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FOREWORDO MOOC STUDIES WELL PAST
THE YEAR OF THEMOOC

Alan Girelli — CIEE Editor-In-Chief / Leslie LimenCopy Editor, Revision Advisor

As we move nearly a half-decade beyadrite New York Timesleclaring 2012
the “Year of the MOOC” (Pappano, 2012), the ranfjeiscussants involved in
discourse on MOOCs has narrowed, yet the sophisticaof scholarship
produced continues to deepen. This second in goasoseries of special issues
of Current Issues in Emerging eLearninglebrates this rich, new scholarship on
MOOC theory and practice. Volume 3, IssueMOOC Design and Delivery:
Opportunities and Challenggzesents an underlying argument: that the MOOC
frontier can inform our decisions regarding all manof educational approaches,
from clickers in the classroom to evolving competebased models. Given
CIEEs ‘“intentionally eclectic” mission to promote “salarship on the
disruptions teaching with technology bring to agments of the marketplace”
and to publish “critical assessments of eLearninigs many forms,* upcoming
issues of this journal will provide heterogeneoosetage of elLearning topics,
though editorial board members welcome this opmaguto share a second
collection of important MOOC research studies is ffublication.

The issue opens with Robin Bartoletti’EARNING THROUGH DESIGN:
MOOCDEVELOPMENT AS AMETHOD FOREXPLORING TEACHING METHODS a case
study of the role self-reflection plays in the dmsprocess. Bartoletti describes
how designers’ concerns regarding MOOC “interactaord dialogue led her
design team to construct knowledge througfection-in-action(at the moment
of teaching) andeflection-on-action(action planned before or after teaching).”
Ultimately, she concludes:

The technology tools and pedagogical practiceszetllin MOOCs vary
from those used in more traditional online educatioThe methods of
content delivery and instruction may be differest well. However,
interaction in a MOOC remains the crux of the matjast as in other
delivery formats. (p. 13).

Many of the authors represented in this specialeisshare Bartoletti’s
view that evolving tools and teaching methods aapewer learners but also can
impose potentially unwelcome demands upon learn€herefore, these evolving
tools and methods represent both opportunitieschiatlenges for designers and
instructors. Some authors take an arguably extstamee regarding the changing

! Quoted from theCIEE “Mission and Scope” page on web at
http://scholarworks.umb.edu/ciee/aimsandscope.html.



definitions of the roles of learner and teacherjnathe case of the second and
third articles in this issue. These two articlesovilie complimentary
autoethnographies of ‘rhizomatic’ learning, centemn experiences within the
now famous “#rhizo14” MOOC. Bali et al describe h&ite]acher and student
roles are radically restructured,” in rhizomati@arieing: “Course content and
value come mostly from students, not the teachémw,vat best, is a curator
providing a starting point and guidance” (p. 44pndychurch et al applaud the
way rhizomatic learning “effectively decentered o almost entirely,” (p. 37)
but acknowledge some participants “expressed dikmbmvith the lack of formal
structure, the laid-back facilitation,” and otheonrtraditional aspects of the
rhizomatic teaching and learning scenario.

For those who embrace this new learning situatibawever, the
consequences are lasting. oW THE COMMUNITY BECAME MORE THAN THE
CURRICULUM: PARTICIPANT EXPERIENCES IN#RHIZO14, Sarah Honeychurch et al
chronicle a phenomenon Bartoletti describes as tiribe most fascinating parts
of the ETMOOC experience ... that the community curgs to thrive nearly
three years after it first formed ...” (p. 20). Hguburch et al similarly identify
long-term affiliations among participants as amtemded benefit of participation
in a connectivist MOOC. The authors attribute themgoing gains from the
course to the course emphasis on contribution egation encouraged by a sense
of ‘eventedness’ rather than content mastery. blgtavhile this study includes
commentary from #rhizol4 originator, Dave Cormitie study names Cormier
last in authorship and qualifies his role as ‘fié&ibr” of the MOOC:

Cormier did not prepare the curriculum and conteridvance. Instead, as
facilitator, he watched as participants chose foamtent already available
on the web and repackaged that to suit themsebresreated their own

content and interacted with each other’s origimadwated content. (p. 28).

The third article in this issue, NAT IS IT LIKE TO LEARN AND PARTICIPATE IN
RHizomaTic MOOCS?: A COLLABORATIVE AUTOETHNOGRAPHY OR#RHIZO14, provides a
companion autoethnography. Maha Bali et al preiamtrhizomatic model of
learning as “not simply greater than the sum opésd/icipants,” declaring that to
understand rhizomatic learning we should “[t]hirfkaoconscious mind emerging
from the orchestrated firings of a cluster of nestfo(p. 42). Bali and her co-
authors describe a learning model devoid of cerdtahority but in no way
dispute Cormier’'s importance to their experience#mizol4. Rather, they
applaud his temperance and humility, commend hiktyalbo set up learning
situations, and then remove himself as an obstadleeir co-exploration of ideas.
In his narrative, co-author Lenandlar Singh writest “these MOOCs allow you
to be you. You can become the self-appointedifatt” (p. 49). Statements of
this ilk suggest the rhizomatic model provides gdrpolic example of the
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disaggregation of the teaching role, a trend cloastociated with online learning
paradigms. Norman Friesen and Judith Murray mirtkeat “disaggregation’ of
instructional role and content is already commorgla universities and distance
education institutions” (p. 202). Adéle Bezuidenhplaces disaggregation amid
a cluster of interrelated phenomena addressed thwpsuthroughout this special
issue:
The rapidly evolving nature of the distance educeti context has
implications ..., for example the emergence of opgurcational practices,
the increasing range of distance education prosidecluding virtual
universities and private providers, the paradoinofeased access versus
accessibility of the internet in developing cotedr cloud-based learning,
increasing sometimes unrealistic expectations ofinen students,
connectivism, and the disaggregation of the acadeohe (Naidu, 2014).
The change in teacher roles from mainly being desdrcreator, to acting
as discussion leader to becoming a critical friand co-learner (Anderson
and Dron, 2011) corresponds with the developmentthef different
generations of distance education. (2015, p. 2)

The fourth article in this special issue,UAQITY MANAGEMENT OF
LEARNING MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS. A USEREXPERIENCEPERSPECTIVEpProvides a
gualitative, empirical analysis of learners’ pete@ms of current delivery
technologies. The study points out flaws in cureraluation methods of online
delivery, offering both a critique and an altermatevaluation schema. The study
underscores important, problematic aspects of egeerience identified by other
authors in this issue. Specifically, Zaharias dPabpas examine how the
evaluation of conventional learning managementesyst(LMS) “focuses only on
the capabilities in relation to administration am@nagement of teaching and
learning” but lacks “a conceptual framework and lexBon model of LMS
through the lens of User Experiences (UX) reseanchpractice” (p. 62).

Design of these environments has to support a wiasige of learners’
needs. Learners seek opportunities to apply &rewledge to solve real
problems; they want to be able to explore new cdsiehey need to find
connections and build communities of practice (Lamlp 2007).
Especially for building communities of practice, aee that key tenets of
connectivism (Siemens, 2004) suggest meaning-makind forming
connections between specialized communities areortapt activities.
Emerging learning technologies such as MOOCs trin¢orporate these
kinds of opportunities in order to provide rich amganingful learning
experiences. We assert that modern LMS platforiss @eed to evolve
towards these directions. (p. 71)



From this analysis of user centered design in paisdearning
environments provided by Zaharias and Pappas, ghigeimoves to the fifth
article, a discussion by author Matt Crosslin redgay user centered design of
instruction itself. ROM INSTRUCTIVISM TO CONNECTIVISM: THEORETICAL
UNDERPINNINGS OFMOOCs presents a framework for analyzing the goals of a
proposed MOOC to determine appropriate epistemologyethodology,
communication types and power structures. Whiles€lin’s analysis remains
largely at the theoretical level, his work closphrallels Bartoletti’'s case study of
design team members’ processes for exploring, treggcand adopting various
design models for their specific MOOC purposes. dasall authors in this issue,
Crosslin acknowledges the significant influence reastivism exerts on MOOC
design. Calling for “unbiased alignment of couggmls to epistemology [as a
means to] set the foundation for the design sta@m5slin writes:

[1]f analysis suggests the power structure inheletite learning goals
leans toward connectivism, course design would te@ttlude relatively
little direct instruction, and would involve motéstructured problems,
interactive exercises, learner-determined actwjitsd even artifacts
based on learner preferences rather than pre-detmmstructures (such as
papers, tests, etc.). (p. 90)

Donna Harp Ziegenfuss provides the sixth articletha$ special issue:
CLOSING THE LOOP BUILDING SYNERGY FOR LEARNING THROUGH A
PROFESSIONALDEVELOPMENTMOOC ABOUT FLIPPED TEACHING. This case study
explores use of a “backward design process” to eerad faculty professional
development MOOC providing “an online project-bageaining experience that
integrated learning about the flipped classroom amalit how to flip a classroom
as the participants designed flipped teaching nad$&r (Abstract, p. 103).
“Closing the loop” refers to a conclusion drawnnfréhe case study: that course
designers and instructors should rethink how theyitor and assess learning in
MOOC contexts. When Ziegenfuss suggests “techyolmgpls and online
learning environments are being heralded as pessiiltions to make teaching
and learning more efficient, effective, interactia@d collaborative” (p. 108), she
invokes a theme pervasive throughout this compemdikie interaction of method
and technology serves as means to an end: to roaledl@dw) the learner to take
responsibility for learning, and to create an ‘g#dagogy,’ in the sense that
learning ceases to be about what the teacher dfies the students, ceases even
to be about what the teacher facilitates, but rateeomes about what learners do
for themselves, each other, and the teacher.

Ziegenfuss describes how, during data collectioa; ftesearch team
“interviewed some participants who appeared tollners’ in the course asking
about their actual engagement with course contgnt113). “MOOCs are often



criticized for the low MOOC completion rates,” shetes, questioning “is this
really a good measure of MOOC learning?” (p. 113¥re Zeigenfuss introduces
sentiments echoed by authors who contribute thergkvarticle of this issue,
“WHO ISA STUDENT: COMPLETION IN COURSERACOURSES ATDUKE UNIVERSITY”
(Goldwasser, M. et al). The Duke University aughmentify challenges created
by the lack of “clear operational definitions abeto constitutes a learner at the
outset of the course,” then examine “factors thetdigt different learner
participation levels,” noting “the decision of whiaefinition to use should be
intentional,” based on the purpose of an analysM@OC participation (Abstract
p. 125). The researchers’ methodology underscthreis chief concern in the
study:

[W]e present different ways to define a studentbasn course activities.
This includes defining a student as someone whoeriplled in the
course, 2) ever visited the course website, 3) heat@ny video lecture, 4)
viewed the discussion forum, or 5) submitted aradgd assignment. For
each of the five possible definitions, we presegression models that
indicate the likelihood of various demographic meas correlating with
someone fitting the definition of a student. (P91

The Duke team suggests “useful information abouterwltand how
individuals use course elements, regardless of lvehahey ultimately complete
the course, can inform understandings regardinghégaengagement with the
material” (p. 128).

Each of the three articles that close this spasgle address aspects of
learner engagement among MOOC participants. Thghtreiarticle is titled
APPLYING A COMMUNITY OF INQUIRY INSTRUMENT TO MEASURE STUDENT
ENGAGEMENT IN LARGE ONLINE COURSES With this study, Carol A.V. Damm
joins Zacharias and Pappas in examining massivaihgain corporate contexts.
Zacharias and Pappas examine learning through eysuronducted among
participants using “a well-known industrial e-ldamportal, elearningindustry.com”
(p. 67), whereas Damm’s study reports on engagemesituations in which a
“U.S. book publisher (BP) offers online courses hwian average course
participation of 400 students on a commercial le@mmanagement system ...
headlined by authors of popular books that thisapization publishes ...”
(p. 141). Damm notes:

One challenge of an online course is to keep stsdermtivated and
ensure their absorption of the material. The langeber of students who
register for Massive Online Open Courses (MOOCs¢)daunot complete
them, and/or do not stay engaged throughout, ha& lze principal

component of the criticism of the efficacy of tlesurse genre for making
guality education available to all. (p. 142)



Damm sets out to learn why the publisher’s “cousdfer from two of the standard
problems associated with Massive Online Open Csug®OCSs): high dropout
rates and inconsistent participation among alldbatnall percentage of learners”
(p. 142). She studies students “using a mixed odetbgy based on the validated
Community of Inquiry (Col) survey” to learn if “lovengagement rates in large
online courses correlate with weak social preseteaching presence, and/or
cognitive presence,” and to discern if the Colmmstent can measure “student’s
engagement or non-engagement with a large onlinesed (p. 140).

In the ninth article of this issue, Julia Parratomres discussion of the
complex design decisions that impact learner engage in MOOCs. Parra’s
case study, MVING BEYOND MOOC MANIA: LESSONS FROM A FACULTY-
DESIGNEDMOOC, records the efforts of this instructor/desigreséarcher to wrap
a traditional graduate college course regardingnieg design, technology and
innovation around a MOOC of the same topic usingDMD design principles.
Working through successive approximations acrosipfeisemesters, Parra has
revised a course she runs within a conventional L&éé&cluding:

Current LMSs are not conducive to massive collap@agroup projects
as | design them. Collaborative group projectd ndgt be a part of my
design for the next MOLO. A MOLO just about colteiation is possible
but collaboration, as part of the MOLO learningidesstill needs work.
(p. 197)

Essentially, Parra arrives at the conclusion Zaakaand Pappas reach: that one
needs a different sort of personal learning enwiremt to support MOOC
participation. Parra’s statement of limited suscamning a MOOC through a
conventional LMS contrasts sharply with the #rhitd autoethnographers’
narratives regarding their effective learning andagement using social media
platforms.  After acknowledging the challenges shed learners faced
participating in the open version of her courser&aites “a MOOC learner and
researcher from Rwanda” to explain her own motif@scontinuing to offer
MOOCs (p. 175):

Bernard Nkuyubwatsi (2013) ... focuses on the role M®OCs in
democratizing education. ... Nkuyubwatsi also se€3Q&s’ potential
for “improving the quality of access to higher edtion” through the
affordances of openness, flexibility, and 24/7 asce(p. 175)

Parra applauds the achievements of her graduatenssi closing her case study with
accounts of their gains through the course, indgdhis narrative:



One student, literally the only student at our ensity from his country,

shared during a face-to-face class conversatianthiealnternet access in
his country is inaccessible and that his hopes wWeatwhen it becomes
more available, he wants to be ready for his peapth resources for

teaching and learning English. This student hasemiackedible progress,
coming from a country where he had no access téntieenet to recently

being hired as a K12 technology coordinator. ([1.)20

Fittingly, the tenth and final article of this spaEcissue on MOOCs provides a
case study leading to the conclusion that schdtara low-and-middle-income
countries (LMIC) should begin producing their owrOKRCs. In RRTICIPANT
EXPERIENCE OF THE FIRSTMASSIVE OPEN ONLINE COURSE (MOOC) FROM
PAKISTAN, Syed Hani Abidi, Aamna Pasha and Syed Ali examiney w
enrolliments in MOOCs remain low among peoples ftomand-middle-income
countries.

The authors describe their launch in 2014 of aethweek course that
“covered current concepts and techniques usednputer-based drug design,” a
course that “attracted 230 enrollments includinglargraduate, graduate and
post-graduate students, healthcare professionalsgarchers and university
faculty” (p. 206). The study analyzed learnerstspectives on the course
“[ulsing data gathered through an online surveygareing “concerns and
expectations their participants identified, and wwhaght be the factors deterring a
potential LMIC patrticipant from enrolling in a MOOGp. 207). The authors
conclude:

The prospective LMIC MOOC participant is eager &otake of resources
that are time- and cost-efficient, and are effectivenhancing knowledge
and skills. However, to make the future MOOC eigere more

rewarding it is imperative to spread computer ditgr more widely in the

LMICs. Moreover, LMIC nations such as Pakistanremiledge their

own unique learning cultures and experiences winey produce and
share their MOOC offerings with the world. (p. 211)

This heartfelt and carefully researched argumemhfPakistani scholars, coupled
with Parra’s inclusion of encouraging news from Rweandan academic, Bernard
Nkuyubwatsi, suggest the MOOC community may bewvesting in the promise
proffered by early advocates, including thew York Timesvhich was offered in
this bold statement in 2012: “Welcome to the brage world of Massive Open
Online Courses — known as MOOCs - a tool for deataing education”
(Lewin, 2012).
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L EARNING THROUGH DESIGN:
MOOC DEVELOPMENT AS A METHOD
FOR EXPLORING TEACHING METHODS

Robin Bartoletti
University of North Texas Health Science Center

ABSTRACT

Exploring new pedagogical approaches and techredogi learning experiences
such as MOOCs offers educators a clear opportuaitseflect on and expand
their teaching methods and document effective et However, while
research has affirmed the value of self-reflectam an important means to
improve one’s pedagogical practices, very limiteatadabout self-reflection
during course design exists for online instructarbigher education. A team of
MOOC course designers thus seized the opportuoitgvestigate whether they
could improve their teaching practices by engaginga connectivist and
reflective process to create an innovative MOOGe MOOC design team for
Educational Technology and Media Massive Open @n{ourse (ETMOOC)
created a virtual laboratory for reflecting on thedagogical approaches and
technologies they were considering. The underlgugstion they sought to
answer was whether their experiences with the adivig design process would
impact their own self-reflective teaching practicEhe design team encouraged
exploration of various pedagogical models, levedae web to create connected
learning experiences, networked learning, and ¢efteon the design throughout
the development of the course. For the authorijgdes, developing, and
teaching a MOOC created trigger moments for imprguweaching. The author
provides a list of suggested practices for reffecton teaching and improving
course design for Massive Open Online Courses (MO@@articular.

KEYWORDS: MOOC, cMOOC, connectivist MOOC, instructionakag,
reflection, self-reflection, connectivism, Tagg&dddel, social media, learning
community, learner-centered



L EARNING THROUGH DESIGN:
MOOC DEVELOPMENT AS A METHOD
FOR EXPLORING TEACHING METHODS

Robin Bartoletti
University of North Texas Health Science Center

INTRODUCTION

Learning design involves a wide set of instructlatecisions, knowledge, skills,
and competencies. Online teaching and learningguidavolves, in addition,
wide opportunities to innovate. The challenge—Whis complicated by the
proliferation of course models—Ilies in making itse for educators to adopt
innovative design (Moe, 2014; Rizvi, Donnelly, & fBar, 2013; Voss, 2013).
The issue for online educators is to identify thestreffective course designs and
teaching skills, and use them in ways that will ayg students in meaningful,
challenging, and engaging learning experiencesfle®e practice of learning
design is a mindset that transforms teaching byliggi educators to be more
thoughtful and intentional about their instructibdacisions (Schon, 1996). In
our efforts to do so, we educators constantly eediuate and reflect on all
aspects of our courses and teaching design to weprad expand our teaching
strategies. While research has affirmed the value of self-ctiten as an
important means of improving one’s pedagogical ficas, very limited data
regarding self-reflection during course design tsxi®r online instructors in
higher education.

When designing a MOOC, a team of educators fronosscthe globe
identified the opportunity to investigate whethée tcourse designers could
contribute to improving teaching practice (Gaeb2014) by reflecting on
innovation in course design. The underlying questivas whether the course
designers’ experiences with the MOOC design protapscted self-reflective
teaching practice. In response to this opportuhispompiled a list of suggested
practices for reflecting on teaching and improviemurse design for Massive
Open Online Courses (MOOC) in particular. This aketeflective practices is
based on the personal experiences of instructors edilaborated on course
design, during which process each person contidbhig or her expertise. The
reflective practice took place during initial dasignd delivery and after the
completion of the MOOCs. The lessons learned wese re-used and refined for
additionalMOOC designs.
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REFLECTION AND REFLECTIVE PRACTICE

John Dewey (1933) describes reflection as “an actwnd persistent careful
consideration of any belief or knowledge.” Refieetpractice is understood as
the process of learning through and from experi¢oards gaining new insights
of self-and/or practice (Boud and Fales, 1983;i3a092). Reflective practice
in teaching involves an examination of the way deaches and decisions
regarding what areas need improvement. Reflecpixactice is related to
metacognition - the ability to think about one’stights regarding teaching with
the aim of improving learning (Wilson & Conyers,14). Research has shown
that instructors who self-reflect have greater mwrfce and create more positive
learning environments that lead to higher studehtewement (Hartman, 2001, p.
xi). Richards (1995) explained that “becoming #ewctive teacher involves
moving beyond a primary concern with instructiot@thniques and ‘how to’
guestions” (para. 2) to ask deeper questions regaidstruction. Through my
own experiences, I've come to believe that selestion on teaching as well as
metacognitive thinking occur readily during coudssign, delivery, and redesign
of MOOC:s delivered by groups of educators. TheeMd©OCs grow and evolve
as a format for online courses, the greater the f@meeducator designers to have
basic knowledge in this area. Laurillard and Ljghva (2011) recommend that
instructors designing and teaching online courg@ssatheir approach rather than
simply transferring their previous face-to-face @aghes to the online format.
Caudle and Moran (2012) highlight the importanceefiection when making this
adjustment. MOOC design accentuates the neecefiection, since the transfer
of previous online learning practices may not waskwell with the larger and
often more diverse audiences patrticipating.

Bartlett and Rappaport (2009) and Alteen, Didhard &tatton (2009)
found that faculty members’ reflection produced thest long-term impact on
their professional development. Hativa (2000)rokiteaching practices need to
change to improve teaching quality as do other gmes characteristics that
impact teaching: pedagogical knowledge, beliefaiateaching, and beliefs about
students. Donald Finkel (2000) wrote that teachsiguld be “providing
experience, provoking reflection,” since

... to reflectively experience is to make connectianhin the details of
the work of the problem, to see it through the lehabstraction or theory,
to generate one’s own questions about it, to tal@enmactive and
conscious control over understanding. (p. 153)

According to educational psychologist Robert SIg@@06), one characteristic of
outstanding teachers is intentionality, or congivecself-awareness in teaching.
Intentional instructors methodically consider tmepact their actions have on
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learners and use relevant evidence to supportithtegies they select; they strive
to improve their effectiveness over time. One wagaccomplish intentionality is

through self-reflection, which requires practiga¢rsonal insight into what works
in a learning situation.

I have found that designing and developing, as aglleaching, a MOOC
has led me to reflective practice. As John Seglés tis inThe Seven Futures of
American Education: Improving Learning & Teaching & Screen-Captured
World, “online education can turn teachers from beinflexere to being
reflective” (2012). The process of designing, depig, and collaborating in
MOOC design can improve practice through reflectiom, as Sener states, “[i]t
is not automatic” (2014). Scott (2013) found teaashchange their beliefs about
teaching when they have the opportunity to collat®and discuss their work
with colleagues. If an educator goes through thele process of designing,
developing, and delivering a MOOC using a perstewining network, resources
shared by others, and adaptations of successhikgies, that educator reflects
upon teaching practice in ways that greatly inceethe likelihood of improved
teaching. In the design of the Educational Teobgpland Media Massive Open
Online Course (ETMOOC), the course discussed lgmyp collaboration and
discussion have driven the reflective process. nAse and more MOOCs are
created, we are seeing learning design teams fgrthat comprise educators and
scholars from all over the globe. The more voicethe mix, the more ideas are
shared. The process of group decision-making slrredlection (Sener, 2014).
For ETMOOC, design and development involved a waykeam of 21educators
who improved the design of the course and instthatflection among the
designers and participants, a phenomenon Couroddeasified (2012). The
educator design team was drawn together by theseotapic and in smaller
groups by specific interests. Design team membedely report finding the
result was reflective, exciting, and motivating.

DESIGNING AND DEVELOPING A MOOC

Team-based MOOC design as introduced above maydache following roles:
learning designer, subject matter expert, graphisigher, instructional
technologist, social media manager, interactionilifator, and multimedia
developer (Puzziferro and Shelton, 2008). Eadhede roles may be assumed by
one or several educators. The MOOC design teanETdMOOC encouraged
exploration of a variety of pedagogical models,elaged the web to create
connected learning experiences, networked learrand, included reflection on
the design throughout the development of the coudemes and Steeples (2003)
refer to “networked learning” as “learning in whicinformation and
communication technology is used to promote conmest between one learner
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and other learners, between learners and tutotgjeba a learning community
and its learning resources” (p. 2).

The MOOCs | have co-designed have involved a larghkime of
communication conducted through a variety of tetbgies among the designers
operating as community members. This communicadimmg design often has
led to exploration of the use of personalized aatiorked reflective practice.
Our communication has often taken place via saoedia tools. This aligns with
evolving MOOC design practice: Social media tomdse become essential to
MOOC design because these tools enable connectie@gnmunication, and
interaction (deWaard, Abajian, Gallagher, Hogue ski®, Koutroupoulos &
Rodriguez, 2011). Social media can lead to inteaand dialogue that become
central to the learning design, as the networkesfighers and learners establish
essential social presence. In the case of ETMO@S€igd, interaction and
dialogue led the design team to construct knowladgeughreflection-in-action
(at the moment of teaching) ameflection-on-action(action planned before or
after teaching) (Schon, 1987). Reflection condisiE several stages: Typically
the educators identified a question regarding tegclor learning, proposed
actions to address the question, gathered and zmthlyata, then evaluated the
solution.

CONNECTIVISM : CENTERING ON LEARNERS IN A DIGITAL AGE

The literature reveals that the technology toold pedagogical practices utilized
in MOOCs vary from those used in more traditionaliree education. The

methods of content delivery and instruction maydifgerent as well. However,

interaction in a MOOC remains the crux of the nmafiest as in other delivery

formats. “Interactions have a direct influence learners’ intellectual growth”

(Hirumi, 2002). Meaningful interactions result rino learners responding,
negotiating internally and socially, arguing pojntevolving ideas using

alternative perspectives, and solving real taskar(dssen et al., 1995; Lave &
Wenger, 1991; Vygotsky, 1978). The emerging tetdmies and creative

thinking about teaching and learning representedheyMOOC model call for

new pedagogies that specifically foster meaningiuleractions in large,

networked learning environments. By exploring tti#ferent pedagogical

approaches and technologies in learning experiesuels as MOOCSs, educators
can reflect upon and expand methods of teaching dmclument effective

practices.

The ETMOOC design and delivery | experienced leamealily toward
connectivist pedagogy. Connectivism has been ibestas a learning theory for
a digital age, a theory that situates the studernhe center of his or her own
learning (Kop & Hill, 2008; Siemens, 2005; Dunaw&011; Tschofen &
Mackness, 2012; Ravenscroft 2011). Connectivisekseo strengthen the
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tendency of learners to engage in an intentionalniag process by enabling
those learners to form connections between sowfcegormation, and therefore

to create useful information patterns (Siemens520@ne goal of connectivism
is to engage learners in an overtly social and odt®d learning experience, with
the goal of extending learners’ knowledge baseempgowering them to become
lifelong learners (Chetty, 2013). Utilizing thiggagogical model requires that
the instructor create a learner-centric learningirenment and then guide
learners through the learning experience. In bé&wgma guide the instructor

optimally also reflects constantly on the coursel am the connections that
develop among the participants, materials, anchiegr Connectivism is largely

about self-educatiostructured as a distributed networkndaggregated together

using technology

Couros identifies the following activities assoethtwith connectivist
inquiry as helpful to MOOC designers and learn€@sent, declare, network,
connect, and find a purposeful way to apply thewly acquired knowledge
(2009). Connectivists assert that the learningeggpce cannot center on the
instructor but instead must be about the learnbgutthe content and the
activities (Downes, 2012). The teaching role mofresn that of controlling
classroom activities to influencing or shaping tiework; control is replaced by
influence (Dunaway, 2011).

In the case of MOOC design, connectivism directlates to reflective
practice. The process resembles methods deschipdatie Taggart Model of
Reflective Thinking, albeit with one chief differem While the Taggart model
guides the attainment of goals and intended legrauicomes through expanded
opportunity and support for learning success, cotivist pedagogy guides the
attainment of the goals and intended learning oué&s through networks,
navigation activities, and the use of tools or raedppropriate for exploring
concepts and reflective thinking (Sui Fai John M&K13).

MOQOC DESIGN AS REFLECTIVE LABORATORY : ETMOOC
Like good teaching, good course design takes a&teand hard work every time.
With MOOCs, the process of design and developmendd itself to an
experimental and reflective technique because swonstraints are lifted while
new constraints are imposed, leading to opporemifor creative thinking and
problem solving. In the case of the design andelbgment of ETMOOC, the
design team, described by Couros as “conspirat@Q13) worked within a
Google group. Within this collaborative work spadesign team members were
able to define, refine, and reflect on the MOOCigtes Figure 1 below provides
screenshots of artifacts of ETMOOC designers’ atBons in our Google group.
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Planning Committee -

etmooc

ETMOO(

ASSIVE OPEN ONLINE COUF
JCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY & ME

PLANNING

—+

FCMMONITY

All posts
INTRODUCTIONS
GENERAL DISCUSSION

[ GENERAL ETMOOC PLANNING
SHARED ARTICLES
WELCOME & ORIENTATION - P.
TOPIC 1 PLANNING - CONNEC
TOPIC 2 PLANNING - DIGITAL

TOPIC 3 PLANNING - DIGITAL

Share what's new.

Text

‘@ Alison Seaman cvien
Not sure if the vari
.

ous groups have but this in, but from my

1 did in that chat last night on Twitter with
+Michelle Franz It really helped since we had a diverse
audience and talked all around Twitter.

A(i'\ Alec Couros cwnes
I'm looking at the Onentation

Figure 1: ETMOOC Planning Google Group

Alan L
I“ lan Levine

d like to ask the community to share video responses to a cal for
of Open Sharing - any thoughts on timing? Dont want
y schedu

all . Aas

2comments v
. Verena Roberts wooeraToR

Bring it on - no toes stepped on.

€2 JanetCornal
-

@ Alec Couros owen
m jub signup is n ul

+Jeff Merrell +jeffery heil +Verena
Levine +Pete Rorabaugh +Michelle Fr
Bartoletti +Eizabeth Dill +Laura Hilliger +Doug Belshaw

Al wec couros

A wide variety of design and development activittesk place in the Google
group, including:

e Interactions and communications regarding the MQiD@ng pre-design,
design, delivery, and post-design.
e Collective intelligence and crowdsourcing of MOOG@ntent, references,
and resources.

Discussion of MOOC order and flow and strategieddarning activities.
Resource aggregation of particular MOOC topicssutatopics.

Live co-editing of course design documents.
Nomination and selection of topic experts.
Original content creation and gathering of existuingque activities to
create learner engagement.

e Gleaning, defined by Booth as observation, docuat&mt, integration,
acknowledgement, and incorporation of the connest{@011, p. 26), all
of which occurred through collaboration and papttion in the learning
design.

Another aspect of the ETMOOC course design prottestsadded to reflection
involved the fact that the design process was apdnoelearners as well as
designers. The ETMOOC open design process in gdpet the design team to
address the challenges of MOOC design identifietthénliterature. Anyone could
join in the design Google Group and contributeh® tourse design and/or give

opinions on design decisions.

This openness ezhuit a rich dialogue and
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shared thought. The open forum encouraged cobdibor and self-review that
led members of our design team to consider anchegder our teaching strategies
and approach.

MOOC designers design for unknown participants w¥ith enter the
MOOC with various levels of background knowledgel @xperience (Macleod,
Haywood, Woodgate, & Sinclair, 2014). This learrdiversity creates a
challenge for design team members who must createihg experiences that are
adaptable for novice students while providing peadiaed learning pathways that
induce critical thinking for advanced students.

Figures 2 and 3 below document the design teamfertef to
accommodate the unknown learner population and nteet need for
personalizing learning paths for learners with digpe degrees of preparedness
for study of the course topic, educational techgglo

Draft Calendar:

DATES (2012) TOPIC OVERVIEW

Mar 10-16 Citizenship, Identity, Footprint (Overview & suggestion: ask Bonnie Stewart

Week 9 Implementation) Is a continuation of media/digital literacy,
in my opinion, which is appropriate?
Same resources listed above are
appropriate this week, as well.--Debbie
Fucoloro | (Catherine Cronin) have
been working w/ 2nd year students &
academic staff exploring digital identity
issues & ideas... would love to work with
Bon Stewart (& others) on this. Will
speak with Bonnie.

Mar 17-23 Privacy, Corporatization, & Other Issues - Issues of commedification suggestion: ask Robin Wharton
Week 10 with Web 2.0 Discussion of: Google, Could also fall under media/digital
Facebook literacy umbrella.--Debbie Fucoloro
- privacy tools (ghostery. VPN,
Https Everywhere)

Mar 24-30 Open Movement Open Access, Open - the philosophy of open Suggestion: George Siemens/Or Wiley?
Week 11 Educational Resources, MOCC Movement | - the culture of open Brian Lamb / Scott Leslie/Stephen
(What Educators Need to Know) - Connectivism Downes.

We (will) have a recording of
Wiley/Cable green that can be
repurposed for this - on Finding and
using OER//Robin Bartoletti

Mar 28-Apr 4 Ed Tech Implementation: Classrooms & - Ed tech in the classroom Suggestion? Wendy Drexler?

Week 12 Courses - Online education Can help with this one:verena - if don't
- Building a personal need PhD. Not sure where this is
cyberinfrastructure (Gardner going?—-Debbie Fucoloro
Campbell) Robin Bartoletti - | can help

- interest-based project work that
use the web as the platform

Figure 2: ETMOOC Topic Planning Calendar excerpt
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Tasks:

Consider Many Forms (Reflection)

Write a reflection post about the introduction. Find an example of a digital story and
share it. Comment on 2 of your peers’ posts. You can submit your links in the Google +
community!

Make an GIF (Animate)

There are lots of different software applications you can use to create an animated GIF
This tutorial uses GIMP, an open source software kind of like Photoshop, but you can
use any image editing software you're comfortable with

hitps /www. org/en-L
More resources at ds106 Handbook http://ds106.us/handbook

Jim Groom and company will be discussing this during their session on February 5 at
7om EST. You can start early or wait until then.

The Ultimate Challenge (Creation)
Tell the same story using all of the methods outlined below! For inspiration and story
creation guidance, see Alan Levine’s S0+ Web 2.0 Ways to Tell a Story.

Alan Levine will be discussing this during his session on February 11 at 7om EST. You
can start early or wait until then.

Write a Six Word Story (Composition)
Use Twitter, Google + or another social platform to publish a six word story. Your story
can be about anything. Check out http://www sixwordstories net/ (o the twitter stream:

Five Card Flickr Stories (visual storytelling AL)

Based on 5 Card Nancy card game by Scott McCloud, in this version you are dealt 5
random images from a flickr tag, and you pick one to be in your story. In the next four
rounds you again choose with the idea of building a coherent storyline from random
photos - see http//Scard cogdogblog.com - one way we could use it is | can set up an
*Scardetmooc” flickr tag and we ask people for a week to add newly tagged photos, then
assign them to build a story (maybe about leaming or networking).

Create a PopUp Video of Your Own (Remix)

How can you change a story that already exists and make it your own? Create a PopUp
video that changes the context of a story by adding content to it. For a more interactive
experience than YouTube comments can offer (and an easier to use interface) try
Popcorn Maker. Here's a “how to” use popup comments to change the context of a
video. Share your links via Twitter and G+, comment on your peers’ posts.

Plan a “Choose Your Own Adventure Story” (Collaborate)
For see http: tube-vid b19562

Draw an object on a piece of paper and then upload it to Flickr, your blog, Instagram -
where ever. Then ask a peer to draw a related object. Pass your peers drawing on to
another peer and have them draw a related object. Keep doing this until you have 5
drawings (including your original object).

Create a story that links the original object with the last object drawn. What is the
connection between the first object and the last object? Write a brief story, then try to
create multiple pathways that a user could go through the story. Use a Mind mapping
tool!

Share your stories, maps, hierarchies and story architecture on your blog. Comment on
other people’s plans. Be sociall

hitps /Awitter. ) for

Figure 3: ETMOOC Activity/Task planning example

SOCIAL COURSE DESIGN

Social media tools are essential to connectivistOM® because these tools
promote connectivity, communication, and interactigeWaard et al., 2011).
Couros asserts that knowledge creation is cerdrtid learning process (Couros,
2009; Milligan et al., 2013). Moreover, social shg provides a sense of
connectedness that enhances learning and helpselsacreate and reflect
meaning through discourse (Kop, 2011). In the adsETMOOC, our use of
social media provided design team members with Isimdpportunities for
knowledge creation and learning. Interaction amogue among the course
designers led to reflection that proved centrallegarning design because the
designers (themselves learners), by networkingevable to share how they had
created knowledge in the design process.

REFLECTING WHILE TEACHING

According to Couros (2009), the guiding principfesan open, social, connected
course such as a connectivist MOOC are that instrsicassume the role of
facilitators and social connectors rather than tbiatlecturers or knowledge
delivery systems. Connectivist MOOCs such as ETNICHe developed so that
learners engage in social knowledge creation amticipate in collaborative

activities. Online synchronous events via socigdia draw a community of
educators together and help grow MOOCs because oartynmembers typically

invite their colleagues and friends to join the r@vend thus expand the
community. Stewart has observed that social meabés can increase course
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enroliments as friends and colleagues recommensestio one another through
social networks (2013). This process of evangsiiziccurred during the course
design phase of ETMOOC—open to the public, as natexye—and during the
run of the course itself. In consequence, bothdésgn team grew in numbers
and levels of commitment through our social medianections, and our learning
community at large grew through social media ugelams et al. (2014) have
confirmed Cormier’s notion that MOOCs are eventdotearning experiences,
and that this “eventedness” contributes to the wemgss of MOOCs.

Research on online education suggests that therpref facilitators and
participants throughout a course and across varsngal media networks
enhances the sense of community in a course (Kl§oLowenthal, 2014; Kop,
2011). In ETMOOC the participants were sociallyywactive. TheMOOC
design seems to have been successful at exploidtvgorked learning principles
to foster at large scale the situation one groupedicational researchers has
dubbed *highly motivated, personally relevant, asuatially situated learning”
(Macleod, Haywood, Woodgate, & Sinclair, 2014, 62

| NSTRUCTIONAL DEVELOPMENT /DESIGN PROCESS
ETMOOC design team members tested the conceptpramatices we acquired
through course development using a cycle of informedlective practice.
Informal reflection involves self-questioning aneélps develop awareness of
one’s own assumptions (Shoffner, 2008). Our goaléngaging in cycles of
informal reflection was to apply what we were |leagnin the development of
future MOOCs. The instructional design processwedto include a reflective
process of collection, and transformation througklf-guestioning and
collaboration, as outlined below. We suggest tiratpractices described are useful
for reflecting on and improving course design faaddive Open Online Courses.

« Employ a team-based approach to MOOC design.

« Collect, research, and gather resources and ideagport topics.

« Curate and cull resources and ideas through a gooogess of reflective
thinking and discussing.

« Explore new, older, and sometimes beta tech tawlsréate powerful
learning experiences.

« Connect, reflect, and reclaim ideas, tools and uess through open
conversation about what is most meaningful.

Conole & Willis assert that a key principle of leBrg design is to make the
design process explicit and shareable (2013). tefgfies to support explicit,
shareable learning design include visible learn{rigttie, 2015), flexibility,
adaptation, intellectual play, and reflective pi@es of development and teaching.
Table 1 below shows some of those methods thabearsed for design of future
MOOCs. Note that many include an element of réfteqractice.
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Visible | Flexibility Adaptation Intellectual play Reflective
learning Aspect
(Taggart, 2005)
Blog Offer a variety of Base comments and Research, remix, and | Frame
choices for blogging | adaptation of the add problems
content upon
groupthink/input
Google | Open the group - Create knowledge | Think, puzzle, explore
Group | allow anyone to join | collaboratively and | as thinking routines
reflect on that
knowledge
Google | Open the hangout — | Operate with no set
Hangouts| allow anyone to join | agenda other than the
topic of the
week/module
Wiki Open Wikispaces for| Share & curate Label, categorize or | Gather data,
public development | resources among |tag, and strategically | schema, and
group members link ideas and content | context
Remixing| Modify existing Use technology and| Connect and adapt to | Reframe
materials learning strategies tg own experiences problems
transform content
and ideas
Design | Examples: Design that provideg Design team memberg Experiment
visible | Animated gifs an essential structurethemselves complete
activities | Video interviews with coaching to the course work to be
that Hangouts enable participants tpprovided to students td
support | Video introductions | adapt their own increase likelihood
or bring | Voice/video Feedbackversions of the activities are all
perspect- activity (Brown and | “doable.” The input
ive to Edelson, 2013) from a diverse team
the further increases the
content likelihood that global
learners will be able to
perform the tasks
Discuss-| Host improvisations | Focus iterations, Debate the benefits andbserve,
ion in which materials review, and redesign pedagogy of each Judge,
may provide a “seed”| to improve the activity Evaluate

idea, but participants
contributethe bulk of
the design effort
required to bring the
activity to fruition
(Brown & Edelson, 2013)

instructional momen

Table 1: Explicit MOOC instructional design and developmprdcess pieces
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DEVELOPMENT OF MOOC S ENHANCES REFLECTIVE TEACHING

In my experience, designing, developing, and tearla MOOC created what
Waite et al. describe as trigger moments for impgyveaching (2013). Those
triggers facilitated reflection immersed in an asploere of collaboration. Conole
(2013) defines course design as a “methodologgrabling teachers/designers to
make more informed decisions in how they go abesighing learning activities
and interventions, which is pedagogically informatl makes effective use of
appropriate resources and technologies.” Keppell.€2011) state, “[aJcademic
teachers should be encouraged to model and stareng designs within their
own university, partner institutions and symposiuamsl conferences in higher
education” (Recommendation 8). Modeling and slwariearning designs
certainly occurred among members of the design teathe MOOC discussed
herein. Participants in ETMOOC shared their rditers regarding the MOOC
and have shed light on whether they themselvegipated any long-lasting
effects from the MOOC design process in their ovailydpractice. Overall,
ETMOOC designersissessed participation in design of the MOOC asessful. They
enjoyed learning and using motivational tools, groallaboration and peer engagement.
ETMOOC co-designer Daniel Bassill (2013) reflectadis experience as follows:

I've been using technology to communicate, gattleas, and support the
work | do in Chicago since | first started usingmputers in 1980. The
MOOC has provided a constant flow of new ideas.eQhe past two
(now three) years, starting with ETMOOC, it waseaftwith the goal of
encouraging other people in my network to join mu dake advantage of
the learning as well as encouraging those withenMI©OC who share the
same goals as | do, to connect with me in my owartst...Having a
network of people to help you find information tapport your learning,
and problem solving, enhances your efforts.

ETMOOC design team member Peggy George (2013)idesdearning courage
as part of the ETMOOC experience:

I’'m thankful for the “permission” to learn, lurkhare and explore in MY
OWN WAY ....While | have enjoyed being on this joay with so many
educators | know and respect, | wasn't sure | hactburage to actually take
the step to create a blog and reflect publiclyer&ihave been so many powerful
connections and learning experiences, but it @l bne that finally motivated
me to take that next step and create my refleblmy for ETMOOC!... It's a
small step for most, but a big step for me.

Paul Signorelli (2014) expresses a similar senttméren he shares that “one of
the most fascinating parts of the ETMOOC experieiscéhat the community
continues to thrive nearly three years after gtfformed, as we saw again through
our latest online tweet chat.”
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REFLECTIONS ON LEARNING DESIGN IN MOOCs

As discussed above, MOOCs are designed for a lysteeous international
audience (Matkin, 2014). This situation invites tilending of design approaches
to meet the needs of diverse learners. Duringttiie of immense diversity of
learning populations, technological change, ped&gbgexploration, and
educational innovation, there is a need now moaa tever for online courses,
especially MOOCs, to be built by educational team®prising a variety of roles
such as learning architect, graphic designer, adédovproduction specialist.
While research has affirmed the value of self-atiten as an important means of
improving one’s pedagogical practices, very limitda regarding self-reflection
during course design exists for online instructorsigher education.

Typically in MOOC development, the content, medend design
approach incorporates a variety of learning stiategnabled by technologies
such as interactive audio and video, webinars, ahlogging sites, discussion
tools and social media. Strategies that rely sarally on technology tools
impose a new layer of responsibility upon the ceudgsigner and instructor.
These strategies also open a new window of oppityttm explore what works
well in MOOCs. It is critical that educators conte to expand thinking about
how learners learn using technology. MOOCSs caatera networked community
in which learners share content, make it their cavid expand on the ideas of the
community by adding back into the network of leasn@®ownes, 2012).

