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Abstract. This study sought to define and measure online undergraduate students'
perceived value of instructor presence techniques across five communication mediums
per pedagogical goal (connection to course content, connection to classmates,
connection to the instructor, foster interest, and facilitate immediate feedback).
Students found personalized written messages from an instructor (M=4.61) as most
valuable due to their ability to provide immediate feedback. Interactive phone calls
(M=3.24) were the least valuable in the area of familiarity. Results indicate all instructor
presence techniques had value, but some were more valuable than others.

As more universities provide fully online programs, it is imperative to
develop techniques that continue to improve learning and teaching online. To
illustrate, at least 32% of college students enrolled in an online course in 2013 (Sun &
Chen, 2016). More than six million students had completed at least one online course
by 2017 (Pawl, 2018). Plus, more than 279 colleges and universities provided fully
online courses in 2019 (U.S. Department of Education, Recognition and Accreditation,
2019).

With continued enrollment growth in online-only programs, it is critical that
educators continue to adapt and meet the needs of their students in online settings.
Meeting online students’ needs can be done with the use of learning objectives and the
Community of Inquiry (Col) model as guides to help educators select tools that will
help students make the best connections with their content, classmates, and teacher
(Thompson et al., 2017). The Col model is a pedagogical theory that integrates social,
teaching, and cognitive presences. The utilization of the Col model has been theorized
to most closely create an ideal educational experience. Within the Col model, social
presence consists of the ability of all the participants in the community to project
themselves socially and emotionally within the classroom environment (community of
inquiry) (Garrison et al., 2000). Teaching presence is the shared responsibility for the
educational experience among students and teachers (Garrison et al., 2000). Cognitive
presence consists of "...the extent to which learners are able to construct and confirm
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meaning through sustained reflection and discourse in a critical community of inquiry”
(Garrison et al., 2000, p. 90). Each of these presences overlaps with one another. See
Figure 1 below for a graphic of the standard Col model.
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Instructor Presence within Col

As more and more institutions adopt this framework for use in curriculum
design, course development, and instructor training, additional dialogue and research
have been completed using the model as a theoretical foundation. “Although
thousands of Col-based articles have been published (Befus, 2016), those critical of the
framework suggest that more presences should be added in the framework” (Bektashi,
2018, para. 1). Instructor presence is one such presence that needs identification within

Figure 2

Note. Visual of proposed instructor presence
within Col Framework.

the Col framework. This presence
is purported to overlap social and
teaching presences (Richardson et
al., 2015). See Figure 2 for a visual
of where instructor presence
would be within the Col model.
Instructor presence is difficult to
describe, as it is not a physical
presence in an online classroom
but rather the essence of the
instructor's presence while a
learner is in class. Some of the
previous literature describes this
concept as instructor social
presence (Collins et al., 2019). The
purpose of this conceptual
framework behind the
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terminology of instructor presence is designed to help researchers understand the role
of online instructors. The latter may teach pre-designed courses, design their own
courses, or are designer-instructors of the course (Collins et al., 2019). Instructor
presence is the central area of focus within the research study.

In the traditional setting, instructor presence develops naturally while the
instructor is in front of the classroom as students can physically see and hear the
instructor (Kennette & Redd, 2015). On the contrary, in the online setting, the instructor
must work to develop this instructor presence. Fostering instructor presence has been
of the utmost importance as it is predicted to have a positive impact on online
undergraduate students who are often at the highest risk of dropping out. Student
engagement and student connection with the instructor are relational (Collins et al.,
2019). In a similar study, which investigated the role of interaction with dropping out
of school, it was concluded that the learner-instructor interaction had the most
considerable effect on the dropout rate (Croxton, 2014). Though all instructor presence
techniques could help to increase instructor presence and increase learner-instructor
interactions, some formats may have differential perceived value with different
pedagogical goals. Thus, this study aims to examine the perceived value of various
forms of instructor presence techniques for meeting specific goals (i.e., connecting to
course content, connecting to classmates, connecting to the instructor, fostering level
of interest, providing immediate feedback). Past studies have assessed specific
techniques to increase teaching presence in the online classroom (Steele, Robertson, et
al. 2017; Steele et al., 2018). However, instructors and researchers have yet to determine
their value in comparison to one another and, if any, have equivalent perceived value
to synchronous learning options such as live video conference calls.

