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Abstract: The study aims to learn more about the profiles of students who attended several Massive
Open Online Courses (MOOCs) at the University of Málaga (Málaga, Spain) and their opinion about
them. The results of this study are based on a survey conducted by the students who completed the
courses. The number of men and women as a whole is similar, although significant differences can be
observed depending on the subject matter of the courses, which is also the case with the age of the
students. The data revealed that 80% have university studies and 60% were working. The students in
the sample learned about MOOCs mainly from other people (friends, social media, etc.) and showed
a high level of satisfaction with them. It is significant that 99.4% would take another MOOC or that
97.9% would recommend it to a friend, colleague, or family member.

Keywords: adult learning; distance education and telelearning; lifelong learning

1. Introduction

The expansion of higher education worldwide was a remarkable achievement in the 20th century,
rising from half a million students at the turn of the century to 100 million in 2000 [1]. This growth, which
has reached its peak in some countries, has taken place in parallel with the transformations required
by an ever-changing society to which the university, like the rest of the educational institutions, must
respond. The mission of higher education in teaching and research must be revisited accordingly [2–4].

The global impact of Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) such as the number of courses
offered, students enrolled, etc. in recent years is indisputable, and they are a clear indicator (along
with others such as methodological changes, use of open resources, etc.) of the current paradigm
revolution in higher education [5–9]. MOOCs represent a transformation of technology for learning and
an evolution of distance education [10,11]. This type of education has moved from closed educational
platforms to open learning environments with the potential of thousands of people around the world
following different educational initiatives through a variety of devices at the same time [12,13].

There are multiple definitions of MOOCs [14–16] and they share many common characteristics [17].
MOOCs are basically a combination of lectures in audio or video format (no longer than 10 to 15 min) and
text documents which are accessible online. MOOCs also contain assignments (usually questionnaires)
automatically marked by the platform on which they are hosted or by other students enrolled in the
same course. Sometimes students have to pass tests to make further progress in the content. There
are no limits, however, on the number of students who can register for a given course, so there is
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either minimal or no tutorial work by the course teachers [18,19]. The responsibility for learning is
distributed among the students in the course [20] or facilitators [21] mainly through fora. There is also
no impediment to taking a MOOC. In fact, they were initially created with the idea of democratizing
higher education, allowing many people [22] to access courses who would not otherwise have been
able to [23]. The courses are taught by prestigious professors of higher education [9]. Some MOOCs
may even have a final exam or assignment to pass, and some sort of certificate or diploma can be
issued upon completion [24].

Within the MOOCs, they have distinguished between the so-called xMOOCs, which are linear
and focused on guided lessons by instructors and automated tests to verify the understanding of the
contents, and the cMOOCs, which focus more on shaping learning communities that create knowledge
together [14,25,26].

Due to their characteristics, these courses are distributed all over the world and can be
innovative [27–29] only if it is verified that they are focused as experiments to experience new
methodologies, new technologies, and new ways of organizing education [26]. In spite of everything,
it has the same potential as other online learning experiences since MOOCs can be endowed with
a solid pedagogical basis [30].

There is no doubt that its pedagogical design is fundamental and essential for the implementation
of an MOOC to the extent that it guides, organizes, structure, systematizes, and explicitly and publicizes
the training action that is carried out [31]. Downes [32] argues that four fundamental principles must
be taken into account: autonomy, diversity, openness, and interactivity. These are fundamental when
planning learning activities, materials, and a participation structure that brings real value. Therefore, it
seems evident that pedagogically effective courses give rise to a richer learning experience and ensure
their quality assurance [28].

The MOOC phenomenon has received considerable attention in recent years from the scientific
literature [33–35], but also from students, teachers, educational institutions, and the media. It would
not be wrong to say that MOOCs have arrived “to stay”, as evidenced by the more than 500,000 people
enrolled in a course at Udacity or the more than five million enrolled in one at Code Academy [36].
Even though they have gone from an initial euphoria with nothing but positive acknowledgements
and praises, to a stage of some criticism (with respect to the evaluation, the methodology, the low
transformation impact they are really having, the commercial nature of some, their quality, to the fact
that it reproduces in new ways the digital divide if we take into account that access is being unequal
depending on the profiles that students, etc.), continuous research is necessary on the subject [37,38].
Like any other phenomenon, the MOOC phenomenon will change and transform over the years until
it leads towards other models that are unlike the current one [39].

