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Abstract 

Asynchronous online discussion is one of the most common methods for course 

content discussion in online, hybrid and sometimes face to face courses.  Learner 

participation in these discussions has been found to be the key to make this method a 

success.  Therefore, student participation has been one of the most researched elements in 

online discussions in the field of online learning and e-learning.  However, the majority 

of research have focused on the quantitative participation (e.g., how many times the 

learners logged in and how many times learners posted in the online discussions) and not 

on quality of participation (e.g., learners were very social and cognitively invested).  The 

quality of participation has been in focus in the past decades with studies showing levels 

of cognitive involvement and more recent studies on various factors that contribute 

towards such participation.  One of the factors that has been in the fore of research today 

is learner motivation in online discussions.  Motivation has been found to be a critical 

element that predicts learner participation as well as their interaction and learning in an 

asynchronous online discussion.  Studies on techniques and strategies that foster 

motivation and self-determination have been called for.  Therefore, the purpose of this 

study was to see if peer moderated original case study discussions can foster motivation 

and thus students’ interaction and learning experiences in an asynchronous online 

discussion.  Particularly, the focus was on looking at the relationship of peer designed 

and moderated case study discussions on motivation and the relationship between student 
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motivation and their interaction and learning experiences.  Self-determination theory for 

motivation and the community of inquiry model for interaction and learning experiences 

were used as the theoretical framework for this study. 

Data were gathered from a graduate level Instructional Design course.  Students 

taking this course were participants in this study with due approval from the Institutional 

Review Board (IRB) in the university. Survey design and quantitative content analysis 

were used to answer the key questions in this research study.  The Intrinsic Motivation 

Inventory (IMI) built around the theory of self-determination is being used for survey 

design.  The community of inquiry model is being used for quantitatively analyzing the 

online discourse corpora.  Correlational analysis and standard multiple regression models 

were used to statistically analyze the data to answer the research questions. 

Findings from this study suggest that learner perceived value of peer designed and 

moderated case studies significantly predict their intrinsic motivation in the participation 

in online discussions.  Peer moderated and designed case studies as an instructional 

strategy can greatly impact learner’s motivation.  A high level of cognitive engagement 

and an open and risk free social communication using this instructional strategy in online 

discussions is also reported in this study. 

 

Keywords: peer moderators, online discussion, asynchronous discussion, case studies, 

motivation, engagement, and intrinsic motivation. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

The field of distance education has gone through tremendous growth and change 

in the past decade.  The growth of Internet access and the proliferation of technology in 

schools and colleges have given rise to various names for this field such as “online 

learning” and “e-learning”.  Often, the mode for course delivery in this field is through 

course websites, with online discussion forums serving as the place for learner questions, 

engagement, and interaction.  These discussions are online but not necessarily in real-

time, hence widely understood with the term “Asynchronous Online Discussion” (AOD).  

With the proliferation of computers and technologies in school, synchronous or real-time 

discussions are also possible, e.g., online conferencing, chats, audio conferencing and 

video conferencing.  However, AOD is prevalent because it is easier to implement even 

in low Internet speed connections and easy to learn and use.  Today, this type of 

discussion forum can be widely found in various learning management systems and 

content management systems like Blackboard, Moodle, WordPress, Canvas etc., that are 

used by colleges, schools and universities.  AOD is common not only in online courses 

but is also popular in hybrid and sometimes face-to-face courses (Benbunan-Fich & 

Hiltz, 1999) and simply referred to as “online discussions”.  These discussion forums 

used a majority of the time are primarily text-based and provide an avenue for learners to 

participate and interact that is otherwise diminished due to the time and place constraints 

in online learning or online courses (Bender, 2012; McIsaac & Gunawardena, 1996; Tu 

& McIsaac, 2002). 

In its initial days, online discussion was viewed with suspicion with regards to 



2 
 

 
 

student learning.  Online discussions lack the facial cues and instant responses of face-to-

face discussions, leaving a sense of something is missing (Hew & Hara, 2007).  However, 

research studies have shown that online discussions are equally capable of supporting 

deep learning through critical thinking and social interactions (Cheng, Paré, Collimore, & 

Joordens, 2011; Garrison & Arbaugh, 2007; Garrison & Cleveland-Innes, 2005; Gašević, 

Adesope, Joksimović, & Kovanović, 2015; Newman, Johnson, Webb, & Cochrane, 

1997).  Several rigorous studies have demonstrated that there is a significant amount of 

cognitive, metacognitive and argumentative learning that happens in online discussions 

(Bullen, 1997; Gunawardena, Lowe, & Anderson, 1997; Henri, 1992; Weinberger & 

Fischer, 2006; Xie, Durrington, & Yen, 2011). 

Today, online discussion is an important space for learner engagement in an 

online course.  Learners can engage socially and invest cognitive effort as they take part 

in discourse related to the course topic and content.  Over the years, benefits of learning 

in online discussion has been studied not only on levels of participation (Cheng et al., 

2011; Dennen, 2005, 2008; Lasse Lipponen, Rahikainen, Lallimo, & Hakkarainen, 2003; 

Mazzolini & Maddison, 2003) but also on learner interaction (Chang & Smith, 2008; 

Romero, López, Luna, & Ventura, 2013; Schrire, 2004), knowledge construction 

(Gunawardena et al., 1997; Weinberger & Fischer, 2006; Xie et al., 2011) and higher 

order thinking skills (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2001; Gašević et al., 2015; Newman 

et al., 1997).  However, one of the major drawbacks that still remains as discussed in a 

majority of the above mentioned studies, is low learner participation, which hints at lower 

engagement, and in turn may indicate lower learner interest.  This can lead to lower 

cognitive involvement as the quality and quantity of the discourse is affected.  Although 
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the nature of online discussion supports collaborative and cognitively rich learning, its 

advantages are pointless if online discussions fail to motivate learners to participate and 

arouse learner interest to engage (Mason, 2011; Rovai, 2007).  How can educators 

address this issue? What instructional strategies and discussion techniques could they use 

to support higher learner motivation? What relation, if any, does motivation have on 

interaction and learning in online discussions? 

Motivation and Engagement 

 Motivation is understood as “to be moved to do something” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, 

p. 1), and without impetus a person will feel unmotivated.  Motivation can be both 

intrinsic and extrinsic depending on the goals and attitude towards a task or activity.  

Intrinsic motivation refers to doing something just because it is interesting and enjoyable, 

while extrinsic motivation refers to doing something because there is a separable value 

attached to it (Deci & Ryan, 1985).  Deci and Ryan (2000) theorized that interest and 

enjoyment directly relate to satisfaction and an increase in intrinsic motivation, which 

leads to increased engagement, learning and creativity. They found that having a level of 

choice and self-direction leads to an increase in intrinsic motivation. 

Engagement and motivation are interconnected in that increasing learner 

motivation can lead to higher engagement.  In other words, learner engagement can thrive 

if learner interest is associated.  Basic human nature like interest and curiosity often 

drives people to do things and explore (Deci & Ryan, 2000).  Therefore, cultivating and 

supporting learner interest can motivate learners to engage.  Thus, instructional strategies, 

discussion techniques and discussion activities that are formulated to give the learners a 

level of choice and self-direction can foster learner interest and lead to higher motivation, 
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engagement, and personally meaningful learning experiences. 

Statement of Problem 

Asynchronous online discussions can afford many benefits –  

1. discussion messages are stored online to view as many times and long 

after the message is posted,  

2. messages can be posted and responded to any time and place, and  

3. students have time to review and reflect on their own messages as well as 

others.   

Additionally, the act of writing to clearly communicate and express encourages learners 

to carefully build ideas (Cheung & Hew, 2006; Vonderwell, 2003) and the process of 

reviewing and reflecting and viewing multiple ideas fosters a higher level of learning 

through analysis and synthesis (Greenlaw & Deloach, 2003; Newman et al., 1997; Plack, 

Dunfee, Rindflesch, & Driscoll, 2008).  In online courses, online discussion is one of the 

major ways for learners to interact with other learners and exchange ideas (Ertmer et al., 

2007; Richardson & Swan, 2003).  Despite this and the several benefits that online 

discussions offer, unfortunately, prior research has intimated that the greatest challenge in 

online discussion is a lack of student contribution either due to lack of understanding on 

what to contribute or not seeing the need for contribution (Dennen, 2005; Hewitt, 2005; 

Mazzolini & Maddison, 2007).  Several research studies and critical reviews have 

summarized that online discussion activities and guidelines is growing towards learning 

in group setting using constructive and collaborative approaches to address issues in 

online discussion (Chang, 2012; DeWever, Schellens, Valcke, & Van Keer, 2006; 

Hammond, 2005; Swan, 2004).  Recently, researchers and educators have begun to shift 
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their focus to research on learners’ interest, motivation and discussion relevant to learners 

(Chen & Jang, 2010; Hartnett, George, & Dron, 2011; Xie, DeBacker, & Ferguson, 2006; 

Xie et al., 2011).  This research study seeks to address the need for scholarly exploration 

into aspects of learner motivation in online discussion and its relation to interaction and 

learning.  Two theoretical foundations were used in this study - motivation with case-

based learning using self-determination theory and collaborative-constructive learning 

with peer moderation using a community of inquiry framework. 

Theoretical Foundations 

Self-determination theory provides a broad framework to study human 

motivation.  It focuses on how intrinsic, extrinsic, social and cultural factors influence 

human performance and interest (Ryan & Deci, 2000).  Ryan and Deci (2000) emphasize 

that activities that support experiences of autonomy, competence and relatedness in 

learning can foster highest level of motivation.  These expereinces can be understood as 

being informed by several factors –      

• Autonomy – choice of activity, value and relevance of activity 

• Competence – effort required doing the activity, pressure when doing the activity 

• Relatedness – social interaction and trust 

In other words, activities that provide a level of choice and value to the learner can give 

them an experience of autonomy or being in control of the activity, eventually leading to 

greater interest in the activity and consequently higher motivation.  Similarly, activities 

that showcase a level of effort investment can foster a sense of competence in learners, 

leading to higher motivation.  Finally, activities that provide elements of social 

interaction to build a sense of trust help the learner feel related to other learners to freely 
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share and interact.   

Case based learning or case based reasoning is an instructional strategy that 

contains ill-structured case studies with open-ended questions, supports multiple 

perspectives and does not have one solution (Hew & Cheung, 2003a, 2003b).  The 

authors add that cases support reasoning and construction of ideas and solution and 

understanding of issues.  This research study also uses case based learning in online 

discussions in an instructional design course with some added elements.  In this course, 

students design and write the case studies around a topic on instructional design.  The 

students get to choose what the case studies will be based on their interest and knowledge 

and write them following the given guidelines.  These case studies provide a sense of 

autonomy to the students with the level of choice and control they have over its content 

area and design.  Once the case studies are finalized, they are published in the online 

discussion forum for the entire class to discuss.  Students participate in the online 

discussions to inquire about the case, the issues presented, the questions raised and how 

to address the issues. 

Case based learning in this research study is further extended with peer 

moderation technique.  Peer moderation refers to student-led moderation and facilitation 

of online discussion.  The students who design the case studies act as peer moderators for 

the discussion of the cases they designed.  This extension supports the third element, 

teaching presence in the community of inquiry framework.  Studies have shown that peer 

moderation has served well in online discussions (Hew & Cheung, 2008; Tagg, 1994) 

and in some cases resulted in stronger activity and more open discussions (Heckman & 

Annabi, 2005; Seo, 2007) and even support student motivation (Rovai, 2002, 2007).  Ng 
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Ling, Cheung, & Hew (2009) reported that for a sustained and effective moderation of 

online discussion, the type of discussion activity and topic of discussion should be 

interesting and familiar.  This research study combines the benefits of a complex 

discussion activity like case based learning with peer moderation for a constructivist and 

collaborative learning experience. 

Online discussion with peer moderated case studies for a collaborative and 

constructive learning experience is being understood using community of inquiry 

framework that also supports the idea of learning in a socially constructive and 

collaborative way (Garrison et al., 2001).  This framework emphasizes learning as a 

process of inquiry through social as well as teaching dimensions.  The three elements that 

build a complete educational experience in this framework involve social presence, 

cognitive presence and teaching presence.  Social presence focuses on aspects of learners 

identifying with the community and a sense of belonging by developing inter-personal 

relationships (Garrison, 2007).  Cognitive presence focuses on aspects of learners 

constructing meaning through discourse with community of learners (Garrison et al., 

2001).  Teaching presence focuses on aspects of design and facilitation of the other two 

elements for a meaningful outcome (Anderson, Liam, Garrison, & Archer, 2001).  The 

community of inquiry model along with self-determination theory will be used as the 

framework for this research study. 

The central goal of this study is to understand what type of instructional strategies 

and roles can support student motivation in online discussion and if the motivation can 

finally lead to meaningful learning experiences.  Case based learning with student 

designed original case studies, and moderation of online discussions of those case studies 
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by the case study designers aims to address elements of motivation and constructive and 

collaborative inquiry.  With these described strategies and roles the purpose of this study 

is explained. 

Statement of Purpose 

Instructional strategies and roles that provide a greater degree of choice and 

control, and provide a greater sense of belonging and self-direction can lead to a greater 

degree of autonomy and subsequently, an increase in intrinsic motivation.  This research 

study utilized the concept of online discussion using case studies resembling real life 

scenarios that were designed, developed and moderated by students on specific topics on 

Instructional Design.  Finally, students reflected on their experiences of designing unique 

case studies and peer-moderation.  It was posited that case study discussions that are 

designed and moderated by students in an online discussion can foster motivation and in 

turn encourage students to engage and contribute to develop meaningful learning 

experiences. 

The purpose of this research study was to understand the impact of peer 

moderated and designed original case studies on overall student motivation and learning 

in an asynchronous online discussion forum for an instructional design course in a 

southeastern university. 

Research Questions  

RQ1. What is the relation of peer designed and moderated case studies on student 

motivation in an asynchronous online discussion? 
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RQ2. What is the relation of students’ motivation and their interaction/learning 

using peer designed and moderated case studies in an asynchronous online 

discussion? 

Context 

This research study was carried out in a public southwestern university with 

ethnically rich and diverse student population.  The study involved 61 students in a 

graduate level online course on instructional design over three different semesters: Fall 

2011, Spring 2012, and Spring 2013.  These students took part in online discussions in 

the learning management system Moodle as a part of the course where each week, they 

designed and moderated case study discussions in groups of two or three based on the 

guidelines provided by the instructor of the course (see Appendix E).  The content of the 

case study was chosen by the peer moderator group for that week.  The content was 

designed by the group of two to three students in collaboration.  Each week, the 

instructional design course would have a central topic based on the main steps of the 

instructional design process. The content and design of the case studies were revolved 

around this central topic on instructional design for a particular week e.g., learner 

analysis.  Through the semester the students participated and also completed self-

reflection piece on their experiences as case study designers and peer moderators.   

Significance 

Online discussion has many benefits and also supports high level thinking skills 

and social construction of knowledge; however, student contribution is still critical to 

utilizing the benefits that the medium affords (Dalelio, 2013; Swan, 2004; C. Zhu, 2012; 

E. Zhu, 2006).  Student motivation is crucial to understand what motivates and interests 
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them to contribute in online discussion. This research study will help inform educators if 

peer designed and moderated case studies can motivate students.  In addition, if learners 

are motivated, then does it reflect on their engagement and interaction in online 

discussions?  Finally, it is believed that findings from this study will contribute to the 

body of literature on motivation in online discussions. 

Justification 

Online discussion has been heavily adopted but rarely have its benefits been fully 

utilized.  In addition, online learning has historically faced low student contribution 

despite various efforts.  Motivation can support greater learner interest and engagement 

and research says providing strategies that add value in their online engagement can help 

motivate the students (Mason, 2011; Xie et al., 2006, 2011).  However, strategies and 

guidelines that specifically focus on the fundamental aspect of contribution and 

motivation have not been widely researched. Therefore, this study aims to look at 

motivation by utilizing the strategy where peers design and moderate original case studies 

in online discussion. 

