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Abstract 
The growing interest in professional development for teachers via massive open online courses (MOOCs) 
raises the need for identifying the existing gaps in the literature on the topic. In this literature review, we 
were able to identify 68 relevant studies. They mostly used mixed methods (57%) and surveys (82%), and 
only reported descriptive statistics (52%). They also tended to measure participants’ attitudes (41%) and 
engagement (40%). Based on our findings, we recommend that future researchers consider additional data 
collection and analysis methods (e.g., clickstream data, objective performance measures) and use 
correlational, longitudinal, and experimental designs.  

Keywords: massive open online courses, scoping review, teacher professional development, in-service 
teachers 
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Introduction 
Professional development (PDii), understood as activities educators engage in to improve education in the 
classroom (Day, 1999), is considered a vital part of efforts to improve students’ achievement (Yoon et al., 
2007). Educators’ need for high-quality PDs that are also flexible and accessible has led to an increase in 
the popularity of online PDs (Liu, 2012), particularly during and after the COVID-19 pandemic (Lockee, 
2021). Such courses fit more easily into educators’ busy schedules (Collins & Liang, 2015) and are received 
positively by teachers (Gunter & Reeves, 2017; Wasserman & Migdal, 2019), with some studies showing 
that they can also be effective in enhancing educators’ learning and students’ achievement (Dash et al., 
2012; Magidin de Kramer et al., 2012). 

One type of online course for educators is the massive open online course (MOOC). Unlike other online 
courses, they are available for free or for a very low price, making them accessible to large numbers of 
learners. MOOCs in general are extremely popular among educators (Carapezza, 2015; Seaton et al., 2015), 
showing educators’ need for and willingness to take MOOCs to enhance their practice. Indeed, many studies 
focus on MOOCs designed specifically for educators’ PD. For example, researchers have described the 
design and pedagogical impact of MOOCs as PDs about teaching (Butler et al., 2016; Hodges et al., 2016; 
Jobe et al., 2014; Kleiman & Wolf, 2015) and about specific subjects such as math (Taranto et al., 2017; 
Tømte, 2019), language (Ibáñez Moreno & Traxler, 2016), and science (Dikke & Faltin, 2015). Studies have 
also explored these MOOCs empirically, describing participants’ attitudes, persistence, and changes in 
practices (Avineri et al., 2018; Mishra et al., 2019; Van de Poël & Verpoorten, 2019; Wang et al., 2018). 

Research on MOOCs as PDs is valuable from an educational technology perspective given how educators 
are a large subset within the general group of MOOC learners, so these studies may help understand MOOC 
learners and improve MOOCs more broadly. They are also important for the field of teacher PD as they 
expose educators’ PD needs, potentially contributing to the development of future online and offline PDs. 
In spite of the popularity of studies about MOOCs for PD and their significance, there are no existing reviews 
on the subject. A review of the current research about PD MOOCs can help researchers understand what is 
known and what remains to be explored, thus contributing to future studies in the field. 

In order to understand what is known about topics related to MOOCs for educators, we present a brief 
overview of existing reviews of studies on MOOCs and online PDs. We were able to identify dozens of 
reviews about MOOCs published since 2013 with varying foci. Some of them summarized studies about 
MOOCs in general (e.g., Bozkurt et al., 2017; Despujol et al., 2022; Ebben & Murphy, 2014; Meet & Kala, 
2021; Raffaghelli et al., 2015; Yousef et al., 2015; Zawacki-Richter et al., 2018; Zhu et al., 2018; 2020). These 
reviews largely reached similar conclusions: (a) most studies about MOOCs apply a quantitative approach, 
specifically using surveys; (b) most studies were conducted in North America or Europe; and (c) these 
studies can be generally grouped into learner-focused (e.g., retention, motivation, and experience in the 
MOOC), course-focused, and instructor-focused, with learner-focused studies being the most common. The 
reviews we identified also made suggestions for future studies, one of them being conducting more research 
about MOOCs for specific disciplines or subpopulations (Deng et al., 2019; Liyanagunawardena et al., 2013; 
Veletsianos & Shepherdson, 2016). 
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Other reviews were more specific, focusing on certain publication avenues (e.g., Babori et al., 2019; Gašević 
et al., 2014), methods (e.g., Lu et al., 2021; Montes-Rodríguez et al., 2019), theories (e.g., Alonso-Mencía et 
al., 2020; Jacoby, 2014), or sub-topics such as assessment methods (e.g., Alturkistani et al., 2020) and 
motivation (Badali et al., 2022; Hew & Cheung, 2014). A relatively small number of reviews surveyed 
MOOCs about certain topics (e.g., Fang et al., 2019, about MOOCs and language learning). Relevant to the 
current study, Paton et al. (2018) explored research about vocational education and MOOCs and identified 
common topics such as student perceptions and engagement in MOOCs. Gonçalves and Gonçalves (2019) 
reviewed studies about teachers’ motivations for taking MOOCs and found that teachers were interested in 
expanding their digital and technological skills. However, they only explored motivation and not any 
empirical studies about MOOCs for PD. 

Reviews about non-MOOC online PDs are also ubiquitous. Similar to the aforementioned reviews on 
MOOCs, we identified reviews of online PDs studies in general (Dede et al., 2009; Dillie & Røkenes, 2021; 
Lay et al., 2020), dividing the existing literature into effectiveness studies, design-focused, teacher-focused 
(e.g., their attitudes and perceptions), and interaction-focused (with peers and leaders in the course and in 
the school). Other reviews are more specific, for example focusing on online communities as PD (Macià & 
García, 2016) or the impact of online PDs on various outcomes (Bragg et al., 2021). 

The existence of a large number of reviews about MOOCs and online PDs demonstrates the popularity of 
the topics among researchers, making the lack of reviews about MOOCs for teachers particularly striking. 
While one may surmise that studies about MOOCs as PDs follow the same general trends as described in 
the other reviews, there are several reasons why this may not be the case. Researchers of MOOCs for 
teachers may have different agendas than researchers of other MOOCs that are mostly aimed at college 
students (Olsson, 2016) because teachers have different motivations and engagement patterns compared 
to other learners (Brooker et al., 2018; Seaton et al., 2015). In addition, MOOCs are different from other 
online courses in their availability and because they are usually self-paced rather than being formally 
organized by school districts. Therefore, studies about MOOCs used for PD may have different emphases 
or findings in comparison with studies about smaller-scale online PDs. So, a review of the existing literature 
on MOOCs for teachers is warranted. 

The current study is meant to address this gap by examining empirical studies on MOOCs as PDs using a 
scoping review technique (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005). Beyond simply filling a gap, we hope to identify what 
topics have been studied (e.g., teachers’ attitudes or motivations) and what remains to be studied (e.g., 
specific subpopulations of teachers). By summarizing the existing literature on the topic, we hope to assist 
researchers and practitioners to understand what is known about PD MOOCs, how the findings were 
discovered, and what remains to be explored, thus potentially guiding future research. So, our research 
questions are: 

1. What are the research methods used in the existing literature about MOOCs for educators’ PDs? 

2. What are the topics and findings of studies about MOOCs for educators’ PD? 

In order to describe the research methods used, we recorded what courses were studied, data collection 
methods, and data analysis methods applied in the reviewed studies. The methods as well as the main 
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variables at the center of the studies were used to guide the discussion of the studies’ findings. We then 
discuss the findings in light of the existing reviews and make suggestions for future research. 

 

Methods 
Our review was guided by Arksey and O’Malley’s (2005) framework for rigorous scoping reviews. We chose 
a scoping review approach as opposed to a systematic review because we were interested in the state of the 
field: the constructs being studied (or understudied), the methods used, and so on (Arksey & O’Malley, 
2005). For the same reason, we did not evaluate the studies’ quality or assess their biases as is generally 
expected in systematic reviews (e.g., the PRISMA guidelines; Page et al., 2021), but still recorded our search 
and analysis strategy to allow for future replication. Arksey and O’Malley’s framework consists of five 
stages: identifying the research question, identifying relevant studies, study selection, charting the data, 
and collating, summarizing, and reporting the results. Note that although the stages are presented here 
linearly, the research process was iterative, with the search process and inclusion criteria being revised at 
different stages of the study. 

Identifying the Research Question 
This stage involved defining the research question of the review and the main variables of interest that were 
to be extracted from the reviewed studies. As our research questions involved MOOCs for educators’ PDs, 
we defined MOOCs as courses given remotely and available to the public. So, we were not interested in 
blended courses or in online courses given privately to a small group of teachers. We also defined educators 
as K–12 teachers and administrators; while studies about MOOCs for higher education instructors are 
valuable, they were beyond the scope of the current work. Finally, we used a broad definition of PD as 
involving any action that could improve educational practice, so we included any relevant MOOCs and not 
only those formally acknowledged as PD. 

Identifying Relevant Studies 
This stage included the search strategies used. We looked at electronic databases, reference lists, and key 
journals. All of our searches were conducted throughout December 2022. We first searched the websites 
Web of Science, Scopus, and ERIC. Although we had used rather specific definitions in the previous stage, 
we wanted our search to be as broad as possible. As a result, we used relatively general terms when searching 
these databases: MOOC* OR “Massive open online course*”, “professional development OR professional 
learning OR professional growth OR professional training”, and “teacher* OR educator*”, all connected 
with the Boolean AND. These were searched in each paper’s title, abstract, and keywords. We also searched 
Google Scholar, but due to the large number of results, we limited our search to articles that had these 
search terms in their title. These searches yielded 214 articles, and after removing duplicates, we found 152 
unique articles. 

Next, we searched for publications in important journals in the field. We chose the three most impactful 
journals in educational technology (Computers & Education, British Journal of Educational Technology, 
and Education and Information Technologies) and teacher education (Teaching and Teacher Education, 
International Journal of Instruction, and Journal of Teacher Education) based on Google Scholar’s ratings 
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in December 2022. Most of the results were previously identified in the database search, but we found two 
additional articles using this method. 

After an initial round of study selection, where we narrowed down the results based on our inclusion criteria 
(see the Study Selection section), we hand-searched the references of the remaining 53 articles. This search 
yielded 15 more relevant articles, and we reviewed their references for further relevant studies. We also 
examined the titles of the references of key articles that were not included in this study because they did not 
meet our inclusion criteria (see the Study Selection section; e.g., Gonçalves & Gonçalves, 2019; Hodges et 
al., 2016; Jobe et al., 2014). No new references were identified. 

Study Selection 
Before the initial search, we developed several criteria to narrow down the results. First, we only included 
peer-reviewed studies from journals and conferences to ensure that studies adhered to at least some quality 
standards. We also focused on papers in English. Next, in order to make sure that the studies were relevant 
to our research questions, we focused on studies about MOOCs (namely, not blended or small-scale courses) 
for K–12 educators. Based on these criteria, we performed our initial reading of the studies’ abstracts; if it 
was unclear whether a study met our inclusion criteria, we also read its methods and the results sections. 
Out of the 154 studies we had identified at that point, 20 studies were removed because they were not peer-
reviewed journal or conference papers (e.g., book chapters and dissertations), 20 were removed because 
they did not center around MOOCs, 24 were removed because participants were not K–12 teachers, and six 
studies were removed because we were not able to find them online or via our institution’s library, resulting 
in 84 remaining studies. 