Different organizations (companies, foundations supported by banking entities, and universities)
that put up personnel and resources, sometimes with the sole purpose of gaining visibility, have been
the driving force behind these phenomena. Therefore, even though MOOCs came about for altruistic
purposes [26], these organizations inevitably considered whether they can maintain these initiatives
or propose different ones. The number of universities offering MOOCs is growing [7], although it
is difficult to charge them with the task that higher education institutions have traditionally been
entrusted with, as they would drift from their teaching role to become accrediting bodies through
examinations. However, experiences were found where MOOCs were used as an instrument to support
formal education, thus improving the results achieved by students and reducing the percentage of
students who did not manage to pass the subject [40,41], although they do not replace formal education
at present [42]. In a future scenario, skills-based online education is likely to compete even more closely
with traditional forms of education as far as accessibility, affordability, and quality are concerned.

These institutions must carry out a study on the people who register with them and their opinions.
Those who develop these lines of research have focused their attention on the high drop-out rates [43–45]
or the perception they have of the students [46], but few have dedicated time to define the profile of
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the students interested in MOOCs or consider the assessment they make of them, mainly because there
are authors who claim the quality and depth of the training is not as expected [4,47,48].

Another issue universities that teach MOOCs focus on is certification. Being able to certify
education enters into conflict with their original philosophy, which is merely formative and of
a non-accreditation nature [49]. However, the new scenario is indeed taking shape due to its potential
attraction of both of students and income with initiatives, such as logos on the platforms where MOOCs
are developed [50] or certificates from universities that pay for their processing. This is also the case of
the UNED, the Autonomous University of Madrid, etc.

This study analyses the xMOOCs promoted by a university in Spain, namely the University of
Málaga (UMA) to learn more about:

• Students who enroll in xMOOCs, considering personal variables such as sex, age, employment
situation, country of origin, previous experience, and the medium through which they learned
about the training activity.

• The evaluation they make of the MOOCs and their degree of satisfaction with the training process,
especially the evaluation based on questionnaires and among peers.

The data collected will be used to adapt these types of training activities to the needs of potential
students and the entities that offer them, and to improve their quality and content.

2. Context

The University of Málaga mainly teaches face-to-face. However, it was considered a priority and
strategic to participate in the implementation of several xMOOCs in order to respond to their social
responsibility, by giving back to society, free of charge and openly, part of the knowledge generated
within it, on the one hand. On the other, it was to achieve a greater international projection for
the institution.

To this end, since 2013, there have been several public calls for proposals for the selection and
implementation of various xMOOCs, and the necessary human and material resources were made
available to the selected projects.

At the end of 2017, Miríadax hosted a total of seven xMOOCs. Each of them, according to the call
of the UMA, should have the following qualities: lasting between six and nine weeks, be structured
in modules to facilitate the monitoring of the contents, each module should contain videos subtitled
and narrated by the teacher, theoretical support material (external links, files, documents and related
readings, etc.) and activities and tasks to apply the contents of the module. At the end of each module,
an assessment of knowledge through questionnaires would be included. The evaluation instruments
were questionnaires, mandatory completion, and peer-rating tasks (P2P—peer-to-peer). The latter
were voluntary.

The MOOCs were published in Miríadax, almost all of them in several editions (Table 1). Miríadax
is the MOOCs website of reference in the Spanish language, offering courses from 45 Latin American
universities and catering for one and a half million students in 2018.

Table 1. MOOCs and editions.

