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IT'S TIME TO MOVE ON: ANALYSIS OF ARGUMENTS AROUND MOOCS
Mikhail Balyasin
Higher School of Economics, Institute of Education
Short abstract
There is still a debate about the role of MOOCs in education. This paper provides an
overview of two opposing points of view. They see MOOCs from two positions: as a fad or as
a threat to HE. Clearly stating arguments illuminates pertinent challenges and moves
discussion beyond rhetoric to evidence-based dialogue about nature and future of MOOCs.
Keywords
MOOCs, typology, argumentation
Introduction
MOOCs have been around for more than 8 years. And yet debate around the value of
MOOCs has been revolving around similar arguments. This paper catalogs and analyzes
those arguments with the purpose of providing all sides of the debate with an opportunity to
move their understanding of MOOCs to a new level.
For example, in a recent article by (Xing, Chen, Stein, & Marcinkowski, 2016) authors claim
that “91% to 93%” attrition rate shows “little evidence that the potential imagined for MOOCs
is being realized”. However, research by (Kizilcec, Piech, & Schneider, 2013) showed that
treating all drop-outs in a similar way is at least misleading. Clearly, if this argument keeps
coming up even inside of a community of MOOC researchers, it is not unreasonable to think
that broader audience is at least less informed about what is the state of the current debate
around issues surrounding MOOCs. Therefore, it is imperative to take stock of most often
used arguments in the debate on the role of MOOCs in order to understand what arguments
need to be explored further and what arguments have been answered.
Criticism of MOOCs
Major camps of MOOC skeptics criticize MOOCs either as being a disruptive innovation (C.
M. Christensen, 1997) or “McDonalization” of education (Lane & Kinser, 2012) that threatens
the very fabric of education or those thinking that MOOCs are a fad (Birnbaum, 2000) that
will follow the faith of other similar fads and soon be forgotten. Those two strands overlap, yet
distinct from each other. To better understand arguments of proponents and opponents of
MOOCs, they will be shown from opposing points of view.
MOOCs are a fad
MOOCs require a lot of self-organization which favors privileged students
For skeptics this issue ties to the first one somewhat as it shows that MOOCs are very much
for traditional profile students: white, male, 18-24 (G. Christensen et al., 2013). The
effectiveness and willingness to learn in this format drops considerably if we are to move out
of this frame and look at students from poorer backgrounds or from countries where English
is not the first language.
Even for optimists it is obvious that MOOCs in the way we have them now are not effective
for each type of students. However, optimists are quick to note that courses are not “one size
fits all” type of affair, so it will take some time before we gain insights at how those courses
are consumed by different types of audience. The research on MOOCs is only picking up and
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even now there are studies which help professors in charge to find students in need (Halawa
& Mitchell, n.d.) and stage some interventions to help them.
MOOCs provide little interaction with professors
This issue is closely tied with questions about the quality of MOOCs. Can we say that MOOC
by Stanford professor is equal to the same course but for students on-campus? Can we
expect one professor with handful of teaching assistants to handle the masses of students to
provide them with high-quality class (Writer, 2013)? Can multiple choice quizzes, which are a
staple of any MOOC, substitute the feedback from professor who has experience in the field
and can guide the student on the path to knowledge?
Optimists, on the other hand, point out that MOOCs should not be compared with traditional
course where professor is the pillar of knowledge. For many educators the model “sage on
stage” seems flawed and can we really say that classrooms with 800-1000 students are
really that different from some of the courses on Coursera? Instead, there is a possibility to
change the paradigm of how we teach and learn to a more distributed system where students
become professors and learn from each other as well as from professors. This system of
distributed authority and knowledge is perfectly embedded into the fabric of MOOCs and
there are examples of this paradigm working better than traditional.
Another rebuttal to criticism about the lack of interaction is that small-class seminars,
personalized feedback and individual approach to every student is a privilege that only few of
us have. Reality of the education (not only higher education) is that classes are often taught
in crowded classrooms where students receive very little feedback about their work.
The completion rates for MOOCs are extremely low (2%-10%)
Ever since first reports on completion rates were published by MOOC pioneers it was
obvious that the number of students who eventually finishes the course with satisfactory
grades is substantially lower than number of students who signed up for it. The range can be
anywhere between as low as 2% to 15% (Jordan, n.d.). The argument is usually along the
lines of whether this type of dropout rate would be tolerated in “normal” class or whether this
class would be terminated.
For optimists this question is flawed since it is unreasonable to compare on-line course with
traditional course. There are absolutely no consequences (financial or otherwise) for user to
sign up for the course and not finish it. In other words, they are not planning to finish it from
the start as they might know most of the content already and they use the MOOC only in
certain units, while completely skipping others (Kizilcec et al., 2013). Another argument is
that learning can not be judged only by the fact whether students finish assignments or not.
Since MOOCs operate in massive number it is fairly certain that at least some students learn
something from this course.
MOOCs are financially unsustainable
Most MOOC providers are venture-funds supported companies that will have to produce
profit at some point of their existence. For skeptics that means that it is likely that those
providers are going to “diverge” from their initial goal of open education (Straumsheim, 2016).
That situation is happening since there is no clear way to finance production of high-quality
courses that can cost up to 250,000 USD to produce (30-70,000 on average) (“Online
Learning: How It Affects the University Structure and Economics. Yaroslav Kuzminov-Martin
Carnoy panel discussion,” 2015). Moreover, most of that cost is passed onto universities that
produce those courses. None of the major MOOC providers (edX, Coursera, Udacity)
claimed that any of their courses were profitable. This leads skeptics to believe that financial
model of MOOCs is unsustainable in the long run. Some companies might cease to exist
once their shareholders will start asking when are they going to see their profits.
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However, for optimists there are many reasons to believe that MOOCs can be sustainable.
For example, MOOCs provide universities with an unique opportunity to advertise to global
audience. Participation in MOOCs can be a big boon to reputation since universities can
claim their commitment to open education. MOOCs is a way to get access to a global pool of
talented students. Finally, MOOC provide a way to gather information about how people learn
on a massive scale. All of that provides an opportunity to research those interactions and
produce new educational products and even high cost of production is not really that high in
comparison with marketing budgets of some of the top universities.
MOOCs are a threat to HE system
At the moment it is mostly people who already have tertiary education who use MOOCs
Latest studies showed that up to 80% of students who enrolled to MOOCs already have
tertiary education which contradicts with the mission “to educate the world” (G. Christensen
et al., 2013). Along the same line there is an issue that most of the users who take MOOCs
now come from countries with fairly high level of living which again contradicts the claim that
MOOCs will democratize the education and provide access to everyone around the globe.
For optimists this is more of an issue of curriculum and class design than anything else.
People on this side of the debate usually cite a case of a 16-year old student from Mongolia
who managed to finish a course from MIT with only few other students and who later
received an invitation from MIT to study there (Pappano, 2013). This shows that it is possible
for everyone to be involved in MOOCs, so the issue is with how to attract less traditional
students to class.
MOOCs increase the divide between rich and poor
Not everyone can afford to go to university. In future they will only have access to education
with MOOCs (the aforementioned McDonalization of higher education). This will further the
divide between rich and poor as poor people will have very little chance to get jobs with high
pay, which will create vicious circle.
Despite the fact that above argument is quite sound, if we look at this issue from a slightly
different angle it should be noted that divide between and poor exists already and it has
nothing to do with MOOCs. The education from elite universities is already much more
valuable for employers and graduates as it is. The cost of studying in the USA is as high as it
ever was and continuing to grow spawning a situation where poor do not have access to any
HE. For optimists this is a clear sign that MOOCs in that state of affairs can make a
difference by providing access to knowledge for everyone in the world.
MOOCs require digital literacy
Skeptics claim that this will increase the digital divide (Norris, 2001) between nations and
even inside nations. Optimists on the other hand claim that by providing best lectures from
best universities for everyone on the globe for free, we make high-class education accessible
to people who would never have opportunity to even travel to those countries, let alone to
study in them. This creates situation when those people can impact their neighbourhoods in
a positive way right now which in turn makes digital divide less and less of an issue. Another
way MOOC providers are trying to overcome this issue is by cooperating with governmental
agencies to provide access to their courses in various countries.
New age colonialism and destruction of HE system (Altbach, 2013)
With MOOCs it is all to easy to see that the USA becomes the dominant country in higher
education. It is not inconceivable to see a situation when the US will become an exporter of
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knowledge to the world, while every other country will import this knowledge thus creating
dependency on the US in this regard (Petriglieri, 2013).
Governments in this scenario are set to get the most profit from MOOC “revolution”. Why
would you have some relatively unknown professor in the middle of Russia give lectures on
economics if you can just stream lectures from Stanford, University of Chicago or any other
elite university which provide those lectures for free? This thought process with what have
been mentioned by Thrun and others led many academics to believe that MOOCs pose a
threat to Higher Education around the globe and to academics in particular (Rees, 2013).
However, as it was mentioned by George Siemens (UWLSSVideo, 2013) that MOOCs in
their form right now do not compete with traditional education. 70% or more of students on
average in any MOOC already have some form of education and MOOCs for them are the
form of Lifelong Learning which gives them an opportunity to better themselves. MOOCs in
that system become not a substitute for HE, but a complement and in some ways a
continuation for global learners.
Additionally, while it may seem that producing MOOC can be a substitute to a professor, for
people who actually produce MOOCs that is not the case (Breiner, n.d.). Producing highquality MOOC which would engage students is more time-consuming and more expensive
than regular course (UWLSSVideo, 2013).
Conclusion
MOOCs have been in a spotlight for quite some time. At the same time debate around issues
surrounding MOOCs seems to follow two major strands: one looking at MOOCs as a threat
to higher education system, and other as a fad that is going to pass away in a short while.
This paper attempted to bring together most relevant arguments researchers use when
talking about MOOCs in those context. Only when we, as a community of researchers,
understand what arguments are worth debating over, will we have a clear idea of what issues
should be researched in more depth and what issues are not worth our collective time.
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TRANSFORMING UNIVERSITY COURSES TO BUILD SUSTAINABLE MOOCs
Sébastien Combéfis, Peter Van Roy
École Centrale des Arts et Métiers (ECAM), Belgium,
Université catholique de Louvain, École Polytechnique de Louvain (EPL), Belgium
Short abstract
This contribution is about an experience that took place at Université catholique de Louvain
where a traditional university course has been transformed into A MOOC. It presents the
steps of the transformation, which has been spread over two years, and how the proposed
approach is used to build sustainable MOOCs.
Keywords
Sustainability; Hybrid Learning; Course Transformation; SPOC
The Université catholique de Louvain entered the MOOCs movement when it joined the edX
consortium. From that moment, it had to start producing a certain number of MOOCs.
Professors were solicited to produce MOOCs. Due to the low amount of resources allocated,
and to make the investment worth it, produced MOOCs had to be designed in order to profit
to on-campus local students as well as worldwide learners. Making the produced MOOCs
sustainable is important, but such a goal is not necessarily easy to reach. Our contribution
presents the particular case of one MOOC that is the result of a step-by-step complete
transformation of an existing university course.
To make a MOOC sustainable for an institution like a university, the MOOC must also serve
the university’s students. One possible solution for that is to completely transform a
traditional university course into a MOOC that will be followed by the on-campus students
instead of the traditional course that will just disappear. However, such a transformation has
a cost that could be too high. We propose a gradual transformation that is spread over two
years to make the transformation affordable. The first step of the transformation is to produce
a SPOC that will be used with on-campus student to replace part of the traditional course in a
hybrid approach. This first step allows the training staff to experiment with the newly created
SPOC and to have a feedback from the students that are guinea pigs. The second step is to
open the SPOC as a MOOC for worldwide students. This step makes it possible to get a
feedback from worldwide learners and to identify the weak parts in the design of the MOOC
when followed all over the world. In the third step, the MOOC is completed to cover the
whole traditional course and is then proposed at the same time to on-campus students and
to worldwide learners.
The proposed complete but gradual transformation of a traditional course into a MOOC has
two main advantages: it makes the cost of the transformation affordable given limited human
and financial resources and it makes it possible to create sustainable MOOCs.
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Learners'engagement'with'recorded'lectures'in'MOOC’s'–'results'from'
interviews'with'participants'''
!