One current understanding is that synchronous communication, such as
phone calls and live video conferencing, is the best form of integrating instructor
presence because it can break down the psychological and physical barriers that
interrupt interaction and participation (Falloon, 2011). Synchronous communication
can be challenging to achieve as completing learning tasks in an asynchronous
environment is the primary design and management need for the online classroom.
Clark and Mayer (2011) propose instead that incorporating an instructor's sense of
presence into asynchronous learning components, such a pre-recorded video lectures
and audio feedback on assignments, could enhance learning and make the learner feel
more connected to the instructor and course. It could be that any method an instructor
uses to integrate their sense of presence into an online classroom may be well received
by learners, despite the specific course content, design, learning management system,
or teaching style. After all, the purpose of items such as personalized lectures,
announcements, and phone calls is to display the instructor's presence to help students
feel more connected, comfortable taking learning risks, and ease in approaching the
instructor with questions during a course (Collins et al., 2019).

Though an instructor may have helped to develop the course, including the
syllabus, assignments, discussion questions, selected the ebook, and/or additional
materials, it does not necessarily mean that the student will feel their instructor
presence within the course (Bolldén, 2016). Collins et al. (2019) noted that building
instructor presence is a vital element of an instructor's role and vitally important to the
overall student learning experience. When instructors find a way to embody their
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presence in the classroom, students report a stronger connection to the instructor, class,
and even sometimes content (Bolldén, 2016; Steele, Robertson, et al., 2017; Steele et al.,
2018). An instructor's efforts to enhance their instructor presence within a classroom
can result in greater connection with their students because of the connection that such
presence can materialize for the learner.

Some activities that are theorized to add instructor presence within the
classroom include creating a video biography, video welcome message, weekly check-
in videos, instructor created podcasts, sharing personal examples with the class,
instructor generated assignments, content, direction clarification posts, and more
(Kupczynski et al., 2010; Steele, Robertson, et al., 2017; Steele et al., 2018). Furthermore,
all of these methods of incorporating instructor presence into the classroom may have
added benefits. For instance, some may also increase immediacy for the student,
further connect students with class content, or others are an opportunity for students
to gain elaborative feedback on an assignment. The enhanced value can end up
crossing over into all three presences of Col (teaching, social, and cognitive) (Kozan &
Caskurlu, 2018). For example, students may feel comfortable enough with the
instructor to also project themselves as individuals in the classroom (Collins et al.,
2019). Moreover, instructors can encourage deeper reflective thinking from their
learners with the addition of their instructor presence within discussion materials.
Many different communication mediums allow for instructors to increase their
instructor presence.

Communication Mediums

With advancements in technology, humans have increased options for
communication mediums. A medium is the method or channel one uses to
communicate. In the recent past, these channels were often chunked into three larger
communication medium umbrellas (traditional, email, and social media) (O'Neal et al.,
2016). Online education presents an added layer as personal learning environments
(PLEs) or learning management systems (LMS) use social software to enable instructor-
to-learner and peer-to-peer communication (Jeremic et al., 2012). Typically, instructor
presence techniques are used within the LMS in one of four mediums: typed/written
words, images, audio, and video. Outside of the LMS, instructors and students can also
interact via typed/written words through email, text messages, and mailed letters.
While each of these mediums offers an opportunity for instructors to build their
presence, little is known about which format is best aligned for meeting various
anagogical goals.