MOOC Editions

Financial Education. Keys to decision-making (Financial Education) 3
Image creation and editing with free software (Images) 2

Sport, personal growth and health: Martial arts 1
Science Education for 21st century citizenship. Current approaches (Science Education) 2

Mindfulness to regulate emotions (Full Emotional Intelligence Programme)
(Mindfulness) 4

E-competent Professionals. Keys, strategies and tools for network innovation
(E-competent Professionals) 2

Getting to know the Mediterranean (Mediterranean) 2
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3. Materials and Methods

3.1. Participants

The participants of this study were students who studied and completed the xMOOCs offered by
the UMA (except one of them: Mediterranean, where no evaluation questionnaire was applied) and
developed on the Miríadax platform (Table 2). Therefore, a non-probabilistic (accidental) sampling
was carried out.

Table 2. Students of the xMOOCs of the University of Málaga, who started and completed
the questionnaire.

MOOC Registered Started Completed Questionnaire

Financial Education (3rd Edition) 19,191 10,063 2186 (21.7%) 1151
Images (2nd Edition) 26,458 19,402 4843 (24.9%) 4387

Martial Arts (1st Edition) 3783 2515 690 (27.4%) 587
Science Education (2nd Edition) 2410 1447 344 (23.7%) 204

Mindfulness (4th Edition) 91,231 57,136 12,836 (22.4%) 3629
E-competent Professionals (2nd Edition) 6024 3014 682 (22.6%) 496

Mediterranean (2nd Edition) 7128 3613 682 (23.5%) -
Total 156,225 97,190 22,432 (23%) 10,454

The completion rates of Table 2 refer to students who started the MOOC, not just those who enrolled.
At the end of the training process, the research team sent the invitation to participate in the study

to students who completed the MOOCs (invited sample). The total number of participants was 10,454,
representing 11.26% of those who started the course (93,577 if we exclude the MOOC on Knowing the
Mediterranean) or 48.44% of those who actually completed a MOOC.

3.2. Instruments

Data were collected through a questionnaire, prepared ad hoc by the research team, located in the
last tab of each course and filled out voluntarily (not being a compulsory task for the completion of the
course).

The questionnaire was designed by a discussion group that, following León y Montero [51], met
up during several discussion sessions. In the first one, the type of questionnaire was defined (areas of
interest, number of items, writing style, rating scale, and presentation format). The questionnaire was
then passed on to a pilot sample of people who had tested each MOOC item. In the second session, they
created the final wording of each of the items and decided on their arrangement in the questionnaire.

The resulting product was subjected to an expert consultation (Delphi method), which completed
the construction of the tool, thus achieving a high degree of validity for the purpose of the survey.

Once the validation process was completed, the questionnaire was computerized through the
Google Drive forms application. Different types of questions were designed, such as multiple choice,
closed and open. In addition to the course evaluation questions (for which a 4-point Likert scale was
used), data were collected from students regarding sex, age, educational level, employment status,
country, whether they had done any online activities before, whether they had done any MOOCs
before, how they knew about the course, and whether they would do any MOOCs again.

The reliability of the questionnaire was analyzed using Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient. The score
achieved was 0.87, which allowed establishing the internal consistency of the instrument.

4. Results

A bivariate analysis of variables has been carried out using the x2 test.
xMOOC students were of different profiles, ranging from high school students to retirees seeking

new learning opportunities.
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The number of men (n = 5237, 50.1%) and women (n = 5217, 49.9%) is practically identical (Table 3).
There are, however, significant differences in the sex and subject matter of xMOOCs (x2(5, N = 10,454)
= 1057.73, p < 0.001).

Table 3. Distribution within xMOOCs by sex (% within MOOC).

MOOC
Sex

Total
Men Women

Images 2748
62.6%

1639
37.4%

4387
100%

Mindfulness 1077
29.7%

2552
70.3%

3629
100%

Financial Education 676
58.7%

475
41.3%

1151
100%

Martial Arts 432
73.6%

155
26.4%

587
100%

Science Education 89
43.6%

115
56.4%

204
100%

E-competent
Professionals

215
43.3%

281
56.7%

496
100%

Total 5237 (50.1%) 5217 (49.9%) 10,454 (100%)

In terms of age, the largest group is ages 36–45 and the smallest is children under 19 (Table 4).