Thommy'Eriksson1,'Tom'Adawi'2,'Christian'Stöhr'3''
!
1
Chalmers!University!of!Technology,!Dpt.!Applied!Information!Technology!
2,3
Chalmers!University!of!Technology,!Dpt.!Applied!Information!Technology,!Div.!Engineering!
Education!Research!
!
!
Short'abstract'
We!report!on!the!results!of!interviewing!36!learners!that!participated!in!two!of!the!first!MOOCs!
at!Chalmers!University!of!Technology.!The!learners!reported!that!they!engaged!very!actively!
with!the!video!material,!and!that!they!did!not!watch!the!recorded!lectures!“on!the!run”!as!many!
anticipates.!
!
Keywords'
MOOCs,!recorded!lectures,!learner!engagement,!duration.!
!
Background'
During!2015,!Chalmers!university!of!technology!developed!and!launched!their!first!MOOCs,!
one!on!the!topic!of!Graphene,!the!other!on!Sustainability!in!Everyday!Life.!The!authors!studied!
these!MOOCs!as!a!part!of!the!evaluation!of!the!two!productions.!
!

Research'method'
We! have! chosen! to! use! a! mixed! method! approach,! using! both! qualitative! and! quantitative!
methods.!One!reason!is!that!since!MOOCs!are!a!quite!new!phenomenon!we!have!regarded!
our! evaluation! as! explorative.! Mixed! methods! enable! us! to! find! different! viewpoints! and!
maximize!the!research!results,!since!the!different!methods!provide!different!results.!MOOCs!
are! also! a! complex! phenomenon! where! several! different! disciplines! meetR! information! and!
communication! technology,! interaction! design,! media! production,! pedagogy,! and! even!
marketing.! A! mixed! method! can! investigate! these! different! aspects! and! connect! disparate!
disciplines.!Finally,!the!mixed!methods!efficiently!utilize!the!opportunity!we!have!in!the!MOOC!
projectR! the! edX! platform! provides! extensive! learning! analytics! data,! and! our! direct!
engagement! in! the! production! and! running! of! the! MOOCs! give! as! a! good! opportunity! to!
observe!from!a!qualitative!approach.!
As! a! general! method! to! conduct! the! qualitative! part! of! the! project! evaluation! we! chose!
ethnography.!Ethnography!is!the!study!of!social!interactions,!practices!and!events.!The!study!
is!done!as!fieldworkR!the!ethnographer!observes!and!participates!in!the!everyday!practices!of!
the!group!of!people!that!is!studied.!The!observed!social!expressions!–!what!people!do!and!
say!–!are!described!and!to!some!extent!interpreted!and!assigned!a!meaning.!
We!did!semiXstructured!interviews!with!the!learners!(post!the!MOOCs).!All!in!all,!36!learners!
were! interviewed,! in! all! cases! but! one! this! was! done! using! Skype! since! the! learners! were!
located!around!the!world.!The!intelligibility!of!the!discussion!in!these!Skype!interviews!ranged!
from!very!good!to!very!bad,!depending!on!the!level!of!English!speaking!skills!and!the!quality!
of!the!online!connection.!Most!of!the!production!team!and!teacher!interviews!were!done!faceX
toXface,!a!few!were!via!Skype!or!Adobe!Connect!Pro.!All!interviews!were!recorded,!on!video!
or!only!audio.!
The!interviews!always!started!with!establishing!mutual!rapport,!trying!to!understand!what!kind!
of!person!the!other!one!is,!and!implicitly!negotiating!the!nature!and!form!of!the!interview.!During!
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the!interview,!usually!lasting!30X45!minutes,!we!started!with!general!and!open!questions,!and!
narrow! down! to! more! specific! and! confrontational! questions! towards! the! end,! shaping! the!
interview!in!the!form!of!a!conversation!with!a!structure.!
Contact!with!potential!learner!interviewee!came!through!a!question!on!the!preXcourse!survey.!
All! in! all,! about! 300! interview! requests! were! sent! out! via! eXmail! to! the! learners! on! the! two!
MOOCs.!Out!of!these,!somewhat!more!than!10%!responded!and!a!time!for!the!interview!was!
decided.! Therefore,! the! sampling! of! the! interviewed! learners! are! strongly! biased! towards!
learners!that!were!interested!in!being!interviewed.!
!