Typed Words

The traditional format of teaching content in the online modality originates
with simple text (Jeremic, et al., 2012). Text-based instruction is the foundational
approach in the online modality. The original study with the personalization principle
simply changed the text in a quiz from a more formal third person to a friendlier
sounding conversational tone displaying the power of personalization with text
(Moreno & Mayer, 2004). Furthermore, Moreno and Mayer (2004) found that
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personalizing text reduces the cognitive load allowing students to learn better.
Personalizing text is perhaps the easiest way to increase instructor presence by
changing the text to less formal tone and personalizing it with names and instructor
names.
o Personalized Typed Words Example: Using the student and instructor names
in feedback and/or conversational language.
e Non-Personalized Typed Words Example: A curriculum generated written
lecture and/or formal language.

Static Visual

Verbal lectures and written text are not always enough to explain concepts or
even the relation of one idea to another in a course offered in any modality. Static
visuals such as diagrams, figures, charts, maps, images, and other graphics enhance
the likelihood of student understanding (Shabiralyani et al., 2015). Besides, images can
help aid in storing the information into memory, improve the learning environment,
and promote thinking (Shabiralyani et al., 2015). Pao-Nan Chou and Hsi-Chi Hsiao
(2010) found that during a lower-order thinking process, text-based instruction was
inferior to static visual instruction. Additionally, instructors can personalize the
classroom to increase instructor presence with visuals as including a picture of
themselves in the classroom or class profile.

Audio

Audio content can add another supplemental way to enhance and deliver
content in the online modality. Supplements such as audio lectures can be time savers
for faculty due to the ease and speed of creating them (Copley, 2007). Not only can it
be beneficial for faculty, but supplements such as audio lectures or podcasts can also
offer students mobility to listen to them on the move (Steele, Robertson, et al., 2017;
Steele et al.,, 2018). Audio files also provide a great deal of flexibility to easier
accessibility with regards to bandwidth (Steele, Nordin, et al., 2017). An example of
personalized audio is a personalized MP3 audio grading feedback recorded by the
classroom instructor. Audio can also be provided that aids in instruction but was not
personalized by the instructor.

Video

Personalized videos are one of the easiest ways online instructors can boost
their instructor presence and connection with the class. [author redacted] et al. found
that students who viewed video lectures with their instructors in the videos were more
likely to have an increased connection to their instructor. Also, the students in the study
indicated that personalized videos with their instructor made them feel more
connected to the classroom (Steele, Robertson, et al., 2017; Steele et al., 2018). Mayer et
al. (2004) determined that eliminating unnecessary words, sounds, and/or pictures
reduced the cognitive load while increasing learning. Thus, the shorter and more to the
point, the more effective the video will be. Nagy (2018) found that the attitude toward
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and the perception of the usefulness of the videos to be the most critical factors that
influenced video usage. Non-personalized videos can also be helpful but did not rank
as high in helping students feel connected with their classroom and instructor. An
example of a non-personalized video lecture is an educational YouTube video created
by someone other than the instructor.

Study Design and Procedure
Research Question

What instructor presence techniques are rated as most and least valuable
based on need: Connection to course content, connection to classmates, connection to
the instructor, increases in the level of interest, provides an outlet for immediate
feedback, and medium: text, image, video, and audio.

Survey Creation

The researchers created a list of instructor-generated materials that have been
established to increase instructor presence in the online classroom (Steele, Robertson,
et al., 2017; Steele et al., 2018) across the four proposed communication mediums
(written words/text, images, audio, and video) that an instructor might use to enhance
their instructor presence within an online classroom. See Appendix A for a matrix
example.

Upon completing the matrix, each box was then transformed into a survey
question. The questions are designed as five-point agree/disagree Likert scale
statements. The survey scale ranged from 1-5 with 1 indicating no value, 3 indicating
the neutral value, and 5 indicating the highest value. To reduce the likelihood of survey
fatigue, the survey was divided into four parts. Part one included informed consent,
demographic questions, and all questions assessing value differences of instructor
presence techniques within the medium of images/visuals. Parts two through four
included all items assessing value differences of teaching presence within each of the
remaining mediums (typed/written words, audio, video, and interactive web). After
creating the initial personalization matrix, the researchers deleted instances of
replication between one part of the study and another. These elements were removed
because the type of value did not apply to that particular communication medium and
instructional example. For example, interactive video is not able to or likely to be
printed out by a student. These sections of the matrix were eliminated. All four parts
of the survey were integrated into the web 2.0 Survey Monkey tool. Each piece of the
survey took students approximately 5-15 minutes to complete.