Table 4. Distribution within xMOOCs by age (% within MOOC).

MOOC
Age in Years

Total
Up to 18 From 19 to

25
From 26 to

35
From 36 to

45
From 46 to

55
From 56
and over

Images 98 657 1281 1227 833 291 4387
32.8% 41.3% 48% 43.6% 37.4% 34.1% 42%

Mindfulness
40 453 851 990 919 376 3629

13.4% 28.5% 31.9% 35.2% 41.2% 44.1% 34.7%

Financial
Education

83 295 239 247 183 104 1151
27.8% 18.5% 9% 8.8% 8.2% 12.2% 11%

Martial
Arts

61 73 114 154 146 39 587
20.4% 4.6% 4.3% 5.5% 6.6% 4.6% 5.6%

Science
Education

7 30 72 45 40 10 204
2.3% 1.9% 2.7% 1.6% 1.8% 1.2% 2%

E-competent
Professionals

10 84 110 151 108 33 496
3.3% 5.3% 4.1% 5.4% 4.8% 3.9% 4.7%

Total
299 1592 2667 2814 2229 853 10,454

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Again, significant differences can be seen between xMOOC topics and age (x2(25, N = 10,454) =

519.04, p < 0.001). For example, Martial Arts for the under 19 age group or Mindfulness among people
aged 46 to 55 and 56 and over (Figure 1).
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With regard to the level of studies, it should be noted that 78.7% have university studies (Table 5)
and there are significant differences with sex (x2(2, N = 10,454) = 113.59, p < 0.001).

Table 5. Level of education by sex (% within sex).

Level of Studies
Sex

Total
Men Women

Primary 111
2.1%

54
1%

165
1.6%

Secondary 1225
23.4%

839
16.1%

2064
19.7%

University 3901
74.5%

4324
82.9%

8225
78.7%

Total 5237 (100%) 5217 (100%) 10,454 (100%)

Regarding their employment situation (Table 6), most of them had a job (46.34% employees -B-
and 13.26% self-employed -C-), followed by the unemployed (19.96% -D-). The lowest percentages
corresponded to students (17.11% -A-) and pensioners (3.3% -E-).
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Table 6. Employment situation by age bracket (% within employment situation).

MOOC
Employment Situation

A B C D E Total

Up to 18 289 3 4 3 0 299
16.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0% 2.9%

From 19 to 25
1077 73 232 210 0 1592

60.2% 5.3% 4.8% 10.1% 0.0% 15.2%

From 26 to 35
317 361 1303 684 2 2667

17.7% 26.0% 26.9% 32.8% 0.6% 25.5%

From 36 to 45
75 418 1667 640 14 2814

4.2% 30.1% 34.4% 30.7% 4.0% 26.9%

From 46 to 55
26 388 1323 441 51 2229

1.5% 28.0% 27.3% 21.1% 14.7% 21.3%

From 56 and over
5 144 316 109 279 853

0.3% 10.4% 6.5% 5.2% 80.6% 8.2%

Total
1789 1387 4845 2087 346 10,454
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Logical data can be seen, such as the fact that the highest number of pensioners is in the over
56 age group, or that the percentage of students is higher in the under 18 age group than in other
employment situations.

As for the country of residence is concerned, almost all of them came from Spanish-speaking
countries in Europe and America. Spain was the country that contributed the most students.

With regard to previous experience in online training activities, 84.06% indicated that they had
done at least one, and 55.6% of those with experience in online training activities had participated in
more than four activities beforehand (Table 7).

Table 7. Previous online training activities.

Have You Ever Done
Online Training Before?

How Many Have You Done?
Total

One or Two Three or Four More Than 4

Yes 1991
22.7%

1908
21.7%

4889
55.6% 8788

No 1666

Total 10,454

With regard to the experience with MOOCs, 42.84% of them were first-timers, and 45.4% of those
who had already done one had participated in more than four MOOCs (Table 8).

Table 8. Number of MOOCs you have done.

Is This Your First
MOOC?

