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ABSTRACT

GRACE ELIZABETH SEAMAN
MASSIVE OPEN ONLINE COURSES: ADAPTATION AND INTEGRATION 
MEASURES FOR HIGHER EDUCATION 
Under the direction o f OLIVIA M. BOGGS, Ed.D.

A gap exists between the traditional paradigm of higher education and the new 

paradigm of massive, open, online courses (MOOCs). As higher education institutions 

seek to adapt MOOCs to become credit-bearing courses, a model(s) for MOOC student 

authentication, assessment, verification, and revenue generation must be created in 

accordance with requisites o f accreditation. Explained by Disruptive Innovation theory, 

MOOCs took root initially in simple applications at the bottom of the market, but have 

relentlessly moved up market, threatening to displace established higher education 

paradigms. The purpose o f this study was to explore the adaptation measures required to 

integrate MOOCs into credit-bearing higher education.

Research questions that guided the study were:

RQ1. What factors characterize successful pedagogical, revenue generation, and credit- 

bearing integration o f MOOCs into the existing paradigms o f one Research-1 university? 

RQ2. How can higher education adapt and integrate MOOCs into existing paradigms 

while maintaining requisites of accreditation?

x



RQ3. How, and to what extent are MOOCs deconstructing higher education, and how and 

to what extent is higher education symbiotically deconstructing MOOCs?

A case study was conducted o f a Research-1, public institution offering a 100% 

MOOC platform, graduate degree. Methods o f data collection included document 

analysis of public records, personal documents, artifacts, and semi-structured personal 

interviews.

The results revealed a triangular partnership between the Research-1 public 

institution, a corporate funder vested in creating a supply-line o f qualified future 

employees, and a MOOC provider o f software facilitation, course creation assistance, and 

domain expertise. Deconstruction of existing paradigms is contingent upon a variety of 

factors and differs significantly per paradigm.

Recommendations for further study include policy creation, human subject 

protection rights and legal compliance, massive scaling of assessment models, higher 

education credentialing alternatives, automation versus human interaction, and student 

services in the MOOC context. Educational research requiring controlled experiments 

faces a particular methodological challenge due to the openness and the Internet delivery 

mode, therefore disruption to educational testing methods renders it ripe for further 

research.

xi



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION

The term MOOC is an acronym for Massive Open Online Courses, the fastest 

growing segment o f the higher education market (Mackness, Waite, Roberts &

Lovegrove, 2013; Parhami, 2013; Schwartz, 2013). First used to describe a course at the 

University of Manitoba, Canada (Scardilli, 2013), the term MOOC is now global in use 

as community colleges, top tier institutions, Ivy League universities, and other 

educational organizations have embraced the concept and the appeal o f free, or minimal 

cost university level education. MOOCs are the latest development in the open 

courseware movement (OCW), however they represent far more than an incremental 

change as they have exponentially expanded the parameters of all online educational 

endeavors to date (Liyanagunawardena, Adams & Williams, 2013; Rhoades, Berdan & 

Toven-Lindsey, 2013).

The exponential growth and popularity of MOOCs has created a myriad of 

challenges for institutions that seek to structure this platform into feasible, sustainable, 

credit generating courses (Baggaley, 2013; Chemesky, 2014; Clarke, 2013). Accordingly, 

the proposed study will address the problems inherent in transforming MOOCs into 

revenue producing and degree-granting platforms that meet state, regional, and national 

accreditation standards.

The letters o f the MOOC acronym carry significance as they collectively describe 

the unprecedented nature of MOOCs and lend understanding to otherwise amorphous

1
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definitions. The core features o f MOOCs are their massiveness, scalability and openness 

(Exline, 2013; Jona & Naidu, 2014). Massive refers to the uncapped number o f students 

who can and do enroll in MOOCs. This potential for scalability necessitates a set of 

course features that is unrestrained by professor/student ratios required in typical online 

courses, and therefore sets MOOCs apart from online education, which is not a new 

phenomenon (Simonson, 2011), comprising the policies and protocols o f traditional 

courses adapted to an online format. Automated course features are the mainstay of 

MOOCs, which by their very definition remain uncapped, and therefore sole reliance on 

automated grading is a MOOC characteristic and concern (Exline, 2013; Falk, 2012; Hill, 

2012).

Massiveness, openness, and scalability apply to the two primary MOOC 

categories, cMOOCs and xMOOCs (Baggaley, 2014). Rodriguez (2013) states that there 

is a decided lack o f research on both types o f MOOCs due to their newness on the higher 

education scene, however the pedagogical approach of xMOOCs is closest to traditional 

pedagogical learning theory. While both cMOOCs and xMOOCs are digitally based and 

not circumscribed by constraints of space, location, and resource availability, they 

challenge the concept o f what it means to be a class in the higher education arena 

(Rodriguez, 2012). Closest to traditional models, xMOOCs are based on the cognitive 

behaviorist approach of a pre-determined set of course content information, which must 

be assimilated by the student and assessed for mastery. In essence the xMOOC is about 

the conveyance o f knowledge. Connectivism and connective knowledge represent a new 

learning theory reliant upon autonomy, diversity, openness, connectedness, and 

interactivity for the propagation and creation of knowledge (Downes, 2005; Downes,
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2008; Siemens, 2005). Mobile devices have become the vehicle o f cMOOCs, 

consequently the term mleaming has been coined to describe learning via mobile devices 

used as the primary technological apparatus. Knowledge creation and generation through 

social learning interaction is, therefore, distributed across a network in the cMOOC 

format (Conrad & Donaldson, 2012; Siemens, 2008).

American higher education is experiencing change o f significant magnitude as the 

MOOC phenomenon relentlessly moves forward, amplifying and intensifying online 

higher education (Welsh & Dragusin, 2013). Besieged by a variety o f disruptive forces, 

higher education is facing a set o f challenges that threaten to alter the pedagogical 

traditions and business models relied upon for decades. Harden (2012) warned that the 

end of the university as we know it is a very real possibility. MOOCs are integral to these 

collective threats, as they do not function within the traditional pedagogical format and 

business model (Christensen & Eyring, 2011; Selingo, 2013). One need not look further 

than the Spelling’s Report (2006) to gain an overview o f the challenges facing higher 

education from a business perspective. The Spellings Commission warned that history is 

replete with examples o f failed industries that responded too slowly, or not at all, to the 

changing world around them. While the Spellings report was initially viewed critically 

by many, in short order many higher education advocates began to echo the observations 

and warnings of its findings. Notably Bok (2006), and Lewis (2006), both o f Harvard, 

warned o f complacency, commercialization, and failure to adequately develop cognitive 

skills such as critical thinking in the majority o f students. The lack of the development of 

character, and the loss o f the Socratic notion o f the moral person was noted by Lewis, and 

similarly noted by Ess (2003) in an historical account o f the universality of the moral
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man in cultures around the world, and central to the core of higher education at one time. 

Christensen and Eyring (2011) reference Bok and Lewis as authors o f merit who warned 

of the ripening conditions within higher education for the threat o f global competition 

just prior to the onset o f MOOCs (Christensen & Eyring, 2011).

Selingo (2013), Editor at Large of the Chronicle o f Higher Education, has 

identified five forces that have taken center stage in higher education literature as 

confluent forces disrupting higher education paradigms. The first he calls, “ a sea o f red 

ink” (Selingo, p. 58), a metaphor for the unsustainable institutional debt that encumbers 

so many colleges and universities as evidenced in the Moody’s Investors Service reports 

and other empirical financial reports. Secondly, Selingo asserts that the “disappearing 

state in public higher education” (p. 61) has created a revenue crisis disenfranchising 

public higher education, and happening to a large degree, without serious public policy 

debate and analysis. Logically the fall-out will be felt most profoundly and 

disproportionately with minority and lower income students. Force number three is the 

“declining number of full-paying students” (Selingo, p. 67) compounding the already 

shrinking revenue streams of the vast majority of higher education institutions. Adding 

to this unfavorable equation is force number four, the “unbundling alternatives” (p. 67) 

threatening the single provider status o f colleges and universities. Educational 

opportunities outside o f traditional higher education such as MOOCs provide market 

competition for higher education. Finally, number five, the “growing value gap” (p. 70) 

between the cost o f a degree and the burden o f student loan debt in comparison to waning 

marketability and tangible employment results.
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The onslaught o f technology and the accompanying online phenomenon, which 

introduced multiple capabilities for online discourse and business transactions, has 

indiscriminately revolutionized most, if  not all industries, charging past the self-satisfied, 

business as usual disposition of higher education and its filiopietistic nature (Selingo, 

2013). While the value o f a degree may be decreasing due to the shrinking life of 

knowledge (Siemens, 2005), and the unbundling o f courses as part o f the aggregated 

multiple course requirements for degree granting, the distance education movement has 

created a hybrid network o f administrative personnel representing the public, non-profit, 

and for-profit sectors breaching the distinction of private and public (Geiger & Heller,

2011; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). This trend toward a monoculture is manifested by 

market expansion embracing globalization, internationalization, and conformity to 

academic standardization while embracing new ways o f knowledge creation (Barber, 

Donnelly, Rizvi & Summers, 2013; Siemens, 2005).

MOOCs are at the forefront o f higher education alternatives (Dennis, 2012). 

Sonwalker (2013) reports that the opportunity to learn from world-class professors, at top 

universities, at no cost, has captured global imagination and predictably MOOCs have 

gained momentum. It is apparent that higher education institutions are trying to catch-up 

with the runaway MOOC market in an effort to stay viable and maintain their locus of 

control (Bady, 2013; Flynn, 2013). Vardi (2012), summarized the MOOC phenomenon 

stating, “I am afraid we have let the genie out o f the bottle” and we cannot put him back 

(p. 5).

The Council o f Independent Colleges Presidents’ Institute called a conference in 

January 2013, titled Opportunities in Online Education - Staying Ahead o f  the Curve: The
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Case o f  the MOOC. Responding to the takeover or at best strategic-partner inquiries 

from the for-profit sector and MOOC entrepreneurs, key questions were posed for 

consideration by the brain trust of presidents that acknowledged the urgency o f higher 

education to reclaim its market. The congregated presidents’ determined that online 

education is now the “engine of higher education, not the caboose,” (Wood, 2013, p. 1) 

and that the train is moving extremely rapidly. MOOCs come in many models with new 

versions evolving like an unstoppable locomotive riding the rails of the previous models 

with increasing ease. Entire departments are being formed in some universities to manage 

the MOOC phenomenon and gain institutional footing, scrambling to construct a railway 

station where their students will buy a ticket and ride their version o f the MOOC train 

(Bass, 2012; King & Sen, 2013; Mehaffy, 2012). The director o f MIT’s MOOCs asserts 

that just one master teacher can reach billions o f students. The implications are clear for 

the ranks o f the professoriate, but they are not completely without influence as 

implementation, delivery and content require the expertise o f professors and others within 

the higher education community willing to expand their conception o f teaching (Bass, 

2012; Mehaffy, 2012). It is probable that some MOOCs will just massively scale existing 

poor practice. These are the MOOCs that likely will not survive as better models are 

introduced into the market and adaptive measures are researched (Hu, 2013; Sonwalker, 

2013).

As summarized by Wood (2013), the MOOC conference for private college 

presidents determined to continue to market higher education as a journey rather than a 

course, enriched by synchronized encounters of campus life, collegial events, person-to 

person engagement with professors, and the like, while simultaneously crafting a cutting



7

edge image of supplemental online learning. Concurrently they determined to continue 

proceeding toward the development o f MOOCs as degree worthy endeavors that will 

inevitably be validated and credentialed.

Emerging concerns associated with MOOCs are the development o f sustainable 

revenue models (Bowen, 2012; Cusumano, 2013; Hill, 2012; King & Sen, 2013;

Mehaffy, 2012; Teplechuk, 2013), authenticating students for the purpose o f assessment 

and credentialing (Hill, 2012; Mehaffy, 2012; Pence, 2012; Rodriguez, 2012; Teplechuk, 

2013), and the development of change agents for the training and transitioning of faculty 

and pedagogical theories using MOOC specific learning analytics (Clow, 2013; Glance, 

Forsey & Riley, 2012; Khribi, Jemni & Nasraoui, 2009; Salmon & Wright, 2013; 

Sonwalker, 2013). Retention is a related area o f concern with MOOCs as the dropout 

rate is near the 90% mark (Cusumano, 2013; Koller, Ng, Do & Chen, 2013). In order to 

understand what factors may influence the attrition of MOOC participants it is helpful to 

chart the tokens o f student commitment to a higher education course. In the following 

graphic context it is evident that a matriculated traditional student must process through 

six steps o f commitment to a course compared to just one that is required o f a MOOC 

student. Participation, possibly the second token of commitment, is entirely voluntary and 

does not include interaction with the instructor. Tinto’s (1987) widely regarded theory of 

student retention is based on the fully matriculated student, whereas MOOC retention 

research indicates a variety of MOOC student intentions apart from credential seeking 

(Koller et ah, 2013; Rivard, 2013).
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Table 1

Levels o f  Student Commitment to a Course

Student Status Application Admittance Registration Tuition Participation Credit

Matriculated X X X X X X

Non
matriculated

X X X X X

Audit X X X X

MOOC X X

The credentialing of MOOCs for college credit may increase the rate o f completion, as 

MOOCs become an integral part o f required course plans to satisfy the requirements o f a 

degree.

Statement o f the Problem 

The problem addressed by the study is the challenges inherent in transforming 

Massive Open Online Courses into degree-granting program units that generate revenues 

and meet state, regional and national accreditation standards. Barber et al. (2013) posit 

that it would be a great error to calculate the risk o f adapting traditional higher education 

to MOOCs, while failing to calculate the greater risk of doing nothing at all. This has 

become decidedly self-evident in 2013 as the focus toward accreditation, credentialing, 

student authentication, and MOOC retention have become increasingly critical as demand 

grows. Controversy exists within higher education as to how MOOCs can be integrated 

into existing higher education paradigms. As MOOCs continue to proliferate and the
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demand for MOOC credits increases, higher education must find a solution in accordance 

with requisites of accreditation.

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose o f this study was to explore the adaptation measures required to 

integrate MOOCs into higher education as credit-bearing courses aligned with 

accreditation requisites. In addition to individual institutions of higher education, the 

American Council on Education (ACE), one of the nation's most influential, respected, 

and visible higher education associations, is exploring ways to give credit for MOOCs. 

Other organizations such as the Gates Foundation are simultaneously researching ways to 

convert MOOCs to credits by a better articulation of MOOC characteristics to traditional 

degree profiles. This effort entails ethical assessment models, validation, and verification 

o f registered participants, and products o f MOOC student learning (Hill, 2012). A 

sustaining business model is also required. Whereas most MOOCs are currently free or 

charge very nominal fees, documentation in traditional educational-outcome language 

will be costly. The cost may be substantial given the unprecedented, uncapped number of 

students taking MOOCs, and the potential to disenfranchise the traditional revenue 

generation systems while eliminating faculty and facility costs (Bowen, 2012; Cusumano, 

2013).

Germane to all business models are projected outcomes and sustainable revenue 

strategies. Cusumano (2013) argues, “if increasing numbers o f universities and colleges 

join the free online education movement and set a new threshold price for the industry - 

zero - it may become commonly accepted and difficult to undo” (p. 27). Price signals 

other things such as value, status, and ranking (Hazelkorn, 2013). Therefore it is
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incumbent upon higher education institutions, in order to survive, to join the efforts to 

close the gap between MOOCs and credit bearing courses that generate tuition revenue. 

The symbiotic relationship between revenue generation, credentialing, student 

authentication, retention, and adaptive pedagogical models, comprise a complex set o f 

issues for colleges and universities to address as they integrate MOOCs into traditional 

institutional paradigms while maintaining academic standing and requisites of 

accreditation.

Background and Need for the Study 

The American system of higher education appears to be on the brink o f change of 

historic proportions fostered by revolutionary technological advancements, declining 

governmental support, and a new and pervasive political, and economic philosophy 

(Bass, 2012; King & Sen, 2013; Selingo, 2013). The traditional university is being 

unbundled in terms of its function as the sole provider of credentialed higher education, 

and sole provider o f in-house student services. The components are now homogenized as 

outside competition steps up to compete with various specific functions o f a traditional 

university such as MOOC provider, Coursera, who competes with universities while 

offering MOOCs taught by university professors (Barber et al. 2013). Additionally, the 

infusion of “economic rationality” (Saunders, 2010, p. 54) into American higher 

education has resulted in fundamental shifts in the philosophy of higher education as a 

societal good to be funded from public coffers. This neoliberal tenet is responsible for a 

general divestment in social institutions (Levin, 2005; Levin, 2006; Shahjahan, 2014).

The loss o f belief in the social good of government funded higher education has thrust the 

cost onto the student, heightening the consumerist ethic as students behave more like
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customers, and higher education becomes the provider o f the commodity (Wueste & 

Fishman, 2009). This reflects the philosophical change touted by many to be the result of 

the pervasive, creeping ideology of neoliberalism (Baez, 2007; Giroux, 2004; Harman, 

2007; Saunders, 2010; Strickland, 2009).

As neoliberalism has crept steadily into the fiber o f society simultaneously and 

philosophically setting the stage for the defunding of higher education (Levidow, 2005), 

colleges and universities have been compelled to exercise the connections between the 

private and public sectors to generate new revenue streams (Giroux, 2004; Slaughter & 

Rhoades, 2004; Strickland, 2009). Succinctly described by Sitze (2013) neoliberalism is 

“an ensemble o f practices such as free trade, privatization, deregulation, austerity, social 

spending cutbacks, and deficit reduction that emphasizes the primacy of the free trade 

market in and for the arrangement of social and political spending” (A. Sitze, personal 

communication, March 13, 2013). The public subsidy o f higher education is 

contradictory to neoliberal philosophy which favors capitalist approaches to revenue 

generation in an effort to fill the financial gaps with a competition driven business model 

(Giroux, 2004; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). This fosters homogenization and status 

anxiety, as colleges are market driven toward institutional isomorphism in an effort to 

compete. Christensen and Eymg (2011), refer to this process as “Harvardization” (p. 11- 

12). “For university administrators, university rank weighs heavily in the marketing and 

publicity o f the institution. More importantly, it governs how administrators shape the 

policy and direction o f the institutions themselves in a bid to rise up the rankings”

(Barber et al. 2013, p. 20). The forces o f globalization, homogenization, technology 

disruption, and the inexorable cost increases in higher education indicate that change is



not only underway but seemingly unstoppable, and that higher education around the 

world has succumbed to varying degrees to neoliberalism suggesting the pervasiveness of 

the creeping ideology (Astin & Oseguera, 2004; Barber et al., 2013; Hill & Kumar, 2009; 

Olssen & Peters, 2005; Saunders, 2010).

The ideology of neoliberalism has evidenced itself in higher education in a 

progression from “learning to learn” to “learning to earn” and now, “learning to 

consume” (Strickland, 2009, p. 1). Additionally, the defunding o f higher education and 

the resulting escalation o f student loan debt as new technologies simultaneously propel 

distance learning to globalized, mobile media formats, has set the stage for MOOCs.

Most institutions sell an identity or a brand, which includes many notions o f an 

experience, and an identity that will become that of the student who is accepted and 

attends in residence (Barber et al., 2013). Colleges have spent years, even centuries in 

some instances to carefully cultivate and advance their reputations, which is ultimately 

what they sell to those fortunate enough to be accepted and cobble together the funding 

(Cusumano, 2013; Selingo, 2013). MOOCs upset this in a fundamental way as they open 

the doors o f elite universities and many other types o f higher education institutions to the 

masses, and unbundle the rich person-to-person experience o f residential learning (Aoun, 

2012; Barber et al., 2013; Falk, 2012; Wood, 2013). Disaggregating the Bachelors 

degree in such a way assumes that the sum of the parts is equal to the whole, and derides 

the time-honored tradition of critical questioning, and direct interaction between student 

and professor as though, somehow, studying the thoughts o f Ivy League professors as 

articulated in a crowd-sourced, technological MOOC context can mimic interacting with
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them (Aoun, 2012). Adam Falk of Williams College stated this sentiment in his defense 

of the living, breathing professor (Scholz, 2013).

In an effort to regain their prominence and remain a viable contender in the higher 

education economy, universities are faced with the dilemma o f developing MOOCs that 

are measurable in terms of student learning outcomes, viable in terms of student 

management systems, and ethically sound in terms of student verification and 

authentication. This is an immense task given that MOOC participation rates are reported 

in five to six figures, and hold great possibilities for higher education growth in this new 

dimension. The need for a degree must be sustained and the centralization o f the 

university in that process must rise in order to capitalize on this potential. Many 

industries self-assess and would grab hold o f an assessment process that would guide 

them to talent that the traditional university system has missed altogether or failed to 

educate for the current job market. This is a very real threat to higher education as an 

alternate route to becoming employable (Barber et al., 2013).

MOOCs-for-credit is contingent upon integration o f MOOCs into traditional 

institutional paradigms, and the adaptation o f higher education to the possibilities of 

MOOC technology (Sandeen, 2013). Christensen and Eyring (2011) define this as 

“sustaining innovation” which updates and improves existing practice, in contrast to 

“disruptive innovation” which brings to market a product or service that is inferior to the 

one that currently exists, but is more affordable and user friendly. The failure o f higher 

education to stay abreast of innovation and market demands such as alternative 

credentialing measures, has poised it for disruption.
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Theoretical Foundation

The study was guided by a qualitative exploratory case study using a 

deconstructionist approach to analyze rich, thick, data garnered from a variety o f higher 

education administrators charged with MOOC integration into higher education 

institutional paradigms. Disruption Innovation Theory is a process by which a product or 

service takes root initially in simple applications at the bottom of the market and then 

relentlessly moves up-market eventually replacing established competitors (Bass, 2012; 

Christensen & Eyring, 2011; Cortez, 2014). As MOOCs continue to move up-market in 

higher education, and the demand for credentialing intensifies, the need for strategies and 

adaptive measures that allow for credentialing of MOOCs is imperative.

