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Blended learning - what practitioners can learn from MOOCs 
 

Aimee Byrne, Keith Colton, Patrick Crean, Conor McGarrigle, Aine Whelan 

Dublin Institute of Technology (www.dit.ie) 

 

Introduction 
MOOCs offer a middle ground between organised classroom environments and fragmented 

information found on the internet. In this review, we aim to identify those aspects of MOOCs which 

can be used to inform blended learning methods in our own teaching. We focus on strategies used in 

MOOCs to teach and assess groups of large sizes as this can help reduce the workload of 

practitioners. Furthermore, we wish to enhance our students’ learning experience using blended 

learning and increasing inclusive access for the increasing variety of learner. Therefore, this report 

will review content delivery in MOOCs, the pedagogical models used, how learner diversity and 

preference is catered for in MOOCs and finally student assessment.  

 

Delivery of Content 

According to Glance, Forsey, & Riley (2013), most MOOCs exhibit common defining characteristics: 

massive participation (5000-100,000); online delivery and open access. There are three broad types; 

xMOOCs, cMOOCs and quasi-MOOCs  (Haggard, 2013). 

Quasi-MOOCs offer web based tutorials as Open Educational Resources (OER) but lack course 

structures or examinations (Siemens, 2013). cMOOCs utilise resources such as blogs, learning 

communities and social media platforms to connect self-directed learners in a connectivist 

pedagogical model (Siemens, 2005) emphasising active peer-learning that is closely integrated with 

lecture content. (Conole, 2015; Siemens, 2013) These sources are combined through software 

that captures learning activity to give a structured overview of the course and learners’ progression. 

All participants are considered teachers and learners (Hilgerch, 2014). 

A key characteristic of xMOOCs is their delivery of rich interactive content to large numbers of 

students (Glance et al., 2013; Jordan, 2014). Scale is therefore central to their design and 

platforms are optimised for content delivery to mass audiences. As limited feedback is possible, 

automated testing and peer-assessment fulfills this role (Fischer, 2015; McAuley, Stewart, 

Cormier, & Siemens, 2010; Siemens, 2013). 

xMOOCs are characterised by a ‘super professor’ pedagogical model (Siemens, 2013) 

adopting a behaviourist approach to learning where knowledge is acquired through 

repetition and testing  (Sims, 2008), with video lectures delivered to very large classes. 

These video lectures are asynchronous; allowing pausing, rewinding and speed adjustment. 

Students can pace their learning facilitating a range of learning preferences, and content is 

https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/oduw/?noauthor=1
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/qPyR
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/N80O
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/s16b
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/6t1z+N80O
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/1Vi6
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/oduw+q5X9/?noauthor=0,0
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/mFh7+VvXg+N80O
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/mFh7+VvXg+N80O
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/N80O
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/hQEX
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available as an OER (Atkins, Brown, & Hammond, 2007; Baepler, Walker, & Driessen, 

2014/9). Video lectures are broken into short segments optimised for maximum attention 

and are connected to multiple choice question (MCQ) modules for self-testing which Glance 

et al. (2013) claim enhances both retrieval and mastery learning. Courses are modular and 

can be configured from standard components to meet specific learning needs. The extent to 

which peer-learning can be achieved with xMOOC models is disputed by MOOC pioneers 

like George Siemens who argues that they can replicate and reinforce traditional 

pedagogical models online (Siemens, 2012). Others, however, argue that the advantages of 

interactive media and peer collaboration afforded by MOOCs can foster “associative, 

constructivist, situative and connectivist” pedagogical approaches with improvements in 

learning outcomes (Conole, 2015). 

These approaches are not limited to MOOCs, platforms such as Google Classroom allow for 

small scale variants that build on MOOCs’ modular structure for targeted content 

delivery.  This suggests that there is scope to build on the content-delivery innovation of 

MOOCs to incorporate blended learning into our practices. 

