22 4 Vol.22 No.4
2016 8 Open Education Research Aug. 2016
A)
— MOOC
1 1 2
(1. 710062; 2. 710062)
MOOC MOOC
MOOC
MOOC o
; ; MOOC;
G434 A 1007-2179(2016) 04-0071-08
MOOC MOOC o ( Moore 2013)
N MOOC o ( Halverson et al. 2014)
2000 - 2011
2015) . “
K42
( 2016) . MOOC ( Arbaugh et al. 2008) .
( Cognitive Presence) . ( Social Presence)
MOOC ( Teaching Presence)
2015) .
( Garrison et al. 2001) .
2001
2016-04-20 2016-06-26 DOI 10. 13966/j. cnki. kfjyyj. 2016. 04. 009
2015 “«  MOOC - ” (15XJC880010) .

(963584029@ qq. com) ;

e 7] o



— MOOC OER. 2016 22(4)

son et al. 2001) N

( Rourke et al. 2001) .
. ( Garrison et al. 2010)
Bidjerano 2009)

( Arbaugh et al. 2008) .

S N o

( Garrison & Arbaugh ( Nagel & Kotze 2010)
2007) .
( Kozan & Rich- o
ardson 2013) . “ N
7 ( Garrison
et al. 2000) . ( Kozan & Rich- ( Garrison et al. 2010) .
ardson 2013) N
(r=0.553 p<0.01) .
(r=0.826 p <0.01) Richardson 2013) .
(r=0.663 p<0.01) . MOOC
( Akyol & Garrison 2008)
N N MOOC
o HI:
H2:
0 H3:
( Kozan & Richardson 2013) H4:
H5:
Hé6:
o H7:
. (Ke 2010)
()
. ( Archibald 2010) “ ”
N 2016 6

o72.

( Shea &

( Kozan &

MOOC
2015



MOOC OER. 2016 22(4)

MOOC o
2000
N 12 1
1 N
8 N o
20% 10%
20% 50% -
2
()
( Arbaugh et al. 2008)
34
5 (1= 5
= ). 2008
2016 221
o 34
30
30
()
“ 7 QQ
2015 -2016 11
1235
800 65% o
18 -22 205 (25.6%)
595 (74.3%) ;491 (61.3%) ;
129 (16.1%) 82
(10.3%) 95 (11.9%)
85 (10.6%) 69 (8.6%)
67 (8.4%) 68 (8.
5%) 61 (7.6%)
74 (9.3%) 24 (3%)
46 (5.8%) .

()

1.

SPSS 17.0

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin( KMO) 0.8
( Bartlett)
KMO =0.977 Bart—
lett x2( 800) =20358 p <0.001
3
3 31
13
9
31
62.882% -
52.863% 6.307%
3.711%
1 N
16.388.1.955 1.151,
2.
AMOS 17.0
( CMIN/DF) . ( GFI)
( AGFI) ( NFT)
. ( CF1)

( RMSEA)

x2/df <3 CFI>0.9 GFI >0.9 AGFI >0.9 NFI >
0.9 RMSEA <0. 08-

e 73 e



MOOC OER. 2016 22(4)
tx2 =1245.995 df =496 ¥2/df =2. o
967 CFI=0.955 GFI=0.905 AGFI=0.950 NFI = o
0.955 RMSEA = 0.050, 31 N
0.633  0.828(  1). . « »
3. “ 7
o o
a>0.8 0.7 MOOC
<a <0.8 ( Blunch (M =2.00 SD =
2010) . SPSS 17. 0 0. 60) (M = 2.16 SD =0. 66)
N N (M =2.03 SD=0.61) ( ) o
0.945.0. 924 ( Swan et al. 2008)
0.925 0.970. N
1)
()
SPSS o
17.0 o 2)
(r=0.753 p< o
0.01) (r=0.772
p <0.01) (r=0.
824 p <0.01) ( ) .
N o 3)
0.930.0.927 0.914.
( Kozan & Richardson 2013)
o 1) o
- 2) ()
4 -6
N +
800 2.00 £0.60 1 5
800 2.16 +0.66 1 5 0.772% % *
800 2.03 +0.61 1 5 0.753% % * 0.824% % *
800 2.06 +0.57 1 5 0.930* ** 0.927 % ** 0.914 % **
Sx %% p<0.00l

e 74 o




— MOOC

OER. 2016 22(4)

. (B=0.772 p<0.001)
59.5% 4 ; (B =
0.753 p <0.001)
56.7% 5
; (B=0.824 p <0.001)
67.
8% 6 .
1
59. 5%
( )

( Ke 2010) .
( Garrison et al. 2010)

( Shea & Bidjera—

2010) . ( Archibald
( Shea & Bidjerano 2009)

“« »

( Garrison et al.

