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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to examine the faculty members’ tendency to conduct
a Massive Open Online Course (MOOC) and the factors affecting these tendencies. In
this study, the sectional survey model, a quantitative research method, was used. The
study group is comprised of 122 faculty members working at a major state university
in Turkey and selected by using a random stratified sampling method. During the
research process, the faculty members were informed about the MOOCs, and data
were collected through questionnaires. According to the results of the research, 34.4%
of the faculty members were willing to conduct MOOC and the main aim of teaching
MOOC was to share their knowledge and experience with the masses. According to the
faculty members, it is seen that it is more appropriate to conduct MOOC with expert
and experienced faculty members. Factors such as providing benefits to corporate
development and promotion, supporting lifelong learning, and creating reliable
sources of information on the Internet are considered positive elements for conducting
MOOC, while it has been determined that concerns on issues such as adequate time,
copyright, and instructional design experience adversely affect conducting MOOC.
In addition, it was revealed that faculty members expected institutional incentives
including technical infrastructure and information. In line with the results obtained
from the study, suggestions were made for the institutions wishing to conduct MOOCs
and for researchers wishing to conduct studies about MOOCs.
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INTRODUCTION

Today, developments in the field of technology have made internet access easier and cheaper,
as well as the creation of a variety of internet-based computer platforms. This increase
in computer platforms has brought new dimensions to education. After the Open Course
Resources (OCR) initiative initiated by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) at the
end of the 1990s, MOOC (Massive Open Online Course - MOOC) applications began. It is aimed
that individuals will be able to follow the courses as they are in face-to-face lectures as well as
sharing the resources of the course with the applications of “MOOC”. Students participating in
MOOC applications developed for this purpose can benefit from many rights such as accessing
course resources, communicating with the lecturer and students, preparing homework and
taking exams, as well as receiving a certificate for the relevant course depending on the
success they have demonstrated at the end of their participation (Cagiltay, 2014; Demirci, 2014,
Henderikx et al.,, 2019; Sullivan et al.,, 2019; Pappano, 2012; Voudoukis & Pagiatakis 2022). On
MOOC platforms, students gain skills on various topics (Goglio & Bertolini, 2021) as well as self-
regulated learning (Onah et al., 2021) self-paced learning (Zhou et al., 2020), and information
literacy skills (Dreisiebner et al., 2020).

Currently, applications of MOOC are mostly conducted by well-known universities in the United
States. The courses opened in these universities, which are generally known for their good
content and their success in attracting the attention of students from many parts of the
world, are very popular (Kassabian, 2014; Voudoukis & Pagiatakis 2022). In this direction, past
studies pointed out that the development of MOOCs demands a high level of commitment
and involvement from universities (Doo et al., 2020). There are basically two objectives for
universities to conduct MOOC applications. The first is to introduce themselves. Universities
that have the opportunity to introduce themselves worldwide through the applications of
MOOCs, can therefore expand their training programs. The second aim of these universities,
on the other hand, is to attract good students and increase their power even more through
promotion. With MOOC applications, universities can demonstrate to many students without
having to worry about where they live and thus have the opportunity to attract good students
(Kassabian, 2014; Ma & Lee, 2019; Voudoukis & Pagiatakis 2022).

The faculty members are a very important factor in the applications of MOOC. Because, faculty
members play a key role in all processes of MOOC from beginning to end, such as creating a
course syllabus, designing activities, and determining the types and tools of evaluation in the
MOOC applications (Bali, 2013; Conole, 2013; Haavind & Sistek-Chandler, 2015; Read & Rodrigo,
2014). In addition, faculty members need to create a flexible learning environment suitable
for students with different abilities in these courses that appeal to everyone (Garcia-Penalvo et
al.,, 2018). Therefore, there are faculty members at the center of MOOC applications (Tseng et
al,, 2022). Although MOOC applications are generally conducted as institutional activities, the
transition process and compliance of faculty members are very important for the success of
these applications (Ahmad et al., 2020).