Pedagogical Models 
In order to assess the suitability of MOOCs for use in our own practice, a number of the pedagogical 

foundations that underpin MOOCs are discussed. Glance et al. (2013) outline the pedagogical 

approaches that are typically adopted as; self-directed learning, retrieval learning, mastery learning, 

peer assessment, self-assessment, constructive feedback, short lectures and online forums. These 

approaches can be seen to have a sound pedagogical basis (Boud & Falchikov, 1989; Mills, 1953). 

 

Self-directed learning appears to have a strong impact on student engagement, for example, 

Morrison (2013) provides an assessment of two similar Education MOOCs she enrolled in. She 

proposes that the reasons why one, she believed, failed and the other succeeded was based on the 

different teaching philosophies of instructors and divergent beliefs on learning methods. One course 

was instructor-centred, linear in nature and constructed of prescribed content. The other was 

student-centred, with the learner in control of participation and assessment and was deemed more 

successful. The literature suggests that this approach can ensure that students reach an 

understanding of the material before moving to the next topic, thus enabling mastery learning. 

(Glance et al., 2013) This is in contrast to the conventional lecture style where each student moves 

through the material at the same pace. Bloom(1984) argued that mastery learning could result in an 

improvement of one standard deviation from the conventional group. There is discussion for and 

against the use of retrieval learning (Glance et al., 2013) through MCQs within the literature. 

(Agarwal, Bain, & Chamberlain, 2012) argue that short video followed by MCQs provides the 

opportunity for retrieval learning that improves long term retention over simply attending a class 

and completing homework. However, it could be argued that this method only improves surface 

learning. 

https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/ReYE+C0xn
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/ReYE+C0xn
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/oduw/?noauthor=1
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/rN9c
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/6t1z
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/oduw/?noauthor=1
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/FSCw+WHNx
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/nxnn/?noauthor=1
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/oduw
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/V0ty/?noauthor=1
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/oduw
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/DElX
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Learner Diversity 
The pedagogic approach in MOOCs is influenced by factors including: learner needs, preferences for 

learning styles and learner skill sets (language, digital literacy etc.). Their online nature invites 

participation from people with disabilities, wide range of ages and non-English speakers (Sanchez-

Gordon & Luján-Mora, 2016a; Smith, Caldwell, & Richards, 2016). 

Almost one-fifth of the world population has a disability (Sanchez-Gordon & Luján-Mora, 2016b) 

many MOOC platforms have adopted Web Accessibility Initiative (WAI) (W3C, 2016) to make 

content accessible to learners with disabilities. While WAI applies to web content, many authors 

stress the importance of also making other formats, Word, PDF etc., accessible (Robles, González, 

Gaona, & Rodríguez, 2016; Sánchez Gordón & Luján Mora, 2015) through the adoption of 

these standards. 

Some authors suggest that students with dyslexia can benefit from adaptive teaching platforms such 

as MOOCs (Alsobhi, Khan, & Rahanu, 2015) where the content format can be selected based on 

learner preference (see section 1.5) and the adoption of guidelines, such as “A Guide to Quality in 

Online Learning” (Uvalic-Trumbic & Danile, 2013), which can be applied beyond online learning 

platforms. 

Chung (2015) discusses how non-English speaking learners were likely to adopt complex strategies 

to guide learning on MOOCs, which suggests they can be supported through; clear learning 

outcomes and deliverables, forums and wikis and easy contact methods for tutors. Communities of 

learning have emerged from many MOOCs with people meeting in-person to translate content and 

teach their peers. These examples show how constructivist learning can develop around our courses 

if supported by social collaboration tools (Godwin-Jones, 2014; Talavera-Franco, 2016). 

Increased life expectancy is expected to cause growth in the number of older students. MOOCs are 

ideal examples of cost effective lifelong learning, mental stimulation and social engagement 

(Sanchez-Gordon & Lujan-Mora, 2013).  