Limitations 

Some of the limitations that were identified include the focus on a specific and 

small group of learners in an instructional design course.  The study does not compare 

other techniques and only explores original case based reasoning as a method to increase 

motivation and student learning in online discussion.  The findings of this research may 

thus not be generalizable.  Additionally, the lack of rubric based online discussion 

protocols for participation and moderation and lack of rubric for case study design blurs 

the output guidelines. Also, with single level analysis of the discussion content limits the 
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replicability of the process. 

Summary 

The acceptance and adaptation of online discussion in face-to-face, hybrid and 

online courses is widespread but the effective use of this medium is still a work in 

progress.  Online discussion is a medium that has many benefits and also supports 

collaboration.  Despite the benefits, student contribution is low in online discussion 

activities.  Instructional strategies and roles that foster motivation and support 

constructive and collaborative learning experiences need to be explored. This research 

study aims to look at one such instructional strategy; case based learning using peer 

moderators.  The self-determination theory of motivation and the community of inquiry 

model for constructive and collaborative learning are used in this study as a framework to 

guide this research study.  Therefore, the review of literature for this research study will 

explore various aspects of learning in online discussion, case based learning in online 

discussions, peer moderated learning in online discussions, motivation in online 

discussion, and constructive and collaborative learning in online discussion.  

Definitions 

• Asynchronous vs. Synchronous setting – an asynchronous setting doesn’t allow real-

time interactions among users, whereas, a synchronous setting does.  

• Distance Education – teaching and learning that is neither time- nor place-specific 

and may use audiotapes, video-conferencing, satellite broadcasts or other online 

technologies as a means for interaction, communication and delivery of instructional 

content.    

• E-learning – learning that is facilitated by the use of digital tools and content.  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• Online courses – courses where instruction is delivered entirely via the internet. 

• Real time – a short timeframe that seems instantaneous. For example, a real time 

online conversation with another person would mean that both people are physically 

using the Internet at the exact same time to interact in a virtual “live” situation.     

 

 



 

Chapter 2 

Review of the Literature 

Overview 

 This chapter discusses the challenges and factors relating to learning and learner 

participation in an asynchronous online discussion.  It also reviews case based learning 

and peer moderation as strategies and techniques for online discussion to identify gaps in 

the literature and why a combination of peer moderation and case based learning was 

chosen for this study.  Additionally, it explores the idea of motivation as a self-

determining element and the collaborative and socially constructive learning in a 

community of inquiry to form the basis for case based learning and peer moderation as 

possible strategies and techniques to motivate learners to engage in a community of 

inquiry in an online discussion.  

Introduction 

Distance education also known as online learning and e-learning is a widely 

accepted form of education today.  With the advancement in Internet and technology a 

majority of the universities now provide several online courses, some even provide 

complete educational degrees online and the number of learners doing online courses and 

online learning has also increased.  Today, there are several online universities that 

provide multiple educational degrees.  In addition, the transformed technology also 

indicates many forms of interaction and participation that the online medium affords.  

Participation and interaction in online learning can be both synchronous where learners 

can use text, audio or video to interact in real-time (instant response), and asynchronous 

where learners can use various types of multimedia like images, audio clips but not in 
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real-time (lack of instant response).  One of the major components for asynchronous 

participation in an online course is an online discussion forum/board.  Online discussion 

boards can be considered as online tools that support online discussions using text.  More 

often than not these discussion tools come with the learning or content management 

system that the university adopts and so online discussion is one of the most common 

components for participation and interaction in an online course and sometimes even 

face-to-face and hybrid courses.  Although participation and interaction is possible in 

online discussions, due to its asynchronous nature learners face various challenges in 

successfully communicating with their peers and the instructor. 

Asynchronous Online discussion 

Asynchronous online discussion or simply, online discussion, is generally 

understood as a text-based discussion board/forum that is accessible online using 

computer and Internet technology where learners post messages and reply to each other’s 

post.  It is a form of computer-mediated communication that allows human-to-human 

interaction and communication through exchange of ideas and experiences (Hew & 

Cheung, 2003b).  By nature, online discussion supports collaboration among participants. 

There are many benefits of online discussion that are evident from its features.  

Anytime anywhere access and reviewing messages and posts as many times as the 

learners want are some of the important benefits of online discussion.  However, due to 

its nature online discussions have limitations too that hinder the richness of 

communication e.g., absence of instant response, lack of visual cues etcetera.  Despite 

that the increasing acceptance and adaptation rate of online discussion has made it hard 

for research to keep pace with the change.  In particular, some of the important findings 
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point at various ways that learners’ benefit from text based online discussion.  Newman 

et. al. (1997) reported that the process of reviewing and reflecting on messages to give 

replies fostered a higher level learning through analysis and synthesis.  In addition, 

Vonderwell (2003) in her study of pre-service teachers’ use of online discussion found 

that the writing of messages required clarity to communicate ideas which meant thinking 

through the ideas and building them carefully in writing.  This required deeper analysis 

on the students’ part before posting the message.  Over the years, research around online 

discussion has garnered immense data on the benefits, disadvantages and how learners 

interact which has led to understanding the medium and what it affords.  Despite this the 

issue of lack of learner contribution is universal for online discussions. 

Learner Participation in Online Discussion 

It has been argued that learning in the online medium is driven by learner 

participation (Hrastinski, 2009) and that learner participation is directly tied with their 

learning, academic performance and grades (Cheng et al., 2011; Hrastinski, 2008; Lee, 

2012; Taylor, 2002).  Taylor (2002) suggests that parameters for levels of learner 

participation should be clearly defined to support learning and various types of learners.  

Learner participation is the key to learning in an online environment and learner success 

in an online course (Romero et al., 2013). Various elements that affect learner 

participation have also been identified.   

Vonderwell and Zachariah (2005) employed the case study approach to get a 

comprehensive understanding of elements that influence learner participation in an online 

environment.  They studied a graduate course of 25 students where each week 3 students 

volunteered to be peer moderators for the online discussion.  They found that student 
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experience with the content being discussed and acting as peer moderators were 

important factors that positively influenced learner participation and learning.   

Various studies suggest that learners participation behavior is tied to their self-

identified needs and perceived requirements namely posting messages for grades or 

active posting demonstrating their knowledge and participation to instructor rather than 

engaging in discourse to find new perspectives and different topics (Dennen, 2008; 

Nonnecke & Preece, 2003).  Dennen (2008) suggests that students need to read, reflect 

and participate to learn through interaction in online discussion. She found out that if 

learners had choices and a clear purpose of their own as opposed to instructor specified 

purpose of the activity, they would be motivated.  Previous research studies have found 

that making online discussion mandatory and providing extrinsic incentives like higher 

grades can increase participation (Gilbert & Dabbagh, 2005).  However, recent findings 

suggest that scaffolding using external regulation and assigning roles has higher effect on 

cognitive interaction compared to extrinsically induced motivation through grades 

(Gašević et al., 2015). 

In another research study of nine online courses, Dennen (2005)  found that 

learners did not see the need for online discussions therefore, she concluded that 

discussion activities that are relevant to learners and activities that allow exploration of 

multiple perspectives can increase learner participation.  Researchers suggest in-depth 

research on developing appropriate instructional strategies and activities and specific 

practices and activities that motivate learners to participate (Dennen, 2005; Gao, Zhang, 

& Franklin, 2013). 
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Learning in Online Discussion 

As a form of computer mediated communication, online discussion supports 

collaboration, which is often referred to as Computer Supported Collaborative Learning 

(CSCL).  Lipponen, Hakkarainen, and Paavola, (2004) discuss three orientations for 

learning in collaboration.  The acquisition orientation views learning and thinking as 

something that can be determined and so the learner acquires the given knowledge.  On 

the other hand, participation orientation is the complete opposite where learning is 

situated in social and cultural context where knowledge exists in relations that learners 

develop through collective activities leading to change in individual knowledge structure.  

The third and final orientation focuses on the idea of building knowledge and expansive 

learning.  Knowledge building refers to not only the knowledge that is applied in best 

work practices but to the product that comes out of that work.  Expansive learning 

focuses on attempts to achieve what is not there yet through questioning, analyzing, 

examining, and collaboratively building and implementing new models to reflect on them 

and consolidate new practices.   

The first orientation is based on the assumption that learning is something that 

individuals do or acquire.  Online discussion activities designed using the first orientation 

may likely result in low participation. The second orientation closely identifies with 

community of practice, a concept of learning socially through participation in a 

community (Wenger, 2000).  The third orientation encompasses ideas of building 

knowledge collaboratively through analysis and expanding it through socially 

constructive inquiry.  The community of inquiry model best explains the third orientation. 

Learning in a community of inquiry involves an educational experience that is intricately 
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supported by social, cognitive and teaching presence (Garrison et al., 2001).  Instructional 

strategies and discussion activities that cohere to the ideas presented and discussed 

especially in the third orientation can support higher-level and meaningful learning 

experiences.  However, learning can happen if learners contribute and learners will 

contribute if they are motivated.  As highlighted before, recent literature calls for 

practices that focus on supporting learners’ motivation (Chen & Jang, 2010; Hartnett et 

al., 2011; Xie et al., 2006, 2011) therefore, the next section will explore the concept of 

interest, motivation and engagement. 

Motivation 

 Motivation is the internal force that compels an individual to engage in a task in a 

certain way.  The creative, active and curious nature of an individual is considered a 

unique and energized state, which leads towards a learning behavior and exploration 

(Ryan & Deci, 2000).   

Self-Determination Theory 

Ryan and Deci (1985) explain that the conceptualization of intrinsic motivation 

and self-determination theory was based on several drive theories, optimal stimulation 

theories, and interest-excitement-flow theories.  Drive theories emphasized the direct or 

derivative relation of drives like hunger, pain, etc., to behavior, optimal stimulation 

theories emphasized the need for some level of stimulation, and interest-excitement-flow 

theories emphasized that emotions like interest, excitement, competent, and challenge 

were central to intrinsic motivation.  In sum, these theories support that “intrinsic 

motivation is the energy source that is central to the active nature of an organism” (Deci 

& Ryan, 1985, p. 11).  They proceed to add that non-intrinsically motivated behaviors 
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can sometimes lead to competence as well as interest therefore, self-determination or 

autonomy or freedom of control would be necessary to make an activity intrinsically 

motivating (Deci & Ryan, 2008).  In other words, autonomy of freedom of choice is 

central to the theory of self-determination. 

In a revision of their self-determination theory, Ryan and Deci (2000) present 

motivation in a continuum that ranges from amotivation or no motivation at all at one end 

of the continuum to extrinsic motivation and then to intrinsic motivation on the other end 

(see Figure 1).  Intrinsic motivation is self-determined and internally regulated whereas 

extrinsic motivation is externally regulated. 

The authors point that interest and enjoyment directly relate to learner satisfaction 

and intrinsic motivation. Learners with high intrinsic motivation have more positive 

perception and a sense of well-being and are highly engaged in the task they perform 

(Ryan & Deci, 2000).  In addition, they found that competence does not enhance intrinsic 

motivation if there is no sense of autonomy. In other words, self-determination is 

maintained only if there is some form of choice and perceived competence together.  In 

reverse, intrinsic motivation can also be diminished by external rewards like deadlines 

and pressure. 
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Figure 1. Motivation continuum. Adapted from “Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations: 
Classic definitions and new directions,” by R. M. Ryan and E.L. Deci, 2000, 
Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25(1), 54–67. Copyright 2000 by Academic 
Press. 

 Motivation as explained above applies to tasks and activities that are interesting 

and enjoyable in nature.  To understand motivation for tasks that is not inherently 

interesting, Ryan and Deci (2000) point towards a deeper look into extrinsic motivation.  

Based on level of autonomy from high to low, extrinsic motivation has four orientations: 

integration regulation, identification regulation, introjection regulation, and external 

regulation (see Figure 1).  The least form of autonomy is seen in external regulation 

where a task is completed to gain some external prize.  Introjection regulation involves 

the completion of activity to avoid guilt or anxiety making it relatively less autonomous.  

Identification regulation on the other hand has some form of autonomy as the task to be 

performed is understood to be valuable and readily accepted.  The most autonomous form 

of extrinsic motivation is integration regulation where the “identified regulations are fully 

assimilated to self” (Ryan & Deci, 2000, p. 73).  Therefore, the more autonomous 

instructional tasks and activities are designed, greater satisfaction and learning may 

occur.  Ryan and Deci (1985) used their theory of self-determination and intrinsic 

motivation to develop a scale that measured the motivation in doing a task or an activity. 

Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI) Scale 

 Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI) is a multidimensional scale that is used to 

measure participants’ subjective experiences in doing a task or activity.  It has been used 

in various fields of study for research related to intrinsic motivation and self-regulation 

(Birk, Atkins, Bowey, & Mandryk, 2016; Cortright, Lujan, Blumberg, Cox, & DiCarlo, 

2013; Huddleston, Fry, & Brown, 2012; Tas, Brown, Esen-Danaci, Lysaker, & Brüne, 



21 
 

 
 

2012).  This instrument uses subscales to assess participants’ interest/enjoyment, 

perceived competence, effort, value/usefulness, felt pressure and tension, and perceives 

choice while performing a given task or activity.  A new subscale, relatedness was added 

to this instrument to capture the feeling of relatedness in doing an activity.  In sum, there 

are seven subscales in the IMI scale.  The interest/enjoyment subscale is considered the 

self-report measure of intrinsic motivation.  Perceived competence and perceived choice 

are considered to be positive predictors of intrinsic motivation while pressure and tension 

are considered to be negative predictors of intrinsic motivation.  The value subscale is 

used as internalization of the usefulness of an activity by the participants to become self-

regulated and motivated. 

 Each subscale has varied number of items and each item in the subscales is a 

statement to which participants indicate their level of involvement.  The subscales have 

shown to be coherent and stable in a variety of settings, tasks and conditions.  Thus, this 

instrument has mostly been modified and used and still found to be reliable.  The IMI 

scale has also been modified for this research study. 

Student-designed original case studies provide some level of autonomy in that the 

students have a choice as to what content area and what type of case study scenario they 

would like to create.  The next section presents learning using case studies and how this 

type of instructional strategy can support motivation in online discussion. 

Case Based Learning 

Case based learning or case based reasoning is understood as learning through 

cases that resemble real life scenario and issues in other words, the cases are ill structured 

and usually do not have a single right answer (Hew & Cheung, 2003a, 2003b).  Also 
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known by various other terms such as case method teaching case based instruction and 

case method learning it is one of the oldest practices that has been integrated onto various 

professional learning programs especially law, business and medicine (Bowe, Voss, & 

Thomas Aretz, 2009; Herreid, 1994). Being closely designed around real life scenarios 

case based learning provides a complex environment for learning where learners have to 

construct ideas and build upon them.  This idea of building knowledge and constructing 

ideas closely resembles the third orientation of collaboration in online discussion 

mentioned before.  Additionally, the constructive nature of case based learning is strongly 

associated with problem solving and problem-based learning (Eshach & Bitterman, 2003; 

Kolodner, Hmelo, & Narayanan, 1996). 

Case based learning has been one of the commonly used practices in law and 

business studies and later was adopted into medical studies followed by science, 

technology and math (Herreid, 1994) .  In law and medicine (Bowe, Voss, & Thomas 

Aretz, 2009), old cases are used for reasoning and recalling facts to understand and solve 

problems in new cases.  Today, case based learning has become a part of the social 

science, arts and education too (Jonassen & Hernandez-Serrano, 2002; Schank, 1990).  

Several studies on online discussions have also used case studies in the past and found it 

to be useful (Hew & Cheung, 2003a, 2003b; Vonderwell & Zachariah, 2005).  

 Research studies have found that case based learning promotes greater cognitive 

activity (Harrington, 1995).  Harrington (1995) found that case studies in online 

discussion support not just writing, reading and comprehension skills but also higher 

order thinking.  She found that case based learning fosters reasoning and reflective skills.  

In addition, Webb, Gill, and Poe (2005) emphasize that the precept of case based learning 
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and learning multiple outcomes would serve best in online discussion.  Dennen (2005) 

supports these findings with further explanations that activities that promote various 

perspectives provide learners with greater area for a rich discussion. 