How Many Have You Done?
Total

One or Two Three or Four More Than 4

Yes 4479

No 1810
30.3%

1454
24.3%

2711
45.4% 5975

Total 10,454
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Students heard about MOOCs mainly through other people (26.3% through friends, acquaintances,
colleagues and 25.2% through social media) and through the platform itself (23.1%) (Table 9).

Table 9. How did you find out about the MOOCs you have enrolled in?

Frequency Percentage

Through social media (Facebook, Twitter, etc.) 2636 25.2%
Through their educational centre 795 7.6%

On the Internet 868 8.3%
Through friends, acquaintances, co-workers 2746 26.3%

Through Miríadax 2413 23.1%
Advertising in press, television, Internet 482 4.6%

Through links on other websites, email, RSS 415 4%
Do not remember 99 9%

Total 10,454 100%

Focusing on the evaluation of the MOOCs, a 4-point Likert scale has been used for some items: 1
= Disagree; 2 = Partially disagree; 3 = Partially agree and 4 = Strongly agree). For other dichotomous
items, a simple yes or no was used.

Most students attained the objectives that had been set when they registered in the MOOC (64.8%).
The percentage rises to 97.4% when considering partially achieved objectives (Table 10). The answers
are similar in all MOOCs.

Table 10. Have the objectives of this course been achieved? (% within MOOCs).

I Totally Agree Partially Agree Partially Disagree I Disagree Total

Images 2999 1311 55 22 4387
68.4% 29.9% 1.3% 5% 100%

Mindfulness
2411 1158 49 11 3629

66.4% 31.9% 1.4% 3% 100%

Financial
Education

552 510 58 31 1151
48% 44.3% 5% 2.7% 100%

Martial Arts
383 171 23 10 587

65.2% 29.1% 3.9% 1.7% 100%

Science
Education

125 73 6 0 204
61.3% 35.8% 2.9% 0% 100%

E-competent
Professionals

300 188 8 0 496
60.5% 37.9% 1.6% 0% 100%

Total
6770 3411 199 74 10,454

64.8% 32.6% 1.9% 7% 100%

Similar percentages were obtained when asked about whether the course objectives were consistent
with the content (Table 11), whether students considered the contents to be well-founded and rigorous
(Table 12), and whether the contents reached the expected depth (Table 13).
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Table 11. Are the objectives of the course consistent with the content? (% within MOOCs).

I Totally Agree Partially Agree Partially Disagree I Disagree Total

Images 3456 882 36 13 4387
78.8% 20.1% 8% 3% 100%

Mindfulness
2822 753 41 13 3629

77.8% 20.7% 1.1% 4% 100%

Financial
Education

686 405 43 17 1151
59.6% 35.2% 3.7% 1.5% 100%

Martial Arts
414 155 12 6 587

70.5% 26.4% 2% 1% 100%

Science
Education

135 61 6 2 204
66.2% 29.9% 2.9% 1% 100%

E-competent
Professionals

342 144 10 0 496
69.0% 29.0% 2% 0% 100%

Total
7855 2400 148 51 10,454

75.1% 23.0% 1.4% 0.5% 100%

Table 12. Have the contents been well-founded and rigorous? (% within MOOCs).

I Totally Agree Partially Agree Partially Disagree I Disagree Total

Images 2995 1294 71 27 4387
68.3% 29.5% 1.6% 6% 100%

Mindfulness
3384 223 8 14 3629

93.2% 6.1% 2% 4% 100%

Financial
Education

986 158 7 0 1151
85.7% 13.7% 6% 0% 100%

Martial Arts
536 48 1 2 587

91.3% 8.2% 2% 3% 100%

Science
Education

182 20 1 1 204
89.2% 9.8% 5% 5% 100%

E-competent
Professionals

440 52 4 0 496
88.7% 10.5% 8% 0% 100%

Total
8523 1795 92 44 10,454

81.5% 17.2% 9% 4% 100%
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Table 13. Have the contents been as detailed as you expected? (% within MOOCs).