Providing for Different Learning Preferences 
Usually MOOCs are perceived as enforcing a linear structure, however, research suggests that a large 

number of students do not engage in this way (Guo & Reinecke, 2014; Littlejohn, Hood, Milligan, 

& Mustain, 2016). Students have been shown to perform frequent backjumps, often using 

assessment questions as a guide (Hood, Littlejohn, & Milligan, 2015). Typically younger students 

and those who are using the MOOC as their sole or primary source of information on the topic (i.e. 

those not practising the topic in their work or education) tend to follow a linear path to learning in 

MOOCs (Hood et al., 2015; Littlejohn et al., 2016). Hood et al. (2015) suggest connecting the 

learning occurring in MOOCs to ‘real-world’ contexts and students lives to deepen their learning.  

As open learning environments target a massive number of people, facilitating the variability of 

learners’ needs and preferences is crucial (Fasihuddin, Skinner, & Athauda, 2014). Much research 

has been conducted which attempts to categorize different learner style theories. Coffield et al. 

(2004) identified 70 such theories. There is much debate related to the validity of their use (Coffield 

et al., 2004; Truong, 2016/2). However, there is a recognition of the need to personalise the 

https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/pXjX+kixD
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/pXjX+kixD
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/uFIe
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/yzz5
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/WD5V+2hK3
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/WD5V+2hK3
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/tDBC
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/0t8K
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/EPVP/?noauthor=1
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/lB4T+4W57
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/ui02
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/Nhdq+uoFq
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/Nhdq+uoFq
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/04Kb
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/uoFq+04Kb
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/04Kb/?noauthor=1
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/sOiO
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/Kqzs/?noauthor=1
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/Kqzs+Y2jF
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/Kqzs+Y2jF
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online learning environment in MOOCs with a view to catering to diverse student groups (Lerís, 

Sein-Echaluce, Hernández, & Bueno, 2016) and it tends to be agreed that the provision of 

information in multiple forms can benefit all students (Murphy Paul, 2012). One method of 

facilitating this is by allowing the student to choose their own learning path by providing a large 

amount of alternative material and assessment types through different online media. This relatively 

static interface can create an overabundance of material which can cause cognitive overload (Wolf, 

2002) and confuse students who find it difficult to identify what methods would work best for them 

(Carver, Howard, & Lane, 1999). Only a few examples exist of web-based courses or MOOCs 

which can adapt to learner preference (Carver et al., 1999; Gray & Palmer, 2001). The “Arthur” 

system (Gilbert & Han, 1999) for example, presents course concepts through different delivery 

methods which are adapted depending on the student’s evaluation after each task. Adaptive models 

are more intricate and time consuming to create. Many make the assumption that learning 

preference is unchanging, which is a much criticised idea (Akbulut & Cardak, 2012) and is usually 

determined by questionnaire (Martin & Paredes Barragán, 2004; Paredes & Rodriguez, 2003). 

However, preference can be determined in a dynamic process by tracing student navigation 

(Abdullah, 2015). Common practices for improving adaptability in MOOC research have been 

identified by (Lerís et al., 2016) as six indicators and are presented as successful practices, 

however, it must be noted that much of the research is case-specific.  

Assessment 

MOOCs offer challenges and opportunities for assessment.  Difficulties relate to design and grading 

of appropriate assessments for large student numbers, delivery of feedback and awarding of credit 

for MOOC participation.  For some subjects, MCQs can be used to evaluate learning. However, it has 

been argued that such assessments only gauge surface learning (K. Scouller, 1998; K. M. Scouller 

& Prosser, 1994; Tang, 1994). If credit is to be given, student identity must be verified to avoid 

fraud (Aceves & Aceves, 2009)). 

However, data analytics can provide a tailored, personalised MOOC experience for individual 

learners (Thille et al., 2014).  Analysis of learner data in an interactive online learning environment 

allows for formulation of feedback–oriented,multi-faceted tasks.  

