
Internet and Higher Education 15 (2012) 195–203

Contents lists available at SciVerse ScienceDirect

Internet and Higher Education
Improving online social presence through asynchronous video

Jered Borup ⁎, Richard E. West, Charles R. Graham
Department of Instructional Psychology and Technology Brigham Young University, United States
⁎ Corresponding author at: 150 MCKB, Brigham Youn
United States.

E-mail address: jeredborup@hotmail.com (J. Borup)

1096-7516/$ – see front matter © 2011 Elsevier Inc. All
doi:10.1016/j.iheduc.2011.11.001
a b s t r a c t
a r t i c l e i n f o
Available online 9 November 2011
Keywords:
Asynchronous video communication
Community of inquiry
Social presence
Teaching presence
Online learning communities
Online learning
Online learning has become a reality for many students in higher education. Unfortunately, something that has
also become a reality is a sense of isolation in online courses, andMoore (1980) has warned that students' sense
of distance can threaten their ability to learn. The community of inquiry framework (Garrison, Anderson, & Ar-
cher, 2000) has provided insight into ways that online interactions can improve students' and instructors' social
presence and learning. Emerging video technologies may be able to improve these interactions and thus more
easily support the development of communities of inquiry. In this study we interviewed students in three dis-
tinct courses using different video-based instructional strategies. A large majority of students indicated feeling
that the video-based communication made their instructors seem more real, present, and familiar, and that
these relationships were similar to face-to-face instruction. Video communication impacted students' social
presence in similar ways, although to a lesser degree than they believed it impacted instructor social presence.
We conclude with discussion for future research and practice.

© 2011 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
1. Introduction

Online learning has forever changed the educational landscape,
but the same separation that provides online students with accessi-
bility, flexibility, and reflective interaction (Graham, 2006; Garrison,
1997; Rourke, Anderson, Garrison, & Archer, 2001) can also create a
sense of isolation, making it particularly difficult for a community of
inquiry to thrive. Moore (1980) explained that students' sense of dis-
tance can threaten their learning. He also stated that this potential
source of difficulty can become a remedy, since students' psychologi-
cal sense of distance is determined not by location, but by the quanti-
ty of their interactions. Dawson (2006) supported this claim by
finding a strong correlation between the frequency of interaction
and online students' sense of community and satisfaction.

Garrison et al. (2000) stated that stronger online communities of
inquiry exist when interactions allow students to establish their so-
cial presence as real people with individual thoughts, feelings, and
humor. Although this is not a new concept, Garrison et al.'s important
contribution was their assertion that social presence has direct aca-
demic implications (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2010). Rourke et
al. (2001) contended that students with social presence are likely to
instigate, sustain, and support content-related communication be-
cause it becomes more engaging and rewarding. These and other
scholars have demonstrated that social presence and a shared emo-
tional connection within the community can positively affect online
learning and student satisfaction.
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Although researchers recognize these benefits, they do not fully
understand how instructors and course designers can effectively es-
tablish online social presence. Research has found that social pres-
ence can be established in a text-based course (Caspi & Blau, 2008;
Garrison et al., 2000; Kehrwald, 2008; Rourke et al., 2001), but the
absence of visual conversational cues can make it more difficult
(Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007; Garrison et al., 2000; Rovai, 2002b).

Video technologies might contribute to overcoming these chal-
lenges. Moore (1993) explained that instructors can decrease stu-
dents' sense of distance, thus increasing their feeling of emotional
connection, by “manipulating the communications media” (p. 25).
An extensive survey administered to students in 115 higher educa-
tion institutions found they wanted the use of technology to be “bal-
anced with the human touch” of a real person (Smith, Salaway,
Caruso, & Katz, 2009, p. 21). It may be possible to more effectively
provide this human/technology balance by manipulating the commu-
nications medium to involve more video that could provide visual
and audio cues not expressed in text.

Correspondence courses have used synchronous video for this rea-
son; however, synchronous communication requires commitment to
a specific time period, removing much of the flexibility that has
made distance learning popular. Further, synchronous video technol-
ogies do not allow much reflection prior to contributing a comment
and can still be technically unreliable, which can create real time
and focus costs (Griffiths & Graham, 2010). Some scholars have sug-
gested that the flexible and reflective nature of asynchronous com-
munication could be accomplished via video that is high in fidelity,
thus combining the human touch aspects of face-to-face communica-
tion with the flexibility of online environments (Borup, Graham, &
Velasquez, 2011; Griffiths & Graham, 2009a,b).
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As yet there is little research on how instructors can effectively use
asynchronous video to strengthen social presence (and by extension
cognitive presence) and how students perceive their experience in
video-mediated environments. In this paper we first review social,
cognitive, and teaching presence as critical components of an online
community of inquiry (Garrison et al., 2000). Second, we discuss
the limited research related to asynchronous video- and audio-
mediated online learning. We then present case studies of three sec-
tions of an online instructional technology course for preservice
teachers in which the instructors of all sections attempted, in slightly
different ways, to foster an effective community of inquiry using
video as a main pedagogical tool. We conclude with implications for
future design and research of video-mediated online learning with
its potential for improving students' affective outcomes.
2. Review of literature

2.1. Social presence within a community of inquiry

In 1997 Garrison recognized the need for a framework for online
learning focused less onmass production, self-instruction, and indepen-
dence andmore on communication and personalization. In 2000, Garri-
son et al. presented the community of inquiry (CoI) framework based
on the theory that quality learning results from three core constructs:
cognitive presence, social presence, and teaching presence.

Cognitive presence, the most basic of the three, is defined as the ex-
tent to which learners can “construct meaning through sustained
communication” (Garrison et al., 2000, p. 89). Garrison, Anderson,
and Archer (2001) described four essential phases related to student
cognitive presence: a triggering event during which the issue is rec-
ognized, individual and social exploration of ideas to better grasp
the issue, evaluation and integration of the ideas generated, and res-
olution of the issue though “direct or vicarious action” (p.11). Much
like Moore's (1993) assertion that the communication mode can af-
fect dialog, Garrison et al. (2000) explained that cognitive presence
“is partly dependent upon how communication is restricted or en-
couraged by [its] medium” (p. 93).

In the CoI framework, teaching presence and social presence facili-
tate students' cognitive presence and improve their learning.
Anderson, Rourke, Garrison, and Archer (2001) stated that teaching
presence consists of three core instructor responsibilities: designing
and organizing the course, facilitating discourse, and providing direct
instruction. Course design includes selecting curriculum materials and
communication tools, setting project deadlines, and creating learning
activities that best utilize the tools and materials. In addition, instruc-
tors motivate, encourage, and assess student performance, and use di-
rect instruction to scaffold student learning.