After this first reading of the manuscripts, we decided to add two exclusion criteria. As we were interested 
in teachers’ PD and not initial training, we decided to remove studies focusing on pre-service teachers. Ten 
studies were removed as a result. We also noticed that many of the studies included a narrative description 
of a MOOC or a program’s development process and pedagogical philosophy, with no or very little data 
reported in them (e.g., only completion rates). While such articles are valuable for those interested in course 
design, we were interested in empirical findings, so we decided to exclude this type of study. This resulted 
in the removal of 21 more papers. Following these exclusion criteria, our sample included 53 papers. Then, 
we searched the reference sections of these papers as described above. After applying our criteria, we 
identified 15 more articles, so our final sample included 68 articles. 

Charting the Data 
The next step was coding the identified articles for the key data to be reported. Arksey and O’Malley (2005) 
proposed documenting where and when each study was published as well as its aims, population, 
methodology, measures, and important results. We read the studies carefully several times to identify these 
elements with special attention given to the studies’ purpose based on their research questions and reported 
results. We also recorded the MOOCs studied in each of those papers (their subject matter, where they were 
developed). In cases where the course’s name was given but who developed it was not, we searched for the 
course online. If we found an exact match and the information was available, we recorded the country where 
it was developed. 
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Collating, Summarizing, and Reporting the Results 
Finally, based on the data extracted from the selected studies, the findings were summarized and are 
presented in the Results section. 

 

Results 

Research Methods Used 
In our first research question, we asked: What are the research methods used in the existing literature about 
MOOCs for educators’ PDs? 

The papers we identified (see Appendix) were published between 2014 and 2022, and 63% were published 
in journals and the rest in conference proceedings. Most of the studies focused on specific MOOCs: 76%iii 
explored one MOOC, and 19% explored several MOOCs (the rest surveyed teachers about MOOCs 
regardless of whether they took any, e.g., Hilali & Moubtassime, 2021). The MOOCs covered a variety of 
topics, most commonly general pedagogical methods (47%), but there were also subject-specific courses in 
math (13%), computer science (12%), language (8%), and other topics. It is noticeable that most of the 
courses about teaching and pedagogy (27 out of 33) were related to the use of technology in teaching or 
remote teaching (e.g., Castaño-Muñoz et al., 2018). The MOOCs studied were produced in 18 different 
countries, most commonly in the United States (18%) and China (15%). About two thirds (66%) of the 
courses were developed in North America and Europe. However, some of the studies involved the use of a 
MOOC from one country by participants from another country. For example, Chavez (2020) studied 
Filipino teachers who took a U.S.-based MOOC. 

Looking at the studies’ design, most of them (57%) used mixed methods, 35% used purely quantitative 
methods, and 7% were purely qualitative, with some studies also discussing the pedagogical approach 
behind the course they reviewed (e.g., Garreta-Domingo et al., 2015). The studies’ sample sizes ranged from 
four (Bonafini, 2018) to over 10,000 (Chen et al., 2020), though a large proportion of the studies (32%) had 
fewer than 100 participants. The common data sources used in the identified studies were pre- and post-
course surveys (82%), followed by the course’s forum (37%) and automatically recorded engagement 
measures (32%): 18% were binary indicators such as course or assignment completion (e.g., Rutherford-
Quach et al., 2021), and 15% were more elaborate clickstream data (e.g., Fan et al., 2022). Other, less 
common data sources included interviews, performance measures, and other text-based information such 
as social media posts. 

In terms of analysis, a plurality of the quantitative and mixed-methods studies (44%) only reported 
descriptive statistics. The other common analysis methods applied in these studies were group comparisons 
using inferential statistics, for example, t-tests or analysis of variance or ANOVA (19%) and correlational 
methods including regression models and structural equation modeling (12%). Few studies used social 
network analysis (SNA), natural language processing (NLP), data reduction methods (factor analysis, 
principal component analysis), or different machine learning algorithms (19% across all of these methods). 
Table 1 presents a summary of these findings. 
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Table 1 

A Summary of the Frequency of Analysis Methods 

Method % Example 

Descriptive only 44 Evaluating a MOOC’s reach and impact by describing its participants, 

their attitudes, and achievement (Laurillard, 2016) 

Group comparison (t-test, 

ANOVA) 

19 Comparing the learning effects of those studying individually and those 

studying in groups (Li et al., 2021) 

Correlational 12 Predicting course completion based on learners’ motivation and grit 

(Davies, 2022) 

Social network analysis 9 Describing patterns of peer interaction in the course (Banerjee et al., 

2018) 

Natural language 

processing 

3 Exploring teachers’ discussion topics in the course (Xie et al., 2021) 

Data reduction 3 Constructing a scale on teachers’ readiness and perceptions of MOOCs 

(Arnavut & Bicen, 2018) 

Other 4 Using cluster analysis to detect learning strategies and changes in them 

among MOOC retakers (Fan et al., 2022) 

Note. MOOC = massive open online course; ANOVA = analysis of variance. 

Topics and Findings 
In our second research question, we asked: What are the topics and findings of studies about MOOCs for 
educators’ PD? 

In order to discuss the studies’ topics and findings, we decided to divide them based on their general 
methodology and the variables at their center. 

A majority of the studies was purely descriptive (62%), that is, they only reported means or percentages of 
variables without considering the relationship among them. Many of them described a MOOC or a group of 
MOOCs and their pedagogical model, only providing data to demonstrate the learners’ satisfaction and 
engagement with the MOOC. The most common variable described in these studies was participants’ 
perceptions of and attitudes toward the course (41%). Generally, they reported high levels of satisfaction 
among participants in MOOCs for educators (e.g., Karlsson et al., 2014; Kennedy & Laurillard, 2019). The 
participants also described what contributed to their engagement and mentioned factors such as the course 
pedagogy, prior knowledge, and learning habits; factors that hindered engagement were challenging course 
content and lack of time (Falkner et al., 2018; Li & Yu, 2019; Shah et al., 2018). 

Other common variables were related to course engagement (40%), ranging from binary indicators (e.g., 
Koukis & Jimoyiannis, 2020) to clicks and views by course unit or over time (e.g., Boltz et al., 2021). Some 
studies also compared the level of engagement in the target course to the engagement of learners in other 
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MOOCs in general or MOOCs for educators that were reported in the literature (e.g., Koukis & Jimoyiannis, 
2019b; Vivian et al., 2014), suggesting that the engagement in MOOCs for educators is relatively high. 

Studies also described participants’ self-reported implementation of the course material when teaching 
(16%), quality and quantity of interaction among participants (16%), topics of posts on the forum (12%), 
participants’ performance (12%), self-reported knowledge (9%), motivation for taking the course (4%), and 
prior experience with MOOCs (4%). Table 2 presents selected findings related to these variables. These 
findings generally show that educators taking MOOCs as PDs experience knowledge gains and apply their 
knowledge when teaching, though not all results were positive (e.g., Zou et al., 2020 reported a completion 
rate of less than 5%). 

Table 2 

Selected Findings in Descriptive Studies 

Variable Findings 

Implementation Interviewees described applying skills in their professional context (Kennedy & 

Laurillard, 2019) 

A high agreement that the learned skills were useful in practice (4/5) and that 

they saw improvement in students’ outcomes (4.35/5; Silvia, 2015) 

Interaction among 

participants 

Participants’ interactions in the forum were categorized into groups such as 

elaboration, opinionated elaboration, etc. (Banerjee et al., 2018) 

Teachers helped each other learn about different tools presented in the course 

(Koutsodimou & Jimoyiannis, 2015) 

Forum topics Teachers’ discussed the link between specific subjects they teach and the MOOC 

topic, digital technologies (Falkner et al., 2017) 

Participants discussed pedagogical issues relevant to their practice and the use of 

MOOCs as PDs (Koukis & Jimoyiannis, 2017) 

Performance Reported mean scores on each of the MOOCs’ units, amounting to about 90% 

(Huang et al., 2020) 

4.34% of enrollees passed the course (Zou et al., 2020) 

Knowledge Over 50% of the participants felt they gained knowledge about teaching the 

course material (Burbaitė et al., 2022) 

Increase in self-reported knowledge of digital skills (Vázquez & Montoya, 2015a) 

Motivations Most teachers enrolled to learn about innovative practices and to find useful 

resources (Cinganotto & Cuccurullo, 2019) 

Teachers took the MOOC to develop professionally and experience online 

learning (Wambugu, 2018) 

Prior MOOCs 

experience 

Learners in MOOCs for teachers had significantly higher rates of first-time 

MOOC users than learners in other MOOCs (Castaño-Muñoz et al., 2018) 

76% of participants had not taken a MOOC before (Spradling et al., 2015) 
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Note. In (a), the authors only use descriptive statistics and do not report whether the increase is significant or 

substantial 

A special group within the descriptive studies did not focus on teachers who took a MOOC but rather on 
teachers in general (10%). These studies explored variables such as MOOC readiness (e.g., Arnavut & Bicen, 
2018) or attitudes towards MOOCs (e.g., Vlachou et al., 2020) among teachers, and found that while most 
teachers viewed MOOCs positively, they were concerned about barriers such as access to the Internet and 
maintaining motivation over time (Kennedy & Laurillard, 2019; Yıldırım, 2020). 

Next, we turn to discuss studies that went beyond describing their target variables. One such group of 
studies explored the associations among two or more variables (18%). One tenth of the  studies tried to 
predict performance or course completion. The most common variable associated with course completion 
was engagement with the course content, for example, watching more videos and taking more assessments 
(Bonafini, 2017; Fan et al., 2022; Ma et al., 2022; Tang, 2021). Another common variable was interaction 
with other learners, though there is some disagreement about the role of this variable in predicting course 
performance. After controlling for engagement with content, Ma et al. (2022) and Bonafini (2017) found 
that interactions with peers (e.g., number of forum posts) predicted course performance, while Tang (2021) 
found that they did not. Other studies looked at learner factors that were associated with higher 
performance such as grit (Davies, 2022) and digital competence (Ramirez-Montoya et al., 2017). Finally, 
Rutherford-Quach et al. (2021) found that support at the school level, particularly structural support 
(dedicating time to learning, offering monetary incentives) was associated with better performance in the 
course. 

The rest of the associational studies (6%) compared different groups of learners. Chen et al. (2020) looked 
at the motivations and engagement patterns of MOOC retakers and one-time takers. They found that 
retakers were more likely to want to earn a course certificate and had higher scores relative to one-time 
takers. Li et al. (2021) and Wollscheid et al. (2016) looked at the interactions and performance of learners 
taking the course alone vs. in groups. They found that working in groups in schools had a better sense of 
community within the school (Wollscheid et al., 2016) and had higher performance and more interactions 
with other learners within the MOOC (Li et al., 2021). 