Procedure

After research questions and survey creation, site and IRB approval were
completed. A link to access the survey within Survey Monkey was created and
included informed consent with a click to confirm button at the end before participant
access to demographic and part 1-4 survey questions. Two instructors volunteered to
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post a recruitment script to participants within designated courses. Data collection
spanned from January 2018 to June 2018.

Population and Sample Size

The target population for the study was full-time, undergraduate online
students enrolled in one of two of their first year, 100-level courses. These courses at
the university are seven weeks long. Each course has approximately 25 students
enrolled. Nearly 6,300 students enrolled in either of the two designated courses during
the duration of the study. Two of the instructors scheduled to teach the courses
volunteered to post a recruitment script with a survey link to participants using an
announcement within the first five weeks of each of their classes. For this study, 18
consecutive course sections were used per instructor resulting in a sample of 900
students. The four-part survey was quite long. Participants were provided the option
to end the survey at the end of each survey part. The ability to exit the survey was
provided to help prevent survey fatigue. That said, not all participants completed all
parts of the survey. Only 111 participants and their responses could be utilized during
data analysis. Ages for the 111 participants ranged from 18-64. The mean age was 32.26.
The mode was 22, 23, and 31 years old at 7 participants each.

Results

Means were obtained for all items and subscales in the survey. The means for
each were placed into the matrix to compare values (Appendix C). Sections of the table
with an X represent instances where the researchers did not ask a question to measure
that particular value and communication medium because it was either not applicable
or was already assessed in some other way in the matrix. Highlighted means indicate
the highest mean for each instructor presence technique (Appendix A).

All instructor presence techniques had at least one dimension of value with a
mean > 3.55, and no techniques had values with means below 3.24, as noted in the Table
2. Means support that students do find some level of value in all instructor presence
techniques. Surprisingly, the highest mean across all mediums and perceived values
were that of typed/written words only (such as personal responses from the instructor
within the individual forum) with a value provides immediate feedback M=4.61. While
this was not what was expected, it did confirm students highly value typed/written
words that are instructor-generated. In fact, typed/written word techniques including
typed/written directions M=4.59 and additional posts in class (such as instructor added
communication and checks for understanding) M=4.54, had the second and third
highest means; student comments highlighted the value of typed/written words was
linked to the ability to access at any time. The fourth highest mean of M=4.41 was
documented for static image with the student value description of “...helps make
course content more interesting,” (Table 1). Though techniques using video scored
with a high value mean M=4.40, value means were often below that of static image, and
typed/written word value means. The lowest rated value mean across all modes and
values was 3.24 interactive audio phone calls with a mean of 3.24 because “...it aligns
with how I am used to learning,” as noted in Table 2. Students in this study preferred
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asynchronous techniques to that of synchronous techniques. It is important to note,
particularly in relation to the preference for asynchronous communication, that the
current study collected data prior to the 2020 pandemic. While synchronous
videoconferencing became popular during emergency remote teaching that occurred
during the pandemic, typical online learning utilizes very limited synchronous
interaction.

Discussion and Implications

The results confirmed that students found value in all dimensions.
Surprisingly, the text dimension received the highest score of 4.61. While this was not
what had been expected, it did confirm the value that students found in personalized
text. The results affirmed that students deem the highest value in instructor
personalized text. This result is good news for instructors, and a reminder to all that
though we may continue to integrate video, images, and audio into online classrooms,
our written messages to students are still very valuable. Next, the second highest was
Static (Image) category with a 4.41. The great part about this is that these are two (text
and static images) of the more common ways that instructors will personalize content
with instructor presence techniques.