Social presence is not original to the CoI framework. Short,
Williams, and Christie (1976) originally defined social presence as
“the degree of salience of the other person in the interaction and
the consequent salience of the interpersonal relationships,” specify-
ing that it is the “quality of the medium itself” (p. 65). However,
this distinction soon changed, and social presence became less
about the objective qualities of the medium and more about percep-
tion (Swan & Shih, 2005). Garrison et al. (2000) have also adopted
the perceptual view of social presence, defining it as individuals' abil-
ity to convey themselves as real people. Garrison et al. further stated
that social presence has three identifiers: emotional expression, open
communication, and group cohesion. Emotional expression includes
self-disclosure, humor, and the expression of feelings related to learn-
ing. Open communication requires that others recognize and respect-
fully attend to an individual's contributions, enabling risk-free
exchanges. The third identifier of social presence, group cohesion,
can be “exemplified by activities that build and sustain a sense of
group commitment” (Garrison et al., 2000, p. 101). Picciano (2002)
would later add that social presence includes “a sense of being in a
place and belonging to a group” (p. 22).

Teaching presence and social presence are not entirely distinct
constructs. Anderson et al. (2001) explained that teaching presence
“overlaps with many of the behaviors identified in [the] larger
model of ‘social presence’ as the teacher is an active member of the
community of inquiry” (p. 7). Lowenthal and Lowenthal (2010)
termed this overlap instructor's social presence and stated that re-
search on the topic is extremely limited. Swan and Shih (2005)
found instructor social presence to have a larger impact than student
social presence on positive course outcomes such as perceived
learning.

Notably, the CoI framework emerged from the study of text-based
online learning environments, and much of the initial CoI research fo-
cused on students' abilities to establish social presencewithin these tex-
tual constraints. Although research has shown that social presence can
be established in these text-based environments (Caspi & Blau, 2008;
Garrison et al., 2000; Kehrwald, 2008; Rourke et al., 2001), more than
10 years have now passed since Garrison et al.'s (2000) seminal article
—a decade during which computer-mediated communication has ad-
vanced to become a “media cornucopia” of communication tools includ-
ing asynchronous video (Rice, Hiltz, & Spencer, 2005). These new tools
enable new kinds of interaction possibilities, but little is known about
student and instructor use of asynchronous video communication and
its effects on the online learning experience.

2.2. Video-mediated online interactions

Some researchers have begun to investigate how high fidelity
asynchronous communication tools can establish a strong sense of
connection and social presence while still maintaining the flexible
and the reflective nature of asynchronous communication. In teach-
ing seven asynchronous text-based online courses, Ice, Curtis,
Phillips, andWells (2007) recognized that connection and social pres-
ence were often inadequate, so they began using asynchronous audio
feedback. They found through a post-semester survey (n=31) and
interviews (n=27) that most of the students (26 of the 31 survey re-
spondents and 25 of the 27 interviewed students) felt audio feedback
was more effective than text because of the vocal cues, a feeling that
they were more engaged and could better remember the content, and
a stronger perception that their instructor cared about their learning.

Oomen-Early, Bold, Wiginton, Gallien, and Anderson (2008) con-
ducted a similar but larger study involving 156 online students. Dur-
ing the semester instructors posted five audio messages accompanied
with text summaries. In addition, students received at least two indi-
vidual audio feedback comments. A large majority of respondents in-
dicated that audio communication improved the instructor–student
relationship (82%) and helped them better comprehend the material
(72%). In addition, qualitative survey responses indicated that the
audio communication humanized the instructor. However, despite
these benefits, student preferences were split, with 52% stating they
preferred text communication, perhaps because many of the students
were enrolled in writing-intensive programs. In addition qualitative
survey responses indicated that students used audio messages largely
to “augment and expand the text-based commentary” (p. 273). A
large majority of students (85%) perceived the combination of audio
and text to be beneficial.

Although audio communication contains vocal cues, it lacks visual
cues such as facial expressions and hand gestures. Consequently, re-
searchers have begun examining instructors' use of asynchronous
video communication. In one study (Griffiths & Graham, 2009a), an
instructor used asynchronous video to explain the instructional mate-
rial and ask students questions. Students recorded and transmitted
their responses to the instructor as email attachments, and the in-
structor responded using asynchronous video. Students in the online
section using these methods gave considerably higher ratings on
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overall course satisfaction and on their perceptions of the instructor
than did students in a comparable face-to-face version of the course.

These scholars have conducted other research (Borup et al., 2011;
Griffiths & Graham, 2009a,b) which found that asynchronous video
can be used effectively to establish social presence. Because their
findings have relied heavily on course surveys, more in-depth re-
search is needed to better understand why and how regular asyn-
chronous video communication can establish instructor and student
social presence. In this paper we explore this issue by specifically
addressing the following research questions in the context of a one-
and two-credit technology integration course for preservice teachers:

1. How did video-based strategies influence students' perceptions of
the instructor's social presence?

2. How did video-based strategies influence students' perceptions of
their own and their peers' social presence?

3. Methodology

3.1. Research design

A cross-case design (Merriam, 1998) was used for this study. Data
were collected for three cases to show how different instructors orga-
nized and taught their courses via asynchronous video and how these
decisions impacted their students' perceptions about social presence
within the course.

3.2. Research context

This study was conducted in the context of a semester-based tech-
nology integration course for preservice teachers, offered online
through one of the largest teacher preparation programs in the coun-
try, which graduates nearly 900 new teachers a year. All preservice
teachers are required to take a technology integration course (course
code: 286 for secondary education, a one-credit course; 287 for ele-
mentary and early childhood education, a two-credit course). Tradi-
tionally technology integration courses have focused primarily on
teaching preservice teachers how to use technology (Ertmer, 1999).
However, Nillas (2008) recommended that these courses should
also help preservice teachers develop a positive disposition toward
teaching with technology. Many researchers have found that courses
improving preservice teachers' technological skills alone may not im-
prove their intentions to actually use technology in their teaching
(Browne, 2007; Laffey, 2004; Lambert, Gong, & Cuper, 2008). But
studies have shown that increasing students' sense of closeness to
and belonging in a class community may help preservice teachers
learn (Liu, Magjuka, Bonk, & Lee, 2006; Caspi & Blau, 2008; Rovai,
2002a) and develop a positive disposition toward effective technolo-
gy integration (Beyerbach, Walsh, & Vannatta, 2001; Ertmer, 2005;
Putnam & Borko, 2000). Indeed, Zhao and Frank (2003) and West,
Waddoups, and Graham (2007) found that many teachers are more
responsive to peer attitudes than to dispositions promoted by institu-
tional and professional development initiatives. Responsive to these
findings, the instructional technology integration course we studied
focused on both improving teachers' technological skills and develop-
ing their positive and supportive relationships with other teachers.
Thus the course was an effective context for the current research.

