesting to see
if a correlation could be drawn between higher segtion fees and higher
engagement rates. The scope of the research réguatein has limited the focus
to an overview of the design and implementatiorheDtimitations to this study
were caused by inconsistencies of background aqumssbetween the Col survey,
the Interviews, and the Discussion Questionnaitach instrument had a different
focus which dictated the choice of questions. Hmvethe three instruments
could have been better coordinated. For instaant@pportunity was lost by not
asking respondents of the Col if they had previpesirolled in an online course,
although 1 did pose this question to DQ and in®mwirespondents. The
interviewees were more engaged than the averaggtudénts in the course in
which they were enrolled and proportionately mar¢hem had experience with
taking an online course than students who resportdedhe DQ. If Col
respondents had been queried and were found to rdygontionately more
experienced as well, then the research could hatedncorrelations regarding
engagement levels of students with experience lin@oourses.

While this research has been informative in deteimyi strengths and
weaknesses in the publisher's online courses, & hat shown correlation
between students’ disengagement and the designnapieémentation of large
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online courses in general. However, the data amalysis could inform the

development of an instrument and/or study thatad@lp determine if a course
could be designed such that within the first thneseks of active group study,
students remained sufficiently motivated or engagéth the instruction to

complete the course.
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APPENDIX A

Community of Inquiry Survey Instrument, draft vi4
(https://coi.athabascau.ca/coi-model/coi-survey)
Teaching Presence
Design & Organization
The instructor clearly communicated importanirse topics.
The instructor clearly communicated importanirse goals.
The instructor provided clear instructions owto participate in
course learning activities.
4. The instructor clearly communicated importarg dates/time frames
for learning activities.
Facilitation
5. The instructor was helpful in identifying aredsagreement and
disagreement on course topics that helped me to.lea
6. The instructor was helpful in guiding the clemsards understanding
course topics in a way that helped me clarify mgkimg.
7. The instructor helped to keep course particpangaged and
participating in productive dialogue.
8. The instructor helped keep the course parti¢gpan task in a way that
helped me to learn.
9. The instructor encouraged course participanéxpbore new concepts
in this course.
10. Instructor actions reinforced the developmér gense of community
among course participants.
Direct Instruction
11. The instructor helped to focus discussion ¢event issues in a way
that helped me to learn.
12. The instructor provided feedback that helpedunaerstand my
strengths and weaknesses.
13. The instructor provided feedback in a timelshian.
Social Presence
Affective expression
14. Getting to know other course participants gaeea sense of
belonging in the course.
15. I was able to form distinct impressions of saroerse participants.
16. Online or web-based communication is an exceiteedium for social
interaction.

wnN e
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Open communication
17. | felt comfortable conversing through the oaelmedium.
18. | felt comfortable participating in the coudiscussions.
19. | felt comfortable interacting with other coagarticipants.
Group cohesion
20. | felt comfortable disagreeing with other cauparticipants while still
maintaining a sense of trust.
21. | felt that my point of view was acknowledgeddther course
participants.
22. Online discussions help me to develop a sehsellaboration.
Cognitive Presence
Triggering event
23. Problems posed increased my interest in cassses.
24. Course activities piqued my curiosity.
25. | felt motivated to explore content related sjiens.
Exploration
26. | utilized a variety of information sourcesebgplore problems posed in
this course.
27. Brainstorming and finding relevant informatiogiped me resolve
content related questions.
28. Online discussions were valuable in helpingapereciate different
perspectives.
Integration
29. Combining new information helped me answer tjoies raised in
course activities.
30. Learning activities helped me construct exdiana/solutions.
31. Reflection on course content and discussiolpetene understand
fundamental concepts in this class.
Resolution
32. | can describe ways to test and apply the kedgé created in this
course.
33. I have developed solutions to course problératsdan be applied in
practice.
34. | can apply the knowledge created in this etwsmy work or other
non-class related activities.
5 point Likert-type scale
1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutralagree, 5 = strongly agree
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APPENDIX B

Revised Col Survey
Introductory Questions
| registered for (list of courses to select from)
My reason for registering was for (select all thapply)
Personal development
Professional development
Other (explain)
Did you complete the course?
Yes
No
If no, please explain what caused you to discostie course.
The following questions will be measured on theekilscale below:
1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutralaggree, 5 = strongly agree, Not
applicable
Teaching Presence
Design & Organization
The facilitator
Clearly documented important lesson outcomes.
Clearly documented instructions on how to partitgpa the course.
Clearly documented important dates, such as teecks with the
instructor.
Facilitation
The instructor or facilitator
Explained course topics in a way that helped mefglany thinking.
Designed the lessons so that | remained engagepaaticipated in
dialogue.
Designed the lessons so that | kept on task inyatha helped me to
learn.
Created the opportunity to explore new concepthigicourse.
Contributed to a sense of community among coursejpants.
Direct Instruction
The instructor or facilitator
Provided responses that helped me to learn.
Provided feedback that helped me understand mygttre and
weaknesses.
Provided feedback relevant to the discussion.