Many assessment strategies have been used in MOOCs, however, this review focuses on the use of 

peer assessment. Topping (2009, pp. 20–21) defined peer assessment as “an arrangement for 

learners to consider and specify the level, value, or quality of a product or performance of other 

equal-status learners”. The use of peer assessment in a MOOC was investigated by Luo, Robinson, & 

Park (2014).  The results showed that the inter-rater reliability of peer grading scores assigned by 

individual students was found to be low, when compared to instructor grading.  However, peer 

grading reliability was greatly improved when each assignment was assessed by 5 different students 

and all five scores averaged to create a composite score. The researchers also compared the use of a 

mean score versus median score. They found that mean-based grading score was slightly better for 

assessing the MOOC.  Students’ attitude towards the use of peer assessment was very positive with 

63% of respondents agreeing that the peer grading activity benefited their learning experience due 

to enhanced learner engagement. 72% agreed that the use of peer evaluation promoted higher level 

thinking. 

https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/tWIh
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/tWIh
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/w5mQ
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/lXz3
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/lXz3
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/cNZU
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/cNZU+MkuH
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/KZAb
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/abRE
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/DccG+qtYC
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/PCg8
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/tWIh
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/dgRR+H1l1+AskZ
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/dgRR+H1l1+AskZ
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/4qcL
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/XOC4
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/Wvjk/?locator=20-21&noauthor=1
https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/yaWm/?noauthor=1
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In order to improve the reliability of peer assessment, the Calibrated Peer Review™ system was 

developed at the University of California Los Angeles. In this approach, assessor accuracy is initially 

evaluated during a calibration process.   Assessor accuracy is determined by examining how close 

the peer rater’s marking of 3 standard essays comes to the instructor’s mark of the same work.The 

more accurate the rater, the more weight is given to his/her grading  of peer performance. The 

performance score for each student submission is the weighted mean of peer judgment scores. 

The use of CPR™ for the development of students’ scientific writing skills was highlighted in a study 

by Hartberg et al (2008). The results showed that students who received feedback on scientific 

writing assignments via CPR subsequently showed improved abstract writing ability compared to a 

group of students who only received feedback from a Teaching Assistant.  

Conclusion 

There are several features of MOOCs that can inform blended learning approaches. MOOCs’ 

adoption of modern web standards makes accessing content easier than traditional LMS such as 

Blackboard with the look and feel more closely resembling that of popular social media platforms. 

The flexibility, strong pedagogical model and scalability of MOOCs can provide benefits for our own 

blended learning. However, effort must be devoted to the design of online learning environments to 

ensure that they cater to an audience varying in age, learning preference, language and learning 

needs. Furthermore, the incorporation of assessments into blended learning must accommodate the 

needs of a diverse student body, as well as promoting deep learning.  In conclusion, the application 

of the lessons learned from the design and delivery of MOOCs can allow us to innovate within our 

own teaching and enhance the learning of our students. Variability between students can be 

provided for through careful consideration of the inclusivity and adaptability of the online 

environment, materials and assessment methods. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

https://paperpile.com/c/M15Vuz/KPgK/?noauthor=1


6 
 

References 

Abdullah, M. A. (2015). Learning Style Classification Based on Student’s Behavior in Moodle Learning 
Management System. Transactions on Machine Learning and Artificial Intelligence, 3(1), 28. 

Aceves, P. A., & Aceves, R. I. (2009). Student Identity and Authentication in Distance Education: A 
Primer for Distance Learning Administrators. Continuing Higher Education Review. Retrieved 
from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ903458 

Agarwal, P. K., Bain, P. M., & Chamberlain, R. W. (2012). The Value of Applied Research: Retrieval 
Practice Improves Classroom Learning and Recommendations from a Teacher, a Principal, and a 
Scientist. Educational Psychology Review, 24(3), 437–448. 

Akbulut, Y., & Cardak, C. S. (2012). Adaptive educational hypermedia accommodating learning styles: 
A content analysis of publications from 2000 to 2011. Computers & Education, 58(2), 835–842. 