Instructional Design and Case Based Learning  

Case based learning has also been used in the field of instructional design.  Like 

many other field of study, instructional design and development is a complex process that 

can be best understood and learned through real-life scenarios in different settings.  The 

field of instructional design requires designers to be flexible and competent in different 

context and content areas. Case based learning can serve as a useful instructional practice 

in understanding the fundamental concepts of instructional design through different real-

life like scenarios.  Learning using case studies built around instructional design has been 

supported to encourage authentic and active learning (Kinzie, Hrabe and Larson, 1998).  

Instructional design as a subject area is one of the challenging topics to teach and 

ensure learners understand critical aspects about it in addition to skills associated to being 

in the field of instructional design.  It is a unique field of study where learners’ need to be 

prepared with skills to work in various subject areas and different fields of study, 

irrespective of their individual academic background.  In the book about case studies in 

instructional design Dr. Power shares his own experience as a student and as a 

professional in the field of instructional design and Technology (Power, 2008) 

“Actually applying the instructional design theories I had diligently learned in 

graduate school when I began working with subject matter experts was harder than I 

could have imagined. In the field, I was confronted with design challenges of the like I 

had never before experienced. I found myself asking ‘What (on earth) can I base this or 
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that design-related decision on?’…I felt like I had just landed on a new planet without a 

map and without knowing the language of the inhabitants.”(p.xii) 

This feeling of disconnect between the theories and concepts learned in instructional 

design course and application of these theories and concepts in real world setting is the 

idea that case based learning hopes to address. 

 Wassermann (1994) describes case based learning as a strategy where cases are 

built as complex educational and instructional tool with a good slice of reality.  These 

cases are written in a narrative form and are followed by key questions that require 

learners to examine, question, analyze and evaluate ideas, concepts and issues.  This is 

usually followed by a collaborative discussion among learners where the case writer 

(commonly the instructor) leads the discussion towards a deeper understanding.  She 

mentions that cases usually drive learners’ need to know and a follow-up or summary 

towards the end escalates the need further.  Several studies have found that case studies 

that have stories tailored around specific course topics and problems yield great results 

(Jonassen & Hernandez-Serrano, 2002; Schank, 1990).  Case studies are usually designed 

by teachers and include specific situations and scenarios followed by question prompts.  

However, studies show that instructor participation should be moderate and learners 

should be encouraged to take roles to facilitate the discussion to promote learning 

(Dennen, 2005; Vonderwell & Zachariah, 2005; Hew & Cheung, 2008).  In conjunction, 

Hewitt (2003) found that the more instructors moderated the less the students were likely 

to participate.  Peer moderation as a strategy in online discussion supporting learner 

interest and engagement is explored in the next section. 
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Peer Moderation 

For online discussion to thrive, teachers usually facilitate the discussion forums.  

However, several studies have found that developing the collaborative learning 

experience in online discussion through instructors is detrimental to learner contribution 

(Hewitt, 2003) but through peer moderation as a central concept, where learners lead and 

support the need of other learners has proved valuable (DeLoach & Greenlaw, 2007; Ng 

Ling et al., 2009).  Peer moderation is not just about putting a group of students together, 

it is a practice where learners from the same group assume roles as moderators in online 

discussions and guide themselves as well as the community of learners towards a better 

understanding (Topping, 1996).   

Peer moderators may take part in providing instructions to learners in the 

discussion forum, answering questions, facilitate discussion, provide summary at the end 

of discussion, and interject in between discussions to highlight key points.  Peer 

moderators are learning tutors (Neville, 1999) and are helping other learners and 

simultaneously learning on their own.  They guide the online discussion towards a better 

understanding.  Peer moderation is useful in promoting a sense of community and 

belonging (Poole, 2000) and is effective for supporting meaningful interaction and 

greater cognitive investment (Heckman & Annabi, 2005; Seo, 2007).  In a two part study 

where students in group designed multimedia projects, posted and facilitated it in online 

discussion forum for critique, the authors Hew, Cheung, & Ng (2010) found strong 

agreement in support of student facilitated online discussions. 
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Peer Moderation and Motivation 

Peer moderation has been studied in general and how it positively affects overall 

learner motivation (Xie et al., 2006; Xie & Ke, 2011).  Online discussions require 

learners “to be more motivated and self-regulated because of the lack of face-to-face 

moderation” (Xie & Ke, 2011, p. 916).  Several studies suggest that learners’ intrinsic 

motivation directly impacts the rate of their participation in online discussions (Cheung, 

Hew, & Ng, 2008; Xie et al., 2006). Peer moderation in online courses can be an 

effective technique to positively impact learners’ attitudes and motivation as well as 

participation, engagement and achievement (Rourke & Anderson, 2002; Xie et al., 2006; 

Xie & Ke, 2011).   

Researchers have found that students’ intrinsic motivation is highly correlated 

with their online discussion participation, and students who had a higher level of intrinsic 

motivation had a higher rate of participation than the students who had lower intrinsic 

motivation (Xie et al., 2006). Blumenfeld, Kempler, & Krajcik (2006) suggested that 

there were four critical aspects that influence students’ motivation: perceived value, 

competence, relatedness, and autonomy. Perceived value is the degree to which a person 

believes that using something will provide value and enhance their learning or task 

performance. Competence refers to an individual’s feeling of success in mastering their 

environment. Relatedness refers to the need that individuals have to relate to others in 

ways that reinforce their feelings of emotional security and belonging. Autonomy refers 

to the need that individuals have to determine their own behavior and to be able to on 

their own volition.  Xie and Ke (2011) recommended that instructors should support 
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students by improving their perceived value of collaborative learning, and “satisfy their 

needs for autonomy, competence and relatedness” (p. 919). 

Peer moderation and case based learning finely embody the aspect of teaching and 

learning in a collaborative and socially constructive way.  In addition, case based learning 

is a useful strategy for constructive learning and building ideas and can be a highly 

collaborative learning experience in conjunction with online discussion.  The next section 

in this literature explores the framework community of inquiry for the nature and type of 

learning.   

Learning in Community of Inquiry 

 Online discussion forums are a form of computer-mediated communication where 

collaboration is a fundamental part, which provide avenues for different types of 

interaction.  Increasingly research on learning has changed from a perspective on 

individual acquisition of knowledge to a participation framework as more and more 

emphasis in the professional world has been put on collaborative activities. 

Consequently, research in online learning has focused on analyzing learner interactions 

rather than only on individual test scores. Coupled with this shift, researchers have 

developed analytical frameworks to understand how student construct knowledge in 

online discussions (Gunawardena et al., 1997; Henri, 1992; Ke & Xie, 2009; Rourke, 

Anderson, Garrison, & Archer, 1999). 

The community of inquiry framework for computer-mediated communication, as 

shown in Figure 2, affords various levels of interaction in an educational setting.  It 

represents a process with both collaborative and socially constructive learning by 

encouraging critical discourse where learners analyze, reflect and construct personally 
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meaningful learning experiences (Garrison et al., 2001).  It supports the idea of building 

knowledge through a process of inquiry and expanding learning through social, cognitive 

and teaching presence as the interdependent elements of an educational experience. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Community of inquiry model. Adapted from “Critical Inquiry in a Text-Based 
Environment: Computer Conferencing in Higher Education,” by D. R. Garrison, T. 
Anderson, and W. Archer, 2000, The Internet and Higher Education, 2(2-3), 87-105. 
Copyright 2000 by Elsevier Science Inc. 

The element social presence is defined as the ability of learners to project themselves “as 

real people” who are socially and emotionally invested in the community of inquiry 

(Garrison, Cleveland-Innes, & Fung, 2010).  The element cognitive presence is defined as 

“the extent to which the participants in any particular configuration of a community of 

inquiry are able to construct meaning through sustained communication” (Garrison et al., 

2001, p. 98).  The third element is teaching presence, which involves designing and 

managing learning sequences, providing subject matter expertise, and facilitating active 

learning.  These elements together form the basis of the content, climate and support for 

discussion and interaction in a computer-mediated environment like online discussion. 
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 Finally, instructional activities that support collaborative and constructive 

learning in community can promote cognitive investment and hence enhance the learning 

experience.  Additionally, teaching presence when combined with necessary instructional 

activities can produce a powerful educational experience.  This model will be used as one 

of the central frameworks in this research study that employs peer moderated and 

designed case study in online discussions. 

Conclusion 

 As this literature review makes clear, online discussion is a fundamental part of an 

online course and engaging learners to increase learning and learner participation in 

online discussion is challenging.  Online discussion is the central means with which 

online learners communicate and interact in an online course.  Informed ideas from the 

community of inquiry model suggest that cognitive presence is crucial when designing 

instructional activity. It is equally important to include elements that scaffold social and 

teaching presence.  However, motivation is the key to engage learners to contribute. 

Motivation as a critical element in enhancing engagement and participation in 

online discussion is dependent on the level of autonomy provided in the activity and 

environment designed for discussion.  Case based learning provides the platform for 

learning through reasoning and inquiry, supporting the cognitive presence while peer 

moderation as a technique that involves fellow learners guiding and facilitating online 

discussions supports social and teaching presence.   

In conclusion, peer moderation and case studies in instructional design and online 

discussions have been researched with success but student designed and moderated case 

studies in the field have not been explored.  This gap in the literature provides avenues 
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for this research study to combine case based learning activity with the peer moderation 

technique in an asynchronous online discussion.  The act of autonomy through case 

design and its discussion through peer facilitation may serve as an intrinsic motivator and 

address the elements of educational experience as highlighted in the community of 

inquiry framework. 

 



 

Chapter 3 

Methodology 

Overview 

 This chapter describes the methodology used for this study, which includes the 

research design, my role as a participant/observer, participant descriptions, ethical 

considerations, data collection procedures, data analysis procedures, and the measures I 

took to ensure the trustworthiness of my findings. It describes how the student survey 

provided the basis for an exploration of motivation in online discussions using peer 

designed case studies and how quantitative content analysis of the online discussion 

forum posts provided the basis for how the students interacted and learned in an online 

discussion. It also provides details on how the experiences of the peer moderators shared 

through self-reflection was used as support and illustration of the findings. 

Research Questions 

Current research studies in online discussion calls for strategies and teaching 

methods that support learner motivation and higher student engagement and interaction in 

an online discussion forum (Xie et al., 2006; Xie & Ke, 2011).  The purpose of this 

research study was to understand the impact of peer designed and moderated original 

case studies on overall student motivation and learning in an asynchronous online 

discussion forum for a graduate instructional design course in a southeastern university.  

Questions that guided this research study were: 

RQ1. What is the relation of peer designed and moderated case studies on student 

motivation in an asynchronous online discussion? 
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RQ2. What is the relation of students’ motivation and their interaction/learning 

using peer designed and moderated case studies in an asynchronous online 

discussion? 

Research Design 

 A research design consists of methods on how the research study would be 

conducted.  Methods are a set of recommended practices, procedures and rules used to 

engage in formal inquiry.  The methods used for this research study suggest the 

methodological framework of a case study should be done over an extended period.  Two 

methods were used to describe the central components of this research design, survey 

design and quantitative content analysis for quantitative inquiry.  Each method and other 

relevant details are described in detail below.  

Researcher 

 My role as a researcher in this study has been influenced by some of my personal 

and professional experiences.  I have taken several graduate level online courses in the 

past and also the same instructional design course as a student and participated in case 

study design, moderation and discussions.  Consequently, acting as a teaching assistant in 

the instructional design course put me in a better position to understand the steps and 

processes that the students take as moderators and as participants.  Additionally, as a 

teaching assistant I would clarify questions regarding case study designs and instructional 

design concepts to better guide the students, I also monitored the online case study 

discussions without intervening as a moderator.  

 I have also worked as an instructional design assistant for two years. This job 

involved not just the design of instruction and the course but also various communication 
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and collaboration aspect of the instructional design process.  Constant and clear 

communication with the subject matter experts and other people supporting the experts 

for content was critical.  Additionally, ongoing collaboration with the design team that 

consisted of instructional design lead, programmer, web designer and other specialist 

showed that there were many other aspects to the whole process of instructional design.  

In my role as a student, researcher, instructional design assistant and a teaching 

assistant I have realized that instructional design is a subject area with heavy concepts 

and application of these concepts in various real life settings supports better 

understanding of the subject material. 

Setting 

 This research study was conducted in a regular graduate level course on 

instructional design.  The course was taught completely online with online discussions as 

one of its components. Since the students did not meet the instructor or the other students 

face to face in the course, online discussion was one of the major components for 

interaction and other learning experiences.  About 10% of the course grade came from 

participation in these discussions.  This study examined the online discussions and 

performed inquiry on discussion participation over a period of three different semesters 

that it was offered; Fall 2011, Spring 2012 and Spring 2013.  

The courses and the online discussions were done using the open-source learning 

management system, Moodle. The discussion tool in Moodle allowed threaded 

discussions where points could be allotted to each discussion post.  Since Moodle was 

hosted and maintained by the college providing the course, all student data was securely 

stored.   
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 For the case study discussions students were given the choice to form groups of 

two to three for a topic on instructional design for a week.  A group took on the role of 

peer moderator for the chosen week and designed a case study around the instructional 

design topic assigned for that week.  In the beginning of the course, the first three weeks 

served as the introduction and example case study discussion weeks.  The students 

introduced themselves and participated in example case study online discussions 

designed by the instructor.  The instructor and the teaching assistant in the course 

moderated these case study discussions.  Through the examples, the students learned the 

design of case studies around an instructional design topic and also the roles of 

moderators in online discussions.  Additionally, tips and guiding points were provided to 

help students with case study design and online discussion moderation.  

 Each group designed and moderated case study discussions, and each member in 

the group submitted a self-reflection on their experiences of case study design and their 

role as a moderator. At the end of the course, the students took part in an anonymous 

survey with items focused on motivation using peer moderated case study online 

discussions.   

Participants 

The participants for this research study were students from a graduate level course 

on instructional design.  The sample consisted of a total of 61 participants (N = 61) with a 

mix of male (n = 24) and female (n = 37) students.  All the students who participated in 

this research were adults.  Most of the students were full time professionals in their field 

and were either part-time students or full-time students.   
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The instructional design course was provided as one of the required courses for 

graduate students in the program.  Most of the students were new to the topic of 

instructional design and in the previous versions of the course, students expressed 

difficulty understanding and relating to the concepts of instructional design.  Both the 

graduate programs had a varied mix of national and international students with 

backgrounds in the medical field, teaching, and administration.  The experience and 

background that the students brought with them influenced the variety of case study 

topics that they designed and discussed. 

Survey Design 

 Survey design was used for quantitative inquiry in this research study. The focus 

of the survey was to gather participants’ subjective views on motivation in an online 

discussion that uses case studies as discussion activity. The survey questions were 

adapted from the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI) scale (Deci & Ryan, 1985). 

Scale and Subscales 

The IMI is a multidimensional measurement tool that is used to gauge intrinsic 

motivation for an activity. There are seven subscales:  

• Interest/Enjoyment, IN 

• Perceived Competence, PC 

• Effort/Importance, EF 

• Pressure/Tension, PR 

• Perceived Choice, CH 

• Value/Usefulness, VL and 

• Relatedness, RL. 
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The subscale interest/enjoyment (IN) is identified as the self-report measure of intrinsic 

motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985). The perceived choice (CH) and perceived competence 

(PC) subscales are theorized to be positive predictors of self-report and behavioral 

measures of intrinsic motivation.  The subscale pressure/tension is theorized to be a 

negative predictor of intrinsic motivation. The effort/importance and value/usefulness 

subscales are used to understand how participants internalize what they experience as 

useful and important. Finally, the relatedness subscale is used to understand interpersonal 

interactions.   

Each subscale consists of varied numbers of items with a total of 45 items in the 

scale.  Various versions of the scale are also present where all subscales or all items have 

not been used but have been successfully implemented in the past.  The original scale and 

the different versions of the original scale use a 7-point scale for each item that ranges 

from 1 being the negative end with not at all true to 7 being the positive end with very 

true as shown in Figure 3. 