Research'results'
!
Learner'engagement'with'recorded'lectures'
In!the!postXinterviews!with!learners,!a!few!clear!patterns!concerning!their!engagement!with!the!
video!recorded!lectures!emerged.!
It!was!very!common!that!the!recorded!lectures!were!used!in!an!office!type!environmentR!usually!
the!learner!sat!at!a!desk,!at!home,!with!notepad!available.!A!few!described!how!they!watched!
the!lectures!in!bed!or!(one)!listened!to!it!in!the!kitchen!while!making!food.!So,!the!situational!
usually! corresponded! to! the! archetypical! study! situation,! active! at! a! desk.! The! sometimes!
suggested!possibility!of!listening!to!lectures!on!mobile!devices!in!an!ambulant!situation,!such!
as!on!the!train!or!the!bus,!were!completely!absent.!This!is!despite!the!possibility!that!the!edX!
smartphone!app!provides!to!download!and!watch/listen!to!the!recorded!lectures!offline,!on!the!
go.!Note!that!in!the!benchmarking!study!of!participation!in!other!MOOCs,!especially!Eriksson!
himself!watched!or!just!listened!to!recorded!lectures!extensively!on!the!go!(literally!on!the!buss!
and!the!train).!
The!reason!learners!stated!as!an!explanation!to!the!above!mentioned!atXaXdesk!watching!was!
that!they!wanted!to!actively!engage!in!the!recorded!lecture!content,!and!this!level!of!activity!is!
prevailing!in!the!results.!About!a!third!of!the!learners!made!lecture!notes!while!watching!the!
recordings.!It!was!quite!common!–!about!a!third!of!the!learners!–!to!check!information!(further!
details,! the! meaning! of! a! word,! double! check! claims! etc.)! online,! primarily! via! the! Google!
search!engine!or!directly!at!sites!such!as!Wikipedia.!
It!was!quite!common!to!replay!the!whole!or!parts!of!a!recorded!lecture.!Often!this!replay!was!
done!in!a!procedure!that!in!different!ways!combined!the!recorded!lecture!with!the!quiz!that!
followed! after.! For! example,! watching! the! video,! taking! the! quiz,! and! then! replay! parts! that!
covered!questions!that!the!learner!failed!to!answer!correctly!in!the!quiz.!A!couple!of!learners!
developed! procedures! where! they! first! read! the! quiz! questions,! and! then! watched! the!
recordings,!taking!notes!about!things!especially!related!to!the!quiz!questions.!
Quite! many,! almost! half,! of! the! interviewed! learners! had! slight! or! quite! huge! difficulty! in!
understanding!spoken!English,!and!the!provided!subtitles!and!manuscript!was!mentioned!as!
being! of! great! help! for! these! learners.! A! couple! of! learners! even! downloaded! the! narrator!
manuscript!and!made!notes!in!that!text!while!watching!the!recording.!
To!summarize,!learners!seemed!to!engage!in!the!recorded!lectures!on!a!level!that!equaled!or!
maybe! even! surpassed! the! level! of! engagement! and! notetaking! that! is! typical! for! a!
conventional!campus!lecture.!
!
Learner'attitudes'towards'recorded'lectures'
To! a! very! large! extent,! the! learners! were! highly! satisfied! with! the! quality! level! on! form! and!
content! of! the! recorded! lectures.! No! one! had! any! serious! critic! to! offer,! and! many! of! the!
interviewees!were!hardXpressed!to!come!up!with!anything!that!could!have!been!done!better,!
even!though!the!interviewer!(Eriksson)!asked!specifically!about!this.!The!mild!critic!that!was!
phrased! concerned! that! sometimes! the! English! pronunciation! was! hard! to! understand,! and!
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that!the!content!of!the!lectures!not!always!matched!the!anticipations!the!learners!had!when!
starting!the!MOOC.!
When! asked! what! was! particularly! good! with! the! recorded! lectures,! many! mentioned! the!
variation.!There!was!variation!both!in!having!different!teachers!talk,!in!different!formats!of!the!
lectures,! and! in! different! locations.! Especially! appreciated! were! the! scenes! taking! place! on!
“realXlife”!locations.!
All!in!all,!the!quality!of!the!recorded!lectures!was!high,!and!variation!was!highly!appreciated.!
!
Duration'of'recorded'lectures'
The!duration!of!recorded!lectures!is!often!discussed,!probably!because!this!is!an!aspect!that!
is!easy!to!understand!(compared!to!creative!aspects!of!cinematography)!and!were!we!see!a!
distinct!difference!between!campus!lectures!and!recorded!lectures.!While!a!campus!lecture!
often!consists!of!45!minutes!uninterrupted!lecturing!(one!teacher!talking!to!many!students),!
recorded! lectures! are! usually! recommended! to! be! much! shorter.! Recommendations! range!
from!3X15!minutes,!and!15!minutes!is!a!very!common!length!at!for!example!well!known!online!
platforms!for!recorded!lecture!such!as!the!Ted!Talk.!
Interestingly,!barely!any!of!the!interviewed!learners!commented!the!duration!of!the!recorded!
lectures.!No!one!claimed!that!these!recordings!were!too!long!(or!too!short!).!
If!we!problematize!duration!of!recorded!lectures,!it!becomes!clear!that!it!is!not!possible!to!state!
an!optimal!duration!for!a!recorded!lecture.!The!best!(most!efficient)!duration!of!a!particularly!
recording!depends!on!many!factors!(such!as!content,!quality!of!delivery,!and!technical!quality),!
and!can!only!be!assessed!for!each!case.!Our!study!suggests!that!the!average!duration!for!
Chalmers!MOOCs!recordings!were!quite!appropriate.!The!frequent!appreciation!of!variation!
also!suggests!that!variation!is!more!important!than!duration.!Or!to!phrase!it!more!rhetoricallyR!
a!boring!talkingXhead!shot!might!be!enough!after!a!few!minutes,!while!a!well!produced!and!
varied!production!can!hold!interest!for!much!longer.!
!
!
Discussion'
For!highXquality!recorded!lectures,!it!seems!that!the!production!process!that!X!have!used!for!
the!MOOCs!are!appropriateR!future!productions!can!continue!with!similar!work.!
We!recommend!a!general!limit!for!duration!of!not!more!than!15!minutes.!More!specifically,!the!
duration!of!each!recording!must!be!assessed!by!the!producer!of!the!recording,!based!in!factors!
such!as!content,!teacher,!learners!and!delivery!context.!
The!production!that!have!been!used!for!the!MOOC!recorded!lectures!is!on!a!rather!advanced!
level,! taking! quite! much! time! to! prepare! and! to! do! postproduction! on.! These! highXquality!
recordings!are!definitely!necessary,!and!they!are!clearly!appreciated!by!the!learners!that!we!
interviewed.! However,! not! all! recorded! lectures! requite! this! quality! and! this! advanced!
production.!Quicker!and!rougher!recordings!can!often!be!used,!and!it!is!highly!important!to!
meet!the!demand!that!some!teachers!have!of!doing!it!on!their!own.!For!this!purpose,!simple!
tools! such! as! screen! recording! (for! example! in! Camtasia! or! similar)! or! smartphone/tablet!
recordings!are!often!sufficient.!
We!also!strongly!emphasize!that!recording!lectures!are!not!only!concerned!with!simple!issues!
such!as!duration,!resolution,!compression!codec!or!delivery!platforms.!Likewise,!important!are!
more!creative!decisions!concerning!content,!structure,!lighting,!backgrounds,!typography!and!
layout!on!text!and!graphics,!editing!and!such.!
!
!
'
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xMOOC or cMOOC: a student’s decision?
Elke Lackner
University of Graz
Short abstract
Designing a MOOC means to choose an appropriate instructional setting, i.e. to decide for an
teacher-centered xMOOC or a rather student-centered cMOOC. This dichotomy is wellknown, but is it true? This article reports the experiences made within the MOOC Learning
online: Meant to be an xMOOC the students quickly organized themselves on different
platforms and learned more in a connectivist way than expected by the instructors.
Keywords
xMOOC, Instructional Design, Audience.
One phenomenon, different faces
When Laura Pappano in 2012 wrote her well-known article The Year of the MOOC she
described Massive Open Online Courses referring to Sebastian Thrun’s xMOOC Introduction
to Artificial Intelligence (Pappano, 2012). The ‘x’, thus, stands for “exponential, focusing on
the massive enrollments, or extension, for example, HarvardX being an extension of the
Harvard University campus” (Hollands & Tirthali, 2014, 25). The first MOOC, hence, started
in 2008, when George Siemens and Stephen Downes created Connectivism and Connected
Knowledge. It is the first so-called cMOOC, with the ‘c’ placing emphasis on the course
setting’s connectivist approach (Siemens, 2004). Both course types have in common that
they are online, they are attended by a large number of participants (‘massively’), and are –
theoretically – open. It means they are free of charge and open access; but mostly do not
use Open Educational Resources as learning materials (Rodriguez, 2013). The difference
between xMOOCs and cMOOCs lies in their instructional approach and design settings (see
Table 1) (Hollands & Tirthali, 2014; Kopp & Lackner, 2014; Morrison, 2013: Rodriguez, 2013).
Table 1. The differences between cMOOCs and xMOOCs.
xMOOC
Media-/ Teacher-centered
Focus on instruction
Fixed syllabus
Behaviorist
Students as consumers
Quizzes, peer-assessments
Interaction within a course (e.g. forum)
Teacher as instructor
Clear learning objectives (mainly
knowledge)
“know-what”

cMOOC
Student-centered
Focus on interaction
Individual syllabus
Constructivist
Students as producers
Collaboration and interaction
Interaction within and outside the course
Teacher as learning facilitator
factual Vague learning objectives
“know-how” and “know-where”