Additionally, results confirmed that students found some value in all of the
different dimensions of personalization with instructor presence techniques. The
biggest revelation is that students rated personalized typed messages as the best value.
Thus, the Moreno and Mayer (2002) study into
the element of the personalization principle
where the researchers changed the text on a
quiz from a more formal tone to an informal
conversational tone caused students to score

...though we may continue to
integrate video, images, and audio
into online classrooms, our written
messages to students are still very

. L o valuable.
higher on a quiz. Simply personalizing the text

and using an informal tone continues to be a great way to build instructor presence
online. The good thing is that for a busy faculty member, this is sometimes the fastest
and easiest way to build instructor presence.

Consequently, the second highest-rated value was the static image. However,
this does not diminish that other forms of incorporating instructor presence into the
classroom were also valuable in their own ways. Thus, adding some form of instructor
presence to the online classroom is better than not including any at all. However,
adding a bit of variety by using a few different instructor presence techniques may be
the most beneficial way to meet the varying needs and desires of a wide range of
students offering more convenience. The best part is that the two dimensions with the
highest rated values (text and visuals) are also the easiest for busy instructors to
incorporate. Therefore, the most effective and efficient ways that an instructor may be
able to incorporate instructor presence are also the easiest and least time-consuming.

The results further reveal the complexity of online instruction. What was
previously known is that instructor presence is in fact valued and important within
online learning. Bolldén (2016) noted that instructors who embody their presence in
the classroom results in stronger student connections to the instructor, class, and even
sometimes content. Embodiment of the instructor, however, may be that it is not a one-
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size-fits all for instructors, classes and students alike. In this study, students preferred
asynchronous techniques to that of synchronous techniques. There could be a few
different explanations or implications from the data. First, students have different
preferences for the ways they would prefer to receive content. From a teaching
perspective, the results reinforce the importance of providing a variety of ways for
students to access course information. For example, Steele et al. (2018) recommend
providing choices for online students each week by giving a typed, video, and audio
version of the weekly lecture. Within each course section, online learners can come
from multiple states with environmental differences as well as have a varying schedule
and job-related challenges. When the factors mentioned above are coupled with
students' personal learning preferences, it is apparent why the provisions of options
for receiving information personalized by the instructor are vital.

Next, instructors need to consider the element of convenience for the student.
The data is clear as the pre-recorded video domain was rated as valuable with the
highest mean value (M=4.40) because “...I have access to it when I need it,” and typed,
audio-recorded messages were also deemed as valuable for the same reason. Students
preferred techniques that were convenient and accessible. So, in the asynchronous
environment, instructors and designers must take into consideration whether the
technique(s) that are incorporated will be convenient and accessible to all students.
Also, many online students may find it hard to participate in synchronous activities
due to limited technology capability, work schedules, and other family commitments,
which contribute to why the students chose to attend school in the online modality
(Evans et al., 2014).

Furthermore, while students seemed to prefer asynchronous techniques to
that of synchronous techniques, some of their differences in value may also be due to
how they are used to learning in the asynchronous classroom and how much exposure
they have had to some of the techniques. A Falloon (2011) study found that phone calls
and live video conferencing were a great way to break down the psychological and
physical barriers that interrupt interaction and participation. However, the current
research demonstrates that though the phone calls and live video conferencing are
indeed valued, there are several more convenient asynchronous instructor presence
techniques that can break down these barriers and increase instructor presence that
students with limited time may instead gravitate to when offered. Additionally,
incorporating fancy new technologies or video conferencing may be a great way to
provide instructor presence to students, but also may limit the number of students who
are able to engage with it. Thus, instructors must consider the population of students
when incorporating or creating content. The sample in study was limited to online
students. With this in mind, traditional students or students in a hybrid program may
have different preferences.

It is also important to note that the school can only provide the virtual
environment of the classroom. When considering this, though students may state they
want/prefer something like a video lecture because “...the tool promotes a deeper
understanding,” restrictions in the student’s physical environment may impact their
likelihood of choosing to learn or connect with those resources. For example, a student
may have time for class while driving to work in the mornings, but this then would
negate the ability to read written text or watch a video. In another example, a student

“
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may only have time for class after kids are put to bed and prefer reading material to
limit noise.