Our team’s experience demonstrated to us the gignife of self-
reflection in improving online instructional design One might reasonably
conclude that when MOOC instructors and developagage in self-reflection,
they not only improve selected aspects of their e@aching practice, but also
model best practices for others who may be deve¢pMOOCs in the future. |
further suggest that reflective practices can hedpto expand our design
repertoires beyond the standard operating procedueaise in daily practice.
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ABSTRACT

The paper outlines participant experiences in zorhatic MOOC, #rhizol4. We
begin with a brief outline of the structure of tt@urse before presenting our five
participant narratives to illustrate our beliefattifor us, the #rhizo1l4 community
became more than the curriculum. We then discuse sif the common themes
in our narratives: the role that the Facebook gitoeld in fostering our feelings of
community, how the diversity of voices in the caunromoted learning and
engagement of group members, the formation of sumbrounities with diverse
interests, and the flexibility of participation théne course encouraged. While
acknowledging the partiality of our narratives, eenclude that the emphasis in
#rhizol4 on contribution and creation rather thantent mastery encouraged a
sense of “eventedness” (shared experience), wHlolwead our community to
thrive.

Keywords: rhizomatic learning, MOOC, cMOOC, conimstn, rMOOC
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NTRODUCTION

In this paper, we outline participant experiencegrhizol4, a participatory open
online course offered without formal institutionalffiliation or corporate
umbrella, facilitated by Dave Cormier, one of treople recognized for coining
the term Massive Open Online Course (MOOC). Fdymitled “Rhizomatic
Learning: The Community is the Curriculum,” #rhiZotan in January and
February 2014, and was the first in a series téast two iterations of the course
(a third is planned for May 2016). It was desighedxplore ideas of peer- and
network-driven learning, based on the decenteredection-building of Deleuze
and Guattari’s (1987) rhizome metaphor. Precursoiiis type of course include
the first connectivist MOOCs offered by Siemens d&wlwvnes and later co-
facilitated by Cormief. As had been the case with these previous comistcti
MOOCs (cMOOCSs), #rhizol4 (a rhizomatic MOOC, or rR10) was organized
via a variety of platforms: P2PU (a MOOC platforna), Facebook group, a
Twitter hashtag, a Google Plus group, and Cormieldg. Cormier encouraged
participants to distribute engagement across their blogs and other platforms.
Approximately 500 people signed up for #rhizol4 rfGier, 2014b, para. 2),
hailing from a wide range of locations, culturalckgrounds, and professional
roles. Cormier's goal for #rhizol4 was to enactl anodel the rhizomatic
learning approach. Rhizomatic learning is “a stofyhow we can learn in a
world of abundance” (Cormier, 2014a, para. 3).

The course design of #rhizo14 is noteworthy. InQGfMCs that predate
#rhizol4, course content is organized around conpee-set by the course
instructor(s)/facilitator(s). However, for #rhizb1Cormier did not prepare the
curriculum and content in advance. Instead, aglittdor, he watched as

! For a brief discussion of connectivism see httpuiv.learning-theories.com/connectivism-
siemens-downes.html
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participants chose from content already availablehe web and repackaged that
to suit themselves, or created their own contedtiateracted with each other’s
original or curated content. Cormier explained dpgrating assumptions for the
course design as follows:
In the rhizomatic model of learning, curriculum is. constructed and
negotiated in real time by the contributions of shoengaged in the
learning process. This community acts as the auua, spontaneously
shaping, constructing, and reconstructing itselfl ahe subject of its
learning in the same way that the rhizome respotalschanging
environmental conditions (Cormier, 2008, RhizomMiadel of Education
section, para. 1).

Intended as a free, six-week exploration of rhizienkearning, #rhizol4 was
structured around weekly questions and distributiestussions of emergent
issues. Cormier issued an invitation to parti@pan his blog (Cormier 2013).
There was no content delivepgr sebeyond short weekly video introductions to
each question; videos were posted on the P2PU pg&ee Cormier 2013 for a
link to this course design.) Participants conggddhe curriculum of the course
as they engaged with the questions and with eabhkr.ot At its conclusion
(Cormier, 2014b), Cormier referred to #rhizol4 asesent, in keeping with his
previously articulated concept of “eventedness,ther “shared event’ that takes
learning beyond a simple knowledge transaction éetwstudent and instructor”
(Cormier, 2009). Course questions focused on camptace concepts to which
participants had differing and deeply felt respens®©ne example of a prompt
guestion Cormier posed reads as follows: “Is bon&&ing us stupid?”, an ironic
and provocative play on Nicholas Carr’s (2008) qitted “Is Google making us
stupid?” rhetoric. Find directly below a full lief topics Cormier seeded into the
#rhizol14 course:

Week 1—Cheating as Learning

Week 2—Enforcing Independence

Week 3—Embracing Uncertainty

Week 4—Is Books Making Us Stupid?

Week 5—Community as Curriculum

Week 6—Planned Obsolescence (Cormier 2014b)

The extent to which #rhizo1l4 succeeded was songetbiira surprise to
Cormier. Given the diversity of perspectives ahe tvay the course was
distributed over multiple platforms, the possilyiliof #rhizol4 devolving into
chaos was real. Yet among a group of participantst of whom were unknown
to one another prior to the start of the courseatwdmerged were sustained
channels for meta-discussions—and heated debatest-abmmunity, learning,
and dissemination in an era of knowledge abundanéée suggest that one
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criterion for determining if or when “eventedness™community as curriculum”
occurred would be evidence of participants takingership of the conversation,
either by continuing it after the end of the “oféi¢ course, or by introducing new
topics of conversation without consulting the féaibr. Both of these occurred
during #rhizol4. The Facebook group (which coesisif around 300 members)
continued to thrive for more than a year, dissgvimly when Cormier offered
#rhizol5. Discourse in this Facebook group inipaldr moved beyond formal
interactions to in-depth meaning-making and engaggmamong many
participants. As we interpret the #rhizol4 expwse this course did not end
when the facilitator brought it to a close at timel ®f the six-week term. Rather,
the “community as curriculum” theme manifested tacks an extent that
participants continued to facilitate and engageudisions even without Cormier.
Cormier himself noted, “[a]fter my last goodbye veait out to the participants, a
‘Week 7’ popped up on the website” (Cormier, 201dection Zombie MOOC
para. 1). We argue that #rhizol4 was a successtmnple of Fullan’'s (2012)
framework for the educational use of technologi@$ie integration of technology and
pedagogy to maximize learning must meet four @iterit must be irresistibly
engaging; elegantly efficient (challenging but emsyse); technologically ubiquitous;
and steeped in real-life problem solving” (p. 33).

NARRATIVES

The most useful way to show how interactions iniz&Zb4 embodied the
community as curriculum theme will be to preseftent analyse, our own
participant narratives. When the five of us deditie write this paper, we first
wrote our own sections without sight of the othelen we added them to a
collaborative document when each of us was hapglyeur own narrative.

Dave Cormier:

#Rhizo14 was the first open course I've startedrgnown. Most MOOCs I've
worked on have been run by groups, and while theeedefinite collaborative
advantages there, you also end up reverting to #domagreement. Here, | had
the chance to really try something new, to test cbemunity as curriculum
model. The goal was to create a sense of “eveagsghi.e. a sense of something
happening that might spark the *shared event’ ttakies learning beyond a
simple knowledge transaction between student astduictor” (Cormier, 2009).

| wanted the course to be distributed, with mudtiplatforms and sites of
engagement, and | wanted those platforms to beruhdecontrol of participants,
not only me. So | sought people out and offeredhapcontrols over Google Plus
and Facebook, as community platforms. | thinkfdet that the Facebook group
has been the primary site of #rhizo14 continuingglafter the course has a lot to
do with me not having any kind of final say oveattBite. If we see open courses
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as native to the internet, and we don't need toverahat we’re
transmitting/negotiating content or providing apgd structures, we’re free to do
things in different ways.

The course was pretty much the opposite of the Kkeademy model of
delivering tidy little pieces of content to chew.onnstead, the people who
participated took it in particular directions andvg it its flavor and its shape.
This was possible because #rhizol4 had no insttali ties or obligations.
There’s no credential at the end, and no expectdhiat every participant should
have the same outcome. The institutional stamponmse content legitimizes it,
makes it look as if it's important from some kintineutral perspective, whereas
when | was saying, “Hey, come explore this with 'hibhat's a different thing, a
different social contract.

In the first week, | made some attempt to be aheado do summative
responses, pull together themes .... then | realibed was counter to my
intentions for the course. So | decided to pultkhaand luckily people were
willing, for the most part, to accept that. Now, amurse, this doesn’t exactly
decenter me: in discussions, people sought out Wiaak been written on
rhizomatic learning and I've written a sizeable whwf that content, so that
affected the discourse that circulated in the aaursAnd the weekly video
qguestions still reinforced a fairly-centralized pawposition. But | saw the
invitation to the course as an invitation to a yalrsaid, “I have this sandbox that
I've been building castles in and I'd like you tonee over and play.” While |
thought people would go home from the party aftervgeeks, many didn't ...
that's great. The shared experience has donehitdtjraises all kinds of important
guestions about belonging and ownership in an agdundance, which is what
rhizomatic learning should do, as far as I'm conedr

Sarah Honeychurch

I'd signed up for a few xMOOCs before #rhizol4, m&ver engaged, partly
because the delivery was too rigid, and partly beeaof unfamiliarity with the
platforms—despite good intentions, I'd forget ttura. | was keen to participate
in #rhizo14 because | have a background in philog@nd welcomed the chance
to talk to others about Deleuze and Guattari, tatilllfound it hard to remember
to log into P2PU. However, | didn't need to be@#shizol4 had a Facebook
group and that was where the majority of my inteoas with the #rhizol4
community took place. Junco (2011) suggests thattype of use of Facebook
can be beneficial to student learning, and it difiy was for me.

The main difference between #rhizol4 and my oth@\ experiences
was that participation was effortless—it was mewglyextension of my everyday
life (Clark 2012). I'm always logged into Facebeseit's the first tab | open in
the morning and the last one | close at night.sd BEacebook groups to support
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undergraduates and | have regular academic conmvgrsavith my friends, while
at the same time chatting to my family and lookatgpictures of cats. I've
stopped feeling guilty about possible procrastoratind begun to appreciate that
my online life is an important part of my identityknow that some people like to
make a sharp delineation between their work andgpat interactions; | find it
impossible to compartmentalise my life in such aywaOne feature of the
#rhizol4 group that inadvertently contributed tdstivas that it was an open
Facebook group. This meant that my Facebook fsievitb were not members of
the group were able to see threads | had commenued in their newsfeeds. |
welcomed this as it drew even more diverse voices the conversation—
particularly as my “real life” friends would initi@ conversations about #rhizo1l4
in face-to-face meetings.

A particular richness of #rhizol4 for me was thatlike my newsfeed or
many other groups | belong to, there was a diwersitvoices within the group
with a range of very different opinions. | feltetle was an unspoken etiquette
within the group to respect others even while yaghinnot agree with them. |
found myself open to listening to points of viewathat first glance, were
antithetical to my own world-view and, instead adrdissing them, taking them
seriously. Sometimes | found that | changed mydnabout what | believed as a
result, other times we begged to differ; at allegn felt that | had learned more as
a result of the exchanges. Importantly, there maeeed to reach a consensus: It
was acknowledged that contradictory points of veawld and would exist within
the same community. #Rhizo14 has now become tmeatc community | belong
to (as, for example, Ljepava et al (2013) useahigept) and it's my first point of call
when | need help or support.

Maha Bali:

#Rhizo14 is the learning community | could not hdaee-to-face, marked by
open expectations of participation and interactibnf more importantly, a
willingness to discuss education from differentgpectives. As a group, many of
us probably lean towards dissenting from traditiohallenging the status quo.
The first topic of “cheating as learning” was proative, and | imagine that it
attracted people who were eager or at least willom¢urn our most entrenched
educational ideas/ideals upside down. Topicstef leeks also challenged us to
break out of hegemonic ways of thinking, yet to agmcritical of our own
radicalness. | think the topics helped, but it waes diversity of approaches and
responses within the community that promoted mynieg through #rhizo14. It
stopped being a “course” for me early on. It wapraefessional development
experience that later became a community | could fack on for both
professional and personal topics.
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| have asked myself: What was new and special adtizo14? Barriers
to entry were low: There were no long videos ownegl readings (only Dave’s
blogpost and five-minute video) but | ended up nregdo much more in terms of
other participants’ blogposts, links, and conveoset on blogs and Facebook.
We had participants who registered part-way andafmeccentral contributors,
people who participated via Twitter tangentiallyndapeople who joined the
Facebook group after the course was over and atezhsmoothly. Face-to-face, it
is much more difficult to enter a room full of stgers who know each other and have
no one to talk to. Early on, Dave encouraged dimdoothers who had not connected
yet, and start talking to them. As educatorsitInf@any took that to heart throughout
the course and beyond.

Most  #rhizol4 participants were social-media-litefeompetent
educators: It would probably have been differentvé had never used social
media before and were not thinking regularly ahmedagogical issues and how
technology influences human and social interacow learning. cMOOCs
cannot scale well for people not digitally literatigout social media (Bali, 2014) .

Quite quickly, #rhizol4 Facebook became my “homehaslif | was
taking another MOOC, attending an online conferenoganted to know who
from #rhizo14 was doing the same, and to discusgtitthem. | could talk to my
face-to-face colleagues during our workday, bubdild carry on a continuous
conversation with #rhizol4 via Facebook or Twithed have it carry over any
time of day or night because of the time zone dier #rhizol4 is the
community that is “always there,” doing it by cheic

Bonnie Stewart:

#Rhizo14 was designed and run during six weeks rattteer long winter. | live
with Dave, #rhizo was his project, and while ingteel, | hadn’t really intended to
participate. But #rhizo14 pulled me in by offerisgmething that went far beyond
the content of the course: It fostered an actipenanquiry and discussion space
that has become a core learning community for meeeastellation of
invigorating conversations—for issues of online@tion and knowledge.

It was Facebook that made the difference, to mprise: When Dave
first created the Facebook group, he invited m®itest how it worked. Then,
early in the course, someone dug up and shareddablay post of mine on
rhizomatic learning. An extensive conversationuexds and because the course
“recognized” my name as a group member, | got athatg each time anyone
contributed to the thread. The intersection oklijvdiscussion and repeated
signalling eventually drew me into the conversatibmvas literally “interpolated”
(Althusser, 1971) or called into being as a pag#ot in the group. The
technology itself shaped my sense of belongindp¢éocburse by making #rhizo14
a constant, ambient, learning-focused presenceyidaitly social space.
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What kept me there was the people, and the sensentdthing emerging
that | hadn’t seen before. | have seldom had fhodunity to engage in such
open, exploratory, choral conversations with sudhivarsity of peer participants.
The Facebook group was highly relational and imt#re, rich in what Tu and
Mclssac (2002) call social presence, or the “measiithe feeling of community
that a learner experiences in an online environm@nt 131). The fact that
guestions were the only central structure in #rbizencouraged this sense of
social presence: Once “right answers” are offdtiecational table, conventional
teacher/student roles get opened up and peopldregeto engage, lead, and
explore according to their strengths and intere@smetimes | posted multiple
times in a single day, without feeling | was takimg too much space. Other
times, | went days without feeling obliged to chétkbecause there was a critical
mass of voices always ready to take conversationsew directions. The
geographic and cultural diversity of these leadingres was a new experience in
itself: Daily opportunities to talk through compleducational issues in a context
where dominant contributors come from as far afeddsuyana, Scotland, Egypt,
the Philippines, and France are, sadly, rare far mdon’t want to idealize this
diversity; the majority of participants were stdlorth America- and UK-based,
and conversation was entirely in English, but itswaonetheless the most
culturally distributed learning conversation I'veperienced in fifteen years in
international and online education. It was alse mnwhich women'’s voices were
often in the lead, which in the area of educati@geahnologies is still unusual.

Rebecca Hogue:

January was a busy time, so | decided to lurk imz#d4. | was drawn to it when
Dave Cormier mentioned it over beers during arstoem at the MOOC Research
Initiative Conference in Arlington Texas. To benkst, | didn’t find the first few
weeks that inspiring, but | still had a strong desto participate at least
peripherally. Something interesting was happenimgd) | wanted to be a part of it.

In the past, | have engaged in MOOCs primarily tigio my blog, and
occasionally through Twitter. So, when the #rh#&ddacebook group started, |
figured I'd give that a try. It is interesting hasther MOOC platforms attempt to
imitate the Facebook type discussions, but havemsuccessfully drawn my
interest, and yet the #rhizol4 discussions did.hiz#04 also had P2PU
discussions, but | found the interface too frustat | could not overcome the
inertia needed to participate in a new platformerelas Facebook was already
part of my daily workflow.

A turning point for me was when a member of theizérb4 community
sent me a Facebook friend request. The requess®raswith a personal letter
and gave me permission to decide whether or noarted to cross the barrier
between professional and personal. It was dorsualm a way as to avoid the

33



awkwardness of someone you have never met in pemuiing you a Facebook
friend request. It was also a welcome transita@mevolution of the community.

It was a sign that #rhizol4 was more than a loasmection of colleagues, but
rather a community where friendships could be made.

The discussions quickly went well beyond the “celrprompts. |
became more involved when #rhizo14 Facebook gregarne a place where we
could discuss the various ethical and moral isswesounding open research.
This became a particularly hot topic after the éstihe conference, which |
attended. The #rhizol4 “course” was mentioned ndurseveral keynotes;
however, the people mentioning it were not actimsitiers” in the community. It
highlighted questions around “permission” in anénopcommunity. There were
no right or wrong answers, and the discussionsnafid not come to a single
conclusion or consensus. We discussed things lik0* owns a Facebook
thread? Who do you need permission from beforeguspen content, like our
discussions or autoethnography?” These were bigtigms, and we had the
freedom to explore them in a non-judgmental wape fiorms of the community
have allowed for challenging of ideas without peedqudgments.

The experience with #rhizol4 gave me the confidémgeach out and start
another community (propagating rhizomatically). &ifran academic blogger that |
respect started a series of blog posts on leathewies, | wanted a place to discuss
the different posts. | reached out to him on Texjtand based upon our discussions |
created a new Facebook group as a home for disosssiA few of the #rhizol4
regulars joined the new group, and then, withirew fays over 100 people who
heard about the group through various paths sigetb share insights into the
various learning theories. The #rhizol4 experiedemonstrated for me how a
Facebook group can be used to help foster a lgpooimmunity. | have used what |
have learned in #rhizo14 to propagate my experiaitbeonline community learning
into a new rhizomatic community with a differenethe, but with the same openness
to take the conversations in any direction thaptindéicipants wish. This new form of
organic learning community is something that amsgeof my #rhizo14 experience.

COMMUNITY AS CURRICULUM : DISCUSSION

The narratives provided above serve to illustrate marticipant experiences in
#rhizol4 and show how we feel that the communitgabgee more than the
curriculum. What follows discusses these ideanane detail.

...The network ties created between people during @OXd—because
they are based on intrinsic interests and on leng-tpersonal platforms
rather than confined solely to course topics or t@oarse content
management system—have the potential to continusuatainable and
relevant personal and professional connectionsrioetfte boundaries of the
course itself. (McAuley, Stewart, Siemens, & Comiz®10, p. 35)
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In his narrative, Dave Cormier writes that his afimsthe course were to create a
sense of “eventedness” (shared experience) araist® questions about belonging
and ownership in this age of abundance. What we haitten in our narratives
suggest the course fulfilled Cormier’'s aims. I@lgsing all of the narratives, we
have identified some common themes.

FACEBOOKS ROLE IN COMMUNITY BUILDING

All narratives above show how contributors value dommunity that continued

beyond the “official” course in #rhizo1l4. Unexpedly, at least for us, Facebook
played a key role in fostering this community. é&amok was part of many

participants’ daily practice: It was easy to kegpwith updates, and promoted a
blurring between social and professional spacescaBse Facebook was not the
“official” learning environment for the course, ltelonged to the community

rather than the facilitator, and was limited neithg time nor topics of the course

itself.

DIVERSITY OF OPINIONS AND DIVERSITY OF PARTICIPANTS

Several of the narratives also highlight how theedsity of the group promoted
members’ engagement and learning. Bali and Sha2@®4] cite #rhizol4 as a
counter-example to much of what is wrong with xXMO)@oting that xMOOCs
are largely focused on Western-centric content aunlure, often delivered
didactically, whereas #rhizo14 was centered onigipaints bringing and sharing
their own knowledge and context. As mentionechmnarratives above, some of
the most active participants were from geographicaispersed countries,
including Egypt (one of the authors of this arficl8razil, Guyana, and the
Philippines. This diversity, however, also reqdiseme compromises from those
from the West. For example, the course facilitafoanged the regular hangout
times to accommodate Europe/Africa time zones. oAtnodating diversity also
came into play during a tricky discussion earlyha course regarding whether or
not it was necessary for participants to read thgimal text of Deleuze &
Guattari. (Although this was not required readitige concept of the rhizome
used in rhizomatic learning comes from their wgBr) Some participants
asserted that requiring this reading would exclyssople who were less
academic, non-native speakers, or simply not camibbe reading this difficult
text. This heated discussion (which for the mast pccurred one morning in the
Euro-Africa time zone while the course facilitatetas asleep) (Bali, 2015)
resulted in some individuals from both sides of tlebate leaving the course,
while some others who remained became closer throhig experience. 1t is
nearly impossible for a facilitator of a distribdtenline course the size of
#rhizol4 to accommodate everyone; in fact, acconatnogl all learners even
within small courses in traditional settings is @icated (Bali, 2015).
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The diversity of participants also allowed sub-camities to form.
There were participants inclined towards collabgeatreation of poetry and art,
while others inclined towards conducting reseatobua the course; these formed
two separate research groups conducting reseadifferent ways.

FLEXIBILITY OF PARTICIPATION BECAUSE OF MINIMAL REIRED OUTPUTS
Because the “required” course content was minimall¢ng videos, no required
readings), participants were able to dip in andajuhe course as they wanted,
and this allowed for a flexibility of participatiotihat many other courses do not
accommodate. Some people felt this resulted acla df direction: There was no
way to know if one was learning or achieving anythin particular, since goals
were set by each individual for him- or herselfowéver, as experienced by the
authors, this course “design” encouraged autonomg allowed room for
participants to set their own goals and paths asdte their own “curriculum.”
No set reading meant people had more time to engatheeach other’s blogs;
only one question per week meant there was timepéaple to set their own
agendas and start discussing different things &ingathe week’s topic in
different directions. Not everything necessarityltboon prior learning or course
content. Indeed, two of the participant narratineske it clear that they did not
engage with #rhizol4 at the outset, but were ablpih the party late without
feeling a need to catch up, as late enrollmentaditional courses often requires.
Because participants were able to take chargeeaf lgarning from early on, the
official end of the MOOC had no significance. Rapants simply continued to
discuss topics that interested them; first, forgnbl posting new topics to P2PU
after discussion on Facebook or Twitter (often tthgic would have come up on
someone’s blog and generated enough discussiorat@nt being singled out),
and then eventually without any particular formalit

Importantly, #rhizol4 is not a “unique” instancetbis phenomenon of a
MOOC that just wouldn’t die. #Etmooc, offered byeA Couros in 2013, is
another connectivist experience that created a agmtynthat continues to engage
to the present day (Bali, Crawford, Jessen, SidiogeZamora (2015) contains
collaborative autoethnography of multiple such MGQ@cluding rhizo14 and
etmooc).

PARTIALITY OF THESE NARRATIVES

One risk of a community-centered course such asotie is the possibility
of participants not connecting in ways conducivéhiir own or others’ learning,
or to participation in a sustained community. Tlaeratives shared here present
the views of participants for whom #rhizo14 “worKedHowever, we note that
elements of what made this community a successsfalid not work from others’
perspectives (see Mackness & Bell, 2015). Not#dlizol4 participants were
Facebook users or wanted to use Facebook for lepmirposes; some chose not
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to join the group and later reported feeling exeldildrom conversations. Some
#rhizol14 participants expressed discomfort with ldek of formal structure, the
laid-back facilitation, and the ways in which Fagek sociality minimized
dissenting discourse in attempts to maintain sdw@amony. Some participants
also expressed discomfort with outward displaysftéction online, a behavior
others considered to be authentic and helpful tmngsonity-building. A full
exploration of experiences among those who didvahte the #rhizol4 course as
we did goes beyond the scope of this piece. Neskss, we feel strongly that
these participants are important, we believe thair texperiences are as valid as
our own, and we conclude there is value in apptiegavhy some individuals did
not feel included in the #rhizo14 course communifys Cormier has said (in an
interview published by Bali & Honeychurch, 2014jckision is inevitable in any
community because every instance of “we” autombgicaeans “not them.” We
would add that any social research account can loalgartial. We are making
our partiality here explicit; the stories we shhege are not representative of an
entire community, but of a subset of that community

For participants who continue to engage with theebaok group and
Twitter, #rhizo14 has evolved from a community feed on a curriculum to one
with community as its end, not its means to anyti@aar further goal. This
parallels Sidorkin’s (1999) statement that dialoguthe goal of education, not a
means to another end. The goal of #rhizol4, theseffor many of the
participants who continue to engage, is the “coiing¢ We have now just
finished the official six weeks of #rhizo15, andofished a collaborative paper by
#rhizol14 participants (Hamon et al, 2015). Wd stay in touch and have many
open social (e.g. Bali & Hogue, 2015) and professioprojects together.
Success, in this case, is “never finishing” (Comgjeoting Vanessa Genatrelli in a
Google Hangout).

CONCLUSION

While most xMOOCs to date have focused on massagcaducational content
delivery, innovation in open online courses canetakher forms: #rhizol4
effectively decentered content almost entirely,nren®re so than most cMOOC:s.
Collectively, the authors of this work have pagated in many cMOOCs. We
differentiate #rhizol4 from other cMOOCs in whicle Wwave participated based
on our assertion that, in #rhizol4, the course camiy became its curriculum.
This focus on community as curriculum in turn eealthat community to exceed
the boundaries—and the timelines—of the courséf.itSehe event of the course
brought professionals and interested parties iotdact with one another, but the
emphasis on contribution rather than content mastgrened up room for
divergent positions, widely diverse participatiaand the eventual decision to
carry on together after the official close of thmuse. With the advent of new
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communications technologies and their integratido many people’s daily lives,

a new form of “eventedness” becomes possible: esuast as gathering points
around which learning communities of interestedfgssionals can congregate
and grow. Embedded professional learning oppdriasihat foster discussion

can become latent events that learners can tapatndmy time, putting learners
rather than content at the center and allowingehening process to become an
extension of daily practice.
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ABSTRACT

In January 2014, we participated in a connectisigke massive open online
course (cMOOC) called “Rhizomatic Learning — Themoaunity is the
curriculum” (#rhizol4). In rhizomatic learning,ather and student roles are
radically restructured. Course content and vahme mostly from students; the
teacher, at most, is a curator who provides aistapoint and guidance and
sometimes participates as a learner. Early onfelteéhat we were in a unique
learning experience that we wanted to capture itingr Explaining #rhizo14 to
others without the benefit of traditional procesgmsctices, roles, or structures,
however, presented a challenge. We invited pp#ids to contribute narratives
to a collaborative autoethnography (CAE), which poses an assortment of
collaborative Google Docs, blog posts by individyand comments on those
documents and posts. This strategy afforded ihsigh what many participants
found to be a most engaging course and what foresaas a transformative
experience. In discussing the findings from theECAuUr intent is to benefit
others interested in rhizomatic learning spaceshsas cMOOCs. This
authoethnography specifically addresses gaps lotieé understanding of the
learner experience in cMOOCSs and in the natur@éiabmatic learning.

KEYWORDS: rhizomatic learning, MOOC, cMOOC, connectivistl@OC
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INTRODUCTION

Higher education is in transition as informatiochieology disrupts traditional
practices, processes, and organizations. In hid RIQOCRhizomatic Learning:
The Community is the Curriculu(#rhizo14), Cormier (2014) characterizes this
disruption as a shift from information scarcity teformation overload and
abundance. It seems intuitive that traditional peses and structures will have to
change when information and expertise are readiilable, remixable, and
republishable through mobile phones in most pockets

Over the past seven years, MOOCs have been a meinoement for
experimentation and innovation. We, the writershig current study, participated
in #rhizol4 along with about 500 others worldwidmd for us, #rhizol4
embodies this insight: learning, including highdueation, can and will change
in fundamental ways. Learning, especially in therf@f rhizomatic, connectivist
style MOOCs, can be an emergent process in thes sias Goodenough and
Deacon (2006) use the term emergent to captures thbenomena that are not
merely larger, greater, or richer than their cdostit parts, but that are something
else altogether. A functioning, engaging, rewagdinurse, #rhizol4 nonetheless
used very different practices, processes, andtates from those envisioned by
either the facilitators or the participants. Theokehof #rhizol4 was not simply
greater than the sum of its part/icipants. Think @bnscious mind emerging from
the orchestrated firings of a cluster of neurons.

Emergence is not commonly associated with tradafioollege courses, or
even most MOOCs, which are largely crafted towgnecsic learning objectives
and practices that are constructed before the stugleer arrives. To use terms
from Deleuze and Guattari (1987), the traditiortatient task is térace a given
course, not tanapan open terrain. When a large, mostly virtual spacopened
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for a class to emerge, we move to a different dsimenfrom the traditional
course, and we “encounter something else altogéthatrjust “something greater
or more” (Goodenough & Deacon, 2006, p. 854).

The #rhizo14 course was not constructed; it emerigedas not merely a
MOOC, it was (and remains) something else altogetide could call it an
rMOOC. We do call #rhizol4 a course “out of halpitirely out of habit ...
because it’s nice to talk like everybody else,ap the sun rises, when everybody
knows it's only a manner of speaking” (Deleuze &uwhttari, 1987, p. 3). The
course has (we use the present tense because wortamp ways #rhizol4
continue$) almost no curriculum, instructor, set readings erercises, and no
assessments. It had given starting and ending d3&esiary 14 — February 18,
2014) and an online location (P2PU), but these weeeely starting points as it
quickly deterritorialized and reterritorialized diwitter, many blogs, Facebook,
Google+, Google Hangouts, hallway conversationsfezence presentations, and
classroom assignments. Ultimately, as a subs#teoftrhizo14 participantswe
arrived at this document describing our experierndgshizol4.

Rhizomatic learning is not easily or concisely defl, but we must try. In
a post entitled “Trying to write Rhizomatic Leargimn 300 words,” Cormier
(2012b) states:

The idea is to think of a classroom/community/netkwvas an
ecosystem in which each person is spreading thewn o
understanding with the pieces ... available in tltatsgstem. The
public negotiation of that 'acquisition' (througbntent creation,
sharing) provides a contextual curriculum to rerback into the
existing research/thoughts/ideas in a given fieltheir own
rhizomatic learning experience becomes more cuumgufor
others.

1 At the original writing of this article in late 2@, #rhizo15 had not yet existed. At the time of
reviewing this article in early 2016, all of us haatticipated in some form or another in #rhizo15.
When we speak of #rhizo14 continuing in this agtithe story of how it evolved and merged into
#rhizol5 but still remained something differentnfrd is missing. This is something we may wish
to explore in the future: How different iteratioosMOOCs affect community, and what it means
to name MOOCs by a year-specific hashtag or not.

2 How do you count the number of participants inVBO©OC? Those who signed up? Those who
blogged once? Those who participated in some forranmther (Twitter, facebook, Google+)
throughout? Those who watched from afar? We thezefio not include a number. Nor do we
count how many of “us” remained in the communitydoed the authors here, because that number
seems fluid; also, as several citations show, wdiffe people are doing different research and
collaborations based on #rhizo14.
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Rhizomatic learning, then, is non goal-based |e@ynit is learning focusedot
on students tracing the teacher’s lesson plansyrbatudents performing: ripping,
remixing, and feeding content back into the couimeothers to manipulate.
Teacher and student roles are radically restrudtu@®urse content and value
come mostly from students, not the teacher, whbeat, is a curator providing a
starting point and guidance, participating somesime a learner him/herself.

Still, we are left with the perplexing problem ofptaining #rhizol4 to
others without the benefit of traditional procesgeactices, roles, or structures. A
collaborative autoethnography (CAE) affords insigitb what many participants
found to be a most engaging course and what foresaas a transformative
experience (see Mackness & Bell, 2015, and MackiBedf & Funes 2016, for a
different perspective). In this paper, we highligbsitive learner experiences that
expand the discussion about MOOCs in general, cMO©@Gre particularly, and
#rhizol4 specifically. As #rhizol4 is ever-evolgirthis paper represents only a
snapshot of the moment in time in which it was terit (Honeychurch et al., this
issue, and Hamon et al.,, 2015, are snapshots ef tithes when some of the
authors of this article collaborated with othemnfr#rhizo14).

L ITERATURE REVIEW

One of the main purposes of this article is to akplin our own words the

exhilaration we felt while participating in rhizotia experiences, rather than
have others speak for us (Bali & Sharma, 2015)n@ar(2012b, 2014) describes
his rhizomatic courses as an attempt to deal wigh“tincertainty of abundance
and choice presented by the Internet.” This pasgtiiral approach to knowledge
leads to facilitating learning experiences basedhenbelief that the “community
is the curriculum” (2008, 2014). Hamon (2014) dlas that in #rhizol4 we

define concepts from the inside out, not from thesiole in: i.e., we create a
meaningful structure and share it among ourselvesrder to participate in this
type of experience, learners need a high leveligitad confidence (Kop, 2011;

Brennan, 2013; Milligan, Littlejohn, & Margaryan,023; Waite, Mackness,

Roberts, & Lovegrove, 2013). cMOOCs generally émqaiticipant interaction on

multiple platforms simultaneously (Mackness, Matg &Villiams, 2010), and this

pattern was particularly true of #rhizo14.

The literature has established the need for actwgagement of
participants in cMOOCs (McAuley, Stewart, Siemeas;ormier, 2010; Milligan
et al., 2013; Waite et al., 2013; Kop, 2011), aad Bhown that participating in
cMOOCs requires a high sense of one’s own selt&fff and autonomy
(Brennan, 2013; Tschofen & Mackness, 2012; Dow2€40; Mackness et al.,
2010). Ultimately the requirements for self-effigagnd autonomy dictate that
this type of experience is not for everyone. Pdssisasons include:
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1. a dislike of the community aspects of the experefMackness &
Bell, 2015),

2. a lack of skills necessary to perform as autonomieasners
(Mackness et al, 2010), or

3. various access issues (Bali & Honeychurch, 2014).

However, many #rhizol1l4 participants welcomed thediity of the community,
and the genuine attempts made by the facilitatdr @her participants to foster
full inclusion (Bali & Sharma, 2014).

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

We chose to conduct CAE research out of a colleawsire to represent complex
learner experiences in a concrete and comprehensibhner, rather than in an
abstract and generalized way. The ethical driverigethis decision stems from a
desire to have our own voices represented, t@telbwn stories, rather than have
others narrate on our behalf. Some of us are postied non-Anglo educators, or

have been disempowered in our lives for other resisme do not wish the stories
of our experiences to be told only by others. Wectude that representing non-
dominant, non-traditional voices requires a noulitranal participatory research

approach

Autoethnographic research is an interpretive/@aiticesearch tradition
which “challenges the hegemony of objectivity oe #rtificial distancing of self
from one’s research subjects” (Chang, Ngunijiri, & kandez, 2013, p. 18) and
eschews positivist standards of validity and rigor.

CAE is a process in which individual write narrasvthat are then
collectively revisited, analyzed, and related tce thterature by the same
individuals who wrote them (Geist-Martin, et alQ1®). In our case, a group of
us who were interested in conducting participatesearch on our experiences in
#rhizol4 started a Google document and invited y@rexr in the course (via
Facebook and Twitter) to participate by addingrtihairratives. People were free
either to write a freeflowing narrative, link torgaular blogposts already written,
or answer some questions some of the initiatorthisf project had written. We
received over 30 narratives, with some participaotementing on the margins of
each other's narratives. After a long struggle \itkv to convert these narratives
into a publishable paper, some of us persistedying to make it work (see
Hamon et al, 2015 for the backstory). Eventuallg,r@alized that:
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1. itis impractical to write an article with 30 autisp

2. not all 30 narrative-writers wished to continuerdpthe research;
and

3. it would not be participatory research if some af wrote the
article using other people’s narratives and anaythem on their
behalf.

Instead, we have chosen to write papers focusihg am the narratives of each
article’s author (this is a dynamic group and clengslightly per
project/paper/conference). Whoever is interesteg@articipating in a particular
article or other output becomes a researcher-gaatit in that article, and
narratives are collaboratively analyzed (and samegi extended) using whatever
angle is chosen for that piece. To do otherwiseartalyze the stories of people
who are not participating in the authoring--woutdé the “auto” dimension of
autoethnography.

CAE research is not yet widespread in the fieldM&@OCs, but has been
conducted on MOOCs previously (e.g. Bali, Crawfordkssen, Signorelli,
Zamora, 2015 conducted it comparing different cMQ@Qile Bentley, Crump,
Cuffe, Gniadek, Jamieson, MacNeill, & Mor, 2014¢dsed on one MOOC). Our
research fills a gap; to date, little has beentamipn in-depth analysis of learner
experiences in cMOOCs. Our work here also expanhes literature on the
#rhizol4 course, in particular. In addition, CAEess an appropriate
methodology for studying a postmodern notion sushrl@zomes; we “must
redefine rigor (and find practicable alternatives rigor) for the connected
learning environment” (Morris, Rorabaugh, & Stomng€13).

Autoethnography “seeks to describe and systembtieallyze personal
experience in order to understand cultural expeda&fEllis, Adams, & Bochner,
2011). The goal is to help readers “keep in theirds and feel in their bodies the
complexities of concrete moments of lived expe@n&llis, 2004, p.30 quoted
in Geist-Martin, Gates, Weiring, Kirby, Houston, ill{, & Moreno, 2010).
Practiced collaboratively, autoethnography seregslitistrate how a community
manifests particular social/cultural issues” (Elés al., 2011). All research is
inherently interpretation and therefore subjec{iMexon, 2012). All we can do as
researchers is be honest about the limitationsiopoints of view as individuals
and collaborate to question our individual and emlive interpretations and
conclusions.

Unfortunately, CAE creates the risk of prematurasemsus-building and
multivocality (Chang et al., 2013). Therefore, ouneasures of quality include
researcher reflexivity: a thick, rich descriptioh amntext that allows readers to
judge transferability to their own purposes. Rathan generalizability sought by
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positivist research, we seek the crystallizatiafforded by focusing multiple
lenses on the social phenomenon being studied de slivergent possibilities.
We hope to provide a research narrative that mweg®nd triangulation and
instead seeks divergence. We also recognize thdbdiysing on a subset of
participants in #rhizol4,we produce research thgpartial (but all research is
partial; there will almost always be only a subsieparticipants and a particular
moment in time being studied, however long). As ¥l says of ethnography,
no research is fully inclusive; rather, “each of wiso does it issomeongnot
everyoneat once” [emphasis in original] (2010, p. 75). Mover, CAE captures
the responses of participants at a moment in timaking utterances in response
to researcher questions. In writing this articles researchers have ourselves
been the participants and authors); , we have lmmi#ively edited some parts of
our narratives for clarity and to fill some gapejrmy beyond the moment in time
captured by our initial narratives as we wrote #rigcle. Finally, beyond our IRB
approval from the American University in Cdirave remain conscious of how
references to individuals outside this CAE couldeethical problems (Ellis &
Bochner, 2000), and so have sought to minimizeildegd@out others; however,
others were part of our experience and cannot tm®ved completely from our
narratives.

In analyzing our data, we realised that it was irtgodt to find themes that
help tell our stories (Ellis & Bochner, 2000). Téfre, we have worked to
identify similarities and differences among ourratives and have written about
these themes in ways that highlight key aspectsusflearner experience in
#rhizol4.

FINDINGS

As the authors, we represent a subset of #rhizeléhet we deem sufficiently
diverse to offer multiple angles and perspectiathough we all have one thing
in common: We remained active in #rhizol14 for nhenbeyond the course, and
continued to collaborate in various ways. We apenflCanada (Scott is American
living in Canada, and Rebecca is Canadian livinghiaa U.S.), Egypt (Maha),

* Looking at social research as a “crystal” is a owtLaurel Richardson (1997) proposes as a
transgressive, post-modern view of social reseaadtuity, such that an object looks different
from different angles, and the researcher can &gkhenomena from each angle, shedding light
on different views while recognizing the simultansoexistence of multiple alternate views.
According to Richardson, “crystallization provides with a deepened, complex, thoroughly
partial understanding... Paradoxically, we knowrenand doubt what we know” (p. 94).
Crystalization is radically different from triangilon which attempts to converge toward one
conclusion.

* Maha Bali sought approval from the IRB office o&tAmerica University of Cairo because that
university requires faculty members to obtain IRBpval for any research to be published. The
institutions of the other authors did not requiRBlapproval for autoethnographic research.
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Guyana (Lenandlar, hereafter referred to by hikmame, Len), Netherlands
(Ronald, hereafter referred to as Ron), Scotlaretalh, and the United States
(Keith and Apostolos, hereafter nicknamed AK apteders to be called). We are
a mix of educators working in different sectorshajher education, some of us
PhD students, others professors/lecturers. Someusofwere experienced
cMOOCers, some first-timers. We had different mations for joining, different
attitudes towards the course, and different apfremcdo engaging with the
course, but similar reasons for staying with thenegwnity and valuing the
learning experience. Given the richness of our B&pees, we cannot capture all
that we have learned in one article, and so we bhesen to focus on some broad
guestions.

WHAT LED US TG¥RHIZO147

Some of us joined #rhizo14 after a long-standingagement with the ideas of
rhizomatic learning or previous interaction witle ttourse creator, Dave Cormier.
Others were curious about but still relatively néw the idea of rhizomatic
learning. Len and AK had encountered rhizomaterang in previous cMOOCs,
and wanted to engage more deeply. Keith had haddbpest engagement with
rhizomatic learning prior to #rhizo14:

Dave and | have been discussing rhizomatic educatia the ideas of
Deleuze and Guattari ever since we met online, axee Hollowed each
other’s blogs and gathered from time-to-time. | dhalways admired his
thinking and found deep resonance between his idedsmy own. His
ideas make mine better, and | think mine contribtdge his. More
specifically, I like that he is able to convert ldeas into real-world courses
much better than I, so | wanted to see what hedwasy with this MOOC.

Maha and Sarah were relatively new to cMOOCs. Sheahpreviously engaged
deeply with Deleuze’s and Guattari’'s ideas, buvats her first cMOOC. Maha
had engaged briefly with the idea of rhizomaticrieag via Cormier’s blog.

Rebecca (a cMOOC veteran) had heard about #rhiabd4onference.

WHY DID WE PERSIST IKRHIZO147?

It is important to examine learners’ approachesngaging with a cMOOC
because connectivist approaches to learning reguivigh degree of autonomy,
flexibility, and technological skill (Mackness €lt,&2010). Abstract attempts to
describe connectivism do not explain to an outsidew learning occurs in
connectivist settings. Participation in #rhizoldswdistributed across different
online platforms, making it unfeasible to keep lra€ all the conversations. Len
says:
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| believe in helping to organise things, locatdfsghare, help people with
technology stuff... partly | join to help out wheee | think | can because |
love to and because | learn a lot by doing so awhlise these MOOCs
allow you to be you. You can become the self-apjedi facilitator.

Some (including Scott and AK) blogged themselvad, dso emphasized the
importance of responding to other people’s blogmtiSsaid “After years of
MOOCs | still feel a stronger urge to respond toe at blogs or Facebook
entries than to blog myself.” Others (e.g., Maled) that their own blogging was
important for integrating knowledge and ideas ¢f @ed others. Keith said “I, of
course, took great value from the MOOC, and | thinkas able to add value”
through blogging and responding.

Several of us found Facebook the main hub, whiteerst did not. For
some (e.g., Sarah and Keith) the weekly synchrofauhangouts were a major
part of their experience, whereas for others (e$rptt and Maha) the
asynchronous component was more important. For s@ueh as AK, the
synchronous and asynchronous were equally import&eith commented on the
feeling that he was always missing something. #&na cMOOCer, he knows it
is not possible to keep track of everything happgim a cMOOC:

| always feel as if | missed the most importanttpdhis is especially
stressing to good students ... and it has beenobriee most difficult
things for me to accommodate. | want to know it atd | tend to get
stressed when | so obviously don't.

AK says that he eventually reduced the number affgrims he was tracking to
the most active (mainly Facebook). One theme rupimough the narratives
included in this CAE involves an emphasis partioiggplaced on responding to
other people’s blogs or Facebook posts: on conmgeis an end in itself.