The last group of studies focused on MOOCs’ impact (16%). Most of these studies compared the levels of a 
target outcome before and after the course. The studies’ most common target outcome was self-reported 
knowledge (e.g., Taranto et al., 2021), but other outcomes included awareness of and attitudes toward the 
course’s subject (Falkner et al., 2018; Garreta-Domingo et al., 2015). They generally found that the MOOC 
at their center had the expected impact and improved participants’ knowledge of and about the course’s 
topic. Notably, few studies looked at changes in knowledge or learning using objective measures (i.e., 
exams; Gordillo et al., 2019; Shemy & Al-Habsi, 2021; Xie et al., 2021). In addition, although these studies 
generally aimed to demonstrate the course’s effectiveness, almost none used an appropriate study design: 
only Luo et al. (2022), Tzovla, Kendraka, Karalis, et al. (2021), and Xie et al. (2021) used a quasi-
experimental design, and only Shemy and Al-Habsi (2021) used a true experimental design, finding that a 
MOOC designed to train teachers to use open educational resources resulted in an increase in the teachers’ 
knowledge and a positive attitude towards the use of open educational resources in schools. 
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Discussion 
In spite of the popularity of studies about MOOCs for teachers in recent years, there are no existing reviews 
of these studies. This scoping review summarized the literature about MOOCs as PDs with an emphasis on 
commonly used methods and topics. We found that the existing works mostly focused on a single MOOC, 
about technology in education, that was created in North America or Europe. Most studies used mixed 
methods and were descriptive, with few predictive or longitudinal studies. They often measured variables 
such as teachers’ perceptions of the MOOC and their engagement; perhaps as a result, they almost always 
used surveys as a data source. 

When considering commonly identified topics in prior literature reviews on MOOCs and online PDs 
(impact, design, instructors, and learners), we found that most studies focused on the learners and very few 
focused on the instructors, as was also reported in prior reviews. The courses’ impacts were also of interest 
in the reviewed studies, although most of their designs could be improved to truly detect course impact. 
However, many of our studies described course design elements. Since we removed some studies whose 
focus was course design, it is clear that PD design was a more attractive subject to PD MOOCs researchers 
in comparison with researchers in similar fields (Alturkistani et al., 2020; Babori et al., 2019; Dede et al., 
2009; Despujol et al., 2022). 

In terms of methods, many of these studies used mixed methods, a suggestion endorsed in prior reviews as 
a way to expand on the existing knowledge in the field (Alturkistani et al., 2020). On the other hand, most 
of the studies used surveys, were conducted in Western countries, and were learner-focused, looking at 
learners’ perceptions and engagement. All of these points resemble the findings of past reviews. 

This brings us to some suggestions for future studies based on our findings: 

1. Target MOOCs: As online PDs require many resources to develop (Hollands & Tirthali, 2014), it seems 
unsurprising that most studies about MOOCs as PDs were conducted in the West. This is the case in 
studies about MOOCs more generally as well. Multiple authors have suggested conducting more studies 
about MOOCs in other countries to learn how they design MOOCs and what their learners value (van 
de Oudeweetering & Agirdag, 2018). Although there has been an increase in the number of studies from 
nations such as China (Meet & Kala, 2021), as seen in this review as well, there is still room for 
improvement. 

Another interesting point is that many studies focused on courses about technology in education. This 
is probably the case because PD designers familiar with MOOCs are likely to also be interested in 
educational technology more generally and more likely to want to teach the topic. While it is certainly 
positive that the use of technology is being taught to teachers at a large scale, more studies are needed 
about MOOCs focusing on other topics such as science and social science teaching. 

2. Data collection and analysis: Most of the reported studies used traditional data collection methods, 
namely surveys and interviews. As such, they did not take advantage of the wealth of data available 
from MOOCs platforms. Even studies that do use automatically collected data mostly use rather simple 
binary indicators of engagement, making their results almost obvious (e.g., course completion is often 
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conditioned on completing assignments and watching videos, so the association between these 
engagement measures and completion is not very surprising). 

Existing studies have rarely used the complex data available on what pages or videos learners viewed, 
when they viewed them, and for how long. This is also a problem in other studies about MOOCs and 
online PDs (Alturkistani et al., 2020; Dede et al., 2009; Raffaghelli et al., 2015), but the fact that it exists 
in studies about MOOCs for teachers is somewhat surprising. Education researchers who usually design 
MOOCs as well as the studies about them are often interested in understanding and improving teaching 
and learning processes, which are best measured by looking at participants’ actions in the course. 
Therefore, it would seem the use of automatically collected data would be particularly relevant in 
research on MOOCs for teachers. 

Another underused form of data is performance data. While we did identify studies interested in 
learners’ performance, many of them used self-reported knowledge rather than an objective measure. 
Self-reported knowledge is important in order to understand whether teachers felt the course is helpful, 
but it is not enough in order to see if teachers’ objective knowledge has improved (Raffaghelli et al., 
2015; Reich, 2015). Even studies that did use objective performance measures such as the course’s 
assessment rarely report on these assessments’ development and validation processes. More use of 
valid assessments as well as transparency concerning their quality is important for MOOC evaluation. 

Related to teachers’ performance is the course’s impact on practice. While several studies asked 
teachers whether taking a MOOC affected their practice, no studies measured actual pedagogical 
changes or effects on students. Self-reported data are limited, measuring only teachers’ perspectives 
rather than true changes. So, to understand whether the course actually had the desired effect, studies 
should follow teachers in schools via observations or student-level assessments (Dede et al., 2009). 

Regarding data analysis, the most popular methods were traditional, mostly descriptive and some 
inferential statistics. This may be attributed to the use of surveys administered once or twice rather 
than the more complex data available from MOOC platforms. While traditional statistics are valuable 
when the research question requires them, researchers in the field should also consider more complex 
methods that allow for answering other types of research questions. For example, studies using SNA, 
NLP, or machine learning techniques (Chen et al., 2020; Fan et al., 2022; Kellogg et al., 2014; Xie et 
al., 2021) can be used to describe learners’ interactions with each other or with the course in ways that 
are impossible using inferential statistics alone (Lu et al., 2021; Moreno-Marcos et al., 2018; Sangrà et 
al., 2015; Zhu et al., 2018; 2020). Considering alternative data analysis techniques may potentially 
expand the research topics available to scholars. 

3. Study design: Most of the studies we reviewed were purely descriptive, although some of them used 
descriptive analyses to make claims about the course’s effectiveness (e.g., show that the participants 
were satisfied with it). Describing learners’ experiences is important, but there is also room for other 
types of studies. As an example, to show that a course was successful in causing the desired change, one 
must measure the learners’ status before taking it. Ideally, impact studies should also have a control 
group. A simple description of learners’ status at the end of the course is not enough to show that the 
course was effective. This is also an issue in studies about other MOOCs and online PDs (Joksimović et 



What Did We Learn About Massive Open Online Courses for Teachers? A Scoping Review 
Anghel, Littenberg-Tobias, and von Davier 

141 
 

al., 2017; Yousef et al., 2015). For example, Reich (2015) argued that existing MOOC studies are rarely 
experimental. Even the experimental ones tend to take a simple A/B testing form, checking whether 
changing a course component (e.g., introducing badges) has an impact on performance or engagement. 
He suggests going beyond such simple interventions and conducting experiments to check whether 
specific pedagogical methods have an impact on learning. Alternatively, Alturkistani et al. (2020) 
suggested using longitudinal designs with several measures throughout the course in order to track 
participants’ learning over time. Again, given how those who create MOOCs for teachers are often 
interested in course impact, these suggestions seem to be pertinent. 

Although the need for experiments is urgent, there is also room for more correlational studies, 
describing the relationships among variables (Deng et al., 2019; Moreno-Marcos et al., 2018). For 
example, there is a clear interest in predicting learners’ performance in MOOCs for teachers. However, 
few studies used variables other than engagement to do so. Studies using variables such as pre-course 
knowledge about the content and about MOOCs, reasons for enrolling, and interactions with other 
participants in order to predict performance have the potential to contribute to the field. Of course, 
there is also value in predicting or finding the correlations among other constructs such as engagement, 
knowledge, or implementation of what was learned. 

4. Target variables: Related to the other points above, there are several understudied topics on MOOCs 
for teachers. We were able to identify only a handful of studies about participants’ objective 
performance, motivations, previous experience with MOOCs, expectations, and barriers and supports 
at the school level. All of these topics are important; for instance, understanding whether a teacher took 
the MOOC because they were made to or because they were interested in the course topic might be 
important in understanding their performance and engagement (Meet & Kala, 2021; Sprague, 2006). 

Of course, many topics were not studied at all in the articles we reviewed. We already mentioned the 
implementation of the course content in class, student-level impact, and the impact of certain design 
elements. Other topics were suggested by other authors, for example, engagement in specific parts of 
the course (Moreno-Marcos et al., 2018), comparisons of subpopulations’ engagement, performance, 
and so forth by culture or teaching subject (Reich, 2015; Zhu et al., 2018), MOOCs-specific instruments 
and assessments (Deng et al., 2019), learners’ support in the course (Bozkurt et al., 2017; Bragg et al., 
2021), MOOCs designers and instructors (Dillie & Røkenes, 2021; Meet & Kala, 2021; Veletsianos & 
Shepherdson, 2016), MOOCs in comparison with blended courses (Sprague, 2006), business models of 
MOOCs for teachers (Kennedy, 2014), and social issues such as equity in access to the courses (Bozkurt 
et al., 2017; Despujol et al., 2022). 

In spite of the potential contribution of our findings to the literature, this study has several limitations. 
First, in terms of inclusion criteria, we only reviewed English-language studies published in conference 
proceedings or journals. As a result, we might have missed relevant studies published in other languages or 
venues. Second, as we focused solely on MOOCs for in-service K–12 teachers, we did not survey studies 
about related topics that might be of interest to the reader such as blended courses or pre-service training. 
Future studies could expand the scope of this research by including other types of MOOCs for teachers. 
Finally, as we conducted a scoping review, we did not evaluate the studies’ quality. Although all of the 
studies were published in peer-reviewed venues, some of them may not meet some formal quality standards 
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(e.g., a detailed description of the measures used in the study; see the PRISMA guidelines, Page et al., 2021). 
Therefore, they could be less valuable than the rest of the studies. Future reviews should explore the studies’ 
quality or focus on high-quality studies only. 

 

Conclusion 
This study provides a scoping review of the literature on MOOCs for teachers’ PD. Based on our findings, 
we suggested that future research diversify studies’ (a) target MOOCs, (b) data collection and analysis 
methods, (c) study designs, and (d) target variables. These suggestions will help enrich future studies about 
MOOCs for teachers. In addition, this review might inform research about MOOCs or PDs in general, as 
some of our findings and suggestions may apply to other fields, as well. We hope our review will help 
improve and expand our knowledge of how to better educate teachers, thus contributing to education as a 
whole. 

 

Acknowledgments 
We thank Margaret Zheng for her help with data validation and Michael Russell for his insightful comments 
on earlier drafts of this paper.  



What Did We Learn About Massive Open Online Courses for Teachers? A Scoping Review 
Anghel, Littenberg-Tobias, and von Davier 

143 
 

References 
Alonso-Mencía, M. E., Alario-Hoyos, C., Maldonado-Mahauad, J., Estévez-Ayres, I., Pérez-Sanagustín, 

M., & Delgado Kloos, C. (2020). Self-regulated learning in MOOCs: Lessons learned from a 
literature review. Educational Review, 72(3), 319–345. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2019.1566208  

Alturkistani, A., Lam, C., Foley, K., Stenfors, T., Blum, E. R., Van Velthoven, M. H., & Meinert, E. (2020). 
Massive open online course evaluation methods: Systematic review. Journal of Medical Internet 
Research, 22(4), Article e13851. https://doi.org/10.2196/13851  

Arksey, H., & O’Malley, L. (2005). Scoping studies: Towards a methodological framework. International 
Journal of Social Research Methodology, 8, 19–32. 