I Totally Agree Partially Agree Partially Disagree I Disagree Total

Images 2208 1820 281 78 4387
50.3% 41.5% 6.4% 1.8% 100%

Mindfulness
3592 37 0 0 3629

99.0% 1% 0% 0% 100%

Financial
Education

1107 44 0 0 1151
96.2% 3.8% 0% 0% 100%

Martial Arts
571 16 0 0 587

97.3% 2.7% 0% 0% 100%

Science
Education

201 3 0 0 204
98.5% 1.5% 0% 0% 100%

E-competent
Professionals

480 16 0 0 496
96.8% 3.2% 0% 0% 100%

Total
8159 1936 281 78 10,454

78.0% 18.5% 2.7% 7% 100%

On the evaluation of MOOCs, 95.9% consider it to be in line with the duration and content of the
courses (Table 14).

Table 14. Do you consider the evaluation is in line with the materials and duration of the course? (%
within MOOCs).

Yes No Total

Images 4227 160 4387
96.4% 3.6% 100%

Mindfulness
3534 95 3629

97.4% 2.6% 100%

Financial Education
1047 104 1151

91.0% 9.0% 100%

Martial Arts
555 32 587

94.5% 5.5% 100%

Science Education
199 5 204

97.5% 2.5% 100%

E-competent
Professionals

467 29 496
94.2% 5.8% 100%

Total
10,029 425 10,454
95.9% 4.1% 100%

Open-ended questions were used for these two sections, and the answers were then categorized.
Regarding the questionnaires, 70.1% considered their use to be adequate and correct, and 25.6%
considered them to be very adequate (Table 15). If both percentages are added together, 95.7% consider
the use of questionnaires in MOOCs to be adequate or very adequate. Of the voluntary P2P tasks, 9.8%
did not send them, and of the remaining 90.2%, 12.6% considered them excellent, and 36.3% considered
them quite useful (Table 16). Less than 20% considered them non-adequate.
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Table 15. What do you think about the evaluation of the course being carried out by questionnaires?

Frequency Percentage

Very suitable/the most suitable/very good 2681 25.6%
Adequate/correct/good 7331 70.1%

Inadequate or poor/unreliable/needs to be supplemented 351 3.4%
Not adequate/insufficient/demotivating 65 6%

Don’t know/didn’t complete them 26 2%
Total 10,454 100%

Table 16. What is your opinion of peer-to-peer review?

Frequency Percentage

Excellent, fabulous, fantastic 1314 12.6%
Very good, very useful 3790 36.3%

Good, correct, interesting 2265 21.7%
Don’t like it, not convinced, indifferent 621 5.9%

Disagree, useless 1437 13.7%
Didn’t send homework 1027 9.8%

Total 10,454 100%

The tutoring of the MOOCs was carried out through fora and by fellow students of the courses
because the volume of students of the MOOCs made it impossible for the authors of the courses to
follow them personally. The fact that it was the colleagues themselves who answered the questions
was rated positively (very good or good) by 75.9% of the students.

Nevertheless, 39.3% (n = 4110) would have liked a tutor assigned to a group of students for follow
up, compared to 60.7% (n = 6344) who responded negatively.

There is unanimity as to whether they would do a MOOC again since 99.4% (n = 10,388) would do
another MOOC again while 0.6% (n = 66) would not. On whether they would recommend the MOOC
to a friend, colleague, or family member, 97.9% (n = 10,235) would recommend it, compared to 2.1%
(n = 219) who would not.

Finally, students were asked to rate their level of satisfaction with the MOOC. Most of them
indicated that they were very satisfied (54.5%) or satisfied (42.5%).

5. Conclusions and Discussion

MOOCs are promoting democratization and the accessibility of knowledge worldwide. Therefore,
universities must contribute to its implementation as a system of lifelong learning that complements
their training [4].

In this sense, UMA considers the xMOOC offering. As with other educational centres [9,52–55],
the drop-out rate for xMOOCs in the UMA was high (76.9% of students who started xMOOCs did not
finish them). We attribute the cause to the very characteristics of this type of course: free of charge, no
time requirements, no official certification for students who complete it, etc.