The content-lightness of the course (virtually ssigned readings, very
brief prompt, and very brief video) enabled papi#gits to focus on connecting
and creating theiown content. It is also noteworthy that other publicas
(Hamon et al, 2015, Hogue et al, 2015) mentioni@peants who engaged in
creative activities with a variety of media, indligl multimedia and poetry. All of
these types of engagement were participant-indiagher cMOOCs (Bali et al.,
2015) often have more facilitator-led content aativdies.

Although we co-authors feel a strong sense of conitywuwithin
#rhizol4, we recognize that some feel differenige( Mackness & Bell, 2015)
and some participants, as with any MOOC, did notioae beyond the first two
weeks. Not all of us felt immediately included dways included in #rhizol4.
We recognize how some people’s experiences of cantynmmay make others
feel excluded. Both Maha and Sarah (cMOOC newtbias)initial concerns that
previously-existing cliques might exclude them, they both quickly felt part of
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#rhizol4, and eventually, Sarah says, “l felt vemych part of the rhizol4
community, worried though that we might be exclgdithers by some of us
shouting so loud. 1 still worry about thatConversely, Rebecca felt like an
outsider

because I'm not a post modern / post structuredsearcher, nor really a
constructivist / critical theory type researchenwgver, | see a place in
the world for multiple perspectives - and for thedison, and honestly, the
awesomeness of the people in a cMOOC - | found thgsawvn to be part
of rhizo. | mostly lurked, but was really happysee the Facebook group
so active. | did, and I still do, feel drawn to temmunity.

As AK correctly points out, inclusion depends onvhee define or perceive it.

I think that the experience in #rhizol4 has beemequclusive... There
were no trolls in #rhizol4, that | could see anywapd a sufficient
amount of peers responded to my posts. | hopel thigb responded to a
satisfactory amount of their posts. This enabléeeting of inclusion and
continuation of the discussion so learning, andhir understanding,
could continue to take place.

Keith felt included even though he knew he was ingblved in the discourse
occurring in all of #rhizo14’s spaces:

| felt no sense of exclusion from the communitwlat The exclusion | felt
was from my inability to join all the conversatiotizat | wanted. For
instance, | was excluded from the Facebook contiersenostly because |
don’t use Facebook much and | just didn’t have timget to it, being too
engaged in blog posts and Google+. That exclusoreal—I was not
present in those conversations—»but it is not wieaippe usually mean by
exclusion as some intentional effort to keep soreepfe out of a
conversation or space. | had no sense of that &irekclusion at work in
#rhizol14; still, Mackness (2014) makes a wondepfiht that exclusion
happens despite our best intentions and best £tfmdvoid it.

Ron perceived that “inclusion was wonderful in tM€©OC. Inclusiveness, |
translate it into ‘willingness to include othersnmy learning, willingness to take
care of the learning of my peers.’ Including otheeeds one to open up to
others.” He believes that the hierarchies we facesal life make us much less
open to making ourselves vulnerable. This sugdbhatyfor Ron, at least) part of
the value of #rhizol4 involves the separation & ttourse and community
experience from the (hierarchy-laden) experiendedady life. Scott, however,
says he “Occasionally feel[s] unqualified to bedfidrecause of experiences in his
life in which he felt unappreciated, excluded by laick of formal qualifications.
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My response to #rhizol4 and cMOOCSs in general wiaelang of release
from being judged, ignored and disrespected overdkt 8 years. | find
the inclusiveness of #rhizo14 to be quite libemtin

Maha refers to events that occurred in week twawthere was some tension
(within #rhizo1l4) and how the community respondadpertively and helped her
“zone out” of troubling events in Egypt. (See dkmeychurch et al., this issue).

Cormier often referred to #rhizol4 as a ‘partywit lRon believes the
metaphor of a ‘pot luck’ might be more suitablecsi in the pot luck format,
each person brings something different to shatieeatable.

So far we have discussed our feelings and pergepabout #rhizo1l4 and
how we chose to participate, but have not addresgedifically what we learned
in this “course” or learning experience with no -fdetermined learning
objectives, so we turn to this next.

VWHAT DID WE LEARN INfRHIZO147?

We all noticed that we were expected to be seHal@gd learners, setting our own
goals and learning path - all we had for guidan@es & ‘trickster,” the term

#rhizol4 only half-facetiously applied to Cormigrdahis habit of starting each
week with a tricky prompt such as: “Is books making stupid?” (See

Honeychurch et al., this issue, for a full listveéekly topics.). It was up to the
participants to co-create all other elements ofctir@iculum.

AK indicates that his initial metric of successagorio beginning #rhizol14
was “the number of meaningful connections I've madté others that allow me
to continue learning after the course is done” ‘dmv much the course, and my
peers, have stretched me to think outside of the”tadl of which has happened
for him in #rhizol4. It is still hard for AK to meare what learning success
means, or meant, in #rhizol4 and it seems to hah ghccess is the continued
interaction with the topic and the community.

For Keith, #rhizol4 was “as rewarding as educatiets”; he suggests
cMOOCs are “among the most profound of all my fdrneucational
experiences” because interaction within them hasrpial to “expand your view
of reality” which he calls a “genius force.” Keifleels that the great value of
#rhizol4 derived from others’ participation, as &ilitated through the
rhizomatic approach:

I think that in most traditional classes only teadher is expected to add
value. The students are stuck receiving [whate¢heher chooses to offer],
and that always becomes deadening, even if th@e€acvalue-add[ed] is
high.

This has proven one of his strongest bonds, edpeitiahe year since the formal
close of the course, and it is perhaps one of ttuagest benefits of rhizomatic,
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community-based education, as a community can isustegagement far longer
than even the most gifted instructor can do. A comity is richer than any
curriculum.

Others in our collective also experienced this rigdiaway of the
teacher/facilitator. Maha, for instance, saysfeft supported by the community
(Dave, too, but the community became more impotttzart Dave here).”

There were some unexpected side benefits from @dHlizMaha wrote
that it had been “both my escape from reality, enydsupport network for my real
life thoughts, problems (e.g., my 2-in-1 courseemiima), and a place to echo
thoughts with people I trusted on all things froargnting to #FutureEd to the
Arab MOOC.”

The reader will likely be unfamiliar with much ofhat Maha is referring
to above. But #rhizol4 participants knew about ¢tberse dilemma she was
facing in her face-to-face teaching context, thetéfeEd MOOC which several
members of #rhizol4 were participating in and disauy amongst themselves in
the #rhizol4 Facebook group, and Maha’s bloggingualthe then-new Arab
MOOC platform. The #rhizol4 cMOOC helped Maha thitikough these
interesting developments and discuss her learnitigpeers.

Several of us learned how to learn rhizomaticaliyake ourselves
vulnerable, discuss our more radical/dissentingvsjeand learn from others’ blog
posts and interaction rather than books; we alsteained to conduct CAE, a
research methodology new to us. And, while Safdioln’'t get to talk as much
about Deleuze and Guattari as | thought | migiitdidn’t really matter.” She
found ways to have those discussions elsewhdRen discovered aspects of
rhizomatic learning that involve education thatdtimns without a social contract.
He writes:

| ... did expect the organizer of Rhizol4 to pldyleast some kind of

facilitating role. To me he fulfilled this role bstarting every week of

Rhizo14 with a very short introduction to get dissions going.

We ... all had some kind of responsibilities, ei., stay polite and

constructive in the discussions and to put in owndime. Since in

Rhizo14 the participants shaped the curriculum iatloat it finally

became, this responsibility felt authentic and radtng.

WHY HASHRHIZO14 CONTINUEL?

Sarah describes #rhizol4, which has become antedsgart of some of our
lives, in terms of tribal affiliation:

I've made so many friends through this experienckve found my tribe
here ... | engage with it because I've found a huot folk who are
interested in similar things to me, they post iesting things... lively,
intelligent, generous ... | can’t imagine life wotht them now.
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Maha attributes part of this to the daily contéd8trangely, we assume building
community [face-to-face] is easier, but it is l@s®nse if you meet once a week
than if you are online daily!” Maha continues:

Rhizo14 saved me. It was my escape at a very frasdih my life on so
many levels. | often escape with my scholarship amiéche communities,
but none has been as close-knit (strange metapbem gow widespread
we physically are) as rhizo14.

Many of us here are dissenters in our own contektsfact, Scott feels this is
what connects us: “My sense is all of us in RhizddA’t really have allegiances
beyond a tight connection to being human and noiesme’s stooge.”

Specific undertakings such as this CAE and Hamoal €2015) have
supported the continuous engagement of our sulpgobdrhizol4 participants,
our “collective,” and enabled us to deepen ourti@ighips with each other.

Working on this CAE has involved us all in hours ldbgging, co-
authoring proposals for conferences (e.g. Hoguealgt2015) and journals,
brainstorming, and working through process and n@exyin a variety of work
spaces—creating and maintaining a network of thbaghd action. We have also
actively sought other MOOCs-of-interest in whiclparticipate together.

DISCUSSION

“We murder to dissect” —William Wordsworth
This quote describes our feelings as we prepareissect our narratives in order
to write a 6,000-word article. Some of the lifetbifs corpus has been lost in the
process of preparing it, and it was torturous taoee some of the richness of the
narratives; however, writing and examining this CABs clarified our own
thinking. Perhaps our major finding from the expmede is that the community
can, indeed, be the curriculum: i.e., rhizomatiarméng can lead to exciting,
engaging, even transformative learning experiences.

We also must acknowledge that some participantadatl a negative
experience (Mackness & Bell, 2015). In their exatmn of CCK08, Mak et al.
(2010), highlight personality clashes and barrterparticipation such as people
who exhibit appalling behavior, or who are patramgzand contribute “teachery”
posts to the conversations. We are aware of cbatenvithin the #rhizol4
community, as well. We do not address the shadewlg here since to do so
would be to speak in voices that are not part ©f #utoethnography. We very
much recognize that more study needs to be domeing the shadows into the
light, to use the terms in which Mackness & Belv&dramed the process of
revealing this hidden data.

We are impressed that such a large community canganand function as
a rhizomatic learning space, and for us #rhizolds whizomatic. While
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familiarity with Deleuze and Guattari’'s rhizome mghor is not necessary to
appreciate #rhizo14, their ideas can clarify cartddservable dynamics. Deleuze
and Guattari (1987) point out that the rhizome map with “multiple entryways,
as opposed to the tracing, which always comes Wackhe same™ (p. 12);
likewise, we entered #rhizo14 from multiple entrywaand for many reasons, and
our trajectories through the course varied wildlyimes, especially as the course
moved beyond its initial online space and planmn®e .t

Deleuze and Guattari also note that the rhizome p@sciples of
connectivity and heterogeneity: “any point of azdme can be connected to
anything other, and must be” (1987, p. 7). Tradaio classes trace most
connections and interactions through the teachdr aang explicit curricular
pathways. A rhizomatic learning space does nath&, the community quickly
learns to rely on itself and becomes self-orgagizimm necessary condition for
emergence. As in an underwater reef, we coaleaomahd certain coral heads
and grassy spots — different blogs, Facebook discas, and Twitter chats —
and we were free to move from one to the otheruasrdgerests led us. Rather
quickly, a community formed with sub-groups. Sole&ners stayed close to a
single sub-group, others moved from group to grougrkers, those who watch a
MOOC unfold but who do not actively participatesrfeed the largest group.
Almost nothing is said about them in research, thnglis a serious gap, for they
may take and provide far more value in rhizoma&arhing spaces than we
suspect. Like the crowd at a sporting event, th&g the game into their homes,
offices, and workplaces the next day, propagatiggtteat of the on-field action
through their extended social networks. As withNMODOCSs, there were also
participants who dropped out after one or two we#ksy are not represented in
this paper, but are mentioned by Mackness and B2Wl15), who are
commendable for making the effort to reach them arudude them in their
research.

Content, format, and people attracted us to #rlizdiut this suggests
more consistency than existed. While some of useb#rhizol4 because we
knew Dave Cormier, others joined because of sometse or something else.
Some of us came for a discussion of Deleuze andt&uyabut others of us
resisted talking about obscure French writers. &amanted to know how to build
a MOOQOC, build a curriculum out of a community, arderstand connectivism
better. Our cMOOC, #rhizo1l4, accommodated allghesjectories and kept the
conversations going for those of us who found tlegrgaging. The question we
cannot currently answer is how a conversation caarge and be sustained for
more than a year without a sponsoring organizatdeacher, or a curriculum.

Part of the answer, though, surely has to do wighared literacy built
around technology, content, and language. We dthndso completed #rhizo1l4
and continued to collaborate beyond #rhizo14) haddigital literacy to learn via
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a cMOOC, the open attitude to work around eachrtistrengths and interests,
and the abilities to conduct collaborative reseammotely. We also had the
resilience to continue trying to publish and présear work, despite many
audiences’ not understanding what we were propogingescribe or do; the
flexibility to work with different team members adifferent projects; and a
common interest in education. We also shared anaéade facility with English,
though it was not everyone’s native language. Arath language may seem a
given, but in rhizomatic learning spaces, we shawtl assume a language is
shared equally among all as Bali and Sharma (28dlpre in their article about
minority voices in shared spaces. This point sthoubt be underestimated
because, although rhizomatic learning space intetmls be open and
accommodating to any and all, it seems clear thatesl literacy is a benefit
afforded to some and denied to others. A rhizaerlatirning space has a tension
between rhizomatic multiplicity, on one hand, ahdred literacies, on the other.
This tension is problematic for all and discourggior many.

We also stayed in #rhizol4 because of the variétyays to engage in
learning with each other. Some of us focused agira production in blog and
Facebook posts, while others mostly responded gathments on others’ posts,
and yet others exhibited, curated, aggregated,ocagahized contributions to the
course. We not only looked for value in the coulbse we provided and continue
to provide value, making the course something nibam what it would have
been had we not engaged in it. We embodied the trets of the cMOOC:
aggregation, remixing, repurposing, and feedingvémd (Downes, Siemens, &
Cormier, 2011).

Finally, we better understand how we might begin ingcorporate
rhizomatic learning into more traditional, formaliversity courses, an issue that
has intrigued many of us throughout #rhizol14. Qernf2012a) suggests that
rhizomatic learning is most suitable for open-endggdlorations of the complex
domain, a concept he borrows from Snowden’s Cyndfemework for
organizational decision making (Snowden, 2000). ccBictly put, Snowden
suggests that in educational terms, instructiothesimple domain assumes one
right answer with one or few pathways to that amsvee shorter yet: best
practice. Instruction in the complex domain assummany answers with many
pathways to that answer. Rhizomatic learning ist [saited for the complex
domain, one that many assume is best reserved doe ®xperienced, expert
learners. Some of us, however, believe that theptex domain is appropriate
for all learners regardless of age or expertiskea/, we need more research and
thought here.
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CONCLUSION
Rhizomatic learning alone is not for all teachiniyiations. Rhizomatic learning
assumes the complexity of a diverse, self-orgagizmmmunity that functions on
continuous feedback and feedforward towards clanitth or without conclusions
or even consensus. It is open and global, buyeball-inclusive, especially in a
virtual space that smudges cultural boundaries.

Bali and Sharma suggest that #rhizo14 strives tsvaclusive learning well:

Full inclusion may be an impossible goal, not pstoss sociocultural and
geopolitical borders but also within those bordelswever, educators can
and should strive for genuine attempts toward siolu by not assuming
the local to be universal, by inviting colleaguesd eother learners to
participate on their own terms, and by developindigh sense of
tolerance and openness about difference. (2014)

In this paper, we have presented key themes th#éin@wur experiences in
#rhizol4. Although the written medium can only éliate a small portion of our
learning, writing the paper itself has reinforcear delief in the power of our
collaboration. For us, #rhizol4 provides a positared transformative lifelong
learning experience and has demonstrated thataitmenanity can indeed be the
curriculum.
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QUALITY MANAGEMENT OF LEARNING

M ANAGEMENT SYSTEMS:
A USER EXPERIENCE PERSPECTIVE

Panagiotis Zaharias Open University of Cyprus
Christopher Pappas The eLearning Industry’s Network

ABSTRACT

Learning Management Systems (LMS) have been tha w&icle for delivering
and managing e-learning courses in educationalinéss, governmental and
vocational learning settings. Since the mid-neggthere is a plethora of LMS in
the market with a vast array of features. Thedasing complexity of these
platforms makes LMS evaluation a hard and demangliogess that requires a lot
of knowledge, time, and effort. Nearly 50% of res@ents in recent surveys have
indicated they seek to change their existing LMi&arily due to user experience
issues. Yet the vast majority of the extant liier@ focuses only on LMS
capabilities in relation to administration and mgeraent of teaching and learning
processes. In this study the authors try to baildonceptual framework and
evaluation model of LMS through the lens of Usepé&xence (UX) research and
practice, an epistemology that is quite importautt durrently neglected in the e-
learning domain. They conducted an online surveyh w46 learning
professionals, and from the results, developed & b&-oriented evaluation
model with four dimensions: pragmatic quality, aarttic learning, motivation
and engagement, and autonomy and relatedness.r diseussion on findings
includes some ideas for future research.

KEYWORDS: Learning management systems, User Centered Desigar
Experience, Evaluation model.
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A USER EXPERIENCE PERSPECTIVE
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THROUGH USERS EYES: EVALUATING LEARNING

M ANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

Since the early days of the rapid expansion ofaesieg, the need for a virtual
place that connects users (learners and instryaototls courses and a variety of
learning content has become evident. Course ManagieBystems (CMS) and
then Learning Management Systems (LMS) have beeslaged to address such
a need. Added to the abundance of terms are Videarning Environments
(VLE) and, more recently, Personal Learning Envinents (PLE). We, the
authors, focus in this paper on Learning Manageng&ydtems: well-known
software platforms for the administration, docunaéinh, tracking, reporting, and
delivery of e-learning education courses or trgnprograms. According to
Kurilovas (2009), LMSsare considered to be specific information systeimas t
provide the possibility to create and use diffeleatning scenarios and methods.
Most of the definitions in the literature have béeftuenced by developments in
the industry that emphasize the administrative lodipas of LMS. For instance,
Alias and Zainuddin (2005) defined a learning ma&magnt system (LMS) as “a
software application or Web-based technology usedlan, implement, and
assess a specific learning process” (p. 28) whilehdivk College (2009)
suggested an “LMS can be broadly described as aasedssible platform for the
‘anytime’ delivery, tracking and management of etion and training.” In most
definitions and approaches, the focus is on thei@dtration and management of
the teaching and learning processes.

The evolution of LMSs was swift: Many vendors deped and offered
their solutions in a rapidly growing market. Thesas huge interest by the
educational institutions and the companies thatt@hto invest in new learning
technologies; consequently, adoption was widespré&aace there is a plethora of
LMSs in the market and each LMS is a complex sydteah incorporates a vast
array of features, the selection and evaluatiorafLMS is a complex and
demanding process that requires a lot of knowletges, and effort. Although
there is some limited research work on the issustill remains an open and
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multifaceted problem as the technology evolves ¢iwee along with the maturity
of e-learning users. In this study, we try to sigate the issue of LMS
evaluation through the lens of User Experience (tBsgarch and practice, which
is quite important but also neglected in the edery domain. We propose a new
UX-oriented evaluation model with four main dimems. We expect that this
model will help e-learning designers as well asbiitg and UX practitioners
make an alternative evaluation of LMS platformsexiNsections present related
work and describe the method of this study, ineigdilata analysis and results,
followed by discussion and future research ideas.

RELATED WORK

The vast majority of the extant literature regagditMSs relates to the issue of
LMS adoption and acceptance. LMS evaluation te tiais been examined from
various perspectives, including those of administsa(Naveh, Tubin, & Pliskin,
2010), faculty members (Almarashdeh, Sahari, Zin,A&madi, 2011) and
learners/students (Naveh, Tubin, & Pliskin, 2012).

For instance, Al-Busaidi and Al-Shihi (2010) deymd a theoretical
framework for evaluating instructors’ acceptance ld¥ISs based on the
Technology Acceptance Model. They examined thennwitical factors that
influence the instructors’ perception of ease ef aisd perception of the usefulness of
LMSs. These factors focus on the instructors,rozgéion, and technology:

* Instructor factors include attributes such as pptimes of self-efficacy,
attitudes toward LMS, experience, teaching styld, @ersonal innovativeness.

» Organization factors include motivators, technolaggnment,
organizational support, technical support, anahingj.

» Technology factors include system quality, inforimatguality, and
service quality.

Emelyanova and Voronina (2014) investigated stakishs' perceptions of the
LMS’s convenience, effectiveness, and usefulneBsese scholars emphasized
the human factor perspective as they assertedhisats a vital prerequisite for
the success of the LMS. They also highlighted ¢éhktt of learners perceive that
there is a problem with usability of LMSs. In atifeh they found that, for some
students, the perceived ease of use of LMS doesneaogssarily imply its
usefulness as a learning tool.

On the other hand, there are very few studies lihae investigated the
complex decision-making problem of evaluation amdedion of an LMS.
Focusing on this issue, Pipan et al. (2010) progpoge Evaluation Cycle
Management (ECM) methodology. This methodologyased on two evaluation
phases: a) multi-attribute decision making (crédeevaluation) and b) usability
testing (usability evaluation).
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Multi-attribute decision making refers to the deyghent of a qualitative
hierarchical decision model based Dacision EXper{DEX), an expert system
shell for multi-attribute decision support. Thatenia for the first phase of
evaluation are divided into three main scopes, ipaity student’s learning
environment; system, technology, atandards;andtutoring and didactics

» The first category, “student’s learning environrnjeistcomposed of four basic
attributes: ease of use, communication, functienaironment, and help.

* The *“system, technology and standards” categorypcmes the basic
attributes oftechnological independence, security and privdicgnsing
and hostingand standards support.Technological independence relates
to the evaluation of accessibility of an LMS. Sdguand privacyfocuses
on security and privacy of useaad of an LMS.

» “Tutoring and didactics” relates to instructionalsues such as course
development, activity tracking, and assessmergraiit

The second phase of the evaluation according &nRipal. (2010) aims at usability
evaluation, but the authors seem to take the ivaditapproach to usability, focusing
mainly on the three traditional usability dimensipeffectiveness, efficiency, and
satisfaction. Although this comprehensive framéwemphasizes the user, at the
same time it neglects other important aspects tfantion such as emotional,
experiential, and other issues that define theafleetuser experience (UX).

In the same vein, Orfanou et al. (2015) conductesability evaluation
study of two well-known LMS platforms employing tiSystem Usability Scale
(SUS). These scholars try to further validateube of SUS in the context of e-
learning systems; however, while SUS is a very wsethblished and validated
instrument, it is quite generic and requires cusation when applied to e-
learning. In addition, as an instrument orientaard usability measurement, it
omits some other aspects that relate to the holigtiv of UX.

Other scholars focus mainly on technical aspectsM$s. For instance
Kurilovas (2009) elaborated on a methodology thgtaeds on a subset of the
criteria, mainly focusing on the technical asp@ftsMSs such as the following:

1. Overall architecture and implementation issuesh stscscalability of the
system, modularity and extensibility, and security

Interoperability

Cost of ownership

Issues that refer to the strength of the develope@nmunity for open
source products, such as the longevity of instélés® and, documentation,
the open development process, and the commerpbgLcommunity
Licensing

Internationalization and localization issues

Accessibility

Document transformation

rown

© N g
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Kim and Lee (2007) developed their study aroundehiastruction-related and
e-learning-related criteria: instructional managetnenteraction, evaluation,
information guidance, screen design, technologgl,aganizational demand.

The first four of these criteria directly relate tostructional issues,
whereas screen design, technology, and organizdtiatemand support
instructional activities specific to e-learninga Kim and Lee’s framework, many
elements relate to the interaction of users withLMS; its primary focus,
however, is on the functional requirements and ilisalissues. For instance,
screen design evaluation centers on usability gssueh as visual design, clarity
of directions, consistency, readability, ease oWigetion, learner control,
appropriateness of multimedia, and so forth.

It is evident that all the above frameworks takeaalitional managerial
approach and investigate LMS through the lens ofiadtrative activities. In
addition, some of the more recent works acknowletigeimportance of human
factors and usability, but they do not take an ogeah holistic UX-oriented view.
To this end, we argue that these frameworks reguirencements to address the
ever-increasing demands of the users and the rawdgrin LMS design and
implementation. It is of high importance that wedarscore the emergence of
UX and identify its critical elements so as to he&gearning designers and
practitioners build effective and motivational leig experiences.

RECENT TRENDS AND THE EMERGENCE OF UX

Recent surveys (Spiro, 2014) on LMS satisfactioth spending trends found that
almost 50% of the respondents are looking to chahgé existing learning
management system (LMS) due to problems such as:the

Lack of mobile features

Dated appearance and user experience
Difficulty of use

Poor reporting features

Poor customer support

Inability to adapt to changing needs

ogkrwnE

Of the problems noted above, most relate to twdskiof issues: design issues that
directly affect the user (aka customer) experieageh as poor usability, poor visual
design, and lack of responsive design, and maméhgesues, such as reporting
capabilities and adjustments to organizational sieeth addition to focusing on
administrative and managerial issues, it is imperahat vendors and developers
incorporate human-centered design dimensions in pinactices and apply a UX-
driven philosophy and practices in the LMS develepnand implementation process.
UX focuses on the investigation of the feelings #&molghts of humans
about an interactive product or system or apphicatiUX, established and widely
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acknowledged as one of the most important quabtyymeters, involves mainly
two sub-qualities: traditional usability or pragmaduality and hedonic, beauty,
experiential, and affective factors (Hassenzahlr&clinsky, 2006). It seems that
the increasing importance of UX comes as the maswar to the shift in user
expectations and growing demands. The pervasigerdds technological
innovations has combined with the massive and bgésreous user population to
set new standards for humans’ interaction withesystand interactive products.
Multi-modal design, social networking, and gamifioa techniques are just a few
of the major recent developments that can be aligngh the so-called UX
process design. To this end, hundreds of compdmee® incorporated UX
practices and methods in business strategy andlogenent as a crucial
parameter for delivering great customer experief@evbons, 2013).

New trends in LMS platforms can help to overcome dffiorementioned
challenges. The following summarizes some of thestnpopular trends in
designing the new generation of LMSs (Gautam, 2012)

1. Cloud-based LMS: Cloud-based LMSs have the capdoityring down
the cost of ownership, very important especially $mall and medium
enterprises.

2. Personal Learning Environment. The PLE involves e temooth
integration of web 2.0 services. For instancés itmportant for users to
have several functionalities related to social eks in one place for
viewing. In addition it is important to incorporate semantic search
function to enhance the user experience. Platfovittsa semantic search
function understand and track the user's sear@niimn and context. In
the same vein, a modern LMS must be able to as$sessers’ interests
and gaps in knowledge and skills and proactivelyggest new
information, courses, social communities, and nét&dor consideration.
In addition LMSs must provide a facility for useaded content
generation.

3. A user experience that enhances learners’ motivadiod engagement:
LMSs can employ new techniques such as gamificati@racteristics or
APIs that support the incorporation of game meatgani

In addition, when referring to UX issues in the & of e-learning technologies
and platforms, it is important to emphasize leaheontrol and autonomy. An
abundance of new technologies give learners theeptavtake control of their
own learning: MOOCs, wikis, blogs, virtual worldecagames, social networks,
and so on. On the other hand, learners are begomore mature users of
technology and they have greater expectationsis Bvident that learning is
becoming a more “pull” and less “push” process. tiis end there is a greater
need than ever for personalized learning expereencéMSs need to offer
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personalized learning paths based on the outcompeewfous learners’ activities.
LMS developers must place greater emphasis ordselfted learning in response
to changing learner expectations, including thedased need to feel autonomous
and in control of one’s own learning.

We should note a related phenomenon: The job ohileg professionals
(e.g., instructors/trainers, instructional designand e-learning designers, HRD
managers) is rapidly changing. It is no longerugioto create e-learning courses
and schedule learning and training events. Legrpirofessionals need to be
supported in a new role involving the collectiondacombination of various
information and learner-generated content. Legrpirofessionals must be able
to provide holistic learning experiences that tardgath learners’ cognitive and
emotional needs. To this end we assert that ikeaieneed for a shift in the new
evaluation frameworks for LMSs in the following ddmsions:

* From evaluation of the administration and managengperience to
evaluation of the user experience.

* From evaluation based on an instructor-centered eintml evaluation
based on customer-centered development (with ‘cwstocomprising
instructors, learners, and other stakeholders).

* From the LMS as the locus for a closed, formalreay experience to a
platform supporting learners’ need to interact tigto social networks and
other collaborative informal learning spaces.

* In accordance with the above analysis, we attemdbtmulate a new
conceptual model and a related survey tool forebhaluation of LMSs
guided by the UX perspective. Next sections presan method and the
empirical work we have accomplished, along with adanalysis,
preliminary results, and discussion.

METHOD

DESIGN OF THE SURVEY

The underlying theoretical background for the desigd setup of our survey tool
for the evaluation of LMSs follows the tradition &fX research and Self-
Determination Theory (SDT). One of the most infiti@ models in UX literature
is the one proposed by Hassenzahl (2003); accortinghis model each
interactive product or system has both a pragnaatat hedonic quality, each of
which contributes to the UX. SDT, which fostersatetiness, competence, and
autonomy, is one of the most well researched pdggieal theories of intrinsic
motivation (Deci and Ryan, 1985):
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» Relatedness refers to the universal need to ihi@ndde connected with others.

» Competence refers to the universal need to be teffe@and master a
problem in a given environment.

» Autonomy refers to the universal need to contr@ sown life.

We combined Hassenzahl's model and SDT to provide irderpretation
framework for our empirical work on the new LMS wation model we propose.

SURVEY INSTRUMENT AND DATA COLLECTION

A key aspect of our research involved developisgraey instrument to measure
specific dimensions of UX in the context of LMS.n brder to improve the
process of the instrument development, we condwctazhtent validity check and
a small pilot study. For content validity purposes asked three experts in UX
research and e-learning design to review the instni we had developed.
Experts gave feedback on the main measurement diorenand the number of
items. We conducted a parallel pilot study with &@earning professionals
(designers, educators, LMS administrators) andegethfeedback primarily on the
wording of some items in the questionnaire. Basedhe responses from experts
and e-learning professionals, we developed a mwisesion of the questionnaire;
some items were deleted, some others were mergeckaorded. The final version
contained the main part, with 48 items for gathgeX responses, and a second
part, with questions designed to gather demograpfaaonation (see Appendix).

STUDY PARTICIPANTS

We sent out the survey instrument to more than(L)@@rning professionals
through a well-known industrial e-learning portalearningindustry.com. The
LMS roles of the participants broke down as followslmost 33% of the study
participants were learners, 25% were LMS admirtisisa while 42% were
professors and trainers (though most in this lastg have LMS administrator
rights as well).

The online survey lasted one and a half months.ré&¢eived responses
from 808 participants overajlhowever, 362 responses showed incomplete data
and missing values and were thus deleted from #te@sdt. The majority of the
respondents self-identified as male (64%) and 36%emale. All respondents
reported high proficiency in computer and Intennsdge.

! The authors would like to thank all the particigawho answered the online survey
providing data for this study.
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DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

We used several statistical methods to examinedéta. Descriptive statistics
were run to analyze the collected data; we alstopaed an exploratory factor

analysis to condense a large set of variables dtmwa smaller number of

dimensions or factors. As a main tool for perforgithe statistical analyses we
used the Statistical Package for the Social Scgenf8®SS) 17.0. In order to
validate the identified factor structure, we pemfed reliability tests by assessing
the internal consistency of the items using Crohlsaalpha coefficient.

FACTOR ANALYSIS

Through explanatory factor analysis, we identifted underlying dimensions of
LMS user experience as perceived by the respondédriie Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin

(KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy (which indicatdsether the sample size
is adequate for performing factor analysis andegafrom 0 to 1.0) was 0.969,
comfortably higher than the recommended level 6f (Blair et al., 1998). We
applied the following rules to this factor analysis

1. Used a principal components extraction (a methodextract factors
generally used for data reduction) with Varimaxatmn, the most
common rotation method. (Rotation serves to mdle dutput more
understandable and is usually necessary to faeilitee interpretation of
factors.)

2. Used a minimum eigenvalue (which represents theuamof variance
accounted for by a factor) of one as a cutoff vétwesxtraction.

3. Deleted items with factor loadings less than 0.82ab factors or greater
than 0.32 on two or more factors.

According to the above criteria, a solution withufofactors was extracted
explaining 62.648% of the variance (Table 1). Tphercentage is quite high,
leading us to consider the survey instrument ia #tiidy to operate successfully.
The whole process of interpretation of the factwalgsis led to the refinement of
the questionnaire and a more parsimonious solutith four factors
representing user experience parameters of LM$optas as follows: Pragmatic
Quality, Motivation and Engagement, Authentic Leagy Autonomy and
Relatedness.
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Iltems | Factor loadings | Factors Total variance explaied (%)
qig -331 Pragmatic 46.68
q . .

027 599 Quality

q12 .698

q10 .690

ql4 682

q28 673

q16 668

q9 645

q8 .645

q25 643

qi5 627

26 601

g1l 522

qi8 425

q19 369

q23 356

q7 .342

q29 321

qgg -;23 Motivation and | 7.18
q .

54 215 Engagement

q43 458

q50 420

q49 334

qjg -gig Authentic 5.35
q -, .

ia ~580 Learning

q48 -.525

q45 -.436

g41 -.307

qgg --;112 Autonomy and | 3.43
q -

436 =620 Relatedness

933 -.620

q39 -.567

q34 -.563

q37 -.545

q38 -.435

q40 -.382

Table 1: Factor solution

In addition, factor analyses led to a reduced $etaoiables (i.e., items in the
guestionnaire). The first version of the questaire contained 51 items (48
regarding the UX dimensions, and three questiomitademographics). The
second version of the questionnaire (after theofaahalysis and the respective
interpretation) contained 40 items representing faser experience constructs
(the four factors extracted as already presentetijble 2 presents the main
descriptive statistics of the four factors.
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Descriptive Statistics
N | Minimum | Maximum| Mean Std.

Deviation

PQ 421 1.00 5.00| 3.7440 1.05683

Meng 454 1.00 5.00| 3.3546 1.49151

AuL 460 1.00 5.00| 3.8656 1.29576

AuTCom 450 1.00 5.00| 3.188 1.15925

Valid N (listwise) | 372

Table 2: Descriptive statistics of the four factors

RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY

In order to determine the reliabilities of the farst and to assess the internal
consistency of the factors, we used Cronbach’saalphll the factors have high
values of Cronbach’s alpha, with each factor meaguabove 0.8, thus close to
one. The specific Cronbach alphas are present&dhle 3, below.

Factors Cronbach alpha
Pragmatic Quality a=.958
Motivation & Engagement a=.891
Authentic Learning a=.878
Autonomy & Relatedness a=.903

Table 3: Internal consistency of the factors

)

e Pragmatic
- J
. Authe‘ e Autonomy
Learning and
J L Relatedness

Figure 1: UX evaluation dimensions for LMS 70
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| NTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

The findings of the statistical analyses revealaar factors. We arrived at an
interpretation based on Hassenzahl's model of UM &DT, through which
process we propose a new UX-driven evaluation mémletontemporary LMS
platforms. The figure above depicts the main eatédin dimensions.

PRAGMATIC QUALITY

All the interactive systems or applications haveragmatic and hedonic quality
that make up the user experience (Hassenzahl, 2008¢ pragmatic quality is
related to the users’ need to achieve behaviorakgthe “do” goals. This in turn
is related to the main aspects of usability of stay. Effectiveness, efficiency,
and perceived satisfaction are the main archetlypisability dimensions for
every interactive system. The e-learning conteriyever, requires additional
dimensions for pragmatic quality. Several research{Lanzilotti et al., 2006;
Zaharias, 2006, Nokelainen, 2006) have proposed tizaitional usability
parameters need to be augmented with design paesrfedbm other fields such
as learning design and instructional design. #nse that effectiveness and
efficiency have a different meaning in the contekte-learning courses and
platforms (Zaharias, 2009).

AUTHENTIC LEARNING

When dealing with the design of learning experishome of the most important
elements is to create meaningful learning inteoastithat relate to real world

situations. Authentic learning experiences typycatlate to the real world and

complex problems. Learning environments must pl@viaffordances for

effective integration of learning methods that gydnd the passive absorption of
learning content. These can include role-playingreses, problem-based
activities, case studies, and participation in uatt communities of practice

(Chang et al., 2010).

Design of these environments has to support a wtazige of learners’
needs. Learners seek opportunities to apply tkeowledge to solve real
problems; they want to be able to explore new cdsfethey need to find
connections and build communities of practice (Landh 2007). Especially for
building communities of practice, we see that keyets of connectivism
(Siemens, 2004) suggest meaning-making and fornomignections between
specialized communities are important activiti€nerging learning technologies
such as MOOC:s try to incorporate these kinds obdppities in order to provide
rich and meaningful learning experiences. We aslsat modern LMS platforms
also need to evolve towards these directions.
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AUTONOMY ANDRELATEDNESS

Autonomy can be defined as “the ability to takergkeaof one’s own learning”
(Holec, 1981). In the extant literature, autonolms been approached as a
psychological state (Little, 1991), as a situa{ipickinson, 1992) and as the right
of learners (Benson, 2001).

Learner autonomy is considered a very important tgp self-directed
learning in authentic learning environmeiriiibbe and Bezanilla, 2013) where
the learners take over the functions of the instmscin selecting content and
methods and in guiding the whole learning procegtlg€, 2004 and 2012). In e-
learning and blended learning environments, autgnoatso reflects the
challenges that learners face regarding the efficiase of the learning
management system and the related learning aesvitSome researchers assert
that efficient use of the LMS is an individual slof the learner that should be
seen as separate from the actual learning goale(LR004 and 2012), which
makes the whole task of designing the e-learningee@&nce even more
challenging.

As already mentioned, this study has been influgnze the approach
suggested by Deci and Ryan (1985) who define amgras a process of “self-
determination” or “self-regulation.” According this perspective, learners feel
that they are involved in authentic learning attd to the degree that they
identify those activities as their own. In additi@utonomy is strongly associated
with “relatedness,” a term that refers to the leashneeds for contact, support,
communication, and community-building with otheils. keeping with the above
premises, a modern LMS must provide affordances fautonomous
interdependence.”

MOTIVATION ANDENGAGEMENT

Motivation and engagement are perhaps the mostriamgoelements of every
form of learning experience. Motivation refersthe internal processes that give
behavior its energy and direction (Reeve, 1996)ergy relates to the strength,
intensity, and persistence of the behavior conekrr@rection gives the behavior
a specific purpose. Behavior can be intrinsicahd extrinsically motivated.
Extrinsic motivation is grounded in external fastorsuch as social
approval/disapproval, rewards, or avoiding negatbemsequences. Intrinsic
motivation can be characterized as the drive ayigiithin the self to carry out an
activity whose reward is derived from the enjoymeftthe activity itself
(Csikszentmihalyi, 1975).

Some sources associate motivation with learningcéffeness in several
contexts and with media such as LMS, games, virtwatlds, and MOOCs
(Papastergiou, 2009; Lopez-Morteo and Lopez, 20(hritchi et al., 2010).
Other scholars have investigated the relationslevéen usability design and
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motivation to learn in e-learning contexts (Zahsyrid006, 2009). One might
argue that motivation is an absolutely essentiglirement for every learning
process and for every learning environment. Hktesd so closely to engagement
that many prior empirical works use these termsraftangeably. The issue of
learners’ engagement has gained a lot of atteirimty, especially in the context
of new educational technologies such as MOOCs.efakgcholars have asserted
that there is a serious problem in learners’ engage and motivation, due in part
to poor technology design and usability. New mdthogical and technological
trends such as gamification practices and platfamsto bring solutions to this
complex problem. Modern LMS platforms follow theésends in order to provide
motivating and engaging learning experiences.

FUTURE RESEARCH

In the near future, the main research efforts wilih to provide additional
evidence for reliability and validity of the modeFor instance, we may modify
the second version of the questionnaire developethis study and develop a
new, more compact questionnaire by replacing andoreling some of the few
items that did not discriminate well. We may alsee confirmatory factor
analysis to determine convergent and discriminantivergent) validity (Wang,
2003). After further validating the instrument, wal design a protocol that
includes a severity scale for prioritization of lbatsability and UX issues, and a
scoring scheme for the evaluation dimensions. Tdwiis end, the proposed
model and the related evaluation protocol can gsovide benchmark
information. The evaluation model will be usedigsess numerous LMSs, which
may lead to the development of a standardized leadting database that
contains the UX quality profiles of commercial agken-source LMS platforms.
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APPENDIX

A. User experience of LMS

Please rate your experience with the LMS in your organization. IF an item
does not apply, please choose the Not Applicable option (NA). Note that this

evaluation is subjective in nature and there is no “right” or “wrong” answer.

Scale: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3= Neither agree or disagree
(Neutral), 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree, NA= Not Applicable

Criteria

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

NA

The LMS keeps the learner
informed through constructive,
appropriate and timely
feedback.

The LMS responds well to
user-initiated actions. There
are no surprise actions by the
LMS or tedious data entry
seqguences.

Language usage in terms of
phrases, symbols, and
concepts is similar to that of
learners in their day-to-day
environment.

The same concepts, words,
symbols, situations, or actions
refer to the same thing.

The LMS is compatible with
common browsers on common
hardware (pcs, mobile
devices, tablets etc.)
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LMS dialogues do not contain
irrelevant or rarely needed
information, which could
distract users.

The LMS is designed in such a
way that the users cannot
easily make serious errors.

When a user makes an error,
the LMS responds with an
appropriate error message.

LMS messages define
problems precisely and give
quick, simple, constructive,
specific instructions for
recovery.

Objects to be manipulated,
options for selection, and
actions to be taken are visible.

The user does not need to
recall information from one
part of the LMS to another.

Instructions on how to use the
LMS are visible or easily
retrievable whenever
appropriate.

The LMS caters for different
levels of users, from novice to
expert.

Shortcuts or accelerators,
unseen by novice users, are
provided to speed up
interaction and task
completion by frequent users.

The LMS is flexible to enable
users to adjust settings to suit
themselves, i.e. to customize
the interface.
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The LMS has a help facility
and other documentation to
support users’ needs.

Information in help facilities is
easy to search, task-focused,
and lists concrete steps to
accomplish a task.

The LMS provides a semantic
search function that
understands and tracks user’s
search intention and context.

The LMS has a simple
navigational structure.

Users know where they are
and have the option to select
where to go next.

The navigational options are
limited, so as not to
overwhelm the user.

Related information is placed
together.

The LMS generates useful
reports regarding the activities
of learners and instructors in
the courses, discussion forum,
quizzes etc.
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Course analysis includes
progress reports and consists
of both the activities and
timestamps of when the
activity occurred.

Learners’ behavior tracking is
integrated with gamification
APIs and platforms.

Facilities and activities are
available that encourage
learner-learner and learner-
instructor interactions.

Facilities are provided for both
asynchronous and
synchronous communication
(such as e-mail, discussion
forums etc.).

Learners have some freedom
to direct their learning.

Instructors can customize
learning artifacts to the
individual learner (e.g. tests
and performance evaluations
can be customized to the
learner’s ability).

LMS provides the possibility to
import tests and quizzes from
other sources.
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Where appropriate, learners
can take the initiative
regarding the content and
sequence of learning.

There are multiple
representations and varying
views of learning artifacts and
tasks.

The LMS supports different
strategies for learning.

The LMS can be easily
integrated with other media
(blogs, YouTube, Twitter
feeds, LinkedIn forms) to
support learning.

Metacognition (the ability of a
learner to plan, monitor and
evaluate his/her own cognitive
skills) is encouraged.

Learners are able to tag
learning components.

Learners give and receive
prompt and frequent feedback
about their activities and the
knowledge being constructed.

Learners are guided as they
perform tasks.

Quantitative feedback, e.g.
grading of learners’ activities,
is given, so that learners are
aware of their level of
performance.
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Authentic, contextualized tasks
are undertaken rather than
abstract instruction.

Learning occurs in a context of
use so that knowledge and
skills are transferable to
similar contexts.

The representations are
understandable and
meaningful, ensuring that
symbols, icons and names
used are intuitive within the
context of the learning task.

The LMS incorporates
interactive features that attract
and motivate learners.

The LMS incorporates game
mechanics (e.g. points,
badges, leaderboards, levels
etc.) to further engage the
learners.

Gamification elements (when
available) are easy to use by
the instructors to further
develop their learning
environment.

The LMS provides features to
assess learners’ interests.

The LMS provides features to
assess learners’ gaps in
knowledge and skills.

The LMS proactively suggests
new sources (e.g. information,
courses, social communities
and networks) to learners for
consideration.
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B. Demographics
1. Whatis your age?