Procedures

The research was conducted using a case study of a higher education institution 

that is developing, implementing, and integrating credit-granting MOOCs into existing 

higher education paradigms. Interviews were conducted with administrative officials 

who are charged with accomplishing this task in accordance with the requisites of 

regional and national accreditation standards. Data were collected using audiotaped 

interviews and document analysis. Critical necessities for the study included rationale for 

data selection sites, identification o f essential interview sources, accessibility to relevant 

internal and external documents.

Once data were collected, deconstructive analysis was used to interpret the results 

and identify the recurring themes. Organization of findings followed allocation o f data 

by themes. Member checking for validation and reliability was conducted prior to 

finalization of the results.
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Research Questions 

The study was guided by the following three research questions:

1. What factors characterize successful pedagogical, revenue generation, and credit- 

bearing integration o f MOOCs into the existing paradigms of one Research-1 

university?

2. How can higher education adapt and integrate MOOCs into existing paradigms 

while maintaining requisites o f accreditation?

3. How, and to what extent are MOOCs deconstructing higher education, and how 

and to what extent is higher education symbiotically deconstructing MOOCs?

Limitations and Delimitations 

As is the case with most investigations, the veracity o f participants’ responses is 

assumed, but not known. Interviewing the leadership o f higher education institutions that 

are exploring the integration of MOOCs as credit-bearing courses may induce the 

Hawthorne effect. The Hawthorne effect is a form o f reactivity whereby subjects improve 

or modify an aspect o f their behavior being experimentally measured simply in response 

to the fact that they know they are being studied, not in response to any particular 

experimental manipulation (Bryant, 2004). The delimitations of the case study was a 

single, Research-1 institution, a single program within that institution, and two forms of 

data.

Operational Definitions

1. Neoliberalism -  “Neoliberalism is best described as... free trade, privatization, 

deregulation, austerity, social spending cutbacks and deficit reduction that 

emphasizes the primacy of the free trade market in and for the arrangement of



social and political spending. MOOCs are the neoliberal apparatus in higher 

education” A. Sitze (personal communication, February, 2013).

2. MOOCs -  MOOCs is an acronym for massive open on-line courses being offered 

for little or no cost through entities like EdX, Coursera, and Udacity, which 

aggregate classes from multiple universities onto a single computer-based 

platform, without student selection or admittance procedures, allowing 

participants access to the content o f otherwise accredited higher education 

courses.

3. Mleaming - Mleaming is learning enabled by social media and mobile 

technology devices (deWaard, Abajian, Gallagher, Hogue, Keskin, Koutropoulos 

& Rodriguez, 2011, p. 1).

4. Node -  A node is a connectivist learning community (Bell, 2011; Downes, 2008; 

Siemens, 2004).

Significance o f the Study to the Field o f Education 

The findings of the study have the potential to shed light on the potential of 

MOOCs to redefine higher education pedagogical and business practices. Further, the 

study may provide insight into identifying and managing obstacles to institutional 

adaptive measures. Inherent in these practices are the ethical and policy changes that 

must be considered in light of the decentralized, globalized, technological, and 

economical ramifications o f MOOCs.

Summary

This institutional case study addressed the phenomenon o f MOOCS, their 

disruptive impact on traditional higher education paradigms, and the challenges inherent
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in transforming this unique delivery into degree-granting platforms. The study was 

guided by three research questions, using the setting o f a single research university that is 

integrating credit-granting MOOCs into a traditional program.

Rooted in neoliberal ideology, the defunding o f higher education, coupled with 

the rising costs, and inaccessibility experienced by so many, has set the stage for Massive 

open online courses (MOOCs). Innovative disruption in the form of technology has 

entered higher education and brought to bear a threat to business as usual. Offered at 

almost no cost, MOOCs provide the cost efficient, accessible, branded higher education 

opportunity that has been eroding over the last few decades. As this new technology 

continues to move up-market, the demand for credentialing is simultaneously increasing. 

Consequently the need to bring MOOCs to fruition as credit-bearing courses is in the best 

interest of higher education if it is to remain the aggregator o f curriculum, and granter of 

accredited degrees.



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The literature review is grouped around six themes that include (a) the context 

and background, (b) historical perspectives, (c) neoliberalism, (d) disruption, (e) 

challenges, and (1) the theoretical framework. Because of the cutting edge nature of 

MOOCs, the literature is also inclusive o f ancillary areas related to higher education 

modernisms.

Introduction and Overview of MOOCs 

Massive open online courses (MOOCs) are the fastest growing segment of the 

higher education economy (Brooks, 2012; Mackness, Waite, Roberts & Lovegrove, 2013; 

Parhami, 2013; Schwartz, 2013). MOOCs are the latest development in the open course 

wares (OCW) movement, and open educational resources (OER) movement 

(Liyanagunawardena, Adams & Williams, 2013; Rhoades, Berdan & Toven-Lindsey, 

2013), however, they are distinguishable by their core features o f massiveness, 

scalability, openness, and total reliance on automation (Exline, 2013; Falk, 2012; Hill, 

2012; Simonson, 2011; Teplechuk, 2013). MOOCs are therefore, a leap rather than an 

incremental change in the OCW and OER movements as they have exponentially 

expanded the parameters of online education (Exline, 2013; Liyanagunawardena, Adams 

& Williams, 2013; Rhoades, Berdan & Toven-Lindsey, 2013). An increasing source of 

media attention and hyperbole since their onset in the last three to four years, MOOCs 

continue to proliferate, intensify and amplify (Liyanagunawardena, Adams & Williams,

18
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2013; Rhoades, Bearden & Toven-Lindsey, 2013; Vardi, 2012; Welsh & Dragusin,

2013).

Simultaneously, MOOCs confound existing higher education paradigms as the 

need for adaptation and integration measures present an unprecedented challenge 

(Liyanagunawardena, Adams & Williams, 2013; Daniel, 2012; Teplechuk, 2012/2013; 

Wood, 2013; Hu, 2013; Barber, Donnelly, Rizvi & Summers, 2013; Welsh & Dragusin, 

2013; Harasim, 2012). Complicating the emergence of MOOCs further, MOOC 

pedagogy is divided and can be categorized as connectivist or behaviorist (Bell, 2011; 

Rodriguez, 2012, 2013; Siemens, 2005), and both are offered, and financed by a variety 

o f providers (Conrad & Donaldson, 2012; Liyanagunawardena, Adams & Williams,

2013; Malliga, 2013).

Context and Background o f MOOCs 

The MOOC acronym is attributed to the University o f Manitoba, Canada, and was 

used to describe a 2008 course entitled Connectivism and Connective Knowledge, also 

known as CCK08, taught by George Siemens o f Athabasca University and Stephen 

Downes o f the National Research Council (Scardilli, 2013; Reilly, 2013). MOOCs that 

are based on connectivism such as CCK08, continue to proliferate as cMOOCs and are 

distinctive because of their foundation o f connectivism theory, which is a theory derived 

from the digital age. Connectivism theory assiduously explains the distribution of 

knowledge, which is not circumscribed by space and resource constraints (Bell, 2011; 

Kop & Hill, 2008; Rodriguez, 2013; Siemens, 2004). A connectivist learning community 

is known as a node, and is part of a network of nodes in which knowledge is shared and 

created (Bell, 2011; Downes, 2008; Siemens, 2004). Rodriguez (2013) refers to the
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connectivist learning community as a new kind o f ecosystem based on the building of 

content by those in the course, and the course itself defined by the networked 

participants. Siemens (2004) has listed the principles o f connectivism as they have been 

disseminated in his own research, the case history o f cMOOCs, and the research of 

Downes (2005, 2006, 2007,2008):

• Learning and knowledge rests in diversity o f opinions.

• Learning is a process o f connecting specialized nodes or information sources.

• Learning may reside in non-human appliances.

• Capacity to know more is more critical than what is currently known.

• Nurturing and maintaining connections is needed to facilitate continual learning.

• Ability to see connections between fields, ideas, and concepts is a core skill.

• Currency (accurate, up-to-date knowledge) is the intent o f all connectivist- 

leaming activities.

• Decision-making is itself a learning process. Choosing what to learn and the 

meaning o f incoming information is seen through the lens o f a shifting reality. 

While there is a right answer now, it may be wrong tomorrow due to alterations in 

the information climate affecting the decision. (Siemens, 2004, p.4)

Rodriguez (2012) states that xMOOCs, the second type o f MOOC, are more

restrictive than cMOOCs because the course materials are predetermined and 

copyrighted. Similar to cMOOCs, xMOOCs deploy state o f the art technology, however, 

they are much more traditional in their cognitive behaviorist pedagogy, lacking the 

autonomous creation o f knowledge found in cMOOCs, instead mirroring the content of
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their traditional course counterparts, and favored by elite institutions (Rodriguez, 2013; 

Welsh & Dragusin, 2013).

The Origin of MOOCs in the Historical Context 

Higher education is poised for disruptive change (Barber, Donnelly & Rizvi,

2013; Bass, 2012; King & Sen, 2013; Selingo, 2013; Spellings Report, 2006; Vardi,

2012). The positioning of higher education for disruption is found in the rudiments of 

neoliberal ideology (Baez, 2007; Giroux, 2004; Harmen, 2008; Hill & Kumar, 2009; 

Levidow, 2005; Olssen & Peters, 2005; Saunders, 2007,2010; Strickland, 2009; Torres 

& Schugurensky, 2008). The influence of neoliberalism on higher education is evidenced 

by a focus on the needs o f the economic market; learning for the sake of earning and 

consuming, standing in contrast to the humanist model of learning for the sake of 

learning, which thrived on social support structures (Giroux, 2004; Levin, 2005;

Saunders, 2010; Shahjahan, 2014; Strickland, 2009). The market-based approach to 

higher education results from the divestment in the social institution o f higher education, 

a neoliberal tenet affecting not just the economics o f higher education but the structure 

and purpose as well (Aronwitz, 2000; Giroux & Giroux, 2004; Levin, 2005; Saunders, 

2010; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004; Strickland, 2009). Neoliberalism often goes unnamed 

in higher education literature although the ideology promotes the autonomy of the 

student, the disaggregation of the university learning community, the diminished 

intervention of the state and austere changes to the economics of higher education, each 

one a noted, current phenomenon in higher education (Astin & Oseguera, 2004; Baez, 

2007; Hill, 2003; Hill & Kumar, 2008; Levidow, 2005; Saunders, 2010). Neoliberalism is 

therefore somewhat obscure, and considered a creeping ideology rather than a sudden
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change (Astin & Oseguera, 2004; Barber et al., 2003; Hill & Kumar, 2009; Olssen & 

Peters, 2005; Saunders, 2010).

Massive Open Online Courses and Neoliberalism 

“MOOCs are the apparatus o f neoliberalism in higher education”, (A. Sitze 

personal communication, February, 2013). Filiopietism, an excessive adherence to 

tradition, has functioned as a harbinger for MOOCs to proliferate (Selingo, 2013). 

Venerated by neoliberal ideology, and ameliorated by the filiopietistic self satisfaction of 

higher education, MOOCs have exponentially expanded the parameters of the OCW 

movement to global, uncapped class sizes, requiring registration-only course 

participation, thereby drawing participants outside the grasp of higher education 

paradigms (Daniel, 2012; Dennis, 2012; Hu, 2013; Liyanagunawardena, Adams & 

Williams, 2013; Teplechuk, 2012/2013). MOOC formatted accredited degrees are 

beginning to respond to market demand (Lawton & Lunt, 2013; Rivard, 2013), and the 

conception o f teaching and learning are expanding as a result (Bass, 2012; Barber, 

Donnelly & Rizvi, 2013; Daniel, 2012; Wood, 2013). The changes to the higher 

education pedagogical and curricular models via the OCW movement have begun a shift 

in the way humans perceive reality, think, learn, and relate to others, which has emerged 

in a more complex, chaotic form in the MOOC phenomenon (Daniel, 2012; DeWaard, 

Abajian, Gallagher, Hogue, Keskin, Koutropoulos, & Rodriguez 2011; Ess, 2003; 

Hogue, Keskin, Koutropoulos & Rodriguez, 2011; Liyanagunawardena, Adams & 

Williams, 2013; Reigeluth, 2004).
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Higher Education Poised for Disruption 

Higher education is poised for disruption (Bass, 2012; Christensen & Eyring,

2011; Christensen, Horn & Johnson, 2008; Flynn, 2013; Harden, 2012; Mehaffy, 2012; 

Pence, 2012; Selingo, 2013; Spellings, 2006). The positioning for disruption is due to a 

combination o f factors. Central to these is the unfunding o f higher education 

(Lingenfelter, 2006; Newfield, 2010; The National Center for Public Policy and Higher 

Education, 2006). Growing austerity in higher education government revenue streams 

has increased capitalist endeavors evidenced by cost sharing with parents, students, 

individual and institutional/corporate donations, and increased higher education 

engagement with corporate sponsorships, commercial activities, and venture capitalists 

(Bok, 2013; Geiger & Heller, 2011; Johnstone, 2002,2003, 2013; Selingo, 2013;

Rhoades & Slaughter, 2004). Policy follows funding shifts (Bok, 2013) and a customer- 

service model o f faculty serving the paying student/customer (Wueste & Fishman, 2009), 

does not preserve the historic integrity o f higher education (Bok, 2006; Ess, 2003; 

Greenburg, 2004; Lewis, 2006). Running counter to the increased financial burden of 

students is competition for highly qualified students, and the declining number o f full- 

paying students via discounting (Selingo, 2013). The focus on alternative funding to 

compensate for state and federal defunding of higher education is linked to neoliberal 

ideology (Geiger & Heller, 2011; Levidow, 2005; Giroux, 2004; Strickland, 2009). 

Unbundling alternatives that disaggregate degree granting program course requirements 

are another sign of higher education disruption (Dennis, 2012; Jona & Naidu, 2014; 

Siemens, 2005).
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Increasing the positioning o f higher education for disruption is the growing value 

gap between the educational knowledge product and market demand (Bok, 2006; 

Hanushek, 1989; Lewis, 2006; Selingo, 2013; Spellings Report, 2006). Compounding the 

value gap of knowledge further is the shrinking life o f knowledge due to the technology 

driven acceleration of knowledge creation (Barber, Donnelly & Rizvi, 2013; Siemens, 

2005), and the creeping demand for credentials and MOOC accreditation (Cusumano, 

2013; Selingo, 2013) driving the learning to earn approach to education, and 

simultaneously deriding learning for the sake of learning and character development (Ess, 

2003; Lewis, 2006; Strickland, 2009).

The excessive veneration o f tradition tends to impede agile response to current 

and future educational demands (Selingo, 2013), while concern with institutional 

branding simultaneously siphons funds and dictates strategic plans and policies, 

producing a monoculture o f “Harvardization” (Christensen & Eyring, 2011, p. 11) rather 

than unique, and self determined higher education institutions (Barber, Donnelly, Rizvi 

& Summers, 2013; Christensen & Eyring, 2011; Deneen, 2013; Hazelkom, 2013; Jona & 

Naidu, 2014; Wueste & Fishman, 2009). Rivalry for elitism obscures the historic 

custodial responsibility o f higher education to preserve, extend, and make relevant an 

intellectual inheritance that is rudimentary to becoming truly educated while the pursuit 

o f elite branding and highly promising students takes precedent eroding the inherited, 

custodial responsibility (Collini, 2012; Geiger & Heller, 2011). The insatiable race for 

funding and status has demonstrable dubious effects (Bok, 2013).
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Challenges o f MOOCs 

MOOCs have an uncapped global reach, far beyond the scope o f traditional 

courses, and beyond the scope o f established, higher education-controlled online 

education, therefore requiring original and specific research to harness their higher 

education application and potential for disruption (Barber, Donnelly, Rizvi & Summers, 

2013; Christensen & Eyring, 2011; Cortez, 2014; Dennis, 2012; Flynn, 2013; King &

Sen, 2013; Rhoades, Bearden & Toven-Lindsey, 2013; Rodriguez, 2013; Vardi, 2012). 

Controversy exists as to how MOOCs can be integrated into existing higher education 

paradigms given the disruptive characteristics of MOOCs: the lack o f sustainable revenue 

models (Bowen, 2012; Cusumano, 2013; Hill, 2012; King & Sen, 2013; Mehaffy, 2012; 

Teplechuk, 2013), the authentication of students for the purpose o f assessment and 

credentialing, which includes student management systems (Hill, 2012; Mehaffy, 2012; 

Pence, 2012; Rodriguez, 2012; Teplechuk, 2013), and the lack o f change agents for the 

training and transitioning o f faculty and pedagogical theories (Clow, 2013; Glance,

Forsey & Riley, 2012; Khribi, Jemni & Nasraoui, 2009; Salmon & Wright, 2013; 

Sonwalker, 2013).

MOOC Challenges for Higher Education 

Speculation o f the disruption o f higher education has been predicted by a number 

o f analysts and researchers (Harden, 2013; Spellings, 2006; Selingo, 2013). MOOCs, 

believed to be an outgrowth o f neoliberalism, appear to be the apparatus o f this disruption 

(Sitze, 2013). Given their short history and the overwhelmingly united belief that they 

have yet to come to fruition, MOOCs are paradoxical in that they offer a revolutionary 

means o f continuation for higher education institutions lacking in financial resources and
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reserve funds, while simultaneously disrupting many existing systems within the 

traditional higher education paradigm (Chernesky, 2014; Christensen, Horn & Johnson, 

2008). Core, foundational components such as mission and organizational culture have 

been called into question abruptly and unremittingly (Daniel, 2012). Amidst this tsunami

like phenomenon (Auletta, 2012), the already troubled future o f higher education has 

alerted many higher education leaders, and a call to action has permeated the literature of 

late, in an effort to flex their dominance once again (King & Sen, 2013). Inherent in this 

quest is a litany o f smaller disruptions, which must be addressed and assessed for change, 

and in some cases revolution, to positively engage the MOOC epoch, while regulating the 

disruption with a flexible posture (Cortez, 2014).

Student Retention Management

An emerging concern associated with both categories of MOOCs is the pervasive 

low completion rate (Balch, 2013; Koller, Ng, Do & Chen, 2013; Lee & Choi, 2011, 

Kolowich, 2013; Prensky, 2013). Current reports suggest that most MOOCs sustain only 

a 10-12% rate o f retention through the end of a course (Chea, 2013; Koller et al, 2013; 

Rodriguez, 2012), and that this funneling o f immense numbers o f students down to 10- 

12% retention confounds traditional approaches to prevent student attrition (Balakrishnan 

& Coetzee, 2013; Breakwell & Cassidy, 2013; Koller, Ng, Do & Chen, 2013; Kollowich, 

2013; Rivard, 2013; Yeasmin & Rahman, 2012; Koutropoulos, Gallagher, Abajian, de 

Waard, Hogue, Keskin, & Rodriguez, 2012). As MOOC participation data become more 

prolific, a user intention disparity has become evident, unique to the commitment and 

engagement variables possible with MOOCs (Balakrishnan & Coetzee, 2013; Koller, Ng, 

Do & Chen, 2013; Kolowich, 2013). User intent is therefore key to understanding the
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funnel o f participation and poses an unprecedented challenge for learning analytics 

practice (Balch, 2013; Clow, 2013; Milligan, Margaryan & Littlejohn, 2013). By 

deconstructing MOOC populations and subpopulations, a new classification system that 

separates longitudinal engagement trajectories from subpopulations o f passive 

participants, or at risk populations, could allow for specific data mining (Kizilicec, Piech 

& Schneider, 2013; Koller, Ng, Do & Chen, 2013). Once adapted and applied to 

longitudinal MOOC participants, learning analytics hold the potential for precise 

facilitation o f MOOC pedagogical methods to ensure that higher-order learning, thinking, 

reflecting, and engagement are embedded qualities (Breakwell & Cassidy, 2013; Clow, 

2013; Lee & Choi, 2011). Additionally, social media learning strategies are being 

researched and developed to maximize learning in the cMOOC networks (Bell, 2011; 

Yang, Sinha, Adamson & Rose, 2013; Yeasmin & Rahman, 2012).

Sustainable MOOC Revenue Models

Moody’s Credit Rating Agency reported that MOOCs create new revenue 

streams, increase branding, and foster streamlined, efficient operating procedures 

(Moody’s, 2012). However, since their inception, MOOCs have run in the red by design 

(Dellarocas & Van Alstyne, 2013). Wealthy colleges and universities are able to offset 

the true cost o f MOOCs from ancillary streams o f revenue such as hefty endowments, 

donations and foundations (Cusumano, 2013). The epidemic o f student debt and years of 

tuition escalation has set the stage for the embrace and market thrust o f MOOCs as an 

alternative to high tuition prices. Setting a new threshold price o f zero or a very nominal 

cost for a MOOC disrupts and draws into question tuition prices that have out-paced 

inflation (Bowen, 2012; Johnstone, 2013; Vardi, 2012).
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MOOC business models are being developed to ensure ongoing revenue streams 

(Dellacros & Van Alstyne, 2013; Kolowich, 2013; Malliga, 2013). MOOC providers 

have publicized possible monetization strategies such as charging for completion 

certification, charging for proctored assessment exams, charging employers and 

universities for access to MOOC student records, a far more detailed and accurate insight 

into prospective employees according to Dellarocas & Van Alstyne (2013), and charging 

for tutoring, non-automated grading, and perhaps MOOC course syndication (Daniel, 

2012; Dellacros & Van Alstyne, 2013; Kolowich, 2013; Lawton & Lunt, 2013). In each 

case the assessment and credentialing is fundamental to the generation o f revenue, which 

is subject to the rapidly changing MOOC business model experimentation and research. 

(Korn & Levitz, 2013).