Arnavut, A., & Bicen, H. (2018). Determination of teachers’ perspectives and level of readiness towards 
MOOCs for tolerance education. Quality & Quantity, 52(S2), 929–943. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-017-0546-z 

Avineri, T., Lee, H. S., Tran, D., Lovett, J. N., & Gibson, T. (2018). Design and impact of MOOCs for 
mathematics teachers. In J. Silverman & V. Hoyos (Eds.), Distance learning, e-learning and 
blended learning in mathematics education: International trends in research and development 
(pp. 185–200). Springer.  

Babori, A., Zaid, A., & Fassi, H. F. (2019). Research on MOOCs in major referred journals: The role and 
place of content. The International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 20(3). 
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v20i4.4385  

Badali, M., Hatami, J., Banihashem, S. K., Rahimi, E., Noroozi, O., & Eslami, Z. (2022). The role of 
motivation in MOOCs’ retention rates: A systematic literature review. Research and Practice in 
Technology Enhanced Learning, 17, Article 5. https://doi.org/10.1186/s41039-022-00181-3  

Bakogianni, E., Tsitouridou, M., & Kyridis, A. (2020). MOOCs in teachers’ professional development: 
Examining teacher readiness. Academia, 18, 9–40. 

Banerjee, G., Warriem, J., & Mishra, S. (2018). Learning experience interaction (LxI): Pedagogy for peer-
connect in MOOCs. In H. Ogata, Y. Song, J.-C. Yang, M. Chang, L.-H. Wong, & M. M. T. Rodrigo 
(Eds.), Proceedings of the 26th International Conference on Computers in Education (pp. 715–
724). Asia-Pacific Society for Computers in Education. 

Boltz, L. O., Yadav, A., Dillman, B., & Robertson, C. (2021). Transitioning to remote learning: Lessons 
from supporting K‐12 teachers through a MOOC. British Journal of Educational Technology, 
52(4), 1377–1393. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.13075  

https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2019.1566208
https://doi.org/10.2196/13851
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-017-0546-z
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v20i4.4385
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41039-022-00181-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.13075


What Did We Learn About Massive Open Online Courses for Teachers? A Scoping Review 
Anghel, Littenberg-Tobias, and von Davier 

144 
 

Bonafini, F. C. (2017). The effects of participants’ engagement with videos and forums in a MOOC for 
teachers’ professional development. Open Praxis, 9(4), 433–447. 
https://doi.org/10.5944/openpraxis.9.4.637  

Bonafini, F. C. (2018). Characterizing super-posters in a MOOC for teachers’ professional development. 
Online Learning, 22(4), 89–108. https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v22i4.1503 

Bozkurt, A., Akgün-Özbek, E., & Zawacki-Richter, O. (2017). Trends and patterns in massive open online 
courses: Review and content analysis of research on MOOCs (2008-2015). The International 
Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 18(5), 118–147. 
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v18i5.3080 

Bragg, L. A., Walsh, C., & Heyeres, M. (2021). Successful design and delivery of online professional 
development for teachers: A systematic review of the literature. Computers & Education, 166, 
Article 104158. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104158  

Brennan, K., Blum-Smith, S., & Yurkofsky, M. M. (2018). From checklists to heuristics: Designing MOOCs 
to support teacher learning. Teachers College Record: The Voice of Scholarship in Education, 
120(9), Article 090302. https://doi.org/10.1177/016146811812000904 

Brooker, A., Corrin, L., De Barba, P., Lodge, J., & Kennedy, G. (2018). A tale of two MOOCs: How student 
motivation and participation predict learning outcomes in different MOOCs. Australasian 
Journal of Educational Technology, 34(1), 73–87. https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.3237  

Burbaitė, R., Zailskaitė-Jakštė, L., Narbutaitė, L., Ostreika, A., Urbaitytė, A., Kommers, P., Eral, S. H., 
Aydos, C., & Koç, Ş. (2022). Designing MOOC based on the framework for teacher professional 
development in STEAM. In A. Lopata, D. Gudonienė, & R. Butkienė (Eds.), Information and 
Software Technologies. ICIST 2022. Communications in Computer and Information Science, 
volume 1665 (pp. 315–330). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-16302-9_26 

Butler, D., Leahy, M., Hallissy, M. & Brown, M. (2016). Embedding classroom practice in a 21st century 
learning design (21CLD) MOOC framework. In S. Barker, S. Dawson, A. Pardo, & C. Colvin (Eds.), 
Show Me the Learning. Proceedings ASCILITE 2016 (pp. 102–104). ASCILITE. 

Carapezza, K. (2015, April 2). Who is taking MOOCs? Teachers, says MIT-Harvard study. PBS News. 
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/education/taking-moocs-teachers-says-mit-harvard-study    

Castaño-Muñoz, J., Kalz, M., Kreijns, K., & Punie, Y. (2018). Who is taking MOOCs for teachers’ 
professional development on the use of ICT? A cross-sectional study from Spain. Technology, 
Pedagogy and Education, 27(5), 607–624. https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2018.1528997  

Chavez, J. V. (2020). Impact of massive open online course on the teacher-enrollees’ personal growth and 
professional development. Solid State Technology, 63, 1575–1590. 

https://doi.org/10.5944/openpraxis.9.4.637
https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v22i4.1503
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v18i5.3080
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104158
https://doi.org/10.1177/016146811812000904
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.3237
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-16302-9_26
https://www.pbs.org/newshour/education/taking-moocs-teachers-says-mit-harvard-study
https://doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2018.1528997


What Did We Learn About Massive Open Online Courses for Teachers? A Scoping Review 
Anghel, Littenberg-Tobias, and von Davier 

145 
 

Chen, B., Fan, Y., Zhang, G., Liu, M., & Wang, Q. (2020). Teachers’ networked professional learning with 
MOOCs. PLOS ONE, 15(7), Article e0235170. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0235170  

Cinganotto, L., & Cuccurullo, D. (2019). Learning analytics in online social interactions. The case of a 
MOOC on “language awareness” promoted by the European Commission. Journal of E-Learning 
and Knowledge Society, 15(3), 263–286. https://doi.org/10.20368/1971-8829/1135030 

Collins, L. J., & Liang, X. (2015). Examining high quality online teacher professional development: 
Teachers’ voices. International Journal of Teacher Leadership, 6, 18–34. 

Dash, S., Magidin de Kramer, R., O’Dwyer, L. M., Masters, J., & Russell, M. (2012). Impact of online 
professional development or teacher quality and student achievement in fifth grade mathematics. 
Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 45(1), 1–26. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2012.10782595  

Davies, P. M. (2022). Exploring completion in MOOCs for providing teacher CPD: Does grit matter? In R. 
Hernández Rizzardini (Chair), 2022 IEEE proceedings of Learning With MOOCS (LWMOOCS) 
(pp. 42–46). IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/LWMOOCS53067.2022.9927865  

Day, C. (1999). Developing teachers: The challenges of lifelong learning. Falmer Press. 

Dede, C., Jass Ketelhut, D., Whitehouse, P., Breit, L., & McCloskey, E. M. (2009). A research agenda for 
online teacher professional development. Journal of Teacher Education, 60(1), 8–19. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487108327554  

Deng, R., Benckendorff, P., & Gannaway, D. (2019). Progress and new directions for teaching and learning 
in MOOCs. Computers & Education, 129, 48–60. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.10.019   

Despujol, I., Castañeda, L., Marín, V. I., & Turró, C. (2022). What do we want to know about MOOCs? 
Results from a machine learning approach to a systematic literature mapping review. 
International Journal of Educational Technology in Higher Education, 19, Article 53. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-022-00359-1 

Dikke, D., & Faltin, N. (2015). Go-Lab MOOC–An online course for teacher professional development in 
the field of inquiry-based science education. In EDULEARN15 proceedings (pp. 2990–2999). 
International Academy of Technology, Education and Development. 

Dille, K. B., & Røkenes, F. M. (2021). Teachers’ professional development in formal online communities: 
A scoping review. Teaching and Teacher Education, 105, Article 103431. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2021.103431  

Ebben, M., & Murphy, J. S. (2014). Unpacking MOOC scholarly discourse: A review of nascent MOOC 
scholarship. Learning, Media and Technology, 39(3), 328–345. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2013.878352  

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0235170
https://doi.org/10.20368/1971-8829/1135030
https://doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2012.10782595
https://doi.org/10.1109/LWMOOCS53067.2022.9927865
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487108327554
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.10.019
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41239-022-00359-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2021.103431
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439884.2013.878352


What Did We Learn About Massive Open Online Courses for Teachers? A Scoping Review 
Anghel, Littenberg-Tobias, and von Davier 

146 
 

Falkner, K., Vivian, R., & Falkner, N. (2018). Supporting computational thinking development in K–6. In 
Proceedings of the 2018 International Conference on Learning and Teaching in Computing and 
Engineering (pp. 126–133). IEEE. http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/LaTICE.2018.00031  

Falkner, K., Vivian, R., Falkner, N., & Williams, S. A. (2017). Reflecting on three offerings of a community-
centric MOOC for K–6 computer science teachers. In M. E. Caspersen & S. H. Edwards (Chairs), 
Proceedings of the 2017 ACM SIGCSE technical symposium on computer science education (pp. 
195–200). ACM. http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3017680.3017712  

Fan, Y., Jovanović, J., Saint, J., Jiang, Y., Wang, Q., & Gašević, D. (2022). Revealing the regulation of 
learning strategies of MOOC retakers: A learning analytic study. Computers & Education, 178, 
Article 104404. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104404 

Fang, J.-W., Hwang, G.-J., & Chang, C.-Y. (2019). Advancement and the foci of investigation of MOOCs 
and open online courses for language learning: A review of journal publications from 2009 to 
2018. Interactive Learning Environments, 30(7), 1351–1369. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2019.1703011  

Garreta-Domingo, M., Hernández-Leo, D., Mor, Y., & Sloep, P. (2015). Teachers’ perceptions about the 
HANDSON MOOC: A learning design studio case. In G. Conole, T. Klobučar, C. Rensing, J. 
Konert, & E. Lavoué (Eds.), Design for teaching and learning in a networked world. EC-TEL 
2015 (pp. 420–427). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-24258-3_34 

Gašević, D., Kovanović, V., Joksimović, S., & Siemens, G. (2014). Where is research on massive open 
online courses headed? A data analysis of the MOOC Research Initiative. The International 
Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 15(5), 134–176. 
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v15i5.1954  

Gonçalves, B. M. F., & Gonçalves, V. B. (2019). Professional development in MOOC: Teachers motivation. 
In 2019 14th Iberian conference on information systems and technologies (CISTI) proceedings 
(pp. 1–6). IEEE. 

Gonçalves, B. M. F., & Osório, A. J. (2018). Massive open online courses (MOOC) to improve teachers’ 
professional development. RE@D-Revista de Educação a Distância e Elearning, 1, 52–63. 