3.3. Participant sampling

For this study researchers selected three predominantly online
sections (two sections of secondary teachers and one of elementary
teachers), taught by three different instructors, all of whom had expe-
rience teaching online and face-to-face. Although the courses were
online, the enrolled students carried a full-time course load and
took the majority of their courses on campus. In addition, many
students had more than one course in common. Student participants
were selected from this population specifically to make the most in-
formative case studies (Patton, 1980). For example, secondary educa-
tion students were selected for their high and low perceptions of
community in the course, as shown on an end-of-course survey
based on Rovai's (2002c) Classroom Community Scale (CCS) and
Rovai, Wighting, and Lucking's (2004) Classroom and School Commu-
nity Inventory (CSCI). Elementary education students were selected
by their instructor for their varying personality characteristics (i.e.
some were shy, extraverted, task-oriented, prone to procrastination
etc.). In total, 12 secondary education preservice teachers (enrolled
in the 286 course), and 6 elementary education preservice teachers
(enrolled in the 287 course) were interviewed. The students were
predominantly female and in different stages of their programs.
3.4. Course procedures

Course assignments and procedures were similar across all sec-
tions. The instructors organized students into small learning groups
of three to eight students and required them to discuss class topics
each week on individual blogs, on the instructor's blog, or via the
video technologies. Two instructors used VoiceThreads to mediate
these conversations (http://www.voicethread.com), and one instruc-
tor used YouTube (http://www.youtube.com). Two instructors began
the semester by meeting face-to-face for the first class session. John's
secondary education section was completely online and never met
face-to-face. All instructors used different strategies to establish social
presence, including video recording themselves teaching the initial
class, asking students to introduce themselves in a video, and requir-
ing regular participation in discussions.
3.5. Data collection

The primary source of data was a semi-structured interview with
all 18 participants. The interview questions, which were based on
the community of inquiry concepts of social presence, probed for
whether the students felt connected to their instructors and peers
in the course and which technologies and methods aided them in de-
veloping this connection. Each interview was digitally recorded and
then transcribed.
3.6. Data analysis

Interview transcriptions were analyzed inductively using constant
comparison coding methods. From the initial coding, which examined
all aspects of community formation, several of the major themes that
emerged referred to the use of video communication to establish in-
structors' and students' social presence in the course. Guided by
Garrison et al.'s (2000) three subcategories of social presence (i.e. emo-
tional expression, open communication, and cohesion), definitions and
coding categories were discussed among the members of the research
team to improve agreement (see Table 1). Subsequently a member of
the research team coded all of the 18 interviews according to these cat-
egories, being sensitive to emerging new themes and continually check-
ing them with the research team. Once the coding was complete, the
categories were analyzed first within each case to determine important
themes and then across cases to identify comparative findings.
4. Results

To establish the context for our findings, we will first describe how
video was used by each teacher and then present our cross-case
analysis.

http://www.voicethread.com
http://www.youtube.com


Table 1
Social presence coding categories and definitions.

Category Definition

Emotional expression
Expression of
personality

Participants' ability to perceive and/or transmit personality,
including feelings, sense of humor, sarcasm, energy level, etc.

Verbal
self-disclosure

Participants' sharing of personal thoughts and experiences
that extend beyond the boundaries of the course

Visual
self-disclosure

Participants intentionally or unintentionally sharing personal
information with others through their appearance and/or
environment

Open communication
Informational
exchange

Participants' perception that others in the course are
attending to their comments and in turn they are attending to
others' comments

Natural
expression

Participants' ability to share insights and thoughts in a
natural, easy, and efficient way

Fidelity Participants' ability to see and hear the people they are
communicating with and know that they are real

Cohesion
Connection Participants' perception that they have formed a sense of

connection with others that allows for safe communication
Support Participants' perception that they could count on others for

help if needed
Similarities Participants' perception that they are similar to others in the

course
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4.1. VoiceThread for student–instructor interaction (Ronald)

Ronald, the instructor of a one-credit version of the course for sec-
ondary education majors, chose to use VoiceThread (http://www.
voicethread.com) as the primary medium for conveying weekly con-
tent to and moderating discussions with his online students.
VoiceThread is an interactive communication tool launched in March
2007 (Rad, 2007). Although it was not intended to be an exclusively ac-
ademic tool, reports affirm that 90% of all VoiceThread activity has been
performed by the educational community (Berman, Holsing, Meyer,
Stubbs, & Winck, 2009). To create a VoiceThread, a user uploads
media including images, video, PowerPoint presentations, and PDF
documents, and then creates a video or audio narration. Students can
comment on the VoiceThread presentation via text, audio, or video.
Users can upload their photos and then click on the photo icons to
view specific comments. Despite its name, VoiceThread is constrained
by its inability to show the thread of the discussion.

For his class, each week Ronald created a multi-slide VoiceThread
that he required students to view and comment on during the week.
The beginning of each VoiceThread was a short 3-slide presentation
given by one of the students using video narration, which was followed
by Ronald's portion of the VoiceThread which included a greeting, class
announcements, and instruction via PowerPoint slides, images, a video
clip, or urls to other websites. Ronald video-narrated each slide to pre-
sent the material and frequently interspersed slides that contained
only questions for students to respond to for weekly class participation.
Commonly questions asked students to apply course principles to their
specific field of teaching and to share personal insights and experiences.
At the endof eachVoiceThread Ronald described theweek's assignment
in detail.

Students were strongly encouraged to respond to these discussions
with video comments. However, most comments from students were
text. Within VoiceThread each week, Ronald encouraged students to
talk to each other and to him about class topics, and it was common
for students to mention each other: e.g., “I also agree with …” or “Like
most of you, I… .” Ronald also typically responded to student questions
or gave supportive feedback on specific comments near the end of each
week's cycle. These VoiceThreadswere sent by email to every student in
the class, with minimal content in the email itself so that students
would need to engage with the VoiceThread each week. However,
Ronald did respond (usually within 24 h) to emails from students,
sometimes directing them to portions of his VoiceThread or to a class
website where they could find resources. He also invited them to visit
with him in person if they had lingering questions.

4.2. VoiceThread for instructor and small group interaction (Joseph)

In the two-credit version of the course for elementary education
majors, Joseph also utilized VoiceThread. For his students, Joseph
used the tool in three ways: (1) to orient students to assignments,
(2) to facilitate small group peer interaction regarding course topics,
and (3) to provide students with personalized feedback on completed
projects. Similar to Ronald's 286 section, each week Joseph created
and video narrated a multi-slide VoiceThread regarding that week's
assignments. Joseph's video narration elaborated on text instructions
for completing the week's assignment and provided general feedback
on the previous week's homework. However, Joseph did not ask stu-
dents questions or require them to comment on these whole-class
VoiceThreads. Instead students were organized into small groups of
6–8 and received participation points for posting a video response
to their group's private VoiceThread. These group VoiceThreads typi-
cally contained only one slide with a discussion prompt. Commonly
students shared past experiences and personal thoughts; they re-
ceived points only for posting a video response.