Student authentication, verification, and accreditation

One of the paradoxes o f MOOCs, particularly xMOOCs, is the lack o f credit 

awarded for completion by the hosting university (Daniel, 2012; Malliga, 2013; Snyder,

2012). However, the propensity for MOOCs to resolve part o f the higher education cost 

and accessibility problem has created a market thrust for MOOCs to become credit 

granting (Hu, 2013; Johnstone, 2013; Welsh & Dragusin, 2013; Zhang, 2013). The 

American Foundation on Education, the Gates Foundation, the state o f California, and 

independent higher education institutions are researching ways to implement credit- 

bearing MOOCs within the confines o f their institutional accreditation requisites 

(Coursera, 2013; Gardner & Young, 2013; Levin, 2013; Liyanagunawardena, Adams, & 

Williams, 2013), and in some institutions they are now being offered. Coursera, for 

example, received recommendation for college credit for five courses by the American
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Council on Education (Coursera, 2013), and California is in a legislative debate about 

making MOOCs a credit bearing solution to accessibility and funding issues in state 

institutions (Levin, 2013). In order to assess MOOC participants for credit, ethical 

authentication and verification protocols must be determined and implemented to avoid 

plagiarism (Gibbs, 2012; Wukman, 2012; Young, 2012; Zhang, 2013). One example of 

technological student authentication being implemented with Coursera’s Signature Track 

is called keystroke verification, which identifies students by their typing identity much 

the same way finger prints do (Parr, 2013).

Assessment possibilities with MOOCs are diversified and may offer new 

paradigms for higher education (Mehaffy, 2012; Pence, 2012; Rodriguez, 2012; 

Teplechuk, 2013). The assessment models currently being researched and tested are: 

prior learning assessment (Conrad, 2012), software agents for individualized evaluation 

measures and personalized student management (Daradoumis, Bassi, Xhafa & Cabelle, 

2013), and competency assessment (Hill, 2012b). Additionally, out-sourcing assessment 

to organizations such as Pearson Vue allow for in person, on location assessment without 

traveling to the location o f the MOOC provider or hosting institution (Korn & Levitz, 

2013).

Ethical assessment is a major concern (Gibbs, 2012a; Snyder, 2012), and is 

foreshadowed by other ethical concerns o f online student protocol such as plagiarism and 

student verification (Gibbs, 2012a; Wukman, 2012; Young, 2012), and student 

interaction (Gibbs, 2012b). Added to these concerns are equitable channels of 

information and accessibility for lower income students who are in need o f low cost, 

quality higher education alternatives but, nonetheless, need guidance and computer
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access to benefit from MOOCs; the digital divide has not been bridged and MOOCs rely 

completely on a technical infrastructure and navigational skills entirely out o f reach for 

many at risk students (Brown, 2013; Rhoads, Berdan & Toven-Lindsey, 2013; Snyder, 

2012; Taylor, 2013).

Faculty training and transitioning

Online learning, and the ability o f faculty to design and deliver curricular content 

with competence, is one of the most pressing and rapidly advancing issues in higher 

education, requiring promotion of technology advancement, enabling, and 

implementation (Salmon & Wright, 2013). Training and transitioning faculty to meet this 

challenge is imperative, however, the skill creation and scaling up tasks are immense and 

unprecedented (Clow, 2013, Salmon & Wright, 2013). Dennen & Chauhan (2013) posit 

that reputational issues and scarce resources present a deterrent for faculty embracing the 

design and delivery of MOOCs. The filming o f elite institution professors for the creation 

of MOOCs may pose a direct threat to the rank and file professoriate o f non-elite status 

schools. Likening higher education to the publishing industry, Gidwani (2013) reports 

that Udacity, a non-higher education MOOC provider rejects over 98% o f faculty who 

apply to teach a Udacity sponsored MOOC. He predicts that alternate professors will 

emerge outside the ranks o f higher education filling the gap for the super professors. 

Friedman (2013) urges professors to up their game or face an online competitor. Faculty 

spanning from coast to coast have expressed grave concerns about the adoption of 

MOOCs as a replacement to face-to-face instruction. Notable is the open letter by the 

San Jose University philosophy department in which they state “the move to MOOCs 

comes at great peril to our university...we regard such courses as a serious compromise
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to the quality of education” (Excerpts From a Letter to Harvard’s Michael Sandel From 

the Philosophy Department at San Jose State University, 2013, p. 1). Similar reservations 

by the faculty of Amherst College, a top tier institution in Massachusetts, resulted in a 

faculty vote upon invitation by EdX, the MIT/Harvard MOOC start-up company, to join 

the ranks o f their consortium of Ivy League and top tier institutions. After a long process 

o f deliberation and clarification o f the EdX terms, the Amherst faculty declined the 

invitation, which did not fit with their mission statement o f learning through “close 

colloquy...a purposefully small residential community” (Amherst College Mission 

Statement, p. 1, Kolowich, 2013, p. 2). The unbundling o f courses disrupting the 

centralized traditional university is mirrored by the unbundling of faculty roles in online 

distance education (Dennis, 2012; Siemens, 2005; Neely & Tucker, 2010). College 

professors have echoed reservations such as Joseph Aoun (2012), the president of 

Northeastern University, and Peter Falk (2012) o f Williams College, yet despite protest 

from higher education faculty and presidents, MOOCs persist as the protagonist in higher 

education online initiatives (Liyanagunawardena, Adams & Williams, 2013).

Still in their infancy, MOOCs are embroiled in pedagogical and curricular 

ambivalence as the quest to harness their potential in higher education paradigms is 

underway (Daniel, 2012; deWaard, Abajan & Gallagher, 2011; Hogue, Keskin, 

Koutopoulos & Rodriguez, 2011; Kelly, 2014; Rodriguez, 2013). Because MOOCs 

threaten the loss o f face to face learning and the relational quality of traditional higher 

education, considered by many in academia to be the heart and sole of the college 

experience (Aoun, 2012; Barber, Donnelly, Rizvi & Summers, 2013; Falk, 2012;

Graham, 2012), faculty buy-in is important to the transformation necessary for formatting
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curricular content and pedagogical theories for MOOCs (Lahahi, 2007; Salmon &

Wright, 2013). Unfortunately, as has been demonstrated, faculty may perceive online 

educational technology as an enemy (Salmon & Angood, 2010). Higher education 

leadership must accept this challenge by embracing and facilitating MOOCs 

simultaneously retaining collegiality among the professoriate (Wood, 2013).

One such program for transformative faculty training is Carpe Diem, a 

collaborative team-based learning and designing process that utilizes proven simplified 

information transfer mechanism such as storyboarding to explain a process, and then 

immediately the faculty teams become involved in skill building, and scaling up tasks of 

their own materials (Armellini, Salmon, & Hawkridge, 2009; Salmon & Wright, 2013). 

The Carpe Diem design, which overcomes known barriers to faculty buy-in and 

ownership o f internet-based learning modes has, experienced success in the United 

Kingdom (Salmon & Wright, 2013).

MOOC adaptation and integration measures

Deneen (2013) posits that MOOCs threaten the evisceration of the identity of 

local institutions o f higher education as global emphasis and availability take hold. 

Avenues for the continuation o f local institutions through adaptation and integration of 

MOOCs and cooperative agreements between higher education institutions holds promise 

for higher education, and raises fundamental questions about the definition of teaching, 

student engagement, the college experience, and the future of professors (Lombardi,

2013). Although too knew for a proliferation o f historical data to peruse, methodologies 

are being publicized for the adaptation and integration o f MOOCs, which are moving 

higher education into the technology mainstream.
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Daradoumis, Bassi, Xhafa, and Cabelle (2013) posit that software agents have the 

potential to personalize, manage, and improve delivery, evaluation, and overall efficiency 

o f MOOCs. Gleaning their definition from the Massachusetts Institute o f Technology 

software agents group, Daradoumis et al. state “agents are computer systems to which 

one can delegate specific tasks...they are long lived, semi-autonomous, proactive, and 

adaptive” (p. 3). Agents have been widely used in education, and researched for 

application in the e-leaming environment, but have not yet been applied to MOOCs 

(Daradoumis et al., 2013; Schroeder & Adesope, 2012).

Another methodology being pioneered in the MOOC context is adaptive mobile 

learning (AMOL), which originates with artificial intelligence technology. Sonwalker 

(2013) founder and managing director o f Synaptic Global Learning describes the design, 

development and employment o f the aMOOC created by Synaptic Global Learning, 

which is based on the AMOL platform. The platform employs four learning pedagogies: 

apprenticeship, incidental which is defined as learning through case studies, inductive 

which is learning by examples, deductive requiring application by the students, and 

finally discovery which encourages experimentation, trial and error (Sonwalker, 2013). 

Learning in a MOOC allows the student to select their learning mode, take a diagnostic 

test thereby determining concept deficiencies and confirming a selected learning mode or 

suggesting another. The course material is then launched in the best format and at the 

appropriate cognitive understanding level of the student (Sonwalker, 2013).

E-leaming personalization approaches overlap and share similarities such as 

personal navigation history, data mining, diagnostic deployment of e-tools, social 

interaction, and learner intent strategies. Often refinements are made based on data
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mining outcomes. An example is the positive reaction of participant engagement when 

the face o f the instructor is added into video narrated instruction as determined by eye- 

tracking, visual retention data (Kizilcec, Papadopoulos & Sritanyaratana, 2013). Given 

the newness o f MOOCs, how higher education will be transformed through MOOC 

technology is still unfolding.

Theoretical Framework 

The disruptive potential of MOOCs is at the heart o f the debate over their 

application (Christensen, Horn & Johnson, 2008). Stated with acumen by Gordon Gee, 

former president o f Ohio State University, MOOCs foist the decision on higher education 

to either reinvent or become extinct (Fain, 2009). Specifically delineated by Mehaffy 

(2012), six items comprise the list of disruptive threats of MOOCs: the model of the 

university established in the eleventh century, the structural model o f face to face 

instruction, the funding model, the cost model which has far outpaced inflation, the 

business model o f cross subsidies meaning that one division o f the institutions subsidizes 

another, and lastly, the success model which has allowed poorly educated students to 

graduate. At the heart o f the higher education enterprise is the formal curriculum and how 

it is delivered. Bass (2012) asserts that the threat to the formal curriculum stems from the 

fact that up until very recently, higher education institutions have been structured around 

the formal curriculum as the central, unifying paradigm that under graduate education 

must adhere to. Specifically, Bass (2012) argues that the “bounded, self-contained 

courses” represent the historical instructional paradigm, whereas MOOCs represent an 

informal curriculum where learning, not curriculum becomes the paradigm (p. 24).

Welsh & Dragusin (2013) state “learners all over the world...have increased educational
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opportunities due to the internet’s affordance o f connectivity” (p. 51). The amplification 

and intensification (Hill, 2012a) of internet-supported learning is the thrust behind the 

disruption (Welsh & Dragusin, 2013).

Clayton Christensen of Harvard Business School is the inventor o f disruptive 

innovation theory. According to Christensen (2011) disruptive innovation posits two 

types of innovation; sustaining and disruptive. Sustaining innovation makes an existing 

system better and often bigger, and is the natural process of ongoing research and 

innovation. Disruptive innovation, by contrast, disrupts the sustaining cycle of 

improvement by bringing to market a product or service that is inferior to the existing 

product or service but hijacks the market by being cheaper and more user-friendly. The 

disruptive innovation is subject to the same natural process of becoming bigger and better 

by its own sustaining innovation process, and becomes a threat to traditional providers. 

“The disruptive technology o f online learning, is at work in higher education, allowing 

both for-profit and traditional not-for-profit institutions to rethink the entire traditional 

higher education model” (Christensen & Eyring, 2001, p. 19). It is noteworthy that 

Christensen and Eyring (2001) observed the disruptive force o f online education prior to 

the onset of MOOCs, which have accelerated the rate of disruption.

Bass (2012) states that MOOCs are relentlessly and disruptively moving up

market. Christensen, Aaron & Clark (2001, pp. 13-14) offer a means o f putting the 

disruptive quotient to the test by answering three key questions: Does the innovation 

target customers who in the past haven’t been able to do something themselves for lack 

o f money or skills? Is the innovation aimed at customers who will be delighted to have a



36

simple product? Will the innovation help customers do more easily and effectively what 

they are already trying to do?

Disruptive innovation, according to Christensen, Horn & Johnson (2008), will 

change the way the world learns. Cortez (2014) posits that the effectiveness o f the 

MOOC disruption is contingent on the avoidance o f premature rule making and 

adjudication, allowing policies to respond to the MOOC phenomenon rather than control 

it, thereby easing the disruptive potential.

Summary

Massive open online courses are the fastest growing segment o f the higher 

education economy. Rooted in neoliberal ideology, MOOCs offer a reprieve to the 

escalating cost of higher education while incorporating the globalization and 

technological capability o f internet facilitated education. As the MOOC phenomenon 

gains momentum, critical debate over the pedagogical effectiveness and sustainability as 

revenue producing mechanisms for higher education has been formalized in the literature. 

Too new for long-term data measuring, MOOC learning impacts decision making, 

accordingly many questions are being posed from within higher education and without 

regarding fundamental paradigm shifts in higher education due to MOOCs.

Sustainable business models are needed to transform MOOCs into revenue 

producing higher education mechanisms. Additionally, faculty training and pedagogical 

approaches must transform to meet the new and unprecedented MOOC paradigm. 

Standing in resistance to the transformation of higher education is the veneration of 

tradition, and the filiopietism o f higher education institutions, compounding the 

disruptive force o f MOOCs.
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Integrative and adaptive measures in all existing paradigms of higher education 

management and delivery may lessen the effect o f MOOC disruption. Inaction on the 

part o f higher education is believed by many MOOC researchers, and many higher 

education leaders to be self-defeating, if  not terminal.



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY

The research was guided by a single case study research design. The purpose of 

the research was to gather and analyze data from a fully accredited higher education 

institution that has launched MOOC-for-credit courses within a degree-granting program. 

Based on perspectives o f key participants and using multiple data sources, the case study 

was a holistic, in-depth investigation o f the facilitators and barriers experienced by the 

target institution as it implemented a degree-granting MOOC program.

Massive open online courses (MOOCs) are the most rapidly proliferating segment 

o f higher education. Due to the intensification and amplification of MOOCs, a market 

thrust to import MOOCs into credit bearing curricular programs (Hill, 2012a; Lawton & 

Lunt, 2013) poses a dilemma for higher education leaders (Hu, 2013; Welsh & Dragusin,

2013). How to adapt and integrate MOOCs into existing institutional paradigms 

challenges existing pedagogical and assessment paradigms, as well as revenue generation 

and the future role of faculty (Bass, 2012; Barber, Donnelly, Rizvi & Summers, 2013; 

Daniel, 2012; Wood, 2013).

Stemming from neoliberal ideology, an underlying philosophy affecting higher 

education, MOOCs uniquely address several tenets o f neoliberalism (Astin & Oseguera, 

2004; Saunders, 2010; Sitze, 2013), such as escalating tuition costs, defunding social 

spending on higher education, the supremacy of the individual over the campus

38
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community, and learning with the singular purpose o f earning (Giroux, 2004; Levin,

2005; Strickland, 2009).

As MOOCs disrupt existing higher education paradigms, adaptation and

integration measures must be determined to secure the credential-granting legacy of

higher education. A deconstructivist approach was applied to examine the ways the

institution is structured, the underlying assumptions, degree o f disruption to the existing

structures and assumptions, and the new ideas and structures that have emerged.

Deconstuctionism “seeks to expose, and then to subvert the various binary oppositions

that undergird our dominant ways o f thinking” (Reynolds, 2010, p. 1). It is the inherent

paradox or dualism that deconstruction targets, exposing the contradictory discourses of

sameness and difference (Reynolds, 2010). Enwald (2004) asserts that the intent o f the

deconstructive approach is to understand the object o f research from its own position

rather than the presuppositions that defines the expectation o f how it should manifest

itself. Expanding on the idea o f discourse analysis, Cuputo (1997) posits that

deconstruction dares to question the things society reveres. The filiopietistic reverence

and excessive veneration o f higher education traditions and the power that ensues are

under review via the MOOC phenomenon (Selingo, 2013).

The very meaning and mission o f deconstruction is to show that things -  texts, 
institutions, traditions, societies, beliefs, and practices o f whatever size and sort 
you need-do not have definable meanings and determinable missions, that they 
are always more than any mission would impose, that they exceed the boundaries 
they currently occupy. (Caputo, 1997, p. 31)

Applied to MOOCs, the deconstructivist approach is intended to understand 

MOOCs apart from higher education entirely and then to understand their disruptive 

nature as indicated in Figure 1. This entails removing MOOCs from the context; the time
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and place o f 2014 higher education, and looking at them objectively prior to considering 

them for application to higher education.

Higher Education 
w ithout MOOCs

Cam pus v. No cam pus 
C redit v . Non credit 

C lout v. No clout 
Contained com m unity  
v. Global com m unity

M OO C enabled  
H igher  

Education: The 
deconstructed  

m iddle

M O O Cs
w ithout
H igher

Education

Figure 1. MOOCs as an independent phenomenon and disruptive force

Research Questions

RQ1. What factors characterize successful pedagogical, revenue generation, and credit- 

bearing integration of MOOCs into the existing paradigms o f one Research-1 

university?

RQ2. How can higher education adapt and integrate MOOCs into existing paradigms 

while maintaining requisites o f accreditation?

RQ3. How, and to what extent are MOOCs deconstructing higher education, and how and 

to what extent is higher education symbiotically deconstructing MOOCs?

Research Design

The implemented research method was a qualitative case study of a higher 

education institution. The rationale for choosing a case study was to describe an actual
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administrative situation where decisions have been (and are being) made to refine and 

integrate MOOCs into a credit-bearing, degree-granting program. Siggelkow (2007) 

posits that there are three fundamental reasons for case study research: motivation, 

inspiration, and illustration. Conceptualizing MOOCs as a new form of higher education 

introducing radical changes to existing institutional paradigms is an unprecedented 

phenomenon, and is arguably enhanced by a case study illustration of how A can equal B. 

An inductive research approach moves from specific observations to the broader context 

where only limited knowledge exists concerning a specific phenomenon such as MOOCs. 

Siggelkow argues that the immersion in rich, thick data enables understanding and 

inspires new ideas and theoretical knowledge. Addressing the obvious question of 

grounded theory construction, Siggelkow states a condition o f no preconceptions would 

have to be true and usually is not. Case studies happen within a context; “an open mind 

is good; an empty mind is not” (p. 21). To be guided by educated suspicions and existing 

frames of reference leads the researcher to the case study. Finally, Siggelkow argues that 

case studies provide a much needed illustration. The age-old proverb “a picture is worth 

a thousand words” has merit in reference to the MOOC phenomenon where the 

disruption o f higher education may have a pervasive effect rendering it unrecognizable. 

According to Siggelkow, purely conceptual arguments are completely speculative, 

leaving the reader to decide if the proposed causal model and its factors are plausible. 

Conceptual arguments without case evidence are prone to two shortcomings:

First, proposed theory may posit that construct A leads to outcome B, but since A is 

a construct, the reader often wonders what A is in real life. How would one measure A? 

How would one know that the empirical variable that one has obtained really captures A?
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By seeing a concrete example o f every construct that is employed in a conceptual 

argument, the reader has a much easier time imagining how the conceptual argument 

might actually be applied to one or more empirical settings (p. 22).

The identified components o f data were documents, infrastructure systems, and 

people who currently used or will use these resources to enable MOOC implementation 

and delivery success, and policies and processes which are now yielding a fully and 

successfully functioning MOOC-for-credit product. Accessibility needs included, but are 

not limited to internal and external documents, administrative stakeholders, 

implementation stakeholders, external stakeholders, and faculty stakeholders.

Interviews were conducted with administrative officials charged with the 

exploration and implementation measures being developed to integrate MOOCs into the 

existing Research-1 higher education paradigms as credit-bearing courses within the 

requisites of accreditation. Interviews were also conducted with partner organization 

administrative and executive level employees to gather data regarding the non-higher 

education interest and participation in MOOC platform higher education credit bearing 

courses.

Epistemology

According to Crotty (1998, p. 2-3) epistemology is how we know what we know, 

or the acquisition o f knowledge. Derrida challenges the idea that we can know in an 

absolute way and he celebrates the idea o f absolute autonomy and freedom from binary 

structures (Irvine, 2004-2011). At its core, deconstructionism holds the idea that there is 

no truth, no secure transcendental signifier o f structure. Deconstructionism is the process 

o f thinking and analyzing against the obvious or natural in order to subject it to scrutiny
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outside o f embedded cultural systems of ideology and traditional belief. Therefore the 

very basic tenant o f deconstructionism is that absolute truth does not exist (Derrida,

1966). A total debunking o f the existence of absolute truth was not the intent o f this 

research, nor is it the position of the researcher. The researcher holds the position that 

God is truth, that all truth is God’s truth, and truth gives explanation to all things (John 

1:17; John 14:6; Psalm 119:160; Romans 1:18). Apart from a discussion of the doctrine 

o f truth, deconstructionism is a viable theory o f investigation of MOOCs because it 

allows for their assessment as a new invention, able to define their own context first, and 

their application to higher education second, thus Siggelkow (2007) states a condition of 

no preconceptions would have to be true, however this is not. Case studies happen within 

a context; “an open mind is good; an empty mind is not (p. 21). Having determined the 

independent qualities and nature o f MOOCs apart from higher education, MOOCs can 

then be investigated as the object o f integration and adaptation into the institutional 

paradigm. Disruptive innovation theory posits that new institutional paradigms are likely 

to be the result of MOOCs rather than MOOCs adapting to existing higher education 

systems (Christensen & Eyring, 2011). Hence the research question: How, and to what 

extent are MOOCs deconstructing higher education, and how and to what extent is higher 

education symbiotically deconstructing MOOCs?

This study was conducted in three stages that included document analyses, based 

on archival data, public records, personal records, and physical artifacts as well as 

interviews as a means of triangulation to unveil an accurate depiction o f the MOOC-for- 

credit program resulting from the MOOC phenomenon. A bricolage technique was



44

employed, which advocates referencing a variety o f sources and creatively drawing from 

sources of data at hand (Neuman, 2006).