xMOOCs, are often referred to as the shift of a traditional lecture from a classroom to a
virtual setting. Learners may interact within the course benefitting from discussion forums,
but assessment and grading are based on their individual performance; in most cases active
participation in the forum does not count towards the final grade. Students often tend to stay
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connected outside the course creating their own groups and communities on social networks
to bridge the lack of interaction that seems to be one of the primary reasons for high dropout
rates within xMOOCs (Khalil & Ebner, 2013). In cMOOCs, on the contrary, learning is
student-centered; learners choose their own learning paths and, thus, reach different goals.
Planning a MOOC
Planning a MOOC, instructors have to make some preliminary decisions: They choose a
topic, according to e.g. their own fields of research, students’ needs or institutional issues, an
appropriate course language, according e.g. the target group and a didactic setting, including
appropriate methods and the possible degree of interaction, according to personal and
financial resources. Some of these decisions have to be associated with the course format. If
it is to be a cMOOC the student-teacher interaction is probably more intense than in an
xMOOC. If the instructors plan an xMOOC they have to decide if they want to participate
actively e.g. in the forum discussion as it can be highly time-consuming.
There is, however, one unpredictable aspect: the audience. As MOOCs are not necessarily
part of a certain curriculum but of a lifelong or continuing learning strategy, and the courses
are – at least theoretically – open for everybody, the audience is barely definable in advance.
It is therefore on the one hand advisable to design a MOOC in a vast way, i.e. to deliver
resources for different learnings styles and/or knowledge levels (Jasnani, 2013; Lackner et
al., 2014). On the other hand, learners in MOOCs, even in xMOOCs, may go their own way,
leaving the paths foreseen by the instructors. It is by far not only the course where learning
happens; as Jasnani (2013, 11) states, it is in “distributed open spaces (mostly blogs, wikis,
Facebook pages, and Twitter in the case of cMOOCs) […] where most of the learner
interaction happens.” Even in xMOOCs social networks and the students, who interact and
communicate, play a role not to be underestimated, as the following practical example shows.
Learning online at iMooX
When the Austrian MOOC-platform iMooX (www.imoox.at) started in March 2014 one of the
first courses was named Learning online. It dealt with digital and virtual teaching and learning
environments and facilities. The course was designed as a nine-week-long xMOOC, was not
only open to everybody, but all the resources provided within the MOOC were also Open
Educational Resources (Rodriguez, 2013). The first week of the course, that attracted more
than 900 participants, was meant to be an introductory week of socialization (Salmon, 2007).
Like a typical xMOOC each of the eight following weeks consisted of two parts: a) obligatory
resources (respectively a video lecture and several documents) and b) supplementary
resources (i.e. suggestions for further readings). Each week ended with a quiz, testing the
knowledge gained during the week. A forum with weekly discussions prompts posted by the
instructors accompanied the learning process. The setting was obviously the setting of a
traditional xMOOC: Clear learning objectives were set for the course and a ready-made
learning path was established.
Due to the heterogeneous audience, their approaches, experiences and points of view
diverged. Some learners had already participated in MOOCs and were real professionals, for
others it was the first MOOC and/or the first contact with the topic in general. As the
discussion became increasingly lively, some learners, obviously familiar with social networks,
were not satisfied with the forum’s functionalities that did not respond to their needs and/or
expectations. Therefore, they created a group on Facebook and shifted their discussions to
this group. Some of the participants regularly wrote blog posts or news on their websites and
posted them into the group. According to their writings they learned more by interacting and
discussing the several resources than by reading and watching them alone. The course
turned to be a connectivist xMOOC due to the learners’ dedication, even though its structure
and resources were those of an xMOOC.
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The course started again in October 2014 and attracted over 400 learners. The setting was
not changed; the instructors did not participate actively in the forum’s discussions in both
courses; the course or the forum did not change – from a technical point of view. During the
first week, the learners were asked to introduce themselves and it became apparent that
though the audience was heterogeneous too it was not as divergent as in the first MOOC.
This time they did not join the Facebook group or found a group on a social network. Some
of them answered the discussion prompts in the forum, most of them did not. As far as the
author knows there was no hashtag used by the learners for activities outside the course. It
seems that the learners concentrated on the platform and its facilities. Thus, the audience
differed: In the first course, some participants have to be considered experts in the field and it
can be assumed that they probably enrolled for the course because it was the first Austrian
MOOC on a completely new platform and they were curious about it, the platform’s
performance and the course design. As some of them had already gained MOOC
experiences (as participants and facilitators) and some of them work within the field of elearning in Higher Education it has to be supposed that apart from the topic it was the
organizational aspect that interested them most. This self-organised audience was missing in
the second MOOC and so the audience interaction went into another direction.
Conclusion
This example shows that the audience often is an underestimated factor when designing
courses; therefore, the question posed in the title has to be answered in the affirmative. It is
indeed the student’s decision to make an instructional setting, e.g. an xMOOC, more
connectivist, and vice versa. In a MOOC the instructors do not foresee the audience. As it is
open for everybody, the learners’ group is more likely to be heterogeneous, a divergent
group of individuals with individual learning habits and needs. If a course does not match
them, the learners organize themselves outside the course, e.g. in social networks, as
learners in a brick and mortar university do when meeting outside the classroom. Khalil &
Ebner (2013) have shown that in a MOOC interaction is a crucial factor for a learner to
experience either success or failure. This interaction does not necessarily take place in the
MOOC but in communicative and social settings, e.g. in social networks or other platforms.
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Abstract
This paper provides preliminary findings from a blended learning inspired MOOC, which was
implemented at a teacher education in Norway. Our study questions whether teacher educators see the benefits in using MOOCs, and whether teacher students have enough digital competence to make use of online learning material in their formal learning.
Keywords
Teacher education, blended learning, MOOC, digital competence, technology.
Introduction
During the spring of 2015, a Norwegian teacher education received internal funding from its
university to develop a blended learning MOOC, which we call “bMOOC”. The bMOOC was
inspired by a “flipped classroom” model. Here, the teacher students and the teacher educators
followed an online training program, but also used it as part of campus training. The bMOOC
was organized after a module approach. The users were supposed to follow a pre-designed
online learning path, covering the following themes: how to master the art of academic writing;
how to develop a personal learning network; how to master digital note taking and collaborative
writing and the use of digital blackboards. Each module was estimated to 2-3 hours’ work
online. Completing the bMOOC as whole was estimated to about 5 hours. Overall, 326 users
registered for the bMOOC, but 46 users were excluded, reducing our final data sample to 280
users, divided on 256 teacher students and 24 teacher trainers. The teacher education has
about 450 teacher students and 70 teacher educators. To show preliminary findings from our
study, we first define the paper’s conceptual framework, then we outline our methodological
approach and account for research findings, before we conclude.
A need to address blended learning in MOOCs
Over the last decade, the MOOC concept has gained foothold. Recent reviews on MOOC have
established that more work is needed (Ebben & Murphy, 2014). Recent MOOC research
stresses some recurring findings: Studies have a learner perspective, but often exclude insights on how MOOCs are implemented (Liyanagunawardena, Adams, & Williams, 2013).
Also, researchers have uncovered how learners use LMSs, but to a lesser extent carried out
studies on how learning activities are initiated and organized in social media (Kop, 2011; Kop
& Fournier, 2010). User experiences from the U.S. and Europe dominate. Findings suggest
that engaging in MOOC is challenging and can lead to information-overload and disengaged
learners (Liyanagunawardena et al., 2013). The dropout rate is 90 percent on average. Little
is known about why learners do not complete courses that they sign up for (Koutropoulos et
al., 2012).
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Researchers have introduced distinctions like xMOOCs and cMOOCs. Ebben and Murphy
(2014) claim that during the period 2009-2012, we saw the rise of a scholarship, which consisted of the introduction of Connectivism Siemens (2005), cMOOCs. This research had a
social learning approach and was characterized by engagement and creativity. From 2012, a
new scholarship emerged, when American elite universities and commercial actors entered
the stage. xMOOCs are described as more “industrial” and “behavioristic”. Ebben and Murphy
(2014) argue that we saw the rise of learning analytics, online assessment, and a critical discourse that problematize the epistemology, pedagogy and cultural hegemony of MOOCs.
Whereas MOOCs have been used for scalable courses, bMOOCs are introduced as a new
way of teaching and learning in campus based education. Blended learning and the “flipped
classroom” give the MOOC concept a new direction, which we believe is important to emphasize. The blended learning MOOC is based on a social and connectivist approach to learning
(Siemens, 2005), where online and campus based teaching and learning merge to improve
educational outcomes. The bMOOC has its strength in the social fabric that potentially exists
in and between the two learning spaces. There is constant access to learning objects and
social interaction with other participants, which facilitates collaboration across courses and
gives access to learning analytics.
Methods
Our data analysis is based on a mixed research approach. We used quantitative and qualitative methods. Our quantitative research strategy consisted in collecting and analyzing course
data from an LMS, which made up the technological platform of the bMOOC. After course
completion, we reviewed registered course data on user participation to exclude invalid data.
Our qualitative research approach consisted of collecting and analyzing data from qualitative
interviews with teacher students and teacher educators. In total, twelve interviews were completed, six individual interviews with teacher students and six individual interviews with teacher
educators. Thus, 12 persons were interviewed.
Research findings
The quantitative analysis suggests that the bMOOC’s online activity shares traits seen in Social
Network Sites (SNSs). For example, it is common that SNSs experience rapid adoption among
users, but later have challenges to become sustainable and create active online engagements.
This results in an equal drop-down rate as online communities lose popularity. We find little
data suggesting that teacher students and teacher educators initiate online contact with peers
and engage in an online discussion in the bMOOC modules. There appears to be a small core
group of users who have completed the modules. Findings shows that a characteristic user
pattern consists of logging on and engagement with the course material for an hour or two,
before dropping out never to return.
Table 1. Teacher students’ time spent in the bMOOC.
0-5 min.