Gordillo, A. G., López-Pernas, S. L. P., & Barra, E. (2019). Effectiveness of MOOCs for teachers in safe ICT 
use training. Comunicar. Media Education Research Journal, 61(4), 98–107. 
https://doi.org/10.3916/C61-2019-09 

Griffiths, M. A., Goodyear, V. A., & Armour, K. M. (2022). Massive open online courses (MOOCs) for 
professional development: Meeting the needs and expectations of physical education teachers and 
youth sport coaches. Physical Education and Sport Pedagogy, 27(3), 276–290. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17408989.2021.1874901 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/LaTICE.2018.00031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/3017680.3017712
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104404
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2019.1703011
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-24258-3_34
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v15i5.1954
https://doi.org/10.3916/C61-2019-09
https://doi.org/10.1080/17408989.2021.1874901


What Did We Learn About Massive Open Online Courses for Teachers? A Scoping Review 
Anghel, Littenberg-Tobias, and von Davier 

147 
 

Gunter, G. A., & Reeves, J. L. (2017). Online professional development embedded with mobile learning: 
An examination of teachers’ attitudes, engagement and dispositions. British Journal of 
Educational Technology, 48(6), 1305–1317. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12490  

Herranen, J. K., Aksela, M. K., Kaul, M., & Lehto, S. (2021). Teachers’ expectations and perceptions of the 
relevance of professional development MOOCs. Education Sciences, 11(5), Article 240. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci11050240 

Hew, K. F., & Cheung, W. S. (2014). Students’ and instructors’ use of massive open online courses 
(MOOCs): Motivations and challenges. Educational Research Review, 12, 45–58. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2014.05.001 

Hilali, E. E., & Moubtassime, M. (2021). Moroccan teachers of English acceptance and readiness to use 
MOOCs for continuing professional development. Universal Journal of Educational Research, 
9(5), 891–900. https://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2021.090501 

Hollands, F., & Tirthali, D. (2014). MOOCs: Expectations and reality. University of Pennsylvania. 
https://repository.upenn.edu/cbcse/50 

Hodges, C., Lowenthal, P., & Grant, M. (2016). Teacher professional development in the digital age: 
Design considerations for MOOCs for teachers. In Proceedings of Society for Information 
Technology & Teacher Education international conference 2016 (pp. 2075–2081). Association 
for the Advancement of Computing in Education (AACE). 

Hollebrands, K. F., & Lee, H. S. (2020). Effective design of massive open online courses for mathematics 
teachers to support their professional learning. ZDM: Mathematics Education, 52, 859–875. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11858-020-01142-0  

Huang, Y., Xie, Y., Qiu, Y., Yuan, Q., Liu, Y., & Zhong, H. (2020). Research on support services of MOOC-
based online teacher professional development during the COVID-19 pandemic. In 2020 Ninth 
international conference of Educational Innovation Through Technology (EITT) (pp. 52–57). 
IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/EITT50754.2020.00015 

Ibáñez Moreno, A., & Traxler, J. (2016). MALL-based MOOCs for language teachers: Challenges and 
opportunities. Porta Linguarum, Monográfico 1, 73–85. 
https://www.ugr.es/~portalin/articulos/PL_monograph1_2016/art_6.pdf 

Jacoby, J. (2014). The disruptive potential of the Massive Open Online Course: A literature 
review. Journal of Open, Flexible, and Distance Learning, 18(1), 73-85. 
https://doi.org/10.61468/jofdl.v18i1.214  

Jobe, W., Östlund, C., & Svensson, L. (2014). MOOCs for professional teacher development. In 
Proceedings of Society for Information Technology & Teacher Education international 
conference 2014 (pp. 1580–1586). Association for the Advancement of Computing in Education 
(AACE). 

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12490
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci11050240
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2014.05.001
https://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2021.090501
https://repository.upenn.edu/cbcse/50
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11858-020-01142-0
https://doi.org/10.1109/EITT50754.2020.00015
https://www.ugr.es/%7Eportalin/articulos/PL_monograph1_2016/art_6.pdf
https://doi.org/10.61468/jofdl.v18i1.214


What Did We Learn About Massive Open Online Courses for Teachers? A Scoping Review 
Anghel, Littenberg-Tobias, and von Davier 

148 
 

Johnston, J. (2016, March 2–5). MOOCs feasibility study: Demand among teachers in rural Ghana 
[Paper presentation]. Society for research on educational effectiveness: Spring 2016 annual 
conference, Washington, DC, United States. 

Joksimović, S., Poquet, O., Kovanović, V., Dowell, N., Mills, C., Gašević, D., Dawson, S., Grasesser, A. C., 
& Brooks, C. (2017). How do we model learning at scale? A systematic review of research on 
MOOCs. Review of Educational Research, 88(1), 43–86. 
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654317740335 

Karlsson, N., Godhe, A. L., Bradley, L., & Lindström, B. (2014). Professional development of teachers in a 
MOOC. In C.-C. Liu, H. Ogata, S. C. Kong, & A. Kashihara (Eds.), Proceedings of the 22nd 
international conference on computers in education, ICCE 2014 (pp. 868–877). Asia-Pacific 
Society for Computers in Education. 

Kellogg, S., Booth, S., & Oliver, K. (2014). A social network perspective on peer supported learning in 
MOOCs for educators. The International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 
15(5), 263–289. https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v15i5.1852 

Kennedy, E., & Laurillard, D. (2019). The potential of MOOCs for large-scale teacher professional 
development in contexts of mass displacement. London Review of Education. 17(2), 141–158. 
https://doi.org/10.18546/LRE.17.2.04 

Kennedy, J. (2014). Characteristics of massive open online courses (MOOCs): A research review, 2009–
2012. Journal of Interactive Online Learning, 13(1), 1–16. 
https://www.ncolr.org/jiol/issues/pdf/13.1.1.pdf  

Kleiman, G., & Wolf, M. A. (2015). Going to scale with online professional development: The Friday 
Institute MOOCs for Educators (MOOC-Ed) initiative. North Carolina State University. 
https://s3.amazonaws.com/fi-courses/blog/going-to-scale-with-oTPD.pdf  

Koukis, N., & Jimoyiannis, A. (2017). Designing MOOCs for teacher professional development: Analysis of 
participants’ engagement and perceptions. In A. Mesquita & P. Peres (Eds.), Proceedings of the 
16th European Conference on E-Learning, ECEL 2017 (pp. 271–280). Academic Conferences and 
Publishing International. https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Athanassios-
Jimoyiannis/publication/321061445_Koukis_N_Jimoyiannis_A_2017_Designing_MOOCs_for
_teacher_professional_development_Analysis_of_participants'_engagement_and_perceptions_
In_A_Mesquita_and_P_Peres_Eds_Proceedings_of_the_16th_European_Con/links/5a0b29f9
458515e482747f9d/Koukis-N-Jimoyiannis-A-2017-Designing-MOOCs-for-teacher-professional-
development-Analysis-of-participants-engagement-and-perceptions-In-A-Mesquita-and-P-Peres-
Eds-Proceedings-of-the-16th-Europea.pdf  

Koukis, N., & Jimoyiannis, A. (2018). MOOCs and teacher professional development: A case study on 
teachers’ views and perceptions [Paper presentation]. International Association for Development 

https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654317740335
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v15i5.1852
https://doi.org/10.18546/LRE.17.2.04
https://www.ncolr.org/jiol/issues/pdf/13.1.1.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/fi-courses/blog/going-to-scale-with-oTPD.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Athanassios-Jimoyiannis/publication/321061445_Koukis_N_Jimoyiannis_A_2017_Designing_MOOCs_for_teacher_professional_development_Analysis_of_participants'_engagement_and_perceptions_In_A_Mesquita_and_P_Peres_Eds_Proceedings_of_the_16th_European_Con/links/5a0b29f9458515e482747f9d/Koukis-N-Jimoyiannis-A-2017-Designing-MOOCs-for-teacher-professional-development-Analysis-of-participants-engagement-and-perceptions-In-A-Mesquita-and-P-Peres-Eds-Proceedings-of-the-16th-Europea.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Athanassios-Jimoyiannis/publication/321061445_Koukis_N_Jimoyiannis_A_2017_Designing_MOOCs_for_teacher_professional_development_Analysis_of_participants'_engagement_and_perceptions_In_A_Mesquita_and_P_Peres_Eds_Proceedings_of_the_16th_European_Con/links/5a0b29f9458515e482747f9d/Koukis-N-Jimoyiannis-A-2017-Designing-MOOCs-for-teacher-professional-development-Analysis-of-participants-engagement-and-perceptions-In-A-Mesquita-and-P-Peres-Eds-Proceedings-of-the-16th-Europea.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Athanassios-Jimoyiannis/publication/321061445_Koukis_N_Jimoyiannis_A_2017_Designing_MOOCs_for_teacher_professional_development_Analysis_of_participants'_engagement_and_perceptions_In_A_Mesquita_and_P_Peres_Eds_Proceedings_of_the_16th_European_Con/links/5a0b29f9458515e482747f9d/Koukis-N-Jimoyiannis-A-2017-Designing-MOOCs-for-teacher-professional-development-Analysis-of-participants-engagement-and-perceptions-In-A-Mesquita-and-P-Peres-Eds-Proceedings-of-the-16th-Europea.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Athanassios-Jimoyiannis/publication/321061445_Koukis_N_Jimoyiannis_A_2017_Designing_MOOCs_for_teacher_professional_development_Analysis_of_participants'_engagement_and_perceptions_In_A_Mesquita_and_P_Peres_Eds_Proceedings_of_the_16th_European_Con/links/5a0b29f9458515e482747f9d/Koukis-N-Jimoyiannis-A-2017-Designing-MOOCs-for-teacher-professional-development-Analysis-of-participants-engagement-and-perceptions-In-A-Mesquita-and-P-Peres-Eds-Proceedings-of-the-16th-Europea.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Athanassios-Jimoyiannis/publication/321061445_Koukis_N_Jimoyiannis_A_2017_Designing_MOOCs_for_teacher_professional_development_Analysis_of_participants'_engagement_and_perceptions_In_A_Mesquita_and_P_Peres_Eds_Proceedings_of_the_16th_European_Con/links/5a0b29f9458515e482747f9d/Koukis-N-Jimoyiannis-A-2017-Designing-MOOCs-for-teacher-professional-development-Analysis-of-participants-engagement-and-perceptions-In-A-Mesquita-and-P-Peres-Eds-Proceedings-of-the-16th-Europea.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Athanassios-Jimoyiannis/publication/321061445_Koukis_N_Jimoyiannis_A_2017_Designing_MOOCs_for_teacher_professional_development_Analysis_of_participants'_engagement_and_perceptions_In_A_Mesquita_and_P_Peres_Eds_Proceedings_of_the_16th_European_Con/links/5a0b29f9458515e482747f9d/Koukis-N-Jimoyiannis-A-2017-Designing-MOOCs-for-teacher-professional-development-Analysis-of-participants-engagement-and-perceptions-In-A-Mesquita-and-P-Peres-Eds-Proceedings-of-the-16th-Europea.pdf
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Athanassios-Jimoyiannis/publication/321061445_Koukis_N_Jimoyiannis_A_2017_Designing_MOOCs_for_teacher_professional_development_Analysis_of_participants'_engagement_and_perceptions_In_A_Mesquita_and_P_Peres_Eds_Proceedings_of_the_16th_European_Con/links/5a0b29f9458515e482747f9d/Koukis-N-Jimoyiannis-A-2017-Designing-MOOCs-for-teacher-professional-development-Analysis-of-participants-engagement-and-perceptions-In-A-Mesquita-and-P-Peres-Eds-Proceedings-of-the-16th-Europea.pdf


What Did We Learn About Massive Open Online Courses for Teachers? A Scoping Review 
Anghel, Littenberg-Tobias, and von Davier 

149 
 

of the Information Society (IADIS) International Conference on E-Learning, Madrid, Spain. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED590293.pdf  

Koukis, N., & Jimoyiannis, A. (2019a). Investigating participants’ collaborative patterns in a MOOC for 
teacher professional development. In Proceedings of the 18th European Conference on E-
Learning (pp. 303–312). Academic Conferences and Publishing International. 