Criteria for Selection 

An extensive literature review of MOOC-for-credit programming initiatives 

yielded multiple institutions currently in the research and development stages. While the 

MOOC phenomenon is moving rapidly (Wood, 2013), the number o f four year, 

accredited, higher education institutions offering a completely MOOC enabled, 

accredited, degree-granting program may be only one within the United States at the time 

o f this writing. Many other institutions participate in MOOCs as an addition to existing 

traditional programming. Mindwires, an educational technology consulting and analysis 

firm at the forefront of MOOC integration into higher education, was employed to guide 

the determination of an appropriate site. Their recommendations noted the tremendous 

pushback from faculty and other groups with particular respect to California where 

Senate Bill 520, a proposal to incorporate MOOCs as credit-bearing courses in the state 

higher education institutions, was postponed. Eight other higher education institutions 

were identified only one o f which was currently launching a completely MOOC enabled, 

credit-bearing degree program. Contact was made with the public relations office o f this 

institution via email. In return, the institution initiated telephone contact with the 

researcher to clarify the request and request a proposal formally stating the research 

initiatives and desired data. During the course of the phone call the researcher was given 

a list o f eight personnel by title that might facilitate the research, however, the public 

relations director made it clear that all incoming proposal and contact initiatives should 

go through the public relations office until approval was granted. The researcher inquired
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about the availability o f documents for analysis, and research protocols o f the site 

institution regarding interviews and focus groups. Confirmation of available 

documentation was given pending approval for site research.

The researcher discussed the email and telephone exchange with the committee 

chair guiding the study. The chair gave direction as to how a proposal should be written 

to garner the favor o f the institution, meet their criteria, and comply with their 

institutional protocols. The researcher created the proposal document accordingly and 

sent it for approval by the chair. Once approval was granted by the chair the researcher 

sent the proposal by email to the site institution public relations director. He responded 

favorably asking for clarification on the desired time frame and individuals who would 

ideally be included in interviews and/or focus groups, and stated that he had forwarded 

the proposal to the aforementioned personnel. The researcher responded by stating that 

April 2014 with preference for the earlier part o f the month was the desired time frame, 

and that those involved in the creation, implementation, policy creation, and sustaining 

efforts were the desired interview and/or focus group constituents. The site institution 

responded that late May and June of 2014 would be their most probable availability. The 

agreement was made to target May and June. Formal approval from the desired site 

institution and partner organizations was granted. Each organization stated that Mercer 

IRB approval would suffice; no additional site IRB would be required.

During the course of data collection, the third party organization CEO was 

suggested as a good source o f information for further data collection and over-arching 

point o f view. Subsequently an IRB modification was filed with the Mercer University
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IRB and granted. Interview question were forwarded to the CEO administrative assistant 

as requested prior to the interview.

Participants

The movement toward MOOCs is quickly amplifying and intensifying as regular

announcements o f entrance into the MOOC market over the last six years has gained

momentum in the higher education market (Hill, 2012a). Better understanding of how to

implement and adapt to MOOC derived higher education in the context o f credit bearing,

degree-granting programs could benefit all stakeholders involved.

...state institutions have tremendous untapped potential to grow enrollment, 
increase revenues, contribute to economic development, and fulfill their historical 
missions— if they adopt a series o f policies that a few innovative states and public 
higher education systems have already pioneered. (Fishman, 2013, p. 1)

Narrowing this further, the ultimate goal o f MOOC enabled higher education is

the ability to address accessibility, costs, and increased enrollment without increasing

facilities, facilitators, and operating funds. The role of the professor and the place o f the

university in a MOOC enabled university remained unprecedented until very recently.

These concerns, then, were of paramount importance in the collection of data.

Sample

The sample was derived from the recommendations for data collection via 

interviews by the desired research site institution and partner organizations. Several of 

the interview respondents perform more than one role within the institution. For the sake 

o f clarity, the personnel are listed by titles in Table 2.
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Table 2

Requested Interview Respondents

Title Affiliation

COO of Instruction Research-1 institution

Dean o f MOOC Program Research-1 institution

Associate Dean of MOOC Program, MOOC professor Research-1 institution

Dean of Professional Education Research-1 institution

Assistant Dean for Academic Programs 
Executive Director o f MOOC Program

Research-1 institution

Director o f Communications Research-1 institution

Director o f Learning Architecture Partner organization

Instrumentation

Case study data collection is the intensified focus on an issue within a bounded 

system(s) (Creswell, 2007, p. 73). The multiple sources o f information within the 

bounded system garnered over time through detailed, in-depth data collection, allows the 

researcher to develop descriptive, case-based themes (Creswell, 2007, p. 73). The 

director o f public relations reserved the right to conduct purposeful sampling, guiding the 

researcher toward the individuals most influential and instrumental in the creation of the 

MOOC program. Interviews with aforementioned personnel were determined by the 

research site, and appointments were set by their respective administrative assistants.
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Consent forms were completed and faxed to the researcher by the administrative 

assistants prior to the interviews.

Prior to the interviews each participant was provided with an informed consent 

form approved by the Internal Review Boards o f the researcher’s institution as required. 

The informed consent form included: 1) voluntary participant withdrawal from the study 

at any point, 2) confidentiality protection o f the participant, 3) the purpose and 

procedures o f data collection and validation for the study, 4) any and all known risks 

associated with participation in the study 5) benefits of participation in study, and 6) 

signatures o f the researcher and participant (Creswell, 2007).

Interviewing, the preferred means o f data collection for this case study, is a staple 

of qualitative research (Merriman, 2009). Person-to-person encounters allow for in-depth 

discovery and elicitation of information pertinent to the research topic, rendering them 

the optimal choice for intensive case studies where the selection o f individuals is limited 

to just a few (Merriman, 2009, p.88). The director o f public relations at the research site 

institution reserved the right for flexibility to guide the data collection toward either 

personal interviews or focus groups depending on the needs o f the hosting institution at 

that particular time. Focus groups can be useful when “the interaction among 

interviewees will likely yield the best information, when interviewees are similar and 

cooperative with each other” (Creswell, 2007, p. 133).

Scheduling conflicts prevented the employment of focus groups, however, a 

complete set o f interviews was granted by the Research-1 institution and a partner 

organization. The interview of individuals was guided by a set o f predetermined 

questions made available to the director o f public relations for his distribution to the
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participants at his discretion. Similarly, interview questions were forwarded to the 

administrative assistants of the partner organizations. The interview questions were as 

follows:

1. Could you give me some background information?

2. How do you define MOOCs?

3. What are the major barriers that exist for the integration o f MOOCs into higher
education?

4. How do MOOCs disrupt higher education?

5. Why should MOOCs enter the higher education arena, and what makes them 
attractive for higher education?

6. What will higher education look like in the future?

7. What factors characterize the successful integration of MOOCs into the existing
paradigms o f this institution?

8. How has this institution adapted existing paradigms to integrate and/or change to 
MOOCs while maintaining requisites o f accreditation?

9. How and to what extent are MOOCs deconstructing higher education as it
pertains to this institution?

10. Is there anything you would like to add?

Researcher interpretations of the transcripts, which included identified themes, 

were emailed to each participant for review and validation. Recommendations for 

correction and clarification were noted and executed in the findings. Additionally, the 

findings as represented in chapter 4 o f this dissertation was sent to the Director of 

Communications for distribution and proofing for accuracy by all respondents.

Data Collection

Data collection commenced following formal proposal approval from the 

researchers institution, proposal review, approval from the site institution, approval from
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the partner organization, Internal Review Board approval, and signed consent forms from 

all participants. At no time were the names of the participants or the site institution and 

partner organizations locations disclosed.

According to Merriman (2009), data collection and data analysis are simultaneous 

occurrences on and off site. The document review constituted on and off site data 

collection. The documents included public documents; the student requisites and pre

requisites for the MOOC program, admission requirements and procedures, tuition and 

fees allocations, program announcements via higher education journals, and media 

publication. The technological means o f voice recording were two audio recording 

devices, and hand written notes by the researcher. Transcription resulted in verbatim 

scripts that were simplified to bullets of main ideas, and finally, themes were identified.

Institutional review Board Approval

Following proposal approval, the researcher submitted the prepared IRB 

application to the Mercer University IRB. The IRB application included all protocols 

required by Mercer and the site institution, completed forms for distribution to 

participants, methods o f correspondence, research and interview questions, and site 

approval documentation. A modification was filed to seek approval for partner 

organization B, and IRB approval was granted. All data remains confidential.

Data Analysis

The researcher coded the data into categories to derive a general sense o f the 

meaning of the data and to establish common themes among participants. Creswell 

(2007) supports the use o f naturalistic generalization as a means of plausible case 

interpretation. In this analysis scenario the researcher concluded the analysis with
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assertions about the case constructed from the data collected and the literature review, 

and validated by the participants. Projections for MOOC disruption and deconstruction 

o f traditional paradigms completed the comments for each interview.

Reporting Results

Descriptive detail through using transcribed quotes, documents, and identified 

themes facilitated triangulation of the data. Member checking validated findings, and 

findings were enhanced through the use o f tables and diagrams as needed for clarification 

(Creswell, 2007). Document analysis corroborated much o f the data collected in the 

interviews while adding substantive details. In several instances interviewees referenced 

documents for further discovery. In all five themes were identified and the collected data 

were organized by association with the themes.

Summary

The purpose of this study was to examine the deconstructed discourses of a 

MOOC-for-credit, degree-granting program to understand the disrupted paradigms and 

resulting new paradigms within the bounded system of the institution. Additionally, 

respondents were asked to make an educated prediction on the degree o f disruption to 

higher education in the future, and the extent to which they thought deconstruction would 

occur.

A timeline and sequence of events became apparent in the interviews regarding 

the creation o f the program and the practical steps taken at the beginning providing a 

template of sorts for emulation. The interview respondents stated a collective 

responsibility to share their knowledge as part o f the global higher education community. 

This intent was facilitated by an open document posture, accommodation o f all requested
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interviews within the research-1 institution MOOC program, and facilitation of partner 

organization interviews.



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS

The purpose o f this study was to explore the adaptation measures required to 

integrate MOOCs into credit-bearing higher education. Explained in part by Disruptive 

Innovation theory, MOOCs, which took root initially at the bottom of the market, have 

continued on an upward trajectory signifying a market thrust to integrate and adapt them 

into higher education such that credentials can be awarded in accordance with requisites 

o f accreditation. A case study of a Research-1 institution that has successfully navigated 

the labyrinth o f initial proposal and approvals, currently in the implementation phase of 

an entirely MOOC delivered graduate degree, comprised the focus o f the research.

Documents

The case study to gather data on the creation, and implementation o f the MOOC 

platform, masters degree-granting program, included three types o f documents for 

analysis. The first was public records, which are comprised o f ongoing records o f the 

site institutions activities to create and implement the MOOC masters program. Included 

in this category was a letter from partner organization awarding a one-time financial gift, 

and the specific terms by which it would be paid to the Research-1 institution foundation 

designated specifically for the MOOC masters program. The second type o f documents 

were personal records, which are first-person accounts from academicians, 

administrators, and internal communications chronicling their individual actions,

53
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experiences, and beliefs as they pertain to the creation and implementation of the MOOC 

program. The third and last type of document was that o f physical artifacts, which 

include promotional information about the MOOC program, and student instructional 

materials such as syllabi and institutional instruction provided by the institution to the 

student.

The vision, philosophy, mission, goals, and partnership terms were reviewed as 

part of the document analysis. Reference was made to the various documents during the 

course o f the interviews and information provided was corroborated with documents 

when possible. Document identification was provided by respondent #5, Director of 

Communications for the hosting college o f the Research-1 institution offering the MOOC 

for credit masters degree program. Additionally, document location and availability was 

provided by respondent #5 in accordance with an open documents request. This request 

is consistent with the institutional decision to share the creation and sustaining measures 

undertaken for appropriation by other higher education institutions.

Respondents

In addition to document analysis, the case study assessment method employed the 

use of semi-structured interviews to allow faculty, administrative, and executive 

personnel to share their personal experiences, beliefs, expectations, and attitudes about 

the MOOC degree-granting program from its inception to the current state o f operation. 

The semi-structured interviews posed key questions related to the research questions 

while allowing variation to the pre-planned course o f the interview based on the 

participants responses, and desire to add information outside o f the scope o f the interview 

questions. This method proved to be very beneficial as the unprecedented nature o f the
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degree-granting MOOC program produced key, unforeseeable information important to a 

complete and accurate collection of data, but unpredictable given the lack o f operational 

similarity to any existing program.

Organization of Results 

The results are organized by themes, which are identified binary oppositions in 

deconstructive analysis, uncovering what is thought to constitute the norm, self evident, 

and apparent paradigms in higher education, setting the template and thereby the 

standard. The filiopietistic tendency of higher education to venerate its traditions and 

propel them into the future constitutes a set o f binary structures being challenged by the 

disruptive force of MOOCs, and deconstructed for appropriation of usable parts in a 

MOOC for credit context. Quotes by interview respondents are coded in the text by 

assigned interviewee numbers, and correspond to Table 3: Interview Respondents. 

Documents are identified in Table 4: MOOC Program Documents, and are coded in the 

text by assigned document numbers. The themes, listed below, are represented 

throughout the commentary by respondents and constitute the major findings o f the 

research.

• MOOCs as a platform v. MOOCs as a movement

• Higher education credentialing v. alternative credentialing

• Higher education, MOOC provider, corporate power share v. autonomy of higher 

education power

• Higher education degree prestige v. lifelong learning record

• Student selection and student services in traditional paradigm v. MOOC paradigm
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Table 3

Interview Respondents

Title o f Respondent Code

Associate Dean o f MOOC Program, MOOC professor R#1

Dean o f Professional Education R#2

Director of Learning Architecture R#3 (partner organization)

Assistant Dean for Academic Programs R#4
Executive Director o f MOOC Program

Director of Communications R#5
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Table 4

MOOC Program Documents

Title o f Document Code

Proposal D#1

Online Course Hosting Agreement D#2

Amendment to Online Hosting Agreement D#3

Revenue Sharing D#4

Letter from Corporate Partner D#5

Budget D#6

Promotion & Admission D#7

Graduate Curriculum Committee Minutes D#8

Findings

The findings o f the study are presented to indicate the extent to which they 

addressed each of the guiding research questions.

Research Question 1 

The themes in this section address RQ#1: What factors characterize successful 

pedagogical, revenue generation, and credit-bearing integration o f MOOCs into the 

existing paradigms o f one research-1 university? The background to the creation of the 

MOOC masters degree-granting program is relatively short lived as the initial idea was 

proposed in the fall o f 2012, and implementation transpired in the fall o f 2013. The idea 

for the program was presented to the college within the Research-1 university by an
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outside source on the cutting edge of MOOC research, development, and implementation. 

Private discussions commenced in terms o f program type, level, cost, and timeframe. An 

aggressive design and implementation schedule was agreed upon, proceeded by 

notification of various administrative departments such as the registrar, bursar, and 

financial aid advising them of what was coming, and requesting all foreseen problems be 

tabled for discussion in a preemptive measure to avoid as many delays as possible. From 

its inception the program developed around three key goals and aspirations: (1) world 

class quality ranked within the top 10 in the United States, (2) a global balance of several 

thousand students anywhere in the world simultaneously enrolled in the program, and (3) 

a cost cap of less than $10,000 for the entire program (D#l). Regarding higher education 

as a humanitarian effort, the aspiration was and is to be a world leader, modeling a new 

paradigm of post-baccalaureate education, expanding the global footprint and influence 

o f the institution. The associate dean supported this idea.

There is a philosophical take on th is  once we are sure the technology
can support the numbers and we now feel comfortable with that, our goal is to
move away from a capped number to admitting every single person that is 
qualified. Our “open” means that anyone we believe can succeed will have the 
opportunity.. .this is actually profound and radical in and of itself (R # l).

Early in the private discussion of the degree-granting MOOC program idea, it was

determined that outside partnerships would be necessary to fund, produce, and sustain the

revolutionary new startup program. While the college could supply the course template

and the faculty expertise, there was no designated funding for a new program within the

university fiscal plan, and there was no MOOC technology support network to sustain a

program once the courses had been scripted and produced. Referencing Figure 1 of
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chapter three, this illustrates higher education without MOOCs seeking initial integration 

strategies.

Corporate funding was sought and granted by a firm desiring to secure a supply- 

line o f qualified future employees with a vested interest in technologically driven higher 

education to continuously educate and keep current their existing workforce. Note that 

the motivation to secure employees on behalf o f the corporate sponsor is an assertive step 

setting the stage for a potential power struggle between the Research-1 institution and the 

corporate sponsor.

There is a drive to marry corporations and academic education to 
understand what corporate America needs from the university student who is 
graduating, and what the university needs to do to better prepare the student, and 
what the corporation needs to do to better educate the university that drives the 
curriculum...My role has been to shepherd the entire project with [Research-1 
institution and MOOC organization], to insure quality communications wise, 
process wise, and internally making sure our employees have all the information 
they need, and resources they need, and help them overcome any challenges from 
all stand points. We have a relationship with [MOOC provider] that extends 
beyond [Reasearch-1 institution](R#3).

Additionally, systemized expertise was appropriated through a MOOC provider, which

already had a symbiotic relationship with the corporate funder. Described as nothing

more than a megaphone (Rivard, 2013), the hosting agreement articulates the course

development, online end user availability goals, and the responsibilities o f the third party

provider (D #l, D#2, D#3). The triangular partnership between the Research-1 institution

and the two corporate partners created the framework, and continues as the sustaining

armature o f the MOOC masters program, while academic governance resides exclusively

within the site institution in accordance with the requisites of accreditation. Academic

governance of the MOOC course remained with the Research-1 institution professors, but

implementation and support responsibilities reside with the MOOC provider as specified
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in the three-year terms of agreement (D#2, and D#3). As previously mentioned, the 

corporate sponsor and the MOOC provider had a pre-existing relationship; the Research- 

1 institution was the latecomer bringing higher education concerns to an otherwise 

corporate environment.

Document #5, the letter specifying the terms o f the corporate gift o f two million 

dollars to the foundation o f the Research-1 institution, stipulates that the funds be used in 

accordance with the budget and timeline milestones, and further requires that the total 

amount be spent within one year of the gift. Changes to the budgeted expenditures had to 

be mutually agreed upon, and a final line item budget report required at the end o f the 

one-year term o f the gift.

Document #4 is the revenue sharing agreement between the MOOC provider and 

the Research-1 institution. It specifies that a 15% gross revenue share will be returned to 

the Research-1 institution for courses created by the faculty and delivered to the MOOC 

provider offered by and hosted by the MOOC provider. It further states that an additional 

20% gross profit on the aggregate set o f course be paid to the Research-1 institution, and 

specifies bundling requirements as opposed to single stand-alone courses. Payment of 

revenues is subject to a calendar quarter basis, payable within thirty days at the end o f the 

quarter. Payments are to be accompanied by a report indicating how the amounts were 

determined.

With a total program cost to the students not to exceed $10,000, revenue 

generation has been diversified in what can be likened to royalties, supplemental revenue 

added to the tuition revenue stream of traditional course delivery.

[MOOC provider CEO] said what would thrill him is to do a masters 
degree, and to do it for $1000. We said “not a $1000, maybe $4000” .. .a meeting
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was arranged with our dean and the CEO of [partner organization].. .they asked 
for two million dollars and got it to support the start-up (R#4).

[MOOC provider CEO] made the suggestion that we should do a real 
degree —  maybe a masters degree.. .and make it as inexpensive as possible, 
maybe $1000, to which [dean] and others responded that $1000 was too little; you 
could never cover your costs. We picked [an appropriate] number, and we had a 
discussion about how it was a good idea, what we might be able to do, and what 
might not be possible, and when we should go forward (R#l).

Distinguishing between start-up costs and sustaining costs, the Research-1 institution

takes an optimistic view o f the initial investment and the future payoff.

By having more students in a program you can be overwhelmed by the 
complexity or celebrate the diversity. You can have a program not possible 
before because o f the number o f people in it. We look at it from the optimistic 
perspective knowing that there will be some additional challenges, but the 
opportunities are still much richer for a better education and that’s what we want. 
Part o f our institution plan centers around life-long learning.. .we can suddenly 
afford to do that whereas we could not before (R#l).

At the time of this writing the MOOC master’s program is in its second year and 

therefore has no graduates yet. Recognition of unforeseen events was accounted for in 

the initial budget proposal, and changes to the expenditures are expected. Consequently, 

the viability o f the MOOC tuition model is yet to be determined, however, the early 

indicators are good.

There was an apparent diversification o f implementation issues to be addressed by 

the Research-1 institution to the accreditors of the institution and program, the corporate 

sponsor, and the MOOC provider; potentially an internal conflict o f interest, and an 

external power struggle within the triangular partnership. The terms were mutually 

agreed upon with deference granted for unforeseen issues that would undoubtedly arise, 

and actual production was underway by the summer o f 2013, and the program launched 

in the spring semester of 2014. By any measure, this was a remarkably fast achievement.
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The courses were available online as o f January 2014. Production and 
scripting o f the classes started over the summer, production editing happened in 
the fall, and through the end o f the summer mostly onsite here. We hired local 
editors and there were specific barriers to overcome -  there was some hesitation, 
faculty o f the college who believed we were risking our reputation with a product 
we were not sure was going to be successful, but for the most part faculty were in 
favor; the final vote was something like three to one (R #4).

The independent status o f the MOOC program hosting college, within the

Research-1 public institution, provided free-standing governance and internal lines of

reporting, which facilitated the pedagogical forming o f the unprecedented program.