In the literature, it is seen that many elements affect faculty members positively or negatively
in the process of conducting MOOC. In this context, some of the positive factors that affect
conducting MOOC by faculty members are that they have the opportunity to share their
knowledge and experiences in their fields with a large number of students (Bali, 2013; Gerber,
2014; Hew & Cheung, 2014; Teplechuk, 2013; Yuan & Powell, 2013), enabling them to develop
pedagogically (Bali, 2013; Chengjie, 2015; Cormier & Siemens, 2010; Hew & Cheung, 2014),
gaining online education experience (Jansen & Schuwer, 2015), and the opportunity to be
recognized in their field, in the institution they workin and in the international area (Gerber, 2014;
Hew & Cheung, 2014; Kolowich, 2013; Rai & Chunrao, 2016; Teplechuk, 2013) and having the
opportunity to advertise the institution they work for (Teplechuk, 2013; Voudoukis & Pagiatakis
2022). Similarly, some of the factors that negatively affect faculty members in the process of
conducting MOOC are that faculty members cannot find time to conduct MOOC applications
due to their excessive workload (Belanger & Thornton, 2013; Garcia-Penalvo et al,, 2018;
Hollands & Tirthali, 2014; Kolowich, 2013; Teplechuk, 2013), difficulties in ensuring the quality
of the content (Chengjie, 2015) and protecting copyrights (Chen, 2014), problems encountered
in determining the individual learning characteristics of students and communicating with
them due to the high number of students (Hollands & Tirthali, 2014; Teplechuk, 2013), very few
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of the students complete the courses (Chengjie, 2015; Hollands & Tirthali, 2014; Hone & El Said,
2016; Sullivan et al., 2019; Kassabian, 2014; Voudoukis & Pagiatakis 2022) and the difficulty of
the evaluation process (Chengjie, 2015; Sanchez-Vera et al.,, 2014).

As with many new attempts in the field of education, MOOC applications are seen as a potential
benefit for the education system. However, to see whether this initiative contributes to the
education system, it is thought that worldwide MOOC applications should be widespread in
Turkey. MOOC applications have just started to develop in Turkey and the first institutional
application was undertaken by Atatlrk University by launching the AtademiX application.
According to Rogers’s “Diffusion of Innovation Theory”, for an innovation to be accepted and
spread by society in any field, it must be adapted to that innovation (Rogers, 1995). In the
adaptation process, it is necessary to carry out studies aimed at the target audience that
will spread the innovation (Evans & Myrick, 2015). In this context, the current study can be
considered from the point of view of the Diffusion of Innovation Theory. On the other hand,
it is also possible to examine the transition process of faculty members to MOOCs, which is a
new practice, through the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM). According to TAM, two main
factors, perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use are effective in individuals’ acceptance
of technology. Perceived usefulness expresses the opinions and thoughts of individuals about
the improvement of their performance in the work they have done through technology.
Perceived ease of use refers to the ease of use of a particular technology and learning to use
it in a short time without requiring much effort. Apart from these two perceptual factors,
individuals’ attitudes and intentions towards technology use can be affected by various
external factors such as social, cultural, and political (Davis, 1989). It is thought that TAM will
guide the determination and interpretation of the tendencies of the faculty members and the
factors affecting these tendencies during the implementation of MOOCs, which can be seen
as a new technology. In order to ensure the continuity of this new initiative in Turkey, it is very
important to get the opinions of the faculty members who constitute the cornerstone of the
application at the first stage. In this context, the main purpose of this study is to examine
the faculty members’ tendency to conduct a Massive Open Online Course (MOOC) and the
factors affecting these tendencies. In this context, positive and negative factors affecting the
tendency of faculty members to conduct MOOC and their expectations for MOOC incentives
were investigated. The study sought to answer the following research questions:

1. What is the tendency of faculty members to conduct MOOC?
a. What is the willingness of faculty members to conduct MOOC?
b. What are the aims of faculty members to conduct MOOC?
c. What are the competence perceptions of faculty members for conducting MOOC?
2. What are the positive factors that affect the tendency of faculty members to conduct
MOOC?
3. What are the negative factors that affect the tendency of faculty members to conduct
MOOC?
4. What are the expectations of faculty members to encourage MOOC?