5-60 min

1-5 hours

More than 5 hours

Total

Percent

27

41

22

10

100

(N)

70

106

58

22

256
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The patterns above is expressed in concrete variables, like the teacher students’ and the
teacher educators’ total time spent online. This is displayed Table 1 and Table 2.
Table 2. Teacher educators’ time spent in the bMOOC.
0-5 min.

5-60 min

1-5 hours

More than 5 hours

Total

Percent

12,5

37,5

37,5

12,5

100

(N)

3

9

9

3

24

Table 1 shows that 27 percent of the teacher students spent between 0-5 minutes, 41 percent
used between 5-60 minutes, 22 percent spent between one to five hours, and 10 percent spent
five hours or more. Largely, female teacher students have recorded most online activity. From
Table 2, we see that some of the same patterns is valid among the teacher educators.
Our initial observations are confirmed in other variables, which can be demonstrated by looking
at the number of page views. Page views indicate how many times a web page in the bMOOC
was loaded by the users. The number of pageviews is presented in figure 1. Descriptive statistics show that there were 4314 page views in September, 2239 in October, 641 in November,
and 91 in December. Here, we can also observe a progressive decline in online activity, where
the peak starts in September and follows a steady drop.

Figure 1. Total number of page views registered in the bMOOC.
The qualitative data confirms patterns established in our quantitative data analysis. A surprising research finding was the teacher students’ view on the value of online learning and the
bMOOC. Some teacher students stated that online learning and the use of digital resources
bring little benefit. They prefer other approaches to learning. This suggests contradictory views
on technology in education. Teacher students are brought up in a digital world, but they approach digital from somewhat of a textbook perspective. Our data suggests that the teacher
students are inexperienced with online learning and the work it specifically involves:
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I have never learned online, just if I am wondering about something, I google it and find
it. No systematic learning, I am never going to….
I think the teachers’ book that accompanies the textbook, that is more updated. That is
it.
The teacher students reported that working in the bMOOC was time-consuming. The
bMOOCs’ online material was perceived as having little relevance to their exams in academic
writing and learning. They preferred other approaches, like traditional feedback from the tutor
and peer assessment on campus in writing processes. This female teacher student favored
writing an academic text on paper by herself, completing it the “old fashion way, in order to
save time and get on with other things:
I opened the MOOC and no, can’t be bothered. It will take less time to just write the
text your-self. Surely, a good thing, but it takes more time than you will get back from
doing it, and you must read it, that is time better spent on writing the academic text
itself or doing other things.
The teacher educators have a dual relationship with the bMOOC concept. They accept the
importance of a digital learning environment, but they prefer the social and relational aspect of
campus life.
I think the f-2-f-relation we have with our students is important. I think direct contact
with me is more important, and therefore we used the MOOC on 2nd year students. I
believe these online resources can make our work on feedback easier. We have high
scores on student evaluations, and that is because we spend a lot of time on relations.
The teacher educators underlined that the bMOOC could have a positive impact on the amount
of time they spend giving feedback to the teacher students. Here, they saw the MOOC as a
positive contribution to students’ writing process and a valuable resource. This applies especially to feedback on teacher students’ academic text production:
I have previously informed students about academic writing, to help them in class. A
MOOC will be much better, they can go in when they want and when they need information.
Conclusion
Our preliminary study confirms current research findings on social media and MOOCs. Studies
point out that MOOCs have a low completion rate. (Liyanagunawardena et al., 2013). There is
also a tendency in educational research on social media, for example, to question whether
today’s adolescents are “digital natives” (Prensky, 2011). Some scholars have hinted that this
is an ascribed myth that needs to be challenged. Various scholars point out this both in studies
(Junco, 2012; Selwyn, 2009) and research reviews (Hew, 2011). Students in higher education
might have a digital upbringing, yes, but they seldom live up to expected standards defined in
formal, digital learning. Rather, adolescents appear to be passive consumers of digital content
and frame the educational online world from a textbook oriented approach. We see evidence
of this in our analysis. Further, the majority of teacher students and teacher trainers are inexperienced with formally structured online learning and seem to perceive the bMOOC as only
vaguely beneficial to education and learning.
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Short abstract
In our work we focus on videos as a learning component by analysing data from two Swedish
MOOCs. Framed by contextual data from demographic user data and surveys, we will
concentrate on video characteristics (such as length, style and position within the syllabus) and
how they are correlated with student engagement.
Keywords
MOOCs, higher education, learner engagement, video, Swedish/European higher education
Introduction
Research related to massive open online courses (MOOCs) needs to root within the learning
sciences to balance the two extremes of hyping and underestimating MOOCs (Fischer, 2014)
and address learner’s needs by asking the right questions and applying appropriate methods
(Perna et al., 2014; Wiebe, Thompson, & Behrend, 2015; Boruch, Rovine, Perna, & Ruby,
2015). It has been questioned if MOOCs provide what they promised to offer – open, free and
scalable education (e.g. Eisenberg & Fischer, 2014). Central unresolved problems include high
dropout rates, teaching and quality issues (Freitas, Morgan, & Gibson, 2015) and that MOOCs
mostly attract learners with high socioeconomic and educational status (Hansen & Reich, 2015)
as well as a high IT affinity (Yuan & Powell, 2013). Besides a downward trend in the US,
European higher institutions still experience an increase in developing and researching MOOCs
as learning environments in higher education (Gaebel, 2014). Much of the research is still based
on data from US higher education institutions with their specific contextual variables (Gaševic,
Kovanović, Joksimović, & Siemens, 2014; Jansen & Schuwer, 2015). Recently, the Swedish
Higher Education Authority (2016) paved the way for intensified research and development of
MOOCs within the Swedish Higher Education system.
Motivation and research question
Although learning is by no means represented by the interaction with single course components,
research about student engagement must play a central role in traditional education and online
learning, as increased learner interaction with course components positively influences the
learning process and result. Hew (2016) suggest that for student engagement in MOOC
environments underlying factors such as the quality of course resources are of major
importance. Kizilcec, Piech, & Schneider (2013) suggest analysing how students use MOOC
components such as videos to understand learners goals. Students tend to spend most of their
time watching videos and might skip over other course activities (Breslow et al., 2013; Seaton,
Bergner, Chuang, Mitros, & Pritchard, 2014; Kizilcec, Piech, & Schneider, 2013). However, even
though videos have been identified as an important component for students’ MOOC learning
process, prior research has not particularly focussed on videos, did not cover an European
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perspective or did not use learner activity course data (cf. Milligan, Littlejohn, & Margaryan,
2013; Coetzee, Fox, Hearst, & Hartmann, 2014; Ho et al., 2014).
Therefore, our work aims at contributing to the field by:
(1) Contributing to European MOOC research from a Swedish perspective, which we
identified as underrepresented,
(2) Expanding the current research into videos as learning components in MOOCs based on
theoretical underpinnings from the learning sciences and with a studentcentered
perspective, and
(3) Giving design implications for the future MOOC development.
Related work
Guo, Kim and Rubin (2014) focus on video production style and how it correlates with
engagement. Engagement is defined by the time a student spends on a video and if the student
is attempting a problem after watching the video. For four edX courses from different US
universities and fields, they found shorter videos with instructor talkinghead style and
drawinghand style instructions being more engaging. In their paper, the authors recommend to
test more diverse courses to improve external validity for their results.
Recently, Zhong, Zhang, Li, & Liu (2016) published a study of one chinese MOOC in computer
science foundations. However, they did analyse this course by conducting a survey and
analysing only number of activities in general. They identified overall increasing platform visiting
time towards the end of the MOOC, but an overall decreasing number of activities. Video activity
has not been analysed separately.
Hew (2016) identified three highly rated MOOCs and developed an approach to understand the
underlying factors of their popularity. Based on selfdetermination theory, which leads to student
engagement, five factors have been identified. Those include course resources, instructor
accessibility, peer interaction, active learning and problemorientation. In an earlier work, Hew
links course completion and guidelines for engaging online students (Hew, 2015). With respect
to videos he recommends bitesize videos between 517 minutes with relevant pictures and
animations.
Methods
We analyze data from two MOOCs by Chalmers University of Technology which ran on edX
between March and October 2015. All data is extracted based on edX logfiles with the support of
a data expert to ensure anonymity and consistency. Due to the intransparency in the data
processing process, we decided to focus purely on own calculations (and for example not those
offered by edX’s own analytics platform edX insights).
Results
In the following we present our preliminary results (that will be completed before the
conference). Table 1 gives an overview of the two MOOCs, which both can be categorized as
xMOOCs. They have a sequential syllabus and course content mainly designed to be
consumed. In addition, quizzes and discussions are integrated to support students’ learning.
Based on the minimum workload suggested for each MOOC, the total video time represents
20% and 27% of the overall workload for a course. Both courses were open for everybody to
enroll.
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Table 1. MOOCs overview
Course Code: Course
Name (Term)