This paper has focused on getting to know some of the dimensions of MOOCs to contribute
information to the debate on this type of training activities that seem to have great potential for the
expansion of knowledge.

Concerning the objective of learning more about the students who enroll in MOOCs, the number of
men (50.1%) and women (49.9%) is almost identical [52,56,57], although there is a significant difference
in the topics of MOOCs they choose. These differentiated preferences also happen by age groups.

In line with other studies [58,59], most of the participants were adults. 29.2% were between 26
and 35-years-old, and 28% were between 36 and 45-years-old. The latter percentage is quite high
considering that MOOCs target a wide range of populations outside formal education.
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Most MOOC students (78.7%) had university studies, followed by those who had completed
secondary education [58]. Finally, with an almost anecdotal presence, we find students with primary
education diplomas. This sequence leads us to conclude that the higher the level of study, the more
interest there is in MOOCs.

Regarding the place of residence, almost all of the students came from Spanish-speaking countries
in Europe and America as the MOOCs were in Spanish, which confirms that language is a crucial
aspect [57] in the sense that students seek training activities in their native language.

With regard to the students’ assessment of MOOCs and their satisfaction with the MOOC process,
the conclusion is that they were very satisfied with the MOOCs [15,52,60]. Previous experience in
online training activities in general and MOOCs, in particular, is positive for the students, as most of
them have participated in more than four activities before. A high percentage of students attained the
objectives that had been set when they registered in the MOOC (64.8%). The percentage rises to 97.4%
when considering partially achieved objectives. Almost 100% indicate that they fully or partially agree
that the objectives of the course are consistent with the content and that the content was well-founded
and rigorous. It is, therefore, not surprising that 97.9% of students would recommend the MOOC they
completed [15].

While MOOC tutoring was conducted using peer fora, this was rated positively by 75.9% of
students [58]. However, 39.3% would have liked a tutor assigned to a group to support them in their
progress. Therefore, progress could be made in solving the problems of the individual differences of
each student inherent to the current massification of the MOOCs, which involves a unidirectional,
teacher-centred, and content-based communicative design.

As regards the rating of the MOOCs, 95.7% consider the use of questionnaires to be adequate or
very adequate, and 48.9% indicate that the P2P tasks are excellent and quite useful.

On how they have known about the existence of the MOOC they completed, 51% found out
through other people (friends, acquaintances, relatives, or social media).

Finally, we can say that despite the fact that MOOCs have broken into mass-based network
training, there is still a relevant leap in pedagogical terms. We agree with Roig Vila, Mengual-Andrés &
Suárez Guerrero [61] that the MOOCs have not yet generated a break with the online training models
of e-learning. Despite this, it is clear that the task is not only pedagogical, but it is no less true that
without it, it will not be possible to identify the disruptive elements to be addressed in learning and
network education.

6. Limitations and Future Research

There are several limitations of this study, including the boundaries of a single platform (Miríadax),
the several Spanish language xMOOCs from a single university, the sampling bias inherent in the fact
that the surveys were voluntary and that, since only those who completed the survey completed them,
there is no information about those who did not complete them. The results cannot be generalized to
other language learners who have taken courses on other platforms. Despite these limitations, the
heterogeneity of situations, countries, etc. of the students guarantees the criteria of representativeness
necessary to advance in the understanding of the profile of the participants in these types of courses
and their evaluations and personal satisfaction.

In the light of the results of this research, the possibilities of MOOCs in current university teaching
must be considered in further depth, and new ways of incorporating this type of training should be
explored, which would imply responding to the authenticity and reliability of the students’ evaluations.

Moreover, if one of the responsibilities of the university is to give back to society part of the
knowledge generated within it, attention must still be paid to the fact that the profiles of students who
complete MOOCs are unequal. This promotes a new digital divide, since it benefits an elitist, academic,
and professional community, belonging mostly to developed countries [53,57,62].



Sustainability 2019, 11, 6910 13 of 15

We recommend the scientific community deepen their knowledge of MOOCs, a training modality
that is very attractive for students, increases academic performance [40,63], and allows autonomous
learning and personalized access to information [64].
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