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Design	of	the	MOOC	

•  Interdisciplinary	approach	
•  Key	informant	interviews	

•  Case	videos	from	sub-
Saharan	Africa	

•  Mentors	and	educators	
for	scaffolding	and	
monitoring	

•  Development	of	criPcal	
thinking	skills	for	
development.	

•  Mix	of	learning	acPviPes	
including	video	recordings	
of	educators.	

•  Learners	acPvely	engaged	
in	finding	soluPons	

•  InteracPon	between	
learners	(North	and	
South)	

•  Extension	materials	

•  Weekly	quizzes		







Intro	 Tutor-led	tutorials	
Independent	study	

Group	work	

A3:	
group		
pres.		
and	log	

A1:	
MOOC		
test	

A2:		
local	

eAssess	

1	 3	2	 4	 5	 6	

10	

2	 4	3	 5	 6	 7	

8	 9	1	

MOOC	

Face	to	face	acPvity	

MOOC	acPvity	

SX1519	design	



UKES	

MOOC	cohort	
1st/2nd	year	

N=45		
Response	rate	=	51%	

General	cohort	
1st/3rd	year	
N=577	

Response	rate	=	14%	

Individual/group	interviews	
N=3	plus	Course	Coordinator	



Very	ohen	 Ohen	 SomePmes	 Never	

SX1519	 44.4%	 33.3%	 15.6%	 6.7%	

Undergraduate	L1	&	3	 24.0%	 41.3%	 27.9%	 6.9%	
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Working	effec<vely	with	others		

How	much	has	your	learning	experience	contributed	to	your	knowledge,	skills	and	personal	
development	in	the	following	areas?		

UKES	QuesPon	17.8	
N	 Median	

Blended	MOOC	 45	 2.0000	
Undergraduate	1	&	3	 463	 2.0000	

Mann-Whitney	Test	and	CI:	
Point	esPmate	for	η1	-	η2	is	-0.0000	
95.0	Percent	CI	for	η1	-	η2	is	(-1.0002,0.0000)	
W	=	8791.0	
Test	of	η1	=	η2	vs	η1	≠	η2	is	significant	at	0.0143	
The	test	is	significant	at	0.0097	(adjusted	for	Pes)	

Very	ohen	 Ohen	 SomePmes	 Never	

SX1519	 15.6%	 37.8%	 31.1%	 15.6%	

Undergraduate	L1	&	3	 8.0%	 24.4%	 35.8%	 31.9%	
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Contribu<ng	to	a	joint	community	of	staff	and	students	

UKES	QuesPon	15.1	
N	 Median	

Blended	MOOC	 45	 2.0000	
Undergraduate	1	&	3	 465	 3.0000	

Mann-Whitney	Test	and	CI:	

Point	esPmate	for	η1	-	η2	is	-0.0000	
95.0	Percent	CI	for	η1	-	η2	is	(-1.0002,0.0000)	
W	=	8791.0	
Test	of	η1	=	η2	vs	η1	≠	η2	is	significant	at	0.0041	
The	test	is	significant	at	0.0027	(adjusted	for	Pes)	



Undergraduates		
more	engaged	

No	sig	diff	

SX1519		
more	engaged	

CriPcal	thinking	(2)	

Course	challenge	(1)	

Skills	development	(1)	

Learning	with	others	(2)	

ReflecPng	and	connecPng	(1)	

Research	and	enquiry	(2)	

Staff-student	partnership	(1)	

Skills	development	(4)	

InteracPon		
with	staff	

Teaching	on		
the	course	

Number	in	brackets	=	number	of	items	on	UKES	scale	where	significant	difference	found	



Induc<on	

On-campus	inducPon	should	jusPfy	the	approach	
and	explain	access	and	expectaPons	

ParPcipants	suggested	that	
some	students	may	not	be	
sure	how	to	engage	with	the	
MOOC,	but	pick	it	up	quickly	



Flexibility	and	control	

Learners	like		
–  flexibility	to	manage	their	own	study	Pme		
–  control	of	video	lectures	(changing	speed,	switching	off,	
watching	‘experts’)				

(also	Bruff	et	al,	2013)	

Respondents	valued	
opportuniPes	for	
acPve	learning,	

choice	and	control…	

…	and	used	systemaPc	
approaches	to	study	



Respondents	were	more	
likely	to	comment	in	the	
MOOC	than	in	class	

Social	learning	

•  distance	learners	report	lower	levels	of	work	with	other	students		
(AUSSE	2008,	Kahu	et	al.	2013)		

•  social	interacPve	learning	is	much	higher	in	face-to-face	programmes			
									(Winthrop	et	al.	2015)	

•  learners’	prefer	to	interact	face-to-face	on	blended	MOOC	course	(Bruff	et	al.	2013)	

Context	and	nature	of	blending	may	have	an	influence	on	
social	learning,	along	with	MOOC	design	and	acPons	of	

educators	and	tutors	



Engagement	in	discussion	

•  selecPve	reading,	mostly	to	find	answers	to	
quesPons,	no	posts	contributed	

Bruff	et	al.	(2013)		

•  liTle	par<cipa<on	in	forums	
Caufield	et	al	(2013)		

•  liTle	exchange	of	ideas	and	experience	
Milligan	and	LiAlejohn	(2014)	



All	respondents	posted	and	learnt	from	comments	

-	as	explanaPons	of	other	content	
- through	interesPng	and	authenPc	examples	
- 	through	feedback	from	real-world	learners	

- 	through	conversaPon	about	different	perspecPves	
`	

Engagement	with	discussion	may	be	influenced	by:	
• 		MOOC	plasorm	design	

• 		course	pedagogy		
• 		educators’	acPons	



MOOC	community	
• Global	and	professional	

perspecPves	
• 	Answers	to	common	

quesPons	

On	campus	
community	
• Local	support	
and	moPvaPon	

• 	Deepening	
learning		



Designing	for	engagement	

1.  Provide	induc<on	to	ensure	access	and	
introduce	pedagogic	approach	

2.  Design	to	provide	alignment	of	MOOC	and	on	
campus	acPviPes	

3.  Enable	learner	flexibility	and	control	in	MOOC	
4.  Consider	using	MOOC	as	‘expert’	and	on	

campus	tutor	as	‘facilitator’	
5.  Encourage	social	learning	in	online	and	face	to	

face	communiPes	–	acknowledge	different	
audiences	and	roles	in	supporPng	learning	

6.  Integrate	assessment	to	encourage	parPcipaPon		
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