Koukis, N., & Jimoyiannis, A. (2019b). MOOCS for teacher professional development: Exploring teachers’ 
perceptions and achievements. Interactive Technology and Smart Education, 16(1), 74–91. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/ITSE-10-2018-0081  

Koukis, N., & Jimoyiannis, A. (2020). Towards a design framework of MOOCs for teacher development. 
Themes in eLearning, 13, 69–86. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1291202  

Koutsodimou, K., & Jimoyiannis, A. (2015). MOOCs for teacher professional development: Investigating 
views and perceptions of the participants. In Proceedings of the 8th international conference of 
education, research and innovation—ICERI 2015 Proceedings (pp. 6968-6977). 
https://library.iated.org/view/KOUTSODIMOU2015MOO  

Laurillard, D. (2016). The educational problem that MOOCs could solve: Professional development for 
teachers of disadvantaged students. Research in Learning Technology, 24, Article 29369. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.3402/rlt.v24.29369   

Laurillard, D., Kennedy, E., Charlton, P., Wild, J., & Dimakopoulos, D. (2018). Using technology to 
develop teachers as designers of TEL: Evaluating the learning designer. British Journal of 
Educational Technology, 49(6), 1044–1058. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12697 

Lay, C. D., Allman, B., Cutri, R. M., & Kimmons, R. (2020). Examining a decade of research in online 
teacher professional development. Frontiers in Education, 5, Article 573129. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2020.573129  

Li, F., & Yu, M. (2019). Research on strategies of improving professional development of teachers in 
MOOC era. In D. Roy (Chair), ICIET 2019: Proceedings of the 2019 7th International Conference 
on Information and Education Technology (pp. 146–150). Association for Computing Machinery. 
https://doi.org/10.1145/3323771.3323787  

Li, S., Sun, Z., & Luo, L. (2021). Differences in learning effects among teachers who participate in 
individual and in groups in a MOOC. International Journal of Information and Education 
Technology, 11(4), 184–188. https://doi.org/10.18178/ijiet.2021.11.4.1509 

Liu, K. Y. (2012). A design framework for online teacher professional development communities. Asia 
Pacific Education Review, 13, 701–711. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-012-9230-0 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED590293.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/ITSE-10-2018-0081
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1291202
https://library.iated.org/view/KOUTSODIMOU2015MOO
http://dx.doi.org/10.3402/rlt.v24.29369
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12697
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2020.573129
https://doi.org/10.1145/3323771.3323787
https://doi.org/10.18178/ijiet.2021.11.4.1509
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-012-9230-0


What Did We Learn About Massive Open Online Courses for Teachers? A Scoping Review 
Anghel, Littenberg-Tobias, and von Davier 

150 
 

Liyanagunawardena, T. R., Adams, A. A., & Williams, S. A. (2013). MOOCs: A systematic study of the 
published literature 2008–2012. The International Review of Research in Open and Distributed 
Learning, 14(3), 202–227. https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v14i3.1455  

Lockee, B. B. (2021). Shifting digital, shifting context: (Re)considering teacher professional development 
for online and blended learning in the COVID-19 era. Educational Technology Research and 
Development, 69, 17–20. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-020-09836-8 

Lu, M., Cui, T., Huang, Z., Zhao, H., Li, T., & Wang, K. (2021). A systematic review of questionnaire-based 
quantitative research on MOOCs. The International Review of Research in Open and Distributed 
Learning, 22(2), 285–313. https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v22i2.5208  

Luo, W., Xie, Y., Xia, W., & Zeng, Y. (2022). Research on the improvement of MOOC-based self-organized 
online teaching and research participation degree for primary and secondary school teachers. In 
L.-K. Lee, Y. K. Hui, K. P. Mark, A. Lu, & Q. Li (Eds.), 2022 International Symposium on 
Educational Technology (ISET) (pp. 107–112). IEEE. 
https://doi.org/10.1109/ISET55194.2022.00030  

Ma, N., Li, Y.-M., Guo, J.-H., Laurillard, D., & Yang, M. (2022). A learning model for improving in-service 
teachers’ course completion in MOOCs. Interactive Learning Environments, 31(9), 5940–5955. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2021.2025405 

Macià, M., & García, I. (2016). Informal online communities and networks as a source of teacher 
professional development: A review. Teaching and Teacher Education, 55, 291–307. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2016.01.021 

Magidin de Kramer, R., Masters, J., O’Dwyer, L. M., Dash, S., & Russell, M. (2012). Relationship of online 
teacher professional development to seventh-grade teachers’ and students’ knowledge and 
practices in English language arts. The Teacher Educator, 47(3), 236–259. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08878730.2012.685795 

Meet, R. K., & Kala, D. (2021). Trends and future prospects in MOOC researches: A systematic literature 
review 2013–2020. Contemporary Educational Technology, 13(3), Article ep312. 
https://doi.org/10.30935/cedtech/10986 

Mishra, S., Cleveland-Innes, M., & Ostashewski, N. (2019). Capacity building of teachers: A case study of 
the technology-enabled learning (TEL) massive open online courses. In S. Mishra, M. Cleveland-
Innes, and N. Ostashewski (Eds.) MOOCs and open education in the global south (pp. 156–168). 
Routledge. 

Montes-Rodríguez, R., Martínez-Rodríguez, J. B., & Ocaña-Fernández, A. (2019). Case study as a research 
method for analyzing MOOCs: Presence and characteristics of those case studies in the main 
scientific databases. The International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 
20(3). https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v20i4.4299 

https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v14i3.1455
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-020-09836-8
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v22i2.5208
https://doi.org/10.1109/ISET55194.2022.00030
https://doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2021.2025405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2016.01.021
https://doi.org/10.1080/08878730.2012.685795
https://doi.org/10.30935/cedtech/10986
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v20i4.4299


What Did We Learn About Massive Open Online Courses for Teachers? A Scoping Review 
Anghel, Littenberg-Tobias, and von Davier 

151 
 

Moreno-Marcos, P. M., Alario-Hoyos, C., Muñoz-Merino, P. J., & Delgado Kloos, C. (2018). Prediction in 
MOOCs: A review and future research directions. IEEE Transactions on Learning Technologies, 
12(3), 384–401. https://doi.org/10.1109/TLT.2018.2856808  

Olsson, U. (2016). Open courses and MOOCs as professional development—Is the openness a hindrance? 
Education + Training, 58(2), 229–243. https://doi.org/10.1108/ET-01-2015-0006  

Ostashewski, N., Ardito, G., Cleveland-Innes, M., & Gauvreau, S. (2018). K12 educators identify benefits 
and challenges in a MOOC: Designing a coding set for understanding online-delivered teacher 
professional development. In E. Langran & J. Borup (Eds.), Proceedings of Society for 
Information Technology & Teacher Education International Conference (pp. 226–229). 
Association for the Advancement of Computing in Education (AACE). 
https://www.learntechlib.org/primary/p/182528/ 

Page, M. J., McKenzie, J. E., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, I., Hoffmann, T. C., Mulrow, C. D., Shamseer, L., 
Tetxlaff, J. M., Akl, E. A., Brennan, S. E., Chou, R., Glanville, J., Grimshaw, J. M., Hróbjartsson, 
A., Lalu, M. M., Li, T., Loder, E. W., Mayo-Wilson, E., McDonald, S... & Moher, D. (2021). The 
PRISMA 2020 statement: An updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. Systematic 
Reviews, 10, Article 89. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-021-01626-4  

Panero, M., Aldon, G., Trgalová, J., & Trouche, L. (2017). Analysing MOOCs in terms of teacher 
collaboration potential and issues: The French experience. In T. Dooley & G. Gueudet (Eds.), 
Proceedings of the tenth congress of the European Society for Research in Mathematics 
Education (CERME 10) (pp. 2446–2453). DCU Institute of Education and ERME. 
http://erme.site/wp-content/uploads/archives/CERME10_Proceedings_2017.pdf 

Paton, R. M., Fluck, A. E., & Scanlan, J. D. (2018). Engagement and retention in VET MOOCs and online 
courses: A systematic review of literature from 2013 to 2017. Computers & Education, 125, 191–
201. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.06.013    

Raffaghelli, J. E., Cucchiara, S., & Persico, D. (2015). Methodological approaches in MOOC research: 
Retracing the myth of Proteus. British Journal of Educational Technology, 46(3), 488–509. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12279     

Rahimi, E., Henze, I., Hermans, F., & Barendsen, E. (2018). Investigating the pedagogical content 
knowledge of teachers attending a MOOC on Scratch programming. In S. Pozdniakov & V. 
Dagienė (Eds.), Informatics in schools. Fundamentals of computer science and software 
engineering. ISSEP 2018 (pp. 180–193). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-02750-
6_14  

Ramírez-Montoya, M.-S., Mena, J., & Rodríguez-Arroyo, J. A. (2017). In-service teachers’ self-perceptions 
of digital competence and OER use as determined by a xMOOC training course. Computers in 
Human Behavior, 77, 356–364. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.09.010 

https://doi.org/10.1109/TLT.2018.2856808
https://doi.org/10.1108/ET-01-2015-0006
https://www.learntechlib.org/primary/p/182528/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/?term=Hr%C3%B3bjartsson+A&cauthor_id=33782057
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-021-01626-4
http://erme.site/wp-content/uploads/archives/CERME10_Proceedings_2017.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12279
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-02750-6_14
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-02750-6_14
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.09.010


What Did We Learn About Massive Open Online Courses for Teachers? A Scoping Review 
Anghel, Littenberg-Tobias, and von Davier 

152 
 

Reich, J. (2015). Rebooting MOOC research. Science, 347(6217), 34–35. 
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1261627 

Rivera Vázquez, N., & Ramirez Montoya, M. S. (2015). Digital skills development: MOOC as a tool for 
teacher training. In ICERI2015 Proceedings (pp. 2714-2721). 
https://library.iated.org/view/RIVERAVAZQUEZ2015DIG 

Rutherford-Quach, S., Thompson, K. D., Rodriguez-Mojica, C., & Román, D. (2021). Taking away excuses 
to quit: The role of supports in completion and learning in online professional development for 
teachers. Online Learning, 25(2), 140–170. https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v25i2.1586  

Salmon, G., Gregory, J., Lokuge Dona, K., & Ross, B. (2015). Experiential online development for 
educators: The example of the Carpe Diem MOOC. British Journal of Educational Technology, 
46(3), 542–556. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12256 

Sangrà, A., González-Sanmamed, M., & Anderson, T. (2015). Meta-analysis of the research about MOOC 
during 2013–2014. Educación XX1, 
18(2).https://revistas.uned.es/index.php/educacionXX1/article/view/14808  

Seaton, D. T., Coleman, C., Daries, J., & Chuang, I. (2015, February 8). Enrollment in MITx MOOCs: Are 
we educating educators? EDUCAUSE Review. 
https://er.educause.edu/articles/2015/2/enrollment-in-mitx-moocs-are-we-educating-
educators-are-we-educating-educators  