169



Social Presence
Affective expression
While participating in the activities and discussp
| experienced getting to know other course pardictp.
| was able to form distinct impressions of somerseyparticipants.
| found online communication to be an excellent medfor social
interaction.
Open communication
| felt motivated to
Converse through the online medium.
Participate in the course discussions.
Interact with individual course participants.
Group cohesion
When taking into consideration the group dynamicthe course,
| felt comfortable disagreeing with other coursetipgants while still
maintaining a sense of trust.
| felt that my point of view was acknowledged byet course
participants.
Online discussions help me to develop a sensellabovation.
Cognitive Presence
Triggering event
My interest in the course
Was increased by the discussion questions.
Was increased by the homework practices.
Was increased by the video lectures.
Was increased by the assigned readings.
Exploration
While working on homework practices or respondimg¢iie discussion
guestion,
Video content and readings provided helpful context
Online discussions were valuable in helping me epjate different
perspectives.
Integration
In applying what | learned in a lesson,
Combining new information helped me answer questrarsed in
course activities.
Learning activities helped me to integrate an ustarding of the
content into my daily life or professional practice
Reflection on course content and discussions heflpedinderstand
fundamental concepts in this class.
Resolution
In reflecting on what | absorbed from the course,
| can describe ways to use and apply the knowledegted in this
course.
I have practiced skills or applied knowledge gaifredh this course in
professional life.
I have practiced skills or applied knowledge gaifredh this course in
my personal life.
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APPENDIX C

Interview Questions
First Opening/Warming:

1. Have you taken an online course before?

Why did you choose this course?

Were you familiar with the instructor’s writingsdor practice before
registering for the course?

Instructor Presence

Do you think the instructor has contributed to ¢barse discussion on a
week-to-week basis? In what way?

When you have asked a question of the instructfaailitator, are you
satisfied with the response and the timelinest®fésponse?

Would you like more interaction with the instructorfacilitator? If yes, what
would you suggest?

Social Presence

Did you post to the discussion board? How often®yoiu read the other
posts? Did you respond to posts, whether a follpvieua response on
your post or to someone else’s post?

Did anything inhibit your response, such as a dedagsponse from a
classmate, not enough time in the week, a discamiitin posting in an
online forum?

Do you feel like you can sense the different peatibas of your classmates
based on the discussion posts?

Do the discussion board postings make you feelyivatare part of a group
with a similar interest in the topic? (Ask for maeplanation)

Cognitive Presence

What did you think of the author’s videos in eaesslon? Did you find them
insightful, engaging?

Were the assigned readings and homework pracetegant to the week’s
topic?

Did your classmates’ postings on the discussiombhather advance your
grasp of the topic in the lesson? Did you gainfeint perspective?

Have you applied what you’ve learned so far in ydaity life?
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APPENDIX D

Disengagement Questionnaire
1. Iregistered for (list of courses to select from)
— Had you taken an online course prior to enrollimghie [publisher’s]
course?
Yes
No
— ldidn’t complete the course because: (check all #ipply)
Other commitments arose that took priority overdberse.
| was able to get everything that | needed fromcin@rse in the first
two weeks.
There wasn't enough interaction with the instructor
| did not find the live interactions with the insttor (on the forums or
on calls) valuable
There were too many assignments.
The assignments/homework practices didn’'t engage me
| was not interested in participating in the onlggmmunity.
The video lectures didn't engage me.
I would like to have worked more closely with myldev students.
| found the structure/organization of the coursefesing.
I encountered technical problems with accessingtiese.
| found the email communication from the coursesraelming.
I would like to have received more reminders almowirse assignments
and lectures.
Other

— If given the time and opportunity, would you sigmagain for an online
course offered by [the publisher]?
Yes
No
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