No. 
of 

Item 

Short 
Form Item 

Not at 
all 

true 
  

Some
what 
True 

  Very 
True 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 IN 
I enjoyed participating in the 
online case-study discussions 
very much 

       

Figure 3. Scale with 7 points 

For this research study, the original scale was modified to exclude the subscale 

perceived choice and the items in this subscale.  The reason for omitting this subscale 

was that students were already given the freedom of choice to generate their own case 

studies in their area of interest.  Thus, the resulting scale had 6 subscales and 38 items 

with the original items modified to include the case study as activity used in the online 

discussions. The items in this modified scale were randomized for presentation in the 
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survey.  One major change in the modified scale was adopting a forced choice 4-point 

scale (see Figure 4) instead of the original 7-point scale for each item.  The reason for this 

change was to avoid responses falling into a middle ground losing value rather than onto 

any of the positive or negative spectrum of choice indicating some value.  The modified 

scale in entirety is included in Appendix A. 

No. of 
Items 

Short 
Form Items 1 

Never 
2 

Rarely 
3 

Often 
4 

Always 
1 IN I enjoyed participating in 

the online case-study 
discussions very much 

    

Figure 4. Scale with 4-points 

Sampling 

 This research study used survey methods that involved a convenience sample of 

students enrolled in the online instructional design course.  The reason for selecting this 

sample was because all the students at a point in the course acted as both moderators and 

participants in the online discussions.  All the students designed a case study discussion 

around an instructional topic and moderated the online discussion for a week.  Thus, it 

was conveniently possible to examine students’ engagement in both roles. 

Validity and Reliability 

 The IMI scale has been previously successfully tested by various researchers for 

reliability in numerous research study across variety of activities, conditions and settings 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985).  The inclusion of items in each scale is based on a factor loading of 

at least 0.6 and cross loadings above 0.4 with typical loading exceeding these criteria.  It 

is also reported that rarely have all items and all subscales been used.  Subscales that are 

relevant to the study are chosen and changes made to the items as needed and still 

reported reliably and successfully.  Items can also be modified to fit specific activities 
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without affecting the reliability of the scale e.g., “I think I am pretty good at this activity” 

is modified to “I feel I was pretty good at participating in case study discussions.” 

 The modified scale was critically reviewed for validity by the research 

methodologist and also by the instructor of the course where the online case study 

discussions were held.  The methodologist was involved with this research study since 

the beginning and provided detailed insights into the adoption of the forced choice and its 

alignment to the modified items.  The pros and cons regarding this choice were also 

discussed to finally decide on the value of the forced choice that would ensure a response 

on either the positive or negative end of the choice spectrum. 

Quantitative Content Analysis 

 Quantitative content analysis was used in this research study to explore students’ 

interaction and learning experiences using case studies in online discussions.  Content 

analysis is a broad term that refers to a set of structured replicable processes of 

systematically analyzing a body of unstructured text (Rose, Spinks, & Canhoto, 2014).  

Quantitative content analysis is also a form of quantitative research and with some 

features that lend itself as a distinct method.  Some of these include the application of a 

coding scheme and the assessment of reliability.  The key steps of quantitative content 

analysis used in this research are shown in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5. Steps in quantitative content analysis 

Conceptualization and Framework 

The conceptualization process started with research on theories of how students 

interact and learn in an online discussion forum.  Various studies suggest looking beyond 

participation and into a deeper interaction level where students make meaning through 

arguments and consensus (Gunawardena et al., 1997; Newman, Webb, & Cochrane, 

Research questions and 
conceptualization 

Develop coding scheme from 
theories and framework 

Sampling and unit of analysis 

Data collection 

Coding and reliability testing 

Analysis of findings 
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1995; Weinberger & Fischer, 2006).  In most of these studies, the focus is on cognitive 

level learning through social interaction with lesser emphasis on social instructional 

management, design and facilitation.  This research study was designed around a 

completely online course with peer moderated online case study discussions for a 

collaborative and socially constructive learning experience.  It adds the case study design, 

moderation and facilitation aspects of teaching to the social and cognitive aspects of 

learning.  Therefore, the community of inquiry framework that addresses the cognitive 

presence, social presence and the teaching presence for a meaningful online educational 

experience is used (Garrison et al., 1999).  The socio emotional, learning and knowledge 

construction is addressed in the social and cognitive presence components and the peer 

moderation interaction is addressed in the teaching presence component of the 

community of inquiry framework.   

The community of inquiry framework provides the 3 major categories with the 

three components mentioned afore, social, cognitive, and teaching. It also provides 10 

sub-categories for interaction and learning within the 3 categories. Several indicators and 

explanation under each sub-category is provided to identify which type of interaction and 

learning occurred.  The community of inquiry framework was adopted and modified to 

include other indicators from previous and current research on interaction, learning and 

knowledge construction in online discussions and exclude the subcategory instructional 

management and course design and organization.  Figure 6 shows a snapshot of the 

whole framework with the three main categories and the ten subcategories with modified 

indicators for each subcategory. The instructional management and course design and 

organization subcategory was omitted because the student moderators designed, 



41 
 

 
 

structured, developed and reviewed the case studies before putting it up for discussion.  

Additionally, the students created, organized, and managed case studies and self-reported 

their experiences.  This modification was done to help increase clarity during the coding 

process.   

Social Cognitive Teaching 
Socio-

Emotional 

Open/ 
Risk-
free 

Group 
Collab Trigger Explore 

Exchange Integrate 
Resolution Course 

Design 
Facilitate 
Discourse 

Direct 
Instruc-

tion 
*Emoticon/ 
expression 
of 
emotions 
include 
capitalizati
on, 
repeated 
punctuatio
n e.g. 
“ANYBOD
Y OUT 
THERE!”, 
“What 
really 
frustrates 
me…” 

*Rejoi
nder/ 
contin
ue 
threa
d by 
replyi
ng 
 
*Refe
rring 
explic
itly to 
other
s’ 
mess
ages 
e.g. 
“in 
your 
mess
age 
you 
talked 
about
…” 
 

*Addr
ess 
the 
group 
as we, 
us, 
our 
e.g. 
“Our 
textbo
ok 
refers 
to ….”,   
“I think 
we are 
on the 
right 
track
…” 

*Quest
ions 
that 
evoke/ 
inducti
ve 
 
*State 
of 
disson
ance 
 
*Sense 
of 
puzzle
ment 

*Divergen
t/ 
unsubsta
ntiated 
contradict
ion of 
previous 
idea 
 
*Divergen
ce within 
a single 
message 
with many 
ideas and 
themes 
 

*Connec
ting 
ideas, 
synthesi
s from 
various 
sources 
  
*Create 
solutions 
 
*Conver
gence 
among 
group 
member
s with “I 
agree 
because
…” 
 

*Critically 
assess 
solutions  
 
*Testing 
solutions 
 
*Defending 
solutions  
 

*set 
discussi
on topic 
 
*structu
re 
content 

*Identifyin
g areas of 
agreemen
t/ 
disagree
ment 
 
*Build 
understan
ding 
 

*Focus 
and 
pace 
discussi
ons 
  
*Answer
ing 
question
s 
 
*Diagno
se 
misconc
eption 
 

Figure 6. Modified framework for coding 

The final modified framework (see Appendix B) had 3 categories and 9 

subcategories and is listed below.  The three categories with its subcategories are used as 

the interaction and learning variables in the data analysis procedures. 

• Category – Social 

o Socio emotional, 

o Open/risk-free communication 

o Encourage collaboration 
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• Category – Cognitive  

o Trigger event 

o Explore-exchange 

o Integrate & connect 

o Resolution & application 

• Category – Teaching  

o Facilitate discussion 

o Direct Instruction 

Sampling and Unit of Analysis 

 The conceptualization and framework with the added modifications was done 

over a period of time.  Once the framework for coding was defined, the sampling and unit 

of analysis was decided.  Based on the online discussion format of the discussion tool in 

Moodle, each discussion forum (the case study topic for that week) had one original post 

by each student (except moderators).  In addition, there were several replies to the 

original post by students (including moderators) leading to various levels of interaction.  

There were different case study discussion topics every week for about 10 weeks every 

semester.  In any online discussion, the intensity of discussions may be high or low 

depending on various things (e.g., the time of the semester, the case study, and the course 

topic for that week, etc.).  Therefore, the relevance or purposive sampling method for 

textual data was used to include one case study discussion topic towards the beginning, 

the middle, and the end of each semester for a balanced view towards answering the 

research questions (Krippendorff, 2004).  Total of 9 case study discussions were selected 

from the three semesters under study; Fall 2011, Spring 2012, Spring 2013, and all other 
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case study discussions were excluded (see Table 1).  Out of the excluded ones, 3 more 

were selected for practice (one each from the three semesters). 

 A single discussion post or reply was chosen as the unit of analysis.  A single 

discussion post could include a single sentence or a group of sentences or even a whole 

paragraph.  The reason behind this choice was because one single unit would be analyzed 

in three different ways for the three different components/categories of social, cognitive 

and teaching.  Additionally, a single unit would also be analyzed for the strongest 

theme/category that was evidently predominant. 

Table 1  
Coded Modules, Unit of Analysis and Raters 

Modules No. of Unit of  
Analysis Raters 

Fall 2011, Module 3 
For Practice 

Fall 2011, Module 4, Right Road Auto 
167 Rater 1 

Fall 2011, Module 8, Teachers Are the Worst 
Students 182 Rater 2 

Fall 2011, Module 11, Madisonville University and 
Quality Field Assessment 153 Rater 1 

 
Spring 2012, Module 3 

For Practice 

Spring 2012, Module 4, Culinary School 
122 Rater 2 

Spring 2012, Module 7, Teenage Pregnancy 133 Rater 1 
Spring 2012, Module 10, Helping a Principal 137 Rater 2 

 
Spring 2013, Module 3 

For Practice 

Spring 2013, Module 4, Open Vista 
 232 Rater 1 

Spring 2013, Module 7, Assessing Students 206 Rater 2 
Spring 2013, Module 10, Pre-Algebra Evaluation 177 Rater 2 

Coding Validity and Reliability 

 The coding of the discussion posts was a lengthy process that was done by two 

coders over a period of time (see Table 1).  To ensure that both the coders followed 
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similar methods to arrive at the conclusion, the validity of the quantitative content 

analysis was done.  Rourke and Anderson (2004) suggest developing a theoretically valid 

coding protocol for validity.  They list five steps to developing a theoretically valid 

protocol: 

• Identifying the purpose of the coding data 

• Identifying behaviors that represent the construct 

• Reviewing the categories and indicators 

• Holding preliminary tryouts 

• Developing guidelines for administration, scoring and interpretation of the coding 

scheme 

The purpose of the coding data for this research was to explore the interaction and 

learning experiences of students in the online case study discussions and its relationship 

to motivation.  The various indicators/explanations under each component in the 

modified conceptual framework served as behavioral identification for each category and 

subcategory.  Several preliminary tryouts were held to review and refine the indicators.  

Additionally, one student case study discussion from each of the three semesters, other 

than the ones selected as samples, were chosen to practice and build the percentage match 

for the two coders.  The first student case study discussion at the beginning of each of the 

semesters was chosen for practice.  A percentage match and the Cohen’s kappa value 

were calculated to ensure reliability of the coding process.   

The administration and scoring of the data was done electronically by creating a 

customized database-driven website.  A discussion post or a unit of analysis was scored 

under one of the subcategories for each of the three categories. Finally, a discussion post 
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was also scored for the strongest category namely, social, cognitive and teaching.  If a 

discussion post were by a moderator the teaching category would be chosen as the 

strongest category and if the discussion post were by a participant the teaching 

subcategory none would be chosen.  The coders followed guidelines to practice scoring 

together and immediately discussed the scores and interpretations.  Any new findings and 

changes during this discussion were noted in the framework for further modification.  

Each practice session was spaced several weeks apart for a period of over twelve months 

to ensure the understanding of the constructs was consistent.  Once the practice coding 

was completed, the coders coded the rest of the data separately.  

Ethical Considerations 

 This research study followed all the guidelines and rules to protect student rights 

of privacy set forth by the Department of Health and Human Services.  Approval (IRB 

certification) for the original study design and revised study design was obtained from the 

university’s Committee of Human Studies (see Appendix C).  Additionally, participants 

assented to online consent forms before they responded to the survey (see Appendix D).  

The online discussion content and student self-reports were approved as archival data, 

which was accessed and retrieved only after the end of the course each semester. 

Data Collection Procedure 

 The collection of data through the survey was done after the end of the course 

each semester.  A snapshot of various details in the data collection process from the 

survey is given in Figure 8.  The survey was created online and customized for easy 

access.  The request for participation was sent through email and student participation 

was voluntary and anonymous.  The students had to accept and agree to the online 
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consent form before they responded to the survey.  There were two sections in the survey: 

one section where the student had to answer as a peer moderator in the case study 

discussion and another section where the student has to answer as a participant in the case 

study discussions.  Each section had 38 items across the selected 6 subscales.  The 

distribution of items for each subscale is as follows:  

• Interest/enjoyment (7),  

• Perceived competence (6),  

• Effort/importance (5),  

• Pressure/tension (5),  

• Perceived value/usefulness (7), and  

• Relatedness (8).  

A 4-point forced choice scale was used to respond to each item from the subscales.  The 

collected data was stored securely in the university server and accessed without any 

identifiers leading to the respondents.  

The online discussion post and student self-reports were accessed as archival data. 

A snapshot of the details in the data collection for archived data is shown in Figure 9.  

Students participated in weekly online case study discussions and submitted self-reports 

about their experiences as moderators and case study designers after the end of the week 

they moderated their case study discussions.  All students (except the moderators) were 

required to submit one original post in response to the questions and settings in the 

weekly case study discussions.  All students (including the moderators) then replied to 

their peers’ original post with arguments and clarifications to build the discussion around 

the case study. 
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Figure 7. Snapshot of survey data collection 

The discussion posts and self-reports were downloaded in a spreadsheet format 

from the learning management system Moodle.  The downloaded data on discussion post 

was cleaned for any extraneous computer characters that the online database would not 

recognize.  The discussion post data was then uploaded to the online database driven 

website to prepare for coding.  This website listed the sample case study discussions and 

also the practice case study discussions per semester (see Figure 10).  One case study 

from each of the three chosen semesters was used for practice to develop an inter-rater 

reliability between two coders. The two coders logged in to the website and coded 

separately. 

The discussion data was coded using the indicators under each subcategory (see 

Figure 11).  Each discussion post or unit of analysis was coded once in each of the four 

categories – social, cognitive, teaching and overall.  Once the coding was completed, the 

Survey Data 
Collection 

Scale Subscales Sampling Reliability-
Validity 

Moderator 
online survey 
(38 items) 
 
&  
 
Participant 
online survey 
(38 items) 
 

Intrinsic 
Motivation 
Inventory 
(IMI) 
 
 
#Perceived 
choice 
subscale 
omitted 

Interest/enjoym
ent (directly 
reports 
motivation) 
 

Convenience 
Sample  
(Students 
taking the 
course in each 
of the three 
semesters) 

* The scale and 
subscales were 
previously tested 
in many different 
settings, survey 
topics and 
activities for 
reliability 
 
* Modified 
survey with the 4 
point forced 
choice scale was 
critically 
reviewed by 
methodologist 
and content area 
expert for validity 

Effort/ 
Importance  
Pressure/ 
Tension  
Perceived 
Value/ 
Usefulness  
Perceived 
Competence  
Relatedness 
#Perceived 
Choice 
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scores for each coder was downloaded in a spreadsheet format for further analysis using 

statistical measures. 