METHOD
RESEARCH DESIGN

In this research, survey research design, one of the quantitative research methods, was
used. Survey research is carried out on large groups, based on the collection of data from
that group in order to determine the specific characteristics of the group (Fraenkel & Wallen,
1990; Karasar, 2005). Survey studies are classified in different ways. This study is based on
the sectional survey study of the classification made by Fraenkel and Wallen (1990). The
characteristics of the variables to be described in sectional survey studies are measured at once
and are generally used when the sample has large and different characteristics. In sectional
survey studies, descriptive statistical techniques such as mean, standard deviation, frequency,
and percentage calculation are used more than correlational techniques (Buytkozturk et al.,
2008; Karasar, 2005). In this study, a questionnaire was developed to determine the positive
and negative factors of conducting MOOC and what needs to be done to encourage faculty
members. A sectional survey study was used as it was aimed to descriptively determine the
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level of participation in these items by presenting ready-made items to the faculty members
and to collect data from the study group at once.

STUDY GROUP

The population of the research consists of faculty members working at a major state university
in Turkey. Accordingly, the sample of the study consists of 122 faculty members selected by
random stratified sampling method among 1316 faculty members. Determining the number
of samples is very important in terms of generalizing the research results to the population. For
this reason, when determining the number of samples in descriptive studies, at least 10% of the
population should be included in the sample (Ozen & Gil, 2007). Similarly, the generalizability
of the research results needs to include each unit in the population with the size of the sample
in the sample selection (BUytkoztirk et al., 2008). Therefore, based on the number of faculty
members working in 20 faculties, 10% of the faculty members in each faculty were randomly
included in the sample selection. Thus, 135 faculty members in each unit of the population
were selected by using a random stratified sampling method. However, due to the lack of
access to 13 faculty members, the study group consisted of 122 faculty members. 45 of the
faculty members in the study group were female and 77 were male. 23 of the faculty members
were professors, 33 were associate professors and 66 were assistant professors.

DATA COLLECTION TOOL

In this study, it is aimed to examine the faculty members’ tendency to conduct a Massive
Open Online Course (MOOC) and the factors affecting these tendencies. In this context,
positive and negative factors affecting the tendency of faculty members to conduct MOOC and
their expectations for MOOC incentives were investigated. In this study, a questionnaire was
developed and used to obtain data for these purposes.

In the process of developing the data collection tool, firstly literature review was done. In
particular, studies focusing on the positive and negative factors that might affect conducting
MOOC processes of the faculty members (Gerber, 2014; Kassabian, 2014; Pappano, 2012;
Teplechuk, 2013) were analyzed and an item pool was created. While creating the item pool|,
studies examining the tendencies of faculty members in similar areas such as sharing open
course resources (Kursun, 2011) and the opinions of subject area experts were used. The items
formed in this direction were grouped with the experts in the field within the framework of the
research questions of the study. As a result of the grouping, the questionnaire consisted of 4
main sections.

In the first part of the questionnaire, there are positive items that may affect conducting MOOC
of faculty members (18 items), in the second part, negative items that may affect conducting
MOOC of faculty members (14 items), in the third part, there are items to encourage the faculty
members to conduct MOOC (10 items and 1 open-ended question). In the last part of the
questionnaire, there are questions about the demographic information of the faculty members
and their tendency to conduct MOOC.