Shah, V., Banerjee, G., Murthy, S., & Iyer, S. (2018). Learner-centric MOOC for teachers on effective ICT 
integration: Perceptions and experiences. In V. Kumar, S. Murthy, Kinshuk, & S. Iyer (Eds.), 2018 
IEEE ninth international conference on technology for education (T4E) (pp. 77–84). IEEE. 
https://doi.org/10.1109/T4E.2018.00023  

Shangying, Y., & Jing, S. (2017). Learning to learn from MOOCs from teachers’ perspective: Data analysis 
based on the course “micro-class design and production”. In J. Liu, S. Nishimura, H. Zhang, & Q. 
Jin (Eds.), Sixth international conference of educational innovation through technology: EITT 
2017 (pp. 1–4). IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/EITT.2017.9  

Shemy, N., & Al-Habsi, M. (2021). The effect of a training program based on open educational resources 
on the teachers online professional development and their attitudes towards it of Al-Dakhliya 
governorate in Sultanate of Oman. Journal of E-Learning and Knowledge Society, 17(1), 18–28. 
https://doi.org/10.20368/1971-8829/1135283  

Silvia, A. (2015). Coursera online course: A platform for English teachers’ meaningful and vibrant 
professional development. TEFLIN Journal: A Publication on the Teaching & Learning of 
English, 26(2), 228–246. http://dx.doi.org/10.15639/teflinjournal.v26i2/228-246  

https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1261627
https://library.iated.org/view/RIVERAVAZQUEZ2015DIG
https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v25i2.1586
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12256
https://revistas.uned.es/index.php/educacionXX1/article/view/14808
https://er.educause.edu/articles/2015/2/enrollment-in-mitx-moocs-are-we-educating-educators-are-we-educating-educators
https://er.educause.edu/articles/2015/2/enrollment-in-mitx-moocs-are-we-educating-educators-are-we-educating-educators
https://doi.org/10.1109/T4E.2018.00023
https://doi.org/10.1109/EITT.2017.9
https://doi.org/10.20368/1971-8829/1135283
http://dx.doi.org/10.15639/teflinjournal.v26i2/228-246


What Did We Learn About Massive Open Online Courses for Teachers? A Scoping Review 
Anghel, Littenberg-Tobias, and von Davier 

153 
 

Spradling, C., Linville, D., Rogers, M. P., & Clark, J. (2015). Are MOOCs an appropriate pedagogy for 
training K–12 teachers computer science concepts? Journal of Computing Sciences in Colleges, 
30(5), 115–125. https://dlnext.acm.org/doi/10.5555/2752981.2753010 

Sprague, D. (2006). Editorial: Research agenda for online teacher professional development. Journal of 
Technology and Teacher Education, 14(4), 657–661. 
https://www.learntechlib.org/primary/p/22827/ 

Tang, H. (2021). Teaching teachers to use technology through massive open online course: Perspectives of 
interaction equivalency. Computers & Education, 174, Article 104307.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104307 

Taranto, E., & Arzarello, F. (2020). Math MOOC UniTo: An Italian project on MOOCs for mathematics 
teacher education, and the development of a new theoretical framework. ZDM: Mathematics 
Education, 52, 843–858. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11858-019-01116-x  

Taranto, E., Arzarello, F., Robutti, O., Alberti, V., Labasin, S., & Gaido, S. (2017). Analysing MOOCs in 
terms of their potential for teacher collaboration: The Italian experience. In T. Dooley & G. 
Gueudet (Eds.), Proceedings of the tenth congress of the European Society for Research in 
Mathematics Education (CERME 10) (pp. 2478–2485). DCU Institute of Education and ERME. 
http://erme.site/wp-content/uploads/archives/CERME10_Proceedings_2017.pdf 

Taranto, E., Jablonski, S., Recio, T., Mercat, C., Cunha, E., Lázaro, C., Ludwig, M., & Mammana, M. F. 
(2021). Professional development in mathematics education—Evaluation of a MOOC on outdoor 
mathematics. Mathematics, 9(22), Article 2975. https://doi.org/10.3390/math9222975 

Tømte, C. E. (2019). MOOCs in teacher education: Institutional and pedagogical change? European 
Journal of Teacher Education, 42(1), 65–81. https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2018.1529752  

Tzovla, E., Kedraka, K., & Kaltsidis, C. (2021). Investigating in-service elementary school teachers’ 
satisfaction with participating in MOOC for teaching biological concepts. Eurasia Journal of 
Mathematics, Science and Technology Education, 17(3), Article em1946. 
https://doi.org/10.29333/ejmste/9729  

Tzovla, E., Kedraka, K., Karalis, T., Kougiourouki, M., & Lavidas, K. (2021). Effectiveness of in-service 
elementary school teacher professional development MOOC: An experimental research. 
Contemporary Educational Technology, 13(4), Article ep324. 
https://doi.org/10.30935/cedtech/11144 

van de Oudeweetering, K., & Agirdag, O. (2018). MOOCs as accelerators of social mobility? A systematic 
review. Educational Technology & Society, 21(1), 1–11. https://www.j-
ets.net/collection/published-issues/21_1  

Van de Poël, J., & Verpoorten, D. (2019). Designing a MOOC: A new channel for teacher professional 
development? In M. Calise, C. Delgado Kloos, J. Reich, J. A. Ruiperez-Valiente, & M. Wirsing 

https://dlnext.acm.org/doi/10.5555/2752981.2753010
https://www.learntechlib.org/primary/p/22827/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104307
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11858-019-01116-x
http://erme.site/wp-content/uploads/archives/CERME10_Proceedings_2017.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3390/math9222975
https://doi.org/10.1080/02619768.2018.1529752
https://doi.org/10.29333/ejmste/9729
https://doi.org/10.30935/cedtech/11144
https://www.j-ets.net/collection/published-issues/21_1
https://www.j-ets.net/collection/published-issues/21_1


What Did We Learn About Massive Open Online Courses for Teachers? A Scoping Review 
Anghel, Littenberg-Tobias, and von Davier 

154 
 

(Eds.), Digital education: At the MOOC crossroads where the interests of academia and business 
converge (pp. 91–101). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-19875-6_11 

Veletsianos, G., & Shepherdson, P. (2016). A systematic analysis and synthesis of the empirical MOOC 
literature published in 2013–2015. The International Review of Research in Open and 
Distributed Learning, 17(2), 198–221. https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v17i2.2448  

Vivian, R., Falkner, K., & Falkner, N. (2014). Addressing the challenges of a new digital technologies 
curriculum: MOOCs as a scalable solution for teacher professional development. Research in 
Learning Technology, 22, Article 24691. http://dx.doi.org/10.3402/rlt.v22.24691  

Vlachou, V., Tselios, D., & Aspridis, G. (2020). Studying ICT teachers’ experiences and perceptions of 
MOOCs. International Journal of Technology Enhanced Learning, 12(3), 275–289. 
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijtel.2020.107982  

Wambugu, P. W. (2018). Massive open online courses (MOOCs) for professional teacher and teacher 
educator development: A case of TESSA MOOC in Kenya. Universal Journal of Educational 
Research, 6(6), 1153–1157. https://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2018.060604 

Wang, Q., Chen, B., Fan, Y., & Zhang, G. (2018). MOOCs as an alternative for teacher professional 
development: Examining learner persistence in one Chinese MOOC. Foundation for Information 
Technology Education and Development.  
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/328654640_MOOCs_as_an_Alternative_for_Teache
r_Professional_Development_Examining_Learner_Persistence_in_One_Chinese_MOOC  

Wasserman, E., & Migdal, R. (2019). Professional development: Teachers’ attitudes in online and 
traditional training courses. Online Learning, 23(1), 132–143. 
https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v23i1.1299  

Wollscheid, S., Tømte, C., Sjaastad, J., & Aanstad, S. (2016). How a MOOC-like course is facilitating 
teachers’ continuing education and teachers’ professional learning community? In A. Moreira 
Teixeira, A. Szűcs, & I. Mázár (Eds.), Re-imagining learning environments: Proceedings of the 
European Distance and E-Learning Network 2016 annual conference  (Vol. 1, pp. 232–238). 
https://eden-europe.eu/proceedings/wp-
content/uploads/2019/11/Annual_2016_Budapest_Proceedings_ISSN.pdf  

Xiao, J., Tan, E., Li, X., Cao, M., & Specht, M. (2020). Using social media in mobile MOOC for teacher 
professional development. International Journal of Mobile Learning and Organisation, 14(4), 
492–510. https://doi.org/10.1504/ijmlo.2020.110785  

Xie, Y., Liu, Y., Luo, W., & Wu, J. (2021). Construction and effect analysis of MOOC-based self-organized 
teaching and research model for primary and secondary school teachers. In H. Zhan & S. Chen 
(Chairs), 2021 Tenth international conference of educational innovation through technology 
(EITT) (pp. 193–198). IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/EITT53287.2021.00046  

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-19875-6_11
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v17i2.2448
http://dx.doi.org/10.3402/rlt.v22.24691
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijtel.2020.107982
https://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2018.060604
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/328654640_MOOCs_as_an_Alternative_for_Teacher_Professional_Development_Examining_Learner_Persistence_in_One_Chinese_MOOC
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/328654640_MOOCs_as_an_Alternative_for_Teacher_Professional_Development_Examining_Learner_Persistence_in_One_Chinese_MOOC
https://doi.org/10.24059/olj.v23i1.1299
https://eden-europe.eu/proceedings/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/Annual_2016_Budapest_Proceedings_ISSN.pdf
https://eden-europe.eu/proceedings/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/Annual_2016_Budapest_Proceedings_ISSN.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijmlo.2020.110785
https://doi.org/10.1109/EITT53287.2021.00046


What Did We Learn About Massive Open Online Courses for Teachers? A Scoping Review 
Anghel, Littenberg-Tobias, and von Davier 

155 
 

Yıldırım, B. (2020). MOOCs in STEM education: Teacher preparation and views. Technology, Knowledge 
and Learning, 27, 663–688. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10758-020-09481-3 

Yoon, K. S., Duncan, T., Lee, S. W.-Y., Scarloss, B., & Shapley, K. (2007). Reviewing the evidence on how 
teacher professional development affects student achievement (Issues & Answers Report, REL 
2007–No. 033). U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center 
for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance, Regional Educational Laboratory Southwest. 
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/regions/southwest/pdf/REL_2007033.pdf  

Yoon, S. A., Miller, K., Richman, T., Wendel, D., Schoenfeld, I., Anderson, E., Shim, J., & Marei, A. 
(2020). A social capital design for delivering online asynchronous professional development in a 
MOOC course for science teachers. Information and Learning Sciences, 121(7/8), 677–693.  