Archived 
Data Framework Categories Subcategories Sampling 

Coding-
Validity-

Reliability 
Discussions 
(3 different 
semesters) 

Community 
of Inquiry 

Social - Socio 
emotional 
- Open/Risk-
free 
communication 
-Encourage 
Collaboration 

*3 case 
study 
discussions 
from each 
semester 
viz., 1 from 
the 
beginning of 
semester,  
1 from the 
middle of 
semester 
and  
1 towards 
the end of 
the 
semester 
 
 
*Selection of 
one student 
moderated 
case study 
discussions 
from each of 
the three 
semesters 
for inter-
rater 
reliability 
 

*Inter-rater 
reliability: 
Cohen’s 
Kappa and 
percentage 
agreement 
 
*Rated 3 
student 
moderated 
case study 
discussions 
for practice 
 
*Coders/ 
raters 
practice 
rated 
discussions 
several 
weeks apart 
and 
gathered for 
clarifications 
after 
practice 
rating 
 
*Any 
changes 
during 
discussions 
after every 
practice 
rating was 
used to 
modify the 
framework 
 

Cognitive - Trigger 
- Explore-
Exchange 
- Integrate-
Connect 
- Resolution & 
Application 

Teaching 
 
#Instructional 
management/ 
course design 
omitted 

- #Management 
- Facilitate 
discussion 
- Direct 
instruction 
- NONE 

Self-
Reports 
(3 different 
semesters) 

Peer moderators reflecting 
on their experiences 

Reflection on 
moderating and 
designing case 
study 
discussions 

All peer 
moderator 
reflection 
submissions 

NIL 

Figure 8. Snapshot of archived data collection 
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Figure 9. Practice and sample case study discussions 

 

Figure 10. Interface for coding a discussion post 
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Data Analysis Procedure 

 The data collected from the survey and the coded data from the content analysis 

was used to answer the research questions using statistical analysis.  A snapshot of the 

data analysis procedure for data from survey design and the archived discussion post is 

given in Figure 12 and Figure 13 respectively.  The collected data was screened for errors 

and if any were corrected.  Pallant (2013) lists three steps to screen for common errors: 

• Checking for error – scores for variables out of range, missing scores 

• Finding the error – pinpoint which item or response has errors in the data set 

• Correcting error – replace incorrect value with correct values, drop items that 

have too many missing values indicating bad item design 

After checking for common errors, one of the items from the perceived competence (PC) 

scale for the moderator survey was dropped because the responses had too many missing 

values. Upon further analysis, this survey item was worded incorrectly for it to relate to 

moderators. The dropped item for the moderator survey was: 

“Participating in the online case study discussions was an activity 

that I could not do well” 

 The survey data was analyzed to answer the first research question.  The first research 

question (RQ1) was broken down into two components for analysis: 

• How well do the 5 independent subscales effort/importance, pressure/tension, 

perceived value/usefulness, perceived competence and relatedness predict the 

dependent subscale interest/enjoyment for both the moderators’ and participants’ 

motivation? 

• How do the motivation levels of moderators and participants compare? 
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Survey 
Data 
Analysis 

Subscales  Unit & 
Details 

Analysis 
 

Online 
survey  
 
6 
subscales 

Interest/ 
enjoyment 
- 7 items 

*4-point 
forced choice 
scale with 
never, rarely, 
often always 
as the choices 
 
*38 item 
survey 
response as 
peer 
moderators  
 
*38 item 
survey 
response as 
participant in 
case study 

*Reverse score ‘R’ 
items in survey 
 
*Checking, finding and 
correcting errors 
 
*Average of all items in 
each subscale 
 
* Descriptive - Means 
& SD and sample item 
of each subscale  
 
* Descriptive - 
Bivariate Correlation (r) 
of the 6 subscales to 
check the strength of 
subscales, if they 
violate assumptions and 
to combine or discard 
variables that are not 
significantly related 
 

* Standard Multiple 
Regression (R 
square) of 
participant and 
moderator responses 
to predict relation of 
student 
motivation/interest 
using case study 
discussions based on 
other subscales 
DV – interest/ 
enjoyment subscale 
IV – other 5 
motivation subscales 
 
*Compare the 
moderator and 
participant R square 
values and 
independent 
subscale value 
(Beta, Sig, Sr 
square) 

Effort/ Importance 
- 5 items 
Pressure/ Tension  
- 5 items 
Perceived Value/ 
Usefulness  
- 7 items 
Perceived 
Competence  
- 6 items 
Relatedness 
- 8 items 
 

Figure 11. Snapshot of analysis of survey data 

The negative survey items for each subscale were reverse scored and average of all the 

items in each subscale were computed for statistical analysis.  Means and standard 

deviation scores with other descriptive for each subscale for both moderators and 

participants were calculated to look at the general characteristics of each subscale.  A 

bivariate correlational analysis of the 6 subscales was conducted to check the pair-by-pair 

association of the subscales.  Based on the association of each subscale, they were either 

adopted or rejected for further analysis.  Subscales with significant associations may be 

formed as composites after contemplating both theoretical and practical issues.  After the 

initial descriptive statistical analysis, standard multiple regression analysis for both 

participants and moderators was conducted. 
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Standard multiple regression was used to see how the 5 predictor or independent 

subscales; effort/importance, pressure/tension, perceived value/usefulness, perceived 

competence and relatedness would predict the outcome or dependent subscale 

interest/enjoyment for both participants and moderators in two separate regressions.  The 

output of the analysis was first checked for some of the assumptions like 

multicollinearity, normality and other required assumptions.  The model was then 

evaluated for the R square value (in percentage) that indicated how much of the variance 

in the dependent subscale (interest/enjoyment) was explained by the model.  The adjusted 

R square value was considered because of the small sample size in the survey design.  

Each of the independent subscales were evaluated using the standardized coefficients to 

know which of the independent subscales included in the model contributed to the 

prediction of the dependent subscale.  Additionally, the statistically significant value and 

the semi-partial or part correlation coefficients value of each of the independent subscales 

were also used to understand the contribution of each of the independent subscales to the 

total R squared. Finally, the R square value and the evaluated independent subscales’ 

beta, statistically significant value, and semi-partial value for the participants and 

moderators were compared. 

The scored data of the archived discussion posts were used along with the 

corrected and computed survey data to answer the second research question (RQ2).  The 

second research question is broken down into three components for analysis: 

• How well do the nine interaction/learning independent variables predict the 

dependent subscale interest/enjoyment for both the moderators and participants? 
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• How well do the nine interaction/learning independent variables predict the 

dependent subscales effort/importance, pressure/tension, perceived 

value/usefulness, perceived competence and relatedness for both the moderators 

and participants? 

• How do the motivation subscales and the learning variables compare for both 

moderators and participants? 

After computing the scores, the descriptive analysis was done.  The total, means and 

standard deviation scores for each interaction/learning variable for both moderators and 

participants were calculated. This provided a look at the general characteristics of each of 

the variables. The descriptive also provided the percentage and frequency of posts in each 

of the interaction/learning category.  Initially, the interaction/learning variables were 

proposed to be analyzed using standard multiple regression. The output of the analyses 

was first checked for some of the assumptions like multicollinearity, normality and other 

required assumptions.  Although the sample size for the archived discussion was more 

than the required for a multiple regression analysis (N > 50 + 8m, where m is number of 

independent variables) the adjusted R square value was still considered because of the 

small sample size for the survey data.  

Each of the independent subscales were also evaluated using the standardized 

coefficients (beta) to know which of the independent subscales included in the model 

contributed to the prediction of the dependent interaction/learning variables.  

Additionally, the statistically significant value and the semi-partial or part correlation 

coefficients value of each of the independent subscales were also used to understand the 

contribution of each of the independent subscales to the total R squared. Finally, the R 
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square value and the evaluated independent subscales’ beta, statistically significant value, 

and semi-partial values for the participants and moderators were compared. 

 
Archived Data 
Analysis 

Subcategories as 
interaction/learning 
variables 

Coding and Unit Analysis 

Discussion 
posts 
 
3 categories 
 
9 interaction/ 
learning 
variables for 
moderators 
 
 
 
7 interaction/ 
learning 
variables for 
participants 

Social * Unit of Analysis 
is one (1) 
discussion 
post/reply/message 
 
*Total number of 
posts from the three 
semesters > 6000 
 
*More than 1500 
discussion post 
sampled from the 
three semesters for 
scoring 
 
*Approximately 
500 posts sampled 
from each semester 
 
*Each rater scored 
approximately 
equal number of 
post 
 

* Scores of each 
discussion post 
using the 9 
subcategories for 
each of the 
categories 
 
*Scores of 
overall weight of 
the post using 
the three major 
categories 
(Social, 
Cognitive and 
Teaching 
 
* Descriptive - 
Total, 
percentage, 
Mean and SD, 
Mode, Median of 
discussion post 
scores 
 
 

* Spearman’s 
Correlation 
(rho) for non-
parametric 
variables of 
the interaction 
and learning 
variables with 
motivational 
variables for 
moderators 
and 
participants to 
check their 
strength and 
relation 
 
 

- Socio emotional 
- Open 
communication 
- Encourage 
collaboration 
- NONE 
Cognitive 
- Trigger event 
- Explore & exchange 
- Integrate & connect 
- Resolution & 
application 
- NONE 
Teaching 
- Facilitate discussion 
- Direct instruction 
- NONE 

 
Self-Reports 

 
Analysis of Individual reflection submissions to present varied experiences of the 
peer moderators 
 

Figure 12. Snapshot of analysis of archived data 

However, after the initial data analysis the results were reviewed by the 

methodologists and several things were clarified.  Initially, all the variables in the study 

were assumed to be continuous. However, upon further clarification there was 

discrepancy in the chosen analysis for the type of data that was collected.  After several 

questions, clarifications and deliberation over a period of time, it was concluded that the 

interaction/learning variables could not be considered solely as continuous variables.  
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Simply assigning the variables as continuous without regard to the nature of the variables 

itself and the coding scheme used, would be presenting a misinformed study and result. 

Therefore, a re-analysis of the archived discussion data revealed that the variables 

were non-parametric in nature.  Thus, Spearman’s’ correlation analyses were done to see 

how the independent subscale interest/enjoyment predicted the interaction/learning 

variables for moderators and for participants.  Additionally, Spearman’s’ correlation 

analyses was done to see how the 5 independent motivation subscales would predict the 

interaction/learning variables for moderators and participants.   

Table 2  
Modified Variables, their Types and Scale Number 

Content Analysis Survey 
Categories Report Moderator Participant 

Social Cognitive Teaching Overall Quotes, 
Themes Con Con Cat Cat Cat Cat 

S1 
S2 
S3 
S4 

C1 
C2 
C3 
C4 
C6 

T2 
T3 
T4 

O1 
O2 
O3 
O4 

Moderator 
Self-

Reflection 

6 variables:  
• IN - enjoyment;  
• PC – 

Competence; 
• VL – value; 
• PR – pressure; 
• RL – relatedness; 
• EF - Effort 

 
IN – intrinsic 
motivation 

6 variables: 
• IN - enjoyment; 
• PC – Competence; 
• VL – value; 
• PR – pressure; 
• RL – relatedness; 
• EF - Effort 

 
IN – intrinsic 
motivation 

Cat – Categorical variable 
Con – Continuous variable 

The self-reports submitted by the students reflecting on their experience designing case 

studies and taking part in their case study discussions as moderators were analyzed for 

varied experiences in the case study design and moderation.  These findings were used to 

support and illustrate the results from the statistical analysis of survey and archived 

discussions. 
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 Due to changes in the understanding of the nature of the learning/interaction 

variables the statistical analysis for the second research question (RQ2) was modified.  

The new changes resulted in different analysis for the learning variables and its relation 

to motivational variables. Table 2 presents the modified and newly added variables with 

their related details.  In alignment with the community of inquiry framework the 

subcategories under the social category are socio-emotional (S1), open risk-free (S2) and 

group collaboration (S3).  The subcategories for the cognitive category are Trigger event 

(C1), Explore and Exchange (C2), Integrate and Build (C3) and Resolution (C4). The 

subcategories for the teaching category are Facilitate Discussion (T2) and Direct 

Instruction (T3).  An additional category, Overall, was added to see the strongest 

presence (social, cognitive and teaching) in each unit of analysis.  The variables S4, C6, 

T4 and O4, representing “none” in each of the main categories – social, cognitive, 

teaching and overall, were additionally created variables to dump units of analysis that 

did not fall under any of the subcategories from the framework. All the categories and 

sub categories are categorical variables.  The intrinsic motivation variables measured 

frequency in a scale and so have been assigned as continuous. 

Summary 

 The research design for this study included conducting and analyzing a survey 

using the modified Intrinsic Motivation Inventory and a quantitative content analysis of 

the online discussion data to look at the motivational levels of the students and their level 

of interaction in the online discussions.  Additionally, anecdotal notes from the moderator 

self-reports would be used to support the results obtained from the survey and the 

quantitative content analysis. 
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The data collection for this study was done using the survey on intrinsic 

motivation and the online discussion posts from the graduate course on instructional 

design.  The proposed data analysis of using multiple models of standard regression for 

the survey data and the quantitative content data to answer the research questions was 

modified based on the renewed understanding of the variables from the quantitative 

content analysis.  The next section is based on the modified data analysis procedure. 

 



 

Chapter 4 

Results 

This chapter presents a detailed analysis of data collected for this study as 

explained in the research design for this study. The description of the modified sample 

and scales used in the study are presented with tables clarifying the statistical analysis 

carried out using IBM SPSS version 20.  The survey data was first analyzed to answer the 

first research question.  Discussion, reflection and survey data were all analyzed together 

to answer the second research question. 

Survey Data and Results 

The survey consisted of six variables with 4-point scale measuring frequency 

response from never (1), rarely (2), often (3) and always (4) from the participants. 

Although there is significant argument on both sides about the variables from a scale in a 

survey being categorical or continuous, the majority of the other studies using the 

Intrinsic Motivation Inventory accept the scale values as continuous rather than 

categorical. The scale in this study measures frequency of use from least to most; 

therefore, the variables from this study were coded as continuous.  

Six variables were coded for both the moderator and participant survey responses 

and are presented in Table 3 with the descriptive statistics including mean and standard 

deviation. Since the original scale was modified for this study, the internal consistency or 

reliability of the modified scale was calculated using Cronbach’s alpha.  As indicated in 

Table 3 Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for a majority of the variables are high and range 

from 0.81 to 0.97.  The variables effort (EF) for participants, competence (PC) and 
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relatedness (RL) for moderators have slightly low values for alpha indicating lowered 

reliability of the items in the specified variables. 

Table 3  
Descriptive Statistics for Motivation Variables 

Interest (IN) is considered the self-report measure of intrinsic motivation 

Table 1 also lists sample items for each of the variables as seen in the survey by the 

respondents. Two different surveys with 38 items each were completed by students as 

moderators and as participants.  To answer the first research question (RQ1) two different 

components were presented: 

• How well do the 5 independent subscales effort/importance, pressure/tension, 

perceived value/usefulness, perceived competence and relatedness predict the 

dependent subscale interest/enjoyment for both the moderators’ and participants’ 

motivation? 

• How do the motivation levels of moderators and participants compare? 

As outlined in the data analysis procedure section, standard multiple regression was used 

to answer these questions. Before running the regression model several assumptions need 

IMI Variables Participant Moderator Sample Items 
Mean SD α Mean SD α 

Enjoyment (IN) 2.9 0.7 0.94 2.9 0.64 0.91 I enjoyed participating in the online 
case-study discussions very much. 

Competence (PC) 3.3 0.47 0.81 3.3 0.44 0.69 I feel I was good at participating in 
the online case-study discussions. 

Effort (EF) 3.3 0.48 0.76 3.4 0.56 0.82 I put a lot of effort into participating 
in the online case-study discussions. 

Pressure (PR) 1.7 0.76 0.91 1.8 0.73 0.88 I felt pressured while participating 
in the online case-study discussions. 

Value (VL) 3 0.71 0.97 3.1 0.76 0.96 

I believe that participating in the 
online case-study discussions were 
important for my understanding of 
the instructional design concepts 

Relatedness (RL) 3 0.49 0.85 3 0.44 0.77 
I felt close to the other students who 
participated in the online case-study 
discussions. 
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to be met therefore, the data pertaining to both moderators and participants were screened 

for violations of assumption prior to analysis. 

• Assumption 1 – Both dependent and independent variables need to be continuous 

and mutually exclusive and this assumption was met with the motivation 

variables. 

• Assumption 2 – The independence of observation was checked using Durbin-

Watson statistic.  The data met the assumption of independent errors (Durbin-

Watson value = 1.61) for moderators and (Durbin-Watson value = 2.02) for 

participant. 