Joseph participated regularly in the VoiceThread discussions, often
referring to students by name, and regularly posted two video com-
ments on each group's VoiceThread: once in the middle of the week
to encourage participation and correct misconceptions and once at
the end to summarize the discussion. Joseph only required students
to make one comment a week but encouraged them to view and
build off of the comments previously made by other students. Each
student created a personal VoiceThread where Joseph left video feed-
back following each project throughout the semester.

4.3. YouTube for student–instructor interaction (John)

In contrast to Joseph and Ronald, John used YouTube as a tool for
regular video communications with students in his one-credit section
of the course for secondary education majors. Launched in 2005,
YouTube has quickly become the largest free video hosting site,
where users can upload videos or directly record videos using
webcams. YouTube also allows account holders to host conversations
(with text or video responses) attached to each uploaded video.

Each week John uploaded a video of himself to YouTube for his
students, typically 5–15 min, sharing class announcements, direct in-
struction, orientation to the week's assignments, and multiple ques-
tions for students to potentially respond to concerning how they
could apply course principles in their future teaching. While John
allowed students to post text responses, he required at least half of
students' responses to be short 30–60 second video postings. Howev-
er, John found the large majority of students' posts to be video. John
encouraged students to post video replies to peer videos; however,
students rarely referred to peer comments, and John sensed that
they were not watching peer comments.

4.4. Analysis of students' social presence in multiple cases

The following sections will report the findings from the cross-case
analysis of the three course sections. First, we will report findings
from students' comments regarding their perceptions of instructor
social presence. Following, we will report findings regarding student
social presence. Within each section, findings are organized by the
three social presence subcategories cited by Garrison et al. (2000):
open communication, emotional expression, and cohesion.

4.4.1. Instructor's open communication
Open communication was coded when students stated that video

communication helped them to recognize and attend to their

http://www.voicethread.com
http://www.voicethread.com
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instructor's comments and in turn to know that the instructor was
recognizing and attending to their contributions (see Table 2). All
interviewed students indicated that video communication with their
instructor positively impacted the course. Sixteen responded similar
to Cindy, who stated, “I feel like I was talking to [my instructor]
every week on this video, like he's just sitting there talking to me.”
Students stated that this feeling resulted from the instructor both ask-
ing questions and responding to student comments as well as provid-
ing points for students to participate.

Half of the students mentioned that video communication im-
proved their instructor's teaching. Keith from John's section stated
that video communication made it “easier to understand the instruc-
tions, especially when he can expound on something when he is talk-
ing.” Natalie form Ronald's section said, “There was just a lot of
information to portray . . . we would both see and hear what he
wanted us to do, so it was probably the most efficient way.” Jackie
from Joseph's section added that “just reading it can be a little bit con-
fusing . . . but I feel like [video] makes the course a lot clearer.” Five
students indicated the communication was natural and, like Natalie
from Ronald's class, felt “it was almost like [the instructor] is interact-
ing with you almost just like you would in the classroom.”

Individual video feedback on projects was unique to Joseph's sec-
tion, and all six of his students found it to be beneficial. Angela stated
that the video feedback helped because she “knew exactly why [she]
got the points that [she] did and how to fix it.” Angela had procrasti-
nated work in other online classes but found that video feedback
helped her to stay current in the course. She said,

There was one assignment that I did a week late, and I remember
looking at my VoiceThread feedback and . . . I could see [Joseph's]
face saying “Ok, well if you want to do that this week, that would
be great.” I felt like “Ok, well I should probably do it. He's looking
for it.” And so I did it quicker than I probably would have done it
otherwise . . . I think that it would have been easier to disregard
an e-mail for a little longer . . . because it is not a person.

Five students stated that they would have liked more communica-
tion with their instructor. Michele noted that John never commented
on her responses; she said that she wished she “had gotten an occa-
sional comment.” She stated that John's reply would have helped
her because then she “would know that he was actually watching or
that it mattered or that [she] should say something that [John]
could comment on.”

Comments from 14 students indicated that the fidelity of the video
communication improved their learning experience because they
could see the instructor. Dana from Ronald's section noted, “It made
him feel like a real teacher. He was actually lecturing, you could see
his face as he talked about the slides.” Similarly, Cathy from Joseph's
section explained, “There's just something about seeing [the instruc-
tor's] face instead of just text that makes it seem more real.”

4.4.2. Instructor's emotional expression
Information regarding the instructors' self-disclosure and expres-

sion of personality was coded as emotional expression (see Table 3).
Table 2
Coded comments related to open communication as part of instructor social presence.

Category Positive examples Negative examples

n=persons n=total
comments

n=persons n=total
comments

Informational
exchange

18 49 5 7

Natural
expression

5 11 0 0

Fidelity 14 28 0 0
Eight students commented that their instructors' self-disclosure
strengthened the course experience. Natalie from Ronald's section
stated, “It was just like being in a classroom, so you saw him and he
gave similar examples. He shared things about his family. . . he shared
those personal experiences, and so you felt like you knew him more.”
Four students also found that the fidelity of the video helped them to
learn about their instructor. Amber stated that seeing John make
comments from home made him feel like a “real person.” Similarly,
Vanessa said that seeing Ronald in his home and hearing his kids run-
ning in the background helped her view him as a “dad kind of figure.”

Five students reported that video helped them gain a perception
of their instructor's personality. Dana stated that video comments
helped her know Ronald was a “good person” who was willing to
help her because “he was very energetic and happy on all the Voi-
ceThreads.” Dana also felt that this energy and happiness could not
be shown in text because it came from the instructor's “facial expres-
sions and movement.” She added, “You can do a lot with text. I love to
read because reading is engaging, but I feel like you learn more about
a person watching them speak then just listening or reading their
words.”

Not all students felt they came to know their professors this well,
and five students indicated that the instructors either didn't express
their personality or self-disclose very effectively. For example, Eliza-
beth from Ronald's section stated, “You don't get to know the profes-
sor because he's just saying what needs to be said and then he's
closing his computer.” She added that Ronald did not “go off on tan-
gents” like her face-to-face instructors. She admitted that such tan-
gents are “not very educational” but help her learn a lot about her
professors. It could be that while video enables instructors to commu-
nicate their personalities better than text, it is still not as rich as face-
to-face interaction and that teachers need to provide more emotional
expression in video-based courses then they would otherwise use.