Every program within the hosting college is housed within an academic unit wherein

logistical and curricular issues reside. Appropriately, a faculty committee produced a set

o f guiding principles and a proposal (D #l) founded upon the existing traditional online

program granting the same degree as the proposed MOOC degree, fully integrating the

MOOC degree. At the same time the graduate curriculum committee requested regularly

scheduled updates and reports as program planning progressed (D#8). Hitherto the

academic process required to build a new degree program had inadvertently been met

negating the estimated one year time allotment usually required to propose, design, and

accredit a new academic program. This allowed for transfer between programs of

admitted students, and created a safeguard by preserving a path to graduation for all

degree-seeking MOOC students in the event that the MOOC program was unsustainable

for the tenure o f their academic pursuit. A safeguarded path through the middle as

illustrated in Figure 1 o f chapter three, embracing MOOC technology within the

logistical policy guidelines of the traditional program was forged. Whereas higher

education has historically been seen as the benefactor of the public vested in the future o f

society, in this scenario it is the protector o f academic governance traditions o f the past
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while allowing for MOOC platform advancement and change; an exercise o f power that 

placed traditional parameters on state o f the art technology implementation.

Student selection and student services in traditional paradigm v. MOOC paradigm

In addition to the streamlined layers of governance afforded by the independent 

college within the university system, the MOOC program was further enabled by the 

support o f a professional education unit within the university with substantial experience 

in launching new programs and the necessary operational expertise. Implementation 

issues common to all new academic programs, regardless o f delivery mode, were 

addressed here allowing the MOOC faculty, staff, and administrators to concentrate their 

efforts on the components o f the MOOC program that were new ideas, new inventions, 

and new policies being implemented in a degree-granting forum for the first time. In 

essence a singular focus on the distinguishing features o f the MOOC program were 

isolated for the full attention, and execution of the MOOC team.

Standard admission criteria were extended to the degree-granting MOOC 

program, which included application, enrollment, and completion o f all standard 

university-wide matriculation functions. This is distinguishable from the not-for-credit 

MOOC participants comprising an unprecedented student classification, and requiring 

new policies to separate and govern students simultaneously participating in a MOOC 

course under very different auspices. Pedagogical governance o f non-credit seeking 

MOOC students v. governance of degree-seeking seeking students necessitates a 

clarification o f terminology as it relates to this particular program within this particular 

institution. Similarly, there is a classification difference between a MOOC for-credit
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student and a traditional for-credit student; distinctions that are being worked out process 

wise. Speaking from an administrative point o f view, respondent #4 had this to say:

[MOOC students] see themselves as customers and they see this as a 
service that they are paying for, and they expect customer service —  we don’t do 
customer service, we do student service. People who work here want to work 
with students, not customers and the “customer is always right” mentality, so we 
have to make them feel and know that they are students. The market rate is $1110 
per credit hour and you are paying $134 —  I pointed this out to a student in an 
email (R#4).

Alternatively, speaking as a professor teaching within the MOOC program, an equitable 

parsing o f time and attention per the newly implemented categorization of students is 

necessary.

Money is a barrier because those that are paying are paying for services, 
so all of the MOOCs that we have created for this degree so far are freely 
available, but what is not freely available is my time, and the other things that you 
need where the goal is to get a degree that is certified by a body like [institution] 
(R#l).

Generally speaking the acronym “MOOC” stands for a collection o f terms 

relating specifically to a course on the worldwide web. The “M” denotes massive, which 

means uncapped numbers o f course participants and thereby not captured by student 

management systems. The first “O” references openness in terms o f application, 

selection criteria, and associated credit hour costs. The second “O” is mode of delivery 

specific, distinguishing MOOCs as worldwide web courses from online courses, which 

exist on the closed systems of a college or university, but able to access worldwide web 

offerings such as video clips and browsing as a mode of research and content support. 

Finally, the “C” stands for course and represents a wide variety o f pedagogical models 

such as connectivism which, as previously stated, relies upon autonomy, diversity, 

openness, and interactivity for the creation and propagation of knowledge, and cognitive
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behaviorism, a pre-determined set o f course content requiring demonstrated mastery by 

the student (Downes, 2005, 2008; Siemens, 2005, 2008).

Research Question 2 

The following section addresses RQ#2: How can higher education adapt and 

integrate MOOCs into existing paradigms while maintaining requisites o f accreditation. 

Moving from a platform to a philosophy is inherent in the interview commentary 

exploring the next theme in depth.

In the context of the researched degree-granting MOOC, a behaviorist model 

based upon the accredited course template is offered in both the for-credit and not-for- 

credit applications. The degree-granting branch of the program is not currently massive 

allowing precautions to be taken in the early stages for unsustainability, without 

detrimentally affecting the admitted students, however, massive is the goal. The intention 

is to scale-up the MOOC masters program to reach many more potential students with 

particular interest in those precluded from participating in an on-site program because of 

professional obligations or other geographically constraining situations, thereby attaining 

a truly massive program capacity in the future. The associate dean of the MOOC program 

envisions, “The future cap on the program will be measured in millions rather than 

hundreds, an order o f magnitude difference (R #l)”. Similarly, the assistant dean for 

academic programs and executive director of the MOOC program states, “We are not 

truly massive now, but we aspire to be (R#4)”.

Four enrollment tracks allow for personalized appropriation o f the MOOC 

offerings. The first track is the degree-seeking option, the second is the prospective
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degree-seeking student, the third offers a cluster o f courses awarding a certificate upon 

satisfactory completion, and finally, the last enrollment track is completely free with the 

option o f a minimal certificate per course for a fee, able to reach massive enrollment 

proportions o f a typical MOOC. In the context o f the four enrollment tracks, currently 

open means admitted degree-seeking students, non-admitted students with a certificate 

option, and lastly anyone who wants to take a class without admittance, evaluation or 

certification. Literally anyone and everyone able to navigate through the online course 

material, has accessibility. While those seeking and obtaining the MOOC graduate 

degree will have the same degree as those taking the on-site or online traditional version, 

some type of MOOC/online notation is planned for distinction. Concern over a disparity 

o f rigor o f the MOOC degree v. the traditional option has been dispelled by participant 

feedback affirming the difficulty and high caliber reputation o f the institution.

The faculty was concerned initially about our reputation and quality, but 
those concerns Eire much less now because the students have proclaimed so loudly 
and publicly how hard the courses are. They had bought into the romance of the 
MOOC being easy and the fact is that the faculty is proud of its hardness and was 
not going to give that up (R#4).

A continuum of transition from a MOOC platform to a MOOC philosophy driven 

program capable o f massive enrollment is the goal, illustrating the blazing of a trail 

through unknown territory finding the deconstructed middle as diagramed in Figure 1. 

Student selection and student services in traditional paradigm v. MOOC paradigm

The aforementioned policy differences between the admitted students and non

admitted students were determined at the outset and have been maintained since the 

launch o f the program in the fall o f 2013. The distinguishing feature is the granting of a 

degree, which necessitates a different level o f assessment for certification o f completion
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from earned credit hours. While all courses created for the MOOC program to date are 

available for free, it is not the case that faculty services are available at no cost. Once a 

student has been admitted and paid tuition, the institution has a legal and ethical 

obligation to provide them a pathway, and the necessary support to graduate. Assessment 

is the critical element in the credentialing formula, and MOOC assessment integrity is the 

challenge.

There is aggregate integrity online. Two o f the first five courses had 
exams in addition to homework and projects, and those exams were proctored by 
[auxiliary proctoring company] who caught one instance of academic misconduct 
in the taking o f an exam. There were two instances o f academic misconduct of 
which I am aware, both detected by things students did that allowed other people 
to see and catch them. In theory we could use testing centers but they are four 
times more expensive per exam per student, and they also require that you convert 
your exam to their format and not everybody can get in the car and go to one. We 
have an existing setup with a company that sends students here for learning but it 
is their assessment -  their human resources department that might proctor an 
exam, not us (R#4).

It is noteworthy that the description of assessment data derived from homework, projects, 

and exams fits the formula of competency-based assessment measures, which lowers the 

stakes o f mid-term and final exam assessment scores as sole indicators o f mastery. The 

protection o f academic integrity in the MOOC forum is a positive filiopietistic tradition. 

The stakes are significantly higher in the credit-bearing MOOC context as assessment is 

the key issue requiring policies, increased integrity parameters, and virtual boundaries of 

an unprecedented nature.

Accreditation terms stipulate that a school is obligated to “teach out” courses in a 

manner that students admitted and enrolled in a program, regardless of the termination of 

a program, can complete their course in a timely manner able to earn credit. Hence the
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initial cap of four hundred admitted students in the MOOC program -  a first-semester 

safeguard, which is increasing with successive semesters in an intended scaling-up plan. 

The institution provided student network in any given MOOC course maintains a wall 

between the degree-seeking students and the non-paying, non-admitted students. This 

too is intentional to protect the assessment measures, as certificate-granting and credit- 

granting assessment is different and must remain distinct.

Assessment issues are not new to online education, and MOOCs have 

appropriated these online assessment mechanisms to the extent possible. Specifically, a 

variety of augmented systems are available to authenticate and verify students, and actual 

course material is protected through student pin and passwords. Some courses lend 

themselves more readily to these types of automated mechanisms but others do not, and a 

human-to-human proctoring system is in order.

There is a lot o f work being done on automated assessment and peer 
assessment... assessment o f the student providing the valuation to see if  that 
student really knows what they are talking about.. .these are the kinds of things 
that are going to have to be done in order for this to scale affordably because not 
only is it very expensive, we pay our graduate assistants very well, so it is 
expensive to hire them and there is not an infinite supply... auto grading is the 
challenge right now, much more so than the stability o f the program (R#4).

Research Question 3 

The following section addresses the third research question and introduces a new 

theme. RQ#3: How and to what extent are MOOCs deconstructing higher education, and 

how and to what extent is higher education symbiotically deconstructing MOOCs? 

Higher education credentialing v. alternative credentialing

From the corporate perspective, alternative credentials and standardization may 

ultimately impact assessment of MOOCs functioning as professional development
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providers. How alternative standards may impact higher education credentialing is a

topic for future educational research, but being examined from the corporate sponsor’s

hiring qualifications perspective now.

Companies like mine used to bow down to the holy degree and now we 
are saying “if  you show us that you’ve got the chops to take on a computer 
science role with us or whatever, then hey, you’re in if the validation is 
there”. . .one o f the things I have been looking at through an extra curricular group 
is standards for MOOCs and other certifications, whether it’s higher education, a 
certificate, or a mixture. How do we validate, and who is the validator once we 
get a standard worldwide or whatever? Then the degree becomes flimsy —  not 
the right word perhaps but the point holds (R#3).

As o f 2014, federal requirements for accreditation agencies to include distance 

education programs within their scope of credit-granting recognition, is promulgated in 

three demonstrable maxims:

1. Effectively address the quality o f institutions or programs offering 
distance education through its standards, though there is no requirement 
for agencies to develop separate standards for distance education 
programs.

2. Evaluate distance education offerings by institutions both during full 
review for accreditation or reaccreditation and between full reviews when 
an institution offers new distance education programs that constitute a 
change in scope of its program offerings (any such change must be 
reported to the Department by the accrediting agency).

3. Ensure that institutions offering distance education have processes in place 
that the student who registers for the distance education course is the same 
student who completes requirements for that course. 
(http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-10-29/pdf/2010-26531 .pdf).

Additionally, the Council of Regional Accreditors (C-RAC) provides a basis for

ensuring quality in online learning:

• Online learning is appropriate to the institution’s mission and purposes.
• The institution’s plan for developing, sustaining, and, if appropriate, expanding 

online learning offerings are integrated into its regular planning and evaluation 
processes.

• Online learning is incorporated into the institution’s systems o f governance and 
academic oversight.

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2010-10-29/pdf/2010-26531
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• Curricula for the institution’s online learning offering are coherent, cohesive, and 
comparable in academic rigor to programs offered in traditional instructional 
formats.

• The institution evaluates the effectiveness of its online learning offerings, 
including the extent to which the online learning goals are achieved, and uses the 
results o f its evaluations to enhance the attainment o f the goals.

• Faculty responsible for delivering the online learning curricula and evaluating the 
students’ success in achieving the online learning goals are appropriately qualified 
and effectively supported.

• The institution provides effective student and academic services to support 
students enrolling in online learning offerings.

• The institution provides sufficient resources to support and, if  appropriate, expand 
its online learning offerings.

• The institution assures the integrity of its online learning offerings. 
(http://www.msche.org/publications/Guidelines-for-the-Evaluation-of-Distance- 
Education-Programs.pdf).

Traditionally, higher education has monopolized credential granting, but that is 

now being challenged by MOOC alternatives. The regulatory and accreditation 

environment, a binary opposition to be mediated in the MOOC program implementation, 

posed concerns for the MOOC masters degree prompting an early phone call to the 

Southern Association o f Colleges and Schools (SACS).

I was in the room when we had the first phone call with SACS. We, and 
our accreditors were concerned about it (accreditation) so we arranged a phone 
call to make sure that SACS, our regional accreditor, understood what we were 
doing, was okay with what we were doing and the way in which we were doing it. 
We wanted to understand before any issues arose what kinds of things they were 
interested in and might be concerned about, so accreditation was uppermost in our 
minds. We were up for our ten-year reaffirmation the next year so we already had 
our ducks in a row by the time this conversation came around (R#2).

Due to the fact that the MOOC masters degree was derived from the traditional template

for the same degree, many accreditation issues were already worked out. However, the

parallels stopped with the mode of delivery and assessment suggesting that accreditation

issues, if  there were any, would arise in these areas. Starting a dialogue with SACS prior

the official application for accreditation, proved to be a worthy means o f expediting the

http://www.msche.org/publications/Guidelines-for-the-Evaluation-of-Distance-
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process. More than three decades o f offering online graduate degrees was beneficial 

institutional experience for understanding what quality and accreditation mean in online 

programming, and this knowledge extended to the MOOC program, however, the power 

distribution was a significant factor to SACS.

One of the questions that really resonated with SACS was the third party 
being part of the same degree delivery, and who was going to be doing what, and 
who had control o f what, and was it really a [institution] degree. We had to make 
sure that SACS was satisfied that [institution] was in control (R#2).

The hosting agreement (D#2, D#3) between the Research-1 institution offering

the MOOC masters degree and the partner organization providing the MOOC platform

stipulated the exact academic arrangements which would remain in effect for three years

beginning in May of 2013 contingent upon continued approval o f the degree and delivery

format by SACS. Definitions commonly understood in traditional accredited course are

articulated in the agreement for the clarification of accreditation and intellectual property

rights. Unique to this agreement are specific terms regarding the third party MOOC

providers ability to use the courses and accompanying materials. The agreement

emphatically states that third party certificates of course completion are not in any way

related to the MOOC masters hosting institution, and carry no accreditation, earned

credit, or degree rights.

Two years prior to the creation o f the MOOC masters degree program, a

traditional online masters degree program, which ultimately provided the course template

for the MOOC program (D#l, D#8), was created as part of an institutional multiplication

of online degrees satisfying the need to have a degree from this particular college within

the university for reciprocal reasons. This provisional outline guided the course creation

objectives and the course requirements constituting the degree, but compliance with
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federal regulation did not correlate, and a deconstructed path trough the middle required 

modifications to bring the triangulated partnership program into FERPA compliance.

FERPA (Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act) was a big issue with 
[MOOC provider] because they did not design their systems with FERPA in 
mind. They weren’t doing any for-credit courses so they didn’t think about that. 
They are not an educational institution so they were not worried about privacy 
and that is reflected in the design o f their systems. That required [MOOC hosting 
institution] and our engineers to go back and do some modifications to bring what 
they do into compliance with our regulatory environment and accreditation 
environment. So that’s why, for example, we use our learning management 
system, because we know that it’s FERPA compliant. We hardened their 
password requirements to bring them inline with [MOOC hosting institution], and 
they are going to have to meet Board o f Regents requirements for records 
retention... we have spent a lot o f effort on verifying that the student is who he/she 
says. It turns out that accreditors are much more insistent on it if  you are online. 
We [verify] students on campus; they must bring their [institution card] to an 
exam, but for the most part you are not digging into them as much as you are 
online (R#4).

Respondents were asked to discuss the disruptive indicators, and possible 

outcomes in a MOOC movement, a phenomenon of much greater potential than a MOOC 

platform from a futuristic perspective. Herein the shifting of power between adjoined 

entities in the higher education MOOC movement arose again challenging traditional 

binaries. Moreover, the specificity o f disruptive quotients per individual course 

characteristics as MOOCs become more assessment friendly, appears to be an indicator 

of collective MOOC movement disruption.

Weis and Christensen (2014), experts on disruption innovation in higher 

education state that many MOOCs do not exhibit significant markers o f disruption, 

however some persist as a disruptive force in the form of competency based higher 

education. According to Horn (2014), co-founder o f the Clayton Christensen Institute for 

Disruptive Innovation, online competency-based higher education initiatives pass the 

tests o f disruptive innovation potential relative to traditional higher education.
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The traditional resources, processes, priorities, and revenue formula 
underlying most colleges and universities are fundamentally at odds with the new 
ones that online, competency-based providers bring. As such, they create 
embedded inefficiencies —  appropriate for the traditional functions of a 
university, but not other functions —  that render traditional colleges and 
universities unable to respond naturally and in the absence o f good leadership to 
these emerging institutions and their new value propositions around learning.. .in 
competency-based learning models, learning becomes a lifelong pursuit tied 
directly to one’s workforce goals (Horn, 2014).

Maintaining that disruption often comes in waves, this current wave of competency-

based MOOCs bears several markers of distinction: low stakes assessment in an ongoing,

embedded process made possible by the modular format, and partnership with employers

for skills development, targeting the specific and current needs o f corporate employers.

Weis and Christensen (2014) state that traditional higher education experiences

significant inertia in its ability to respond and transform operational and pedagogical

paradigms due to the fact that it sustains three different business models: the proliferation

of knowledge, the creation of knowledge, and social growth. Contrasted with traditional

higher education MOOCs, which have a single value proposition, and increasingly offer

demonstrations o f competency, are agile and able to respond to the current educational

demands of the market place. Horn (2014) states that the MOOC provider partnered with

the Research-1 site institution for this case study has embraced many of the

aforementioned elements o f online, competency-based models. Partnering with and for

companies, and higher education institutions, positions this particular MOOC provider as

a formidable disruptive force shifting higher education toward low costs, improved

quality, and more equitable distribution.

Addressing the creation and proliferation of the knowledge aspect o f higher

education, Director o f Learning Architecture from the corporate partner organization had
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this to say regarding higher education and job training as they pertain to the current 

economy and corporate job market:

I think MOOCs are huge as far as affordability and accessibility from a 
higher education perspective to obtain a certain degree, certification, or the ability 
to obtain a skill set where it was not before a possibility. I know people who are 
taking a MOOC whether through [MOOC provider] or others to improve their 
skill sets and make themselves valuable to an employer. Their budget or life 
situation does not allow them to attend a university fulltime and this is how they 
are getting their skills(R#3).

From a social growth perspective the MOOC movement bypassing affordability and

accessibility constraints of traditional higher education alternatives is within the purview

of the Research-1 institution. Associate Dean o f the MOOC program and professor

within the program, commented on the scope and the approach to understanding the

MOOC phenomenon acting on higher education:

There are two ways to think about MOOCs, one is as a platform, which is 
a perfectly legitimate way to think about them, and the other is a movement, a 
philosophy —  what happens when you scale up? These are bigger issues about 
what it means to educate tens of thousands o f people; how democratic a process 
do you want it to be? Does this effect how universities work? Costs are driven 
down, so these are some interesting questions but in some sense they are 
independent o f MOOCs as a platform and largely have to do with the place o f the 
university period (R#l).

We are using MOOCs as a platform now —  asking ourselves how we can 
scale; allow things like peer interaction to make learning better than it would have 
been in any other setting (R#2).

Respondent #4 commented on the disruptive potential of MOOCs from an 

operational and empirical standpoint, not that of an educator, specifically stating that all 

comments should be understood from this administrative perspective.

It is viable that the degree can go away. I think there are fields of 
endeavor where a degree might not be necessary in the future, certainly degree 
programs have come and gone over time. I don’t see them going entirely away; 
they are too valuable a means for others to assess your capabilities. For example,
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a graduate school transcript tells us who you are. Maybe we’ll see three-year 
degrees (R#4).

Disruption o f traditional programming due to the MOOC counterpart is negligible 

indicating that the MOOC graduate program may be tapping into an entirely new market; 

a positive disruption o f expansion.

We were concerned with the MOOC degree-granting version eradicating 
the face-to-face version, but in fact the enrollment o f our traditional program was 
significantly higher as we have launched the MOOC program —  30% higher 
enrollment than the previous year (R#2).

Broadening the discussion to include the social growth o f higher education in its 

historical role and the disruption and deconstruction of that place in society, respondents 

had differing perspectives on the scope and force o f the MOOC phenomenon.

I think probably other forces are going to act on higher education other 
than MOOCs, like affordability — it is one of the big drivers behind MOOCs, but 
affordability is going to show-up much more in places like the cost o f supporting 
athletic programs and building student centers and dorms —  it’s much broader 
than just classes themselves... I don’t think they are going to disrupt the 
institutions that are financially strong, but they will the weaker ones. I don’t see 
them disrupting us, they may be pre-disruptive, but I don’t think so because we 
are reaching an audience that cannot move here. It could disrupt the undergrad if 
it comes (R#4).

The corporate respondent had a different opinion on the disruptive potential of 

MOOCs as the director of learning architecture, and from personal involvement with 

recent high school and college graduates.