2010)

43

“ ” “© »

no 2009) o o
“ ” ( Katrina & Meyer 2003;
N o Meyer 2004)
. ( Garrison & Arbaugh 2007) .
o ( Garrison & Akyol 2013a)
[3 ”» [43 » [43 ”» 3.
67.8% ( )
. ( Garrison et
2. al. 2010) ( Archibald 2010)
56.7% ( ) “ ”
. (Ke 2010) .
( 4 -6)
t R2
B Bate
- > 0.586 0.017 0.772 34.262 0.000 0.595
- > 0.524 0.016 0.753 32.333 0.000 0.567
- > 0.755 0.018 0.824 41.014 0.000 0.678

075.



— MOOC OER. 2016 22(4)
A (%)
° - 0.22 26.91%
- - 0.5976 73.09%
. o ( Garrison et al.
() 2010) ( Shea et al. 2009)
N A_
MOS 17.0 N
(1 ) 2/df=2.
617 CFI=0.964 GFI =0.917 AGFI =0.911 NFI = “ oo 7
0.943 RMSEA =0. 045,
1
7 o
0.22
26.91%; B
( )
0. 5976 ’
73.09% . MOOC
‘ SP2 H ST:‘K H SP4 H SPS
1)
) 2)




MOOC OER. 2016 22(4)

( Garrison &
Akyol 2013a) ; 4)

MOOC
Mooco
| MOOC
( 2016) . \
MOOC
MOOC

1 Arbaugh J.B. Clevelanddnnes M. Diaz S.R. Garrison
D.R. Ice P. Richardson J.C. & Swan K.P.(2008). Developing
a community of inquiry instrument: Testing a measure of the community of
inquiry framework using a multi-institutional sample ] . The Internet
and Higher Education 11(34) :133436

2 Anderson T. Rourke L. Garrison D. R. & Archer W.
(2001) . Assessing teaching presence in a computer conference environ—
ment J . Journal of asynchronous learning networks 5(2):147.

3 Akyol Z. & Garrison D. R. (2008). The development of a
community of inquiry over time in an online course: Understanding the

progression and integration of social cognitive and teaching presence

J . Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks 12(34):322.

4 Archibald D. (2010) . Fostering the development of cognitive
presence: Initial findings using the community of inquiry survey instru—
ment J . Internet & Higher Education 13(1-=2):7394.

5 (2016) . K42

J. (2):5258.

6 Blunch N.]J.(2010) .
elling using SPSS and AMOS J . British Journal of Psychology 34(3) :
211213.

7 Garrison D. R. Anderson T. & Archer W. (2001). Criti—

Introduction to structural equation mod—

cal thinking cognitive presence and computer conferencing in distance
education J . American Journal of Distance Education 15(1): 723.

8 Garrison D. R.  Anderson T. & Archer W. (2000) . Critical
inquiry in a text-based environment: Computer conferencing in higher ed—
ucation J . Internet & Higher Education 2(s23):87405.

9 Garrison D. R. Clevelanddnnes M. & Fung T. S.
(2010) . Exploring causal relationships among teaching cognitive and
social presence: Student perceptions of the community of inquiry frame—
work J . The Internet and Higher Education( 13) :3136.

10 Garrison D. R. Anderson T. & Archer W. (2010).
The first decade of the community of inquiry framework: A retrospective

J . The Internet and Higher Education 13(12):59.

11 Gamison D.R. & Arbaugh J.B. (2007) . Researching the

community of inquiry framework: Review issues and future directions
J . Internet and Higher Education 10(3) :157472.

12 Garrison D.R. & Akyol Z.(2013a) . The community of in—
quiry theoretical framework A . Handbook of distance education C .
New York: Routledge: 104419.