4.4.3. Cohesion with the instructor
Cohesion with the instructor was coded when students indicated

that video communication helped build a sense of commitment and
closeness with their instructor (see Table 4). Fifteen students felt
the video communication helped them develop a sense of familiarity
and closeness with their instructor. Dana from Ronald's section stat-
ed, “I definitely feel like I got to know him.” Anna described an expe-
rience in which she and Joseph recognized each other on campus:
“That's nice because I have been in a lot of classes where the professor
wouldn't even know my name, which is sometimes fine, sometimes
frustrating.” Amber stated, “[John] was very connected to the online
students. I never felt not connected. I felt like our class was watching
his videos and being there focusing one-on-one with the teacher.”
Angela indicated that the connection she felt with Ronald was more
efficiently established through video: “[Video] was easier to connect
with. I didn't have to put in any effort to read, so I just immediately
felt a connection.” Fourteen students also felt that they could rely
on their instructor for support and that he wanted them to succeed.
Natalie said that she knew Ronald “was there to help,” and Amber
said that John's videos helped her to be more persistent “because he
was there [saying] . . . ‘No! You can do it!’”
Table 3
Coded comments related to emotional expression as part of instructor social presence.

Category Positive examples Negative examples

n=persons n=total
comments

n=persons n=total
comments

Expression
of personality

5 9 3 4

Verbal
self-disclosure

8 9 4 5

Visual
self-disclosure

4 7 0 0



Table 4
Coded comments related to group cohesion as part of instructor social presence.

Category Positive examples Negative examples

n=persons n=total
comments

n=persons n=total
comments

Connection 15 34 5 10
Support 14 39 2 3
Similarities 1 1 0 0
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In contrast, five students felt a lack of familiarity and connection
with the instructor. Angela stated, “I still felt like I could rely on
[Ronald] to answer my questions, but if I saw him in a hall he
wouldn't be like, ‘Hey [Ang], how are you?’ . . . at least I feel like he
doesn't knowme.” This disparity indicates a need for further research
to understand the reasons why some students may apparently feel a
greater connection to their instructors through video-mediated in-
struction than do others.

4.5. Student social presence

This section will report the findings regarding the effects of asyn-
chronous video communication on students' social presence. Similar
to the section on instructor presence, these findings will be organized
according to the three social presence subcategories cited by Garrison
et al. (2000).

4.5.1. Students' open communication
Students' open communication was coded when students stated

that they attended to their peers' comments and in turn felt that
their peers were attending to their contributions (see Table 5).
Twelve students indicated the fidelity of video communication
benefited open communication by letting them see their peers as
real people. Amber from John's section stated, “It wasn't just reading
their responses or seeing a picture. It was [seeing] them live and their
video . . . I was like, ‘Okay, [this is] a real person. I am not just talking
to a computer.’” Fifteen students stated that video communication
benefited the informational exchange between peers. Of those 15 stu-
dents, 12 indicated that they viewed peer comments and felt that
doing so benefited their learning. Dana from Ronald's section
remarked, “Every week you were seeing other people's opinions, or
thoughts, or ideas, where sometimes, even in a normal classroom,
you don't get that.” However, somewhat ironically, all students cited
disadvantaged to the use of asynchronous video for informational ex-
changes with their peers including twelve students who indicated
they did not think that their peers were watching their comments. In-
terviews showed that this feeling was not entirely baseless: Eight
students indicated watching few of their peers' comments and
responses.

Nine students stated that their perception that peers were not lis-
tening was in part due to instructors only requiring students to com-
ment once which did not encourage extended conversations.
Nancy from Joseph's section described the video discussions and stat-
ed, “Everybody just responded once . . . and that was it. End of
Table 5
Coded comments related to open communication as part of student social presence.

Category Positive examples Negative examples

n=persons n=total
comments

n=persons n=total
comments

Informational
exchange

15 60 18 75

Natural
expression

10 19 8 15

Fidelity 12 28 4 5
discussion.” While peers often built on previous comments, the dis-
cussion was not threaded, making it difficult for students to know if
a peer had commented on their video, which might have influenced
the low number of return postings. Susan from John's section ac-
knowledged that some students would use peer comments as a
“springboard” for their comments, but that “there was no way of
knowing [if someone commented about your post] unless you went
in and watched every video.” Six students suggested that if conversa-
tions were synchronous they would know that others were attending
to their comments. However, several of them agreed with Nancy from
Joseph's section who said that having synchronous conversations
would be a “trade-off of convenience.”

Ten students found communicating through video to be more nat-
ural than using text. Anna from Joseph's section said, “[Video commu-
nication] was more comfortable because I could just say exactly what
I wanted, whereas with text I would have analyzed and made sure
that I sounded the way I wanted . . . a lot more ‘me’ came through.”
Although eight students felt video communication was somewhat
awkward, all but one stated that the discomfort was minor and/or
subsided throughout the semester. To this point Michele from John's
section stated, “It was always kind of awkward to see myself on the
computer, but it was okay. I got used to it.”

4.5.2. Students' emotional expression
Information regarding the students' self-disclosure and expression

of personality was coded as emotional expression (see Table 6). Opin-
ions varied on the benefits of students' emotional expression. Ten of
the interviewed students stated that verbal self-disclosure—i.e., shar-
ing of personal thoughts and experiences that extend beyond the
boundaries of the course—benefited the learning community. Nancy
in Joseph's section stated that she enjoyed hearing “what people
have going on different from just regular school stuff” and that it
helped her relate to them: “This is a person. They have feelings.
They have a life outside of school.” Eight students indicated that
their peers disclosed little information about themselves during the
course. Perhaps Beth from John's section summarized this position
best when she stated that she did not get to know “the things you
normally ask in a first conversation . . . [such as] where they are
from, what they are majoring in, and what they played in high school
sports.” However, five students (including Beth) found the visual and
auditory fidelity of the video alone helped them learn about their
peers, even without verbal self-disclosure. For example Beth noted,
“[A peer's video] had her three screaming kids running around in
the background . . . . Her husband even walked by in one shot, and
so I really felt that I like almost knew her better, and so I was almost
more excited the next week to see what she put up to see if I could
find anything else about her family.”

Five students specifically stated that students' personalities were
more evident in video communication than would have been
expressed in text. Cathy from Joseph's section explained, “When you
see someone talking and hear their voice inflections, you get more
of a sense of their personality than just seeing something written.”
Similarly, Dana from Ronald's section stated that personality “comes
from the face, it comes from people-to-people interaction, where
Table 6
Coded comments related to emotional expression as part of student social presence.