Alsobhi, A. Y., Khan, N., & Rahanu, H. (2015). Personalised Learning Materials Based on Dyslexia 
Types: Ontological Approach. Procedia Computer Science, 60, 113–121. 

Atkins, D. E., Brown, J. S., & Hammond, A. L. (2007). A review of the open educational resources 
(OER) movement: Achievements, challenges, and new opportunities. William and Flora Hewlett 
Foundation. Retrieved from 
http://www.hewlett.org/uploads/files/ReviewoftheOERMovement.pdf 

Baepler, P., Walker, J. D., & Driessen, M. (2014/9). It’s not about seat time: Blending, flipping, and 
efficiency in active learning classrooms. Computers & Education, 78, 227–236. 

Bloom, B. S. (1984). Taxonomy of Educational Objectives Book 1: Cognitive Domain (2nd Edition). 
Addison Wesley Publishing Company. 

Boud, D., & Falchikov, N. (1989). Quantitative Studies of Student Self-Assessment in Higher 
Education: A Critical Analysis of Findings. Higher Education, 18(5), 529–549. 

Carver, C. A., Howard, R. A., & Lane, W. D. (1999). Enhancing student learning through hypermedia 
courseware and incorporation of student learning styles. IEEE Transactions on Education, 42(1), 
33–38. 

Chung, L.-Y. (2015). Exploring the Effectiveness of Self-Regulated Learning in Massive Open Online 
Courses on Non-Native English Speakers. International Journal of Distance Education 
Technologies (IJDET), 13(3), 61–73. 

Coffield, F., Moseley, D., Hall, E., & Ecclestone, K. (2004). Learning styles and pedagogy in post 16 
learning: a systematic and critical review. The Learning and Skills Research Centre. 

Conole, G. G. (2015). MOOCs as disruptive technologies: strategies for enhancing the learner 
experience and quality of MOOCs. Revista de Educación a Distancia. Retrieved from 
http://revistas.um.es/red/article/view/234221/0 

edX. (2017). Retrieved January 3, 2017, from https://www.edx.org/ 
Fasihuddin, H. A., Skinner, G. D., & Athauda, R. I. (2014). Personalizing open learning environments 

through the adaptation to learning styles. ICITA. Retrieved from 
http://www.icita.org/2014/papers/au-fasihuddin.pdf 

Fischer, G. (2015). Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) as components of rich landscapes of 
learning. Retrieved from http://l3d.cs.colorado.edu/~gerhard/papers/2015/Academia-Europea-
MOOC.pdf 

Gilbert, J. E., & Han, C. Y. (1999). Adapting instruction in search of “a significant difference.” Journal 
of Network and Computer Applications, 22(3), 149–160. 

Glance, D. G., Forsey, M., & Riley, M. (2013). The pedagogical foundations of massive open online 
courses. First Monday, 18(5). Retrieved from 
http://firstmonday.org/ojs/index.php/fm/article/viewArticle/4350/3673 

Godwin-Jones, R. (2014). Global Reach and Local Practice: The Promise of MOOCs. Language 
Learning & Technology, 18(3), 5–15. 

Gray, D. E., & Palmer, J. (2001). Learning styles and web-based learning: The 4MAT methodology. 
WebNet Journal: Internet Technologies, Applications and, (3), 2. 