I strongly feel that MOOCs will disrupt higher education and I feel that it 
will happen sooner than we might think. The reason I say that is from observation 
and not just within [partner organization]. I am at an age where I have a lot of 
friends whose kids are graduating form high school or college, and if they are 
graduating from college they are experiencing crushing debt, and the job market 
is changing so fast, and my friends with kids graduating from high school are 
looking at alternative means.. .what I am doing now did not even exist at the 
beginning o f my career, things are changing so rapidly (R#3).
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Continuing the discussion from a social growth point of view, respondent #1 commented 

on the pervasive effects of MOOCs on traditional admission models:

Think about how admissions happen —  this year there has been a raft o f 
articles about how the acceptance rate at elite universities has gone down. I think 
Stanford is at 5% for undergraduate programs — that number is so small that it is 
almost ridiculous, and there are lots o f reason for this, but what is interesting 
about it is simply this: Stanford is only going to accept 5% and we are in a very 
similar position by the way — for a masters program, for example, we accept only 
about 10% of applicants historically, but it is easily the case that 60% are 
qualified. I could close my eyes and randomly choose and be guaranteed a 
successful class, that means I can afford to say that if  you have anything lower 
than a 3.99 in high school you are not getting in. That means I am not likely to 
admit anyone who is not likely to succeed — with that kind of latitude I do not 
have to worry about what my admissions policies really are because I am 
guaranteed to always get good people (R#l).

Respondent #3 believes the student debt crisis combined with the shrinking-life of 

knowledge, the demand for STEM (science, technology, engineering, and mathematics) 

based credentials in the market place, and the fierce competition to be admitted in 

traditional higher education institutions and programs, may be addressed more directly 

and specifically via MOOCs.

I think that the debt that is on the shoulders o f college graduates and the 
time it takes to obtain the skills —  the traditional way of working your last two 
years to get a STEM degree or whatever, that whole traditional route and the cost 
is untenable —  it’s almost like a perfect storm. So along come MOOCs and 
partnerships like ours or other corporations, and they are the right thing to provide 
an alternate means for skill building employees of the future for exactly what we 
need and bypassing that traditional four years and the costs. All that happening 
together is why I think its going to go fast because you have an untenable 
situation in higher education and the solution riding in on a big wave — there are 
so many MOOCs and they are so varied; it is such a wonderful smorgasbord 
(R#3).

The prestige o f the higher education degree does not yet correlate to MOOC 

credentialing, however research for alternative credentialing standards that correlate for 

purposes o f assessing future employees is underway. Simultaneously higher education
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MOOC credit-bearing alternatives pose questions about traditional higher education 

paradigms.

If we start admitting everyone and set 3.22 as a cutoff for example, then 
there suddenly is a question. If you want to admit everyone who is seemingly 
qualified then you have to be much better at determining qualifications than ever 
before —  maybe SAT scores need to be looked at more closely. Once you are 
going for degrees with MOOCs, then who you admit suddenly becomes a big deal 
and the “O” in MOOCs is significant (R#l).

Traditional paradigms are being called into question because o f the force o f alternative

credentialing associated with MOOCs as a movement and the market thrust to credit the

courses. Higher education credentialing pathways are experiencing the threat of

alternative credentialing research seeking to offer a competitive way around cost-laden,

and inaccessibility factors o f the traditional degree —  a social growth research focus.

All ranking models are based upon a selectivity index and what we are 
saying is that it is probably not the right approach —  what will that do to say, US 
News where the selectivity index is the primary criterion? This has ripple affects 
throughout the entire university system; how does this impact student support? 
How does this impact the financial models used for decades? What about the 
library and student services? (R#l).

Assistant Dean for Academic Programs and Executive Director o f the MOOC 

programs made this statement regarding the disruptive, deconstructing force o f MOOCs 

acting upon higher education in the creation and proliferation o f knowledge as it pertains 

to the Research-1 institution and the MOOC graduate program.

If  it’s a choice between who’s deconstructing who I would say it’s a hard 
question and varies from provider to provider...[MOOC provider] brings an 
institutional style and some beliefs and values to what they think a MOOC should 
look like, but they’re mostly gifted amateurs —  most are in their twenties and 
have not worked in education at all. [MOOC provider CEO] is a professor and a 
few others are professional teachers, but in the end our faculty do not have to do 
what [MOOC provider] wants; it is our course material and we can say “no”, so 
what I would say is that there is some creative tension back and forth; a push and 
pull... I think it’s less o f an issue with us because the faculty would just insist that 
if  [MOOC provider] can’t do this they had better figure out how. We are partners
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with [MOOC provider], but in the end they are our courses and that will prevail 
(R#4).

From the perspective of credentialing, the veneration of the traditional degree and 

the credentialing power o f higher education are unrivaled. However, the research and 

development o f alternate standards and credentials is in the purview of corporations 

partnering with MOOC providers.

I would highlight that it is very exciting for corporations to be able to craft 
a rigorous, valuable, meaningful certification to result in employee skills. It’s a 
game changer, but along with that the need for standardization and validation of 
the certificate, or the work done to achieve the certificate I think is critical. Some 
MOOC providers do it very well, while others may be providing a proctored 
written assessment for some kind of technical training whereas a certificate may 
have been more appropriate. I think the validation o f the earned certificate is 
really important for the whole MOOC movement to be seen as competitive with 
higher education (R#3).

Alternative credentialing, a current topic in MOOC literature, and one ripe for 

future research, has brought to bear an increasing level of attention on professional 

education, and the role o f higher education in ongoing professional development. 

Specifically asked who is deconstructing who, higher education or the marriage of 

MOOCs to corporate America and why, the respondents again had differing points of 

view.

There is a whole camp of folks who say “let’s get on this bus” and want to 
jump on it, and then you have the hold-outs who dig in their heels, whether it’s 
professors afraid o f loosing their jobs or whatever, there really is some massive 
resistance...I think it would be really surprising to see higher education lead the 
change. The two coasts are moving much more rapidly; you have the two silicon 
valleys, and corporations that are seeking top-notch talent in emerging 
technologies. Out here your schools and corporations are in the same culture, the 
same cities. So the partnerships can bring better awareness o f where we are 
heading in this country (R#3).

Aware of the demand for STEM degrees and the global market for MOOC credit- 

bearing alternatives to address accessibility and affordability constraints, the Research-1
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institution is examining binding paradigms of institutional tradition and accreditation 

compliance for relevance in the MOOC credit-bearing context as it pertains to the 

scaling-up plan for the future.

It is making us rethink all o f our policies, rules, and assumptions as to why 
they were made to start with, and if they are still real in this environment. Much 
more rests on the Dean of Professional Development because now there are 
10,000 students as opposed to before when there was fewer for degree programs.
It has forced all of us to think more critically about the policy decisions that we 
have made, for example the ones mentioned about admissions, and that is 
disruptive in some sense. I don’t think its going to completely upend the way we 
work, but it will change the details o f the kinds o f people we interact with (R#l).

The corporate respondent mentioned the international competition and the STEM

qualified foreign students able to meet the corporate job skills requirements.

On the coasts you have the international population coming in and they are 
taking the best jobs because they are educated with those skills and we aren’t 
doing it, but we should be. More o f our men and women coming out o f high 
school should be pursuing STEM degrees instead of liberal arts degrees (R#3).

Addressing the question o f the future o f MOOCs and the disruption leading to

deconstruction o f multiple paradigms o f traditional higher education or traditional higher

education deconstructing MOOCs as we know them today, garnered unanimous

agreement as a permanent agent o f change.

Universities are already tiered, and because they are there will always be a 
desire for something to differentiate the top tiers from the lower tiers, and people 
will always pay more for the branding —  the top tier name associated with the 
degree. The lower tier graduate may not become the CEO of a major corporation 
(R#l).

MOOCs of the future are likely to be subject to tiering as traditional higher education 

alternatives have been. They are lacking stratification indicators due to their newness and 

dissimilarity to traditional higher education, but this is a probable outcome o f the thrust to 

credential MOOCs, and to articulate them within a degree-granting program.
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An industry-wide standard is a need —  how do you discern a quality 
MOOC? I think your going to see third party providers and third party validators. 
There’s a whole niche right there for companies to step in and say “we will help 
you bridge this gap, we will independently authenticate your curriculum or the 
students that are graduating from your certificates...I think there is really rich data 
for groups to mature there. This is the most exciting thing I’ve been involved with 
my entire career.. .1 am so excited about the future o f education in both camps, 
this is a very exciting and fun thing to be a part o f (R#3).

A tacitly different perspective was offered by respondent #4.

I think that you will see things like more MOOCs, for better or for worse.
I think that the more that happens the more people are going to be concerned 
about quality and if younger students are really ready in terms o f maturity to 
succeed in a largely online setting. I am not sure any of them are. And o f course 
there will be worries about how this effects the attractiveness o f the teaching 
profession, so I think that these are societal issues to be worked out and I am not 
even going to attempt it.. .1 think that really the potential for success is on the 
non-credit side because more people will be interested in that —  not as many 
exams, homework etc .. .what they want instead of a degree prescription (R#4).

Commenting on the future o f MOOCS specific to the organizations they

represent, a similarity o f thought surfaced in goals to continuously educate and validate

those already in the work force with an established relationship with the respective

organizations. This is not a replacement of a degree but an alternative to ongoing

professional development as it pertains to the current force o f employees, however, the

future o f alternative credentialing has the potential to disrupt the prestige of the higher

education degree further illustrating the theme: higher education degree prestige v.

lifelong learning record.

If your not a life-long learner and constantly changing then its probably 
time to sit in the rocking chair on the porch. At [partner organization] we’re 
teaching in house. We know that 90% of what folks learn they learn informally -  
read a book, experimentation, with a mentor, whatever. It doesn’t typically 
happen on the job within the company, so we’re starting up a personal learning 
environment that brings in any type o f informal learning that is valuable to the 
company or to the employee, whether it is mentoring or some kind of self paced 
thing they did on their own, and we will be able to track that using the latest 
standards with the learning records store (R#3).
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Respondent #1 spoke o f life-long affiliation with ones alma mater as a source of 

continual professional development. Note that the Research-1 MOOC program does not 

target alternative credentialing but rather a life-long learning opportunity; a continuum of 

learning preserving the significance and relevance o f the institution in the future o f their 

graduates.

A part of our institutional plan centers around life-long learning. MOOC 
technology allows you to create something that lives for many years after you 
have created it - imagine that anyone who graduates with our degree is now 
guaranteed the ability to take a course every year for the rest o f your life. We can 
suddenly afford to do that whereas we could not before. That is truly 
transformative -  graduating from [Research-1 institution] means you have direct 
access to the material we are going to create in 15 years when you need to make a 
sudden change in your career. You can start planning those changes in a 
meaningful way as opposed to reaching a fork in the road and having to make an 
uninformed snap decision in a couple o f days, and so we are creating a continuum 
of learning (R# 1).

Pappano (2012) suggested that free courses offer the best o f higher education to 

anyone in the world, even in the most places, helping people in their careers, and 

globalizing intellectual and personal networks. The MOOC masters degree program is 

fulfilling this in part but they cannot exist alone. The Research-1 institution, aware o f the 

global influence possible in the future, sees themselves as part of collective effort toward 

social growth in the education o f those disadvantaged by cost and geographic constraints.

We like these kinds o f interviews because we take it as a personal and 
institutional responsibility to share the lessons learned. If  this is going to be truly 
successful for students overall, then we cannot be the only ones in the game 
(R#l).

The possibilities may be open to higher education globally in the near future, a 

progression on the continuum from MOOCs as a platform to MOOCs as a movement.

Students investing in [Research-1 institution] are doing so to provide them 
with a fundamental basis for a career. Why shouldn’t we invest back in them to
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make sure they are career capable for an entire life-time. Last year we reached 30 
non-degree seeking students across 11 countries in this way, not for degrees put 
for the acquisition o f knowledge, so companies and employees globally are 
concerned with staying current (R#l).

Continuing the discussion of MOOCs as a movement and the implications o f 

sustaining a global network of students seeking higher education credit, respondent #1 

spoke of his personal efforts to build a student services network of support for the MOOC 

of massive proportions planned for the future.

Since November I have had two trips to Africa and many other places — 
five in three days. The goal there is to build connections with other places around 
the world where having access to a degree program like this might be locally 
useful. We want to reach out to the entire world, and we want to accept everyone 
who is capable; we are finding them and trying to build connections (R#l).

The educational theories of social constructivism (Vygotsky, 1978) and

connectivism (Siemens, 2004) bring to bear an awareness of the importance of

networking in the learning process, particularly with remote learning. While social

learning theory is not a new idea, the associated caveats of social contextualization,

personal experiences, observations, and peer interactions are expanded from local to

global contexts via the MOOC phenomenon. Weis and Christensen (2014) hold that one

of the three value propositions of traditional higher education is social growth. Note the

growing pains combined with the excitement of the potential of this progression toward

the MOOC program as a global outreach.

One of the ways we know people are succeeding at this program so far is 
the building o f a social network —  these relationships we are building around the 
world are centered on finding partners locally who can provide the physical and 
social infrastructure for local students. This is not known but is an important 
outcome of this process and highlights one of the great potentials o f programs like 
this —  to reach people who otherwise could not have access to programs o f this 
quality. We are being realistic about the local support necessary for people to be 
successful in this program (R#l).
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Researching the disruptive innovation impact on social growth, Christensen, Bauman, 

Ruggles, and Sadtler (2006) determined that real social change happens because catalytic 

innovations such as MOOCs bring to the market place low cost, simple, and useful 

services precluded by traditional social sector organizations such as higher education, 

whereas most social investments maintain the status quo.

Summary

Successful pedagogical, credit-bearing, and revenue generation integration 

measures o f the Research-1 MOOC masters degree program are currently at varying 

degrees o f adaptation and integration. Based upon the fact that pedagogically the MOOC 

masters program is not a new program but rather a different means o f offering an existing 

program, integration and adaptation is optimal with a concentration o f assessment 

measures continuing in the innovation phase. Credit-bearing concerns where largely 

addressed early on and worked out prior to implementation, resting squarely on the 

approved credentials o f the traditional online existing program. As the MOOC program 

expands and becomes truly massive, and new credit-bearing programs are created with a 

global outreach, accrediting bodies will be forced to continue to respond to preserve the 

historic credential-granting monopoly of higher education institutions. Alternative means 

o f accreditation threaten disruption o f this strong-hold o f higher education suggesting that 

market competition will drive the innovation of adaptive requisites o f accreditation.

Revenue generation, similar to assessment measures, remains an area of 

exploration and adaptation with an innovative user agreement already producing an 

auxiliary revenue stream. Alumni ongoing learning initiatives, and archived course 

materials allow affordable services for life-long learning never fiscally possible before.
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Broadening the time constraints o f student services in this fashion disrupts the barrier of 

matriculation allowing accessibility to ongoing education. Furthermore, the global 

context o f MOOCs geographically broadens the scope of the MOOC program and 

institutional influence hitherto impossible.

Proliferating at a fast rate via the speed afforded by the information age, the 

shrinking life o f knowledge, the reactionary demand for ongoing professional 

development to stay current in this continually changing context, and the research and 

development of MOOCs to reach this demand in a credentialed format substantiate the 

disruptive force examined in this case study. Employing the deconstructive approach to 

data analysis, a review of its tenants is appropriate:

The very meaning and mission o f deconstruction is to show that things -  
texts, institutions, traditions, societies, beliefs, and practices o f whatever size and 
sort you need-do not have definable meanings and determinable missions, that 
they are always more than any mission would impose, that they exceed the 
boundaries they currently occupy” (Caputo, 1997, p. 31).

The deconstructed middle as posed by Figure 1 in chapter three, facilitates an

understanding of MOOCs as a platform deconstructing some processes such as tuition,

revenue generation, curriculum delivery, geographical constraints, and assessment.

MOOCs as a movement, however, carry a fundamental philosophical change whereby

higher education could change as a social service with a global outreach surpassing

disruption and ultimately deconstructing existing paradigms of higher education,

“exceeding the boundaries they now occupy” (Caputo, 1997, p 31).



CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Massive open online courses (MOOCs) are the fastest growing segment o f higher 

education (Mackness, Waite, Roberts & Lovegrove, 2013; Parhami, 2013; Schwartz, 

2013) representing far more than just an incremental change as MOOCs have 

exponentially expanded the capabilities of online education. The market thrust, which is 

amplifying and intensifying the MOOC phenomenon (Hill, 2012a), is driven in part by 

accessibility and affordability, bringing to bear a new higher education option, and 

thereby bypassing geographical and affordability constraints o f traditional higher 

education. The replacement value of MOOCs as alternative credentialed courses to 

traditional credited higher education courses poses a dilemma. The purpose o f this body 

of research is to report findings from the investigation o f a Research-1 public institution 

100% MOOC for-credit graduate degree program, and the integration and adaptation 

measures required within the context o f traditional paradigms. The research was 

conducted through the theoretical lens o f disruptive innovation theory. Christensen, 

Aaron and Clark (2001, pp. 13-14) have formulated three questions to test the disruptive 

quotient:

1. Does the innovation target customers who in the past haven’t been able to do 

something themselves for lack of money or skills?

2. Is the innovation aimed at customers who will be delighted to have a simple product?

85
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3. Will the innovation help customers do more easily and effectively what they are 

already trying to do?

A case study was conducted to gather data on the creation and implementation of 

the MOOC masters degree. The case study included document analysis, interviews with 

the key executive, administrative, and operational personnel o f the MOOC program, and 

an interview with a partner organization administrative executive. The results brought to 

light a fundamental divide in the use of MOOCs apart from the credit-bearing and non

credit bearing divide already evident in the literature.

Discussion of Major Findings 

In the most general terms, preponderance of MOOCs as a movement capable of 

producing an alternate means o f credentialing, and facilitating work-force preparation, 

comprises the MOOC related research and development goals o f the partner 

organizations. In synch with the shrinking life o f knowledge, and the need for continual 

development of a qualified work force, MOOCs as a movement re-examine the existing 

paradigms o f higher education as the traditional pathway of career preparation. The 

inherent class system that tiers the prospective employee as a product of the caliber of 

their education, and the associated branding of the institution is somewhat alleviated by a 

MOOC pathway o f skills development as opposed to higher education. While the tiering 

of higher education institutions exists because there is a persistent desire for it to 

continue, STEM field preparation via alternate means of qualifications is within the 

purview of the corporate partner organizations. Inherent in the MOOC movement is an 

alternative, correlating set of standards to the standards of the accrediting bodies of 

higher education institutions. It is noteworthy that while the revenue system, curricular
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delivery systems, communal campus living, and assessment system are, and will likely 

continue to be disrupted, and thereby deconstructed for global management o f massive 

numbers o f students, the measure of competency, and the credential granting upon 

demonstration of mastery, remain correlated to the standards currently governing higher 

education.

MOOCs as a platform with the capability o f expanding to a movement managed 

by higher education, comprises the research and development emphasis o f the MOOC 

masters degree key personnel. While currently the Research-1 program is not truly 

massive, it is the goal o f the institution that it becomes a true massively open, online, for- 

credit, graduate program, impeded at this time only by the lack o f a sustainable 

automated means o f assessment that satisfies the requisites o f accreditation. Moving 

from a platform to a movement philosophy, the MOOC masters program is intended to 

reach every single qualified applicant. “Our open means that anyone we believe can 

succeed will have the opportunity.. .this is actually profound and radical in and o f itself 

(R #l).”

The five major themes identified through the data collection were:

Theme: MOOCs as a platform v. MOOCs as a movement 

Theme: Higher education credentialing v. alternative credentialing 

Theme: Higher education, MOOC provider, corporate sponsor power share v. autonomy 

of higher education 

Theme: Higher education degree prestige v. lifelong learning record 

Theme: Student selection and student services in traditional paradigm v. MOOC 

paradigm
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The data indicate that MOOCs are a platform with definable disruptive potential, 

but MOOCs as a movement have tremendous disruptive potential, will logically give rise 

to alternative credentialing, and the direct involvement o f corporations in the research, 

development, and use o f MOOCs to secure a supply-line o f qualified employees. In the 

case o f the corporate partner organization, the opportunity to weed out potential 

candidates from low-potential candidates for rise in the company via the MOOC masters 

program is made available through corporate sponsorship o f the MOOC program. The 

triangulation of the MOOC provider, corporate sponsor, and Rsearch-1 institution is itself 

a disruption anecdote to the solidarity o f higher education institutions as the sole 

proprietors of higher education degree-based credentialing, giving way to social growth 

in a global context in what is hoped will be a more equitable distribution of higher 

education opportunities. The greatest disruption and deconstruction o f current higher 

education paradigms will be the place o f the university in the global, MOOC enabled, 

duplicitous credential environment of the future.

Conclusions

Continuation in 2014 as the fastest growing segment o f higher education (Brooks, 

2012; Mackness, Wiate, Roberts & Lovegrove, 2013; Parhami, 2013; Schwartz, 2013), 

MOOCs are an outgrowth of the open course wares movement (OCW) and the open 

educational resources movement (OEW)(Liyanagunawardena, Adams & Williams, 2013; 

Rhoades, Berdan & Toven-Lindsey, 2013). Distinguishable by their core features of 

massiveness, scalability, openness, and total reliance on automation for management of 

unpredictable enrollments, MOOCs as a movement represent a leap rather than an 

incremental change, exponentially expanding the parameters o f online education outside



89

of the barrier o f credit-bearing constraints. As non-credit bearing courses, MOOCs run a 

gamut o f pedagogical formatting from the traditional cognitive-behaviorist approach to 

connectivism and reliance upon mlearning networks never before possible. Not 

circumscribed by space, resource, and requisites of accreditation, connectivism MOOCs 

(cMOOCs) reside in the movement domain o f the MOOC phenomenon, but do not 

constitute a singular disruptive force to higher education credentialing. The potential for 

alternative measures of credentialing correlated to existing requisites o f accreditation 

could apprehend the potential o f cMOOCs to compete with traditional behaviorist based 

higher education. This future capability is of interest to the corporate sponsor.