Category Positive examples Negative examples

n=persons n=total
comments

n=persons n=total
comments

Expression of
personality

5 6 6 9

Verbal
self-disclosure

10 20 8 9

Visual
self-disclosure

5 8 2 5
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black and white words don't really give me a sense of people.” In ad-
dition, Cindy from John's section stated that video communication
helps avoid misconceptions about peers' personalities because “you
get the real way they say it. If they're being sarcastic and you don't
know them and they just type it, you could think they're a really
rude person.” Three students in Ronald's section stated that video
was not used enough in the course to allow them to see students' per-
sonalities. To this point Anna stated, “I think if it was required to have
everybody do a video comment, then you would understand who
these people were because when you are just reading text you can't
connect that with anybody.” Three additional students in John's sec-
tion stated that they felt they were not able to gain a sense of their
peers' personalities because students “were trying to be professional,”
indicating that perhaps the benefits from connecting emotionally
through video communication depend on how natural the partici-
pants are in their communication.

4.5.3. Student cohesion
Student cohesion was coded when students indicated video com-

munication helped build a sense of commitment and closeness with
their peers (see Table 7). Thirteen students felt similar to Jackie in
Joseph's section, who remarked that video communication felt like
having “an experience with that person,” resulting in a feeling of fa-
miliarity and cohesion with peers. Cindy from John's section stated
that when she saw her peers' videos “it just made it feel more like
we're just all friends.” Angela from Joseph's section said, “[Video com-
munication] makes me feel closer to them and more like they're real
people.”

While Beth from John's section felt that video communication is
“the closest you can get to [face-to-face],” there appeared to be limi-
tations to the level of familiarity and closeness developed through
video communication. Anna from Joseph's section explained, “There's
still an emotional divide that [video communication] doesn't quite
breach.” Similar to Anna, 9 of the 13 students who indicated that
video communication helped them to develop a connection with
peers were also among the 14 students who felt this sense of familiar-
ity was limited to only a few peers. Students provided several reasons
why they did not develop a sense of familiarity with others, including
students choosing to use text rather than video, comments lacking
emotional expression, and students neglecting to view peer com-
ments. Similar reasons were provided by the nine students who indi-
cated that they did not form a strong emotional connection. Angela
from Ronald's section stated that even when she would watch her
peers' videos she had a hard time feeling “their presence” because
they “were so separated from reality.”

Because a sense of familiarity and emotional closeness closely re-
lated to a perception of peer support, we found that students also dif-
fered on feeling that they could rely on their peers for help when
needed. Nine students felt that if they needed peer help, they would
be able to receive it. Natalie from Ronald's section stated that video
communication helped her to develop a “we are all in this together
type thing.” Most students asked their instructor for help rather
than peers, but as Amber from John's section explained, “[I asked]
the professor first just because that is the resource I would go to,
but definitely there was still that openness as peers that we could
have [asked each other for help].” In contrast, nine students stated
Table 7
Coded comments related to group cohesion as part of student social presence.

Category Positive examples Negative examples

n=persons n=total
comments

n=persons n=total
comments

Connection 13 43 14 47
Support 9 10 9 10
Similarities 4 5 2 2
that they would not have felt comfortable asking peers for help.
Elizabeth from Ronald's section explained, “I don't like to ask for
help, and if I don't know you I'm not going to ask you for help.”

The variation in these statements may reflect differences in the
importance students attached to forming a community with their
peers in an online course. Just under half of the students (n=8)
agreed with Anna from Ronald's section who said, “I don't feel like I
really wanted or needed to be connected to [my peers].” The large
portion of students who did not consider it important to form a com-
munity with their peers could be due to the purposeful sampling
techniques that were used to ensure a balanced perspective, ranging
from students who were likely to be well connected to their peers
to some who were not.

5. Conclusion

Interviews showed that video communication had a substantial
impact on establishing the instructors' social presence. A large major-
ity of students indicated feeling like they were talking to their in-
structor when they made video comments and that viewing the
instructors' video communication helped them perceive the teacher
as a real person. Some students also indicated that their interaction
with their instructor was similar to that of face-to-face instruction.
In addition, the majority of students stated that video communication
helped them to develop an emotional connection with their instruc-
tor and to know that they could rely on him for help. Some students
also said that the fidelity of the video contained a type of visual self-
disclosure that helped them to get to know their instructor. Further,
all students who received individual video feedback from their in-
structor found it to be beneficial supporting previous research that
found asynchronous audio feedback to be helpful (Ice et al., 2007;
Oomen-Early et al., 2008).

There was also evidence that the instructors' emotional expres-
sion was higher due to the use of video. One student explained that
she knew that her instructor was “energetic and happy” because of
his “facial expressions and movement” that could not have been
seen in text or audio communication. However, some students per-
ceived their instructors' emotional expression as low. It could be
that while video enables instructors to express their personalities bet-
ter than text, it is still not as rich as face-to-face interaction. Teachers
may need to provide more emotional expression in video-based
courses then they would otherwise use.

Video communication impacted students' social presence in similar
ways, although to a lesser degree. The majority of students regularly
viewed their peers' comments, found that doing so helped them per-
ceive their peers as real people with emotions, and stated that video
communication felt more natural than text. However, many students
cited disadvantages to using asynchronous video to communicate
with their peers. The disadvantage most commonly cited was feeling
their peers were not viewing their comments, a conception which neg-
atively influenced students' emotional expressions and group cohesion.
This feeling was likely the result of a limitation of the communication
tools that did not allow for threaded video conversations. In addition,
instructors only required students to post one comment on every dis-
cussion, and students' perceived value of peer-to-peer video communi-
cation would likely increase as the number of student video peer-to-
peer comments increased. As asynchronous video communication
tools evolve to allow threaded conversations, researchers should seek
to find and examine cases aboutmore interactive video communication
experiences. Overall, themajority of students indicated that video com-
munication helped improve the social presence exhibited by instructors
and peers and that social presence in the course would have been
weaker if text communication had been used exclusively.

In addition, asynchronous video communication improved the
emotional expression for several participants. Due to the risk of
being misunderstood, Garrison and Anderson (2003) found that
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emotional expressions such as humor are not commonly found in a
text-based online learning environment. In part this risk can be re-
duced when using asynchronous video communication, and several
participants indicated that its use helped to improve the emotional
expression in the course. One student stated that video communica-
tion helped to avoid misconceptions because “you get the real way
they say it. If they're being sarcastic and you don't know them and
they just type it, you could think they're a really rude person.” It is
also important that instructors be aware of unintended consequences
of increasing the level of emotional expression and in turn the social
presence in a course. Garrison and Anderson (2003) warned that
while too little social presence can be harmful to a learning commu-
nity, “too much social presence may inhibit disagreement and en-
courage surface comments and social banter” (p. 53). As students
perceive their peers as real people with emotions they may be less
likely to criticize or challenge their peer's ideas because they might
offend or hurt their peers. “This is where the teacher, in encouraging
questioning of his or her own comments, can be an excellent model.
The tone is set by the teacher in making all participants feel this is ac-
ceptable and not a personal attack” (p. 54).