http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/PCg8
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/PCg8
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/4qcL
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/4qcL
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/4qcL
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/4qcL
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/DElX
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/DElX
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/DElX
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/abRE
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/abRE
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/tDBC
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/tDBC
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/ReYE
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/ReYE
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/ReYE
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/ReYE
http://www.hewlett.org/uploads/files/ReviewoftheOERMovement.pdf
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/C0xn
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/C0xn
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/V0ty
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/V0ty
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/WHNx
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/WHNx
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/cNZU
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/cNZU
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/cNZU
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/EPVP
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/EPVP
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/EPVP
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/Kqzs
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/Kqzs
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/6t1z
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/6t1z
http://revistas.um.es/red/article/view/234221/0
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/eIwh
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/eIwh
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/sOiO
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/sOiO
http://www.icita.org/2014/papers/au-fasihuddin.pdf
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/VvXg
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/VvXg
http://l3d.cs.colorado.edu/~gerhard/papers/2015/Academia-Europea-MOOC.pdf
http://l3d.cs.colorado.edu/~gerhard/papers/2015/Academia-Europea-MOOC.pdf
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/KZAb
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/KZAb
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/oduw
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/oduw
http://firstmonday.org/ojs/index.php/fm/article/viewArticle/4350/3673
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/lB4T
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/lB4T
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/MkuH
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/MkuH


7 
 

Guo, P. J., & Reinecke, K. (2014). Demographic differences in how students navigate through 
MOOCs. In Proceedings of the first ACM conference on Learning @ scale conference (pp. 21–30). 
ACM. 

Haggard, S. (2013). The Maturing of the MOOC (No. 130) (Vol. 130). Department for Business, UK. 
Hartberg, Y., Gunersel, A. B., Simspon, N. J., & Balester, V. (2008). Development of Student Writing in 

Biochemistry Using Calibrated Peer Review. Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and 
Learning, 2(1), 29–44. 

Hilgerch. (2014). xMOOC vs cMOOC? A glossary of common MOOC terms - Part 2. Retrieved January 
3, 2017, from http://blog.extensionengine.com/xmooc-vs-cmooc-a-glossary-of-common-mooc-
terms-part-2-2/ 

Hood, N., Littlejohn, A., & Milligan, C. (2015). Context counts: How learners’ contexts influence 
learning in a MOOC. Computers & Education, 91, 83–91. 

Iniesto, F., Rodrigo, C., & Moreira Teixeira, A. (2014). Accessibility analysis in MOOC platforms. A 
case study: UNED COMA and UAbiMOOC. In L. Bengochea, R. Hernández, & J. R. Hilera (Eds.), V 
Congreso Internacional sobre Calidad y Accesibilidad de la Formación Virtual (CAFVIR 2014) (pp. 
545–550). Antigua Guatemala (Guatemala): Universidad Galileo. 

Jordan, K. (2014). Initial trends in enrolment and completion of massive open online courses. The 
International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 15(1). 
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v15i1.1651 

Lerís, D., Sein-Echaluce, M. L., Hernández, M., & Bueno, C. (2016). Validation of indicators for 
implementing an adaptive platform for MOOCs. Computers in Human Behavior. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2016.07.054 

Littlejohn, A., Hood, N., Milligan, C., & Mustain, P. (2016). Learning in MOOCs: Motivations and self-
regulated learning in MOOCs. The Internet and Higher Education, 29, 40–48. 

Luo, H., Robinson, A. C., & Park, J.-Y. (2014). Peer Grading in a MOOC: Reliability, Validity, and 
Perceived Effects. Journal of Asynchronous Learning Networks, 18(2), n2. 

Martin, E., & Paredes Barragán, P. (2004). Using learning styles for dynamic group formation in 
adaptive collaborative hypermedia systems. Retrieved from 
https://repositorio.uam.es/handle/10486/3680 

McAuley, A., Stewart, B., Cormier, D., & Siemens, G. (2010). In the Open: The MOOC model for 
digital practice. SSHRC Application. Knowledge Synthesis for the Digital Economy. 

Mills, H. R. (1953). Techniques of Technical Training. Cleaver-Hume Press. 
Morrison, D. (2013). A tale of two MOOCs@ Coursera: Divided by pedagogy. Online Learning 

Insights: A Blog about Open and Online Education, 4. 
Murphy Paul, A. (2012, April). Do Students Really Have Different Learning Styles? Retrieved January 

5, 2017, from https://ww2.kqed.org/mindshift/2012/04/13/do-students-have-different-
learning-styles/ 

Paredes, P., & Rodriguez, P. (2003). Incorporating learning styles into the User Model. Advances in 
Technology-Based Education: Toward a Knowledge-Based Society, 2, 774–778. 