The examples as mentioned earlier introduce additional study implications
for faculty and institutions. If instructors can provide students with multiple medium
options to receive and engage in content it offers greater student accessibility. For
example, if an instructor creates a lecture and provides it in all three mediums (video,
audio, and text-based), the student has multiple ways to receive the content.
Consequently, many instructors may not have time to create a resource through
multiple mediums. Finding multiple mediums is where it can be prudent for
instructors to select a tool that can allow the co-creation of a resource through multiple
mediums. For example, the record feature on Zoom automatically creates both audio-
only and video with audio files. That said, Zoom does not create a transcript, so the
written version would either need to be scripted out beforehand or transcribed
afterward either by the instructor or through a transcription service such as Rev.com.
Any additional support that an institution can provide instructors to help make
integrating their presence through multiple mediums is helpful.

While faculty have differences in their preferences in student-valued
teaching presence tools, so too is there variance in school standards of practice, faculty
expectations, and support resources for faculty between universities. It is the marriage
of these factors that need to be considered. Instructors and institutions need to consider
the audience, course, the tool being used, and the content when using various
communication mediums to build instructor presence. Instructor presence levels in the
online classroom can also be throttled or catalyzed by the learning management system
(LMS) in regards to how easy it is to insert additional material and/or how involved
the instructors are allowed to be in the process of content creation and delivery.
Additional considerations are whether students can see that some aspects of classroom
design, management, and grading are personalized by the instructor (Milman, 2016).
These last points raise limitations for the present study.

Limitations and Recommendations

From a research standpoint, it is vital to consider circumstantial differences
within a particular course or LMS designs. For example, text-only (personal responses
from the instructor within the individual forum) was most valuable because "...it aligns
with how I am used to learning." Data for the study was only pooled from a sample of
students within two undergraduate courses within one private university in the
Southwest. Other courses, degree programs, learning management systems, or even
institutions may have small differences in the way they run and thus change how/what
learners value.

The creation of the survey to measure students perceived value of varying
instructor personalization techniques was also a component of the study. This was the
first use of the survey. No standardized baseline for each mean value has been
determined. Further research to establish a baseline and complete a factorial analysis
of the tool would be helpful.

Furthermore, the study was created to be posted within a course in “parts” in
an attempt to reduce survey fatigue. Though parts 1 and 2 had completion rates of 500+
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participants, only 111 participants and their responses could be utilized after the
matching of participant codes across all four parts of the survey and are noted as a
limitation of the study. Though the survey was divided into parts in an attempt to
reduce survey fatigue, it may have still occurred and may have been the cause for less
participation in the later two parts of the survey. Survey fatigue may have been
avoided with a shorter survey. Thus, future studies could focus on revising the tool
into a more concise, one-time survey.

There is value in personalizing content for students through instructor
presence techniques, but how breakdown the themes and determine the value can be
explored further. Future research could delve deeper into the different themes listed
below:

e DPublic interaction (Example: Whole class instruction) versus private
interaction (Example: Individualized to one student). While it was clear
that the students value instructor personalization, it was not clear if they
valued private interaction or public interaction.

e  Generic content (Example: Curriculum created video that is placed in
each course) versus Instructor generated (Example: Instructor created
YouTube video lecture). It may not have always been clear to students
what was generic or instructor generated content. Again, there was no
differentiation as to whether or not students valued one over the other.

e Teaching (Example: providing assignment direction clarifications,
additional examples, or asking follow up questions to assess student
learning) versus design (Example: Creation of assignments,
determination of participation expectations, placement of other resources
in the course).