• Assumption 3 – The homoscedasticity or homogeneity of variance was tested for 

the moderator and participant variables and found that the assumption was not 

met.  The scatter plot matrix with the fit line in Figure 14 and Figure 15 for 

moderators and participants respectively shows the heteroscedasticity and non-

linearity of the variables with residuals.  This indicates the sensitivity in the 

robustness of the test which may be due to the small sample size that influences 

the power of the significance reported. 

 

Figure 13. Scatter-plot matrix with line of fit for moderator motivation variables 
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Figure 14. Scatter-plot matrix with line of fit for participant motivation variables 

• Assumption 4 – The multicollinearity assumption was tested using the collinearity 

diagnostics in linear regression in SPSS to look at Variance Inflation Factor 

(VIF).  The VIF values for all the moderator and participant independent variables 

were indicated that multicollinearity was not a concern (Perceived Competence, 

Tolerance = 0.64, VIF = 1.54; Perceived Value, Tolerance = 0.53, VIF = 1.87; 

Relatedness, Tolerance = 0.78, VIF = 1.27; Effort, Tolerance = 0.71, VIF = 1.40; 

and Pressure, Tolerance = 0.90, VIF = 1.10).  The VIF values for all the 

participant independent variables were indicated that multicollinearity was not a 

concern (Perceived Competence, Tolerance = 0.64, VIF = 1.55; Perceived Value, 

Tolerance = 0.70, VIF = 1.42; Relatedness, Tolerance = 0.77, VIF = 1.29; Effort, 

Tolerance = 0.67, VIF = 1.47; and Pressure, Tolerance = 0.67, VIF = 1.49). 

• Assumption 5 – An analysis of standard residuals for moderators was carried out, 

which showed that the data contained no outliers (Std. Residual Min = -2.43, St. 

Residual Max = 1.76).  An analysis of standard residuals for participants was 

carried out, which showed that the data contained no outliers (Std. Residual Min = 

-2.78, St. Residual Max = 1.39) 
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• Assumption 6 – The histogram of standardized residuals for moderators (see 

Figure 15) and participants (see Figure 17) indicated that the data contained 

approximately normally distributed errors, as did the normal P-P plot of 

standardized residuals for moderators (see Figure 16) and participants (see Figure 

18), which showed points that were not completely on the line, but close.  The 

data also met the assumption of non-zero variances for moderators (Interest, 

Variance = 0.32; Perceived Competence, Variance = 0.0.25; Effort, Variance = 

0.29; Pressure, Variance = 0.62; Perceived Value, Variance = 0.5; and 

Relatedness Variance = 0.22;).  The data also met the assumption of non-zero 

variances for participants (Interest, Variance = 0.52; Perceived Competence, 

Variance = 0.25; Effort, Variance = 0.40; Pressure, Variance = 0.61; Perceived 

Value, Variance = 0.57; and Relatedness Variance = 0.35;) 

 

Figure 15. Histogram of standardized residuals for moderators 
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Figure 16. Normal P-P plot of standardized residuals for moderators 

 

 

Figure 17. Histogram of standardized residuals for participants   
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Figure 18. Normal P-P plot of standardized residuals for participants 

Despite the violation of homogeneity of variance, because the variables met all the other 

assumptions, a bivariate correlation was conducted to double check some of these 

assumptions and to look at paired relation.  Since the variables being tested are 

continuous the Pearson product-moment correlation, was conducted to see if there were 

any statistically significant relations.  

Table 4  
Pearson Correlation Coefficients of Motivation Variables for Moderators 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. IN Interest/Enjoyment - 
2. PC Perceived Competence .401** -     
3. EF Effort .438** .405** -    
4. PR Pressure -.159 -.276 -.087 -   
5. VL Value .778** .535** .508** -.144 -  
6. RL Relatedness .566** .288 .153 -.190 .435** - 

N 41 41 41 41 41 41 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

A Pearson product-moment correlation was run to determine the relationship between 

intrinsic motivation self-reported by Interest (IN) variable and perceived competence 

(PC), effort (EF), pressure (PR), perceived value (VL) and relatedness (RL) for both 

moderators and participants. Table 4 and Table 5 present the Pearson product-moment 
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correlation coefficient of motivational variables for moderators and participants 

respectively.   

Table 5  
Pearson Correlation Coefficients of Motivation Variables for Participants 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. IN Interest/Enjoyment - 
2. PC Perceived Competence .229 -     
3. EF Effort .482** .328* -    
4. PR Pressure -.128 -.492** .011 -   
5. VL Value .827** .168 .403** -.156 -  
6. RL Relatedness .410** .168 -.067 -.324* .335* - 

N 41 41 41 41 41 41 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 

There was a strong positive correlation between the variable interest (IN) and 

perceived value (VL) which was easily statistically significant for participants (r = o.827, 

n = 41, p = 0.005) and moderators (r = 0.778, n = 41, p = 0.005). There is also a 

significant positive relation between the variable interest (IN) and relatedness (RL) for 

moderators (r = 0.566, n = 41, p = 0.005) and the variable interest (IN) and effort (EF) for 

participants (r = 4.82, n = 41, p = 0.005). Based on this correlational analysis only the 

variable value (VL) and relatedness (RL) for moderators and value (VL) and effort (EF) 

for participants will be selected for the next step of analysis using multiple regression.  It 

is important to note that the variables pressure (PR) and perceived competence (PC) 

showed significant negative correlation (r = -0.492, n = 41, p = 0.005) in Table 5.  This 

indicates that if perceived competence (PC) was high the pressure (PR) would be low and 

if perceived competence (PC) was low the pressure (PR) would be high.  Other variables 

in the scale were dropped to improve the report of variance in the regression model that 

otherwise might be diluted with noise from very closely tied variables in a scale. 
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 Based on the test for the required assumptions and bivariate correlation, a 

standard multiple regression was done for the dependent variable interest/enjoyment and 

independent variables value (VL) and relatedness (RL) for moderators and value (VL) 

and effort (EF) for participants. 

A multiple linear regression was calculated to predict the dependent variable 

interest (IN) based on variables perceived value (VL) and relatedness (RL) for 

moderators (see Table 6).  A significant regression equation was found (F (2,38) = 

38.576, p < 0.000), with an adjusted R square of 0.653 and R square of 0.67 indicating 

about 67 percent of variances in the interest (IN) or intrinsic motivation of moderators 

comes from the motivational variables perceived value (VL) and relatedness (RL). 

Table 6  
Moderators statistics for Multiple Regression 

Variable b SR(B) B t sig VIF 

Value 0.656 0.083 0.526 6.34 0.000 1.233 

Relatedness 0.281 0.125 0.340 2.71 0.010 1.233 

Adjusted R square              0.65 

R square                              0.67 

Durbin-Watson                   1.58 

*Dependent variable: Interest (IN) 

Moderators’ predicted that interest is equal to 0.812 + 0.34 (relatedness) + 0.526 

(perceived value), where perceived value is coded or measured as 1 (never), 2 (rarely), 3 

(often), 4 (always), and relatedness is also measured similarly as 1 (never), 2 (rarely), 3 

(often), 4 (always).  

Moderator interest or intrinsic motivation increased 0.526 times for each unit rise 

in perceived value and 0.34 for each unit rise in relatedness. Both perceived value and 

relatedness were significant predictors of interest or intrinsic motivation (p < 0.000 and p 

< 0.01 respectively). 
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Another multiple linear regression was calculated to predict interest (IN) or 

intrinsic motivation based on perceived value (VL) and effort (EF) for participants (see 

Table 7).  A significant regression equation was found (F (2,38) = 46.67, p < 0.000), with 

an adjusted R square of 0.695 and R square of 0.711 indicating about 71 percent of 

variances in the interest (IN) or intrinsic motivation of participants comes from the 

motivational variables perceived value (VL) and effort (EF). 

Participants’ data predicted that interest is equal to 0.092 + 0.202 (effort) + 0.718 

(perceived value), where perceived value is coded or measured as 1 (never), 2 (rarely), 3 

(often), 4 (always), and effort is also measured similarly as 1 (never), 2 (rarely), 3 (often), 

4 (always).  In this case a significant amount of prediction come from the variable 

perceived value. 

 Table 7  
Participant statistics for Multiple Regression 

Variable b SR(B) B t sig VIF 

Value 0.755 0.91 0.718 7.92 0.000 1.19 

Effort 0.178 0.10 0.202 1.86 0.07 1.19 

Adjusted R square               0.69 

R square                               0.71 

Durbin-Watson                    2.10 

*Dependent variable: Interest (IN) 

Participant interest or intrinsic motivation increased 0.718 times for each unit rise 

in perceived value and 0.202 times for each unit rise in effort. From the significance 

value for each of the independent variables (p < 0.000 and p < 0.07) we see that 

perceived value was a more significant predictor of interest or intrinsic motivation 

compared to effort. 
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Therefore, to answer the research question one (RQ 1), of the 5 motivational 

variables only two, perceived value (VL) and relatedness (RL) significantly predicted 

intrinsic motivation in moderators and perceived value (VL) and effort (EF) in 

participants. Additionally, comparing the R square values for moderator and participants 

reveal that both moderators and participants had almost equal or similar degree of effect 

in their intrinsic motivation. 

Quantitative Content Analysis Data and Results 

 The scored, cleaned and sorted discussion data for practice was first analyzed for 

inter-rater reliability.  Total number of discussion post or the unit of analysis coded for 

the practice was 403. Two methods were used, percentage agreement and Cohen’s kappa 

(κ) for the proportion of agreement over and above chance agreement.  Three case study 

discussions one from each semester was rated using the community of inquiry framework 

and its identifiers.  

Table 8  
Percentage Agreement Analysis for Inter Rater Reliability 

Unit of analysis/ 
Discussion Post Percentage Match for Categories 

No. of 
Discussion 
Post 

Semester Social, Cognitive, Teaching Overall 
Possible 
Matches Matched Percentage % Possible 

Matches Matched Percentage % 

148 Fall 2011 366 224 61 122 86 71 
107 Fall 2012 246 188 76 82 69 84 
148 Spring 2013 333 252 76 111 91 82 
403  945 664 70.5 315 246 79.5 

 Table 8 presents the details of the percentage agreement over two raters. The 

average percentage agreement for the three interaction variables of social, cognitive and 

teaching over the three semesters is 70.5 and the average percentage agreement for 

overall category stands at 79.5.  The average percentage agreement between 70 – 80 was 

discussed with the methodologist to be good.   
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The next step was to calculate the Cohen’s kappa to eliminate any chance 

agreement for two raters.  Several assumptions were clarified and tested before running 

the analysis for kappa value. All the assumptions were tested, variables used for rating 

discussion posts were categorical, both the raters used the same set of data, judgement of 

both the raters were independent for the final rating, and same two raters rated all the 

discussion data collected for this study. Crosstabs in SPSS was used to calculate the 

kappa value.  Cohen’s κ was run to determine if there was agreement between the two 

raters on rating the discussion posts into the defined categories and subcategories.  The 

Cohen’s kappa (κ) was 0.765 ~ 0.77 for the two raters indicating the proportion of 

agreement over and above chance agreement. Based on the guidelines from (Landis & 

Koch, 1977) a kappa value between 0.6 – 0.8 is considered substantial. So a value of 0.77 

represents substantial strength of agreement.  Furthermore, p = 0.000 which means p < 

0.005 showing that the kappa coefficient is statistically significant. 

Table 9  
Discussion Variables Mean, SD, Mode and Median 

Variables Mean SD Mode Median 

Moderator Social 2.2 0.75 2 2.0 

Moderator Cognitive 2.9 1.74 2 2.0 

Moderator Teaching 2.4 0.73 2 2.0 

Moderator Overall 2.8 0.41 3 2.0 

Participant Social 1.9 0.35 2 2.0 

Participant Cognitive 2.9 0.85 3 3.0 

Participant Teaching 3.9 0.32 3 2.0 

Participant Overall Variable 1.9 0.43 2 2.0 

Social Total 1.9 0.46 2 2.0 

Cognitive Total 2.9 1.05 3 3.0 

Teaching Total 3.7 0.71 3 3.0 

Overall Total 2.1 0.55 2 2.0 
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Once the inter-rater reliability was calculated, the raters finished the practice 

phase and independently coded the samples data from three different semesters. A total of 

1509 units of analysis or discussion posts were coded by the two raters.  Table 9, Table 

10, Table 11, and Table 12 show the coded discussion data. 

The standard deviation, mean mode and median of the categorical discussion 

variables is given in Table 9.  Each of the variables were categorically rated; social (1 – 

4), Cognitive (1 – 4 and 6), Teaching (2 – 4), and overall (1 – 4).  The mode in Table 6 

shows that moderators were involved in lower level of social and cognitive interaction 

however more towards facilitation of discussion. Participants, on the other hand were, 

more open and able to express themselves while engaging in higher level of cognitive 

interaction that involved integration and building of ideas.  The Teaching total, 

combining moderator and participant posts, simply indicates that overall there were more 

participant post than moderator post.  It is obvious that the postings from moderators will 

be low because each group of peer moderators only had 2 – 3 members and refrained 

from too much intervention through the facilitation of discussion. 

Descriptive from moderator discussion posts are shown in Table 10. The 

frequency of post in each of the subcategories in Table 10 confirms the inferences made 

prior. T1 = 183 (about 70 percent) and it indicates that moderators acted as facilitators of 

discussion more but also intervened with direct instructions and information (T2 = 51, 

about 19 percent) wherever needed. It is interesting to see that T3 = 30 for moderators, 

indicating these posts did not have any specific teaching element in them.  However, this 

anomaly can be explained when we look at the Overall category numbers. O1 = 24 



71 
 

 
 

indicating those moderator posts might have been simple and pure social comments 

without necessarily focusing on the topic area. 

Table 10  
Descriptive of Moderator Discussion post 

 
Notation Total Post Percentage 

SOCIAL S 264   
Socio-Emotional S1 19 7.2 
Open and Risk Free S2 207 78.4 
Group Collaboration S3 4 1.5 
None (Social) S4 34 12.9 
    COGNITIVE C 264   
Trigger Event C1 55 20.8 
Explore and Exchange C2 86 32.6 
Integrate C3 66 25 
Resolution C4 7 2.7 
None (Cognitive) C5 50 18.9 
    TEACHING T 264   
Facilitate Discourse T1 183 69.3 
Direct Instruction T2 51 19.3 
None (Teaching) T3 30 11.4 
    OVERALL O 264   
Social O1 24 9.1 
Cognitive O2 0 0 
Teaching O3 234 88.6 
None (Overall) O4 6 2.3 

 Descriptive from participant discussion post are shown in Table 11 for the four 

main categories with their subcategories.  Table 11 shows that C3 (approximately 62 

percent) is the highest in frequency indicating participants mostly interacted using higher 

level cognitive involvement.  C2 = 297 (approximately 24 percent) indicates that 

participants were also involved in exploring and exchanging information around the case 

study.  The highest level of cognitive involvement where participants try to find 

resolution for their ideas or defend their ideas with reasons and research, C4 = 94 

(approximately 8 percent) T1 and T2 is zero and is not surprising because the teaching 

variable was coded for moderators only. 
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Table 11   
Descriptive of Participant Discussion post 

 
Notation Total Post Percentage 

SOCIAL S 1245   
Socio-Emotional S1 150 12.0 
Open and Risk Free S2 1085 87.1 
Group Collaboration S3 7 0.6 
None (Social) S4 3 0.2 
    COGNITIVE C 1245   
Trigger Event C1 41 3.3 
Explore and Exchange C2 297 23.9 
Integrate C3 771 61.9 
Resolution C4 94 7.6 
None (Cognitive) C5 42 3.4 
    TEACHING T 1245   
Facilitate Discourse T1 0 0 
Direct Instruction T2 0 0 
None (Teaching) T3 1245 100 
    OVERALL O 1245   
Social O1 164 13.2 
Cognitive O2 1034 83.1 
Teaching O3 36 2.9 
None (Overall) O4 11 0.9 

 

Finally, from the descriptive of participants and moderators together in Table 12, 

we can see that the Overall category O2, coded to represent the strongest presence for a 

discussion post, had the highest frequency of 1034. This indicated that a majority of the 

posts showed high cognitive interaction from the learners.  Additionally, with the high 

percentage for the variables S2 (85 percent), C3 (55percent) and O2 (68 percent) from 

Table 12 we can conclude that learners were involved in a more open and risk-free 

communication with their peers and had more higher level of cognitive interaction. 