Duration
in weeks

Course
completio
n rate

Total
number of
videos

Total
video
time

Ø video
length

Ø video
completio
n rate

9

Highest
number
enrolled
students
9.733

ChM001x: Introduction to
Graphene Science and
Technology (1T2015)
ChM002x: Sustainability in
Everyday Life (2T2015)

4%

70

08:15:00

08:13

73.53%

7

8.377

2%

52

09:38:00

07:34

73.26%

As demonstrated in Figure 1 and 2, the active student number declines for both Chalmers
courses in a similar pattern. Active students in the courses used videos more than quizzes,
whereas the difference of students playing a video and attempting a problem decreases over
time.

Figure 1 and 2. Student engagement ChM001x and ChM002x
The average completion rate for videos in ChM001x is 75% and 73% in ChM002x. Figure 3
shows that the length of all videos correlates with video completion. This correlation is significant
and the relation appears to be linear. For ChM002x, videos above 9 min length appear to show a
drop in completion rates while a similar drop can be observed for ChM001x for videos above 12
minutes. These findings are in line with our expectations and previous research.
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Figure 3. Video completion rate vs. video length

In a next step, we correlated completions rates with motivational questions from the precourse
survey. It can be concluded that motivation is another factor that had an influence on video
completion rate. Finally, the position and the subsequent quizzes of a video seem to have an
effect on completion rate and viewing pattern of a video, whereby for example replaying patterns
appear to be more volatile in terms that they represent sequential presentation style of bullet
points in the video which themselves represent answers to the subsequent multiple choice quiz.
Contrary to our expectations, it appears that video completion rates are not higher for videos that
are updated during the course and represent student feedback from preceding weeks (feedback
videos), nor for those videos followed by quizzes.
Outlook and further research
We will analyse these data further to get detailed insights on how videos are being watched and
how contextual and other components influence watching habits and thus students engagement.
For doing so, we will analyse all videos on a more granular level by discussing viewing patterns
per second and per user.
Questions we aim to answer are: How many students do stop the video on the way and can we
identify potential reasons for this besides the video lengths? Is the pattern for stop watching
similar for short and long videos? Are update videos more engaging and is it worth investing in
their production? Do the video style and following quizzes influence viewing patterns and thus
open a different perspective on student engagement? First insights reveal that varying replay
patterns do not necessarily represent low video quality or difficulty but video style and its
connection to questions asked in a related quiz.
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Abstract
There is a lack of knowledge on MOOCs both as a platform for stimulating innovation in the
realm of higher education as well as regards its sustainability as a business enterprise. This
paper addresses this gap in the literature by critically investigating and contrasting two
distinct approaches, i.e. the ‘Coursera model’ vs. the so-called ‘Nordic model’.
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1. INTRODUCTION
The phenomenon associated with the proliferation of Massive Open Online Courses
(MOOCs) worldwide has been met by policy makers and institutional leaders alike both with
great enthusiasm but also with some reservations with respect to what it actually entails
when it comes to the future of higher education provision? There are pertinent questions
pertaining to both the pedagogical approaches and quality ramifications. Equally, there are
those who question whether MOOCs represents a fundamental break with the past
(paradigm shift) or, instead, is part and parcel of a more gradual, evolutionary approach
associated with the next phase of access and expansion taking into account new onlinebased tools. As an ‘open’ (and often ‘free’) platform, MOOCS also provides an
unprecedented opportunity in the realm of innovation, yet little is known on this phenomenon
from an innovation-theory perspective. Lastly, in spite of substantial investments and
strategic commitments by some prominent members of the global academic community (e.g.
Stanford, MIT, etc.), there are concerns as regards the future sustainability of MOOCs as a
business model. This paper directly addresses the latter two aspects, by posing the following
research questions:
How can MOOCs, as a contemporary higher education phenomenon, be interpreted
from an (open-) innovation theory perspective?
How viable is MOOCs as business model, and what options are there to be pursued?
Our methodological approach is largely based on a desktop analysis of the extant literature
as well as relevant, published information on the topic, in addition to a case-study approach
focusing on the strategic initiatives around MOOCS, both by the famous courser consortia,
and by a selected number of Norwegian universities. Thus, a comparative design is pursued.
The paper is organised as follows. In the next section we shed light on the key features
associated with the broader (macro level) context – institutional and technical environments in which higher education institutions (HEIs) operate. We then move on to sketch out the
core aspects of our conceptual framework which builds on seminal contributions within two
relatively distinct traditions, namely: innovation studies (with emphasis on open innovation
approaches) and strategic management approaches, focusing on business models.
Following a presentation and discussion of our empirical findings, we then draw a series of
conclusions and implications for both practitioners and research communities alike.
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2. THE CHANGING HIGHER EDUCATION LANDSCAPE
The environment facing HEIs the world over has changed dramatically in the last three
decades or so. Enrolments have increased exponentially, with many countries moving from
an elite (less than 10% of the age cohort) into an universal system enrolling more than 50%
of the age cohort (Trow and Burrage 2010). In 1970 a total of 28 Million students attended
HE worldwide, a figure that would increase fivefold (164.7 Million) by 2009 (OECD 2011).
Within the OECD alone, close to 23 Million students enrolled in HE. It is expected that by
2025, a total of 262 Million students will be enrolled in some type of tertiary education
provision (ibid.). Of these, it is expected that about 8 Million will be pursuing studies outside
their country of residence. In the last decade alone, countries like China and India have seen
their HE systems more than double in size (Schwartzman et al. 2015). Many national
systems, e.g. BRICS, are struggling to meet domestic demand, despite the rise of a large
private sector (ibid.). Yet, at the same time, more mature systems such as those in Western
Europe, including the Nordics, are trying to cope with issues of overcapacity and
fragmentation, partly resulting from a decline in birth rates (Pinheiro et al. 2014). What is
more, sweeping changes in the global economy (e.g. increasing interconnectedness)
combined with technological advances like digitisation are impacting on labour market
dynamics, putting pressures on workers to acquire new skills and competencies.
These developments occur at an historical period where HEIs are facing unprecedented
challenges associated with growing pressures, by government and other external
stakeholders, to enhance their efficiency, effectiveness and accountability on the one hand,
and responsiveness to external events and demands on the other (Temple 2011). Recent
reforms, including within the Nordic countries, and their emphasis on efficiency and
excellence have led both to substantial cuts in the public funding of HEIs as well as to a
growing concentration of resources, both people and funding, in an increasingly smaller subset of providers (Langfeldt et al. 2015). Economies of scale, e.g. via mergers (Pinheiro et al.
2016), have come to the fore as a means of coping with a fiercely competitive HE landscape,
both domestically and globally (Marginson 2004). It is in this scenario that, in our view,
MOOCs come to play an important strategic role as they are seen, by policy makers and
institutional managers alike, to aid HEIs’ ability to cope with a multiplicity of demands and
newly emerging challenges.
3. CONCEPTUAL BACKDROP
As indicated earlier, a novel aspect of our approach is the fact that it combines two distinct
scholarly traditions, i.e. the study of innovation processes following an ‘open-innovation
paradigm’ together with classic strategic management approaches focusing on how
organizations create value both to themselves (shareholders) and their customers and other
external stakeholders. As far as we can tell, this is the first time such perspectives are
combined in order to make sense of the phenomenon of MOOCs. Below we sketch, in
broader strokes, key aspects associated with either perspective.
3.1. Open Innovation in a service economy
Innovation has long been emphasized and recognized as the driving force behind the
sustainable development of a country. However, the phenomenon of innovation is generally
perceived in light of introduction of new products to market based on cutting-edge
technology. Given the broad understanding around technical and tangible nature of
innovation, high tech industries have remained the prime focus of innovation research.
Nevertheless, for the last two decades, services have also been attracting the attention of
researchers due to tremendous growth in employment and value creation in the service
sector of developed countries. This growing sector employs around 70% of the labor force in
developed countries (Drejer 2004; de Vries 2006). The share of services in national
economies is continually increasing as manufacturing industries are moving to low cost
locations in Asia. Among a diverse group of services, educational services that are classified
as part of so-called ‘knowledge-intensive services’ (KIS) are performing a leading role in the
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transformation from manufacturing dominant to service oriented economy in developed
countries. With the changes in industrial landscape, education services generally and HE
services particularly are the new entrants into the arena of internet-based service innovation
in the form of MOOCs. The latter are pursuing an open innovation (Chesbrough 2003)
approach, capitalizing on a broad distribution of knowledge which is possessed by diverse
actors. Innovation process is taking place through inter-organizational collaboration where
time, organizational and regional boundaries, and physical presence do not matter. The
continuous flow of knowledge is part of the open and distributed nature of innovation process
where different actors are joining forces to offer courses from a single technological-based
platform.
Open innovation is a follower of historical tradition of considering innovation as a process
instead of elaborating on inventions that are economically useless (Schumpeter 1934) if they
are not transformed into innovations. From a broader perspective, “open innovation is the
use of purposive inflows and outflows of knowledge to accelerate internal innovation and
expand the markets for external use of innovation respectively” (Chesbrough 2003, p.2). It
accepts many different paths of inflows and outflows of knowledge than creation and
diffusion of innovations to market through internal resources, which had remained the norm
in HEIs. In this so called “closed innovation paradigm, internal creation and diffusion of