MOOCs as a platform do not constitute a leap in online education as traditional 

higher education institutions have for quite some time offered courses for free or very 

nominal fees on the world-wide web. These courses usually follow the cognitive- 

behaviorist models o f the face-to-face formats from which they were extrapolated, and as 

such they do not portend to assess students for credit-granting purposes. They too are not 

circumscribed by space and resource constraints. Based on their traditional course 

ancestry and the inherent accreditation features, behaviorist MOOCs targeted for 

assessment automation, and housed within an accredited program, contain the greatest 

disruptive potential. Indeed, the combined thrust of sky rocketing higher education costs, 

accessibility demands worldwide, technological infrastructures, and research and 

development o f alternative credentialing measures are converging in what interview 

respondent #3 called “the perfect storm.” The aggregate force is a disruption. This 

disruption will likely constitute the deconstruction of higher education filiopietistic 

paradigms as assessment automation, accrediting requirements, and localized support
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systems facilitate and enable the MOOC for-credit market thrust to become a for-credit 

MOOC movement. Applying the agility o f competency-based higher education and the 

low-stakes automated assessment features, MOOCs that evolve from cognitive- 

behaviorist, non-credit bearing courses to MOOCs for-credit will likely employ this 

modality o f assessment, allowing the safeguard of variety and multiplication of 

opportunities for testing students mastery o f curricular content.

Chapter one stated that the American system of higher education appears to be on 

the brink o f change o f historic proportions fostered in part by revolutionary technological 

advancements, declining governmental support, and a new and pervasive political and 

economic philosophy (Bass, 2012; King & Sen, 2013; Selingo, 2013). Identified by many 

as the ideology o f neoliberalism, Stickland (2009, p. 1) has reduced this ideology to 

simple terms as it has progressed in higher education from “learning to learn, to learning 

earn, and finally learning to consume.” The evidence that traditional university programs 

are being unbundled in terms of their function as the sole provider o f credentialed higher 

education, with a direct end game of market ready skills has validity in the context o f this 

case study. The infusion of “economic rationality” (Saunders, 2010, p. 54) into the 

American higher education has resulted in fundamental shifts in the philosophy of higher 

education as a societal good to be funded from public coffers, and new affordable 

MOOCs are providing an alternative to the student loan burden now incumbent on the 

student in the aftermath of the higher education divestment trend. This market thrust 

combined with increased availability and alternative credentialing is driving the research 

and development of MOOCs for-credit. The neoliberal tenet responsible for a general 

divestment in social institutions (Levin, 2005; Levin, 2006) as discussed in chapter one
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thrusting the cost onto the student has heightened the consumerist ethic as students 

behave more like customers, and higher education has become the provider o f the 

commodity (Wueste & Fishman, 2009). This reflects the philosophical change touted by 

many to be the result o f the pervasive, creeping ideology o f neoliberalism (Baez, 2007; 

Giroux, 2004; Harman, 2007; Saunders, 2010; Strickland, 2009). It is noteworthy that the 

Research-1 institution has sustained its position of student services as opposed to 

customer services, however, the need to harden this line of demarcation bears witness to 

this consumerist mentality.

As neoliberalism has crept steadily into the fiber of society simultaneously and 

philosophically setting the stage for the defunding o f higher education (Levidow, 2005), 

colleges and universities have been compelled to exercise the connections between the 

private and public sectors to generate new revenue streams (Giroux, 2004; Slaughter & 

Rhoades, 2004; Strickland, 2009). This case study has shown evidence o f this predicted 

revenue diversification, but it has also brought to light an opportunity to create course 

venues for returning alumni to update their skills and knowledge in an way that hitherto 

has not been fiscally possible. This expansion in the capabilities of the university may be 

an indication of the new place of the university in the MOOC enabled higher education 

environment of the future, a place o f non-geographically restricted, life-long learning as 

opposed to the term limits of a degree in a traditional paradigm, deferring, displacing, and 

deconstructing traditional paradigms.
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Implications

Relinquishing traditional notions o f higher education modalities, confronting 

filiopietistic, romanticized notions of traditional higher education, and steadfastly 

committing to the research and development of MOOCs as the future of higher education, 

and the appropriate counterpart to the future career platforms o f aspiring students and 

professionals seeking to stay abreast of ever changing job demands, is becoming self 

evident. This is not to say that it is simultaneously being recognized. In order to remain 

a viable contender in the higher education economy, colleges and universities globally 

desiring to remain on the cutting edge o f higher education are faced with the dilemma of 

developing MOOCs that are viable given the requisites o f accreditation, and constraints 

of student management systems. Ever mindful o f tiering and institutional branding, 

sustaining innovation efforts, which update and improve existing practice, present a safe 

pathway, and reinforce the belief that necessary updating and innovation are underway 

rendering the respective institution immune to disruption. It is against this very 

backdrop, however, that disruptive innovation finds fertile ground bringing to bear a 

product and/or service that is inferior to the one that currently exists, unmasked by tokens 

of elitism, and therefore seemingly not a viable threat, but addressing the affordability 

and accessibility frustration of aspiring higher education students. Higher education 

literature proliferates with affordability and accessibility discussions substantiating the 

inroad o f disruptive opportunity. MOOCs for credit, and MOOCs offering alternative 

credentialing are poised to disrupt and deconstruct the traditional pathway o f higher 

education as the preparation for the professional job market.
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Recommendations for Further Research 

Still in their infancy as credit-bearing alternatives to traditional higher education, 

MOOCs are ripe for research in a number of categories. Credit-bearing contingencies of 

assessment automation, and localized support for globalized students, constitute two 

areas o f research o f critical importance to the entire MOOC-for-credit movement, and are 

therefore foundational to other research considerations. Once MOOCs for-credit become 

integrated higher education options embedded in the university system, and subordinate 

to requisites o f accreditation, FERPA compliance, online ethics, and regulatory 

governance will require re-examination and new policies. Democratic social growth in 

the global higher education economy will require research. Language and cultural 

dispositions inherent in the courses from the course creators launched in a multicultural 

arena may skew performance results of participants, making epistemology research in the 

MOOC arena o f vital importance.

Data mining of MOOC participants for whom FERPA protection should be 

extended will require close monitoring. Moreover, the depth and detail o f student 

performance given the 100% technological conduit of curricular delivery and student 

performance provides unparalleled data for sustaining innovation o f MOOCs, however 

simultaneously creating a new category of academic identity theft. Human subject 

protection rights and legal compliance will likely rise to the top o f research agendas 

where MOOC crediting endeavors proliferate.

Alternative credentialing that correlates and competes with higher education 

credentialing is already underway and is supported by industry staffing needs. STEM
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based skill sets are in demand and give rise to STEM based MOOCs as the likely 

frontrunner in MOOC for-credit research and development.

Liberal arts curriculum does not lend itself to MOOC for-credit programming, as 

divergent thinking and creative thought are not easily automated for assessment. 

Convergent thinking, which constitutes the core o f STEM curriculum, will likely set the 

bar for assessment automation. Adaptation of these measures to divergent thinking 

assessment may be a future category o f research, with a very tangible byproduct of a 

student management system capable of sustaining massive enrollments. How massively 

scaled student management systems will handle admissions, integration o f traditional and 

MOOC credits, degree granting, records, transcript generation, and assessment are areas 

o f unanswered questions making them ideal for future research.

Lastly, the higher education professoriate world-wide may be used in a much 

different way as MOOCs for-credit require localized support for globally delivered 

courses, providing a new field o f endeavor and redefining the autonomy of the professor. 

Research into the realignment of the propagation of knowledge and the role o f the 

professor will require research and development imminently.

Summary

The purpose of this case study was to examine the deconstructed discourses o f a 

MOOC-for-credit, degree-granting program to understand the disrupted paradigms, and 

the resulting new paradigms within the bounded system o f a Research-1 public 

institution. Document analyses and interviews were conducted to gamer rich, thick data 

on the adaptation and integration measures employed by the site institution to launch a 

100% MOOC for-credit, graduate, degree-granting program. Interview respondents were
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asked a set o f pre-approved questions stemming from the research questions about the 

measures taken to create and implement the program, now in its third semester of 

operation. Additionally, respondents were asked to make an educated prediction on the 

degree o f disruption to higher education in the future, and the extent to which they 

thought deconstruction would occur.

Responses varied depending on the role in the MOOC project, organizational 

affiliation, interest, and involvement in future higher education endeavors apart from 

professional alliances. The degree of disruption, the extent of deconstruction, and the 

affect on higher education collectively garnered differing opinions. Respondents were 

unanimously aligned on the ongoing and escalating nature o f MOOCs for-credit, and 

MOOCs apart from credit or degree-seeking motives.

At the time o f this writing, the MOOC for-credit, graduate degree granting 

program, partnered with a MOOC provider and corporate sponsor is in its second year o f 

operation, and third year since inception. The amplification, and intensification of 

interest in the MOOC program was reported as quite high by all o f the interview 

respondents, and the integrity of reporting on the program was stressed as a condition. 

Every effort has been made to honor the exact words and intent o f meaning in the 

collected data by the researcher.



REFERENCES

Amherst College Mission Statement. Retrieved from https://www.amherst.edu 
/aboutamherst/facts/mission

Aoun, Joseph. “A shakeup of higher education,” The Boston Globe, November 17,2012, 
accessed online on February 2,2013 at http://www.bostonglobe.com/opinion 
education/Wi5FQz2JYstDnYDlUaUfdI/story.html

Armellini, A., Salmon, G., & Hawkridge, D. (2009). The Carpe Diem journey: Designing 
for learning transformation. Retrieved from http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/ 
resources/detail/leamingandtech/transforming_he_through_technology_enhanced 

learning

Armstrong, L. (2012). Coursera and MITx: Sustaining or disruptive? Retrieved at 
http://www.changinghighereducation.com/2012/08/courser-.html

Aronowitz, S. (2000). The knowledge factory: Dismantling the corporate university and 
creating true higher learning. Boston: Beacon Press.

Astin, A. W., & Oseguera, L. (2004). The declining" equity" o f American higher 
education. The Review o f  Higher Education, 27(3), 321-341.

Auletta, K. (2012). Get Rich U. The New Yorker, 38-47. Retrieved at
http://southasiainitiative.harvard.edu/website/wp- content/uploads 
/2012/08/Get_Rich_U_The_New_Yorker.pdf

Bady, A. (2013). The MOOC moment and the end o f reform, thenewinquiry. com.

Baez, B. (2007, November). Neoliberalism in higher education. Paper presented at the 
meeting o f the association for the Study of Higher Education, Louisville, KY.

Baggaley, J. (2013). MOOC rampant. Distance Education, 34(3), 368-378

Baggaley, J. (2014). MOOCS: digesting the facts. Distance Education, 35(2), 159-163

Balakrishnan, G., & Coetzee, D. (2013). Predicting student retention in massive open 
online courses using hidden markov models (Research Report No. UCB/EECS- 
2013-109). Retrieved from Electrical Engineering and Computer Sciences, 
University o f California at Berkeley: http://www.eecs.berkely.edu 
/Pubs/T echRpts/2013/EECS-2013-109.html

96

https://www.amherst.edu
http://www.bostonglobe.com/opinion
http://www.heacademy.ac.uk/
http://www.changinghighereducation.com/2012/08/courser-.html
http://southasiainitiative.harvard.edu/website/wp-
http://www.eecs.berkely.edu


97

Balch, T. (2013). About MOOC Completion Rates: The Importance o f Student 
Investment. Retrieved at http://augmentedtrader.wordpress.com 
/2013/01 /06/abouMooc-completion-rates-the-importance-of-investment/

Barber, M., Donnelly, K., Rizvi, S., & Summers, L. (2013). An Avalanche is Coming. 
Higher Education and the Revolution Ahead, 1PPR2013, Pearson Publications.

Bass, R. (2012). Disrupting Ourselves: The Problem of Learning in Higher Education. 
Educause Review, 47(2).

Bell, F. (2011). Connectivism: Its place in theory-informed research and innovation in 
technology-enabled learning. The International Review o f  Research in Open and 
Distance Learning, 72(3), 98-118.

Bok, D. (2006). Our underachieving colleges: A candid look at how much students learn 
and why they should be learning more. Princeton University Press.

Bok, D. C. (2013). The ambiguous role o f money in higher education. Chronicle o f  
Higher Education, 59(45), A28-A29.

Bowen, W. G. (October 2012). The Cost Disease in Higher Education: Is Technology the 
Answer? Tanner Lecture I presented at Stanford University, Stanford, California.

Breakwell, N. & Cassidy, D. (2013). Surviving the avalanche: improving retention in 
M O O C’s. Unpublished manuscript, Hibernia College, Dublin, Ireland.

Bridge, M. (2013) Get a Harvard degree from your home, The Times, October 5, 2013.

Brooks, D. “The Campus Tsunami,” The New York Times, May 3,2012, accessed online 
at January 4, 2013 on http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/04/opinion/brooks-the- 
campus-tsunami.html?=0

Brown, N. (2013). MOOCs and Community Colleges. Inside Higher Ed. Retrieved from 
http://wwwinsidehighered.com/views/2013/05/13/essay-community-colleges-and- 
moocs

Bryant, M. T. (2004) The Portable Dissertation Advisor. (California: Corwin Press, 
2004).

Caputo, J. D. (1997). Deconstruction in a nutshell: A conversation with Jacques Derrida. 
New York: Fordham University Press.

Chea, T. (2013, March 18). More colleges offering MOOCs but doubts on completion 
persist. Community College Week, 25(16).

Chemesky, F. (2014). Massive Possibilities? A Forum on MOOCs. Academic Questions, 
27(3), 309.

http://augmentedtrader.wordpress.com
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/05/04/opinion/brooks-the-
http://wwwinsidehighered.com/views/2013/05/13/essay-community-colleges-and-


98

Christensen, C. M., Aaron, S., & Clark, W. (2002). Improving higher education through 
disruption. In The Internet and the university: 2001 Forum (pp. 19-44).

Christensen, C. M., Baumann, H., Ruggles, R., & Sadtler, T. M. (2006). Disruptive 
innovation for social change. Harvard business review, 84(12), 94.

Christensen, C. M., & Eyring, H. J. (2011). The innovative university.

Christensen, C.M., & Henry, E. (2011). The Innovative University: Changing the DNA 
of Higher Education from the Inside Out. New York: Jossey-Bass.

Christensen, C.M., Horn, M.B., & Johnson, C.W. (2008). Disrupting class: How
disruptive innovation will change the way the world learns (Vol. 98). New York: 
Mcgraw-Hill.

Clarke, T. (2013). The advance of the MOOCs (massive open online courses): The
impending globalisation o f business education?. Education & Training, 55(4-5), 
403-413.

Clow, D. (2013, April). MOOCs and the funnel o f participation. In: Proceedings o f  the 
Third International Conference on Learning Analytics and Knowledge (pp. 185- 
189). ACM.

Collini, S. (2012). What are universities for?. Penguin UK.

Conrad, R. M., & Donaldson, J. A. (2012). Continuing to Engage the Online Learner: 
More Activities and Resources fo r  Creative Instruction (Vol. 35). John Wiley & 
Sons.

Cortez, N. (2014). REGULATING DISRUPTIVE INNOVATION. Berkeley Technology 
Law Journal, 29(1), 175-228.

Coursera. (2013, January 9). Introducing Signature track. Retrieved from 
http://blog.coursera.org/post/40080531667/signaturetrack

Creswell, J. W. (2007). Qualitative inquiry & research and design: choosing among five 
approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Crotty, M. (1998). The foundations o f  social research: Meaning and perspective in the 
research process. Sage.

Cusumano, M.A. (2013). Are the Costst o f Free Too High in Online Education?.
Communications o f the ACM, 56(4), 26-29. doi: 10.1145/2436256.2436264

Daniel, J. (2012). Making sense of MOOCs: Musings in a maze o f myth, paradox and 
possibility. Journal o f  Interactive Media in Education, 3.

http://blog.coursera.org/post/40080531667/signaturetrack


99

Daradoumis, T., Bassi, R., Xhafa, F., & Caballe, S. (2013, October). A review on
massive e-leaming (MOOC) design, delivery and assessment. In P2P, Parallel, 
Grid, Cloud and Internet Computing (3PGCIC), 2013 Eighth International 
Conference on (pp. 208-213). IEEE.

Dellarocas, C., & van Alstyne, M. (2013). Money models for MOOCs. Communications 
o f  the ACM, 56(8), 25-28.

Deneen, P. J. (2013). We’re All to Blame for MOOCS. The Chronicle o f  Higher
Education. Retrieved from: http://chronicle.com/article/Were-All-to-Blame-for- 
MOOCs/139519

Dennen, V. P., & Chauhan, A. (2013, September). Shall We MOOC? A SWOT Analysis 
at the Program Level. In MOOCs FORUM  (Vol. 1, No. P, pp. 17-21). 140 
Huguenot Street, 3rd Floor New Rochelle, NY 10801 USA: Mary Ann Liebert, 
Inc. doi: 10.1089/mooc.2013.0008

Dennis, M. (2012). The impact of MOOCs on higher education. College and University, 
M(n2), 24-30.

Derrida, J. (1993). Structure, sign, and play in the discourse o f the human sciences. A 
postmodern reader, 223-242.

de Waard, I., Abajian, S., Gallagher, M. S., Hogue, R., Keskin, N., Koutropoulos, A., & 
Rodriguez, O. C. (2011). Using mLeaming and MOOCs to understand chaos, 
emergence, and complexity in education. The International Review o f  Research in 
Open and Distance Learning, 12(1), 94-115.

Downes, S. (2005, December 22). An introduction to connective knowledge. Retrieved 
from http://www.downes.ca/cgi_bin/page.cgi7postK33034

Downes, S. (2008). Places to go: Connectivism & connective knowledge. Innovate, 5(1). 
Retrieved from http://www.innovateonline.info/index.php?view=article&id=668

Dumenil, G., & Levy, D. (2005). The neoliberal (counter-) revolution. In A Saad-Filho
& D. Johnston (Eds.), Neoliberalism: A critical reader (pp. 9-19). Ann Arbor, MI: 
Pluto Press.

Enwald, M. (2004). Displacements o f  Deconstruction-The Deconstruction o f  Metaphysics 
o f  Presence, Meaning, Subject and Method. Tampere University Press.

Ess, C. (2003). Liberal arts and distance education: Can Socratic virtue and Confucius’ 
exemplary person be taught online?. Arts and Humanities in Higher Education, 
2(2), 117-137.

Excerpts From a Letter to Harvard’s Michael Sandel From the Philosophy Department at 
San Jose State University (2013). Chronicle of Higher Education, 59(35), A4.

http://chronicle.com/article/Were-All-to-Blame-for-
http://www.downes.ca/cgi_bin/page.cgi7postK33034
http://www.innovateonline.info/index.php?view=article&id=668


100

Exline, L. (2013). Revolutionizing higher education: an analysis o f  massive open online 
courses in popular media (Doctoral dissertation, Humboldt State University).

Fain, P. (2009). Gordon Gee Says Colleges Face Reinvention or Extinction. Chronicle o f  
Higher Education. Retrieved from http://chronicle.com/article/Gordon-Gee-Says- 
Colleges-Face/1515

Falk, A. (2012, August 12). In Defense o f the Living, Breathing Professor. Wall Street 
Journal. Retrieved from http://online.wsj.com/article

Fishman, R. (2013). State U online. New America Foundation, 33.

Flynn, J. T. (2013). MOOCs: Disruptive innovation and the future of higher education. 
Christian Education Journal, 149-162.

Friedman, T. (2013). The professors’ big stage. New York Times, 5(03).

Gardner, L. & Young, J.R. (2013). California Considers Credit for MOOCs. (Cover 
story). Chronicle O f Higher Education, 59(28), A2-A4.

Geiger, R. L., & Heller, D. E. (2011). Financial Trends in Higher Education: The United 
States. Peking University Education Review, 1.

Gibbs, L. (2012a). Yes, Plagiarism: How Sad is That? Retrieved at http://
couserafantasy.blogspot.kr/2012/08/y es-plagiarism-how-sad-is-that.html

Gibbs, L. (2012b). Peer Feedback: The Good, the Bad and the Ugly. Retrieved
athttp://courserafantasy.blogspot.ca/2012/08/peer-feedback-good-bad-and-
ugly.html

Gidwani, N. (2013, July, 8). Opinion: What MOOCs can learn from the publishing
industry. Retrieved from https://www.edsurge.eom/n/2013-07-08-opinion-what- 
moocs-can-leam-from-the-publishing-industry

Giroux, H.A. (2004). Public Pedagogy and the Politics o f Neo-liberalism: making the 
political more pedagogical. Policy Features in Education, 2(1 &3), 494-503.

Glance, D. G., Forsey, M., & Riley, M. (2013). The pedagogical foundations o f massive 
open online courses. First Monday, 18(5).

Graham, G. (2012). How the Embrace o f MOOCs Could Hurt Middle America. 
Chronicle o f  Higher Education, 59(6). B22-B23.

Greenburg, M. (2004). A university is not a business (and other fantasies). Educause 
Review, 39, 10-17.

Hanushek, E. A. (1989). Expenditures, efficiency, and equity in education: The federal 
government's role. The American Economic Review, 79(2), 46-51.

http://chronicle.com/article/Gordon-Gee-Says-
http://online.wsj.com/article
http://courserafantasy.blogspot.ca/2012/08/peer-feedback-good-bad-and-
https://www.edsurge.eom/n/2013-07-08-opinion-what-


101

Harasim, L. (2012). Learning theories and online technologies, 171.

Harden, N. The End of the University as We Know it, The American Interest
(January/February 2013), accessed on February 2, 2013 at http://www.the- 
american- interest.com/article.cfm?piece=l352

Harman, C. (2008). Theorizing neoliberalism. International Socialism, 117. Retrieved 
February 19,2013 from http://www.isj.org.uk/index.php?id=399&issue=l 17.

Haywood, J. (2012, July 20). No such thing as a free MOOC. Retrieved from 
http://www.jisc.ac.uk/blog/no-such-thing-as-a-free-mooc/

Hazelkom, E. (2013). How Rankings are Reshaping Higher Education. Dublin Institute 
o f Technology. Dublin, Ireland.

Hill, D., & Kumar, R. (2009). Global Neoliberalism and education and its consequences. 
Routledge Studies in Education and Neoliberalism (3). Routledge: London.