The objective of the study was to pinpoint some of the most valuable areas in
each dimension or most valuable dimensions where instructors can add their presence
into the online classroom with instructor presence techniques to get the biggest benefit.
The researchers ponder if some of the lower scores were because students did not
realize that these instructor presence techniques are personalized by the instructor
because they are based on a program outside of the classroom or whether students
thought the institution designed them. It would be of interest to find out why students
rated the synchronous techniques with the lowest values. Regardless, of the technique
that is applied including any instructor presence techniques appear to add value to the
online classroom.
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Appendices

Appendix A

Matrix Example

Table 1
Instructional Indicators of Value or Importance
Resource
(dimensions Provides Provides Makes me Makes me Makesme Makes Thave  Itis what Itiseasy to
of tool) Immediate value to  feel feel feel learning access to Iam used print out and
Feedback me (Ilike connected connected connected easier for itatany to have on
it) to the to the to my me time hand if
instructor  content classmates needed
This resource  Ilike This This This This Tlike this Ilike this Ilike this
provides utilizing resource resource  resource  resource type of  resource resource
immediate this type helpsme  helps make helpsme  makes it resource because it because it is
feedback to of feel more  course connect easier for  because I aligns important
foster my resource connected content withmy  meto have with how for me to be
understanding. to to my more classmates. understand access to Iam used able to print
support instructor. interesting. course itwhenl to out
my material.  needit. learning. instructional
learning. material.

Visual static
(Pictures,
diagrams)

Static general
(Text
direction)

Text only
(Regular
Additional
Posts)

Text only
(personal
responses
from
instructor
within the
individual
forum)

Interactive
audio (Phone
call)

Audio
(Instructor
audio
feedback)

Audio
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Appendix B

Value of Personalization Survey (Part 1)
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Value of Personalization Survey (Part 2)
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Value of Personalization Survey (Part 3)
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Value of Personalization Survey (Part 4)
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Appendix C
Means per Communication Medium Sub-Sections and Perceived Value

Means provided below are the mean Likert-score across all participants per
survey question. An X represents a survey question that was thrown out during the
survey creation stage.

Table 2
Communication Indicators of Value or Importance - Means
Medium
_(Examp_le of Provides Provides Makes me Makesme Makesme Makes I have Itis what Itis easy to
instructional Immediate valueto feel feel feel learning access to lam used print out and
resource) Feedback me connected connected to connected to easier for me it atany to have on hand
(Ilike it) to the the content my time if needed
instructor classmates
This resource  Tlike This This This This Ilike this Ilike this T like this
provides utilizing resource  resource resource resource typeof  resource resource
immediate this type helpsme  helps make helpsme  makes it resource because it because it is
feedback to of feel more  course connect easier for me because I aligns important for
foster my resource connected content with my to have with how me to be able
understanding. to support to my more classmates. understand accessto ITamused to print out
my instructor. interesting. course itwhenl to instructional
learning. material. needit. learning. material.
Visual static
(Pictures, X 4.31 4.21 4.41 3.86 4.40 4.37 4.15 4.14
diagrams)
Static general
A 4.50 4.50 4.36 4.39 X 4.50 4.59 4.25 4.02
(Text directions)
Text only
(Regular 4.48 4.49 4.37 4.45 4.26 4.44 4.54 4.25 4.00
Additional Posts)
Text only
(personal
. ” e 4.61 4.58 4.52 4.44 3.95 4.47 4.52 X 3.94
:esponscs from
nstructor within
the individual
forum)
Int ti di
o cracive audio X 343 3.63 333 X 3.50 X 3.24 X
(Phone call)
Audio
(Instructor audio 3.97 391 3.86 3.80 X 3.82 391 3.62 X
feedback)
Audio
(Instructor audio 4.09 4.07 3.98 3.93 X 4.00 4.01 3.79 X
lecture)
Generic non-
synchronous
di
aneto 418 3.89 3.98 3.93 X 3.89 4.04 X X

(Lecture without
your instructor’s
voice)
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Table 2 Cont.

icati
Com.mumca fon Indicators of Value or Importance — Means

Medium

Interactive

synchronous

video with 3.71 3.53 3.62 3.55 X 3.56 X 3.42 X

instructor
(Zoom call)

Interactive
synchronous
id ith
viceowl 348 348 351 355 352 X X 332 X
instructor and
classmates

(Zoom call)

Non-
synchronous
lecture video
with instructor

4.05 4.10 3.99 4.07 X 4.08 4.24 3.76 X

Non-
synchronous
video feedback
with instructor
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