The items in the first three sections of the questionnaire were arranged according to the
participants’ level of agreement with each item from 1 to 6 (1 = “I totally disagree”, 2 = “I
disagree”, 3 =“I partially disagree”, 4 = “I partially agree”, 5 = “I agree”, 6 = “I completely agree”).
According to Krosnick and Fabrigar (1997), the use of midpoints in rating questions reduces the
mental effort of the participants and in some cases gives them an easy answer without thinking.
For this reason, a 6-point rating without a mid-point was used in the developed questionnaire.

After the questionnaire was developed, the items were checked with the subject area experts
and necessary changes were made. As a result of the changes, 5 faculty members were
selected from the list created for sample selection by the appropriate sampling method, and
a pilot application was performed. In addition to observations during the pilot application
process, faculty members were asked whether the items in the questionnaire were clear and
understandable and whether the groupings were appropriate. Thus, the level of reflecting the
desired thought of each item was controlled. The feedback obtained was evaluated and the
items that were not understood or misunderstood were changed and the questionnaire was
finalized.
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DATA COLLECTION PROCESS

In the process of data collection; one-to-one interviews were conducted by the researchers with
each faculty member in the study group and the questionnaire was administered. Interviews
with faculty members were conducted in two stages. In the first stage of the interviews, the
researcher informed the faculty members about MOOC applications using a presentation, and
in the second stage, the faculty members were asked to fill in the questionnaire. Interviews
lasted an average of 20-25 minutes, with the first 10 minutes providing information. An
informative material was prepared in advance to inform the faculty members and this material
was presented using a tablet during the interview. After the presentation, the questions of the
faculty members were answered and they were asked to fill in the questionnaire.

INFORMATION MATERIAL

MOOC applications are a new field that has been developing since 2008. In Turkey, MOOC
practices are a new field when we look at the world in general. Therefore, it was thought that
the faculty members in the study group should be informed about MOOC applications in terms
of the validity of the research results. During the data collection process, a presentation material
was prepared to inform the faculty members about MOOC applications. At the stage of material
development, firstly literature review was done and general data about MOOC applications
were collected. A draft presentation was prepared after the data collection process. Based on
this presentation, the material was finalized in consultation with the subject area experts. The
material includes the general characteristics of MOOCs, their operation and materials used,
MOOC conducting countries, universities and special platforms, and MOOC applications. In
addition, the introduction of the AtademiX platform which is one of the first examples of a
MOOC in Turkey (Aydemir et al., 2016) was demonstrated, and the operation of a sample course
was demonstrated.

DATA ANALYSIS

In the study, data analysis was conducted considering the relationship between research
questions and the data collection tool. In this respect, the quantitative data obtained from the
questionnaire were analyzed using descriptive analysis methods. IBM SPSS 20 program was
used for analysis. The average and standard deviation of the positive, negative, and incentive
items that may affect conducting MOOC of the faculty members are calculated and presented
in tables. The qualitative data obtained from the open-ended question in the questionnaire
were analyzed using the content analysis method.

FINDINGS

THE TENDENCY OF FACULTY MEMBERS TO CONDUCT PUBLIC COURSES ON THE
INTERNET

In order to determine the tendency of faculty members to conduct MOOGC; the willingness of
the faculty members to conduct MOOC, their aims, and their perceptions of competence for
conducting MOOC were investigated. The data obtained for this purpose are presented within
the framework of the research questions.

The willingness of faculty members to conduct MOOC
In order to determine the tendency of faculty members to conduct MOOC; their willingness to
conduct MOOC was investigated. The data obtained for this purpose are presented in Table 1.

According to Table 1, 34.4% of 122 faculty members want to conduct MOOC, and 65.6% do not
want to conduct MOOC.

WILLINGNESS TO CONDUCT MOOC F %
I want to conduct MOOC. 42 34.4
I don’t want to conduct MOOC. 80 65.6

Total 122 100.0
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The aims of the faculty members to conduct MOOC

In order to determine the main aims of faculty members for conducting MOOC; 42 faculty
members who would like to conduct MOOC were asked the question “What is your main aim
to conduct MOOC?”. 38 faculty members answered this question and 4 faculty members left it
blank. The responses were analyzed by content analysis method and as a result of the analysis;
categories of individual aims, course-based aims, and general aims emerged. Factors related to
the main aims of the faculty members for conducting MOOC are presented in Table 2.