13 Halverson L. R. Graham C. R.
dale J. S. & Henrie C. R. (2014). A thematic analysis of the most

Spring K. J.  Drys—

highly cited scholarship in the first decade of blended learning research
J . Internet & Higher Education 20( 1) :20-34.

14 Kozan K. & Richardson J. C. (2013). Inter relationships
between and among social teaching and cognitive presence J . The In—
ternet and Higher Education 11 (2) :28-38.

15 Ke F. (2010). Examining online teaching cognitive and
social presence for adult students J . Computers & Education(55) : 808—
820.

16 Katrina D. Meyer A.(2003). Face-to-face versus threaded
discussions: The role of time and higher-order thinking J . Journal of A—
synchronous Learning Networks 7(3) .

17 (2015) . MOOC

J. (4):80-87.
18 (2015) . —
M . : 1 169.
19 Moore M. G. (2013). Handbook of Distance Education
M . New York: Routledge: 1.
20 Meyer K. (2004) . Evaluating online discussions: Four differ—

ence frames of analysis ] . Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks

o ] o



. — MOOC OER. 2016 22(4)

8(2):101414. 543-553.
21 Nagel L. & Kotze T. (2010). Supersizing edearning: 24 Swan K. Richardson J. Ice P. Garrison D. R.
What a Col survey reveals about teaching presence in a large online class Clevelanddnnes M. & Arbaugh J. B. (2008) . Validating a measure—
J . The Internet and Higher Education 13(1-2) :45-51. ment tool of presence in online communities of inquiry J . E-Mentor 2
22 Rourke L. Anderson T. Garrison D. R. & Archer W. (24):142.
(2001) . Assessing social presence in asynchronous text-based computer 25 (2016) . :
conferencing J . Journal of Distance Education 14(3):5150. J . 22(1):1243.
23 Shea P. & Bidjerano T.(2009). Community of inquiry as ( : )

a theoretical framework to foster “epistemic engagement” and “cognitive

presence” in online education J . Computers and Education 52(3):

Relationships among Teaching Cognitive
and Social Presence in a MOOC-based Blended Course

BAI Xuemei' MA Hongliang' & WU Haimei®

(1. School of Education Shaanxi Normal University Xian 710062 China;
2. School of Psychology Shaanxi Normal University Xian 710062 China)

Abstract: With the MOOCs movement Integrating MOOCs in traditional classrooms for blended learning has become
a trend in higher education. However in order to facilitate students” deep meaningful learning we need to effectively
design and deliver MOOC-based blended courses. Based on a systematic literature review we find that the Community
of Inquiry Framework is an appropriate theoretical for the design development and implementation of the MOOC-
based blended courses. This theory consists of three core elements: Teaching Presence ( TP) Social Presence ( SP)
and Cognitive Presence ( CP). The interaction relationship between these three presences is the core of the theory.
Thus clarifying the relationship between them will help us to understand the complexity of blended learning better.
The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationships between and among teaching social and cognitive pres—
ence. In this paper seven research hypotheses were proposed firstly then a revised community scale was used as a tool
to collect data through a survey. The survey included 800 college students from eleven different majors at a normal u—
niversity in China who enrolled in a MOOC-hased blended course for a semester. After that exploratory and confirma—
tory factor analysis were employed to ensure the reliability and validity of the data collected. Correlation analysis and
regression analysis and structural equation model were employed to verify the research hypothesis. The results referred
to (@) significantly positive correlation relationships between these three presences and that (b) TP significantly pre—
dict CP and SP SP significantly predict CP and SP is an intermediary factor of TP and CP.

These results point to the key role of TP in establishing and sustaining a Community of Inquiry as well as the im—
portant role of SP as a mediator between TP and CP. At the practical level the study suggests that instructional de—
signers and academics can benefit from understanding the interrelationships among these three presences they can em—
phasize coordinate and integrate these three presences to guide the development of MOOC-based blended courses. This
study gives us a new perspective to think the MOOC-based blended learning project which has been collaboratively im—
plemented by Chinese and foreign academics in recent years.

Keywords: teaching presence; social presence; cognitive presence; MOOCs; blended learning.
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