O

Oo000ofd

18-24
25-34
35-44
45 -54
55-64
65 +

2. Whatis your LMS role?

0
O
0

Learner / Student
Facilitator / Instructor / Professor

Administrator

3. Whatis your role in the organization?

O

OoO00000000:0

Senior management (C-level, president, principal, or director)
Manager or supervisor

Faculty, professor, or instructor

Instructional designer or developer

Graphics, video, multimedia, or web developer

Training or L&D practitioner

HR practitioner

Intern, Student

Consultant

Other
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FROM INSTRUCTIVISM TO CONNECTIVISM :
THEORETICAL UNDERPINNINGS OF MOQOCSs

Matt Crosslin
University of Texas at Arlington

ABSTRACT

While the first MOOCs were connectivist in theirpapach to learning, later
versions have expanded to include instructivistc$tires and structures that blend
both theories. From an instructional design staidpthe differences are
important. This paper will examine how to analyhe goals of any proposed
MOOC to determine what the epistemological focuzusthbe. This will lead to a
discussion of types of communication needed—basedamalysis of power
dynamics—to design accurately within the determiapstemology. The paper
also explores later stages of design related t@esraommunication of the
intended power structure or theoretical desigrhasd relate to various activities
and expectations in the MOOC.

Keywords: MOOC, instructivism, connectivism, constructivis power
dynamics, zone of proximal development, pedagogyragogy, heutagogy,
learning and teaching as communication actions @)TC normative
communication actions, strategic communication oasti constative
communication actions, dramaturgical communica#iotions
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FROM INSTRUCTIVISM TO CONNECTIVISM :

THEORETICAL UNDERPINNINGS OF MOQOCSs

Matt Crosslirf"
University of Texas at Arlington

| NTRODUCTION

When determining the need for a new course, mangagnbnal institutions think
about factors such as demand, necessity, costdvedsoand other standard
concerns. This analysis phase generally will idel@nalyses such as a needs
assessment or a skills test to determine what nbibe course should cover.
MOOCs offer a unique challenge in this area in thédrger number of learners
can enroll, often coming from outside the typicalpplation an institution is
accustomed to serve. How does one perform a ressgssment or test skills of a
sample learner population for the first offering tok course when the whole
world constitutes the pool of potential learners?

The analysis phase of designing a MOOC is ofteéib Up to the
professional opinion of those who want to offer ®®IC covering a particular
topic. Professionals in a given field begin to ic®tcertain patterns and
eventually conclude that a MOOC would be an intargsavenue to explore.
Should this be the end of the analysis? Does sutimited analysis provide
course designers with information about all thedescthat careful MOOC design
must take into account? One can argue that, agateus formats of MOOCs
diversify, MOOC designers need to consider seveagiely ignored factors
before they begin designing a course.

To this end, this article will examine some impoit theoretical
underpinnings of course design that affect MOOQ®aA to be covered include
epistemologies, methodologies, communication goalsd power relations
inherent in each. These theoretical areas of conaften involve people who
take sides, advocating for competing perspectives @pproaches to MOOC
design. The popularized cMOOC versus xMOOC debst¢enplifies such a case
of polarized advocacy. Without assuming one s&dbetter than the other, this
article will examine the various aspects of thaoattperspectives and the power
of those perspectives to help designers analyzegrdesttributes that are
appropriate for various educational goals.

THE BASICS OF ANALYSIS

Although this article will cover a lot of theoreaticground, a theory-based analysis
of MOOC design does not have to be time-consumbBefore jumping into

85



specific theories and ideas, an examination obtrexall process is in order.

Keep in mind that an initial MOOC design analysas start off as a “rough draft”
that is updated and revised as the course is deseld he analysis process would
look like this (see Appendix A for a sample workshihat might be helpful):

1. Determine the main epistemological focus of the NIODhere can
(and probably will) be elements of all epistemoésgin the course.
Conversely, most courses tend to operate with omkenying power
structure to guide design and development. Powectstes can be
seen as a guide for epistemology, but they shootda confused as
being the same the thing.

2. Decide the main methodology that will be utilizedhe designAgain,
there will be elements of all, at times, but knogvithe main
underlying methodology will help guide the courssidn analysis.

3. Look at what types of interaction are desired fog tourseFor this
stage of analysis, there might be one main typentaraction, or
several.

4. Begin matching the types of interaction with thestgmological and
methodological design of the coursgome types of interaction may
fall outside of the main epistemology and methodglof the course
and that is fine, as long as the designer makes wurtake note.
Designers who lean towards a power structure dgdesethod that is
different from those initially chosen might considgoing back and
revising those choices.

5. Map out what kind of communicative actions willneeded for each
activity based on course epistemology and methggdlor outlying
epistemology and methodology, as needed).

Consider a course on changing trends in the healhodustry as an example to
take through this analysis. (Note that the tecddrierms in italics, below, will be
explored later in the article.) For this healthceceirse, the course designer has
decided that a connected learning approamnriectivisi is the best overall
epistemology because the course topic covers “¢chgrigends.” Learners would
be well served to form a network of resources Wiltkeep them up to date on an
ever-changing topic. For the purpose of this ceuspending large amounts of
time learning current information would not be Helpvhen that knowledge itself
will be obsolete in a year. The course topic ifresla mix of expert knowledge
and life experience; therefore the designer choasesethodological focus
(heutagogy that encourages participants to learn how toeaenkrs. Bringing
these two analyses together, the designer detesntiva¢ the course needs to be
designed in aonnectivist heutagogicahanner. This determination impacts all
subsequent design decisions, including course comuamions patterns. Instead
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of forming students into course-specific groupst thmght not exist after the
course, the designer focuses on leveraging netviadractions for course
activities. Some of these interactions astadent-studeninteractions; others are
student-interfaceinteractions.  Therefore, the course designer dascithat
normative communicative actionswust occur in order to explain what is
happening in the course. Moreover, sostrategic communicative actionsill
help learners who might need guidance on how twerét The goal of these
normative and strategic communicative actions wit be to look at facts, but
rather to encourage students to network with otf@rshe purpose of learning
how to be well-connected to other learners andhlegrobjects related to ever-
changing health trends. However, the course desigiso realizes that the
MOOC confers a certificate of completion and therefdetermines the need for
some kind of final assessment that authorizes igigithe credential. The
designer decides to add an assignment at the ahditihzes the construction of
learned experiences in the form of a blog reflec{aconstructivist andragogic
approach). This would require somemative communicative actiots explain
the assignment followed by the learner produadngmaturgical communicative
actionsthat express how they have integrated what treyés in the course with
their existing knowledge.

This example highlights one possible combinationhef various theories
and ideas that affect course design. The godlisfarticle is to examine many of
these theories, as well as lay out a simple plardétermining the factors that
should guide MOOC design. The first area of MOQflgsis to be examined
will be the overall power dynamics that determingowontrols the content and
activities and what that means for the design pbas#0OC creation.

EPISTEMOLOGY : POWER DYNAMICS IN L EARNING

One of the more basic concepts to affect societiylanextension the institution

of formal education is who controls power in ediaral settings. For the

purpose of this article, power is defined as “tapacity of one party (the agent)
to influence another party (the target)” (Yukl, B0(®. 146). Jurgen Habermas
(1971) connects power with education and knowledgen he writes about the
various types of knowledge that exist in sociefys will be examined, the types
of knowledge Habermas identifies match up with whaderson and Dron (2011)

call the three generations of distance educati@agegy: cognitive-behaviorist,

social constructivist, and connectivist pedagogy.

One type of knowledge that Habermas (1971) focesedas instrumental
knowledge, basic knowledge that humans need irr dodgurvive and attempt to
control their own environment. In education, th@nsmission of instrumental
knowledge is often referred to as instructivisnstinctivism is a general idea that
“assumes the effectiveness of passive receptisamtioned information through
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memorization and recall” (Porcaro, 2011, p. 40)om® of the bigger ideas
associated with instructivism are behaviorism (aplaned in the work of

Skinner and Thorndike) as well as cognitivism (afrekd in the work of Gagne
and Bruner). While these may seem to be very gévpositions, “instructivists,
whether behaviorist or cognitivist, are ontologigabbjectivist and realist, and
epistemologically empiricist.... they see learning samply mapping the real,
external world on to the minds or behaviors ofshedent” (Porcaro, 2011, p. 41).
The main idea to focus on in all of this is thatveo in instructivism is external to
the learner—usually residing with an expert indisuc This means that the
instructor has established power that must befeemesl to a learner.

Another type of knowledge that Habermas (1971) $edu on was
communicative knowledge, which is a type of knowjedhat concerns our ability
to interpret and negotiate understandings of thddmeith those around us. In
education, this process of interpretation and nagionh is often referred to as
constructivism. Constructivism is also a diverdea that is “well-suited for
teaching the epistemic practices and collaboratpreblem-solving skills
necessary in a knowledge society while empowemagners through democratic
participation in learning and dialogue” (Porcar@12, p. 43). Among many
strains of constructivist theory, two of the moshportant are cognitive
constructivism (found in the work of Piaget) anctisoultural constructivism
(found in the work of Vygotsky). One of the morellkknown ideas to arise from
constructivism is Vygotsky's Zone of Proximal Deweinent (ZPD). The ZPD
constitutes the distance between what a learnev&ramd what that learner can
come to know when guided by a more knowledgealilerofVygotsky, 1978).
While this understanding of learning shifts someveoto the learner, the ZPD
still resembles a typical formal learning situatiwherein learners are dependent
on experts who hold the power.

One can argue that none of the learning theorsudsed above describe
learning that occurs when multiple experts conrtectearn together. Many
modern learning situations are brought about wheallaction of knowledgeable
individuals gather to dig deeper into a topic withich many of them are already
familiar. To this end, Andersen and Ponti (201d)idve that the ZPD can be
seen as existing on two levels: individual andexdliye. Therefore, another idea
is needed to describe learning in environments itnatlve learners operating
with distributed expertise, a dispersion of the povinherent in knowledge.
Connectivism encapsulates ideas that underlie ile@rsituations that feature
dispersion of knowledge and therefore of power.

When examining behaviorism, cognitivism, and cargtvism, George
Siemens and Stephen Downes (2005) came to theustmelthat these theories
did not address learning that occurs socially gsoap (though it might describe
learning the individual achieves through interactwith others, as described by
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social constructivism). To address this issue $mesmand Downes developed a
new theory they referred to as connectivism. Adow to Siemens (2005)

Connectivism is the integration of principles explb by chaos, network,
and complexity and self-organization theories. rhew is a process that
occurs within nebulous environments of shifting ecaglements—not
entirely under the control of the individual. Lesrg (defined as
actionable knowledge) can reside outside of oueselywithin an

organization or a database), is focused on comgectpecialized

information sets, and the connections that enabléoulearn more are
more important than our current state of knowings{jp

Connectivism as a learning theory shifts the powereducation away from
individuals such as learners and instructors amd arcollective group. Individual
work from instructors and learners still exists hiwit connectivism; however,
connectivism focuses the network and connectiaherahan individuals.

Connectivists assume power in learning can beilolised between three
different locations: the instructors, the learnersthe network that forms among
all participants. Since power is a dynamic aspdcsariety that shifts and
changes, courses should not be seen as instagtoatiy one power dynamic that
is set from the beginning. Courses may have om@rdmt power structure upon
which most of the course is based (for exampleidsnt-centered learning”), but
other power structures may also exist at the same tor different aspects of
learning or at different times in the learning seaee. Nevertheless, designers
must understand what main power structure theyreldsir a course as an
important first step in the analysis of a new ceudgsign, a topic that will be
examined closely in the next section.

ANALYZING MOOC GOALS FOR POWER DYNAMICS

While all design decisions with any course are irtgod, the decision about
epistemological power structures can be one offtk@dational decisions that
guides everything from activity and content dedigriool choice. However, an
important distinction to keep in mind is that thare no hard, fast lines between
instructivism, constructivism, and connectivism. outses that focus on the
instructor as content source can also have elemehtdnteraction and
connectivism. In like fashion, connectivist cows®an also contain content that
positions the instructor as knowledge expert. ifp@ortant factor to determine in
this area is where the main power of the coursielesswith the instructor, the
learners, or the network.

To this end, the course designer needs to takeslanpgmary look at the
goals and objectives of the MOOC under design, lanl at the competencies
learners are to master. In some instances, thseaooay lend itself well to more
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than one epistemology. In these cases, the cdesigner may want to choose a
power structure that the instructors are most cataite with (or even collaborate
to stretch instructors’ teaching abilities in unféan power relationships with
learners). However, there are several clues they mdicate which power
dynamic is most appropriate. Some questions tsidenare:
* Do learners need to gain knowledge (facts) and{itls gabilities) by
the end of the course?
* How would learners best gain these skills or facisPough self-
discovery, connecting with others, or through tfanfom an expert?
* Would learners benefit from interacting with oth&Farners to
construct knowledge together (or even by debatiagous sides of
issues)?

In general, the more that learners need to gainvladge from the instructor, the

more a course needs to lean towards instructividtewever, the more those

learners can gain from self-discovery and reflectihe more a course needs to
lean towards constructivism. Or in other scenartbe more benefit learners

could gain from connections with other learners@mworks, the more the course
needs to lean towards connectivism. Again, thkesmetparadigms should not be
considered mutually exclusive. Rather, in the vaalld, these paradigms can and
do co-exist profitably. They can be thought opamts along a continuum:

INSTRUCTIVISM CONSTRUCTIVISM CONNECTIVISM
KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER CONSTRUCTED NETWORKING
FROM EXPERT SELF-DISCOVERY WITH CONNECTIONS

In other words, design analysis at this stage shoat involve determinations of
the “rightness” of competing theories, but shoutdginided by where course goals
fall along the continuum. This unbiased alignmesit course goals to
epistemology sets the foundation for the desiggestaFor instance, if analysis
suggests the power structure inherent in the legrrgoals leans toward
connectivism, course design would need to includkatively little direct
instruction, and would involve more ill-structurptbblems, interactive exercises,
learner-determined activities, and even artifaciseld on learner preferences
rather than pre-determined structures (such asrpagsts, etc). A course that
relies on a power structure that leans toward cocistism would need to include
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self-discovery activities, more student-centeredriang, problem-based learning,
and reflective artifacts such as blog posts. Arsewsing a power structure that
leans toward instructivism would need to involverendirect instruction, well-
defined problems, guided exercises, instructoraled/ities, and artifacts (such as
standardized tests and research papers) that fglogelines determined by the
instructors. Of course, many of these activitied designs can be used in power
structures other than the power structure thatti@ve writing might suggest is
“native” or “natural” to that activity/design.

Typically, many educational commentators and espesfer to MOOCs
that lean toward instructivism as xMOOCs (for “MOCHLS an eXtension of
college”) and MOOCs that lean toward connectivism @MOOCs (for
“connectivist MOOC”). These distinctions are nbways absolute, as xMOOCs
often have some connectivist characteristics andD©Ods often have some
instructivist traits (although there are also MOQR=t tilt completely toward one
or the other extreme). Internet searches for etren could be very helpful in
determining which direction a MOOC being designedid lean.

Once the epistemological power dynamic of a cobesebeen determined,
other areas of course design fall into place maslye However, all course
designers know that design is rarely a linear gecd-urther analysis may cause
course designers to come back and re-examine tsie pawer structure of a
course. Therefore, the initial decision regardimg predominant power structure
appropriate to course goals is to be seen as anpmaty direction open to later
modification. The next phase of MOOC design ansalyBuilds on the
foundational epistemology/power structure analybig determining which
theoretical design paradigm(s) to utilize.

METHODOLOGY : PEDAGOGY, ANDRAGOGY , AND HEUTAGOGY

In many circles, pedagogy is seen as a blanketnstat to describe all teaching
methodologies. However, as the contexts for tagcland learning continue to

diversify, many are seeing limitations to the tép@dagogy” and have begun to look at
other methodologies alongside—or sometimes in @hegedagogy. In this context,

The pedagogical model is a content model concermgth the
transmission of information and skills, where theadher decides in
advance what knowledge or skill needs to be tratsdhand arranges a
body of content into logical units, selects the mefficient means for
transmitting this content (lectures, readings, fatmy exercises, films,
tapes, for example), then develops a plan for teegntation of these units
into some sequence. Pedagogy is a teaching thatitgrrthan a learning
theory and is usually based on transmission.
(McAuliffe, Hargreaves, Winter, & Chadwick, 2008,2)
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This definition has many connections to instrustivj however, constructivist
and even connectivist learning activities are pmssiwhen following a
pedagogical methodology. As constructivism andnectivism have gained
adherents in the educational world, methodologi#ferdnt from pedagogy have
gained popularity as the means to allow those epislogies to reach their fullest
potential. This section will briefly outline twd the more recent methodologies
that offer alternatives to pedagogy.

Andragogy was a term coined and a methodologyqseg in the 1960s
as a way to distinguish adult education from gradeool education (Merriam,
2001). In that context, an adult learner was sseone who

(1) has an independent self-concept and who caettdiis or her own
learning, (2) has accumulated a reservoir of I€¥pegiences that is a rich
resource for learning, (3) has learning needs blasated to changing
social roles. (4) is problem-centered and intetesie immediate

application of knowledge, and (5) is motivated éarh by internal rather
than external factors. (p. 5)

Richard Cullata suggests that “[ijn practical terarsdragogy means that
instruction for adults needs to focus more on tteegss and less on the content
being taught. Strategies such as case studiesplajing, simulations, and self-
evaluation are most useful. Instructors adopti@abfacilitator or resource
rather than lecturer or grader” (2013).

As societal expectations of educational systemse helvanged, many
would suggest that the characteristics of learneginally associated with adult
learners apply to young learners engaged in grelaieos education as well. Even
though their life experience is more limited, selbtivated junior high students
might just as easily benefit from self-directedrig@ag that draws upon their life
experiences to examine changing social roles inaaner that is applicable to
their own lived experiences. Therefore, andragogy ties to constructivism in
that andragogy assumes and leverages the fade#itaers draw upon experience
to construct new knowledge that they connect testeyg knowledge in ways
applicable to real life situations.

Heutagogy is a newer epistemology that combinedagegy with
andragogy to form a modern learning design. Haskekenyon (2000) describe
heutagogy as looking “to the future in which knogvihow to learn will be a
fundamental skill given the pace of innovation ahd changing structure of
communities and workplaces” (p. 2). Blaschke (9@l2o states

[iln a heutagogical approach to teaching and leggnliearners are highly
autonomous and self-determined and emphasis igeglac development
of learner capacity and capability with the goapodducing learners who
are well-prepared for the complexities of today@rkplace. (p. 1)
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Concepts that are connected to heutagogy incluldlelisected learning, double-
loop learning, non-linear learning processes, aadhing how to learn. The main
idea behind heutagogy is that learners are nothtaubat to learn, buthow to
become a learner in relation to ongoing learning pérticular topic or skill set.

Most experienced course designers will recognizenents of all three
methodologies in almost all classrooms and onlinarses. However, most
courses probably lean heavily on one methodologth¢orelative exclusion of
others, the most common methodology being pedagodgthen analyzing the
methodological focus of a new MOOC, it is importantconsider how course
goals might suggest the best underlying course adetbgy to adopt, rather than
basing the choice of methodology solely on instugireference. The next
section will look at combining power structures lwinethodology to determine
an overall design of a MOOC.

ANALYZING MOOC GOALS FOR METHODOLOGY

Once a designer has determined the epistemologioaler structure most

appropriate to the goals of a given MOOC, the rerp is to decide which

methodological design theory aligns best with thamérse goals. If the goal is to
pass along formal information about a specific ¢dfai goal served well through
an instructivist epistemology), then pedagogy JWkelould be the best

methodology to adopt. If the goal of a course asptovide learners with

experiences that expand upon their existing, infbrkmowledge (a goal which

suggests a constructivist epistemology), then auda would be a good

matching methodology. If the course goal is toehlarners determine how to
learn about an evolving topic (likely involving auectivist epistemology), then

heutagogy might be the best option as the matameipodology. However, the

connection between the design theory and epistegigdanay not be as easy to
determine as this.

For example, a course on emerging technologieftnligst benefit from
learners learning how to keep up with an ever-cimangeld. The first thought
would be to create a connectivist course througheatagogical process. For
certain advanced learners, this may work out wéiflowever, if the course is
expected to draw in a large number of learners @dnatcompletely new to the
topic, they may need an instructivist approache@arding how to learn about
emerging technology. In other words, the main gealld be to take the
epistemological power structure that best facégatomprehension of the topic or
gaining of skills and match that up with the metblodical design theory that
will best help learners accomplish the intendednieg goals, objective, or
competencies. Therefore, one could possibly enditipnine outcomes, outlined
below. Please note that these are general idattetid to blend into one another.
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Instructivist Pedagogy
The most common form of
education in formal classrooms
Formal learning that depends o
the instructor to dispense
knowledge that is new to
learners. Focused on content,
video, standardized tests, pape
and instructor-guided
discussions.

Instructivist Andragogy
A less common form of
continuing education.
hExperienced learners are
heavily guided through
discussion activities to add to
existing knowledge. Instructors
Fguide learners through lessong
learned by other experienced
people in the field.

Instructivist Heutagogy

to take, but this would basically
be an expert sharing information
about where to learn about a
topic. Contains mostly lists of
resources and professional
communities that learners can jg
into to learn more, as well as
instructions on how to best
interact with resources and
communities.

Probably a very unlikely directiof

in

Constructivist Pedagogy
Here, the goal of learning is for
learners to build upon existing
knowledge and experiences by
formally learning from more
experienced others individually
or as a group. Another commorf
formal educational design most
often seen in reflective
classrooms. Instructors create
scenarios and activities for
learners to reflect on what they
know and construct new
knowledge in their own ways.
Writing, blogging, and reflective
activities of all types are most
common.

Constructivist Andragogy
The goal of learning is for
learners to build upon existing
knowledge and experiences td
construct new knowledge eithe
individually or as a group.
Probably the most common
form of continuing education.
Group work, open-ended
reflection or discussions, and
project-based learning are
common types of activities.

Constructivist Heutagogy
The goal of learning is for
learners to construct a way to
learn about a topic either
rindividually or collectively as a
group. A very complex design
that is not often attempted. IlI-
structured problem-based
learning, open-ended group
activities, and web searches
focused on how to learn more
than what facts to learn about a
topic are possible activity types.

Connectivist Pedagogy
The goal of learning is to work
as a network in a formal manng
for the purpose of mastering
competencies to solve an ill-
defined problem as proposed b
the instructor. The instructor’s
knowledge would be the main
focus and driving force behind
this design.

Connectivist Andragogy

The goal of learning is to work
ras a network in an informal

manner to accomplish a

competency that might be
y somewhat suggested by the
course or instructor, but is
ultimately determined by the
group and based on expandin
upon life experiences.

Connectivist Heutagogy
The goal of learning is to work
within a network to figure out

topic. The instructor might creatg
the avenue for connections and
then become one equal part of t
network. Also encompasses the
) rhizomatic model of education,
wherein curriculum is
“constructed and negotiated in
real time by the contributions of
those engaged in the learning
process” (Cormier, 2008, p. 3).

how to become a learner about &

e
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In some cases, specific predetermined course &esvor outcomes guide the
designer’s decision regarding the appropriate paigpistemology/methodology.
For example, certain subject areas may requiramdesrto form new knowledge
by writing reflectively on life experiences. Thisuld fall into the constructivist
andragogy quadrant. Given this fixed overall ceudssign decision, the MOOC
designer might decide to construct all or more etspeof the course in
constructivist andragogic manner (perhaps considegroup work or problem-
based learning to help learners build on life edgmees with the help of others,
for example). The topic of another course miglguie learners to network with
others to find social answers to problems, bufptteeess might be a new one that
requires guidance from the instructor. Thereftiie,course could be designed in
a connectivist pedagogical manner (for examplegliring activities in which the
instructor guides learners into online networks nghelearners work on social
issues).

Again, note that any course will probably drift @mg different
epistemology /methodology combinations. At thelyeatage of course design
analysis the goal is to determine the most commaw tive new MOOC will serve
learners’ needs. Since MOOCs are open to all velgister, they often draw in
learners from very diverse experience levels. Oftetis possible to design
MOOCS with elements of, for example, instructivigtdagogy for the new
learners and connectivist heutagogy for the mogeeenced learners. Designing
with pathways that accommodate the needs of vateueds of learners requires
substantial planning but is achievable (Crosslgl,4.

Once a MOOC has a general direction for epistegyoémd methodology,
the final stage to consider before jumping intedattages of design is how to
communicate aspects related to various activitiesexpectations in the MOOC.
Improper communication of the intended power stiiector theoretical design
could lead to learner confusion. Therefore, e&hlvlg how information is to be
communicated in a MOOC forms the final step in graly the basic structure for
a new MOOC.

COMMUNICATION IN LEARNING

Most educators would agree with Gavriel Salomonpwirote in 1981 that
“education depends upon acts of communication” dasted in Anderson &
Garrison, 1998, p.98). However, often little attem is given to communication
in the analysis stage of course design. This nmeaydrause most educational
communication occurs in coursework involving oneywanstructivism,
transmitting content from the instructor to thertea (Anderson & Garrison,
1998.) Some estimates place this form of commtinicaas the commonly
utilized method by 70-90% of university professof@nyesolu, Nwasor,
Ositanwosu, & Iwegbuna, 2013). Anderson and Gamri€l998) point out that
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educational communication should take on many otfeemats, including
interactive and collaborative communication mod&kerefore, the analysis stage
of MOOC design should seek to examine what typesashmunication and
interaction are optimal for a course that is notl werved by instructivist-only
communication patterns.

From among the many theories of communication ameraction that
inform instructional design, this paper will examimne of many prominent
classification systems for interaction in educatias well as one theory that
classifies types of communication in education. h&@dtcommunication issues,
including communicating across cultures (Cortazki,Jin, 1997), are also
important for MOOC design, but fall outside of tlsgope of this article.
Moreover, different theories and classification negls might also work just as
well within MOOC design work. The main idea woubg to examine how
interactions will occur within a MOOC, and to deteme what needs to be
communicated for accomplishing those interacti@msl how to best accomplish
that communication. Moore (1989) identified thrgges of interaction in
education: student-teacher, student-student, mst-content. Hillman, Willis,
and Gunawardena (1994) expanded on this model,ng@ddiudent-interface
interactions. Four years later, Anderson & Garnigh998) added three more
interaction types to account for advances in teldgyo teacher-teacher, teacher-
content, and content-content. Social construdtivisory does not quite fit into
these seven types of interaction, thereby leadingn§2007) to propose four
more types of interaction: group-content, groupu@ro learner-group, and
teacher-group. More recently, proponents of cotiviem have posited patterns
of “interactions with and learning from sets of pkoor objects [which] form yet
another mode of interaction” (Wang, Chen, & Anders®014, p. 125).
Therefore, over time, theorists have proposed ®vglpes of communication that
could potentially occur in a distance educatiotirsgisuch as a MOOC:

* student-teacher(ex: instructivist lecture, student teaching teacher,
or student networking with teacher)

» student-student(ex: student mentorship, one-on-one study grooips,
student teaching another student)

* student-content(ex: reading a textbook, watching a video, listgrtio
audio, or reading a website)

* student-interface (ex: connectivist online interactions, gaming, or
computerized learning tools)

» teacher-teacher(ex: collaborative teaching, cross-course alignmen
or professional development)

» teacher-content(ex: teacher-authored textbooks or websites, &gach
blogs, or professional study)
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* content-content (ex: algorithms that determine new or remedial
content; artificial intelligence)

e group-content (ex: constructivist group work, connectivist resm
sharing, or group readings)

* group-group (ex: debate teams, group presentations, or academi
group competitions)

» learner-group (ex: individual work presented to group for debate
student as the teacher exercises)

» teacher-group (ex: teacher contribution to group work, group
presentation to teacher)

* networked with sets of people or objectgex: Wikipedia, crowd-
sourced learning, or online collaborative note+igki

Most online courses will contain more than one ladse types of interaction.
Moreover, the nature of specific instances of eaxhraction type could be
classified as exemplifying one of several differeptstemologies. For example,
student-teacher interactions could be instructifidte teacher is giving a lecture,
but could be constructivist if the learner is hetpto teach the instructor or even
connectivist if the student is bringing the teaclmo a networked learning
experience.

Once the typologies of interaction are determifieda MOOC, the final
step before designing course activities would bedé&bermine the form of
communication needed to communicate each actipfyapriately. For these
determinations, Learning and Teaching as Commuwneafctions (LTCA)
theory provides a strong foundation. LTCA is basedthe work of Jurgen
Habermas. Warren and Wakefield (2012) describeA @ieory as a system that
governs “the transmission, reception, critique, aadstruction of communicated
knowledge” (p. 101). Current LTCA theory proposésur types of
communicative actions (Wakefield, Warren, Rankinl)syi& Gratch, 2012).

* Normative communicative actions: communicatiorkimdwledge that
is based on past experiences (for example, clastsuations that
explain student learning expectations).

» Strategic communicative actions: communicatiomtlgh textbooks,
lectures, and other methods via transmission tdeamer (probably
the most utilized educational communicative acfjons

* Constative communicative actions: communicationrough
discourses, debates, and arguments intended to l@éoners to make
claims and counterclaims (utilizing social constiwism and /or
connectivism).
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» Dramaturgical communicative actions: communication purposes
of expression (reflecting or creating artifactsiundually or as a group
to demonstrate knowledge or skills gained).

All of these communicative actions can be matchath warious types of
interactions, methodologies, and epistemologieseni@ng on the desired
outcomes of the MOOC. The design challenge is atecs the kind of
communicative action that is best for each actjvégd then to use that action
type to accomplish clear communication. For exanipIMOOC design calls for
a course debate activity, communicating the pararsedf the debate through
highly normative communication that suggests tis¢rurctor intends to control the
process could effectively shut down any debate.ti@rother hand, debate over a
topic that is new to learners might not occur &tifalhe learners are not given
sufficient background knowledge through strategimmunication.

ANALYZING MOOC GOALS FOR COMMUNICATION

Analysis of communication and interaction is theagd of design analysis that
bleeds into decision-making regarding design detailne designer must consider
specific learning activities in order to determim®per types of interaction and
communicative actions. The first place to staramalyzing communication is to
determine what types of interaction will be ocaugrimost often in a MOOC.
Most courses have more than one type of interactorthis analysis could take
the form of a list of several activities insteaddagtermining one “correct” type.
The activity that students are to accomplish wdtedmine which of the twelve
types of interaction are appropriate for a givearneng objective, and most
interactive types can be used in all epistemoldgleaigns and all methodologies.
However, communicative actions are more specifidaashe type of learning
situation in which they can be utilized effectivelyNormative and strategic
communicative actions are most suitable for ingivist transfer of knowledge or
for explaining directions that guide learners imtmnstructivist or connectivist
activities. In pedagogical methodologies, thes#oas often take the form of
learner experiences with lectures and textbooksatégic) and reference to
syllabus instructions (normative). In andragogidhodologies, these actions are
typically reserved for creating an atmosphere #ratourages learners to share
existing knowledge. In heutagogical methodologiésese normative and
strategic communicative actions typically operatthiw instructions designed to
guide learners to discover how to be learners gpecific context. Constative
communications support discourse and debate, nomsimonly in constructivist
or connectivist designs. In pedagogical methodekgdhe instructor would guide
constative actions in order to bring students yeadetermined conclusion or to
support knowledge transfer. In andragogic methmglek, constative actions
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would be designed to allow learners to use exikimgvledge to guide discourse.
In heutagogical methodologies, constative actiomaldv be designed to help
learners create their own learning experience dutlebate. Dramaturgical
communicative actions support artistic expressigrgtoups or individuals. In

pedagogical methodologies, the instructor would emeine the form of

expression. In andragogic and heutagogical methgas, the learner would
determine the form of expression.

Consider a new MOOC that covers an emerging idea specific field.
Assume that, through design analysis, the coursegler has determined that
instructivism is the best governing epistemology tbe course, and has
determined that pedagogy is the best primary meilbgg. Given these design
analyses, course activities would be based on studacher interactions, but also
likely would involve some teacher-group guided grovork debates. This course
would then require normative and strategic commatiie actions for the
instructivist pedagogical student-teacher intecensj as well as a mixture of some
normative with mostly constative communicative @aa$ for the instructivist
pedagogical teacher-group interactions. At the einthe MOOC, the designer
might decide to mix it up a bit and add a consiviglt andragogic student-
interface interaction wherein students would usanditurgical communicative
actions to reflect in a blog-type entry on the amtions between their own
professional experiences and what they have leamt@g: MOOC. Clarifying to
this level of detail in the analysis stage formsoad map that clarifies and
simplifies course design immensely. As noted egrthe worksheet provided in
Appendix A could be helpful in organizing theseiwvas ideas into a coherent
design document.

CONCLUSION

The goal of this article is to start an investigatinto theoretical ideas not often

considered in the course design process. Thessayocedure described is not
exact science. The hope here has been to prowide guidelines to help MOOC

designers think through the various aspects of seowtesign through useful

theoretical lenses. Many of the ideas and conaeptsred here have been greatly
simplified, and no doubt experts in those fieldsil@goint out important nuances

that are omitted here. Designers will want to eanidheir own research to gain

deeper understanding of the rich theoretical pmssttouched upon in this article.

MOOC designers who apply the design analysis mepinogosed are encouraged
to re-order, re-mix, or re-think any part of theogess that does not fit the

parameters of their design work, and are furth@oeraged to report outcomes
and innovations to the growing community of MOOGideers.
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APPENDIX A: MOOC DESIGN ANALYSISWORKSHEET
1. Main epistemological power structure (circlepn
Instructivist Constructivist Connectivist

What is the main reason for this selection?

What other power structures could also possiblgdrt of the course design?

2. Main methodological structure (circle one)
Pedagogy Andragogy Heutagogy

What is the main reason for this selection?

What other methodologies could also possibly bé gfethe course design?

3. Main types of interaction (from the 12 typesraéraction)

Interaction Epistemological and Methodological feta

4. Activity and Communicative Actions Map

Activity Communicative Action  Epistemological anethodological Match

(add more as needed)
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CLOSING THE L OOFP:
BUILDING SYNERGY FOR L EARNING THROUGH
A PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT MOOC
ABOUT FLIPPED TEACHING

Donna Harp Ziegenfuss
University of Utah

ABSTRACT

This case study describes how a MOOC, funded threumgNSF grant, was used
to create and assess faculty professional developmbe MOOC, designed and
developed using a backward design process, guiaeidipants through an online
project-based learning experience that integratstning about the flipped
classroom and about how to flip a classroom agpé#rgcipants designed flipped
teaching materials. The course structure involvedirdroduction to flipped
teaching and learning content, experimented wigipéd ideas and concepts, and
emphasized reflection and sharing of experiencts péers.

Although mentoring faculty in flipped pedagogica¢sthn was the primary

MOOC goal, the project also provided insights abasgessing the MOOC and
the personal learning experiences of MOOC partitgppaMOOC developers

concluded that, depending on the purpose of the RIO¢urse designers and
instructors may need to rethink what they are a&sgs and broaden their

perspectives regarding how to assess what is iaporClosing the assessment
loop and monitoring continuous improvement may kberm@ative strategies for

assessing learning, boosting MOOC effectivenesd, datumenting conceptual

change.

KEYwORDS: MOOC, faculty development, flipped classroom, fegpeaching,
course design, backward design
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CLOSING THE L OOFP:
BUILDING SYNERGY FOR L EARNING THROUGH
A PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT MOOC
ABOUT FLIPPED TEACHING

Donna Harp Ziegenfu§'s
University of Utah

| NTRODUCTION

Higher education in the US is often criticized b®ing too embedded in tradition
and therefore lacking the ability to change or wate (Chandler, 2013; Deneen
& Boud, 2014; Lucas, 2000). However, one factorvalent in the higher

education change literature is that successful ggnademands that active and
engaged faculty be included in the planning andlempgntation of university

change initiatives (Gaff, 2007; Ferren, Dolinsky, McCambly, 2014; Kezar,

2012). This case study presents a technology-bpssedssional development
project that was spearheaded by one such engagattyfanember who led a

change initiative through a National Science Fotinda(NSF) grant on our

campus. This faculty member, Dr. Cynthia Furse, Alssociate Vice President
for Research and a professor of electrical and cbenpengineering, had
experience in flipping her courses. Unable to @eafly sustain providing

support for the increasing number of faculty inséed in teaching in a flipped
format, she had reached a tipping point.

A flipped classroom is a hybrid course environmémtwhich the
classroom-homework paradigm is reversed. Studeatsh lectures online and
read materials for homework before coming to clad®teparing in advance
enables students to participate in active learrdntjvities such as homework
problem-solving, group projects, and analyzing csisdies (Bishop & Verleger,
2013; Hwang, Lai & Wang, 2015; Roehl, Reddy & Shamn2013). Relative to
standard classroom practices, a flipped classrotiategy requires a more
engaged and self-directed learner, one willing doept more responsibility for
personal learning outside the classroom and willmge an engaged participant
in active learning activities during class.

In order to create a sustainable flipped classr@mmption model, Dr.
Furse reached out to a librarian, another locditui®n, and several campus
support units to collaborate on creating a locatwas STEM faculty professional
development seminar. This seminar eventually emto an interdisciplinary
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online Massive Open and Online Course (MOOC) coarsgaging thousands of
international faculty and staff. Our interest xtending the conversation beyond
the STEM community to include additional internaiy K-12, and corporate
training perspectives in the MOOC led us into é&hridiscourse around the
challenges and opportunities of the flipped classro

Integrated course design with a focus on assessmastone of our
primary goals of the Flipped Teaching MOOC projedthe backward course
design model used to create the Flipped TeachingO®MGds the same model
faculty and staff participating in the MOOC usedthsy designed their own
flipped instruction. Unlike traditional xXMOOCs (feja & Goel, 2014), which
are designed to manage the movement of a very fangier of students through
linear course content using quizzes and tests, MM@OC was designed as a
project-based cMOOC (Cochrane, Narayan, & BurciatMa 2015) with the
purpose of engaging faculty and staff in the auibaask of designing flipped
instruction. Documenting MOOC course improvemepdyticipants’ flipped
teaching practice, and reflections about chandeanhing, this project uncovered
needs and strategies for alternative MOOC evaloates to the development of
flipped teaching assessment tools, and exposeadhatitee instruments to measure
and monitor faculty growth and change. MOOC pauéints took a pre- and post-
course survey using an instrument called the CBAd, Concerns-Based
Adoption Model (Hall & Hord, 2015; Hord, 1987; Hteg & Loucks-Horsley,
1998), to measure how their thinking and concerbsut flipping changed
throughout the course. Data collected with th&grument has been used in both
K-12 and higher education contexts to plot a visGBAM profile that
demonstrated to participants how their concernsiaftipping changed during the
MOOC. (Hodges & Nelson, 2011; Marcu, 2013).

One of the most popular and rewarding aspects ef MOOC was
providing support and feedback for two componentsflipping instruction:
creating online lecture videos, and designing eimgagctive learning activities
for applying course content. MOOC participantsretiadeas, experiences, and
expertise and provided peer feedback for othetstethe waters of online video
creation. By learning more about faculty needstivational triggers, and mind-
sets that impacted learning, we uncovered new W@gseer the synergy toward
the ultimate goal of engaged teaching and hopeioifyroved student learning in
the future. One participant commented, “... I've th@gvare for a long time that |
have not received enough education in teaching|’'sadvanted to address that.
... In some ways, this material helped me improvetlangs | didn't know |
needed to improve, like learning outcomes taxonsmi&ho knew!”

This case study will present the process for udimg MOOC as a
professional development learning environment fastructors testing the
boundaries between teaching pedagogy, technologig,tand active learning
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environments / communities. As participants reéédcon their teaching practice
and interacted with other faculty rethinking thigiaching practice, they discussed
how they were developing a more holistic perspect¥ their teaching. One
participant said, “I have a better understandingak | would like to change my
teaching system.” In the MOOC discussed in theecstudy, entitledeaching
Flipped (http://teach-flip.utah.edu/), the parallel paths p&dagogical teaching
approaches, educational technology implementatiamg being part of a
community of international learners created a syyéor learning that would not
have been possible in a traditional local and ftaefce professional
development workshop format.

RELEVANT LITERATURE

Before moving on to a more detailed discussion abwei process of the MOOC
design and participant experience, it is usefuktoew some of the most seminal
and relevant teaching and learning trends contriguto the synergy of this
MOOC project. The two main trends in the teachargl learning literature
relevant to this MOOC are: (1) the pedagogical @tatrons of teaching and
learning (including paradigm shifts, course designl active learning), and (2)
the emerging technology-enhanced learning enviromsrend tools.

PEDAGOGICALFOUNDATIONS

Designing content, contexts, and environments farding engagement at
multiple levels requires a rigorous approach tdruwdion design. Emerging
interests in course and curriculum design, insibnet design, and assessment are
inspiring new ways of thinking about teaching pestagand how students learn
(Ambrose, Bridges, DiPietro, Lovett, & Norman, 201Beetham, & Sharpe,
2013). Many examples of instructional design medglist in the literature and
provide conceptual frameworks for the process aigieng instruction such as
the ADDIE model (Allen, 2006), the understandingd®sign model of Wiggins
and McTighe (2005), and the model of constructilignanent (Biggs & Tang,
2011). However, the backward design model of KR(O3, 2013) that focuses
on the alignment of learning outcomes, assessnagi,teaching and learning
activities is the model used for the designs of M@OC and the participants’
flipped learning activities. IrfCreating Significant Learning Environments: An
Integrated Approach to Designing College Coursemk claims that “faculty
knowledge about course design is the most sigmifidzottleneck to better
teaching and learning in higher education” (p. 26Jy experience in working
with many faculty across a variety of disciplineggorts Fink’s claim. Fink’s
book and the concept of backward design and alighimeve drastically changed
my own conceptions about teaching and learning hstan instructional designer
helping others design courses, and when designyw@wmn courses. A course
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using the Fink model designed for graduate studentdiow to design online
courses (www.youtube.com/watch?v=qgqHXczNYtlg) iswnoused as the
foundation for building an institution-wide modef course design on our
campus. This adapted Fink model, the QCF, or Qu&burse Framework,
(http://qcf.utah.edu), was used to design, devedog, implement this MOOC. It
is also used to teach MOOC patrticipants how totfigir courses and instruction.

Technology-based flipped instruction, which origewh in the K-12
context in 2006 (Bergmann & Sams, 2008), was oneth& Important
Developments in Educational Technology for Highdué&ationspotlighted in the
2014 New Media Consortium Report (Johnson, Bedksirada & Freeman, 2014)
available online at http://www.nmc.org/publicatiomc-horizon-report-2014-higher-
education-edition/. However, flipping the classrooaithough considered a new
teaching strategy, is really not new at all becanstuctors have always expected
students to come to class prepared to engage @othise content. A seminal article
by Barr and Tagg in 1995 used the phrase “shiftiagn an instruction paradigm
to a learning paradigm” and refers directly to tmew flipped classroom
paradigm in which students are expected to takes mesponsibility for their own
learning and “discover and construct knowledgetiemselves” (p. 15).

When shifting from a paradigm of teaching to leagyithe learning
environment also demands a more active approacleaming that engages
students in the learning process and assessesnmgcmot inputs. Emerging
literature is documenting the success of activernlag strategies in the
classroom, especially in the sciences (Freeman,y,EtttDonough, Smith,
Okoroafor, Jordt, & Wenderoth, 2014). Literatumre dassroom strategies that
engage students actively in the learning proces&i®ming more critical to the
success of the flipped classroom, which calls few nstandards of teaching
practice. Those standards include additional agtidor engagement and
assessment of learning. (Bonwell & Eison, 1991h&inan, 2007). Transitioning
to an active teaching approach, and moving respibitisis for learning course
content out of class and onto the student, recadigstments to assessment and
evaluation strategies such as a shifting from sutmm#o formative assessment.
They also require measuring performance and apiolicanot just knowledge, as
well as implementation of rubrics and learningeefions.

TECHNOLOGICALCHANGES

Tied closely to these evolving pedagogical appreadcire emerging technology
tools and solutions designed specifically to enbatie classroom experience,
facilitate more efficient and effective teachingzieanments, and engage students
in the learning process. Emerging technologies)stoand online learning
environments are creating new opportunities foregxpentation and innovation
(Siemens, 2013). Over the past several decadesjrig technology has steadily
been evolving and emerging as a driving force toange in higher education.
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Although technology develops and grows independépedagogical change, the
parallel paths often intersect and work to ampkfsch other. The literature
frequently refers to these innovative technologgedoh tools and learning
environments as “disruptive forces” in higher edigca (Christensen & Eyring,
2011; Christensen, Horn, & Johnson, 2008; Conolel.dat, Dillon & Darby,
2008; Hyman, 2012). New and innovative technolegeach as gamification,
mobile learning, and personalized learning techgiekare enabling new ways to
look at formative and summative assessment toelsearch tools, animated
learning activities enhancements, and the integradf social media into teaching
and learning. Technology-enabled learning enviremis such as online learning,
massive open online courses (MOOCS), hybrid ord#drcourses, and the hyflex
classroom (Beatty, 2007), where online and fack&te-learning experiences take
place simultaneously, all coexist in this excitingd technologically charged
educational context. In addition, technology toasd online learning
environments are being heralded as possible sokitto make teaching and
learning more efficient, effective, interactive,dacollaborative (Breen, Lindsay,
Jenkins & Smith, 2001).