Table 12  
Descriptive of Total Discussion post 

 
Notation Total Post Percentage 

SOCIAL S 1509   
Socio-Emotional S1 169 11.2 
Open and Risk Free S2 1292 85.6 
Group Collaboration S3 11 0.7 
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None (Social) S4 37 2.5 
    COGNITIVE C 1509   
Trigger Event C1 96 6.4 
Explore and Exchange C2 383 25.4 
Integrate C3 837 55.5 
Resolution C4 101 6.7 
None (Cognitive) C5 92 6.1 
    TEACHING T 1509   
Facilitate Discourse T1 183 12.2 
Direct Instruction T2 51 3.4 
None (Teaching) T3 1275 84.4 
    OVERALL O 1509   
Social O1 188 12.5 
Cognitive O2 1034 68.5 
Teaching O3 270 17.9 
None (Overall) O4 17 1.1 

The next step was to look at the second research question (RQ2) which was 

broken down into three components for analysis: 

• How well do the nine interaction/learning independent variables predict the 

dependent subscale interest/enjoyment for both the moderators and participants? 

• How well do the nine interaction/learning independent variables predict the 

dependent subscales effort/importance, pressure/tension, perceived 

value/usefulness, perceived competence and relatedness for both the moderators 

and participants? 

• How do the motivation subscales and the learning variables compare for both 

moderators and participants? 

Since the analysis of the regression model from research question one (RQ1) revealed 

value (VL) as the strongest contributing factor to the variance in the dependent variable 

interest, the components of research question two (RQ2) was modified.  Additionally, the 

interaction variables are categorical namely ordinal and nominal making a regression 

analysis a non-possibility.  Furthermore, normality and homogeneity of variance did not 
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run successfully for the ordinal dependent learning variables, social and cognitive. These 

two variables being non-parametric in nature Spearman’s correlational analysis is chosen 

to see if there is association between the two learning variables and the two motivational 

variables, interest (IN) and value (VL) for participants and interest (IN), value (VL) and 

relatedness (RL) for moderators. 

• What is the relationship between the motivational variable interest/enjoyment and 

the interaction/learning variable for moderators and participants? 

• What is the relationship between the motivational variable perceived value and 

the interaction/learning variable for moderators and participants? 

• What is the relationship between the motivational variable relatedness and the 

interaction/learning variable for moderators? 

A Spearman's correlation was run to determine the relationship between the motivational 

and the two interaction/learning variables for participants. Table 13 shows the 

Spearman’s (rho) correlational matrix for participants with the two ordinal 

interaction/learning variables social and cognitive and the three motivation variables for 

participants; interest, value and effort.  No significant relationship was found between the 

three motivation variables and the two ordinal interaction variables social and cognitive.   

Table 13  
Spearman’s rho Correlations for Participants 

 1 2 3 4 5 

 

1 Participant Social -  

2 Participant Cognitive .151** -  

3 Participant Interest variable -.257 -.015 -   

4 
5 

Participant Value variable -.226 .023 .825** -  

Participant Effort variable -.306 -.195 .495** .435** - 

N 41 41 41 41  
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** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

However, a small but significant relationship (r = 0.151, p = 0.000) was found between 

social and cognitive variables for the participants.  This indicated that if participants were 

social in their posts they were more like to invest cognitively in the discussion posts.  The 

other significant relationships from Table 13 were not reported and discussed here 

because these represent relationship between the motivation variables.  The three 

motivation variables were reported to be significantly related form the survey data 

analysis.  Overall, results in Table 13 indicated that the three strong motivational 

variables for participants did not have any relationship with the learning/interaction 

variables for participants. 

 A similar Spearman's correlation was run to determine the relationship between 

the motivation and the three interaction/learning variables for moderators.  As shown 

from the results in Table 13 there were no visible and identifiable relationship between 

the three motivation variables, interest, value and relatedness and the interaction/learning 

variables, social and cognitive.  However, there is a moderately strong and significant 

relationship between social and cognitive variables (r = 0.399, p = 0.000) for participants.  

This indicated that whenever moderators were social in their role as moderators they 

were also cognitively involved in their posts.  The other significant relationships from 

Table 14 were not reported and discussed here because these represent relationship 

between the motivation variables.  The three motivation variables were reported to be 

significantly related from the survey data analysis. 

Table 14  
Spearman’s rho Correlations for Moderators 

 1 2 3 4 5 
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1 Moderator Social - 

2 Moderator Cognitive .399** - 

3 Moderator Interest variable -.062 -.226 - 
4 Moderator Value variable -.123 -.190 .716** -  
5 Moderator Relatedness variable -.232 -.041 .538** .396* - 
 N 41 41 41 41 41 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

Overall, results in Table 14 indicated that the three strong motivational variables for 

moderators did not have any relationship with the learning/interaction variables for 

moderators.  Therefore, to answer the research question two (RQ2), there was no 

significant relationship between the identified significant motivation variables and the 

discussion variables for both participants and moderators. 

Moderator Self-Reports 

 The self-reports from the moderators were a reflection on their roles as 

moderators in the design of the case studies and also in the facilitation of the case studies 

in the online discussions.  Each member in a group, that designed the case studies, 

reported their reflections on their experiences as moderators.  A content analysis was 

done to find common themes and categories in the self-reflections.  Details of selected 

case studies from each of the three semesters is shown in Table 15.  The majority of 

moderator reports indicated the process and the time they took as a group to design the 

case study.  There were several indicators on how the moderator role (case writer, editor, 

etc.) was divided among the group members to moderate the case study discussion. A 

majority of the moderators commented on their experiences as moderators and working 

in a group with examples.  Moderators shared that they spent at least a week and some 

more than a week in the design of case study.  They have also indicated that group 
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members more often than not would take a role in the design of case study.  Some of the 

more common roles included, idea creator, writer and editor.   

Table 15 
Selected Case Study details from each Semester 

Semester Total 
Participants Case Study Title Major Themes 

Fall 2011 17 

ACE Hospital/EEOC Training The process of 
designing the case 
study 
 
 
The time taken to 
select a topic, write the 
case and edit the case 
 
 
Collaboration with 
group members either 
face-to-face or online 
using various 
communication tools 
e.g., skype 
 
 
Division of roles in the 
design of case studies 
as case creator, writer 
and editor 
 
 
Division of moderator 
duties among group 
members 
 
 
Experience on being a 
moderator and 
designing a case study 
 

Teachers are the Worst Students 
Lab Manual for Plant Diversity 
Madison University and quality Field 
Assessment 
Avoiding the clicks 
ACTION adventure camp 
Right Road Auto 
Reading is FUNdamental 
Caroline’s Cupcake 

Spring 
2012 22 

Assessment and Treatment Planning in 
Dental Schools 
STAR Training 
Special Needs Clinic 
Parent Training 
Study at a resort 
Helping a Principal 
Culinary School 
The Diabetes Clinic 
Teenage Pregnancy 

Spring 
2013 22 

Virtual Reality 
Jane’s Dilemma 
Mrs. Smith Spanish Class 
Implementing New Technologies in Higher 
Education 
Pre-Algebra Evaluation 
Assessing Students 
Spelling Skills 
Going back to work or going back to 
school? 
Online Physics Course 
Princeton Review’s Analyzing an Argument 

Additionally, moderators shared that the group members would divide the moderator 

duties either with the alphabetical names of the participants or with the days and times of 

the week.  A majority of moderator reflections indicated that the moderators either were 

new to the role of moderator or the design of a case study. 
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Summary 

The results from the survey data indicated that the students perceived greater 

value in the design, moderation, and participation of case studies in online discussions.  

The students also felt a sense of relatedness in online discussions using case studies when 

moderated by their own peers.  Comparison of the moderator and the participant intrinsic 

motivations revealed that they had similar levels of motivation using peer designed case 

studies.   

A moderately significant relation was found between the discussion variables 

cognitive and social for both the participants and moderators.  However, no significant 

relation was found between the motivational variables and the discussion variables.  In 

the next section, a conclusion is drawn from analysis of the results in this study.  

Additionally, discussion on the results of the data analysis specifically in relation to 

literature and how well the results answer the research questions will be presented. 

  



 

Chapter 5 

Conclusion 

This chapter will present discussion on the results calculated and obtained in the 

previous section.  The discussion will particularly focus on how the results may be 

beneficial for instructors and other stakeholders in the field of education.  The 

quantitative results will be discussed using some of the anecdotes from moderator self-

reports.  Additionally, limitations of this study and future directions for research in the 

field of online discussions and case studies will be presented.  

Discussion 

 The study investigated relationship between students’ motivation and their 

interaction/learning in a peer designed and moderated case study online discussions.  This 

is a unique preliminary study that focused on the learner designed and moderated case 

studies in online discussions.  Previous studies have shown the use of case studies in 

online discussions but they were cases designed by the instructors or cases taken from 

other resources (Eshach & Bitterman, 2003; Jonassen & Hernandez-Serrano, 2002; 

Kolodner, Gray, & Fasse, 2003; Kolodner, Cox & Gonzalez-Calero, 2005; Powell, 2000) 

and studies that showed the use of peer moderation in online discussions (DeLoach & 

Greenlaw, 2007; Heckman & Annabi, 2005; Hew & Cheung, 2008; Ng Ling et al., 2009; 

Poole, 2000).  However, cases originally designed and moderated by learners is a unique 

strategy that has not been explored prior to this study.  The survey and content analysis 

revealed a strong relationship between peer designed and moderated case studies and 

motivation in online discussion.  The results showed positive impact of peer designed and 

moderated case studies on motivation.  Moderators and participants in the online case 
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study discussions were equally motivated.  Further discussion is presented in terms of 

motivation and learning in the peer designed and moderated online case study 

discussions. 

Motivation 

Results from the intrinsic motivation survey indicated that of the six subscales in 

the intrinsic motivation inventory, perceived valued (VL) with relatedness (RL) predicted 

approximately 69 of intrinsic motivation for moderators and approximately 71 percent of 

intrinsic motivation for participants was predicted by perceived value (VL) and effort 

(EF).  If all the other scales together made a 100 percent contribution towards intrinsic 

motivation, then about 65 percent of it has been shown to come from perceived value. In 

other words, the value of peer moderated case study designed online discussions were 

valued by both the participants and moderators.  A strong correlation between perceived 

competence (PC) and pressure (PR) for participants was also observed. 

Despite the level of effort the learners put into each case study every week, they 

appreciate the value of this instructional strategy.  Additionally, the strong negative 

correlation between perceived competence (PC) and pressure (PR) for participants. It 

showed that competence in participation negatively influenced the pressure that 

participants felt.  If they perceived that participating in a case study was competent then 

the pressure they felt would be low and vice versa. 

The sense of value and competence in the instructional strategy used in this study 

is supported by the details in the self-reflections by the moderators.  The majority of the 

moderators in their self-reports indicated that they met at least one week prior to the week 

they were assigned, to discuss the design and development of the case study as well as 
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the moderator duties.  The majority of the students reported either assigning moderation 

duties “alphabetically by participant names or by days or times in the week”.  Irrespective 

of this assignment of moderator duties, most students ended working more than their 

share of divided duties. The details recorded in the self-reports during the case study 

week show the effort put in the case study design process and the learning that happened 

in these online discussions. 

• “Although we decided to split the duties originally by day. However, we both 

wound up in the forum every day……. I frequently logged in to check but did not 

respond much to lessen the interference and help build the discussion flow” 

• “I think that moderating made me have a better understanding of the 

material……it was very educational and rewarding as we collectively discovered 

various elements of learner analysis” 

These findings are consistent with previous literature findings (Blumenfeld et al., 2006; 

Xie et al., 2011; Xie & Ke, 2011) that perceived value and sense of relatedness (Hew & 

Cheung, 2008; Poole, 2000) in online discussions positively and highly predict the 

intrinsic motivation of learners.  The results from this study indicate the instructional 

strategy of giving the students more freedom of choice and control in the design, 

development, and moderation of their own learning led the learners to have a greater 

sense of perceived value.  The relation of level of autonomy or freedom of choice with 

higher motivation that the literature indicates is supported in these findings (Deci & 

Ryan, 2008). 

 Results from this study provide strong evidence that instructors can increase 

student motivation and encourage participation using peer designed and moderated case 
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studies especially in online discussions.  The role of instructor as a facilitator towards a 

more student-centered learning should be the direction of advancement for teaching and 

learning.  With proper directions and support for peer moderated case studies, student can 

benefit both as participants and moderators.  Instructors can benefit through investment in 

this instructional strategy to motivate the students to participate.  This authentic activity 

involves students in a creative process of design of case studies based on the concepts 

learned in class.  Peer moderated case studies as an activity takes the discussion 

participation to another level when the students try to generate answers and responses for 

issues and problems presented in the case study.  Learners also feel a sense of presence 

and relatedness even in the online discussions as they work in groups to design case 

studies and facilitate the discussion around the case. 

Implications from this set of results for educators are directed towards the design 

of online discussion tasks and activities where learners find more value and a sense of 

relatedness.  Activities that are relevant to learners and authentic in nature (e.g., peer 

designed and moderated case studies) can significantly support learner motivation and 

subsequently their participation and learning in online discussions. 

Motivation and Learning 

 The online discussion posts yield a large corpus for analysis, over 6000 posts 

from three semesters, indicating intense participation in the case study discussions.  

Quantitative content analysis of a sample of the online discussion data, over 1500 posts 

were used in this study.  The results from the quantitative content analysis for moderators 

showed that the moderators acted mostly as facilitators (70 percent) compared to 

providing direct instruction (19 percent).  As moderators who designed the case studies 
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the peer moderators took part in fueling and guiding the online case discussions through 

facilitation.  The moderators provided less of direct instruction and information and that 

may be due to the nature of a case study where the case studies are designed to have 

multiple outcomes and interpretations.  The moderator guideline and the example case 

study discussion led by the instructor and teaching assistants in the course provided ideas 

and initial direction to the student moderators.   

The results from the quantitative content analysis for moderators are supported by 

the self-reports from moderators.  The peer moderators reported in their self-reflections 

that many were first time moderators and that designing a case study was a new activity 

that many had explored for the first time.  However, they reported learning immensely 

through both the design process and then acting as moderators. 

• “It was far more difficult to keep students on track……but it was very 

educational and rewarding as we collectively discovered various 

elements of learner analysis” 

• “I was impressed by the number of perceptive questions and ideas that 

I hadn’t thought of before.” 

Some of the ways in which peer moderators provided direct instruction and information 

were: 

• “Defining some terms as it was meant within the case study to guide 

the discussion” 

• “I felt as though they were getting away from the real problem at 

hand. I tried to subtly bring everyone to the topic at hand by revealing 
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certain elements of the case study to steer the discussion towards the 

main topic.” 

Some of the ways in which peer moderators facilitated the online case study discussions 

were: 

• “trigger questions that would prompt to think about underling 

strengths and weakness in their replies” 

• “I tried to find unifying threads and communicated to other posts and 

replies where they came up” 

• “I also tried to draw attention to opposing perspectives and different 

opinion on a topic” 

• “When I read a very good objective or a very good idea, I made sure to 

compliment the poster to increase confidence and to reassure the 

poster that their postings were being thoughtfully read” 

The results from the quantitative content analysis for participants showed that 

participants were heavily involved in higher level of cognitive participation.  

Approximately 70 percent of the discussion posts were around building ideas, integrating 

information and taking a proposed solution and refining it with reasoned agreements 

(Indicators from the framework used for coding discussions).  A good amount of 

discussion (24 percent) was around sharing information and exploring new information.  

Overall, in a majority of the discussions (90 percent) there was higher level cognitive 

involvement.  This indicates that case study discussions positively impacted student 

participation as well as their cognitive involvement in discussions around the case study.  

In addition, with social communications, the learners more open in social participation 
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(85 percent) and communication when they shared their views and solutions on the case 

study discussion. 

Surprisingly, the non-parametric correlational analysis showed no level of correlation 

between intrinsic motivation and the interaction/learning variables, social and cognitive.  