CATEGORY FACTORS F
Individual aims Addressing large audiences 19
Sharing knowledge and experiences 8
Sharing course resources 4
Self-development in the field 4
Introducing oneself in the field 2
Online training experience 2
Save time and space 2
Financial gain 1
Field related aims  Raising public awareness in the related field 8
Contribute to the development of the related field 6
Destruction of negative perceptions in the related field 6
Social aims Creating equal opportunities in education 4

Strengthening communication and information exchange 2

Supporting MOOC applications 2

When Table 2 is examined, it is seen that the main aims of the faculty members to conduct
MOOC are mostly in the individual direction. It has been seen that for the individual aims of the
faculty members, the aims such as addressing large audiences and sharing their knowledge
and experiences come to the forefront. It was seen that the least mentioned individual aim by
faculty members was financial gain. It is seen that field-related aims of the faculty members for
conducting MOOC are to raise awareness of the society in the relevant field, to contribute to the
development of the relevant field, and to destroy the negative perceptions about the related
field. It has been revealed, on the other hand, that the social aims of the faculty members for
conducting MOOCs are mainly to provide equal opportunity in education.

Proficiency perceptions of faculty members for conducting MOOC

In order to determine the proficiency perceptions of the faculty members for conducting MOOC,
the faculty members were asked the question “Who do you think should conduct MOOC?. While
100 of the faculty members answered this question, 22 left it blank. The answers received were
analyzed by content analysis method and as a result of the analysis; professional competence,
personal characteristics, and profession categories emerged. The qualifications required from
faculty members conducting MOOC, according to the faculty members, are presented in Table 3.

When Table 3 is examined, according to the faculty members, it is seen that the qualifications
required by the faculty members conducting MOOC are more towards professional competence.
The faculty members mentioned the factors related to professional qualifications, being experts
in their field, and having educational experience. According to the faculty members, the faculty
members who conduct MOOC should have the characteristics such as volunteering to conduct
MOOC, having sufficient time, and being good at communication, diction, and oratory. Among
these factors, volunteering was the most prominent one. In addition, according to the faculty
members, the field of expertise of the faculty members conducting MOOC should be more
theoretical and the field of expertise should draw the interest of society.
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CATEGORY FACTORS F
Professional competence  Being an expert in the field 36
Having teaching experience 20
Having technical skills 14
Personal characteristics Volunteering 30
Having sufficient time 9
Being good at communication, diction, and oratory 8
Being recognized in the field 6
Being open and innovative for self-improvement 4
Profession Having theoretical expertise in the field 14
Drawing public interest in the field of expertise 10

POSITIVE FACTORS AFFECTING THE TENDENCY OF FACULTY MEMBERS TO

CONDUCT MOOC

In this part of the study, which examines the tendency of the faculty members to conduct
MOOC and the effective factors; the positive factors that may affect the faculty members to
conduct MOOC are examined. The data obtained are presented in Table 4.

ITEMS X SD

I think that it will contribute to the promotion of our university both nationally and 520 .82
internationally.

I think it will support lifelong learning. 505 .85
Since it is presented by universities, I think it will provide more reliable information on the 491 1.10
internet.

I think it will contribute to the faculty and students who have a shortage of information 485 .90
resources.