One fairly recent innovation especially relevanthis project are Massive
Open Online Courses, commonly known as MOOCs. M®&@8ave intrigued
many instructors in both the K-12 and higher edooatontexts and have been
hailed early on as a possible magic bullet remedyigher education challenges.
Some have touted the MOOC as the innovation thatildvehange higher
education forever (Harde, 2013; Leckart, 2012). sddbéed as the ultimate
“educational disruptor,” MOOCs have received adbattention, criticism, and
praise; however, the literature around these tdolggyotools or learning
environments is still too new to measure if theiahihype and claims are really
true (Kelly, 2014). MOOCs can serve as a test terdgronment for helping
faculty mix together other emerging technologiaschsas Open Educational
Resources (OERs) (Shank, 2013) and automated assgssystems (Balfour,
2013). Institutional and state financial constigirften resulting in diminished
physical learning spaces, have also contributdtidancreased interest in online
and hybrid course alternatives to allow for moréea@fve campus classroom
space utilization and new tuition revenues, as waslithe sharing and reuse of
educational content (Moore, 2005).

Research, case studies, and narratives about MQ@Gs variety of
disciplines, circumstances, and learning contexes emerging in the online
learning, teaching, and disciplinary literaturesnfkK2015; Liyanagunawardena,
Adams, & Williams, 2013). Although the claims abd&OOCs becoming the
most important educational innovation of all timavé not come to fruition as
predicted (Bartholet, 2013; Kim (Ed.), 2014; KolaWwj 2013), MOOCs have
sparked innovation in online learning and practicasd triggered a revived
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interest around pedagogy and instructional desi¢im (2015) states, “Even
though MOOCs may not live up to all of the initlatpe that accompanied them,
and we are still trying to figure out the best viayise them, there is no doubt that
they are an important new innovation with the ptétrio have a large impact”
(p. 9). MOOCs have also generated new technologjg,ttechnology companies,
and business models (Haggard, Brown, Mills, Tadyblfrton, Lawton, & Angulo, 2013).

SPARKING SYNERGY THROUGH COMBINING
PEDAGOGICAL DESIGN AND TECHNOLOGICAL TOOLS

PEDAGOGICALDESIGNCOMPONENT

Through the identification of a perceived teachargl learning need, a faculty
development project idea emerged on our campuddbased on rethinking how
faculty teach STEM courses. Campus conversatibositathe need to engage
students differently in STEM classrooms, improveESI education outcomes,

and engage and retain STEM majors resulted in reetmgrships, new skills and
tools, and new pedagogical approaches. Dr. Fuserinented with the flipped

classroom, recording engineering lectures and ngaktiem available online so
students could view them before coming to claskis Ppractice freed up in-class
time for problem solving, social learning activitje collaborative group

interactions, and a higher level of applicationtlod course content. Formative
data collected every three weeks documented theeasdded advantage of the
flipped class format for students. Students regubé richer and more personal
connection to the instructor, the added value dlewilectures that could be
viewed over and over for studying and preparing deams, and a developing
awareness for time management and new study skM&anting to share her

experience and expertise with other faculty, DrrsEubrought the author, a
librarian with course design and pedagogical exper, into the project to help
ground the changing and evolving course in teachimg) learning theory. We

obtained funding from the National Science Fourmhato provide professional

development for STEM faculty on how to flip courseased on the flipped

experiences of this engineering professor and fiachiange advocate.

A MOOC was not in the original grant plan. Howevever a two-year
cycle of assessment, course re-design and evatyatiocal faculty development
plan for helping STEM faculty flip their coursesodwed into creating and
facilitating an online international learning commity of faculty learners flipping
instruction from many disciplines and contexts sashK-12, higher education,
and corporate training. For this particular casmnario, the MOOC proved to be
the flexible experimental context we needed toter@ar own synergy resulting
in new approaches to faculty development, new taot$ strategies for teaching,
and new partnerships for supporting faculty develept on our campus.
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This project did not focus just on the technologgl$ needed to flip the
classroom, or just on the MOOC learning environmentjust on the particular
pedagogical strategy of flipping the classroom.stdad, the real value of this
project centered on building synergy around theebtn of aligning explicit
pedagogical outcomes within the technological iratmn of a MOOC. The
intersection of compelling content grounded in meEdpcal principles while
supporting and experimenting with technology totds create online videos
magnified the MOOC experience. Both pedagogy athriology must be
integrated to have a successful learning experi@mck technology integration
(Laurillard, 2013; Mishra & Koehler, 2006; Moorepwler, & Watson, 2007).
The need is to “pour a solid pedagogical foundatiefore adding in the layer of
technology” (Ziegenfuss, 2005). The process andteglies we used for
designing the MOOC as an online learning commungyounded in the
integration of pedagogy and technology, evolvedr dw® years. We collected
and analyzed course formative and summative assesshata, redesigned online
modules, integrated lessons learned, and focused aur overarching purpose of
providing an experiential learning context for flipg the classroom for faculty
who were rethinking their teaching practice andecting on how their students
learned.

THE MOOCPROCESS ANASSESSMENCYCLE
As we worked through the process of designing tf@QN for faculty to learn
about flipping the classroom, we focused on seuvemts:

1. A continuous process of piloting and redesignirgdhline modules
that resulted in a continuous cycle for improventbat included
formative assessment and summative assessment eentpo

2. Guiding participants through a project-based leaymixperience in
which they learned about how to flip a classroonthay created
flipped classroom materials and activities; reféelcbn the flipped
experience; and shared ideas, strategies, anddeledbth peers.

3. Providing a context for experimentation and triadl @rror.

4. Measuring change in how faculty were thinking altbetflipped
classroom.

The course structure, similar to the OLDS MOOC dtrirte (Cross, 2013),
involved active participation of participants witeflection and sharing of their
experiences with peers. We followed an instru@iatesign process developed
collaboratively on our campus for course designiedalthe Quality Course
Framework, or the QCF, to design the MOOC courskhis framework is
grounded in the Fink course design model for ongatsignificant learning
experiences (2013). The model focuses on theselaments of a quality online
course that are embedded into a four-step desapeps (Figure 1).
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. Course and lesson outcomes stated as measurabbtivds.

. An organization structure that facilitates usapiéind learning.

. Learning activities engaging students in a comgksening process.

. Course content provided in media formats appropfiat the web.

. A sense of learning community facilitated througedfically
planned communication and student support.

. Assessment, feedback, and evaluation strategiesgmsure student
learning outcomes as well as overall course quality

O~ WONPRF

»

" LEARNING ™, BUILD
", GOALS

Fig. 1. The Quality Course Framework: Instruction DedRyncess (http://qcf.utah.edu)

The MOOC was designed in a reading/doing/reflectinrgmework, or an
experiential approach (Kolb, 2014), so that thdtddarners could integrate what
they were learning with their own personal realddd@ourse design projects. A
MOOC originally designed as a 15-week semester-tmugse eventually evolved
to a three-module six-week course based on paattipeedback and pre- and
post-survey data. The course developed throught dtending has now been
handed over to our Teaching and Learning Centeravhewill continue to be
offered. The model of teaching innovation incogiimg active learning activities
aligns well to their mission and faculty developrefferings.

L ESSONSL EARNED

RE-ASSESSINGVHAT WE WEREASSESSING

The most important and interesting lesson learneah this MOOC project was
that we needed to expand our assessment and evallBy gathering pre- and
post-course survey data, we discovered the widgera participants’ personal
goals and expectations. Rather than measure cbampleates or completed
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assignments, we focused on measuring conceptuahgehand how the
participants’ thinking about “flipping the classrad changed across the course
process. Ho (2000) emphasized in her faculty adgveént research findings the
importance of creating learning communities wheaeulty can learn, try out,
discuss, and reflect with peers as they learn absathing practice and how
students learn. We used a pre- and post-courseysualled the CBAM, or the
Concerns-Based Adoption Model (Conway & Clark, 20B@ll, 1979; Hall &
Loucks, 1978), an instrument that was designeddasure change in perceptions
and concerns about technology innovation—or in @ase, flipping the
classroom. Scores from 35 questions are talliedsacsix different stages of
concern: from stage 0, which means there is latkareness of concern or no
interest in the technology innovation, up to stégevhich is the refocusing stage
where the participant reports an advanced levelkwdwledge about the
innovation and is working at customizing or adaptihe innovation for personal
needs. Percentiles of the six stage scores ateeghlon a graph. Below is an
example of one CBAM for our MOOC class, which shdias change in thinking
from the pre-course survey (red circle) to the pmmirse survey (blue circle)
(Figure 2). This CBAM example shows that the p#want had overall high
concerns about flipping in the pre-survey, but mioster concerns after learning
about what flipping the classroom means and hasvilhplemented. This person
now knows the personal impact of flipping and hawmanage the flipped
classroom, thus decreasing the level of concerthenpost survey. The post-
survey value that increased is in the stage ofbolation and may indicate more
interest in collaborating with others.

=&—Pre-Course  =@=Post-Course
CBAM Profile Example CBAM CBAM
120
100
80
60
40
20
0

Stage 0 Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 Stage 6
Awareness Informational Personal Management Consequences Collaboration Refocusing

Figure 2. A pre- and post-CBAM profile of a MOOC particigta
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This participant depicted in the CBAM profile abofatlowed up with us about

two months after completing the MOOC and reportedm already doing some
flipping with one class this semester and | amemntiy working on my videos

and writing for one of my classes next term. lattending a technology meeting
at one of the colleges where | work in Decemberam looking forward to

completely flipping in January!!! | learned so rhuitom this course.” Another
participant who followed up after our latest versmf the MOOC also stated, “I
really liked the course, and | have learned so nthelh | feel more secure on
using flipping in my classes. | have used the eontearned in your class and |
have used all the suggestions and strategiesanltplgive a mini-workshop to my
adjuncts about flipped classroom and foreign laggueaarning.”

For two of the MOOC iterations in which we collettpre- and post-
CBAM surveys, we also interviewed some participamtso appeared to be
“lurkers” in the course asking about their actua@gement with course content.
We are still analyzing the patterns that emergenhfthis detailed analysis of the
data, but it appears that they are interacting watlrse content even though they
do not appear to be doing so by participating ie thscussion forums and
assignments. This data about how individual pperts personalized their own path
through the MOOC course based on their own goalsrderests is just as interesting
as the data we collected about the perceptionsedflipped classroom content. As
we begin planning to run this MOOC again in spri@il6 we will readjust our
assessment strategies as we re-design and priepa@utse for the next iteration.

The largest challenge and also greatest opportohiyorking through the
process of designing and developing the Teachipp&ll MOOC was rethinking
assessment because of the structure and contettteoMOOC environment.
Since there were no grades, how would the dataaell evaluate whether the
goals and outcomes of the course were achievedWw Wi we know if the
course was successful or if the participants |lehiareything worthwhile? There
is still much debate in the MOOC literature on assgg MOOCs (Daradoumis,
Bassi, Xhafa, & Caballé, 2013). MOOCs are oftdticized for the low MOOC
completion rates, but is this really a good measir®1OOC learning? In our
case, where we focused more on faculty perceptamnts building confidence
about flipping their courses, our assessment psobesl to be more personal.
Instead of measuring how many participants finishkdhe assignments in the
MOOC or the clicks in the various modules, we e on alternative methods
for measuring how faculty were changing how thegutyht about flipping. We
researched personal learning environments, or RMEkson, Liber, Johnson,
Beauvoir, Sharples, & Milligan, 2007). We integmtprinciples from the adult
learning literatures (Candy, 1991; Merriam, Caflar&& Baumgartner, 2012).
We also structured each MOOC module into threeldewath three different
commitment levels so that the adult learners is MOOC could pick and choose
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the materials and time commitment that was mosvesit to them. What we
have discovered from the analysis of the CBAM janed post—profiles and other
assessment measures is that the profiles areffaltedit; there is no alignment of
the CBAM with the completion of the MOOC assignnseot amount of viewing

of all of the MOOC module content. We need to keegrching for the best mix
of assessment/evaluation strategies for assedsingyue value of our Teaching
Flipped MOOC.

BROADENING OURPERSPECTIVES ANDIARROWING OUFSCOPE

Since this course design project centered on pmheal development and was
part of a National Science Foundation grant, we thacteate an evaluation plan
and an assessment timeline as part of our graricappn. We planned for
formative and summative measures that were partcohtinuous cycle across the
grant project. Assessment was truly embeddedarpléinning process and made
so much more sense than what is normally done ra$pa traditional course or
MOOC development process.

In addition to using the QCF process as descrilzgtiee to design the
MOOC, a logic model was used to create the ovesh for the Flipped
Teaching MOOC project. Logic models are planniogls commonly used for
grant proposal planning. The logic model createdsaal map for the MOOC
project. This logic model matrix then provided apportunity to articulate
resources, inputs, and output tasks, outcomes, impécts (W.K. Kellogg
Foundation, 2001). Table 1 presents an excerpghafpdated logic model created
for this professional development MOOC project.

Creating the logic model provided a broader viewth& project process
and forced reflection about the course design ortsland long-term goals and
impacts. The logic model excerpt shows how reffecon mid- and long-term
goals helped us see beyond the six-week MOOC ancexpectations for the
result. The logic model process also created gomynity to focus on priorities
and really detail a narrow and measurable scopsdime of the course outcomes.
Thinking about impacts—and how to assess projestaswability—is especially
important with grant proposals. Reflecting on imfgaalso encourages thinking
beyond the boundaries of traditional outcomes. Egample, measuring
conceptual change and perceptions about the flipp@ssroom resulted from
thinking and dreaming about our distant outcomBsis experience has helped us
see the value of using a logic model in coursegtepianning, a task we will
continue to use for designing future courses. RAaotFink tool, the “dream
exercise,” can help in this broader visioning pesceThe dream exercise enables
us to envision what students or participants waNé learned, what we want them
to be able to do, and what dispositions we hopeg thave at the end of
instruction. The exercise can be found at thik. linfhis backward process of
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dreaming about outcomes helps to identify goals ¢ha then be used to define

measurable objectives and/or outcomes as thengtgaint for the alignment grid.

Needs and plans for preparing

for the program

Outcomes - during and after
the program begins

Inputs / Activities /Tasks Outputs / Short Term Medium Term Impacts Or
Resources |What activities o] Deliverables Outcomes Outcomes Long Term
What resource/(deliverables) wif ~Evidence of | What is expectefl Measurable Outcomes
will be needeq be needed for progress or hopeq will Change that will Big picture
completion of th happenin the [ hannen in the [outcomes/impac
project shotLteterm‘durln( mid term
project
NSF funding| Design & The MOOC Through the MOOC The MOOC
Use of the develop_ the will be CBAM survey, participants becomes a
Quality MOOC in dfevelope_d and| faculty will demonstrate. respected oper
Course Canvas piloted with a §how_a change they_can design course that is
Framework | Design & local cohort of | in their an(_j implement| used WQI’|dWIdE
as the model| develop facu]ty concerns a_boul a flipped for helping
for tutorials and participants flipping their classroom fgculty_learn to
developing | videos to help | Tutorials and courses Faculty flip their
the MOOC | faculty flip their| videos will be | Faculty will participants courses
Support and courses completed and| demonstrate share their new The_ MOOC
resources Collect data added to the they can creatg knowledge withy project become
from TLT, during the MOOC wdgos and _ peers a faculty
Library and | MOOC pilot Data collected th:zﬁi;afrgrmg A successful, ?n%lgé??hrgfggn
CTLE for and other from the pilot their flioped collaborative be used b
video support implementationg and subsequenit coursegp and sustainablg other CTL)SI
Support from for continuous iterations_of the _ M_OOC model
the Library improvement [ MOOC Wlll be | Faculty will will be Local MC_)OQ
for gathering used to improve report they can| transferred to | faculty will win
the MOOC now attempt to| CTLE teaching award

OER
materials for
the MOOC

Support from
TLT for the
Canvas
MOOC and
integrating
additional
online tools

flip their
courses

MOOC
participants
report they like
the new
approach to
teaching

Faculty report
they learned
more than just
how to flip a
classroom

ownership

MOOC faculty
continue to use
flipped
classroom
strategies and
apply them to
other courses

MOOC faculty
use what they
have learned td
successfully
apply for their
own grants

Better course
alignment
between
engineering
courses
developed at
the U of U and
SLCC that will
improve the
student transfe
process

Table 1: Example of a Logic Model Excerpt for the Teachiiigpped Project
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After articulating the broader vision using theitogiodel, we created a grid to
align course outcomes to assessment, teaching déraons, and learning
activities. As we designed and reworked the ontinarse modules over four
different iterations, we consolidated, streamlirea] adapted the course based on
participant feedback. Table 2 presents an exdéeypt an alignment grid for the
six-module, six-week MOOC. | am in the processeafesigning the grid for our
newest three-module, six-week MOOC adapting the MQfased on participant

feedback. Here is the link to the full six-weelgalinent grid.

Objectives/ Assessments | Our Presentation/ Online Practice Resources
Outcomes Demonstration with Feedback Required
WHAT IS * Completion of | Module 1a: Module 1a: * OnlineLectures
FLIPPING CBAM, learning | Introduction to the Introduction to the Cindy’s recorded
ABOUT? and teaching Flipped Classroom | Flipped Classroom | flipping lecture
As participants styles inventories| « Overview of the * Watch the online from ID summit as
think aboutand |« Reflection on course lectures about an intro
REFLECT on ways they can |  Providing links to flipping o Links to
their own teaching | flip their course | take surveys « Complete surveys | introductory
practice and gather| and share with | « Provide introductory| « Online Discussion: | flipped classroom
ideas for flipping, | peersin readings and initial questions and  articles and
they will learn discussion Cindy’s videos comments about | readings
about whata about flipping flipping » Links to teaching,
fiipped course is all « Facilitate discussion| « Online discussions | leamning and
about and see how around introductory |  for introductions CBAM surveys

it work in their

discussion and own context

discipline
WHAT ARE » Learn about Module 1b: Module 1b: e Online lectures
OTHER search tools Introduction to the Introduction to the and OERS on:
PEOPLE DOING and strategies | Education Literature | Education Literature| o Threshold
WITH for the e Present links tothe |+ Conduct a search concepts
FLIPPING? educational education literature to  through a variety /Bottlenecks
Researchgood literature investigate of different 0 Teaching
teaching pedagogy| « Install a social | disciplinary teaching and Pedagogy
andREFLECT bookmarking | pedagogy leamning journals 0 Active
how to apply what | « Perform - Present materials on| « If interested, Learning
is learned to searches for threshold concepts download Diigo |+ Tutorials on
practice with a disciplinary and student learning|  for more organized ~ Google Scholar,
focus on student pedagogy- bottlenecks searching and Diigo
centered learning, | focused - Provide directions forl + Share someof |+ Links to
active I_earnlng teaching and downloading and research finds withh  pedagogy
strategies, and the | |eaming installing Diigo peers journals
flipped classroom resources and | Facilitate discussion

examples of questions and

 Share resources findings from the

they find in research

their searching

with peer

Table 2: Excerpt from the MOOC alignment grid for coursenplimg
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In addition to broadening the perspective of wlsapossible within a course,
especially with a MOOC, begin by thinking beyonck thssignments. Is the
MOOC or course process based where it is possibldentify assignments or
benchmarks across the process? How are assignneéated or sequenced? In
this MOOC, we reflected about going beyond justigiéeg a series of
assignments, or a series of “active learning” sgi@s cobbled together, since just
layering random active learning activities ontoadready full curriculum will not
result in a transformational learning environmen¥We thought more about
affective outcomes and developing a comfort levieh Wipping, including how to
help faculty explain flipping to their students,dadesigned our assessments and
learning activities around those priorities. Threcess of broadening the scope
and then narrowing down to priorities was a vetgresting “aha” moment for us,
and one that can be adapted to designing traditifawe-to-face and online
courses.

IMPORTANCE OFCLOSING THELOOP

Over the course of two years we have adjusted ade@signed the course
structure significantly in each MOOC iteration béea participant feedback. We
started with a full semester online MOOC coursel6f different one-week
modules and in our last iteration we now have timeelules of two weeks each
for a total of six weeks. The focus on continuamprovement and tweaking
content, learning activities, and assessments & the needs of our participants
has changed what we think about “closing the looy/& have moved beyond the
idea of using one measure, such as MOOC complegienstatistics, to measure
the success or value of our MOOC. We have providepgersonal CBAM
snapshot for participants who complete both CBAM/sys to help them see and
reflect on how they have changed their thinkingoasrthe MOOC experience.
We now focus on closing the loop by assessing &atliating the process of the
MOOC learning, as well as how students are intergatith the MOOC content.
This is not a typical “massive” undergraduate xMQ@€is commonly discussed
in the literature. With only a few thousand pap@nts, we gleaned valuable
lessons about identifying personal approaches tsig@®ment choice and
assessment. We have reimagined the course precdsseutilizing the
opportunities and capabilities inherent in the MQQ®@t just focusing on
presenting active learning strategy or classroomnagament techniques.
Teaching in an open and international MOOC createsngaging community of
practice context including discussions, peer im@oa, and sharing of expertise
(Wenger, McDermott, & Snyder, 2002). We will conte to adapt and change
our approach and enhance the learning communityeatearn more about the
needs of our MOOC participants who are interestddarning to flip instruction.
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This MOOC design, development and implementatiajegt has changed
all of the MOOC creators and collaborators. Weutomore now on formative
assessment and try to uncover what is really gom@ our course. We ask our
students questions, collect feedback, analyze,aalast our teaching based on
that feedback. We think more about the affectsqgeats of learning, whether for
faculty participants or students. We seek outimsénts for measuring how our
students’ thinking is changing. We follow up arek alifficult questions. We
have developed our qualitative analysis skills ek course analysis as
something that goes beyond the numbers and arabftilOOCs. Although first
defining one’s purpose and aligning that visioroticomes seems like a logical
way to design instruction, we often do not focushia task enough. It is critical
to articulate in detail the purpose of a coursé@OC and write a rationale for
the course. Designing this MOOC collaborativelypbd us to rethink how
multiple visions can be integrated into a desigd aevelop as an effective
instructional experience.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

Our vision for this Teaching Flipped grant projetarted small with a hybrid
workshop supplemented with online materials. Bjecting formative data and
reflecting on the participant experience, the visimickly evolved based on our
“dream” and purpose. In the beginning, we focusexe on the opportunities
and problems inherent in flipping the classroonthe content, and less on the
design of the learning environment. Drawing on prgvious MOOC and online
teaching experiences, we realized we needed acneaéive and flexible learning
space for faculty learners. Since Dr. Furse alrehdd many connections
internationally through her YouTube videos, we kndhat international
perspectives would enrich and deepen faculty dsoos and interactions. As
our vision matured, and we uncovered new and isti®ig projects, technologies,
and OERs available abroad, we hoped to engage tlevggerspectives to create
the synergy for thinking differently about how f#gumight learn in a MOOC
learning environment. We also realized the valdelearning in an open
international context, and with the availability ah LMS vendor in our own
backyard, Canvas.net, we received the support eeatkto jump into the MOOC
fray. We opted to use a MOOC environment for grigject as an opportunity to
help us rethink how we might provide faculty deystent in a new way. Instead
of one-shot workshops and discussions around tegddy the same voices in our
local context, we wanted an interactive experiesiteated in an international
learning community where participants could shaygeetise and experiences and
learn from each other.
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The rich interaction, discussion, and sharing amadnternational
participants facilitated adaptations and new lesyrxperiences for the K-12 and
higher education participants. We learned we shdad connecting learning
theory to practice, and creating more transparémoyr classroom activities and
assignments so students will see our strategiesl@idion-making processes.

The bulk of the literature up to this point arouMDOCs has been
focused on the “massive” aspect of the MOOC and hostitutions are
capitalizing on new audiences, new finance streamd,methods for developing
a business model for MOOC implementation. Othedid® of the MOOC
literature focus on the technology component rdldte designing and creating
tools that will facilitate the scalability of tedoly and learning practices in this
massive context. But we must also think about heevcan capitalize on the
opportunities inherent in the MOOC environment telphstudents be more
successful and independent learners.

We have much work to do in creating increased sudpo self-directed
learning opportunities and more engaging opporlesifor peer-to-peer learning,
as well as better alignment with competency-basgdomes. | plan to continue
designing and teaching MOOCs and see what new hissignd personal
conceptual changes emerge. | will also continugdse the loop and experiment
with new ways to adapt, customize, and utilize dpportunities of the MOOC
learning environment. This experimentation andde#or just the right synergy
in online teaching and learning environments areobeng important, as
McGrath, Mackey & Davis (2008) articulated so well:

The professional development landscape is beintawed as e-learning
and educational technologies provide opportunifes participants to
connect everyday life and formal online learningniew and dynamic
ways. These connections call for authentic legrrpedagogies which
challenge traditional teacher/learner relationshipsmal course design
and assessment practices. (p. 613)
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ABSTRACT

Much of the interest in MOOCs centers on questalmsut who completes them.
Duke’s Coursera-based Massive Open Online CouM&XOCs) confirm many
demographic trends previously delineated by rebeascat peer institutions. As
found in previous research, this study found irliials who speak English as a
first language and who already earned at leastchebar’s degree are the most
likely to complete a Coursera course. MOOC researcto date have not,
however, developed clear operational definitiongualwho constitutes a learner
at the outset of the course. This paper propose® Possible definitions to
standardize future research. Further, this stuakdd at factors that predict
different learner participation levels and inveategl which activities predict
Coursera course completion. Study results indicétat viewing online forums
and participation in online discussions are bot#dmtive of course completion.
The findings suggest that the socio-demographicposition of the group being
investigated will depend on how researchers eledefine what a “student” is.
Thus, while any of the definitions presented irstpaper may be appropriate,
depending on what is being studied, the decisiontoth definition to use should
be intentional.

KEYWORDS: Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCSs), Courserayfiletion,
Enrollment, Duke University
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INTRODUCTION

Who is a student? In traditional higher educatitasses, that question is easily
answered: Students are people who enroll in a;dfafgey drop out, they are no

longer considered students in the class. Howelvew do researchers and
instructors define who is a student in a massiyene online class (MOOC)?

Unlike students in a traditional college class,dstits in a MOOC face no

consequence for ceasing to participate in a MOOC haave no real incentive to

formally withdraw. Similarly, because there is ¢cust to participate, many people
register for a MOOC with no intention of participp&t throughout the entire course.
In this paper, we explore the problem of definimg tole of student in a MOOC.

BACKGROUND

MOOCs have received much publicity in recent yeerd have become a topic of
great interest to researchers. MOOCs are freergrloe-cost online courses that
typically include instructional videos, assessmeatsl communication forums;
however, new variations on the activities continaeemerge (Beaven, Hauck,
Comas-Quinn, Lewis, & de los Arcos, 2014; Fox, 2014arly research on
MOOCs has largely focused on understanding the deapbic profile of people
who enrolled in courses. For example, an earlglystooked at data from MIT’s
first MOOC and found that the people who enrollesftevpredominately in their
20s and 30s, already had a college degree, angriadexperience in the course
topic (Breslow, Pritchard, DeBoer, Stump, Ho, & ea 2013; Emanuel, 2013).
Research on other courses and institutions hasdfosimilar results (e.g.,
Christensen, Steinmetz, Alcorn, Bennett, Woods&akuel, 2013; Jordan, 2014).

However, while these studies have documented whallenn MOOCs,

we believe that there is another question thattmeaholarly attention: How do
we define the “student” role? There is strong ewmitk that many people who
register for a MOOC have no intention of completaligor any of the activities in
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the course (Reich, 2014; Wang & Baker, 2015). Beeaenrollment has been
free, there is no consequence to registering angadicipating. Therefore, if
researchers use the entire population who registéne basis for their research on
course completion, their results are likely to esed in that it is irrelevant to ask
why someone did not finish a course if that pemsever intended to do so.

We believe the question of who researchers iderd8ya student is
important because much of the discussion around @©kas centered on course
completion rates. A key criticism of MOOC partiatmn has been the low
completion rate among learners (Kolwich, 2013; Y@igha, Adamson, & Rose,
2013). With enrollments well over 10,000 in mosuises, completion rates,
when calculated as percentages of the originalllement, are quite low (Catropa,
2013; Jordan, 2014). Kolowich (2013) suggestedotrerall completion rate of
MOOCs hovers around 10%. More recent data sudbaston average across
any MOOC, about 43,000 learners enroll and aboutéfbplete (Jordan, 2014).
However, early MOOC researchers assumed all whistezgd for a course were
students with the potential to complete the cou’se.one researcher has pointed
out, early MOOC learning attracted many people wieoe “merely curious and
tourists from other institutions checking what thes was about” (Daniel, 2012).

SIGNIFICANCE

The concept of providing free college-level courseshe public is not new. As
early as the late 1950s, New York University oftetgvo college courses per
semester via television through their Sunrise S&emgsogram (Riddle, 2013).
Much like MOOCs today, the televised courses embBledents to watch the
content for free or to pay a small fee for creditowever, in spite of this history,
research on MOOC:s is in its infancy and has gelyeradt drawn from prior
similar projects. In their review of the publishetérature between 2008 and
2012, the authorsidentified only 45 peer-reviewed articles about OICs
(Liyanagunawardena, Adams, & Williams, 2013). Tihespnt analysis represents a
significant contribution to this small, yet growirtgpbdy of work for three reasons.
First, most prior studies using data from MOOCsehaelied on data
collected from a single course (e.g., Bell, 201&ilkec, Piech, and Schneider,
2013) One notable exception is a study by Ho €{8l15), whose research used
data aggregated from 18 courses offered by Dukedusity between 2012 and
2014. This course sample size largely reduceditikethat findings would be
biased by unique enrollment patterns in a singlers®m Second, this paper
examines a topic that, to our knowledge, has nehtexplored in prior research.
Many published studies have documented demographtterns in MOOC
enroliment (e.g., Christensen et al., 2013), aséarchers have also analyzed the
activities people undertake in MOOCs and how thadevities relate to course
completion (Ho et al., 2015). However, in bothtloése types of research, the
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authors have taken as their total student populatie number of people who
registered or enrolled in the course. We quesh@assumption and explore the
possible impact of the definition of “student” agsearch conclusion.

Finally, we relate our analysis to the current debabout the future of
MOOCs. Some leaders in the open education movehmré been critical of
MOOCs because of the low completion rates repotigdresearchers and
universities (Clow, 2013). We contend that thigiacssm should be reevaluated.
Dropout rates in MOOCs are not as high as suggeéstedor reports when one
controls for intent to complete the course andnésfia student as one who is
participating in course activity after a pre-detira grace period. Even researchers
who do not exclude such people from their countstaflents in a MOOC will
benefit from some insight regarding how that decismpacts their analyses.

WHO |ISA STUDENT?

MOOC enroliment and persistence statistics condigtelassify completersas
those who have earned some form of a certificatacbfevement (in Coursera,
these include a Statement of Accomplishment or afige Certificate) from the
MOOC provider. However, there is no consensus ambot constitutes a student
at the beginning of the course (DeBoer et al, 20543 student someone who:

* Enrolls in the course?

» Visits the course website?

* Watches a course video?

» Completes an assignment?

» Participates in a discussion forum?

* Some combination of more than one of the critasi@dl above?

Traditional education typically waits until the eraf a grace period (e.g.,
drop/add period) to count enrollment and to deteentiaseline student statistics.
If MOOC researchers were to do the same, courseletion statistics would
increase. However, there is no clear drop poira MOOC. Some researchers
have predicted which students will drop out of aircse based on patterns of
activity (Halawa, Greene, & Mitchell, 2014) and dar posts (Chaplot, Rhim, &
Kim, 2015). These studies focused on predictingpduts from enrolled and
active students. We build on this previous workabgessing who the students are
based on the course activities in which they padie. Different demographic
groups appear to participate in different courssvisies; therefore, defining
students based on these different participatiogsraan lead to different research
conclusions regarding rates of course completionaddition, useful information
about when and how individuals use course elemesgsyrdless of whether they
ultimately complete the course, can inform undewditags regarding learner
engagement with the material (Kizilcec et al., 2013
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DATA AND METHODS

In this paper, we present different ways to defanstudent based on course
activities. This includes defining a student ameone who: 1) enrolled in the
course, 2) ever visited the course website, 3) heat@ny video lecture, 4) viewed
the discussion forum, or 5) submitted any gradstyament. For each of the five
possible definitions, we present regression motielsindicate the likelihood of
various demographic measures correlating with somméitting the definition of a
student. For example, we find that older courselezes were more likely to
watch any video lecture than younger enrollees. di8euss the implications of
these findings for research; how researchers tet¢fine “students” will impact
the socio-demographic composition of the group dpénvestigated. Finally, we
present our recommendation that researchers defirdents as enrollees who
attempt at least one graded assessment. We cendlydexplaining this
recommendation and presenting the next steps $eareh in this area.

These analyses included all enrolled learners inrii§ue course session
offerings comprising 58% of the MOOC offerings atikeé between 2012 and
2014. All courses with complete data were inclutieBee Table 1 for enrollment
and activity behaviors (i.e., watching a video,timg a forum post, and receiving
a certificate) for each course.

Course Name / Session Enrolled Watched Wrote a Completed Received
videc forum pos assignmer SOA or VC
Bioelectricity / 1 18,26: 7,757 814 3,721 314
Bioelectricity / 2 9,795 3,956 362 9,795 210
Think Again /1 226,767 119,936 9,358 82,543 5,332
Astronomy / 2 53,640 27,097 1,856 7,670 867
Human Physiology / 1 82,437 32,583 2,185 6,665 @.,03
Human Physiology / 2 46,004 N./A 1,317 3,699 871
English Composition/ 1 82,943 36,828 11,649 3,505 1,289
Med Neuroscience / 1 66,235 21,368 2,277 12,461 590
Med Neuroscience / 2 41,985 17,668 1,184 9,855 519
Health Innovation / 1 43,445 11,305 2,396 4,410 53,0
Sports & Society / 1 19,394 6,073 1,092 3,402 1,629
Sports & Society / 2 11,074 4,188 655 1,864 1,084
9/11 & Aftermath / 1 16,783 6,191 911 2,648 464
Amer Foreign Policy/ 1 23,720 7,850 846 3,490 Q,76
Intro to Chemistry / 1 34,632 14,872 1,687 8,320 6 55
Higher Education / 1 18,809 7,247 1,311 3,679 1,532
Marine Megafauna / 1 14,374 6,989 1,305 4,232 1,469
Data Analysis / 1 86,417 33,483 3,181 65,696 2,516
Total 896,717 365,391 44,386 237,661 25,556

Table 1: Duke Coursera Activities by Course

' The 42% of courses that were excluded from analysie omitted due to problems in the source
data files, as discussed in the Limitations anddi@ion section of this work
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We collected data in two ways: through the Courpéatiorm and through
the use of a pre- and post- survey designed byCéeter for Instructional
Technology (CIT) at DukeDemographic indicators used in the analyses include
age, gender, educational level, English as a pyinemguage, race, ethnicity,
nationality, and employment status. These werectsdl because prior research
has indicated that these variables correlated entiollment in and completion of
MOOCs (Christensen, 2013; Katy, 2014; Kizilec ef 2013). We also assessed
student activity behaviors, including whether stnidevisited the course website,
watched a video, viewed the forum, wrote a forunstpecompleted a graded
assessment, and completed the course. The compesitits across all 18 classes
on student activities are shown in Table 2.

Activity N %

Visited course websi 580,66« 64.7¢
Watched a video 365,391 40.75
Viewed a forum 94,232 10.51
Wrote a forum post 44,386 4.95
Completed at least one graded 192,682 21.49
Received certification 25,556 2.44

Table 2: Composite Student Activity Behaviors

Approximately 900,000 learners enrolled in thesecb8rse session offerings.
Fifty-five percent of the learners identified aslepand 45% identified as female.
The sample included learners from all over the @v@hd many nationalities.
Sixty-three percent identified as White, 22% asaAsi4% as Black, and 8% as
some other category. Sixty-two percent of the damjas aged 34 and younger.
Across the whole sample, 35% had completed a bachetlegree and an
additional 30% had advanced degrees. Forty-eigigenmt reported working full
time.

In order to understand how decisions about defitiregstudent body in a
MOOC affect subsequent analyses, we began by ctinduogistic regression
analyses to examine which demographic measures agsaeiated with different
criteria for defining students. For example, if wefine “students” as those
people who ever visited the course website (as sgmbdo all people who
registered), and our models indicate that racesigraficant predictor of visiting a
course website, then our decision regarding howletfine a student will have
empirical implications. In the second stage of amalysis, we take course
completion as the dependent variable and use betogdraphic measures and
course activity behavior to predict course completi By comparing which
demographic measures were significant in each model present a clear
example of how research conclusions are affectelddvy researchers define the
student body.
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RESULTS

Tables 3 and 4 present the regression results gbireglidifferent categories of
student activities. Table 3 presents the resultglipting whether someone who
enrolled in the course ever visited the course websver watched an
instructional video, or had ever viewed the dismrs$orum. People who visited
the website, as compared to people who enrollechbuér went to the website,
were more likely to be male, speak English as fingilanguage, and be aged 35 or older.
Learners who participated in watching a video weoee likely to identify as Latino or
Hispanic and also more likely to be age 35 or old&ose who ever viewed a forum post
were more likely to be male, speak English as fingilanguage, and be aged 35 or older.
They were also less likely to identify as black®having already completed college.

Visits course website Watches a video Views thrarh posts

B SE B SE B SE
Intercept 1.65**  0.18 0.42 = 0.09 0.77 % 09
Male 0.39*+*  0.09 0.05 0.04 0.19**  0.04
African American 0.37 0.25 -0.09 0.11 -0.32 ** 0.11
Asian 0.23 0.23 -0.06 0.10 -0.17 0.10
Other Races 0.69 * 0.28 0.18 0.11 -0.13 0.10
Hispanic / Latino  -0.12 0.12 0.16 ** 0.06 -0.04 8.0
English flanguage 0.50 ***  0.09 0.06 0.05 0.12 ** 0.04
High School or Less 0.14 0.20 0.01 0.09 -0.19 * 0.09
Some College -0.04 0.13 -0.07 0.07 -0.15* 0.06
More thana BA/BS  -0.02 0.10 -0.02 0.05 0.02 0.04
Age — 17 or less -0.22 0.29 -0.02 0.05 0.09 0.15
Age — 26-34 0.10 0.12 0.18 ** 0.06 -0.01 0.06
Age — 35-44 0.37 ** 0.14 0.38 ***  0.07 0.33** 08D
Age — 45-54 0.70**  0.16 0.68 ***  0.08 0.46** 07
Age — 55-64 1.15**  0.20 0.72**  0.09 0.67** 08
Age — 65 and over 1.09 ***  0.25 0.87 =+  0.11 0.78% 0.09
N 11295 11295 11295
Pseudd? 0.0102 0.0170 0.0238

Note: White, female, BA/BS and 18-25 are the egiee groups.
Sig p-values are: *<.05, **<.01, ***<.001

Table 3: Regression Models Predicting Passive Course AgtiRarticipation
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Table 4 describes findings from our examinatiorstoident activity patterns that
involve more commitment or effort to complete: wrgt a forum post, completing
an assignment, and/or receiving a certificate. rhea who wrote at least one
discussion forum post were more likely to be fenaaild were less likely to have
an advanced degree. Given the results of the atbdels, it is not surprising that
people whose first language was English and relBtielder learners were more
likely to post in the discussion forum.

In an alternate model, we looked at people who deteg a course
assignment; we found that men, native English sgrsaland those older than 35
years old were more likely to complete an assignmefonsistent with other
studies, we found that course completion correlatgd being a native English
speaker, with already having a college degree,vétidbeing aged 35 and older
(Christensen et al, 2013).

Wrote a forum post Completed an assignment Redegertificate

B SE B SE B SE
Intercept -1.66 ** 0.10 0.28 * 0.11 -2.34 ¥ 0.12
Male -0.24 **  0.04 0.13 ** 0.05 0.08 0.05
African American 0.13 0.12 -0.15 0.13 -0.29 0.15
Asian 0.08 0.11 -0.06 0.13 0.01 0.13
Other Races 0.13 0.11 -0.03 0.13 -0.43 *** 0.15
Hispanic / Latino 0.03 0.06 0.01 0.07 -0.10 0.07
English f'language 0.19 ** 0.05 0.26 **  0.05 0.22 ** 0.06
High School or Less  -0.02 0.10 -0.18 0.11 -0.29* .140
Some College 0.04 0.07 -0.12 0.08 -0.16 0.09
More than a BA/BS -0.16 **  0.05 -0.06 0.06 0.20 ** 0.06
Age — 17 or less 0.19 0.18 0.12 0.19 0.33 0.23
Age — 26-34 0.26 ** 0.07 0.03 0.08 0.11 0.09
Age — 35-44 0.41**  0.07 0.08 0.08 0.38 ***  0.09
Age — 45-54 0.64 **  0.08 0.30 ** 0.09 0.46 *** 0D
Age — 55-64 0.62 **  0.09 0.29 ** 0.10 0.46 =+  00L
Age — 65 and over 0.47 = 0.11 -0.05 0.11 0.10 D1
N 11295 7929 11295
Pseudd?¥ 0.0104 0.0076 0.0100

Note: White, female, BA/BS and 18-25 are the esfeg groups.
Sig p-values are: *<.05, **<,01, ***<.001

Table 4: Regression Models Predicting Active Course Acfiarticipation
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These findings highlight the need to make intergioand research-driven
decisions about defining a student in a MOOC. Ddpey on the criteria used to
define a student, we may find, for example, thatlshts in a course are more
likely to be male or to have an advanced degree c@nhtinued to illustrate this
point in the second set of analyses by conductiggdets of logistic regressions
predicting course completion, focusing on partiigrain the forums. In one case
we defined as students the participants who hagledadiscussion posts (yielding
findings represented in Table 5). In another casedefined as students those
who posted on a forum site (yielding findings resgrgted in Table 6). Two
models were conducted for each regression. Modieictludes only the forum
indicator of interest, and Model 2 includes theiéatbr as well as demographic
variables.

As seen by comparing the two analyses, the moadg&lding the variable
for viewing the forum generates a significant nagatcoefficient for the
Hispanic/Latino variable. However, the same meassirnot significant in the
model including the variable indicating someone padted in the forum. This
illustrates how research decisions regarding whairse activities qualify
someone as a student affect the results of ansisalfcourse completion.

Model 1 Model 2

B SE B SE
Intercept -4.75 *** 0.01 -3.20 *** 0.06
Viewed Forum 2.98 *** 0.02 2.20 *** 0.03
Male -0.33 *** 0.03
African-American -0.77 *** 0.17
Asian -0.29 *** 0.08
Other races -0.90 *** 0.03
Hispanic/Latino -0.18 ** 0.07
English flanguage -0.45 ** 0.03
Age 0.13 *** 0.01
N 896,717 110,206
Pseudd?® 0.20 0.15

Note: White and female are the reference groups.
Sig p-values are: *<.05, **<.01, ***<.001

Table 5: Predicting Course Completion from Viewing the FarBostings
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Model 1 Model 2

B SE B SE
Intercept 4,29 **x 0.02 -3.00 **=* 0.06
Posted in forum 2.95 0.01 1.89 *** 0.03
Male -0.52 *x* 0.03
African-American -0.97 *** 0.17
Asian -0.34 **= 0.08
Other Races -0.94 *** 0.03
Hispanic / Latino -0.10 0.07
English 1st language -0.08 ** 0.03
Age 0.171 **= 0.01
N 896,717 110,206
Pseudo R 0.15 0.13

Note: White and female are the reference groups.
Sig p-values are: *<.05, **<,01, ***<.001

Table 6: Predicting Course Completion from Writing Forunstogs

DISCUSSION AND NEXT STEPS

The findings of the current study highlight the ong@ance of defining who is a
student when looking at patterns of participatiord aompletion in MOOCSs.
Important in these findings is that education, agel gender matter in distinctive
ways depending on how one defines the populatiomntarest. Our results
suggest that older learners, while a smaller ptogoof the overall population of
MOOC learners, are more likely to watch a video lest likely to complete the
course than younger participants. These differemcay indicate that learners of
different ages may have different intentions whegistering for a MOOC. It may
also reflect generational differences in the wagriers consume information. It
may be that younger adults are used to searchingif® of information from
multiple sources and use multiple resources toiml@owledge. Older adults on
the other hand may be using traditional approath&sowledge acquisition.