Yousef, A. M. F., Chatti, M. A., Schroeder, U., Wosnitza, M., & Jakobs, H. (2015). The state of MOOCs 
from 2008 to 2014: A critical analysis and future visions. In S. Zvacek, M. Restivo, J. Uhomoibhi, 
& M. Helfert (Eds.), Computer supported education. CSEDU 2014. Communications in computer 
and information science (Vol. 510; pp. 305–327). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-
25768-6_20  

Yurkofsky, M. M., Blum-Smith, S., & Brennan, K. (2019). Expanding outcomes: Exploring varied 
conceptions of teacher learning in an online professional development experience. Teaching and 
Teacher Education, 82, 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2019.03.002  

Zawacki-Richter, O., Bozkurt, A., Alturki, U., & Aldraiweesh, A. (2018). What research says about 
MOOCs—An explorative content analysis. The International Review of Research in Open and 
Distributed Learning, 19(1). https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v19i1.3356  

Zhu, M., Sari, A., & Lee, M. M. (2018). A systematic review of research methods and topics of the 
empirical MOOC literature (2014–2016). The Internet and Higher Education, 37, 31–39. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2018.01.002    

Zhu, M., Sari, A. R., & Lee, M. M. (2020). A comprehensive systematic review of MOOC research: 
Research techniques, topics, and trends from 2009 to 2019. Educational Technology Research 
and Development, 68, 1685–1710. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-020-09798-x 

Zou, Y., Xie, Y., Qiu, Y., Li, J., & Bai, J. (2020). Development and application of a massive open online 
course (MOOC) “Online Teaching in the Epidemic Period” based on the Object-Content-Develop 
(OCD) model. In Y. Xie, Y.-M. Huang, J. Workman, H. Zhen, & J.-P. Hwang (Eds.), 2020 Ninth 
international conference of educational innovation through technology: EITT 2020 (pp. 58–63). 
IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/EITT50754.2020.00016  

  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10758-020-09481-3
https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/regions/southwest/pdf/REL_2007033.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-25768-6_20
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-25768-6_20
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2019.03.002
https://doi.org/10.19173/irrodl.v19i1.3356
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2018.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-020-09798-x
https://doi.org/10.1109/EITT50754.2020.00016


What Did We Learn About Massive Open Online Courses for Teachers? A Scoping Review 
Anghel, Littenberg-Tobias, and von Davier 

156 
 

Appendix 

Studies Included in the Review 
Authors Course topic Purpose Type Data sources 

Arnavut & 
Bicen (2018) 

Unspecified Develop a MOOC readiness scale QN Survey 

Bakogianni et 
al. (2020) 

Unspecified Measure MOOC readiness and 
perceptions of MOOCs among 
teachers 

QN Survey 

Banerjee et al. 
(2018) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Measure course effectiveness in 
enhancing learners’ interactions 

MM Survey, forum 

Boltz et al. 
(2021) 

Pedagogy Describe engagement and learners’ 
challenges 

MM Survey 

Bonafini (2017) Math Identify demographic engagement 
variables that predict course 
completion 

QN Course data 

Bonafini (2018) Math Describe the learners who posted 
the most on the course’s forum 

MM Course data, 
survey, forum 

Brennan et al. 
(2018) 

Computer 
science 

Describe what teachers value in 
the course 

QL Interview 

Burbaitė et al. 
(2022) 

STEM Describe teachers’ perceptions of 
the course and what they 
learned 

QN Survey 

Castaño-Muñoz 
et al. (2018) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Describe Spanish teachers taking 
MOOC in comparison with non-
MOOC taking teachers and non-
teachers MOOC participants 
from Spain 

QN Survey 

Chavez (2020) Language Describe participants’ attitudes 
towards the course 

MM Survey, 
interview 

Chen et al. 
(2020) 

Pedagogy Compare the motivation and 
engagement of one-time and 
multiple-times takers of a 
MOOC 

MM Survey, course 
data, 
interview 

Cinganotto & 
Cuccurullo 
(2019) 

Pedagogy Describe participants’ engagement, 
motivation, and interactions 

MM Survey, course 
data, forum, 
social media 
posts 

Davies (2022) Computer 
science 

Predict course completion based 
on participants’ grit, motivation, 
and intentions 

QN Survey 
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Falkner et al. 
(2018) 

Computer 
science 

Describe MOOC participants’ 
engagement and perceived 
challenges 

MM Survey, course 
data, forum 

Falkner et al. 
(2017) 

Computer 
science 

Describe MOOC participants’ 
engagement 

MM Survey, course 
data, forum 

Fan et al. 
(2022) 

Pedagogy Compare the learning strategies in 
the first and following MOOC 
attempts and their effect on 
performance 

QN Course data 

Garreta-
Domingo et 
al. (2015) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Describe teachers’ experiences 
over time 

QN Survey 

Gonçalves & 
Osório 
(2018) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Describe the course’s impact on 
teachers’ knowledge 

MM Survey, 
interview, 
observations 

Gordillo et al. 
(2019) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Describe the course’s impact on 
teachers’ knowledge 

QN Survey, artefacts 

Griffiths et al. 
(2022) 

Physical 
education 

Describe teachers’ experiences in 
the course 

MM Survey, 
interview 

Herranen et al. 
(2021) 

STEM Describe teachers’ perceptions of 
the course 

QN Survey 

Hilali & 
Moubtassim
e (2021) 

Unspecified Describe teachers’ MOOC 
readiness, use, and attitudes 

QN Survey 

Hollebrands & 
Lee (2020) 

Math Describe teachers’ experiences and 
attitudes towards the course 

MM Survey, course 
data, forum 

Huang et al. 
(2020) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Describe learners’ engagement and 
performance 

QN Course data, 
forum 

Johnston 
(2016) 

Math Describe MOOC enrollment after 
an intervention 

QN Course data 

Karlsson et al. 
(2014) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Describe participants’ attitudes 
and interactions 

MM Survey, social 
media posts 

Kellogg et al. 
(2014) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Describe participants’ interactions MM Survey, forum 

Kennedy & 
Laurillard 
(2019) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Describe learners’ engagement and 
attitudes towards the course, 
describe teachers’ perceptions of 
MOOCs potential 

MM Survey, course 
data, forum, 
interviews 

Koukis & 
Jimoyiannis 
(2017) 

Language Describe learners’ engagement and 
attitudes 

MM Survey, course 
data, forum, 
interviews 
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Koukis & 
Jimoyiannis 
(2018) 

Language Describe learners’ engagement and 
attitudes 

MM Survey, course 
data 

Koukis & 
Jimoyiannis 
(2019a) 

Language Describe learners’ engagement and 
attitudes 

MM Survey, forum 

Koukis & 
Jimoyiannis 
(2019b) 

Language Describe learners’ engagement and 
attitudes 

MM Survey, forum 

Koukis & 
Jimoyiannis 
(2020) 

Language Describe learners’ engagement and 
attitudes 

MM Survey, course 
data, forum 

Koutsodimou & 
Jimoyiannis 
(2015) 

Language Describe learners’ engagement and 
attitudes 

QN Survey, course 
data, forum 

Laurillard 
(2016) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Describe learners’ engagement and 
attitudes 

MM Survey, course 
data 

Laurillard et al. 
(2018) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Describe a tool and its use within a 
MOOC 

MM Survey, forum 

Li & Yu (2019) Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Describe course engagement and 
teachers’ perceptions of what 
affects use 

MM Survey, course 
data, forum 

Li et al. (2021) Unspecified Compare the performance and 
interactions of individual 
learners vs. learners in groups 

MM Course data, 
forum 

Luo et al. 
(2022) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Test the effectiveness of an 
intervention on learners’ 
engagement and interactions 

MM Course data, 
forum 

Ma et al. 
(2022) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Predict course performance based 
on interactions with content and 
peers and learners’ traits 

QN Survey, course 
data 

Ostashewski et 
al. (2018) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Describe participants’ perceptions 
of MOOC-related benefits and 
challenges 

QL Response to 
prompt 

Panero et al. 
(2017) 

Math Describe participants’ attitudes 
towards the course’s evaluation 
criteria 

QL Survey, learner-
provided texts 

Rahimi et al. 
(2018) 

Computer 
science 

Describe changes in knowledge 
and attitudes over time 

MM Survey 

Ramírez-
Montoya 
(2017) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Predict teachers’ knowledge and its 
application from teachers’ traits, 
teachers’ perceptions of course-

MM Survey, course 
data, 
observation 
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related opportunities and 
challenges 

Rivera Vázquez 
& Ramirez 
Montoya 
(2015) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Describe changes in knowledge 
and attitudes towards the course 

MM Survey, 
interview 

Rutherford-
Quach et al. 
(2021) 

Language Test the effects of school-level 
supports on course completion 
and knowledge 

MM Survey, course 
data, 
interview 

Salmon et al. 
(2015) 

Pedagogy Describe participants attitudes 
towards the course 

MM Survey 

Shah et al. 
(2018) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Describe participants attitudes 
towards the course and factors 
that made the engage 

MM Survey 

Shangying & 
Jing (2017) 

Pedagogy Describe engagement patterns QN Course data 

Shemy & Al-
Habsi (2021) 

Unspecified Test the MOOCs’ impact on 
knowledge and learners’ 
attitudes 

QN Survey, 
achievement 
test 

Silvia (2015) Pedagogy Describe participants attitudes 
towards the course 

QN Survey 

Spradling et al. 
(2015) 

Computer 
science 

Describe learners’ motivation, 
engagement, and attitudes 

QN Survey, course 
data 

Tang (2021) Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Predict completion from learners’ 
interactions with the content, 
the instructor, and other 
learners 

MM Course data, 
interview 

Taranto & 
Arzarello 
(2020) 

Math Describe participants attitudes 
towards the course 

MM Survey, forum 

Taranto et al. 
(2017) 

Math Describe the forum content MM Forum, learner-
provided texts 

Taranto et al. 
(2021) 

Math Describe changes in knowledge 
and participants’ attitudes 
towards the course 

MM Survey, forum 

Tzovla, 
Kendraka, & 
Kaltsidis 
(2021) 

STEM Describe participants attitudes 
towards the course 

MM Survey 

Tzovla, 
Kendraka, 

STEM Track changes in learners’ self-
efficacy throughout the course 

QN Survey 
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Karalis et al. 
(2021) 

Vivian et al. 
(2014) 

Computer 
science 

Describe learners’ engagement and 
attitudes towards the course 

MM Survey, course 
data, social 
media posts 

Vlachou et al. 
(2020) 

 Describe teachers’ use and 
attitudes towards MOOCs 

QN Survey 

Wambugu 
(2018) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Describe participants attitudes 
towards the course 

MM Survey, focus 
group 

Wollscheid et 
al. (2016) 

Math Compare participants’ interactions 
by the course’s format 

MM Interviews 

Xiao et al. 
(2020) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Predict course achievement and 
satisfaction from variables 
related to technology acceptance 

QN Survey 

Xie et al. (2021) Pedagogy Test course impact on performance 
and engagement 

QN Course data, 
forum 

Yıldırım (2020) STEM Describe attitudes towards MOOC QL Interview 

Yoon et al. 
(2020) 

STEM Describe attitudes towards MOOC 
and forum interactions 

MM Survey, forum, 
interview 

Yurkofsky et al. 
(2019) 

Computer 
science 

Describe what teachers view as 
valuable in the course 

QL Interview 

Zou et al. 
(2020) 

Pedagogy 
(technology) 

Describe engagement and content 
of the forum 

QL Course data, 
forum 

Note: Course data refers to any data automatically collected by the platform such as engagement and performance. 
QN = quantitative; QL = qualitative; MM = mixed methods. 
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i Joshua Littenberg-Tobias was affiliated with the Teaching Systems Lab in the Massachusetts Institute of Technology while doing 
some of the work on this project. 
 
ii Note that throughout the paper, we sometimes use the abbreviation “PDs,” meaning “professional development courses,” as 
opposed to using the general term “professional development.”  
 
iii The percentages throughout the paper are out of the full sample of 68 studies. The percentages may not sum up to 100 because of 
rounding. 
 
 