I think it will help faculty members to design their courses. 480  1.00
I think I will develop myself in the field of technology use. 470  1.10
I think it will enable faculty members to prepare their courses with care. 469  1.09
I think a lot of students should benefit from my knowledge. 459 113
[ think it will help university students choose the courses they will take. 443 1.08
I think I will develop useful relationships with new students and faculty. 443 1.04
I think I will develop myself in a pedagogical sense. 439  1.15
I think it will contribute to research and development activities. 433 112
I think it will create a new field of work for academics. 432 1.21
I think it will raise the level of education in universities. 432 1.24
I think I will become a recognized faculty member in my field. 417 117
I think it will be a guide for the students to choose their departments. 406  1.24
I think I will become a recognized faculty member throughout the university. 400 1.24
[ think it will strengthen my position at the university. 367 131

When Table 4 is examined; The most powerful positive factor that encourages faculty members
to conduct MOOC is thought to contribute to the promotion of the institution in the national
and international environment (X = 5.20, SD =0.82). Two other positive factors that encouraged
faculty members to conduct MOOC were found to be supporting lifelong learning (X = 5.05, SD
=0.85) and ensuring reliable information on the Internet (X = 4.91, SD = 1.10), respectively. The
weakest positive factor that encouraged faculty members to conduct MOOC was found to be

strengthening the position of faculty members in the institution (X = 3.67 SD = 1.31).
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NEGATIVE FACTORS AFFECTING INSTRUCTORS’ TENDENCY TO CONDUCT
MOOC

In this part of the study, which examines the tendency of faculty members to conduct MOOC
and the effective factors, the negative factors that may affect the faculty members to conduct
MOOC are examined. The data obtained are presented in Table 5.

bl
(%)
o

ITEMS

[ don’t have enough time. 402  1.29

If I share materials that do not belong to me in MOOCs, I think I will have problems with how  3.66  1.52
to ensure copyright.

I think I need to be more proficient in instructional design to conduct a MOOC. 3.48  1.46
I think there will be no financial incentives. 3.27 140
[ think that if I share my course resources in MOOCs, plagiarism will increase. 325 136
I think I need to be more competent in that area to conduct a MOOC. 312 149
I do not have the technical skills necessary to develop materials in a digital (computational) 298 144

environment.

I do not have enough materials to use in a digital (computational) environment. 298 1.39
I don’t think the university administration will have any support. 251 1.26
I don’t think MOOCs will draw interest. 234 1.23
I do not have the necessary technical equipment (computer, scanner, etc.). 217 1.25
I don’t think that there is enough technical infrastructure at my university. 2.07 1.08

[ think it is a risk to share my experiences with everyone in a highly competitive environment. ~ 2.03  1.10

I don’t think MOOCs will be useful to anyone. 1.84  1.05

When Table 5 is examined; it is found that the most powerful factor that could negatively
affect instructors to conduct MOOC is not havin (X = 4.02, SD = 1.29). It can also be seen
that the other two main factors that could adversely affect the instructors to conduct MOOCs
are, respectively, thinking that they would have copyright problems in sharing materials (X =
3.66, SD = 1.52) and that they should be more competent in instructional design (X = 3.48, SD
= 1.46). The weakest negative factor that might affect instructors to conduct MOOCs is that
MOOCs will not be beneficial to anyone (X = 1.84, SD = 1.05).

EXPECTATIONS OF FACULTY MEMBERS TO BE ENCOURAGED TO CONDUCT
MOOC

In this part of the study, which examines faculty members’ tendencies to conduct MOOCs and
influential factors, what needs to be done to encourage faculty members to conduct MOOCs is
examined. The data obtained are presented in Table 6.

When Table 6 is examined; It can be seen that the most powerful factors that should be done
to encourage instructors to conduct MOOC are conducting MOOCs through a platform provided
by the institution (learning management system) (X =5.15, SD = 0.80) and providing an easy to
use platform (learning management system) (X = 5.15, SD = 0.86). The other two main factors
that could be done to encourage instructors to conduct MOOC are seen to provide training
on conducting MOOC (X = 5.03, SD = 0.93) and protecting shared course resources against
plagiarism (X =5.00, SD = 1.24). It can also be seen that the weakest factor that can be done to
encourage instructors to conduct MOOC is to make it compulsory to conduct MOOCs (X = 2.02,
SD =1.05).