Also interesting were the gender-based findings. hil&/ more men
enrolled than women, women were more likely to gegaith the course by
writing a forum post. There has been much disonssi gender differences in
the style and content of computer- mediated comoatiioin (e.g., Herring, 2000).
Many instructors of MOOCs are interested in thditytiof the forums for
discussing course material and creating commumityray geographically diverse
course participants. Our results indicate thatjlevimost learners do not

134



participate in the discussion forums, those whaomore likely to complete the
course.

Demographic variables in this study were defined tiaditional U.S.
American classifications. Additional researchégded to examine student trends
by sub-category according to different global narmBhere is also a need for
content analyses of the posts to see if there areleg differences. Future
research is also needed to investigate how ledsansed from MOOCs impact
traditional students on campus.

L IMITATIONS AND CONCLUSION

The data used for this research have some limisiticAlmost half of the data
files we obtained had errors that made them unasebkhis analysis. These
tended to be the data files generated in coursesetatively early in the history
of use of the MOOC platform, so our analyses may lv® as applicable to
MOOCs offered early in the project. The most segiiimitation in this study,
and one that often affects research on MOOCs, wegatelection bias. The large
numbers of people who enrolled yet never partieggdh any course activities
were also people who were less likely to completedemographic survey or the
pre- and post- surveys. In future research, weshiopuse analytic techniques to
account at least partially for selection bias; hesvethat was not possible with
this project. We therefore offer the caveat thatdnalysis presented here should
be taken as illustrative of the need to make theale/-based decisions about
defining who a student is, while acknowledging ttet empirical findings related
to predicting course activities may not genera@ether courses.

In conclusion, we recommend that researchers defiseident based on
the research question under investigation. Whekihg at completion rates, as
many recent studies have done, it logically followsconsider a student to be
anyone who has attempted at least one assessitieede are the people enrolled
in the course who are most likely to intend to cteteothe course. This definition
excludes people who enrolled simply to watch videosexplore the course
structure. Alternatively, if researchers are ies¢ed in analyzing patterns of
movement in a course—the order in which people mbwveugh materials—it
logically follows that they would want to includé participants who ever visited
the course website. Any of the definitions of wha student presented in this
paper may be appropriate depending on what is kstudjed, but the decision of
which definition to use should be one made intewdily and not by default, as
has often been done to date.
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APPLYING A COMMUNITY OF |INQUIRY
INSTRUMENT TO M EASURE STUDENT
ENGAGEMENT IN LARGE ONLINE COURSES

Carol A.V. Damm
Brandeis University

ABSTRACT

The similarity of structure shared by Massive Oal@pen Courses (MOOCS)
and traditional online college courses createsofhortunity to evaluate MOOC
and related course offerings using a validated uat@n instrument, the

Community of Inquiry (Col) survey, to measure Taagh Social, and Cognitive

Presences (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2000)ollege-level online courses.
In this study, the survey has been adapted to atemlinstances of student
engagement in large online courses offered at lost by a publishing firm. The

courses suffer from two of the standard problens®@ated with MOOCSs: high

dropout rates and inconsistent participation amalhdput a small percentage of
learners. In addition, the design of courses—thedute structure, the

assignments and activities—and the large classs siee similar to those of
MOOCs. Study participants were students of eighlinencourses offered

consecutively by the publisher between January 20t¥May 2015. The study
uses a mixed methodology based on the validatedsGnley to answer the
following questions:

* Will low engagement rates in large online coursmsatate with weak
social presence, teaching presence, and/or cogmitesence as measured
by this Community of Inquiry instrument?

» Can a student’s engagement or non-engagement \Wtlgeronline course
be measured effectively with this Col instrument?

The data reveal that students in these publistfereaf courses have positive
perceptions of Teaching and Cognitive Presence. edewy they have an
ambivalent to negative perception of Social Presenc

KeyworDs: MOOCs, Community of Inquiry, Col, engagement,edigagement,
teaching presence, social presence, cognitive mresecourse completion,
learning community

Garrison, D. R., Anderson, T., & Archer, W. (200GJitical inquiry in a text-based
environment: Computer conferencing in higher edooafhe Internet and Higher
Education, 287-105.
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APPLYING A COMMUNITY OF |INQUIRY
INSTRUMENT TO M EASURE STUDENT
ENGAGEMENT IN LARGE ONLINE COURSES

Carol A.V. Damnf*
Brandeis University

| NTRODUCTION

Massive open online instructor-led courses (MOO®je become part of the
landscape of course offerings through public andape universities. They differ
from online courses that may make up part of a eegrogram offered by a
college or university. The most obvious differensethat, currently, a student
who enrolls in a MOOC will not receive credit fordagree from the institution
offering the course. Rather MOOC participants mageive a certificate of
completion, either for free or for a fee substdlytimwer than traditional tuition
rates. Most, if not all, courses offered on theiaiss MOOC aggregators—such
as, edX, Coursera, Iversity—are free unless a stuslants to receive a certificate
acknowledging successful completion of the couggmeme MOOCs are bundled
together to offer a certificate of mastery in atigatar field or topic. Another
difference between traditional online courses an@QCs is that the open
enrollment of courses can lead to large class seging from the hundreds to
the tens of thousands. Moreover, many MOOCs allatudent to enroll past the
start date of the course as well as to continu&iwgron the course several weeks
or months past the final week of the course.

In other ways, these courses are similar to ciesghiting online university
courses. MOOCs are instructor-led or facilitatat-I§hey are presented on a
learning management system (LMS). They offer stteléhe opportunity to
connect with each other and with the instructofaailitator through a discussion
board (DB). Some open courses require studentesbwork on the DB and to
give feedback on their peers’ work, as is commocoihege-level online courses.
The intellectual material and assignments are ptedeon the LMS. Often,
written assignments must be submitted through phasform, or tests must be
taken and graded on the LMS. Ultimately, the LMfresents a virtual classroom.
It is the space where learning happens and whiréetirning gets evaluated.

This similarity of structure shared by MOOCs andditional online
college courses creates the opportunity to eval@®OC and related course
offerings using a validated evaluation instrumestedoped to measure Teaching,
Social, and Cognitive Presences in college-levéhercourses. This instrument,
the Community of Inquiry (Col) survey, has been eleped and used to
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determine the efficacy of traditional online cowsdn this study, the survey has
been adapted to evaluate instances of the rehativelw learning model
represented by MOOCSs. The research provided irstb@dy focuses particularly on
student engagement in a large online course bgasmixed methodology based on
the validated Community of Inquiry (Col) surveyaiaswer the following questions:

* Will low engagement rates in large online coursesdtate with weak
social presence, teaching presence, and/or cogtesence as measured
by this Community of Inquiry instrument?

» Can a student’s engagement or non-engagement Watigeaonline course
be measured effectively with this Col instrument?

BACKGROUND

The advancement of technologies in the past detasienabled this new industry
of large online courses that offer video and austi@aming of pre-recorded
lectures, e-books, discussion boards, automatedingraof exams and written
assignments, and open access. Pedagogical andyagidrapproaches have had
to evolve in order to harness the technology dffelst to enable students to
engage with and absorb material in this virtualiemment. As Anderson and
Dron explain, “a learning management system trext ee world in terms of courses
and content will strongly encourage pedagogies fihdhat model and constrain
those that lack content and do not fit a conteivedrcourse model” (2011).

In most MOOCs, the design of instruction is infotmby cognitive-
behaviorism, an approach that came out of the @éadntieth century: “[Udacity,
Coursera, edX] exhibit common defining charactmssthat include: massive
participation; online and open accedsstures formatted as short videos combined
with formative quizzes; automated assessment armder and self-assessment
[italics added] and online fora for peer suppod discussion” (Glance, Forsey, Riley,
2013, p. 2). Of necessity, this tried and truer@ggh to content-based instruction
creates both formal assessment and self-assestmérdllow an instructor or an
institution to determine if the learner has sudodgsnastered the topic.

These large online classes may also take a cotisisticapproach.
Constructivism refers to the learning process wheneew knowledge is
“constructed” and absorbed by the learner. Acecwmydbd constructivist theory,
learners construct meaning through the processitefjiating new knowledge
with existing knowledge and/or experience. This repph assumes the
importance of peer interaction for effective leamisuch as the interaction that
might occur on DBs or through group assignments.im&gructional designers,
educators, and researchers have assimilated thagythnto curriculum design,
they have modified it to account for the ever-gmyvi complexities of
relationships and networks in an increasingly ceteteworld. The Community
of Inquiry (Col) model has evolved out of a constiwist view of online learning.
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Col advocates assert that certain elements aragatror a successful online
experience in higher education: social preseneghiag presence, and cognitive
presence (Garrison, Anderson, & Archer, 2000). &8opresence refers to the
student-to-student relations and interactions asugr dynamics. Teaching
presence is the design and implementation of theécalum as facilitated by the
teacher. Cognitive presence refers to “the extemthich the participants in any
particular configuration of a community of inquiaye able to construct meaning
through sustained communication” (Garrison et @l.89). Figure 1 (directly
below) diagrams these overlapping elements of ar@amty of Inquiry.

Community of Inquiry

Supporting
Discourse

SOCIAL

COGNITIVE
PRESENCE

PRESENCE

Setting

Selecting
Climate

Content

TEACHING PRESENCE
(Structure/Process)

Communication Medium

Fig. 1: Elements of an educational experience. (Garria.)

This Col model has informed the primary focus odesach in the field, as
described below. Using the Col model as their fraor&, researchers Arbaugh et
al. (2008) designed a survey that “has been extelysvalidated in a wide range
of universities with very large samples in two cwigs” (Rubin, Fernandez,
2013, p. 118). The surveys were conducted oveethears and included a large
student population (875 students across 44 ontieses with a response rate of
35.5%). The researchers were able to corroborateaththree presences existed
in the majority of online courses examined in tisdidy.

RESEARCH

A U.S. book publisher (BP) offers online coursethvan average course
participation of 400 students on a commercial legrmanagement system. The
courses are headlined by authors of popular bodled this organization
publishes, and courses are facilitated by staff lapdhe authors, the latter of
whom are also educators or consultants in thdadieCourses are produced using
a course design template developed by the st&Pat
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The courses suffer from two of the standard problemssociated with
Massive Online Open Courses (MOOCSs): high dropaigsr and inconsistent
participation among all but a small percentagesafriers. In addition, the design
of BP courses—the module structure, the assignmemds activities—and the
large class sizes are similar to that of MOOCs. e\eav, unlike MOOCs, which
are usually free, BP’s large online courses rediiedearner to pay for the course
when registering; those who choose to earn comgheducation credits pay an
additional fee. The registration fee averages betw&l75 to $200 per course.
Therefore, a student’'s commitment to a BP cours#dcbe associated with the
commitment level exhibited by students in a tuitlmearing online course.
Registration has been successful enough to justipanding offerings. However,
the publisher wants to increase participation asdr tengagement, if that is
possible. They would like to encourage a vibramhewnity of learners. In the
interest of better understanding how students engaigh their courses, BP
agreed to share data from previous and ongoingsesuor the purposes of this
research project.

One challenge of an online course is to keep stademotivated and
ensure their absorption of the material. The langeber of students who register
for Massive Online Open Courses (MOOCSs) but docootplete them, and/or do
not stay engaged throughout, has been a princgraponent of the criticism of
the efficacy of this course genre for making qyatitlucation available to all. The
average dropout rate—disengagement—of students@DEk is 85% (Hobson
and Young, 2015). Even when students of MOOCs pagédrtification or pay to
take a course, the percentage of students whoalrofs higher than one would
expect among a group whose members have commitiadcfally to receive
acknowledgment of successful completion of a coukseAnant Agarwal, CEO
of edX explains, among those who pay to receivéfication for completion of a
MOOC, on average only 60% successfully completecthase (Hobson, et al.,
2015).

Since the large online courses offered by the phbl also have a high
rate of disengagement, despite the fact that stedeay for the course and
certification, analysis of data from these courpesvides the opportunity to
measure students’ engagement with this model afagthn, a situation which has
allowed me to investigate whether or not aspecthese courses affect students’
disengagement.

The investigation entailed a case study of coun$iesed by the publisher.
The study used mixed methodologies. The coursegdesnd implementation
were analyzed through the Community of Inquiry (Calodel that asserts the
following elements to be crucial for a successfuoliree experience in higher
education: social presence, teaching presencecagtive presence (Garrison,
Anderson, & Archer, 2000).
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ANALYSIS OF CONTEXT

PARTICIPANTS

Study participants were students of eight onlinerses offered consecutively by
the publisher between January 2014 and May 2015ad¥ertised the courses on
its website, in its e-newsletter, in several pudilans that had been identified to
reach the target audience, and in online publicatiand websites that were
frequented by the same target audience. The dgesembers of this audience
ranged from early 20s to 60s and older. No denpbgga were polled for this study.

COURSE STRUCTURE

The courses consisted of six to eight modulesiihdtto be taken consecutively
in order to advance through the course. The couwss® available for six
months, but enrollment closed one month after therse began. All of the
courses were presented on a commercial learnincgageament system (LMS)
designed to reflect the publisher’'s aestheticse(@burses will not be referred to
by name in this study in order to retain the puigis anonymity. They have
been coded as BPC-#. The numbers run consecubyalate from the first to the
last course included herein.)

The structure of each course required the studerbinplete a quiz or
reflection before the next module was unlocked ammtle accessible to the
student. All other activities were voluntary. Agwsigents in some courses
included a guided practice or contemplation relevam the topic with a
recommended activity such as journal writing, megtebn, or reflection practice.
Each module began with a BP-produced video of thhas speaking to the
camera or to an audience. Additional videos frohepsources were included in
some modules of some BP courses. The students weattl chapters from a
book, which served as the textbook for the couildes book was accessed
through the course shell in the LMS in e-book farns®me BP courses included
additional readings in the lesson. An outline ot aepresentative module was
structured as follows:

1) Lesson 1: Title and Outcomes

2) Watch: Video

3) Read: Chapters, Articles

4) Practice: Contemplations, Self-assessment
5) Explore: Discussion

THE INSTRUCTOR AND FACILITATOR

The instructor of each course was an author whosksare published by BP. He
or she was scheduled to work actively on the coardg during the first six to
eight weeks, in accordance with the six to eightlades that made up a course.
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This period will be referred to as the “scheduledition of a course. Within this

timeframe, he or she would respond to the discasbBmard and/or send emails
that reflected on discussion threads or topics ftbenlesson. The author also
offered two to three live audio conferences for iaterested students. In the
conference call, the instructor would address audision thread or expand on a
topic introduced in the lesson, and/or would simahswer questions posed by
students. These conference calls were recordednadée available to all students
within the LMS course shell.

An instructional designer and administrative staff BP facilitated
technical problems, conference call and coursestimgi, scheduling issues, and
general communication. The instructional designeersgaw facilitation of the
course by daily reviewing the discussion threadsjraunicating weekly with the
students through email, and ensuring that the autlas cognizant of relevant
discussions and general engagement with the course.

PEERTO-PEER ENGAGEMENT

The primary vehicle for peer-to-peer engagement thasdiscussion board. In
welcoming enrolled students, the facilitator enemed them to introduce
themselves through a post on the board. Learners cespond to each other’s
posts and receive emails with new posts and resgohg subscribing to the
discussion board. Each module included an assigntogoost to the discussion
board in response to questions relevant to thehéssopic. The discussion board
post was not mandatory.

METHODOLOGY

Col INSTRUMENT

Based on the assumption that 15-20% of the styzgmilation per course were
engaged throughout the course (as the publishédff secounted to me
anecdotally), | used the Col survey to measureestisd perception of the three
presences within seven courses with initiation gigib@t ran from February 2014
to March 2015. Because the structure and contetiteobnline courses had been
consistent throughout this timeframe, a single symould cover the elements of
student engagement in all of the seven coursesenvpadicipants completed the
survey.

With the intent to drill deeper into students’ eggment, | developed an
additional questionnaire to interview students darongoing course—coded for
this study as BPC-8—which began in April 2015. Thighth course ran
concurrently with the research period for this gtustudents of this course were
not invited to respond to the online Col surveyatlapting the framework of the
Col survey, | developed interview questions to aepeach one of the categories
found in the Col survey (See Appendix C). | conddcthe interviews on the
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telephone using Skype and recorded them for my ted@scription and coding.
The interviews consisted of an initial conversatmsting 15 to 20 minutes, on the
average, at three weeks into the scheduled coutss. was followed by an
additional interview conducted after the final sthied week to answer questions
that might have gone unanswered in the first ingsvvand to discover if the
students had changed any of their responses taqukstions as the course
progressed.

In light of my evolving understanding of how therdé presences
manifested in these seven courses, | revised iggamal Col survey to reflect all
of the elements identified within the Col model astical to engagement:
instructor and facilitator presence, peer-to-pegyagement, and course structure
and materials. In addition, | grouped questionsategory in order to make the
survey appear to be shorter, since | believedpbgntial respondents might have
been deterred from filling out the survey, whickluded the 34 questions in the
original Col survey (See Appendix A). Re-groupihg tjuestions enabled me to
compile a survey that appeared smaller while iragidall of the original Col
survey’s questions (See Appendix B). Below is &angple of how | revised
guestions 32 to 34 in the original survey.

Resolution
32. | can describe ways to test and apply the ledye created
in this course.

33. | have developed solutions to course probldras can be
applied in practice.

34. | can apply the knowledge created in this seuo my
work or other non-class related activities.

| revised this category dResolutionunder Cognitive Presence by grouping the
guestions under a common introductory statemeneditohg questions 33 and 34
to reflect how BP students would apply their knalge, for either personal
transformation or professional development (a nunalbestudents in the courses
are practitioners and teachers):

Resolution
13. In reflecting on what | absorbed from the ceurs

* | can describe ways to use and apply the knowledge
created in this course.

* | have practiced skills or applied knowledge gained
from this course in professional life.

* | have practiced skills or applied knowledge gained
from this course in my personal life.
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I TERATIVE PROCES®N ADDITIONAL INSTRUMENT

Having determined the methodology, | began the gg®mf data gathering by
confirming the engagement or disengagement of stadeclass to class, to
determine whether the rate of 15-20% was consisterass all of the classes.
Findings proved otherwise. The rates of engagerflectuated from as low as

10% to as high as 36%. (The most recent courseained open and available
for participants until September 2015 and OctolfHd52 respectively. Therefore,
engagement rates calculated for these coursessirstiidy report would likely

increase, if calculated to include the engagemetitase students who completed
the courses after the scheduled portions.) Figuteelow, gives an overview of
the percentage of students who completed the liassabn of all eight courses that
were part of this study.

Percentage of students who completed

Course Completion Rates

40%

35%

30%

the course

BPC-1 BPC-2 BPC-3 BPC-4 BPC-5 BPC-6 BPC-7
2/10/14 4/14/14 6/5/14 9/4/14 10/2/14 11/4/14 3/4/15 417115

25%

20%

15% -

10% -

5% 7 l l
0% -

BPC-8
|

Fig. 2: Course completion rates

Notably, however, the accounting of rate of comptetdid reveal a consistent
trend in what will be called the “dropout” rate. Min the LMS, the administrator
could view and count each lesson that the studenpteted. When counting how
many students dropped out at Lesson One or droppedt Lesson Two, the
percentages fluctuated widely. What occurred coersily is that by Lesson Three
of a course, 50-70% of the students had dropped(dbé percentages might
have decreased for BPC-7 (58%) and BPC-8 (67%)tHose students who
completed the course after the scheduled portion.)

146




80%

70%

60% -

50% -

40% -

30% -

20% -

10% -

0% -
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Fig. 3: Week 1-3 dropout rates

The graph in Figure 3 presents the percentageudiests who dropped out of
courses after completing Lesson Three. This treexkaled two possible
concerns about the chosen methodology: 1) A lasgegmtage of the students
(50-70%) may not have participated long enougthédourse to answer fully all
of the questions in the Col survey; and 2) theselesits may not have been
motivated to fill out a long survey, so survey papation numbers would be low.

In order to address the fact that students whondesged from courses
early in a course might not be motivated to congplie survey, | revised the
study methodology to include analysis of data fransecond survey, called
Disengagement Questionnaire (DQ). Students in edcthe seven courses
examined were separated into two lists. Studefits @ompleted Lesson Four
through the end of a course received the full-lengdrsion of the modified Col
survey. Since these students had remained engaged £xtended portion of the
course, | understood their input to be of high ealu seeking to identify aspects
of the course that led to engagement. Converselgieats who dropped out at the
Third Lesson or earlier received the DQ that cdediof four questions (see
Appendix D). This second survey focused on what hwaxe caused or influenced
students to disengage, to drop out. This shortndegement survey included
guestions about students’ level of engagement thehnstructor, with each other,
and with course structure and materials.

COMMUNICATIONS

First, all of the publisher’s staff email addressexe removed from the email
lists. Some staff had signed up to participate.e@tthad enrolled to review the
course, while some were administrators of the @muk#i communications began
with emails to the students in BP courses. Thesalgraxplained the purpose of
the independent research, invited them to partiejpand included the offer of a
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discount from the publisher. This one-time discoomta single item available on
the BP website would be given to all of those wiastipipated in the study by
filling out the surveys or by answering questionsai telephone interview. A
follow up email reminded students who had not regied that they could still
participate. The two surveys were accessed thrangimline platform.

RESULTS

COMPARISON BETWEEN INSTRUMENTS OF STUDY PARTICIPANTS

The analysis of the data first required a genexanoew of the relationship
among the three different data sources before derispg the relevance of any
single data set. In particular, the research wealquestioning the relationship of
the data from the Disengagement Questionnaire (&) from Col Interviews
(Interview) to data from the full (albeit modifie@ol Survey (Col). For instance,
were the same proportions of respondents from eadhnse represented in the
data for both the Col and the DQ? Did the engagémed disengagement rates
of interview participants from BPC-8 correspondhntite overall engagement and
disengagement rates in the course?

NUMBER OF STUDY PARTICIPANTS

The percentage of respondents to the number of eseatl requests was most
robust for the full Col survey at 23% response.rBtecomparison, the response
rate for the questionnaire (DQ) sent to those wiopked out by the third lesson
was 12%, approximately half the response rate aelcompleting the full Col
survey. However, the overall number of responses mwhust—Col, 228; and
DQ, 173. In contrast, the number of respondentsttier interviews was low.
Initially 29 students volunteered to take parthe interviews. Only 20 students
scheduled a time when requested—a 7% response rate.

Interviews
Requests sent 1003 1481 298
Respondents 228 173 20

Percentage respons 23% 12% 7%

Table 1: Percentage of respondents to email requests toletenp
surveys and participate in interviews
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PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS @0l AND DQ COMPARED
TO OVERALL STUDENT POPULATION

As noted in Table 1, student responses in the Gakvhighest in number and
percentage. In addition, the proportion of studevtie responded per course was
consistent with the proportion of students enroliedall of the courses. The
largest difference in proportion between overaludsnts and number of
respondents is 5%, found in the course coded as-BmMDtably, only 14% of
respondents were enrolled in this course whereagtipulation of the course
constituted 19% of the overall student populatidhis relatively low response
rate reflects the high dropout rate (68%) of ttuarse. A disproportionately large
percent of the email queries (24%, as shown inréi@) were sent to students
who dropped out of BPC-3 by the third lesson of ¢barse and who therefore
received the DQ.

® BPC-1
® BPC-2
© BPC-3
® BPC-4
® BPC-5
® BPC6
@ BPC-7

Fig. 4: Proportion of students enrolled in all classes
from January 2014 to March 2015
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® BPC-1
® BPC-2
© BPC-3
@ BPC-4
® BPC-5
® BPC-6
© BPC-7

Fig. 5: Col: Proportion of students per Fig.6: Proportion of respondents
course sent email queries to to Community of Inquiry
participate in the study survey, per course

Likewise, the proportion of students who respongedcourse to the DQ closely
corresponded to the proportion of students enralteadll of the courses. The
largest difference between overall students andbeunof respondents is 5%,
found in the courses coded as BPC-3 and BPC-4dditian, in the case of BPC-
3 respondents, there is a 6% disparity betweerptbportion of students who
received the email query (24%) and the numbersgordents (18%).

BPC-1
BPC-2
BPC-3
BPC-4
BPC-5
BPC-6
BPC-7

(XX XXX X J
8338338

L X KB

Fig. 7. DQ: Proportion of students per Fig.8: Proportion of respondents to
course sent two email queries Disengagement Questionnaire,
per course

ENGAGEMENT OHNTERVIEWEES

Twenty-nine students who had enrolled in the coucgked as BPC-8 volunteered
to be interviewed for this study. However, only owed through by signing
up for a time to be interviewed. One individual siolered the scheduling process
“too complicated.” Two other volunteers had notrtet the course, so they
declined. Six others who initially volunteered neveplied in any fashion when
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invited to sign up for an interview time. At thene when the scheduled portion of
BPC-8 was complete, nine interviewees were stiltkimy through the first three
lessons of the class, and 11 interviewees were ingriwithin the last three
lessons, with the remaining seven intervieweesrggeompleted the course.

Lesso Lesson Lesson Lesson Lesson Lesson Complete

nl 2 f3 4 f5 ) d

Interviewee

< 16 12 12 0 12 7

Table 2: Number of consecutive lessons completed withirRHA interviewees

Comparison of the dropout rates for the twentyruidgvees versus the entire student
population in the BPC-8 course reveal that theesttsdwho were interviewed had a
higher completion rate. Specifically, the comjgletrate for those who interviewed
was 35% as compared to 11% for the class as a whdeinterviewees were more
engaged in the course than the general studentgpiomt Of the ten students who
took part in follow-up interviews after the schestlilportion was complete, all of
those who had not completed the course in itsedntstated that they were still
active in the course and intended to complete these within the ensuing six-
month time period throughout which the BPC-8 waelthain accessible.

Comparison of engagement rates between total number of students
and interview participants in BPC-8
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%

15%

10%
0%
Week 1 Week 2 Week 3 Week 4 Week 5 Week 6 Completed

Total students M Inteviewees

Fig. 9: Comparison of engagement rates between thertotaber of students (in beige)
and interview participants (in blue) in the BPCeRicse.

! As a reminder, 67% of the students in this comngght not have continued after Lesson 3 (see
Figure 2), a trend of disengagement in BP courSege the course was to remain available for
several months, the percentage of students whgddbput within the course’s first three lessons
might have decreased significantly after the cotigateof this study.
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Since the majority of interview participants renenmore engaged than the
general course population throughout the schedubetibn of the course, it could
be expected that they would be more engaged in @aitiiee areas of engagement
defined with the Col model. The insights from thieiviews could have relevance for
triangulating results of the Col survey but woulelg/no insights with regard to results
of the DQ survey, since the DQ survey was admnedte® and completed by students
from the course at large, all of whom disengagetihéyhird lesson of the course.

RESULTS FROMCOIl FULL SURVEY
The Col survey included introductory background sjioes bearing on the
following three data sets:

1) the course that the student chose to review fostineey;

2) the student’s general motivation for taking therseu
— personal or professional reasons;

3) whether the student completed the course

Students who had not completed the course weredu@eomplete an open-
ended response to explain their reason(s) for moipteting the course. (The DQ
survey focuses on this question.)

In response to the Col survey, 85% of Col survepoadents indicated they
had enrolled in the courses for personal developm&b% of respondents
indicated having enrolled for professional develepin Of those who completed
the survey, 72% had completed the courses. Of8Be\2ho did not complete the
course, those who chose to explain reasons forcaotpleting provided the
following reasons through their open-ended answers:

Not enough tme

Other commitments

Course design didn1 meet expectations

Technical prodblems

Ditticulties with video

INot motivated due 10 lack of centificate/assessment

Q0 10 20 30 40

Number of respondents

Fig. 10: Reasons for not completing the course
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A. afa

collaboration

1. Clear Lesson Outcomes | 132 55 28 9 0 2
2. Clearly documented
instructions 148 52 15 9 2 0
3. Clearly documented dates| 166 44 7 4 2 3
4. Clearly explained course
§ topics 157 46 14 5 1 2
@ | 5. Lessons designed for
g engagement 96 45 55 17 3 10
O | 6. Lessons designed to keep
g’ on task for learning 118 54 33 13 6 2
‘= | 7. Contributed to community|
% among participants 69 48 73 18 8 0
& IE?»e.aljr(]esponses helped me to 109 51 35 7 6 18
9. Feedback helped me
understand strengths and | 55 27 57 21 14 52
weaknesses
10. Feedback relevant to the
discussion 98 44 41 9 5 29
11. Got to know other
participants 12 18 71 40 38 47
12. Formed distinct
impressions of course 15 32 71 30 41 37
participants
13. Online communication
@ | excellent for social 16 26 73 45 36 0
% interactions
» | 14. Converse through the
g online medium 14 19 76 50 51 16
— | 15. Participated in course
_g discussions 14 35 70 49 38 20
(c/:) 16. Interacted with individualy 8 20 65 51 57 25
17. | felt comfortable
disagreeing with others 11 30 80 10 7 88
18. My point of view
acknowledged by others 16 21 73 9 7 100
19. Online discussion
developed sense of 14 34 75 24 26 53
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Cognitive Presence

20. Learning increased by

discussion questions 42 76 56 24 9 19
21. Learning was increased K

homework practices o1 86 32 9 3 5
22. Learning was increased |

videos 159 48 10 3 4 2
23. Learning was increased [

assigned readings 158 55 9 1 1 2
24. Video and readings

provided context 151 53 12 2 2 6
25. Online discussions helpe

me appreciated different 47 58 54 30 11 26
perspectives

26. Combining new

information helped me answq 72 69 61 3 3 18

guestions in activities

27. Learning activities helped
integrate content into daily or] 107 72 33 6 3 5
professional life

28. Reflection on course
content helped me understar] 118 76 24 2 1 5
fundamental concepts

29. | can use and apply the

knowledge gained in this 110 73 28 6 4 5
course

30. | have practiced

skills/applied knowledge in | 86 66 29 7 7 33

professional life

31. | have practiced
skills/applied knowledge in | 120 74 21 7 1 1

personal life

Table 3: Results from Community of Inquiry full survey

The results from the Col survey reveal an overadlifove view of the publisher’'s
courses in the areas of Teaching and CognitiveeRoes. However, the ratings
for Social Presence were less favorable than tiregsafor other measures. Table
3 above provides cumulative results of the Col syrv

Table 3 shows the totals of responses to the aptwovided for each
guestion on the Col full survey. Tables 4 througtst®w the consolidated
responses to Col survey questions related to thee thPresences, and the
corresponding scatter charts (Figures 11 through p®vide a clearer
representational view of the students’ engagenterdrder to simplify the charts,
the results for “Strongly agree” and “Agree” wei@rbined as were the results
for “Strongly disagree” and “Disagree.” The otheotcategories in the chart are
“Neutral” and “Not applicable.” These charts sholatt students find strong
Teaching and Cognitive Presences. The scatter ohalata from the questions
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addressing Social Presence shows the inverse ofotter two charts.The
numbers on the x-axis refer to the number to tghtrof the question under the
“#” column in the tables below

Teaching Presence #4 Agree Neutral Disagree Not applicable
1. Clear Lesson Outcomes ‘f 187 28 9 2
g’r:f:;l:'::m 2. Clearly documented instructions 2 | 200 15 11 )
3. Clearly documented dates 3 210 7 6 3
4. Clearly explained course topics 4 203 14 6 2
5. Lessons designed for engagement S 141 55 20 10
Facilitation 6. Lessons designed to keep on task for learning 6 172 33 19 2
7. Contributed to community among participants = 7 117 73 26 ]
8. Responses helped me to learn 8 160 35 i3 18
Direct Instruction i:‘e:n(::::: helped me understand strengths and o 02 57 35 52
10. Feedback relevant to the discussion 10 | 142 a1 14 29
Table 4: Consolidated responses to Teaching Presence
Teaching Presence . :2::::0!
300 © Disagree
280 Not applicable
260
240
220
200 A — A
180 A A
160 A
140 A A
120 A
100
80 0 &
60 0 Q
40 O
> ¢ 8 5 ° 3
o— & ¥ o § ¥ o
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Design and Organization | Facilitation | Direct Instruction

Fig. 11: Scatter chart of responses to Teaching Presence
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Cognitive Presence # Agree Neutral | Disagree = Notapplicable
20. Learning increased by discussion guestions p | 18 56 33 L)
21. Learning was increased by homework practices 2 177 32 12 5
Triggering Event |
22. Learning was increased by videos 3 207 10 7 2
23. Learning was increased by assigned readings “ 213 9 2 2
24. Video and readings provided context S 204 12 a4 6
Exploration 25. Online discusssions helped me apprecisted | |
different pe " 6 105 54 a1 26
26. C?mbi?in; new information helped me answer 7 141 61 s .8
questions in activties
Integration e e =l e ls| 19 3 ? 5
28. Reflection on course content helped me
understand ‘undamental concepts ¢ A 24 3 5
29. | can use and apply the knowledge gained in this 10 183 28 10 s
course
! " . " .
Resolution :?O'l:;:::":;ol;: ced skillsfapplied knowledge in n 152 29 1 13
31. 1 have practiced skills/applied knowledge in
personal life 12 194 21 8 1
Table 5 Consolidated responses to Cognitive Presence
4 Agree
Cognitive Presence 2 Neutral
300 ¢ Disagree
280 * Not applicable
260
240
220 A
& A
200 A A
180 A A =
160 A
140 A
120 A
100 A
80
60 m) O ()
" -4 O 4 O 0 )
. ® 9 g @ o © 5 @ Q
0 1 2 3 - 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12
Triggering event | Exploration | Integration | Resolution

Fig. 12 Scatter chart of responses to Cognitive Presence
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Social Presence # Agree Neutral Disagree Not applicable
11. Got to know other participants 1 30 71 78 47
12. Formed distinct impressions of
Affective expression course participants 2|eZ o - o
13. .On.hne corf\mumcahon excellent for 3l 42 73 81 0
social interactions
14. Converse through the online medium | 4| 33 76 101 16
Open Communicatior 15. Participated in course discussions 5 439 70 87 20
16. Interacted with individals 6 28 65 108 25
17. | felt comfortable disagreeing with 7| a1 80 7 88
others
Group Cohesion 18. My point of view acknowledged by sl 37 73 16 100
others
19. Online discussion developed sense of
collaboration 5| ® 15 0 >3
Table 6: Consolidated responses to Social Presence
Social Presence 4 Agres
o Neutral
120 < Disagree
114 Not applicable
108 ®
102 o %
96
80 v
o
84 o C
78 < 0
O O =
72 O . O
66 O
60
54 v
48 A A #
42 A A A
x
36 A
30 A P
24
18 o o
12
6
0
1 2 3 4 5 5 6 7 8 9
Affective expression | Open communication Group cohesion

Fig. 13: Scatter chart of responses to Social Presence

Col full survey respondents consistently seledted'Neutral” and “Not applicable”
categories more frequently when addressing quespiertaining to Social Presence
than when addressing questions pertaining to Gegrahd Teaching Presences.
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INTERVIEWRESULTS

The interview questions were designed to addresades’ perceptions regarding
each category covered in the Col model. Howevecabge the answers were
open-ended, they created a unique set of varidblée analyzed. As was true,
generally, for respondents of the Col survey, thdents interviewed had a robust
engagement rate relative to the overall studentulpdipn (see Figure 9).
However, interview participants were unlike the QGurticipants in that half
(50%) of the interviewees enrolled for professiodavelopment purposes while
the other half enrolled for personal reasons.

The bar graphs below address interview resultdimgldao the variables
created for each Presence. For the responses stanseaddressing the Teaching
Presence, variables fell under two primary categoriinteraction with the
instructor and weekly contribution by the instructbdeemed irrelevant a third
category: Satisfaction with response from the a@dasilitator or instructor when
queried by student. Students were asked aboutviegefeedback from any
guestions they may have put to the facilitator rstructor. However, interview
data indicated that only two students asked questidrhese two students asked
only one question each and both questions pertaioechnical support for
course communications, thus deemed irrelevantéactiurse topics. | therefore
conclude that responses to inquiries had no samfi influence on learners’
levels of engagement with or absorption of the mateWhen asked to give
feedback regarding weekly contributions on the pdrthe instructor, students
indicated that instructors made few contributionsthie discussion boards but
students indicated they read the instructor's weekhails initiated during the
third week of the class. Overall, the students jged positive feedback regarding
the instructor’s presence. When asked if they walki&more interaction with the
instructor in forums other than the discussion Bpaobnference call, or weekly
emails, six students asserted additional interadboums were not necessary. Six
students stated they would have preferred moreaictiens but could not define
the form such interaction might take; six studewtnted the opportunity to
interact with the instructor on an individual bassd two students would have
preferred video conferences rather than the egistudio conferences to enable a
more dynamic experience with the instructor antbfelstudents. The graph in
Figure 14, below, represents interview data regargierceptions of Teaching
Presence.
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Teaching Presence

ction with the

nstructor

z

nter:

bution from instructo

Joined/listened to conferenceca

ontr

Saw no contribution

M Interaction with the instructor B Weekly contribution by instructor

Fig. 14: Teaching Presence as described in interviews

The interview questions bearing on Social Preseglc@ted information on
learners’ perceptions regarding the following:

1) Posting to the discussion board,;

2) Experiences with inhibitions about responding tetpp
3) The ability to sense different personalities;

4) Feeling of being part of the community.

Eight out of 20 respondents indicated they postgllarly to the discussion

board while 11 out of 20 read their classmatestgon a regular basis; five of the
respondents (25%) indicated they were not intedesteengaging through the

discussion board while seven had responded to ssrokte’s post at least one
time. When asked what might inhibit them from pogtiinterviewees’ responses
varied, including these inhibiting factors: wantegonymity, desiring a smaller class
size, not having enough time, finding that the wbstons were not engaging, feeling
there was a lack of feedback to their own posts fiaally, not being interested in the
discussion forum. An interviewee might have namedenthan one of the inhibitors

listed above. Half of the interviewees stated thiege not inhibited in any way.

When asked if they could sense their classmatesopalities from the
discussions, ten respondents (50%) said “Yes” wihiée other 50% were either
ambivalent or replied in the negative. When asKetigy felt part of a learning
community, eight out of 20 said “No,” five were @mtain, and six responded
affirmatively. One student did not respond. Figliserepresents these findings.
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Can sense different

Feel part of acommunity

personalities

Inhibitions for responding to posts

Posting to the discussion board

Social Presence

Sort of

No

Yes

Sort of

No

Yes

Not enough time

Prefer smaller group

Want anyonymity

Lack of response

No inhibitions

Discussions not engaging

Not interested

Responded at least once

Read others regularly

Posted regularly

Introduction only

Not interested

©

2 4 6 8 1

o

B Feel part of a community B Can sense different personalities

B Inhibitions for responding to posts B Posting to the discussion board

Fig. 15: Social Presence as described in interviews
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Interview questions regarding Cognitive Presenceged on:

1) Appropriate instructional videos;

2) Relevant assignments and practices;
3) Insights from classmates;

4) Students’ application of knowledge.

In contrast to the nuanced responses intervieweesided in response to
guestions regarding Social Presence, their refi@gerview questions regarding
Cognitive Presence were straightforward. All intewees agreed that the
assignments and practices were relevant to thelywkdsons. On a par with this
feedback, 17 out of 20 respondents indicated tlaglyfbund the videos engaging.
Only one student indicated the videos were not ginga Two of the four
students who mentioned that the videos containetradiing elements had
experience in video production. Only two studergplied that they had not
applied what they learned. Finally, a minorityfioe students indicated they had
gained insights from their classmates’ posts ondiseussion board. The rest
indicated they were either not interested in or lgaihed no insight from
classmates’ discussion posts. Figure 16, provédgsaphical representation of
these interview findings regarding Cognitive Presen

Cognitive Presence

Fig. 16: Cognitive Presence as described in interviews
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As part of the introduction to the interview, thedents were asked if they had
taken an online course prior to enrolling in BPC-Blost of the interviewees
(80%) had participated in online courses. This sajuestion was asked of
students who filled out the Disengagement Ques#imanDQ). Among students
who completed the DQ, responses were nearly ewspiiyywith 52% indicating
they had previously taken an online course and #&fi6ating the BP course had
been the first online course in which they hadip@ated. Figure 17 represents
this data graphically.

Previously taken online course

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
ll: ) -

H Interview: Previously takenonline course = DQ: Previously taken online course

Fig. 17: Percentages of students interviewed and responditihge Disengagement
Questionnaire who had previously taken an onlinesm

DISENGAGEMENTQUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS

The DQ was limited in scope and designed to gattebenderstanding of what
caused students to drop out of a course for whielg had paid a registration fee.
The students were given a selection of responsesletermine levels of
engagement with the instructor, with the materiafg] with their peers. They also
had the opportunity to give an open-ended respdnstiding both the given
responses and the responses to open-ended anSWrgf the students (99 out
of 173) responded that “other commitments” had edulem to disengage from
the course. The other variables from “technicabjgms,” “structure confusing,”
“didn’t meet expectations,” and so on down the \W&tre selected at a response
rate of 17% or less. The chart in Figure 18 liditefathe reasons DQ respondents
indicated had led them to disengage from BP courgéle third lesson.
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Other Commitments

Technical problems
Structure/organization confusing
Didn't meet expectations
Assignments didn't engage

Video lectures didn't engage

Not interested in online community
Live interactions not valuable

More reminders

Not enough time

Email communication overwhelming
Not enough interaction

\Work more closely with fellow students
Too many assignments

Class too large

First 2 weeks enough

Prefer paper book

0 25 S0 75 100

Number of responses

Fig. 18: Reasons for disengaging from courses by the tbgsbn

The primary reason for early disengagement seldnyeldQ respondents, “Other
commitments,” corresponds with the open-ended arss@el survey respondents
provided for disengaging. Col survey data indigasgpondents’ primary reasons
for disengaging were “Not enough time” and “Othemenitments.” (See Figure
10).

DISCUSSION

For the purpose of analyzing study results, italptful to recall that the focus of
this research has been to ascertain if low engagierages in large online courses
correlate with learners’ perceptions of a weak &odPresence, Teaching
Presence, and/or Cognitive Presence as measuredgthrvariants of the
Community of Inquiry instrument. In addition, andemlying consideration is
whether the study substantiates the use of thes@uwky as a tool to measure a
student’s engagement or non-engagement in a laigeeacourse.

The data reveal that students in BP courses hasiigoperceptions of
Teaching and Cognitive Presences (as shown in é$glit and 12). However,
they have an ambivalent to negative perceptionoaieb Presence (as shown in
Figure 13). To a degree, these student percepticnsimilarly borne out within
the data collected through interviews. Intervieatedindicate that even the highly
engaged students were ambivalent about interaetititgeach other through the
discussion boards, the only venue provided fortorgaa Social Presence among
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peers. The responses to the interview questionsdpabout Social Presence
(shown in Figure 15) were more nuanced than wesporeses to questions about
Teaching and Cognitive Presences. The responsesdieg the materials and
activities implemented in the course are unequiNypgasitive.

Students have a generally positive view of the seuwtesign. What they
perceive as limiting are the options for peer iamtéon and for the formation of
learning community. This view can be summed uphi following comment by
one of the interviewees:

It doesn't feel like I'm going through the coursiéhaother people.
It's overwhelming. In [an online course offered bydifferent
organization], they broke us up into smaller groupsd we
developed an understanding of who folks are. It wasmaller
group discussions that | think helped me feel noarenected with
fellow students and the instructor. | can’t trablattmany people
[in the BPC-8 course].

The findings from this study can inform the implertaion of BP courses. The
study data indicate that large class size doesrselyeaffect how students interact
with each other. Furthermore, this finding is cetemt with literature in the field.
In a literature review of research on evaluatingaqresence, David Annand of
Athabasca University explains that, in one studydwews, “the main technique
that produced the observed effects [strong sociedgnce] was the one-on-one
peer review, not group-based interaction, and was an unexpected result” (p.
44). Annand further elaborates “that instructiodaesign focusing learners on a
major course requirement [through the discussioardjowas the essential
element contributing to the development of higheteo cognitive presences and
that one-on-one peer review activities that requigher collaborative activities
nor intentional creation of social presence ardepable” (p.45). In other words,
use of the discussion board contributes more ttefiog learners’ perceptions of
Cognitive Presence than to promoting Social Preseaaliscussion board may
not be an effective forum for creating a wider cammity of learners. Alternative
or additional forms of interaction should be coesdtl if a goal of the publisher’s
online course program is to create a learning conitywuwithin individual
courses.