knowledge was assumed to be the best strategy to gain competitive advantage over the
competitors. Like companies, universities are no longer relying on their internal resources to
offer courses, but contributing with inputs for creation of innovation as part of interorganizational network of innovators. This new combination of resources is enhancing their
reach to global market and placing them in a competitive position to capture a big share of
value through economies of scale.
Open innovation is experiencing rapid expansion both in scale and scope, but the paradigm
is confused and sometimes blended with other theoretical perspectives. Chesbrough (2011)
perceives open innovation as distinctive from open source, due to the business model, from
supply chain management due to inclusion of many more actors like universities and
individuals who can only be influenced or motivated than managed, and from user innovation
because of participation of HEIs, start-ups, corporate R&D, corporate venturing, and venture
capital, in addition to users. Collaboration between diverse partners is aimed at creating and
capturing value through business models. Hence, the focus is not limited to value creation,
but capturing a proportion of that value is central to the open innovation approach.
3.2. Business Models
A business model represents the logic of an enterprise by describing how it operates and
creates value to customers and other stakeholders (Casadeus-Masanell and Ricart 2010),
and how it “converts payments received to profits” (Teece 2010, p.173). Business models
have always existed, either implicitly or explicitly, as a foundation for enterprises, but as a
scholarly topic it has received particularly much attention in recent years due to the
emergence of e-businesses and the need for new and innovative business models to capture
value (Amit and Zott 2001). In this landscape a number of new types of business models
have been implemented by business enterprises. Examples include “freemium” business
models where basic products or services are provided free of charge and money is raised in
other ways for example by selling premium services or products (Seufert 2014), “razor and
blades” business models where the core service or product is sold at a low price to increase
the sales of a complementary service or product (Amit and Zott 2012), and “bricks and clicks”
business models where the enterprise integrates offline and online presences, for example
by allowing customers to purchase or experience some services or products online and
some in physical stores or facilities (Gulati and Garino 1999).
Chesbrough (2010) has argued that the value of new products and services remains latent
until they are commercialized in some way via business models. This is of course also true
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for MOOCs. Providers of MOOCs need a business model to create and capture a revenue
stream that at least is able to cover the costs of developing and delivering the courses. Many
different types of business models may be relevant, including different combinations of the
business model types mentioned above (“freemium”, “razor and blades” and “bricks and
clicks”). It has however been challenging to find sustainable business models for MOOC, and
in particular providers are searching for new ways to increase the revenue streams (e.g.,
Fischer et al. 2014).
In this paper we will continue the search for a sustainable MOOC business model by
investigating empirically how the business models of MOOCs providers in Europe (Norway
case) and the US (Coursera) look like. We will base our investigation on Osterwalder and
Pigneur (2010)’s business model framework that consist of nine dimensions, including;
customer segments, value propositions, customer relationships, channels, revenue streams,
key resources, key activities, key partners and cost structure.
4. Empirical analysis
We are currently collecting the empirical material for this section and a mature version of the
paper will be circulated amongst the seminar participants during the late spring. For reasons
linked to space limitations (word limit) we have decided not to include any partial data sets at
this stage. This section will highlight the findings related to: a) courser (our global case
study); and b) two publicly-run Norwegian universities, titled here ‘beta’ and ‘gamma’.
5. Discussion
Available in the late spring 2015 – next version of the paper.
6. Conclusion and implications
Preliminary findings will be presented at the seminar on June 9-10.
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Short abstract
This project offers a comparative analysis of the development and implementation of Kiron
Open Higher Education within and between the national contexts of Sweden and Germany. It
will discuss the blended learning model developed in Germany to remove educational
barriers and analyze the potential of MOOCs to enable educational access during periods of
crisis. Reflecting on personal experience as coordinators of Kiron in Sweden and addressing
the importance of the UKÄ 2016 report on MOOCs, specific focus will be given to the future
prospects for Kiron and its expanding refugee-student population in Sweden.
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blended learning, MOOCs, open higher education, refugees
Introduction
Refugees, both in their home countries and in their receiving countries, face certain
obstacles regarding access to higher education (Kiron Open Higher Education, 2015).
Accordingly, the UNHCR has identified four main obstacles, which consist of, 1) missing
legal documents, 2) tuition fees, 3) universities’ limited capacities and 4) language barriers
(UNHCR, 2012). As a result of these barriers, the educational potential of millions of
refugees worldwide is limited and high integration costs are incurred for the receiving
countries.
Kiron Open Higher Education
Through a blended learning model, Kiron Open Higher Eduation (gUG) offers a free
bachelors education to refugees in light of the obstacles faced. Students study online during
the first two years selecting from four program tracks: Business and Economics, Computer
Sciences, Engineering, and Social Sciences. The online curriculum consists primarily of
MOOCs, which, in accordance with the providers, are combined with Kiron study platforms
(Kiron Interact and Kiron Plan) (Kiron Open Higher Education, 2015). In the third year, Kiron
students transfer to a partner university, where they graduate with an accredited final degree.
Kiron's university partners recognize the online courses, "within the framework of previously
negotiated agreements of equivalence, according to the Lisbon Recognition Convention"
(Kiron Open Higher Education, n.d., p. 2). Kiron's inaugural cohort (Autumn, 2015) consisted
of 1,350 refugee students situated across the EU and MENA regions (Kiron, 2016).
Kiron in Sweden
Outside of Germany, the second largest number of registered Kiron students, amongst the
initial cohort, was based in Sweden (Kiron Open Higher Education, 2016), reflecting the
relative influx of refugees into the EU. An additional one thousand Sweden-based students
are projected to be enrolled in 2016. Various Swedish higher education institutions (HEIs)
have expressed an interest in Kiron, while official partners are still being pursued as the
recognition and accreditation of MOOC courses within Swedish HEIs continues to take
shape.
Although the rapid expansion of MOOCs can be contested as a worldwide phenomenon,
there are specific aspects, which apply to the European context (Gaebel, 2014). MOOCs are
described as "a new form of studying in Sweden" (UKÄ, 2015, p. 28) with fourteen MOOCs
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having been offered in Sweden to date (European Commission, 2016). The importance of
MOOCs for Swedish higher education received a significant push when the Swedish Higher
Education Authority (UKÄ) released its report commissioned by the Swedish government in
February 2016. Where the legal and financial situation of developing and implementing
MOOCs was a factor of particular insecurity, UKÄ proposed a regulation to improve this
situation, handing it over to the Swedish government (UKÄ, 2016). Consequently, the
dialogue surrounding MOOCs in Sweden has bolstered the opportunities to reach Swedenbased Kiron students, whilst strengthening collaboration and research in the area of flexible,
open, online higher education in 2016.
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DROPPING OUT OR DROPPING IN?
Dan Yngve Jacobsen
Program for Teacher Training, Norwegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU).
Short abstract
Dropping out of a MOOC may well indicate an achievement. In a study at NTNU, Trondheim
we used qualitative interviews to explore drop-out participants’ strategies and outcomes
related to a MOOC on digital learning for teacher trainers. Dropping in on selected parts of
the program they nurtured significant ideas to improve their everyday digital practice.
Keywords
MOOC, drop-out, drop-in, digital learning, teacher training.
Extended abstract
In the fall semester of 2014 The Norwegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU) in
Trondheim, Norway opened up a MOOC (Massive Open Online Course) pilot on digital
learning. The target group was 1) on-campus staff in the university’s teacher training
program and 2) tutors mentoring teacher students in placement in primary and secondary
education. As a pilot, the MOOC was offered to our own staff and mentors and the plan was
to open it up to a broader audience when we gained more experience with the model.
Despite a technology competent young generation (Tapscott 1998), the skills among teacher
students to implement technological aids in classroom settings are often scarce. This is
especially the case when it comes to Web 2.0 (DiNucci 1999) technology and pertaining
applications designed to scaffold interactive classroom learning. This gap in digital
competence represents a challenge to contemporary teacher education (Langseth 2012,
Tømte & Olsen 2013).
A main objective for the MOOC pilot was thus to encourage the two groups of teacher
educators to implement digital media in their own courses and, hence, provide their students
with role models for good digital practice. According to research, role models in their own
education are of much more influence on future teachers than what teacher educators try to
teach them. (Lortie 1975).
The MOOC pilot was designed as an xMOOC on the Canvas platform comprising five
modules with text, videos, a variety of links and assignments. Topics ranged from
mindfulness in face of the technology to personal learning networks. Several digital tools that
could be relevant in K 8 - 13 classrooms were also introduced in the various modules. An
overall philosophy was to encourage cooperation online and to have the participants connect
with each other for mutual learning experiences online as described by connectivist theory
(e.g. Siemens 2004, Downes 2007).
Statistical information from the course platform revealed, however, that little of this material
was utilized. Some of the modules were scarcely opened and assignments never submitted.
In fact, the dropout rate, as measured by traditional gages, was one hundred percent.
To explore the dropout pattern, however, we choose to interview five of the participants
about their course experiences. Informants were selected based on an information-oriented
strategy, as we wanted participants with some activity on their course record. The semistructured interviews were subsequently transcribed and analyzed.
During the interviews, we also discussed lack of time allocated for the MOOC and the lack of
monetary incentives offered by the informants’ employers. Not surprisingly, these were
indeed important frame-factors hampering the informants’ enthusiasm for the initiative.