Robles, T. de J. Á., González, A. M., Gaona, A. R. G., & Rodríguez, F. A. (2016). Addressing 
Accessibility of MOOCs for Blind Users: Hearing Aid for Screen Orientation. In R. Mendoza-
Gonzalez (Ed.), User-Centered Design Strategies for Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) (pp. 
142–156). Hershey, PA: IGI Global. 

Rodrigo, C., & Iniesto, F. (2015). Holistic vision for creating accessible services based on MOOCs. 
Presented at the Open Education Global Conference 2015. Innovation and Entrepreneurship, 
Banff, Alberta, Canada. Retrieved from http://oro.open.ac.uk/45194/ 

Sanchez-Gordon, S., & Lujan-Mora, S. (2013). Web accessibility of MOOCs for elderly students. In 
2013 12th International Conference on Information Technology Based Higher Education and 
Training (ITHET) (pp. 1–6). Antalya, Turkey: IEEE. 

Sánchez Gordón, S., & Luján Mora, S. (2015). Adaptive Content Presentation Extension for Open edX. 
Enhancing MOOCs Accessibility for Users with Disabilities. In ACHI 2015 : The Eighth 

http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/Nhdq
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/Nhdq
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/Nhdq
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/qPyR
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/KPgK
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/KPgK
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/KPgK
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/1Vi6
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/1Vi6
http://blog.extensionengine.com/xmooc-vs-cmooc-a-glossary-of-common-mooc-terms-part-2-2/
http://blog.extensionengine.com/xmooc-vs-cmooc-a-glossary-of-common-mooc-terms-part-2-2/
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/04Kb
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/04Kb
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/uLHa
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/uLHa
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/uLHa
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/uLHa
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/q5X9
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/q5X9
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/q5X9
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/q5X9
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/tWIh
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/tWIh
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/tWIh
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/tWIh
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/uoFq
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/uoFq
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/yaWm
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/yaWm
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/DccG
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/DccG
https://repositorio.uam.es/handle/10486/3680
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/mFh7
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/mFh7
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/FSCw
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/nxnn
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/nxnn
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/w5mQ
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/w5mQ
https://ww2.kqed.org/mindshift/2012/04/13/do-students-have-different-learning-styles/
https://ww2.kqed.org/mindshift/2012/04/13/do-students-have-different-learning-styles/
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/qtYC
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/qtYC
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/WD5V
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/WD5V
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/WD5V
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/WD5V
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/kiaJ
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/kiaJ
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/kiaJ
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/kiaJ
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/ui02
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/ui02
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/ui02
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/2hK3
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/2hK3


8 
 

International Conference on Advances in Computer-Human Interactions (pp. 181–183). Lisbon, 
Portugal: IARIA. 

Sanchez-Gordon, S., & Luján-Mora, S. (2016a). Design, Implementation and Evaluation of MOOCs to 
Improve Inclusion of Diverse Learners. In R. Mendoza-Gonzalez (Ed.), User-Centered Design 
Strategies for Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) (pp. 115–141). IGI Global. 

Sanchez-Gordon, S., & Luján-Mora, S. (2016b). How Could MOOCs Become Accessible? The Case of 
edX and the Future of Inclusive Online Learning. Journal of Universal Computer Science: J. UCS, 
22(1), 55–81. 

Scouller, K. (1998). The influence of assessment method on students’ learning approaches: Multiple 
choice question examination versus assignment essay. Higher Education, 35(4), 453–472. 

Scouller, K. M., & Prosser, M. (1994). Students’ experiences in studying for multiple choice question 
examinations. Studies in Higher Education, 19(3), 267–279. 