One student said video communication “should be required for
each online course because it was just very helpful in every way.”
While such wholesale adoption of any educational tool for all situa-
tions without thought may be unwise, the results of this study do in-
dicate that the use of asynchronous video communication may be
beneficial to instructors who wish to improve the social presence in
their courses. However, researchers found limitations to the video
communication tools used in this research. One major limitation
was being unable to hold extended threaded conversations; we rec-
ognize that a threaded and easily implemented video discussion
tool should be developed. In addition, knowledge of effective asyn-
chronous video communication pedagogy appears to be currently
limited, as these instructors struggled to implement the video tools
into their courses effectively—despite all having knowledge and expe-
rience in both online and face-to-face instruction. We encourage on-
line instructors to explore innovative methods of incorporating
video communication within more traditional forms of online in-
struction, thus leveraging the benefits of video effectively.

Additionally, one limitation of the current and previous research
on asynchronous video communication is that it relies primarily on
students' perceptions. Researchers should work to move beyond
perception and empirically examine the effect that regular instruc-
tor–student and student–student asynchronous video communica-
tion has on course outcomes, including student performance and
attrition. In doing so researchers will need to establish criteria for
reliably examining and measuring the social presence conveyed in
video, similar to the work that has already been established for
measuring social presence in text-based learning environments by
Rourke et al. (2001). In addition, future research should take a
more holistic view and examine the effects of asynchronous video
communication on all three types of presences that are identified
in the CoI framework.

It is also important to note that the participating students and in-
structors were distinct from the general higher education online pop-
ulation in several ways. First, the large majority of the students were
female and all were preservice teachers. Similarly, it was a goal of the
instructors to demonstrate effective use of educational technology
such as asynchronous video. Furthermore, participants in this re-
search were on-campus students, which may have affected their de-
sire to establish social presence and form a community with their
peers. Future research should seek to examine the use of asynchro-
nous video in other types of courses with a more general type of on-
line student population. Though challenging, the possibilities for
improving online learning through video-based communication
methods make these endeavors critical for future online teachers
and learners.
References

Anderson, T., Rourke, L., Garrison, D. R., & Archer, W. (2001). Assessing teaching presence
in a computer conferencing context. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 5(2),
1–17.

Berman, D., Holsing, C., Meyer, M., Stubbs, C., & Winck, K. (2009). 7 things you need to
know about VoiceThread: Awhite paper from teaching and learningwith technology.
Technology (pp. 2). Retrieved from. http://www.personal.psu.edu/mnm14/blogs/
meyerviews/VoiceThread_whitepaper.pdf

Beyerbach, B., Walsh, C., & Vannatta, R. (2001). From teaching technology to using
technology to enhance student learning: Preservice teachers' changing perceptions
of technology infusion. Journal of Technology and Teacher Education, 9(1), 105–127.

Borup, J., Graham, C. R., & Velasquez, A. (2011). The use of asynchronous video com-
munication to improve instructor immediacy and social presence in a blended
learning environment. In A. Kitchenham (Ed.), Blended learning across disciplines:
Models for implementation (pp. 38–57). Hershey, PA: IGI Global.

Browne, J. (2007). Measuring preservice teacher self-efficacy of technology integration.
Proceedings of Society for Information Technology & Teacher Education International
Conference 2007 (pp. 2947–2954). Chesapeake, VA: AACE.

Caspi, A., & Blau, I. (2008). Social presence in online discussion groups: Testing three
conceptions and their relations to perceived learning. Social Psychology of Edu-
cation, 11(3), 323–346. doi:10.1007/s11218-008-9054-2.

Dawson, S. (2006). A studyof the relationship between student communication interaction
and sense of community. The Internet and Higher Education, 9(3), 153–162. doi:
10.1016/j.iheduc.2006.06.007.

Ertmer, P. A. (1999). Addressing first- and second-order barriers to change: Strategies
for technology integration. Educational Technology Research and Development,
47(4), 47–61. doi:10.1007/BF02299597.

Ertmer, P. A. (2005). Teacher pedagogical beliefs: The final frontier in our quest for
technology integration? Educational Technology Research and Development, 53(4),
25–39. doi:10.1007/BF02504683.

Garrison, D. R. (1997). Self-directed learning: Toward a comprehensive model. Adult
Education Quarterly, 48(1), 18–33. doi:10.1177/074171369704800103.

Garrison, D. R., & Anderson, T. (2003). E-Learning in the 21st century: A framework for
research and practice. New York, NY: RoutledgeFalmer.

Garrison, D. R., Anderson, T., & Archer, W. (2000). Critical inquiry in a text-based envi-
ronment: Computer conferencing in higher education. The Internet and Higher Ed-
ucation, 2(2–3), 87–105. doi:10.1016/S1096-7516(00)00016-6.

Garrison, D. R., Anderson, T., & Archer, W. (2001). Critical thinking, cognitive presence, and
computer conferencing in distance education. American Journal of Distance Education,
15(1), 7–23. doi:10.1080/08923640109527071.

Garrison, D. R., Anderson, T., & Archer, W. (2010). The first decade of the community of
inquiry framework: A retrospective. The Internet and Higher Education, 13(1–2),
5–9. doi:10.1016/j.iheduc.2009.10.003 (Elsevier Inc.).

Garrison, D. R., & Arbaugh, J. (2007). Researching the community of inquiry frame-
work: Review, issues, and future directions. The Internet and Higher Education,
10(3), 157–172. doi:10.1016/j.iheduc.2007.04.001.

Graham, C. R. (2006). Blended learning systems: Definition, current trends, and future
directions. In C. J. Bonk C.R. Graham (Eds.), Handbook of blended learning: Global
perspectives, local designs (pp. 3–21). San Francisco, CA: Pfeiffer Publishing.

Griffiths, M., & Graham, C. R. (2010). Using asynchronous video to achieve instructor
immediacy and closeness in online classes: Experiences from three cases. Interna-
tional Journal on e-Learning, 9(3), 325–340.

Griffiths,M. E., &Graham, C. R. (2009). Using asynchronous video in online classes: Results
from a pilot study. Instructional Technology & Distance Learning, 6(3), 65–76.

Griffiths, M. E., & Graham, C. R. (2009). The potential of asynchronous video in online
education. Distance Learning, 6(2), 13–22.

Ice, P., Curtis, R., Phillips, P., & Wells, J. (2007). Using asynchronous audio feedback to
enhance teaching presence and student's sense of community. Journal of Asynchro-
nous Learning Networks, 11(2), 3–25.