While the Col does reveal a weakness of low Sdtiesence in the design
and implementation of BP courses, a correlatiometbe directly linked to low
engagement rates. Both the Col survey and DQ mbrkexveal that most
students disengage from a course due to personflictsr other commitments or
not enough time. Even so, some who indicated tlaelydisengaged due to “other
commitments,” also took issue with the class sizajirse design, and peer
interaction. One respondent made the following cemim

164



| believe that there were too many participants andails. We

could have been put into smaller groups and comeatedl with

one another about the material, and then also qgffestions to the
instructor and have time with the instructor aslwehlso believe
that something was missing (not sure what) but rad@gbhold the
participants accountable, send reminders on berdismave

workshop leaders to help make the course moregictige, and so
on. | just gave up after having read the boolthk course] was
complicated as well.

Because the observations provided by this study fave in number, the
correlations established in the study in regarBRocourses bear replication both
for further examination of this context and if (@hen) applied for study of other
contexts.

CONCLUSION
In conclusion, the Community of Inquiry survey cfectively measure students’
engagement within a large online course to ass$esegfficacy of its design and
implementation; however, the survey cannot conetlgi determine if low
engagement rates are due to an inability to engagients through strong peer
interaction. The amount of data gathered for thiglys allows one to further
investigate students’ engagement in individual sesy which could enrich the
analysis. Some courses had higher registration feesuld be interesting to see
if a correlation could be drawn between higher segtion fees and higher
engagement rates. The scope of the research réguatein has limited the focus
to an overview of the design and implementatiorheDtimitations to this study
were caused by inconsistencies of background aqumssbetween the Col survey,
the Interviews, and the Discussion Questionnaitach instrument had a different
focus which dictated the choice of questions. Hmvethe three instruments
could have been better coordinated. For instaant@pportunity was lost by not
asking respondents of the Col if they had previpesirolled in an online course,
although 1 did pose this question to DQ and in®mwirespondents. The
interviewees were more engaged than the averaggtudénts in the course in
which they were enrolled and proportionately mar¢hem had experience with
taking an online course than students who resportdedhe DQ. If Col
respondents had been queried and were found to rdygonionately more
experienced as well, then the research could hatedncorrelations regarding
engagement levels of students with experience lin@oourses.

While this research has been informative in deteimyi strengths and
weaknesses in the publisher's online courses, & hat shown correlation
between students’ disengagement and the designnapieémentation of large
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online courses in general. However, the data amalysis could inform the

development of an instrument and/or study thatadw@lp determine if a course
could be designed such that within the first thneseks of active group study,
students remained sufficiently motivated or engagéth the instruction to

complete the course.
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APPENDIX A

Community of Inquiry Survey Instrument, draft v14
(https://coi.athabascau.ca/coi-model/coi-survey)
Teaching Presence
Design & Organization
The instructor clearly communicated importanirse topics.
The instructor clearly communicated importanirse goals.
The instructor provided clear instructions owto participate in
course learning activities.
4. The instructor clearly communicated importarg dates/time frames
for learning activities.
Facilitation
5. The instructor was helpful in identifying aredsagreement and
disagreement on course topics that helped me to.lea
6. The instructor was helpful in guiding the clemsards understanding
course topics in a way that helped me clarify mgkimg.
7. The instructor helped to keep course particpangaged and
participating in productive dialogue.
8. The instructor helped keep the course parti¢gpan task in a way that
helped me to learn.
9. The instructor encouraged course participanexpbore new concepts
in this course.
10. Instructor actions reinforced the developmér gense of community
among course participants.
Direct Instruction
11. The instructor helped to focus discussion ¢event issues in a way
that helped me to learn.
12. The instructor provided feedback that helpedunaerstand my
strengths and weaknesses.
13. The instructor provided feedback in a timelshian.
Social Presence
Affective expression
14. Getting to know other course participants gaeea sense of
belonging in the course.
15. I was able to form distinct impressions of saroerse participants.
16. Online or web-based communication is an exceiteedium for social
interaction.

wnN e
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Open communication
17. | felt comfortable conversing through the oaelmedium.
18. | felt comfortable participating in the coudiscussions.
19. | felt comfortable interacting with other coegarticipants.
Group cohesion
20. | felt comfortable disagreeing with other cauparticipants while still
maintaining a sense of trust.
21. | felt that my point of view was acknowledgeddther course
participants.
22. Online discussions help me to develop a sehsellaboration.
Cognitive Presence
Triggering event
23. Problems posed increased my interest in cassses.
24. Course activities piqued my curiosity.
25. | felt motivated to explore content related sjiens.
Exploration
26. | utilized a variety of information sourcesebgplore problems posed in
this course.
27. Brainstorming and finding relevant informatiogiped me resolve
content related questions.
28. Online discussions were valuable in helpingampereciate different
perspectives.
Integration
29. Combining new information helped me answer tjoies raised in
course activities.
30. Learning activities helped me construct exdiana/solutions.
31. Reflection on course content and discussiolpetene understand
fundamental concepts in this class.
Resolution
32. | can describe ways to test and apply the kedgé created in this
course.
33. I have developed solutions to course problératsdan be applied in
practice.
34. | can apply the knowledge created in this etwsmy work or other
non-class related activities.
5 point Likert-type scale
1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutralagree, 5 = strongly agree
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APPENDIX B

Revised Col Survey
Introductory Questions
| registered for (list of courses to select from)
My reason for registering was for (select all thaply)
Personal development
Professional development
Other (explain)
Did you complete the course?
Yes
No
If no, please explain what caused you to discostie course.
The following questions will be measured on theekilscale below:
1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutralaggree, 5 = strongly agree, Not
applicable
Teaching Presence
Design & Organization
The facilitator
Clearly documented important lesson outcomes.
Clearly documented instructions on how to partitgpa the course.
Clearly documented important dates, such as teecks with the
instructor.
Facilitation
The instructor or facilitator
Explained course topics in a way that helped mefglany thinking.
Designed the lessons so that | remained engagepaaticipated in
dialogue.
Designed the lessons so that | kept on task inyatha helped me to
learn.
Created the opportunity to explore new concepthigicourse.
Contributed to a sense of community among coursejpants.
Direct Instruction
The instructor or facilitator
Provided responses that helped me to learn.
Provided feedback that helped me understand mygttre and
weaknesses.
Provided feedback relevant to the discussion.
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Social Presence
Affective expression
While participating in the activities and discussp
| experienced getting to know other course pardictp.
| was able to form distinct impressions of somerseyparticipants.
| found online communication to be an excellent medfor social
interaction.
Open communication
| felt motivated to
Converse through the online medium.
Participate in the course discussions.
Interact with individual course participants.
Group cohesion
When taking into consideration the group dynamicthe course,
| felt comfortable disagreeing with other coursetipgants while still
maintaining a sense of trust.
| felt that my point of view was acknowledged byet course
participants.
Online discussions help me to develop a sensellabovation.
Cognitive Presence
Triggering event
My interest in the course
Was increased by the discussion questions.
Was increased by the homework practices.
Was increased by the video lectures.
Was increased by the assigned readings.
Exploration
While working on homework practices or respondim¢iie discussion
guestion,
Video content and readings provided helpful context
Online discussions were valuable in helping me epjate different
perspectives.
Integration
In applying what | learned in a lesson,
Combining new information helped me answer questrarsed in
course activities.
Learning activities helped me to integrate an ustarding of the
content into my daily life or professional practice
Reflection on course content and discussions heflpedinderstand
fundamental concepts in this class.
Resolution
In reflecting on what | absorbed from the course,
| can describe ways to use and apply the knowledegted in this
course.
I have practiced skills or applied knowledge gaifredh this course in
professional life.
| have practiced skills or applied knowledge gaifredh this course in
my personal life.
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APPENDIX C

Interview Questions
First Opening/Warming:

1. Have you taken an online course before?

Why did you choose this course?

Were you familiar with the instructor’s writingsdfor practice before
registering for the course?

Instructor Presence

Do you think the instructor has contributed to ¢barse discussion on a
week-to-week basis? In what way?

When you have asked a question of the instructfaailitator, are you
satisfied with the response and the timelinest®fésponse?

Would you like more interaction with the instructorfacilitator? If yes, what
would you suggest?

Social Presence

Did you post to the discussion board? How often®yoiu read the other
posts? Did you respond to posts, whether a follpvieua response on
your post or to someone else’s post?

Did anything inhibit your response, such as a dedagsponse from a
classmate, not enough time in the week, a discamiitin posting in an
online forum?

Do you feel like you can sense the different peatibas of your classmates
based on the discussion posts?

Do the discussion board postings make you feelyivatare part of a group
with a similar interest in the topic? (Ask for maeplanation)

Cognitive Presence

What did you think of the author’s videos in eaesslon? Did you find them
insightful, engaging?

Were the assigned readings and homework pracetegant to the week’s
topic?

Did your classmates’ postings on the discussiombhather advance your
grasp of the topic in the lesson? Did you gainfeint perspective?

Have you applied what you’ve learned so far in ydaity life?
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APPENDIX D

Disengagement Questionnaire
1. Iregistered for (list of courses to select from)
— Had you taken an online course prior to enrollmghie [publisher’s]
course?
Yes
No
— ldidn’t complete the course because: (check all #ipply)
Other commitments arose that took priority overdberse.
| was able to get everything that | needed fromcin@rse in the first
two weeks.
There wasn't enough interaction with the instructor
| did not find the live interactions with the insttor (on the forums or
on calls) valuable
There were too many assignments.
The assignments/homework practices didn’'t engage me
| was not interested in participating in the onlggmmunity.
The video lectures didn't engage me.
I would like to have worked more closely with myldev students.
| found the structure/organization of the coursefesing.
I encountered technical problems with accessingthese.
| found the email communication from the coursesraelming.
I would like to have received more reminders almowirse assignments
and lectures.
Other

— If given the time and opportunity, would you sigmagain for an online
course offered by [the publisher]?
Yes
No
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MoVING BEYOND MOOC MANIA:
L ESSONSFROM A FACULTY -DESIGNED M OOC

Julia Parra
New Mexico State University

ABSTRACT

Massive open online courses (MOOCs) have attratéede, perhaps even
notoriety, in recent years. However, we have geirticulate clearly the purpose
and potential for MOOCs. Moreover, we lack esti#d best practices in the
process of designing MOOCs. We lack models foctpral use by faculty and
early career instructional designers, whose groembers function with limited
resources but would like to engage in the intriguptocess of MOOC design.
The first goal for this case studig to demonstrate how a MOOC titled
Adventures in Learning Design, Technology, and \ration (#LDTIMOLO) was
developed following the ADDIE framework and thearak perspectives of
heutagogy and connectivism, and how that MOOC weasluated with an
emphasis on learner engagement. The second gtmbliscuss the purpose and
potential power of MOOCs and to reveal the surpgsimpact on graduate
students that resulted from “wrapping a course raalcas MOOC” (Bruff, Fisher,
McEwen, & Smith, 2013). The study explores questicegarding:

How was ADDIE used in the design of #LDTIMOLO?

What does engagement look like in #LDTIMOLQO?

What are the design lessons learned from evalu&tiby IMOLO?

What is the purpose of a MOOC?

What are the reasons that participants took thiSO@Z@#LDTIMOLO)?
What is the role of a MOOC instructor/facilitator?

What is the impact of #LDTIMOLO on the participajigraduate
students?

What is the best course of action for me movingvéod with faculty-
designed MOOCs?

NoosrwbhPE

©

KeywoRrDs: ADDIE, connectivism, heutagogy, learner engagend®OC,
MOLO, online course design
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MoVING BEYOND MOOC MANIA:
L ESSONSFROM A FACULTY -DESIGNED M OOC

Julia Parr§®
New Mexico State University

THE PURPOSEOF MOOCSs

“[L]earning something new, challenging oneself,tsg} goals and
achieving them should be something natural in huhfenfor it is only
through continuous growing that progress happdbsing the contrary is
equal to getting lost. If you stop dreaming, ytapdiving.”

(Mouloud Kessir, in Sokolik & Zemach, 2014, ChagefSection 3,
para.8)

Consider that there are many purposes of MOOCsveMer, scholars have found
it challenging to develop a clear listing and categtion of the purposes of
MOOCs. While MOOCs have many purposes, scholars faund it challenging
to develop a clear listing and categorization otpurposes. One reason for this
might be the diversity of stakeholders investei@OC development including
various types of educational institutions, MOOC vmlers, educators and
researchers, any individual with an idea or skillshare, and a literal world of
learners eager to access high quality online lagropportunities. So, why do a
MOOC? Yuan, Powell, & CETIS (2013) answer the ¢joesas follows:

The motivation for some MOOCs is a philanthropie @and for others a
business proposition,” and that “in both casestethe the challenge of
finding a viable model that allows for sustainalilof MOOC provision.

(p- 3)

The literature identifies two primary models of QG design: 1) a
cMOOC based on connectivist principles and deldevéa open and social
means, and 2) an xMOOC of the type usually develope universities,
considered an eXtension of the university courdachvtherefore adheres to the
dominant pedagogical approach (Yuan, Powell, & CGET013). However, it is
important to note that theorists have begun thegss of further identifying
differences among MOOCs along with their purposEsr example, Curt Bonk
(2012) provides a comprehensive list of Twenty BypEargets, and Intents of
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MOOCs. George Veletsianos (2012) identifies twerawching philanthropic
purposes for MOOCs, 1) democratizing education @mgancing societal well-
being, and 2) improving specific skills.

Bernard Nkuyubwatsi (2013), a MOOC learner and aedeer from
Rwanda, focuses on the role of MOOCs in democragiaducation. First, he
identifies MOOC constraints including low tutor gtructor) to student interaction
(i.e. thousands of learners and one instructof)owa level of Internet ubiquity
and reliability,” and interoperability issues. Hewer, Nkuyubwatsi (2013) also
sees MOOCs’ potential for “improving the quality aécess to higher education”
through the affordances of openness, flexibilitygl 24/7 access. Regarding the
XMOOC, Nkuyubwatsi (2013) notes the empowering espd# the model’s
“recruitment, delivery and assessment modes”; tteximal and meaningful
interactions; and the contribution to “mitigatingndncial constraints and the
shortage of higher education teachers” (p. 345M®OCs, he notes, “they can
help academic and advanced students develop netwaith their global
counterparts” (p. 345). Nkuyubwatsi proposes tretatdemics and educational
decision makers in Rwanda could themselves expeiegMOOCs and through
them, possibly create opportunities for learner® wiish to study but are not
served by the current higher education system” wkiereby could “help in the
development of a socio-economically inclusive hrgbéucation to transform the
country into a knowledge-based society” (2013,4h)3

| served as the designer, instructor, and fac@sgarcher for the MOOC
under qualitative investigation in this article.yoal was to develop an xMOOC
with cMOOC principles to serve the purposes idedifby Veletsianos and
Nkuyubwatsi above:

* improving specific skills
* developing student networks
« democratizing education and enhancing societatbefig

| write to share the first steps of my journey dentify a viable model that will
enable the sustainability of MOOC provision. Irethesign process for the
MOOC I discuss, | used the ADDIE model. As a resfithe evaluation process,
| propose the concept of “wrapping a course arcandOOC” (Bruff, Fisher,
McEwen, & Smith, 2013) as one strategy to evolweéahle model worth further
research.

' | placed these in the order (from least to grepiistwhat | believe to be, the importance and
complexity of these purposes.
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BACKGROUND

CONTEXT

| am an assistant professor of Curriculum and uiesion in the College of
Education at New Mexico State University (NMSU)teach online and blended
courses for a graduate certificate program thai-tie€signed for online teaching
and learning, as well as learning design and tdolggocourses (LDT) for our
masters and doctoral programs. | am a Quality &fatPeer Reviewer and two of
my online courses are Quality Matters Recogrfizeth 2013, based on several
years of instructor-student interaction, | conciddat masters and doctoral
students in our learning design and technology naragwere not conversant in
the principles of systematic learning design. Foanaple, they were unable to
identify or discuss their own models for learningsidn and had never heard of
ADDIE. Therefore, | redeveloped an existing couséll that gap. In fall 2013,

| provided the needed intervention by covering lthsics of instructional design
within an advanced curriculum design course, wielaining the usual concepts
covered in that curriculum course. Ultimately, tomcepts from this redeveloped
advanced curriculum design course became the foiond@r a faculty-designed
MOOC. The MOOC was delivered alongside the fall£8ersion of the course.
This was done to give the 19 graduate-level stisdémithe fall 2014 LDT class
the opportunity to experience a MOOC as part oifrtseudies. | took this
approach based on the idea that a MOOC should bsidmyed a form of
advanced curriculum design.

Identical assignments were posted to the universityine course
environment to give students the choice to pasdiepor not participate in the
MOOC experience. All students chose to participathe MOOC. Each student
kept a portfolio of selected activities relatedtte MOOC to bring back and share
within the university online course environmentru et al. (2013) refer to this
blended learning type of MOOC as “wrapping a cousseund a MOOC” or
“wrapping a MOOC.” Technically, this term has besed to refer to instances in
which instructors use someone else’s MOOC in tbairse. This article refers to
the MOOC being discussed by the abbreviated t#leDTIMOLO.”

’ Quality Matters (QM) defines itself as an internatil organization whose “quality assurance

processes have been developed to improve andycertifdesign of online and blended courses.”

(See http://lwww.qualitymatters.org)

® This course was taught hybrid and was cross-listethasters and doctoral students. There were
19 total: six face-to-face doctoral students, thi@ee-to-face masters students, and 10 online
masters students (started with 11, one dropped).
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PURPOSE

The first goal of this case study is to descriteedhkperience of using ADDIE as a
model for the design and evaluation of a MOOC debd during fall semester
2014 as part of a course in Learning Design andh@ogies (LDT) for graduate

students at New Mexico State University (NMSU). eThecond goal is to

investigate this same faculty-designed MOOC wietiof questions in mind. |

was able to share the research potential for tfJ@ with the graduate students
who took the LDT course with MOOC. As budding leag designers and

researchers, they helped me review the existingegugjuestions and develop the
eight overarching thematic questions addressediignstudy. Interested in the
specific MOOC at hand, #LDTIMOLO, | focused on qtmss related to design,

engagement, the impact on my graduate studentshawdl could best move

forward as a faculty member designing MOOCs. Msgdgate students were
especially interested in what participants thoulgbth about the purpose of a
MOOC and about the role of the instructor/facibtai a MOOC.

The section of the paper titlédlDTIMOLO AND ADDIE addresses the following
guestions:

1. How was ADDIE used in the design of #LDTIMOLQO?

2. What does engagement look like in #LDTIMOLQO?

3. What are the design lessons learned from evalu&tiby IMOLO?

TheDiscussionsection addresses the following questions:
4. What is the purpose of a MOOC?
5. What are the reasons that participants took thiOZ@#LDTIMOLO)?
6. What is the role of a MOOC instructor/facilitator?
7. What is the impact of #LDTIMOLO on the participajingraduate
students?

The ConcLusion section addresses the following question:
8. What is the best course of action for me movingvéyd with faculty-
designed MOOCs?

DATA COLLECTION

For this study, | collected data via field notesarhing management system
analytics, and surveys.
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FIELD NOTES

| used Google Docs to keep field notes, includiggDTIMOLO Field Notes” in
the titles so that | could easily find them in gearch process. The field notes that
I used for this study include 1) my applicationtbé ADDIE design process to
create and modify #LDTIMOLO, 2) my weekly class eersations with my 19
graduate studerits3) the graduate student-created #LDTIMOLO poitfoland
their graduate course final project artifacts, dh@ontinued conversations that |
participated in with these graduate students durthg year following
#LDTIMOLO. These field notes were used as needegrovide clarity and
accuracy for this study.

L EARNING M ANAGEMENT SYSTEM ANALYTICS

The learning management system (LMS), Canvas LagriNetwork, hosted
#LDTIMOLO, and LMS analytics data was accessibleuse to provide context
discussed later in tHePLEMENTATION section. This included information such as
total number of students enrolled, number of acBwadents, and number of
discussion entries added. However, | did encoutisarepancies and ended up
manually counting the discussion entries.

SURVEYS

Three surveys were used for this study. CanvasniregiNetwork designed and
implemented two of the surveys using the built-tnzgfeature. The first was a
pre-course survey titled “Welcome to Canvas Leaymietwork Survey” that all
#LDTIMOLO participants had to view to move forwdndt were not required to
take. The second was a post-course survey titlser Experience Survey,” sent
by Canvas Learning Network to all participants la¢ &nd of #LDTIMOLO,
which was not a requirement. These surveys wemrquade for general
course/MOOC evaluation; however, | had some addtiqquestions. | used
Survey Monkey to administer an additional optional post-coursevey titled
“‘End of #LDTIMOLO Survey.” This survey was senttaf the end of
#LDTMOLO via the messaging system to all particiigan

* We met as a class once per week. We had two clastngs prior to the start of the MOOC and
discussed MOOCs and #LDTIMOLO including the reskajoestions of this study. During the

five-week MOOC implementation period, after Gooblangouts that were conducted during the
class-meeting time frame, | met with the student® whowed up on-site to formatively discuss
MOOC progress. Post-MOOC, for an additional eightelss, we continued our regularly

scheduled weekly class meetings and our MOOC csatiens continued.

® Survey Monkey is a formal survey tool with betéeralysis capability than an LMS course quiz
tool. In the case of high participation, this woblel a better survey tool option.
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DESIGNING A MOOC (#LDTIMOLO)

“Why, sometimes I've believed as many as
six impossible things before breakfast.”
(Carroll, 1920)

The MOOC at the focus of this case study was titikedventures in Learning
Design, Technology, and Innovation.” The socialdraehashtag and shortened
descriptor for the MOOC was #LDTIMOLO. “LDTI” seed as the short form
for “Learning Design, Technology and Innovation.For reasons described
directly below, | avoided use of the acronym MOQ&tead coining the term,
“MOLO” to stand for “Massive Online Learning Opponity.” Although
#LDTIMOLO was potentially massive (with a cap 06@0) and online, the first
iteration of the course was located behind a passwoa learning management
system (LMS). #LDTIMOLO was hosted on the LMS leirsed by my NMSU
graduate students. Access to #LDTIMOLO on the ensity LMS was provided
to members of the public at no cost, yet given bayriers to access, such as
enrollment and closed modules, | was unwilling tesatibe the learning
opportunity as “Open.” Additionally, #LDTIMOLO wasot a full-blown
“Course.” Rather it was part of a course wheraiisdd the concept of “wrapping
a course around a MOOC” or “wrapping a MOOC” (Brut al., 2013). For all
these reasons, | adopted use of the term “Lear@ppgortunity” and thus the
acronym MOLO for the massive online learning opyaity | designed, delivered,
and researched for this case study. Of note: ©néent of #LDTIMOLO, along
with the full survey data summarized in this caselyy are available at an open
access, accompanying wiki reachable via httpsoitado.pbworks.com/.

#LDTIMOLO AND ADDIE

ADDIE is one of the most common instructional desftP) models used and is
considered a prescriptive instructional system#gdegdSD) model. ADDIE is an
acronym for the five elements or stages of analydesign, development,
implementation, and evaluation (Hodell, 2011). thrs section, | draw upon the
related literature and my field notes to addressfitst question of this study:
How was ADDIE used in the design of #LDTIMOLO?

ANALYSIS

In the ADDIE model, analysis is the stage in whtble instructional designer
gathers all relevant and necessary data for theelolement of a learning
intervention, including identification of conteneeded by the learners (Hodell,
2011). As noted above, by 2013 it became evidenmé that masters and
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doctoral students in our learning design and teldgyo program were not
conversant in the principles of systematic learrdegign. Thus, | redesigned a
Learning Design and Technologies (LDT) graduates®uiwas slated to teach in
fall 2013 to provide the needed learning inten@mtto address my graduate
students’ knowledge gaps. The concepts from thdesigned LDT course
became the foundation for the MOLO that | deliverad/ear later, in the fall of
2014, alongside that semester’s version of the tbudrse.

DESIGN

In the ADDIE model, design is the stage in whicle thstructional designer
creates the blueprint, roadmap, or storyboard foe fproject including
development of objectives, construction of basiarse content, and the overall
plan for the course design (Hodell, 2011). Tho#tidTIMOLO was to be a
professor-centric and therefore an xXMOOC-like leagropportunity, | attempted
to design and implement #LDTIMOLO from cMOOC, haggical, and
connectivist perspectives.

Part of the content for this #LDTIMOLO was alreatbveloped, however.
To adapt it to MOOC format, | attempted to underdtadesign, and develop it for
learner engagement with both my local graduatesckasd a potential global
audience. Heutagogical and connectivist principlemphasize learner
engagement and address MOOC purposes previoustyifide by Veletsianos
and Nkuyubwatsi regarding democratizing education aeveloping student
networks. The following subsections include consegpiat impacted design of
#LDTIMOLO-taxonomies of learning engagement and huodblogical
perspectives; and provide key course design outsontiee final #LDTIMOLO
catalogue description and the initial outline foe five modules.

Learner Engagement

A common concern related to MOOCSs involves a lowngletion rate “which
averages no more than 10%” (Breslow, Pritchard, @eBStump, Ho, & Seaton,
2013, p. 21). The majority of research conductedelation to this MOOC
retention issue and in the allied area of learnegagement focuses on
participation models. Two prevalent taxonomiesgarticipation are discussed in
the literature. The first and most discussed taronidentifies four patterns of
student behavior in MOOCs (Hill, 2013):

1. Lurkers (or Observers) are people who enroll inopen course but just
observe or sample a few items at the most. Thasdests form the
majority of xMOOC participants. Many of these stats do not even get
beyond registering for the MOOC or maybe watchiag pf a video.
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2. Drop-Ins are students who become patrtially or faliyive participants for
a select topic within the course, but do not attetonpcomplete the entire
course. Some of these students are focused partisiwho use MOOCs
informally to find content that help them meet smigoals elsewhere.

3. Passive Participants are students who view a cagrsentent to consume
and expect to be taught. These students typicadlich videos and
perhaps take quizzes, but tend not to participat@dtivities or class
discussions.

4. Active Participants are the students who fully mitdo participate in the
MOOOC, including consuming content, taking quizzesl &xams, taking
part in activities such as writing assignments gmer grading, and
actively participating in discussions via discussforums, blogs, twitter,
Google+, or other forms of social media.

The second taxonomy identifies five engagemenest®harma, Jermann, &
Dillenbourg, n.d.):

1. Bystanders are students who register, but donagagnuch. They may
never log in at all, or they may poke around, bentdisappear.

2. Collectors are students who mainly just download watch the lectures,
but don’t really participate in the course.

3. Viewers are students who watch the lectures, arntecjpate minimally in
the course; they might contribute to discussionsdon’t do many of the
assignments.

4. Solvers do the assigned work, but don’t necessamlygh the lectures.

5. All-Rounders achieve a balance of watching lectares doing
assignments.

Ideally, as a learning designer, | strive to créasening environments that
promote learners taking on the roles of Active iegrdnts and All-Rounders.

Methodol ogical Perspectives

When designing learning environments, the desigmest choose from among a
variety of methodological perspectives. In the iglesof #LDTIMOLO,
heutagogy and connectivism served as the methadaldgamework for creating
a curriculum and learning environment that wasndesl to support optimal
learner engagement. Heutagogy does not discoud&gpgy or andragogy
(Blaschke, 2012); rather, as “the study of selkedmined learning, [it] may be
viewed as a natural progression from earlier edoat methodologies—in
particular from capability development-and may wplovide the optimal
approach to learning in the twenty-first centuryknpwles, 1970, para 1).
Though heutagogy is in the early stages of devedopnits significance lies in (a)
its attempt to organize and “draw together” keyamleand approaches that
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“address the changed world we live in,” and (b)“&&empt to challenge some
ideas about teaching and learning that still pltewaieacher-centered learning
and the need for ‘knowledge sharing’ rather tharotkledge hoarding™” (Hase &
Kenyon, 2000, para. 5).

Conversations regarding methodology have beendakio consideration
“the impact of technology and new sciences (chamuk reetworks) on learning”
(Siemens, 2005, p. 5). Existing learning theoarsvaluable and not discounted
but may be inadequate for teaching and learnindgpenmodern world. Viewing
established learning theories through technology, dxample, raises many
important questions. The natural attempt of tresris to continue to revise and
evolve theories as conditions change. At sometpbimwever, the underlying
conditions have altered so significantly that ferthmodification is no longer
sensible. An entirely new approach is needed (&msn2005, p. 5).

Like heutagogy, connectivism (Siemens, 2005) ist#@mpt to challenge
existing ideas about teaching and learning and esddthe complexities of
technology and new ways of learning. Connectivishows for a learning
trajectory wherein diversity, connections and nekspartificial intelligence, and
the Internet are valued as part of the learninggss.

With concerns about learner engagement and reteatid with the above
pedagogical framework in mind, the final descripticand outline for
#LDTIMOLO emerged as follows:

Explore the exciting learning technology landsc#pat has
been created by unlimited access to informatiotinertools
perfect for collaboration, and the rapidly changieghnology
all around us.

In this five-week adventure, we will use connedaiivand
heutagogical practices to explore 1) how to be @essful
learner, 2) the best strategies for collaborateagring, 3) the
basics of learning design aka instructional designd 4)
current innovative models for learning design.

This course is perfect for both K-12 and higheiirestructors.
Students will have the opportunity to learn from amel from
each other through Google On Air Hangouts. In @aidithe
course will rely heavily on course participantsctmtribute to
the social learning environment.

I hope that you will join me for this GREAT ADVENTRE!
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The initial outlin€ included these five modules.

1.

Module 1: Preparing for the Adventure. In Weekng, will prepare for
our learning adventure with a variety of activitiesluding Create your
Avatar/Superhero Introductions, Google HangoutetigyMng our personal
learning environments and networks, and other d@ngamtroductory
activities.

Module 2: In Week 2, we will use a Google Hangautliscuss the week’s
topics, and we will practice group collaborativdidtes called Quests
with a choice of digital literacy activities (Twéit Top 5, Memorable
Memes Mania, Curation Nation, etc.)

Module 3: In Week 3, we will use a Google Hangaud ather engaging
collaboration-based activities to explore key cqseelated to pedagogy,
learning theory, and learning design with technglog

Module 4: In Week 4, we will use a Google Hangaud ather engaging
activities to explore innovative learning desigrthMiechnology (models
and strategies). Learners will choose Quests #&onleabout models
including Online Models, Blended/Hybrid Models, GasBased Learning
and Gamification Models, and Critical Pedagogy dmthnology (aka
Hybrid Pedagogy) Models.

Module 5: In Week 5, we will use a Google Hangaud ather engaging
activities to bring it all together and reflect larning and action plans to
continue on the path of innovative learning desigth technology.

DEVELOPMENT

In the ADDIE model, development is the stage wheoerse materials are
produced and pilot testing is recommended (Hod2@l1). Miller (2015)

identifies six best practices of online teaching éarning that | drew upon for
developing #LDTIMOLO: 1) strong instructor presen®) creation of learning
community, 3) construction of collaborative expedes, 4) invitation to reflect,

5) use of formative assessments, and 6) addingnéhsynous element. Thus in
this development stage, | worked to develop culuituthat included hands-on
practice, experiential learning, and learner chaisgrimary strategies. Specific
learner and learning-centered strategies used amteled included technology-
based projects; online discussions/conversatiomd; callaborative group work.

Instructional methods included live/recorded megsjnfacilitator-created video
and audio resources, brief tutorials, collaborakmewledge building via sharing

of

learner-based research and learner-created ialater discussions/

conversations, reflection, and more.

®| say initial because later, during Implementatioepllapse modules 4 & 5.
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In support of strong instructor presence and theatan of learning
community, | developed an introduction discussiorum activity that included
the creation and use of avatars and superheroitidentAdditionally, in a
previous online course that | taught, students idexl feedback that we could
increase their engagement by using a more authanti active language to
describe our activities.  Specifically | referred ttourse “modules” as
“adventures,” and used the terms “debate” and €otitbn” in place of the LMS
term “discussion.” | also thought of the engagemerdpired by massive
multiplayer role player games and wanted to tap that type of language. Thus,
for #LDTIMOLO, collaborative, technology-based aties were titled Quests,
collaborative Google Doc worksheets were calledstpieets, and teams were
called guilds. | referred to the use of avatars amtthentic curricular terminology
as “gamification,” the term | used in survey quass. As related to
#LDTIMOLO terminology, this is indirectly supporteby empirical research.
Bedwell, Pavlas, Heyne, Lazzara, and Salas, (2@i2ated a taxonomy that
linked game attributes to learning; their gameilaite of “game fiction” was
linked to “the nature of the game world and stqiy”13). In a blog post, Richard
Landers (2015) provided an example of gamificafmmteaching thus: “lectures,
tests, and discussions are renamed adventures, targnsand councils,
respectively” (para. 11). Alternately, Deterdingixon, Khaled, and Nacke,
(2011) note that “[g]iven the industry origins, ofgad connotations and debates
about the practice and design of ‘gamification,artgeful design’ currently
provides a new term with less baggage, and therefompreferable term for
academic discourse” (p. 14). Thus, excluding #lated survey questions, the
term “gameful design” is used hereatfter.

| MPLEMENTATION

In the ADDIE model, implementation is the stagecolrse delivery (Hodell,

2011). #LDTIMOLO ran from September 2 - Octobe2@14. (The MOLO host

site was opened one week prior and stayed operweek later). The graduate
students had preparatory course work for two weeks to the implementation

of #LDTIMOLO. Based on formative assessment (audison with the nine face-
to-face graduate student participants who joined ameite for the Adventure 2
Google Hangout), Adventure 2 was extended for aitiadal week. To keep within

the five-week timeframe, the activities schedutesfieeks/modules/Adventures 4 & 5
were collapsed. Adventure modules were not allasd#d at once; they were
released the day before the next module starteid. this for two reasons. First, |
was trying to minimize confusion by keeping usall track together. Second, |
was hoping to address poor retention in MOOCSs, lathdught this might keep

people coming back for more. In retrospect, | woliéve done this differently
and released them all at once.
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The following participation data, derived from tlarning management system
analytics, the surveys, and my field notes, denmmatest learner activity from the
implementation of #LDTIMOLO.

» There were 724 participants enrolled. Of these, tb2& the next step and
completed the “Welcome to Canvas Learning Netwoukv&y”, which
was required to view to move forward and parti@pat the course, but
participants were not required to take it.

* There were 19 discussion opportunities providedh w6 discussion
posts created (my posts included):

o During Week 1, the “FAQs and Help Forum” had 22.

o In Week 1, Adventure 1, there were three discussmums
available. Introductions and Sharing Your Avatar Superhero
Identity had a total of 183 posts (this was the tmastive
discussion); Set Up for Success had 26 posts; dsorg
Opportunities for Success had 29 posts.

o0 In Weeks 2 and 3, Adventure 2, there were fourdiéiussion
forums available. Strategies for Guilds and Quésid 28 posts;
Complete a Guilds and Quests Agreement had 26 ;p0Gktsose,
Complete, and Share Your Quests had 13 posts; dudnture 2
Reflection had 19 posts.

o In Week 4, Adventure 3, there were four (4) dismrsdorums
available. The Basic Rules of the Game had ongd@%); Set Up
Guilds for Adventure 4 had zero (0) posts; Whatsdad earning
Designer aka Instructional Designer Do? had 35 spoand
Adventure 3 Reflection” had ten (10) posts.

o In Week 5, Adventure 4, there were seven (7) dsonsforum$
available. There were five (5) where learners wailidose one to
focus on: Online Models had zero (0) posts, GamseBd earning
and Gamification had Models had three (3) postsiticgr
Pedagogy and Technology zero (0) posts, and Expeilie
Learning had two (2) posts. LDTI Mashup Machine Isad (6)
posts; and the Reflection of Our Awesome Adventheesten (10)
posts.

There were five (5) recorded Google Hangouts. @obi@angouts is a free web
conferencing technology that can be complicatedidarners to use. Although
the number of live viewers was not recorded, Googésving data suggest a

’ As a reminder, Adventure 4 included both Adventér&s5 due to the need to devote additional
time to complete Adventure 2.
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significant drop-off of participation in the Hangoover time. Specifically,
Google views indicated that the first Hangout drE®v views, the second drew
105 views, the third drew 36, the fourth drew 24 #he fifth drew 38 views.

EVALUATION

In the ADDIE model, evaluation is listed at the erslt Hodell (2011)
recommends that it be used formatively (througheui)l summatively (at the
end) during implementation and that the entire @ssc be embedded in
evaluation. The LMS analytics data, the surveysl any field notes provided
evaluation data for formative, summative, and desmjormation and guidance
for the #LDTIMOLO. The following is a snapshot btsurvey participation data
for #LDTIMOLO.

e Of the 724 enrollees, 126 took the next step anchpbeted the
“Welcome to Canvas Learning Network Survey”; viewiit was
required to move forward, but participants wereneguired to take it.

e 24 participants took the Canvas Learning Networkxit'EUser
Experience Survey” that was sent to all participaattthe end via the
messaging system.

e 25 participants took my “End of #LDTIMOLO Surveyhdt | sent
after #LDTIMOLO ended.

e There was an exit evaluation provided in the qoid &t the end of
Adventure 1 with 53 completions and at the end d¥e&ature 2 with
22 completions.

e As previously noted, 20 graduate students partiegpain the
#LDTIMOLO, each of whom may or may not have takea surveys.

e One participant from a local community college ugdTIMOLO
participation as part of her promotion and tenalddr. She kept and
completed a portfolio and | provided a memo of ctatipn via
regular email for her evaluator.

The following 12 data sets from the surveys addtkssfollowing questions in
this study: 1) What does engagement look like is MOOC? and 2) What are
the design lessons learned from evaluating this @GELDTIMOLO)? Design
lessons are summarized immediately following thuzda sets.

What does engagement look like in this MOOC?

Data sets 1-4 are from the pre-course survey, “Wad to Canvas Learning
Network Survey,” and my post-course survey, “End#aDTIMOLO Survey,”
and focus on the MOOC Participation Model taxon@miB®ata sets 5-8 are from
the two post-course surveys and focus on questibesgagement.
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Data Set 1.

In the Canvas Learning Network Welcome Survey, 122/ participants
responded to the question, “Which type of onlireeer describes you?”

No Answer L

Observer —

Drop-in |
Passive Participant ?

Acuve Pardicipant - [

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

Data Set 2.

In the Survey Monkey End of #LDTIMOLO Survey, 25f@pants responded to
the question, “Based on this Participation Modédhatvtype of participation did
you engage in with this MOOC? Pick all that apply.”

It is worth noting that the percentages for perediengagement are very similar
to the percentages in the pre-assessment questiphagl directly above.

Active Participant

Drop-In

Passive Participant | 1

Observer/Lurker F

0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00%
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Students had the opportunity to comment:

| always have hope | will be a stronger participdot work comes first.

| really like the idea of Active Participant; howery there are some tasks
that | would select instead of using all of theRuor instance, peer grading.
If the instructor provides an orientation of guidek (or even develop that
with the participants), | think it can be a powérearning experience.
The thing is that some instructors (not saying myrent MOOC
instructor), even in regular face-to-face coursesume that peers know
how to provide constructive feedback. Then, if albtstudents are aware
of how to provide feedback, there will be an imbakin rewarding from
the peer feedback experience. On the other haed,goading / feedback /
review can be time consuming, since we need tdlftiié requirements of
all activities and on top of that, we also needpend time going through
our peer's work. In the case of MOOC, it's a whodeirse involved, not
only one activity, so peer grading is somethingpéonegotiated within the
amount of activities we already have throughout\Mi@OC.

Again | felt that there should be another optiomehel participated in
about 75% of the course but didn't really finish tast activity.

Data Set 3.

In the Survey Monkey End of #LDTIMOLO Survey, 25f@pants responded to
the question, “MOOCs have participants who engagevarying types of
participation. Based on this Participation Modehat type of participation did
you engage in with this MOOC? Pick all that apply.”

All-Rounder

Collector *
Bystander ﬁ

Solver *
Viewer ?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
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Students had the opportunity to comment:

| always have hope | will be a stronger participautt work comes first.
The thing on MOOC is that somehow | travel through types of
participants since we have this flexibility. Bbigis a personal matter of
organization and priorities. My goal is for an eiteal online course such
as this one, accomplish the weekly assignmentdniiie week assigned.
Leader (initiating work for group activities)

Although my original intention was to be an “All-Rader,” the
technology was too intimidating so | backed off toe “Viewer”
participation point. | am continuing to “play” withe tools introduced in
the course, but on my own. If offered again, | éidp bring more
confidence with some of the tools so | can increaggarticipation level.
There isn’t a role here about doing some of thegasgents/activities, so |
pick two that | would have been in between.

Data Set 4.

In the Survey Monkey End of #LDTIMOLO Survey, 24rfp@pants responded to
the question, “Which MOOC Participation Model douy@refer?” For this
question, participants were provided these Padimp Models:

MOOC Participation Model (PM) 1: (All-Rounder, Sely Viewer,
Collector, Bystander)

MOOC Participation Model (PM) 2: (Active, Passivéd)rop-In,
Observer/Lurker)

MOOC PM

MOOC PM

Neither

2

1

I
|
Both e —
|
H

0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00%

® Note: One survey respondent repeated here, verpidtarsame statement the individual provided
as an open comment reported upon above in thesditted “Data Set 2.”
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It is worth noting that, although participants webeing asked to pick a
preference, they continued to focus on their owrtigpation when asked to
comment. Also, the majority chose “Both” as a prefce. Perhaps they were
interested in learning about the different models.

Data Set 5.

In the Survey Monkey End of #LDTIMOLO Survey, 10fp@pants responded to
the open question, “If you were someone who enténedcourse, then left and
never came back, why did you leave?” The followiogmments can be
summarized as addressing time constraints, nawigasues, curriculum issues,
and lack of accountability.

Time consuming and constraints.

| had no time.

Structure was confusing /hard to follow / lack abgp participation

Too much work.

I would leave for lack of time to develop all thesources we have
available online. Every tool is new for me andhites time to figure out
how to use those online devices. | didn't feek timy peers want to take
time to teach me something, but | took time to tethem since | am used
to the teaching assistance. Yet, | also want yotkat the reasons my
peers were not very receptive to my wish to coltalmm They may also
be in learning themselves how to use the devices expect that
somebody else will tell them how to go through esiglp. When, in truth,
| perceived the MOOC structured for us to assistheadther
unconditionally. MOOC is also an amazing sourcenédrmation, but it
is valid if one’s track focus on technology, whishnot my case. But it
was still a valid experience since | got to knowlitkerent world (and |
love it).

Because it is not what | was looking for, becaudilh't have enough time
to follow it or because is difficult to follow.

Lack of time and lack of participation.

| stayed until the last session!

Course content curated but not edited for focusadlys

| was very interested in the MOOC and its topic #ralinstructor. | also
really wanted to experience my first MOOC. Howewaside from the
first week when | was at least able to dig arourdtal never seemed to
find the time to participate and not having to beauntable for attending
or not, | found myself doing what | felt were highgriority items over
participating in MOOC activities.
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Data Set 6.

In the Survey Monkey End of #LDTIMOLO Survey, 23tmapants responded to the
guestion, “This MOOC was specifically designed tonpote learner engagement.
How engaged were you in this MOOC?”

['was very engaged ?
I'was somewhat engaged %

[ was not engaged F

0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00%

Students had the opportunity to comment:

The e-mail that came via Canvas gave me a senseiraj connected, but
sadly I rarely got beyond that.

The timing of our online meetings were mainly tleason | was only
somewhat engaged.

It was a new experience but an exciting one.

Because there is no formal certificate and becanaay learners are
dealing with competing priorities for their “timel, think many people
drop from a MOOC if there is no “What'’s in it fora®” (WIFM). | was

tempted to drop out when things got busy in my wamil home life, but |
feel that being in a small guild helped me persi8ame type of extrinsic
reward (certificate, etc.) | think would also helfh learner engagement.

| experienced challenges with trying out some @f tihols at which time
my participation waned. Subsequently, | have h@aying with the tools
on my own so | can retake the course with morertieah confidence.
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Data Set 7.

In the Survey Monkey End of #LDTIMOLO Survey, 22fpapants responded to
the question, “This MOOC made a limited attemptgamification with the
language used for learning. For example, Adventoseead of Module, Quest
and Questsheet instead of Activity and Worksheet, ¥as this helpful?”

Somewhat help Ul

Very help il

Not helpful W

0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00%

Students had the opportunity to comment:

Really did not like it. Gamification isn’t abouigt using terminology, it's
about creating a gaming experience.

It was helpful in a sense that we started usingténes in this field. |
think this is one of the challenges: we had toHeanew language.

| understand why this would be helpful. I'm jusitrsure it is necessary
for graduate students.

| was not familiar with gamification and was jusinéusing.