However, going deeper into the material a different and more important pattern also came
out.
Despite small participation and scarce submissions of assignments, several of the informants
talked eagerly about how ideas from the MOOC pilot had changed what they did together
with their own students. One of the mentors, a junior high teacher, started to use Facebook
as a learning platform where her own students could stay connected 24-7. They could ask
questions, discuss assignments with each other, or get help from her when suitable. Using
Facebook she could choose when to answer and all her students could instantly benefit from
the answers. This was at least true for the majority who was permanently logged in on
Facebook to get regular updates. Traditional learning platforms do not have this option. Also
utilizing smartphones as digital devices, she could further more introduce other personalized
applications to her students.
One of the other participants, a teacher educator, drastically changed her way of mentoring
students online by way of a screen recording system that let her point to texts and talk to
them in a video-recording at the same time. The students benefited highly from this and she
felt it dramatically changed the feedback she could give.
A general finding was that the informants would use material from the on-line course and
implement ideas from this in their own teaching, hence pointing to a gain from the MOOC
pilot participation. In fact, some of the tools that were introduced during the program
undeniably changed their digital practice. This way they also became role models for their
own students as also intended by the MOOC developers in the first place.
As mentioned, none of the participants completed the course or reached any formal
requirements. This, of course, raises genuine concerns about drop-out issues. At the time of
the interviews none of the informants had opened more than three out of six modules and
course platform data revealed little activity as to submitting assignments and doing other
obligatory work.
A closer look at these patterns, however, as they emerged through the interviews, taught us
that the participants would go through the course material for ideas, but choose not to submit
the embedded assignments or other obligatory work.
According to their personal agenda, participants would rather use ideas from the MOOC and
test them out with their own students in naturalistic contexts. The “assignments” were the
tasks and issues these teachers were concerned with on a day-to-day base, facing their own
students. Hence, the course material became a starting point to implement digital tools in the
participants own everyday classroom as they themselves saw fit or possible.
Interestingly, most participants never planned to complete the course. They rather seem to
have signed up to have access to the digital platform and the material that was posted there
for other purposes. This way they qualify as “drop-ins” (Hill 2013) rather than “drop-outs”, i.e.
they come in to pick and choose whatever suits their own agenda. Lack of time, lack of
financial incentives together with low task priority from employers and an uninterrupted flow
of competing tasks also motivated the informants to down-prioritize any formal demands in
the MOOC pilot.
Rather, after gaining access through enlisting, the participants behaved as media literate
participants (O’Neill & Hagen 2009) remixing content (Erstad 2008) and redefining the
MOOC and its platform in the direction of a Web 2.0 resource, or a node (Siemens 2005)
which they could link to in their own self-directed learning process. In fact the original
xMOOC (Bates 2015) was redefined by the participants into a cMOOC (op.cit.). They defined
their own learning goals and connected to the platform as an online resources where they
found useful information to go on with.
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MUSIC MOVES: DEVELOPING A MOOC IN MUSICOLOGY
Hans T. Zeiner-Henriksen
University of Oslo, Department of Musicology
Short abstract
”Music Moves: Why Does Music Make You Move?” is the first MOOC produced in its entirety
by the University of Oslo. It is developed on the basis of a bachelor course offered by the
Department of Musicology. The MOOC was launched February 1st this year on the
FutureLearn-platform with thousands of participants form all over the world.
Keywords
Music, Flipped-classroom, Web-based teaching
The Department of Musicology and the Learning Technologies Group at the University of
Oslo (UiO) has developed a Massive Open Online Course (MOOC) called ”Music Moves:
Why Does Music Make You Move”. The course started February 1st 2016 and will run for six
weeks on the MOOC platform FutureLearn. There are (in second week) thousands of
participants registered and more than 600 taking active part in discussions and exercises.
Music Moves has its roots in the campus course MUS2006 “Music and Movement,” which
has been running for several years at UiO. The field of music and movement encompasses
all forms of body movements found in musical context - from the movements of professional
performers (musicians and dancers), to the more spontaneous movements of people
dancing and/or listening to music.
In this paper we will explore how the project came about and share what we learned when
making a physical course digital. Some questions that we will try to answer are:
!
!
!
!

What possibilities and limitations do MOOCs open for in a research university
context?
In what ways can we facilitate and stimulate research-based student engagement
during the course?
How can we communicate advanced and technologically based research methods
through a global online course?
What does it take to make a MOOC – both in terms of technical and human
resources?

!
One of the main challenges we encountered when constructing and designing Music Moves
was how to illustrate, explain and let the students experience movement and music
themselves during the course. All of this should be done through the online course portal by
students from all over the world in front of their own computer. Fortunately, we have found
that the digital tools available actually makes for an enhanced learning experience in a
course about music and movement. Video is one of the most powerful digital tools at hand
when used properly. We therefore embraced the possibilities of the format, and a large part
of the course production has had focus on making illustrative videos.
The videos in Music Moves are a mixture of footage shot on location in various UiO
buildings, lectures filmed in a studio using a green screen, and a set of interviews with
experts in various fields. In that way we gained more diverse footage at the same time as it
helped convey the different aspects of the field. A positive side effect here was that it
became a way to make the students “experience” UiO and “meet” the researchers in their
offices and labs.

A central premise for the course is that people move differently to different musical genres.
This is based on the affordances of the music itself (rhythm, melody, etc.), but also on
different “rules” and expectations on how people should move to and with different genres.
Within classical music, for instance, it is expected that people should sit still while listening
and only applaud when pieces are finished. Classical performers will typically also sit or
stand fairly still during the performance. At a rock concert, however, both the performers and
audience members might tend to get more physical. Such examples have been important to
convey and illustrate while developing the course material.
In addition to cover relevant theoretical and methodological approaches in the field, it has
been an aim to facilitate and stimulate the course participants to move physically themselves.
In this way they can experience and evaluate parts of the research we are presenting. In a
course with thousands of participants this might seem like an optimistic attempt, but we have
aimed for giving open tasks in which the students try out things at home, and present and
discuss to each other in the online course forum.
As a pilot study at UiO, the development of Music Moves has been an exciting yet daunting
experience. With literally thousands of participants, this is a new experience for everyone
involved. It will be interesting to witness the more long-term effects of the course, both for
further web-based teaching and for “flipped-classroom” learning at UiO.