Hill, P. (2012a). Four barriers that MOOCs must overcome to become a sustainable 
model. Retrieved from http://mfeldstein.com/four-barriers-that-moocs-must- 
overcome-tobecome-sustainable-model/

Hill, P. (2012b). Online Educational Delivery Models: A Descriptive View, Educause 
Review, 47(6), 84-86.

Hop, R. & Hill, A. (2008). Connectivism: Learning Theory of the Future or Vestige of 
the Past?. International Review o f  Research in Open and Distance learning,
9((3), 1-13.

Horn, M.B., (2014). Move Over MOOCs, I t ’s Online, Competency Time. Retrieved from 
http://www.christenseninstitute.org/move-over-moocs-its-onlie-competency-time/

Hu, H. (2013). MOOC Migration. Diverse: Issues In Higher Education, 30(4), 10-11.

Irvine, M. (2004-2011). Derrida/Deconstruction: Seminar Notes. Tracing Derrida, Post- 
Structuralism, and Deconstruction. Archives of irvinem@georgetown.edu. 
Retrieved from http://www9.georgetown.edu/faculty/irvinem/theory/Derrida- 
Deconstruction-Notes.html

James, K. (1969). The Holy Bible. Luke Kodanko.

Johnson, T., Wisniewski, M. A., & Kuhlemeyer, G. (2012, March). Technology adoption 
in higher education: Overcoming anxiety through faculty bootcamp. Journal o f  
Asynchronous Learning Networks, 76(n2), 63-72.

Johnstone, D. B. (2002). Response to Austerity: The imperatives and limitations o f
revenue diversification in Higher Education. Faculty of Education, Hong Kong 
Institute of Educational Research, The Chinese University o f Hong Kong.

http://www.the-
http://www.isj.org.uk/index.php?id=399&issue=l
http://www.jisc.ac.uk/blog/no-such-thing-as-a-free-mooc/
http://mfeldstein.com/four-barriers-that-moocs-must-
http://www.christenseninstitute.org/move-over-moocs-its-onlie-competency-time/
mailto:irvinem@georgetown.edu
http://www9.georgetown.edu/faculty/irvinem/theory/Derrida-


102

Johnstone, D. B. (2013). US Public Universities in an Era o f Continuing Austerity: More 
o f the Same or Profound Change?. Retrieved from http://gse.buffalo.edu/org 
/IntHigherEdfinance/files/RecentPublications/USPublicUniversitiesInAnEraOfC 
ontinuingAusterity_MoreOfTheSameOrProfoundChange_Johnstone_2013 .pdf

Jona, K., & Naidu, S. (2014). MOOCs: emerging research. Distance Education, 35(2), 
141-144.

Khribi, M. K., Jemni, M., & Nasraoui, O. (2008, July). Automatic recommendations for 
e-leaming personalization based on web usage mining techniques and information 
retrieval. In Advanced Learning Technologies, 2008. ICALT'08. Eighth IEEE 
International Conference on (pp. 241-245). IEEE.

King, G., Sen, M. (2013). The Troubled Future of Colleges and Universities. PS:
Political Science & amp; Politics, 46, pp 83-89. doi:
10.1017/S 1049096512001606.

Kizilcec, R. F., Papadopoulos, K., & Sritanyaratana, L. (2013) Showing Face in Video 
Instruction: Effects on Information Retention, Visual Attention, and Affect. 
Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/10T 145/2556288.2557207

Kizilicec, R. F., Piech, C., & Schneider, E. (2013, April). Deconstructing
disengagement: analyzing learner subpopulations in massive open online courses. 
In Proceedings o f  the Third International Conference on Learning Analytics and 
Knowledge (pp. 170-179). ACM.

Koller, D., Ng, A., Chuong, D., & Chen, Z. (2013). Retention and Intention in Massive 
Open Online Courses: In Depth. Educause Review Online, 48(3).

Kolowich, S. (2013, April 19). Coursera takes a nuanced view o f MOOC dropout rates. 
Chronicle o f  Higher Education, 59(32), A22-A23.

Kolowich, S. (2013). How edX plans to earn, revenue from its free online courses’. The 
Chronicle o f  Higher Education, 21.

Korn, M., & Levitz, J. (2013). Online courses look for a business model. Wall Street 
Journal, 1.

Lawton, W., & Lunt, K. (2013). Would you credit that?: the trajectory o f the MOOCs 
juggernaut.

Lee, Y., & Choi, J. (2011). A review of online course dropout research: implications for 
practice and future research. Educational Technology Research and Development, 
59(5), 593-618.

http://gse.buffalo.edu/org
http://dx.doi.org/10T


103

Levidow, L. (2005). Neoliberal agendas for higher education. In A Saad-Filho & D.
Johnston (Eds.), Neoliberalism: A critical reader (pp.156-163). Ann Arbor, MI: 
Pluto Press.

Levin, J. S. (2005). The business culture of the community college: Students as
consumers; students as commodities. New Directions fo r  Higher Education, 129, 
11-26.

Levin, J. S. (2006). Faculty Work: Tensions between educational and economic values. 
The Journal o f  Higher Education, 77(1), 62-88.

Levin, T. (March 12, 2013). California bill seeks campus credit for online study. The 
New York Times. Retrieved from
http://www.nytimes.eom/2013/03/13/education/Califomia-bill-would-force- 
colleges-to-honor-online-classes.html?_r= 1 &

Lewin, T. (2013). California bill seeks campus credit for online study. The New York 
Times, 12.

Lewis, H. R. (2006). Excellence without a soul: How a great university forgot education. 
Public Affairs Store.

Lingenfelter, P. E. (2006). The Un-funding of Higher Education???. Retrieved from 
http://www.ragingchickenpress.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/Paul- 
Lingenfelter-Unfunding-Higher-Ed.pdf

Liyanagunawardena, T., Adams, A., & Williams, S. (2013). MOOCs: A systematic study 
o f the published literature 2008-2012. The International Review O f Research In 
Open And Distance Learning, 14(3), 202-227. Retrieved from 
http://www.irrodl.Org/index.php/irrodl/article/view/l 455/2531

Lorenzetti, J. P. (2012, February 1). Running a MOOC: Secrets o f the worlds largest 
distance education classes. Distance Education Report, 16(3), 1-7.

Mackness, J., Waite, M., Roberts, G., & Lovegrove, E. (2013, October). Learning in a
small, task oriented, connectivist MOOC: Pedagogical issues and implications for 
higher education. International Review o f  research in Open & Distance Learning, 
14(A), 140-159.

Malliga, P. (2013). A Survey on MOOC Providers for Higher Education. International 
Journal o f  Management & Information Technology, 7(1), 962-967.

Mehaffy, G. L. (2012). Challenge and change. Educase Review, 47(5).

Merriman S. B. (2009). Qualitative Research: A Guide to Design and Implementation. 
San Francisco, CA: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

http://www.nytimes.eom/2013/03/13/education/Califomia-bill-would-force-
http://www.ragingchickenpress.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/Paul-
http://www.irrodl.Org/index.php/irrodl/article/view/l


104

Milligan, C., Margaryan, A., & Littlejohn, A. (2013). Patterns o f engagement in massive 
open online courses. Journal o f Online learning with Technology (Special Issue 
on MOOCs) -  Under review.

Moody’s credit rating Agency. (2012). Retrieved from http://www.moodys.com 
/researchdocumentcontentpage.aspx?docid=PBM_PBM 144483

National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education. (2006). Measuring up 2006: The 
state-by-state report card for higher education. Retrieved from 
http://measuringup2006.highereducation.org.

Neuman, L. W. (2006). Social Research Methods Qualitative and Quantitative 
Approaches. Boston, MA: Pearson Education, Inc.

Newfield, C. (2010). The End o f the American Funding Model: What Comes Next?. 
American Literature, 82(3), 611-635.

Olssen, M., & Peters, M.A. (2005) Neoliberalism, higher education and the knowledge 
economy: From the free market to knowledge capitalism. Journal o f  Educational 
Policy, 20(3), 313-345.

Pappano, L. (2012). The Year o f the MOOC. The New York Times, 2(12), 2012.

Parhami, B. (2013, July). Too early for verdict on MOOCs. Communications o f  the ACM, 
56(1), 8.

Parr, C. (2013). Coursera founder: MOOC credits aren’t the real deal. The Times Higher 
Education Supplement: (2085), 12. Retrieved from  http://search 
proquest.com/docview/1318734747?accountid=12381

Pence, H. E., (2012). When Will College Truly Leave the Building: If MOOCs are the 
Answer, What is the Question?. Journal o f  Educational Technology Systems, 
47(1), 25-33.

Prensky, M. (2013, July/August). My 2013 take on MOOCs. Educational Technology, 
53(4), 64.

Reigeluth, C. M. (2004, April). Chaos theory and the sciences o f complexity:
Foundations for transforming education. In annual meeting o f  the American 
Educational Research Association, San Diego, CA.

Reilly, C. (2013, October). MOOCs Deconstructed: Variables that Affect MOOC
Success Rates. In World Conference on E-Learning in Corporate, Government, 
Healthcare, and Higher Education (Vol. 2013, No. 1, pp. 1308-1338).

Reynolds, J. (2010). Derrida, Jacques. Internet Encyclopedia o f  Philosophy. Retrieved 
from http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=http%3A%2F%2Fwww 
.iep.utm.edu%2Fderrida%2F&btnG=&as_sdt= 1 %2C 11 &as_sdtp=

http://www.moodys.com
http://measuringup2006.highereducation.org
http://search
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&q=http%3A%2F%2Fwww


105

Rhoades, R. A., Berdan, J., & Toven-Lindsey, B. (2013). The Open Courseware
Movement in Higher Education: Unmasking Power and Raising Questions about 
the Movement’s Democratic Potential. Educational Theory, 65(1), 87-110.

Rhoades, G., & Slaughter, S. (2004). Academic capitalism in the new economy: 
Challenges and choices. American Academic, 7(1), 37-59.

Rivard, R. (2013). Measuring the MOOC Dropout Rate, Inside Higher Education, March 
8, 2013, http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2013/03/08/researchers-explore- 
who-taking-moocs-and-why-so-many-drop-out

Rivard, R. (2013). Georgia Tech and Udacity Roll Out New Low-Cot Degree Program, 
Inside Higher Education, May 14, 2013, http://wwwinsidehighered.com 
/news/2013/05/14/Georgia-tech-and-udacity-roll-out-massive-new-degree- 
program?

Rivard, R. (2013). State Systems Go MOOC, Inside Higher Education, May 30, 2013, 
http://www.insidehighered.eom/news/2013/05/30/state-systems-and-universities- 
nine-states-start-experimenting-coursera

Rodriguez, C. O. (2013). The concept o f openness behind c and x-MOOCs (Massive
Open Online Courses). Open Praxis, 5(1), 67-73. doi:10.5944/openpraxis.5.1.42

Rodriguez, C. O. (2012). MOOCs and the Al-Stanford like courses: Two successful and 
distinct course formats for massive open online courses. European Journal o f  
Open, Distance and E-Learning.

Salmon G., & Wright, P. (2013). Transforming future teaching through Carpe Diem 
learning design. Swinburne University of Technology, Switzerland. Retrieved 
from http//researchbank.swinbume.au

Salmon, G., & Angood, R. (2013). Sleeping with the enemy. British Journal o f  
Educational Technology, 44(6), 916-925.

Sandeen, C. (2013). Integrating MOOCS into Traditional Higher Education: The 
Emerging &quot;MOOC 3.0&quot; Era. Change: The Magazine O f Higher 
Learning, 45(6), 34-39.

Saunders, D. B. (2010). Neoliberal ideology and public higher education in the United 
States, Journal fo r  Critical Education Policy Studies,&( 1), 41-77.

Scardilli, B. (2013, September). MOOCs: Classes for the masses. Information Today, 
50(8), 1-34.

Scholz, C. W. (2013). MOOCs and the Liberal Arts College. MERLOT Journal o f  Online 
Learning and Teaching, 9(2), 249-260.

http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2013/03/08/researchers-explore-
http://wwwinsidehighered.com
http://www.insidehighered.eom/news/2013/05/30/state-systems-and-universities-


106

Schroeder, N. & Adesope, O. (2012). A Case for the use o f Pedagogical Agents in Online 
Learning Environments. Retrieved from http://jotlt.indianan.edu/article 
/view/2126/3045

Schwartz, M. (2013, May 15). Massive open opportunity. Library Journal, 138. 
Discourse: Studies In The Cultural Politics O f Education, 35(2), 219-232.

Selingo, J. J. (2013). College (un) bound: The future o f  higher education and what it 
means fo r  students. Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, Boston, MA.

Shahjahan, R. A. (2014). From 'No' to 'Yes': Postcolonial Perspectives on Resistance to 
Neoliberal Higher Education

Siemens, G. (2006). Connectivism: Learning Theory or Pastime of the Self-Amused?, 
Retrieved from
eleamspace, http://www.eleamspace.org/Articles/connectivism_self-amused.htm.

Siemens, G. (2004). Connectivism: A Learning theory for the digital age. International 
Journal o f  Instructional Technology and Distance Learning, 2(1), 3-10.

Siemens, G. (2008). Learning and knowing in networks: Changing roles for educators 
and designers. ITFORUMfor Discussion.

Siggelkow, N. (2007). Persuasiion with case studies. Academy o f  Management Journal, 
50(1), 20-24.

Simonson, M., Smaldino, S., Albright, M. & Zvacek, S. (2012). Teaching and Learning 
at a distance: Foundations o f distance education (5th ed.), Boston, MA: Pearson.

Sitze, A. (2013). Notes for a lecture on neoliberalism. Adam Sitze Memoirs, LJST 354: 
The Crisis o f  Neoliberal Legal Theory, Amherst College, Amherst, MA.

Slaughter, S. & Rhoades, G. (2004). Academic Capitalism and the new economy:
Markets, state and higher education. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University 
Press.

Snyder, M. (2012, November- December). State of the Profession: Much Ado about
MOOCs, Academe. Retrieved from http://www.aaup.org/article/state-profession- 
much- ado-about-moocs#.UOAZuqV wY fM

Sonwalker, N. (2013, September). The First Adaptive MOOC: A Case Study on 
Pedagogy Framework and Scalable Cloud Architecture -  Part I. In MOOCs 
Forum (Vol.l, No. P, pp. 22-29). 140 Huguenot Street, 3rd Floor New Rochelle, 
NY 10801 USA: Mary Ann Liebert, Inc.

http://jotlt.indianan.edu/article
http://www.eleamspace.org/Articles/connectivism_self-amused.htm
http://www.aaup.org/article/state-profession-


107

Spellings, M. (2006). A test o f leadership: Charting the future of US higher education, 
US Department o f Education.

Strickland, R. (2009). Beyond Learning to Learn versus Learning to Earn: Neoliberalism 
and American Higher Education. Paper presented at Illinois State University, 
Normal, Illinois. Retrieved February 2,2013 from: http://www.hu.mtu.edu 
/~rlstrick/234/ukraine/Strickland, doc

T Frey. (2012, May 11). The rise o f the superprofessor [Web log post]. Retrieved from 
http://www.futuristspeaker.com/2012/05/the-rise-of-the-superprofessor/

Teplechuk, E. (2013). Emergent models o f Massive Open Online Courses: and
exploration of sustainable practices for MOOC institutions in the context o f the 
launch o f MOOCs at the University o f Edinburgh. University of Edinburgh, 
Edinburgh, Scotland.

Tinto, V. (1987). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes and cures o f  student attrition. 
University o f Chicago Press, 5801 S. Ellis Avenue, Chicago, IL 60637.

Torres, C.A., & Schugurensky, D. (2002). The political economy of higher education in 
the era o f neoliberal globalization: Latin America in comparative perspective. 
Higher Education, 43(4), p. 429-455.

Tucker, J., & Neely, P. (2010). Unbundling faculty roles in online distance education
programs. The International Review o f  Research in Open and Distance Learning, 
11(2), 20-32.

United States Department o f Education. (2010). The Higher Education Opportunity Act 
o f 2008: Distance Education, Substantive Change, Monitoring Growth, and 
Transfer of Credit. Retrieved from http://www.gpo.gov/fdys/pkg/FR-2010-10- 
29/pdf/2010-26531.pdf

United States Department o f Education. (2010). The Higher Education Opportunity Act 
o f 2008: Distance Education, Substantive Change, Monitoring Growth, and 
Transfer o f Credit. Retrieved from http://www.msche.org/publications 
/Guidelines-for-the-Eval uation-of-Distance-Education-Programs.pdf

Vardi, M. Y. (2012). Will MOOCs Destroy Academia? Communications o f  the ACM, 
55(11), 5. doi: 10.1145/2366316.2366317

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978). Mind in society: The development o f  higher psychological 
processes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Weise, M. R., & Christensen, C. M. (2014). Hire Education.

Welsh, D. H., & Dragusin, M. (2013). The New Generation of Massive Open Online 
Course (MOOCS) and Entrepreneurship Education. Small Business Institute® 
Journal, 9(1), 51-65.

http://www.hu.mtu.edu
http://www.futuristspeaker.com/2012/05/the-rise-of-the-superprofessor/
http://www.gpo.gov/fdys/pkg/FR-2010-10-
http://www.msche.org/publications


108

Wood, M. T. (2013). Opportunities in Online Education-Staying ahead of the Curve: The 
Case o f the MOOC Council o f Independent Colleges Presidents’ Institute 
January 6, 2013, Capitol College, Laurel, Maryland.

Wueste, D. B., Fishman, T. (2010). The Customer Isn’t Always Right: Limitations of 
Customer Service Approaches to Higher Education or Why Higher Ed is 
NotBurger King. International Journal fo r  Educational Integrity, 6(1). Retrieved 
from http://www.ojs.unisa.edu.aU/index.php/IJEI/article/view/672/0

Wukman, A. (2012). Coursera Battered with Accusations o f Plagiarism and High Drop- 
Out Rates. Online Colleges. Retrieved at http://www.onlinecolleges.net 
/2012/08/22/courser-batteredwith-accusations-of-plagiarism-and-high-drop-out- 
rates/

Yang, D., Sinha, T., Adamson, D., Rose, C.P. (2013). Turn on, tune in, drop out: 
Anticipating student dropouts in massive open online courses. Carnegie 
MellonUniversity, Pittsburgh, PA, Vellore Institute of technology, Chennai 
600127, India.

Yeasmin, S., & Rahman, K.F. (2012). Transforming open and distance learning through 
social media: a study to increase learners ’ retention. Unpublished manuscript, 
Bangladesh Open University, Gazipur -  1705, Bangladesh, State University of 
Bangladesh, Dhaka-1205, Bangladesh.

Young, J. (2012). Dozens of Plagiarism Incidents Are Reported in Coursera’s Free
Online Courses. Retrieved at http://chronicle.com/article/Dozens-of-Plagiarism- 
Incidents/133967/

Zhang, Y. (2013, June). Benefiting from MOOC. In World Conference on Educational 
Multimedia, Hypermedia and Telecommunications (Vol. 2013, No. 1, pp. 1372- 
1377).

http://www.ojs.unisa.edu.aU/index.php/IJEI/article/view/672/0
http://www.onlinecolleges.net
http://chronicle.com/article/Dozens-of-Plagiarism-


APPENDICES

109



APPENDIX A 

MERCER UNIVERSITY IRB APPROVAL

110



I l l

Jitsfirnriortal Boantf
Jo t' Kosmarch In vo lv in g  H u m a n  Subjmcrs

22-M ay-2014

G. Elizabeth Seam an 
M ercer University 
Tift College of Education 
1400 Colem an Avenue 
M acon, GA 31207-0001

RE: Massive Open Online Courses: Adaptation and Integration Measures for Higher Education 
(H1404147)

Dear Ms. Seam an:

Your application en titled : M assive O pen Online Courses: A daptation and  In tegration  M easures for 
Higher Education (H1404147) w as review ed by th is  Institutional Review Board for Hum an Subjects 
R esearch in accordance w ith Federal Regulations 21 CFR 56.110(b) and  45 CFR 46.110(b) (for e xped ited  
review) and w as approved  under Category 6, 7 per 63 FR 60364.

Your application w as approved fo r o ne  year of study on  22-M ay-2014. The p ro tocol expires 22-M ay- 
2015. If th e  study con tinues beyond on e  year, it m ust be re -eva lua ted  by th e  IRB C om m ittee.

Item(s) Approved:
New Application

Please com plete  th e  survey for th e  IRB and th e  Office o f Research Com pliance. To access th e  survey, 
click on  th e  following link: h ttp ://https://w w w .survevm onkev.com /s/K 7C TT 8R

Respectfully,

Ava Cham bliss-Richardson, M.Ed., CIP, CIM
A ssociate D irector of Hum an Research Protection  Program s (HRPP) 
M em ber
Intuitional Review Board
M ercer University IRB & Office of R esearch Compliance 
Phone (478) 301-4101 
Fax (478) 301-2329 
ORC_Mercer@ M ercer.Edu

Mcrccr University nos adopted, and agrees to conduct «t» clinical resoarcn studies m accordance with, the 
International Conlersnc* on Harmonization'* (ICH) QuKMHnat for oood Clinical Practice

1 ?>Ott Collrice Slrrt't a Macon. Ooorf;ui J 1 / -OOUJ
(4 /S) 301-4 101 *1 AX 44 /«) 301 -2229

http://https://www.survevmonkev.com/s/K7CTT8R


APPENDIX B 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

112



113

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. Could you give me some background information?

2. How do you define MOOCs?

3. What are the major barriers that exist for the integration o f MOOCs into higher 

education?

4. How do MOOCs disrupt higher education?

5. Why should MOOCs enter the higher education arena, and what makes them 

attractive for higher education?

6. What will higher education look like in the future?

7. What factors characterize the successful integration of MOOCs into the existing 

paradigms o f this institution?

8. How has this institution adapted existing paradigms to integrate and/or change to 

MOOCs while maintaining requisites o f accreditation?

9. How and to what extent are MOOCs deconstructing higher education as it 

pertains to this institution?

10. Is there anything you would like to add?