Sometimes slanting the language to make the exmerimore fun can be
helpful and more inviting. Not as stuffy and dteras terms like
“Module” and “Worksheet.”

Initially not helpful because | was already new ttte gamification
language. Now that | am adopting this new languhgen appreciate the
creativity of the use of “Adventure” and “Quest” reo

If | wanted to play a game, | wouldn't participatea MOOC.
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Data Set 8.

In the Survey Monkey End of #LDTIMOLO Survey, 21rfp@pants responded to
the question, “In this MOOC, the introduction attfrmvas gamified with avatar
creation and superhero perspective. Did this emgag?”

I was very engaged

[ was not engaged

I was somewhat engaged Sl

0.00%  10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00%

Students had the opportunity to comment:

The creation of the avatar had no connection tohémy else.

e ldidit, butl still didn’t get the meaning of tha

e It showed us a way to engage our future students bamnadened my
horizon on apps that could be helpful.

* | loved this activity, help me to create my avasand think about my
online identity.

* Yes, this was good just to experiment with techgglan a safe
environment. | work in higher ed and feel that tren superheros
wouldn’t be well received, though, in for-crediassrooms.

e Too much, too soon for this rookie. It took me tong to figure out how
to find and add an avatar. A quick instructionadeo would have been
helpful but | appreciate that | could have sougittthe same on my own
as well. | simply decided not to spend the timelat task as it was not a
priority for me at the time.

» More like roleplay where you assume another idgnkituch like the early
days of the internet.
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What are the design lessons learned from evaluating this MOOC
(#LDTIMOLO)?

The following data sets, 9-12 provide specific mfation for improvement in
MOOC/MOLO design.

Data Set 9.

In the Survey Monkey End of #LDTIMOLO Survey, peiants were asked the open-
ended question, “What concepts addressed in thi©®®1@ill you take with you?”

* The regular contact by the instructor was impresgivme.

* I'monly sorry | could not reciprocate.

* Educational tools

* | learned some new tools!

» That group work is very difficult especially if thpeople are not interested
and just on lookers.

* Flexible learning!

* More than concepts | learn a lot about the usedirtology in education,
and | get new skills about to greate presentatiom®graphs, videos,
comics, etc., also | discovered many web pagestadghucation that | will
certanly use [sic]

» Engagement with online as well as face to faceesttgdwas interesting.

* You could watch the video any time and you do nassnthe class
announcement.

* Learner-focused educational model

* Introductions, Avatars, use guild for adventurés, e

* The concept of giving student “choice” in assessmaas great.

* Collaboration rules and ideas for virtual teams

* Infographics

Data Set 10.
In the Survey Monkey End of #LDTIMOLO Survey, paipants were asked the
open-ended question, “What have you liked most &thisi MOOC?”

» Meeting new people around the world learning nevlstan networking
* The experience ... Just being part of it.

* The resources provided by the instructor and theshe structured it.
» Google Docs

* | did not like the Mooc

* Interaction!
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» Learn about the subject

* Online class participation

» Vital teacher presence

» Be part of a big participation course.

» Exploring new cloud learning technologies and cating with peers in

higher ed

* Energy and encouragement to try out the myriadoofst available for
teaching

* The course was well put together... | just felvds too much info for 5
weeks.

* Aspirations of instructor to pull off something exhely intense and
complex with multiple communication channels.

* | thought the instructor was very engaging, andkéd that she used
several forums to contact the students.

Data Set 11.

In the Survey Monkey End of #LDTIMOLO Survey, paipants were asked the
open-ended question, “What have you liked leastiattns MOOC?”

» It was frustrating to have to access multiple pacecomplete work.

* The peer collaboration. It's gambling. We neverwnsho we are going
to interact to. We all have different backgroundd agenda, so it would
be interesting that we all have the conscious ke tadvantage of the
differences.

* | had a hard time with all the different modes ofrenunication. Great
access, but | would've liked to have it more foclisa one or a couple.

* Allofit

* Nothing!

* The format

* N/A (not applicable)

* So open-ended that there was no core

» It was confusing at the beginning but was excitetha@ end.

» Seeing students drop out

* Nothing
« Too many group projects... | was burned out by émel of the %
adventure...

» Complexity and confusion that resulted from gamaificn and multiple
communication channels.
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Data Set 12.

In the Survey Monkey End of #LDTIMOLO Survey paipiants were asked the
open-ended question, “What are your recommendatan suggestions for
changes that would be helpful for the next versibthis MOOC?”

More explanations for the group working

A simpler format.

To put more emphasis on the importance of honesiifeveollaborating
among peers. However, it's hard to deal with timaaiMOOC since the
amount of people can be huge to moderate it.

Some consistency as to where we find certain thiags far as
communicating.

Better organized and be straightforward with wisateeded to be done.

It was good!

Evaluate the way the information is presentingnidg better objectives
and paths, enlight specific concepts

N/A (not applicable)

It is my first one and | can not give any suggestio

| would have used the “calendar” tool in Canvagdep the large course
on task. A few times | was confused when | shoutl things done. |
realize there were some general date ranges foAtlventures on the
main page (next to each module/adventure title))| leaded up creating a
calendar for our small private guild to keep ustrack. It would have
been nice to have everything due in the MOLO orar€e Calendar too.
None at this time

Perhaps if the course was spread out and each tadvdrad two weeks
for collaboration.

Provide visual graphic representing paths throbhghearning process.

MOOC/MOLO DESIGN LESSONS

With the ADDIE model, as with most instructionadftaing design models, it is
important to use evaluation data to revise, resami and reconsider what
happens next. From the 12 survey data sets pigyishared and my field notes
related to weekly class conversations with my Ilgate students, the following
design lessons for this MOOC have emerged:
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First, it must be clear what the purpose for the /@Os. For example,
this #LDTIMOLO was designed to serve two audientes LDT graduate
class and potential global learners. From the gredalass perspective,
described below, the #LDTIMOLO was successful. Febgiobal learner
perspective, using completion rate as a metric#H2TIMOLO was not
a success.

In traditional online courses, it is important &vél the playing field and
scaffold learners into the skills and content ofe tlcourse. A
MOOC/MOLO might not be the place for this. Two clusions can be
considered: 1) create a MOLO just for these begmskills, and 2) make
it very clear for whom the content is intended d&edexplicit about the
skill levels are required. Additionally, using thmreviously discussed
concept of “wrapping a course around a MOOC,” whgchow | intend to
continue to engage with MOOC/MOLO design, the ursitg course
could be used to scaffold learner skills prior t&O MD engagement.

The pedagogical perspectives used to design #LDT®IMave been
successful as part of my own regular online codessign. They did not
translate as well for #LDTIMOLO design. There was much content,
too many goals, and too much curricular activityngoon in terms of
learning objectives. In retrospect, | also reatlzat | over-built the course
in relation to the role of MOOC instructor/facilite, as | discuss later. In
the future, design needs to be more focused, gperitl discrete. | learned a lot
from what participants did and did not do and fadhof the evaluation data.
The graduate students recommended creating a MQ@i@dch of the
Adventures.

Gameful design with the use of avatars and chamgésrminology had
mixed responses.

0 The Introductions and Sharing Your Avatar or Supsshidentity
had mixed responses but was the most successiuityactl will
use this activity or a modified version of this iaty in future
classes and MOLOs.

o0 Gameful design of curricular vocabulary had mixedponses. |
will reconsider this in light of related MOLO conte Changing
the vocabulary for group work was mostly just cairfig to
participants, especially the ones already strugghith English.

Current LMSs are not conducive to massive collaipa@agroup projects
as | design them. Collaborative group projectd ndt be a part of my
design for the next MOLO. A MOLO just about coltahtion is possible
but collaboration, as part of the MOLO learningidesstill needs work.
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DISCUSSION

This discussion section addresses the followingties:

What is the purpose of a MOOC?

What are the reasons that participants took #LDTL@®

What is the role of a MOOC instructor/facilitator?

What is the impact of #LDTIMOLO on the participagingraduate
students?

No oA

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF AMOOC?

As part of this study, participants who completeel MOOC were asked to share,
in their own words, what they thought the purpota &MOOC should be. This
was a general question developed by my graduaderstst The response size of
16 is not statistically significant and thus theadare not fully generalizable;
however, there were enough responses to identigetipotential overarching
perceptions of the purposes for MOOCs: 1) to le@jnto interact, share, and
develop networks, and 3) to engage with the pakatithe online experience. Of
note, these participant-identified purposes shhegacteristics and align with the
purposes identified by Veletsianos and Nkuyubwatsi improving specific
student skills; developing student networks; andhalgatizing education and
enhancing societal well-being.

WHAT ARE THE REASONS THAT PARTICIPANTS TOOK THIS

MOOC (#LDTIMOLO)?

As part of this study, MOOC participants were aslkddthe end why they
enrolled. Fourteen reasons for enroliment wereviden for participants to
choose from and all were chosen as applicablerteesextent. Highest rated were
1) general interest in topic, 2) for personal gtowhd enrichment, 3) for fun and
challenge, and 4) to experience an online cour<a@i2).

WHAT IS THE ROLE OF A MOOC INSTRUCTOR/FACILITATOR ?
As part of this study, MOOC participants were astedhare in their own words
what they thought the role of the MOOC instructacflitator should be. This was
a general question posed by my graduate studeAtgain, though a minor
response of 19, and not generalizable, there wemee shemes that arose: 1)
traditional role, the same as in a regular clagero®) role of instructional or
learning designer, 3) one who guides, supportsfaailitates, 4) promoter of life-
long learners, responsible learners, and critluakers, and 5) human evolution.
There was only one person who noted “human evailutand it is
uncertain if this is a serious response, but these questions and response
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themes illustrate that with a world of potential KAO participants, there are a
multitude of reasons, purposes, and expectationsM@®OCs and MOOC
instructors. It should be noted that it might bifiallt to engage in successful
instructional design when the audience has sudatiar. From my perspective,
the idea of doing a MOOC with a global audience wgasdaunting that |
continually second-guessed myself and kept addiogteat to address my
concerns. As noted in the previous design lessangr-built #LDTIMOLO.

In addition, when thinking about the role of instiar/facilitator it is
interesting to consider Sebastion Thrun’s expemtatwhen he left Stanford and
started Udacity. When Thrun was at Stanford delnge one of the most
memorable and popular xXMOOCSs, thAdificial Intelligence MOOC, alongside
his Stanford class, MOOC learners were taking aeadly popular Stanford
course with a renowned Stanford professor. The very different perspective
from learners taking an artificial intelligence MQ@QQcreated and delivered by
Thrun’s company Udacity or a learning design andhitelogy MOOC by
relatively unknown faculty. This is something tanthabout when considering the
reasons that inspire people to take a MOOC.

WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF THIS #LDTIMOLO ON THE
PARTICIPATING GRADUATE STUDENTS

As previously noted, | consider this iteration dfet#LDTIMOLO to be
unsuccessful as a MOOC. However, the impact ohlagrabout MOOCs and
participating in a MOOC on the participating gradustudents has been of
increasing interest to me. In noticing that some&dents had seemingly gone
beyond my expectations in ways | had previously sexn, | caught incredible
glimpses of student embodiment of democratizingcatian, a key purpose of
MOOCs previously identified.

| have been teaching a variant of the advancedcalum design course
that | used to wrap around #LDTIMOLO at least opee year for five years, and
| have always required my graduate students to t&imfinal projects related to
their own needs as educators. The majority of fpprajects have traditionally
included the creation of websites for personal osdor curation of thematic
content, and the creation of classroom learninggpfaom a learning design and
technology perspective. On rare occasion, a coopkudents have engaged in
online or blended course design.

Upon completion of the 5-week #LDTIMOLO that invel¥ “wrapping a
course around a MOOC,” the 19 graduate studentsned to regular class
participation. As part of their continued claspenence, they completed final
projects related to their own needs as learnerseaidators. From the course
discussions and my field notes, | compiled the gatel students’ final projects
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and some of my thoughts about those projectsddiitian, | related these projects
and my thoughts to the three purposes of MOOCs iqusly discussed
(abbreviations provided for brevity): P1) improvpesific student skills, P2)
develop student networks, and P3) democratize édancand enhance societal
well-being. And finally, | provided a follow up stussion about those glimpses
of student embodiment of democratizing educatia tiheferred to earlier.

1. Two students shared their personal learning netsvoikcluding
development of LinkedIn profiles. This was a new t the final project
but was not a new project for my students to cotepl@hese final
projects evidenced P1 and P2.

2. Three students created classroom websites that sumitar to previous
final projects and evidenced P1.

3. Six students created personal websites that weridasito previous final
projects, which evidenced P1. Additionally, twotbése students shared
that they would continue with thematic websites éaucators in their
fields. This provided conceptual evidence of stuslemderstanding that
they can participate as designers of P3.

4. Three students created thematic websites (one ceititent for educators
and two were specifically in support of teachinggksh to their own
populations). Two were similar to previous finabjaects and evidenced
P1 and P3. Additionally, one was extraordinary #mete was evidence
that he participated as designer for P1, P2, and P3

5. Three students participated in online course dedigese were similar to
other final projects and evidenced P1 and desighingP3. However,
these students expanded their projects further amgnprevious students:
One student applied ADDIE as she designed her dinshe course, one
student revised her online course using the Quiditers rubric, and one
student created an online course for a MOOC proylddemy.

6. One student completed an activity plan to be cotagley a district-wide
Professional Learning Community (PLC). This projeets very different
and evidenced P1, a modified P2 (developing tedutodéessional
networks), and perhaps a modified P3 (democratizomgfessional
development).

Seven of the 19 graduate students were internatsmdents, four of whom
embodied democratizing education. One of the stigdeom Saudi Arabia, who
created a personal website, shared during a fataeéoclass conversation that an
additional goal for him was to create a site witsaurces about autism for his
population, as they have very limited resourcethis field. One student, literally
the only student at our university from his counsiared during a face-to-face
class conversation that the Internet access idustry is inaccessible and that
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his hopes were that when it becomes more availableyants to be ready for his
people with resources for teaching and learninglisimgThis student has made
incredible progress, coming from a country wherén&e no access to the Internet
to recently being hired as a K12 technology coattin Another student from
China shared his project in class for teaching iBhgtia his website of integrated
and interactive resources. This was not somethimgdl seen a student do before
and the actual engagement between the student esndwidience provided
evidence that this student was, himself, desigfiorgP1, P2, and P3. His site
includes a qqg chat room (the most popular instaegésaging tool in China) , a
Weibo (Chinese Twitter) that has almost 20,000 ,fearsd an ESL Podcast
channel with almost 20,000 subscribers. He is atiyereating online courses in
China and has aspirations of creating a MOOC. Iinane of the students from
Saudi Arabia, who revised her course using the iQuditters rubric, shared in a
conversation the following semester that she hazh lmnsidering researching
English Language Learners in a MOOC. This was ésténg because she was
initially uncertain about participating in #LDTIMCL

CONCLUSION

“If we profs can be replaced by a computer screes should be.”
(Davidson, C., 2013)

MOOCs are both a) online courses and b) not ordm@ses. They are online
courses because for the most part, that is howdhegurrently being designed.
They are not online courses because of the “madsan@ “open” characteristics
of MOOC:s. | believe that we have successful stragefpr designing traditional
online courses involving methodological practidag, when the characteristics of
“massiveness” and “openness” are added to courspteimented in learning
management systems not designed to support masdlaborative group work, |
struggled. Moreover, when the open nature of MO@Qgages learners with a
multitude of reasons for participation, expectasiomand levels of effort and
capacity to participate, | did not find it practita design for collaborative group
work. | suspect I'm not alone in this regard.

In part because there are challenging methodolbgicd design issues
with which we must contend, MOOCs have sparkedésteand debate, but they
have shown promise to expand learning opportuniéied therefore deserve
continued research. However, if institutions ajher education are going to
explore the full potential of MOOCSs to improve sifiecstudent skills; develop
student networks; and democratize education an@reehsocietal well-being,
faculty members need richer support programs andsacto more resources and
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design strategies to participate successfully inQ@2development and delivery.
We also need design process transparency and ntbdelsan be replicated.

The priority for this article has been to demortstray use of the ADDIE
framework of instructional design to develop the ®IO titled “Adventures in
Learning Design, Technology, and Innovation” (#LIMIOLO). | developed
#LDTIMOLO based on heutagogical and connectivisingples and chose
evaluation methods that emphasize measures ofele@mgagement, including
completion rate. Of note, if MOOC completion regehe metric for success, this
first MOOC/MOLO iteration cannot be deemed sucadssHowever, | conclude
that, as a wrap-around MOOC experience for gradsaidents in my LDT
course, #LDTIMOLO had a decidedly obvious and pesitimpact, and
especially so for some of my international gradustiedents. Based on the
experiences shared in this article, and in antimpeof support from a student of
mine who wants to continue researching MOOC comscdpam planning a part
two of #LDTIMOLO. | intend to continue with the el of “wrapping a course
around a MOOC” (Bruff, Fisher, McEwen, & Smith 20131 provide this
statement as my answer to the final question tefariswer in this case study:
“What is the best course of action for me to camgirwith faculty-designed
MOOCs?”

MOOCs probably won't be the earth-shattering gahmengers they were
once prophesied to be, but they bring a senseallecige and intrigue into higher
education, an arena that needs to re-envisiomligsim the world. It is important
for faculty members to take on challenges, to séekdesign learning
opportunities that will intrigue and engage leaspero matter how imperfect,
chaotic, and out on a limb the circumstance ofrne@ might seem. Perhaps
that's how we do avoid being replaced by computezens.

REFERENCES

Bedwell, W. L., Pavlas, D., Heyne, K., LazzaraHE.& Salas, E. (2012).

Toward a taxonomy linking game attributes to leagran empirical study.
Simulation & Gaming43(6), 729-760.

Blaschke, L. M. (2012). Heutagogy and Lifelong lreag: A Review of
Heutagogical Practice and Self-Determined Learrimgrnational Review
of Research in Open & Distance Learning, 13(1).

Bonk, C. (2012, June, 16). Twenty Thoughts on thyge§, Targets, and Intents of
MOOCs [Web log post]. Retrieved February 12, 20b5nf
http://travelinedman.blogspot.com/2012/06/twentytthts-on-types-
targets-and.html

202



Breslow, L., Pritchard, D. E., DeBoer, J., StumpS3 Ho, A. D., & Seaton, D.
T. (2013). Studying learning in the worldwide clagsn: Research into
edx’s first moocResearch & Practice in Assessment, 8, 13R&Hrieved
July 15, 2015 from http://jolt.merlot.org/vol9no®iif 0613.htm

Bruff, D. O., Fisher, D. H., McEwen, K. E., & SmjtB. E. (2013). Wrapping a
MOOC: Student perceptions of an experiment in bdeindarning.
MERLOT Journal of Online Learning and Teachif(®), 187-199.

Carroll, L. (1920). Alice’s adventures in wondediaNew York: Macmillan.

Chafkin, M. (2013). Udacity’s Sebastian Thrun, gabér of free online
education, changes courg@ast Companyl4.

Davidson, C. (2013, January, 13). If we profs deaform higher ed, we’ll be
reformed (and we won't like it) [Web log post]. Reved July 15, 2015
from https://www.hastac.org/blogs/cathy-davidsod/201/13/if-we-profs-
dont-reform-higher-ed-well-be-re-formed-and-we-wiant

Deterding, S., Dixon, D., Khaled, R., & Nacke, RO{1, September). From game
design elements to gamefulness: defining gamificatin Proceedings of
the 15th international academic MindTrek confererteavisioning future
media environment@p. 9-15). ACM.

Hase, S., & Kenyon, C. (2000). From andragogy tgddgogy.Ultibase Articles,
5(3), 1-10http://www.psy.gla.ac.uk/~steve/pr/Heutagogy.html

Hill, P. (2013, March, 6). Emerging student patseimMOOCs: A graphical view
[Web log post]. Retrieved July 15, 2015 from
http://mfeldstein.com/emerging_student_patternsmimocs_graphical_view/

Hodell, C. (2011)ISD from the ground up: A no-nonsense approach to
instructional designAmerican Society for Training and Development.

Hase, S., & Kenyon, C. (2000). From andragogy tatdgogy.Ultibase
Articles 5(3), 1-10.

Landers, R. (January 28, 2015). How to gamify yeaching: The processes of
gamification [Web log post]. Retrieved March 1518Grom
http://neoacademic.com/2015/01/28/gamify-teachiraepsses-
gamification/

Miller, S. L. (2015). Teaching an Online Pedagog®®IC.Journal of Online
Learning & Teaching11(1).

Nkuyubwatsi, B. (2013). Evaluation of Massive Oamine Courses (MOOCS)
from the learner’s perspectivehe 12th European Conference on e-
Learning ECEL-2013, 30-31 October 2013, Sophiepatis, France.

Sharma, K., Jermann, P., & Dillenbourg, P. IdemidyStyles and Paths toward
Success in MOOC:s.

Siemens, G. (2005). Connectivism: A learning thdonthe digital age.
International journal of instructional technologyd distance learning,
2(1), 3-10.

203



Sokolik, M. & Zemach, D. (2014). How to be a susfasMOOC Student.
Wayzgoose Press. [Kindle edition]. Retrieved fromakon.com

Veletsianos, G. (2012, July, 11). The purpose MQOC? Google and societal
well-being [Web log post]. Retrieved April 15, 20&tbm
http://www.veletsianos.com/2012/07/11/the-purposa-mooc-google-and-
societal-well-being/

Yuan, L., Powell, S., & CETIS, J. (2013). MOOCs aen education:
Implications for higher education.

204



PARTICIPANT EXPERIENCE OF THE
FIRST M ASSIVE OPEN ONLINE COURSE
(MOOC) FROM PAKISTAN

Syed Hani Abidi  Aga Khan University / University of Oxford
Aamna PasHa Aga Khan University Examination Board
Syed Alf Nazarbayev University / Dow University of HeaBhiences

ABSTRACT

Background: In recent years, massive open online courses (BK)®ave steadily
gained popularity. It appears, however, that MO@&rrers are concentrated mostly
in the affluent English-speaking countries. MOO@sk-of-cost, easy accessibility
should make them obviously attractive to participdrom low-and-middle-income
countries (LMIC). The reason why LMIC enrollments MOOCs are so low is
therefore unclear. In the year 2014, the first MO@as launched from Pakistan. We
administered a survey to the enrollees of this MQ@Explore concerns, fears, and
limitations that might be deterring the LMIC audierfrom participating in MOOC:Ss.
Methods The MOOC was a three-week course on bioinforsdtiat covered current
concepts and techniques employed in the area giuterrbased drug design. More than
230 participants enrolled for this course. At the ef the course, to examine the MOOC
experience from their perspective, we invited taigigpants to take an online survey.
Results: Fifty-four participants, mostly from Pakistan, goleted the survey. The
participants reported satisfaction with the couraed felt that the course
participation was an enriching experience. AltHoubey appeared eager to
explore MOOC learning, we found that the learnemnf LMICs may not be
completely comfortable with various aspects of maliearning.

Conclusion: Our results indicate that there is a definite keafor MOOCS in
LMICs. Computer accessibility and literacy mustdsmhanced in the LMICs to
allow the citizens of these regions to feel consbk¢ with e-learning. Moreover,
LMIC nations acknowledge their own unique learntwtures and experiences
when they produce and share their MOOC offeringh tie world.
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PARTICIPANT EXPERIENCE OF THE
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(MOOC) FROM PAKISTAN

Syed Hani Abidf™ Aga Khan University / University of Oxford
Aamna PashHd’  Aga Khan University Examination Board
Syed Al Nazarbayev University / Dow University of Heahiences

BACKGROUND

In recent years, e-learning has steadily gainedifpoipy in academia (Mulder &
Janssen, 2013). Starting in the early 2000s, mmsspen online courses
(MOOCs) were initiated by certain major AmericarddBuropean universities
(Mulder and Janssen, 2013; Bayne, 2015; Aboshdyg)2 Free online learning
and open enrollment for all has been an integrdl glathe MOOC philosophy
(Esposito, 2012; Suen, 2014; St Clair et al., 2015)

Aside from affordability, MOOCs offer wide accedktly to participants
all over the world (Sandeen, 2013; Freitas, 201B)ese features have added a
great deal of appeal to MOOCSs, especially for stteléor whom travelling to and
enrolling with major universities is a challengProvided learners have Internet
access, they are able to participate in any MOQgartdess of their economic
limitations, geographical boundaries, and time z@sgrictions (McAuley, 2010).

For the reasons cited above, and especially it i§financial constraints,
participants from Low and Middle Income CountrieM(C) should find MOOCs
particularly appealing. However, learners as veallteachers of MOOCs are
concentrated mostly in affluent English-speakingrntdes (Waldrop, 2014). To
date, very few MOOCs have been offered from LMI@s;Asia, only China,
Indonesia, India, and Malaysia have initiated MO@@dson & Gruzd, 2014).

In 2014, from the platform of Aga Khan Universitgarachi campus, a
MOOC was launched from Pakistan. This was a threek course titled, “Drug
Discovery — a computer-based approach.” The MOO&med current concepts
and techniques used in computer-based drug desldre course attracted 230
enrollments including undergraduate, graduate awdt-graduate students,
healthcare professionals, researchers, and urtivéasulty.
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In this study, we have examined the Drug Discowd@OC experience
from the learners’ perspective. Using data gathémeough an online survey, we
have analyzed how participants viewed this MOOG@Gated from an LMIC, what
concerns and expectations these participants faghtiand what might be the
factors deterring a potential LMIC participant framrolling in a MOOC.

METHODOLOGY

MOOCAND POSTMOOCONLINE SURVEY
The Aga Khan University-based MOOC was a three-wesgurse on
bioinformatics that covered current concepts amihrigjues used in computer-
based drug design in which participants could pi@die at no cost. However,
the course also offered a Certificate Track, wireregistered participants, after
covering nominal processing charges and completihgourse-related tasks and
quizzes, could obtain a university-verified ceddfie. Regardless of whether a
MOOC participant had enrolled in the Certificateadk, each participant who
completed the course received an invitation to takeonline exit survey. In
addition to collecting basic information about ttwairse participants, such as age,
level of education, country, level of educationrgame, and so forth, the survey
explored the factors that determined their feamcerns, and limitations and
played into their decision for enrolling in this ND@. The survey also enquired
into the participants’ expectations and concermafOOC originating from an
LMIC. Of the 230 participants who enrolled in tMOOC, 53 participants
completed the survey.

Prior to the commencement of this study, ethicadreyal was obtained
from the Ethical Research Committee, Aga Khan Uit Karachi, Pakistan.

RESULTS

PARTICIPANT PROFILE

All but three participants who took the course syrwere from Pakistan; the
remaining three were from India, South Korea, arekigb (See Appendix, Table
1). Most survey participants were between 20-2&ry®f age (h=32). Almost
twice as many survey respondents identified thermesehs female participants
(n=35) than those who self-identified as male pgrdéints (n=18). Most MOOC
participants who participated in the course suhatgd their occupation to be that
of student (n=22), while fewer survey respondentficated they were faculty
members and/or researchers (Table 1).
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PARTICIPANT LIMITATIONS

Survey participants were asked to indicate theurs® of course information.
Survey participants (n=23) most frequently indidateey came to know about the
course through their teachers, colleagues or faenthile email came second as
the source of course information participants setb¢See Appendix, Table 2).
Most survey participants (n=44) did not register the Certificate Track,
indicating they did not do so because they didhae the time to complete all
the course assignments (n=17) or were simply nigrested in obtaining the
course certificate (n=13). Approximately 52% oé thurvey respondents lacked
prior experience with online courses. The majooityhe participants had access
to a computer and the Internet at their home, apdrted no difficulty in using
these facilities. A good number of participantsoateported being hampered by
inconsistent electricity supply (n=22) and resioict on educational websites
(n=11) in their country (Table 2).

REASONS FOR ENROLLING IN THMOOC

The majority of the survey participants (n=37) oated they had enrolled in the
course because they wanted to learn about thecsudnea in which the course
was offered (See Appendix, Figure 1). Other readon which the participants
enrolled in the course included that they wereausiabout the course, that they
wanted to explore a MOOC offered from a developaogintry, or that they
simply wished to experience an online course (Fadyr

PARTICIPANTS CONCERNS AND FEARS ABOUT TMOOC

Since this was the first MOOC offered from an LMIGamely Pakistan, we

wanted to explore what fears or concerns the paatits had before enrolling for
this MOOC. Interestingly, the participant respossewed that the majority were
indifferent to the fact that the MOOC was beingeoéfd from an LMIC (See

Appendix, Figure 2). Conversely, the majority lo& fparticipants anticipated that
the course delivery would be effective, the cowseald be of high quality, and

the course material would be up-to-date. Survetigg@ants also indicated that,
before enrolling in the course, they held positiggpectations about the
competency of the course faculty (Figure 2).

PARTICIPANT EXPERIENCE OF THAOOC

Fifty-three participants who took the survey wes&eal to share their experience
about the following four different aspects of th©RC, shown in Figures 3A-3D
(See Appendix).

e course workload (Figure 3A)

» course design and execution (Figure 3B)

« course faculty (Figure 3C)

» participant’s learning experience (Figure 3D)
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The majority of participants (n=35) responded tiat course involved a heavier
work load and a great deal more self-directed legrthan they had anticipated
(n=24) (Figure 3A).

While commenting on course design and executioa,niajority of the
survey participants indicated they thought thatrseudesign was appropriate
(n=50), that the course website was visually appg#&h=49), and that it was well
organized and easy to use (n=50). A small numbesuovey participants
indicated that participation in the course was nebdbgically challenging for them
(n=16) (Figure 3B).

The majority of the participants were satisfied hwithe quality and
delivery of the course (Figure 3C). Participantmnimously thought that the
course faculty member was engaging, and competetitei subject area (Figure
30).

Overall, survey participants reported having besised with the course
(Figure 3D). They indicated that course partidgpgatwas an enriching
experience, and that the course enhanced theirledge in the subject area. The
survey participants also noted that the Drug Discp\MOOC inspired them to
take more courses in the subject area, and to ajdy knowledge in their
research (Figure 3D).

DISCUSSION

In the current study, we have examined the learrexperience of the Drug
Discovery online course, the first MOOC to be lehweat from Pakistan, to date.
Using data from an online administered survey, aeehanalyzed certain aspects
of this LMIC-initiated MOOC from the participantgerspective, taking into
account their limitations, concerns, and expeatati@lated to participation in this
course.

With the advent of the Internet age and its evereasing popularity in
developing countries, for example in LMICs, MOOGQGs ¢hought to hold great
promise for promoting public access to quality edion (Liyanagunawardena et
al, 2013; Castillo et al, 2015). However, mosthd MOOC-offering institutions
are centered in English-speaking parts of the Westeorld. Additionally,
MOOC participants appear to be located mostly imtiNé&merica and Europe,
with very little representation from Asia, and evdass from Africa
(Liyanagunawardena et al., 2013; Liyanagunaward2di?).

In the Drug Discovery MOOC, all the enrollees excepe were from
LMICs. This information was encouraging since ltowed that an LMIC-
initiated MOOC was able to attract enroliments fridme developing countries.
As noted above, most course participants were gtadstudents, followed by
faculty and researchers. Moreover, survey padp with these occupations
reported they had access to computer and the &iteamd were comfortable
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using these facilities. Such a level of accessatal literacy with, technology
might not be reflective of the general populatioran LMIC. However, the data
from this study do suggest that members of the jadipn interested in attending
online courses are well-equipped with the preretpsisboth technologically and
intellectually. While this observation raises anpan favor of developing further
MOOCs from and for the LMICs, it also makes an amgnt for spreading
computer literacy throughout the developing woritluding the far-flung and
impoverished populations of LMICs. Studies havenitfied that most MOOC
participants from developing countries are locatedrban centers with access to
computers and the Internet. The lack of technekdginfrastructure, including
computer access, Internet connectivity, and el@ttrisupply are some of the
major impediments for prospective MOOC participafrtism the rural areas
(Liyanagunawardena et al., 2013; Liyanagunaward@@d,2; Marcial et al.,
2015).

Most of the Drug Discovery MOOC participants didt megister for the
Certificate Track because they either did not hénetime to complete all the
course assignments, were not interested in obtginincould not afford to obtain,
the course certificate (as shown in Table 2). Wiih one hand the participant
response indicates their limitations, on the otheaeflects positively on their
learning philosophy: Most of them did not care dboartification but were
simply interested in gaining the knowledge. Tlgsagain a reminder of how
MOOCs, due to their free-of-cost dissemination wbwkledge, can be genuinely
attractive and beneficial to an LMIC participant.

MOOCs throughout the world have been reported tee Haw retention
rates (Liyanagunawardena et al., 2013; Greene.eP@15; Zeng et al., 2015).
Little is known about the reasons for low retenti@me observation is that most
of the MOOCs generate an overwhelming amount afrmétion in the form of
course materials, which creates difficulty for tharticipants to maintain full
engagement (Liyanagunawardena et al.,, 2012; Koolbop et al., 2012,
Koutropoulos & Zaharia2015). Accordingly, most of our MOOC participants
also did not complete the course to the end. @asan for this may be that
online learning is a relatively new form of teadhiand learning in Pakistan, a
delivery format with which students are not yetw&amiliar. Indeed, while the
survey participants reported their satisfactiorhwtiite course delivery and website
(Figures 3B-C), our course survey also revealed tie participant responses
were rather evenly split regarding perceptions i amount of time, effort,
digital literacy, and self-directed learning leaséhad anticipated would be
required for the Drug Discovery course (Figure 3A)n line with these
observations is also the fact that half of the MO@€pondents had never taken
an online course before (Table 2). On the whatéine teaching and learning is a
new phenomenon in these regions; for this reastulests may not have yet
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developed the skills required for online learnir®elf-Directed 2013; Oyo &
Kalema, 2014). These data emphasize that digithlsalf-directed learning, two
important and essential components of MOOC padtmop need to be adopted
widely in LMIC academia so learners will find theshges more at ease with this
format of learning and be able to benefit morectitely from online courses.

Our survey revealed that, overall, the participamse satisfied with the
course. They thought that course participation armgnriching experience, and
that their knowledge in the subject area increasfdr attending the Drug
Discovery MOOC (Figure 3D). Information that camas a pleasant and
encouraging surprise was that the majority of theigDDiscovery course
participants were indifferent about the fact tha MOOC was being offered
from an LMIC. Despite its LMIC-based patronages fharticipants anticipated
the course delivery would be effective, and hadofable expectations of the
course quality and content, and competence of tluese faculty (Figure 3C).
This information should serves as reassurance tdCLMstitutions that have
reservations about developing online courses. HRiomenexample of the Drug
Discovery MOOC it appears that the prospective LNdESed MOOC patrticipant
is more mature than we might have believed, is moterested in gaining
knowledge, and is less worried about from where@GO\ is coming.

In conclusion, the launch of the first MOOC fromkRBtan heralds
promising news. From this experience we learntti@environment in the LMIC
academia is ripe for online learning. The prospedtMIC MOOC participant is
eager to partake of resources that are time- asdatficient, and are effective in
enhancing knowledge and skills. However, to makeftiture MOOC experience
more rewarding it is imperative to spread compliteracy more widely in the
LMICs. Moreover, LMIC nations such as Pakistan remiledge their own
unique learning cultures and experiences when freguce and share their
MOOC offerings with the world.
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APPENDIX

TABLE AND FIGURE LEGENDS

TABLE 1: PARTICIPANT PROFILE Basic information about the participants of
the Drug Discovery MOOC.

TABLE 2: PARTICIPANT PREFERENCESnformation about the participants’
enrollment in the course and registration for tedificate track. The table also
provides information about technological limitatsoaf the survey participants in
terms of the availability of, and proficiency wittpmputer and Internet, etc.

FIGURE 1: REASONS FOHPARTICIPATION The X-axis shows the participants’
reasons for attending the Drug Discovery MOOC, e Y-axis shows the
number of participants and their response to eaelyq

FIGURE 2: CONCERNS AND FEARS he X-axis shows the fears and concerns
that the course participants might have anticipdietbre attending the Drug
Discovery MOOC. The Y-axis shows the number oftipgrants and their
response.

FIGURE 3. EXPERIENCE OF THEDRUG DISCOVERYMOOCGC: The figure
shows aspects of participant experience after @ditignthe MOOC. The
information is divided into four categories: A) e¢ea workload, B) course design
and execution, C) course faculty and, D) learnirgegience. The X-axis shows
the aspects of participant experience, while thax¥- shows the number of
participants who responded.
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TABLE 1: PARTICIPANT PROFILE

Parameter Category Number of
Participants
20-29 32
30-39 15
Age 40-49 4
50-59 2
Male 18
Gender Female 35
Pakistan 50
Country of India 1
Residence South Korea 1
Mexico 1
Student 22
Faculty and Researcher 15
Medical doctors and Pharmacist 8
Laboratory and Administrative | 3
Occupation Staff
Engineer 1
Unemployed 2
Undisclosed 2
_ High School 5
Héghe?_t level of " yndergraduate 17
education Graduate or above 31
0-100 8
Yearly income 109-500 2
eary | 500-1000 2
(inUS $) 1000 and above 8
Prefer not to respond 33
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TABLE 2: PARTICIPANT PREFERENCES

Parameters

Category

Number of
Participants

Email 18
Information about Flyer on notice board 4
! u Teacher, colleague, or friend 23
MOOC
Facebook 6
Aga Khan University website 9
Registration for Yes 9
certificate Track No 44
Could not afford the fee 14
Did not have time to complete the 17
assigned tasks
Found the assigned tasks too difficulf 1
Reasons for not
registering for the to complete
9 9 Information about Certificate Track | 2

Certificate Track

was not clearly conveyed

Not interested in obtaining a certificate 13

Reason not cited 2
| have registered for Certificate Track 9
Prior experience for | Yes 25
online courses No 28
Yes 46
Computer at home NO 7
Yes 46
Internet at home NoO 7
Computer at Yes 48
work/study place No 5
Internet at Yes 3
work/study place No 50
Inconsistent electric | Yes 22
supply No 31
Certain educational Yes 11
websites blocked No 42
Difficulty in using Yes 0
computer No 53
Difficulty in using Yes 3
internet No 50
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Color Key for Figures 1-3
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Boston. Her professional background is in instamnal design and software quality assurance.
She holds a Master of Arts Degree in Distributedrbéng, and a Bachelor of Science Degree in
Computer Science. Rebecca is a prolific bloggemently sharing her academic experiences
(http://rjh.goingeast.ca) and her lived experieticeugh breast cancer treatment
(http://bcbecky.com). In addition, she and herdaunsl have a travel blog describing their 16-
month journey around the world without airplanetspifYgoingeast.ca). Rebecca’s PhD research
involves investigating the impact illness blogs enaw patient engagement
(http://livingpathography.org). Rebecca curremégides in Sunnyvale, California.

" Dave Cormier is an educational activist, researcher and omloremunity advocate. He has
published on open education, Rhizomatic Learnin@QCs (Massive/Open Online Courses), and
the impact of technology on the future of high eatiom. He coined the term MOOC in 2008 and
has facilitated, consulted and participated in dszsf large open courses.
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* Scott Johnson(@SHJ2) worked in the building trades until 200%hbas an apprentice and then
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recovering his right to be curious, he is now nagler affiliated with any institution and exists
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senior educational advisor at the Radboud UniweMgdical Center in Nijmegen, the
Netherlands. He supports health professionalgeweldping and implementing undergraduate
programs for medical doctors, dentists and healmsists. In the past 25 years he has co-
developed several new programs including writiregéng goals, acquiring educational resource
planning software and managing the implementatrocgss. He was secretary to the national
committee that wrote the basic learning goals dbatch physicians, which are published as
“The 2009 framework of undergraduate medical edanah the Netherlands” and are now part of
the law. Currently his special attention goeshmdesign of inter-professional team-based
student-run clinics for undergraduate studentsemtidtry and oral health care.

“ Lenandlar Singhis a Senior Lecturer in the Department of Comp8téence at the University of
Guyana. He teaches undergraduate computer s@adagraduate level information systems. His
research focuses on computer science educatiamitgesd usability of software systems and
learning technologies. Email: lenandlar.singh@eag.gy

“ Panagiotis Zahariasis currently an adjunct professor at the Open eksitty of Cyprus and a
freelance UX researcher. Main research interestfoaused on UX and usability evaluation
methods, educational technologies, game-basedrngaserious games and gamification. He has
published more than 50 papers in journals and cenée proceedings. Contact Information:
Panagiotis Zaharias, Open University of Cyprudgrimation and Communications Systems,
Faculty of Pure and Applied Sciences,, PO Box 122982,Latsia,Cyprus,, Tel.: +357 22
411600, Fax: +357 22 411601, Email: pz@aueb.gr

“ Christopher Pappasis currently founder and CEO of The eLearning Indis Network, the
largest online community of professionals involwedhe eLearning Industry. Christopher holds
an MBA, and an MEd (Learning Design) from Bowlinge®n State University. Main research
interests are focused on UX, learning technologiesial learning, and gamification. Contact
Information: Christopher Pappas, eLearning Industr§, 220 Sansome St., Ste. 900, San
Francisco, CA 94104. Email: cpappas@elearningitrgiicom
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relationship building and partnerships to uncoweaber educational connections. She values the
potential of interdisciplinary perspectives to desiengaging and integrative learning
environments for all learners. Email: donna.ziéges@utah.edu
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Institutional Assessment and Accreditation in tH&d® of the Provost. Her professional
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teaching and learning. Goldwasser earned a Bathédiegree in Public Policy Studies from Duke
University, a Master's degree in Curriculum andrbretion from the University of Mississippi,

and a Doctorate of Education in Education Leadprahid Policy from Vanderbilt's Peabody
College. Email: molly.goldwasser@duke.edu

“! Chris Mankoff is anAssociateat ICF International. In this positionhe programsand
processesommercialaindgovernmensurveydata. He hasextensiveexperiencenanaging
educationatlata,andhaspublishedandpresentean onlineeducation.He formerly servedasa
datamanager/applicatiodevelopeifor the Duke Centerfor Autism andBrain Development.In

this role he managedrendorsn the developmenbof clinical trials databasapplicationsgdeveloped
clinic trial dataset$or useby statisticiansanddesignedveb-basedlatacaptureforms. Priorto
Januan2015,heservedastheonline datamanagefor Duke University,in which positionhe
collected manageddistributedandanalyzedCourseralatafor classesaughtby Duke University
professors.Email: chris.mankoff@icfi.com

“Kim Manturuk manages research and evaluation for the Centéndouctional Technology

at Duke University. She is responsible for datéection and analysis to assess the effectiveness
of Duke’s online course programs. She also colaies with faculty teams to evaluate
experiments and innovations in educational techgieto Kim is particularly interested in how
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M.A. and Ph.D. in Sociology from the Universitybbrth Carolina at Chapel Hill and received

her B.A. from Indiana University.
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the School of Education at the University of Na@arolina, Chapel Hill. Her work as manager,
data and analytics for the Education and Human Deweent (EHD) Incubator) involves
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Manager and Research Analyst at the Center fodGmt Family Policy, Duke University.

Email: schmid@duke.edu
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Professor in the Department of Geriatric Medicih®ake University Medical Center. He is also
the co-Director of Duke’s Center on Biobehavioraaith Disparities Research. He earned a
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Ph.D. in Life-Span Developmental Psychology fromxd®Tech University in Lubbock, TX. He
also received post-doctoral training in quanti@tyenetics from the University of Colorado in
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the Rabb School of Continuing Studies at Brandeiséfsity. She provides course design and
development support, consultation in effective gedgy for both online and face-to-face course
environments, and faculty training and professiat®alelopment to a wide range of faculty subject
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teaching and learning. Carol's research interestiec on effective course design to support
differentiated learning styles and the assessnfamtlme and face-to-face courses to evaluate
student engagement and students' success in meetinge outcomes.
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designed and teaches for NMSU’s Online Teachinglazadning Graduate Certificate Program
and is the coordinator for the Learning Design &fmology programs. Her research interests
include the interactions between learning desigehrology, innovation, and culturally relevant
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“¥ Aamna Pashais the Assistant Director of Teacher Developméitha Aga Khan University
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Aamna completed her Master of Arts in Developmeathidation from the Institute of Education,
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University's Institute of Educational Developmerttave her responsibilities included designing
and transforming the modality of University-wideisting courses from face-to-face to blended
modes and facilitating faculty in the delivery bése. Email: aamna.pasha@aku.edu’

¥ Syed Aliis an Associate Professor at Nazarbayev Univeritana, Kazakhstan. For the past
12 years, his research group has been studyingtesolof HIV and other viruses in Asia, Africa,
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