Siemens, G. (2005). Connectivism: A learning theory for the digital age. International Journal of 
Instructional Technology and Distance Learning, 2(1). Retrieved from 
http://www.itdl.org/journal/jan_05/index.htm 

Siemens, G. (2012). What is the theory that underpins our moocs. Documento En Línea. Accesible En 
Http://www. Elearnspace. org/blog/2012/06/03/what-Is-the-Theory-That-Underpinsour-Moocs. 

Siemens, G. (2013). Massive open online courses: Innovation in education. Open Educational 
Resources: Innovation, Research and Practice, 5. Retrieved from 
http://web.iaincirebon.ac.id/ebook/Indrya/Bandura/inovasi/pub_PS_OER-
IRP_web.pdf#page=31 

Sims, R. (2008). Rethinking (e)learning: a manifesto for connected generations. Distance Education, 
29(2), 153–164. 

Smith, N., Caldwell, H., & Richards, M. (2016). A comparison of MOOC development and delivery 
approaches. In International Conference on Information Communication Technologies in 
Education. Rhodes, Greece. Retrieved from http://oro.open.ac.uk/id/eprint/47450 

Talavera-Franco, R. (2016). Hispanic LEP, MOOCs, and Meetups. In B. Khan (Ed.), Revolutionizing 
Modern Education through Meaningful E-Learning Implementation (pp. 149–160). Hershey, PA: 
IGI Global. 

Tang, C. (1994). Effects of Modes of Assessment on Students’ Preparation Strategies. Improving 
Student Learning, Theory and Practice, 151–170. 

Thille, C., Schneider, E., Kizilcec, R. F., Piech, C., Halawa, S. A., & Greene, D. K. (2014). The future of 
data-enriched assessment. Research & Practice in Assessment, 9. Retrieved from 
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1062812.pdf 

Topping, K. J. (2009). Peer Assessment. Theory into Practice, 48(1), 20–27. 
Truong, H. M. (2016/2). Integrating learning styles and adaptive e-learning system: Current 

developments, problems and opportunities. Computers in Human Behavior, 55, Part B, 1185–
1193. 

Uvalic-Trumbic, S., & Danile, J. (2013). A guide to quality in online learning. Academic Partnerships. 
W3C. (2016). Web Accessibility Initiative (WAI) ◦ W3C. Retrieved January 4, 2017, from 

https://www.w3.org/WAI/ 
Wolf, C. (2002). iWeaver: towards an interactive web-based adaptive learning environment to 

address individual learning styles. European Journal of Open, Distance and E-Learning, 5(2). 
Retrieved from http://www.eurodl.org/?p=archives&sp=full&article=61 

http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/2hK3
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/2hK3
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/pXjX
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/pXjX
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/pXjX
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/uFIe
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/uFIe
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/uFIe
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/AskZ
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/AskZ
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/dgRR
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/dgRR
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/s16b
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/s16b
http://www.itdl.org/journal/jan_05/index.htm
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/rN9c
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/rN9c
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/N80O
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/N80O
http://web.iaincirebon.ac.id/ebook/Indrya/Bandura/inovasi/pub_PS_OER-IRP_web.pdf#page=31
http://web.iaincirebon.ac.id/ebook/Indrya/Bandura/inovasi/pub_PS_OER-IRP_web.pdf#page=31
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/hQEX
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/hQEX
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/kixD
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/kixD
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/kixD
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/kixD
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/4W57
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/4W57
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/4W57
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/H1l1
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/H1l1
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/XOC4
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/XOC4
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ1062812.pdf
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/Wvjk
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/Y2jF
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/Y2jF
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/Y2jF
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/0t8K
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/yzz5
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/yzz5
https://www.w3.org/WAI/
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/lXz3
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/lXz3
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/lXz3
http://paperpile.com/b/M15Vuz/lXz3

	Blended Learning - What Practitioners Can Learn From MOOCs
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1500653284.pdf.kHhF8