This might suggest either the framework did not work as anticipated or the research 

design for analysis needs more improvement.  However, the descriptive tables clearly 

showed that the level of interaction and learning using peer designed and moderated case 

study discussions was at a higher level where learners explored and integrated ideas.  

This is consistent with previous literature about higher level learning, deep learning, 

critical thinking and major cognitive involvement with case studies and with peer 

moderation (Harrington, 1995; Heckman & Annabi, 2005; Seo, 2007; Vonderwell & 

Zachariah, 2005).  As also with social communications, the learners were more open and 

risk free while communicating their ideas to their peers in the online discussions.  This 

finding is similar to previous literature where learners supporting learners and lower 

instructor involvement leads to more open community for participation (DeLoach & 

Greenlaw, 2007; Hewitt, 2003; Ng Ling et al., 2009; Topping, 1996).   

Implications from these set of results dictate that instructors can support greater 

cognitive involvement, a more open participation and motivation to participate in online 

discussions using authentic online discussion activities like peer designed and moderated 

case studies.  

Limitations 

One of the major limitations was the particular educational setting used in this 

study.  Additionally, the small sample size may have affected the power of the statistical 
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analyses.  Another limitation that may have influenced the data and analysis in this study 

is the unit of analysis. Recent study calls for adoption of authentic ways to select the unit 

of analysis as opposed to previous methods of concentration on the quantification of data 

(Dennen, 2008).  Dennen (2008) says the size and selection of unit of analysis is a major 

issue.  She clarifies that a majority of the discussion analysis have focused on small units 

and if learning is more than simply disseminating information then the unit of analysis 

may need to be larger (e.g., the whole thread instead of a single message in the thread. 

She concludes that micro analysis are useful but looking at the bigger relational view is 

also important. The change of scale in the survey to a forced choice scale and the 

inclusion of null/none sub categories in each of the main categories may have influenced 

the data and hence the data analysis. 

Future Directions 

Case studies have been used in many fields of study from law to medicine to business and 

lately in the field of teacher education and education in general (Bowe, Voss, & Thomas 

Aretz, 2009; Jonassen & Hernandez-Serrano, 2002).  Case studies particularly for the 

field of instructional design has been tested for more than a decade (Kinzie, Hrabe, & 

Larsen, 1998).  The collaborative and constructivist nature of instructional strategy using 

case studies could be explored further.  This study examined learner motivation and 

learner designed and moderated case studies in online discussion.  Case studies for online 

environment do not have enough materials and directions for others to explore this 

instructional strategy and use it in their classrooms.  Some of the future studies could 

look at a design based research that focuses on refining the process and directions for the 

creation and use of case studies in online discussions.  Future studies could also look at 
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the different ways that case studies can be presented in an online environment e.g., web 

based cases, video based interactive cases and others. Finally, this study could be 

redesigned to focus on student motivation through involvement in the activity of 

designing and developing the case studies.
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The Modified Intrinsic Motivation Inventory (IMI) has six scales. 

• IN-interest/enjoyment; 

• PC-perceived competence; 

• EF-effort/importance; 

• PR-pressure/tension; 

• VL-value/usefulness; 

• RL-relatedness 

Questions with (R) need to be reverse scored when computing data for analysis. 

Perceived choice subscale was omitted leaving 38 items out of the 45 item in the original 

IMI scale. 

No. 
of 
items 

Short 
Form 

Items 1 
Never 

2 
Rarely 

3 
Often 

4 
Always 

1 IN 
I enjoyed participating in the 
online case-study discussions 
very much. 

    

2 IN 
Participating in online case-study 
discussions was fun. 

    

3 IN 
I thought participating in the 
online case-study discussions 
was a boring activity. (R) 

    

4 IN 
I thought of how much I enjoyed 
participating in case method 
discussions while I was doing it. 

    

5 IN 
I felt like case method online 
discussion activity did not really 
hold my attention at all. (R) 

    

6 IN 
I found participating in the 
online case-study discussions 
very interesting. 

    

7 IN 
I thought participating in the 
online case-study discussions 
was quite enjoyable. 

    

8 PC 
I feel I was good at participating 
in the online case-study 
discussions. 

    

9 PC 

I believe I did well in my 
postings in the online case-study 
discussions, compared to other 
students. 

    

10 PC 
I feel I am competent in 
participating in online case-study 
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discussions.  

11 PC 
I am satisfied with my 
performance in the online case-
study discussions. 

    

12 PC I feel like the online case-study 
discussions were difficult for me 

    

13 PC 
Participating in the online case-
study discussions was an activity 
that I couldn’t do well. (R) 

    

14 EF 
I put a lot of effort into 
participating in the online case-
study discussions. 

    

15 EF 
I didn’t try very hard to do well 
in participating in the online 
case-study discussions. (R) 

    

16 EF 
I tried very hard in participating 
in the online case-study 
discussions. 

    

17 EF 
It was important to me to do well 
in participating in the online 
case-study discussions. 

    

18 EF 
I didn’t put much energy in 
participating in the online 
discussions. (R) 

    

19 PR 
I did not feel nervous at all while 
participating in the online 
discussions. (R) 

    

20 PR 
I felt very tense while 
participating in the online case-
study discussions. 

    

21 PR 
I was very relaxed while 
participating in the online 
discussions. (R) 

    

22 PR 
I was very anxious while I was 
participating in the online 
discussions. 

    

23 PR 
I felt pressured while 
participating in the online 
discussions. 

    

24 VL 
I believe that participating in the 
online case study discussions 
were of value to me. 

    

25 VL 

I believe that participating in the 
online case-study discussions 
were important for my 
understanding of the 
instructional design concepts 

    

26 VL 

I am willing to participate in the 
online case-study discussions 
again because it provides some 
value to me  

    

27 VL 

I believe participating in the 
online case-study discussions 
helped me to do better in my 
assignments 

    

28 VL 
I believe that participating in the 
online case study discussions 
were beneficial to me. 

    

29 VL 
I think participating in the online 
case study discussions is an 
important activity. 

    



106 
 

 
 

30 VL 
I believe participating in the 
case-study online discussions 
could help me in understanding 
uses of instructional design 

    

31 RL 

I felt really distant to the other 
students who participated in the 
online case-study discussions. 
(R) 

    

32 RL 

I felt it would be difficult to be 
friends with the other students 
who participated in the case-
study online discussions. (R) 

    

33 RL 

I’d like a chance to interact with 
the other students who 
participated in the online case-
study discussions more often. 

    

34 RL 

I’d really prefer not to interact 
with the other students who 
participated in the online 
discussions in the future. (R) 

    

35 RL 
I felt like I could trust other 
students in the online case-study 
discussions. 

    

36 RL 

It’s likely that the other students 
who participated in the online 
case study discussions and I 
could be friends if we interacted 
a lot. 

    

37 RL 
I felt close to the other students 
who participated in the online 
case-study discussions. 

    

38 RL 
I did not feel like I could trust 
other students in the online case-
study discussions. 
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The modified Community of Inquiry (CoI) conceptual Framework was used for coding in 

the quantitative content analysis process. 

Theme  
 

Social Presence 
Categories 
 

Emotional or socio-
emotional expression 

 
 

Affective Responses 

Open or risk-free 
communication 

 
 

Interactive Responses 

Group Cohesion or 
Encouraging collaboration 

 
Cohesive Responses 

Explanatio
n 

*Emoticons/ expression of 
emotions include 
capitalization, repeated 
punctuation e.g. 
“ANYBODY OUT 
THERE!”, “What really 
frustrates me…” 
 
*Use of humor to decrease 
social distance/start a 
conversation/ convey 
goodwill 
 
*Autobiographical 
narratives e.g. “when I 
was at work…” 
 
*Self-disclosure (sharing 
feelings, attitudes, 
vulnerability) e.g. “I just 
do not understand this 
question” 

*Rejoinders/ continue 
thread by replying 
 
*Referring explicitly to 
others’ messages e.g. 
“in your message you 
talked about…” 
 
*Quoting from others’ 
messages e.g. “Martha 
wrote “real life 
practices” which is 
important…” 
 
*Asking Questions of 
other students or 
moderators e.g. “Has 
anyone had the same 
experience?” 
 
*Expressing agreement 
and acknowledging 
others e.g. “I was 
thinking the same 
thing…” 
 
*Complementing, 
expressing appreciation/ 
mutual awareness e.g. 
“I really like your 
idea…” 
 
*Risk-free expression, 
reciprocal and respectful 
exchanges 

*Address the group as we, us, 
our e.g. “Our textbook 
refers to ….”,   “I think we 
are on the right track…” 
 
*Phatic and 
salutations/communication 
that serves purely social 
function, greetings, closures 
e.g. “Hey y’all”,  “That’s all 
for now” 
 
*Collaborative 
communication “Our 
textbook refers to…” 
 
*Salutations “Hi all”, 
“We’re having a good 
discussion here” 
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Cognitive Presence 
Argument 

Trigger Event/ 
Simple 

Explore & Exchange Info/ 
Qualified 

Integrate, connect ideas/ 
Grounded 

Resolution, apply new 
idea/ Grounded and 
qualified 

*Recognizing the 
problem/presenting 
background 
information 
 
*Questions that 
evoke/inductive 
 
*State of dissonance 
 
*Sense of puzzlement 
 
*Messages that take 
discussion to new 
directions 
 
*Action that triggers 
sharing 

*Divergent/ unsubstantiated 
contradiction of previous idea 
 
*Divergence within a single 
message with many ideas and 
themes 
 
*Information exchange but not 
evidence to support conclusion 
 
*Inquisitive 
questions/suggestions for 
consideration “Am I way off 
mark” 
 
*Discussion of ambiguities 
 
*in search for information, 
clarification 
 
* Brainstorming knowledge and 
alternatives that might help to 
make sense of the situation or 
problem 
 
*Leaps to conclusions/ 
unsupported opinions 
 
*Disagree – diverge with new 
ideas – no systematic 
justification 
 
 
(Agree but no reasons or 
evidence) 
(Different ideas from others but 
no reason) 

*Connecting ideas, synthesis from 
various sources 
  
*Create solutions 
 
*Convergence among group 
members with “I agree 
because…” 
 
*Building on and adding to others’ 
ideas 
 
*Convergence within a single 
message with developed defensible 
yet tentative hypothesis 
 
*Integrating the information and 
knowledge into a coherent idea or 
concept 
 
*Gaining some understanding of 
the acquired information and 
knowledge 
 
*Keeps idea + extends it 
 
*Converges and builds on ideas 
 
(Presents an idea with reason) 

* Critically assess solutions  
 
*Testing solutions 
 
* Defending solutions  
 
*Application of an idea or 
hypothesis 
 
* Vicariously apply new 
ideas 
 
*The success of the 
application and whether the 
idea is confirmed will 
determine whether the 
process of inquiry continues 
 
*Deductive/committed 
knowledge relating to logic 
and principles 
 
(Different ideas with 
justification and has reasons 
or argument for or against) 

 

  



110 
 

 
 

Teaching Presence 
Instructional 
Management, 
Course design 
&organizatio

n 

Facilitate discourse/ group 
discussion 

Direct Instruction 

*Instructional 
management 
 
*Structuring 
content 
 
*Setting 
discussion topics 
 
*Establishing time 
parameters 
 
*Establishing 
‘netiquette’ 
 
*Utilizing medium 
effectively 
 
 
Omitted because 
discussion post 
initiation and 
defining case 
studies with 
questions is 
always there 

*Identifying areas of agreement/ 
disagreement 
 
*build understanding 
 
*Expressing agreement 
  
*Seeking consensus 
 
*Setting climate for learning 
 
*Draw in participants and prompt 
discussion 
 
*Encourage acknowledge or reinforce 
student contribution 
 
*Assess the efficacy of the process 

*Focus and pace discussions 
  
*Answering questions 
 
*Diagnose misconception 
 
*Summarizing learning 
outcomes or issues 
 
*Injecting knowledge from 
diverse sources 
 
*Confirm under-standing 
through explanation and 
feedback 
 
*Respond to technical concerns 
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Consent to Participate 

Using Case-Method Technique in Peer-Moderated Online Asynchronous Discussion 
 

You are invited to participate in a research project conducted by Dr. Sara McNeil, Ed.D. 
a faculty member in the Instructional Technology program area and Rashmi Chhetri, a 
doctoral student, in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction at the College of 
Education, University of Houston 
Purpose of Study: The purpose of this research project is to evaluate if peer moderators 
can successfully and effectively encourage online discussions using case studies. We are 
inviting you to participate because you acted either as a participant in the online 
discussion or as a peer-moderator introducing case studies and moderating discussions in 
the CUIN 6373 online course. Data from this survey as well as the online discussion post 
and messages will be used to inform the study. 
Non-Participation Statement: Participation in the survey is voluntary and is not a part 
of the CUIN 6373 online course. You can choose freely to participate or not to participate 
in the survey and your participation will not affect your graduate/student status or grade. 
All your responses are anonymous. 
Activities and Time Commitment: It will take about 20 minutes to complete the survey.  
Benefits and Risks: There is no direct benefit to you in participating in this survey. 
However, the results of this project might help us and other researchers learn more about 
peer moderation in online discussions using case-studies and how it can help in the 
creative, social, critical thinking skills and motivation. There is little or no risk to you in 
participating in this survey.  
Confidentiality and Privacy: This survey is anonymous. During this research project, 
we will keep all data from the survey and from the online discussion board in a secure 
location. Your participation in the online discussions will not be revealed nor identifiable 
in anyway. Only I and my research assistant will have access to the data, although legally 
authorized agencies, including the University of Houston Committee on Human Studies 
have the right to review research records. 
The results of this study may be published in professional and/or scientific journals. It 
may also be used for educational purposes or for professional presentations. However, no 
individual subjects will be identified. 
Questions: If you have any questions about this project, please contact me via phone 
713-743-4975 or email (smcneil@uh.edu). ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING MY 
RIGHTS AS A RESEARCH SUBJECT MAY BE ADDRESSED TO THE 
UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON COMMITTEE FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN 
SUBJECTS (713-743-9204).  ALL RESEARCH PROJECTS THAT ARE CARRIED 
OUT BY INVESTIGATORS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON ARE 
GOVERNED BY REQUIREMENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY AND THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT. 
 
 
Consent: 
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Click on the “I agree to participate” button below to give your consent to participate in 
the survey for the research entitled “Using Case-Method Technique in Peer-Moderated 
Online Asynchronous Discussion”. 

 

 
 

 
Project Contacts: 
 
Dr. Sara G McNeil (Principal Investigator) 
Associate Professor 
University of Houston 
Houston, Texas, USA 
Office Phone: 713-743-4975 
E-mail: smcneil@uh.edu 

Rashmi Chhetri 
Doctoral Student 
Curriculum & Instruction 
College of Education 
University of Houston, Texas, USA 
E-mail: rchhetri@uh.edu 

 

I agree to participate



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix E 

Moderator Guidelines 

  



120 
 

 
 

Students will be divided into teams for this semester, and each team will design a mini 
case study about an instructional design problem or present an issue that is debatable that 
is related to the week's topic. 

Each team will post their topic to the forum and then moderate the discussion throughout 
the discussion week. 

I will model this activity for the first few modules, and then the student teams will begin 
to serve as moderators. 

Student teams will be assigned a week. The pair should share the moderating task and 
work together collaboratively to write the initial posting and then moderate the discussion 
that follows. 

A student can earn up to 10 points each week for active participation in the discussion (as 
a participant). Each member of the moderating team can earn up to 30 points for the 
writing/moderator role during their assigned module. 

Basically, the team should do these things during their week of moderating: 

 

1. Focus the discussion on the case study and encourage new ideas; 
2. Initiate further discussion on questions or observations; 
3. Find unifying threads and communicate them; 
4. Draw attention to opposing perspectives, different directions, and dissenting 

opinions; 
5. Encourage debate; and 
6. Summarize and post a final report that describes your participation during your 

week as a member of the moderating team. Briefly describe your role in writing 
the case study and in the second paragraph, describe what you did as a moderator 
during the discussion that week. This is not a summary of the discussion, but it 
should be simply a report on what YOU did individually during that time period. 

 