Kehrwald, B. (2008). Understanding social presence in text-based online learning envi-
ronments. Distance Education, 29(1), 89–106. doi:10.1080/01587910802004860.

Laffey, J. (2004). Appropriation, mastery and resistance to technology in early child-
hood preservice teacher education. Journal of Research on Technology in Education,
36(4), 361–382.

Lambert, J., Gong, Y., & Cuper, P. (2008). Technology, transfer, and teaching: The impact of
a single technology course on preservice teachers' computer attitudes and ability.
Journal of Technology and Teacher Education, 16(4), 385–410.

Liu, X., Magjuka, R. J., Bonk, C. J., & Lee, S. -hee. (2006). Does sense of community mat-
ter? An examination of participants' perspectives in online courses. Proceedings of
world conference on e-learning in corporate, government, healthcare, and higher edu-
cation 2006 (pp. 2615–2621). Chesapapeake, VA: AACE.

Lowenthal, A., & Lowenthal, P. R. (2010). A mixed methods examination of instructor
social presence in accelerated online courses. American Education Research Asso-
ciation. Denver, CO: AERA.

Merriam, S. B. (1998). Qualitative research and case study applications in education: Revised
and expanded from case study research in education. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Moore, M. G. (1980). Independent study. In R. D. Boyd, & J. Apps (Eds.), Redefining the
discipline of adult education (pp. 16–31). San Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass Retrieved
from. http://www.ajde.com/Documents/independent_study.pdf

Moore, M. G. (1993). Theory of transactional distance. In D. Keegan (Ed.), Theoretical
principles of distance education (pp. 22–28). New York, NY: Routledge.

Nillas, L. A. (2008). Challenges in preparing preservice teachers to teach using technology. In
K. McFerrin (Ed.), Society for Information Technology & Teacher Education International
Conference 2008 (pp. 4256–4261). Chesapeake, VA: AACE Retrieved from. http://
www.editlib.org/p/27924

http://www.personal.psu.edu/mnm14/blogs/meyerviews/VoiceThread_whitepaper.pdf
http://www.personal.psu.edu/mnm14/blogs/meyerviews/VoiceThread_whitepaper.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2006.06.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02299597
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02504683
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/074171369704800103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08923640109527071
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2009.10.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2007.04.001
http://www.ajde.com/Documents/independent_study.pdf
http://www.editlib.org/p/27924
http://www.editlib.org/p/27924


203J. Borup et al. / Internet and Higher Education 15 (2012) 195–203
Oomen-Early, J., Bold, M., Wiginton, K. L., Gallien, T. L., & Anderson, N. (2008). Using
asynchronous audio communication (AAC) in the online classroom: A comparative
study. Journal of Online Learning and Teaching, 4(3), 267–276.

Patton, M. Q. (1980). Qualitative evaluation methods. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.
Picciano, A. G. (2002). Beyond student perceptions: Issues of interaction, presence, and per-

formance in an online course. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 6(1), 21–40.
Putnam, R. T., & Borko, H. (2000). What do new views of knowledge and thinking have

to say about research on teacher learning? Educational Research, 29(1), 4–15.
Rad, S. (2007). Voicethread launches group audio blogging. Retrieved from. http://

venturebeat.com/2007/03/23/voicethread-launches-group-audio-blogging/
Rice, R. E., Hiltz, S. R., & Spencer, D. (2005). Media mixes and learning networks. In S. R.

Hiltz, & R. Goldman (Eds.), Learning together online: Research on asynchronous
learning (pp. 215–237). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Rourke, L., Anderson, T., Garrison, D. R., & Archer, W. (2001). Assessing social presence
in asynchronous text-based computer conferencing. Journal of Distance Education,
14(3), 51–70.

Rovai, A. P. (2002). Sense of community, perceived cognitive learning, and persistence
in asynchronous learning networks. The Internet and Higher Education, 5(4),
319–332. doi:10.1016/S1096-7516(02)00130-6.

Rovai, A. P. (2002). Building sense of community at a distance. International Review of
Research in Open and Distance Learning, 3(1), 1–16.
Rovai, A. P. (2002). Development of an instrument to measure classroom community.
The Internet and Higher Education, 5(3), 197–211. doi:10.1016/S1096-7516(02)
00102-1.

Rovai, A. P., Wighting, M. J., & Lucking, R. (2004). The classroom and school community
inventory: Development, refinement, and validation of a self-report measure for
educational research. The Internet and Higher Education, 7(4), 263–280. doi:
10.1016/j.iheduc.2004.09.001.

Short, J., Williams, E., & Christie, B. (1976). The social psychology of telecommunications.
New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons.

Smith, S. D., Salaway, G., Caruso, J. B., & Katz, R. N. (2009). The ECAR study of undergraduate
students and information technology, Vol. 6. (pp. 130) Boulder, CO. Retrieved from.
http://net.educause.edu/ir/library/pdf/ers0906/rs/ERS0906w.pdf

Swan, K., & Shih, L. F. (2005). On the nature and development of social presence in online
course discussions. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 9(3), 115–136.

West, R. E., Waddoups, G., & Graham, C. R. (2007). Understanding the experiences of
instructors as they adopt a course management system. Educational Technology
Research and Development, 55(1), 1–26. doi:10.1007/s11423-006-9018-1.

Zhao, Y., & Frank, K. A. (2003). Factors affecting technology uses in schools: An eco-
logical perspective. American Educational Research Journal, 40(4), 807–840. doi:
10.3102/00028312040004807.

http://venturebeat.com/2007/03/23/voicethread-launches-group-audio-blogging/
http://venturebeat.com/2007/03/23/voicethread-launches-group-audio-blogging/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2004.09.001
http://net.educause.edu/ir/library/pdf/ers0906/rs/ERS0906w.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/00028312040004807

	Improving online social presence through asynchronous video
	1. Introduction
	2. Review of literature
	2.1. Social presence within a community of inquiry
	2.2. Video-mediated online interactions

	3. Methodology
	3.1. Research design
	3.2. Research context
	3.3. Participant sampling
	3.4. Course procedures
	3.5. Data collection
	3.6. Data analysis

	4. Results
	4.1. VoiceThread for student–instructor interaction (Ronald)
	4.2. VoiceThread for instructor and small group interaction (Joseph)
	4.3. YouTube for student–instructor interaction (John)
	4.4. Analysis of students' social presence in multiple cases
	4.4.1. Instructor's open communication
	4.4.2. Instructor's emotional expression
	4.4.3. Cohesion with the instructor

	4.5. Student social presence
	4.5.1. Students' open communication
	4.5.2. Students' emotional expression
	4.5.3. Student cohesion


	5. Conclusion
	References