According to the faculty members, in order to determine what should be done to encourage
them to use MOOC, an open-ended question “What do you think should be done to encourage
faculty members to conduct MOOC?” was asked. 54 of 122 instructors answered this question
and 58 of them were left blank. The obtained data were analyzed with the content analysis
method, and as a result of the analysis, it was seen that 8 factors stood out for the faculty
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ITEMS X SS

My MOOC should be conducted through a platform (learning management system) created 515 .80
by my university.

An easy-to-use platform (learning management system) must be provided to conduct 515 .86
MOOC.

Instructors should be given training so that they can open a MOOC for their own courses. 503 .93
The resources I share in the MOOCs must be protected against plagiarism. 500 1.24
MOOC support centers should be established in universities affiliated with faculties or 493 .93
rectorates.

Hardware support (computer, browser, etc.) should be provided to faculty members to open 488 91
MOOCs related to their own courses.

Rewards should be given to encourage to conduct MOOC. 4.77  1.19
Financial support should be provided for instructors to open MOOCs for their own courses. 474 .96
The efforts of instructors to conduct MOOCs for their own courses should be included in the 399 159

academic promotion criteria.

Conducting MOOC must be mandatory. 2.02 1.05

members to be encouraged to carry out MOOC. Each factor and its frequency are given in
Table 7.

When Table 7. is examined, it is seen that the views of faculty members about what kind of
incentives should be provided to conduct MOOCs are gathered on the factors of promoting the
system (N = 25), providing financial support (N = 16), and providing technical support (N = 10).
Some of the faculty members’ views on what needs to be done to be encouraged to conduct
MOOC are as follows

FACTORS F
The system should be introduced. 25
Financial support should be provided. 16
Technical support should be provided. 10
Conducting MOOC should be included in the academic promotion criteria. 8
Rewarding should be done. 7

The views of the instructor should be taken into consideration in the course design. 6

Freedom of science, art, and thought should be protected. 1

Body language and stage performance training should be provided. 1

“Itis clear that there is a need to inform many instroductors about MOOC and to

raise awareness on this issue. For this reason, especially in each faculty, separate
information and seminars should be held.” (Faculty member 25)

“The faculty members who wish to open these courses should be supported especially
in terms of technical infrastructure with financial support.” (Faculty member 70)

“The criteria for academic promotion should also include articles for conducting these
courses. It should be ensured that the academic points of publications and courses
made for these courses are increased for academicians.” (Faculty member 74)

“The success of the courses offered in these applications should be rewarded.” (Faculty
member 32)

DISCUSSION

In this study, it is aimed to examine the faculty members’ tendency to conduct a Massive
Open Online Course (MOOC) and the factors affecting these tendencies. In this context, positive
and negative factors affecting the tendency of faculty members to conduct MOOC and their
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expectations for MOOC incentives were investigated. In this section, the results obtained in
accordance with the purposes of the research are interpreted in light of the literature and
the results of similar studies are evaluated. When interpreting the findings of this study, the
limitation should be taken into consideration that the majority of the faculty members in the
study group had not previously conducted MOOC. However, it should not be ignored that this
limitation can be considered an advantage in terms of identifying barriers to MOOC applications.

FACULTY MEMBERS’ TRENDS IN CONDUCTING MOOC

As aresult of the study, 34.4% of the faculty members who participated in the study wanted to
conduct MOOC. The low rate of faculty members who want to conduct MOOCs may be related
to the fact that MOOC applications have just started to be applied in Turkey, and therefore the
faculty members do not have enough knowledge about MOOCs. However, faculty members
have stated that providing adequate information for MOOC applications can be a strong
incentive for conducting these courses.

It has been revealed that the main objectives of the faculty members for conducting MOOC are
to raise the awareness of society and contribute to the development of the field by sharing the
resources, knowledge, and experiences of the experts and improving themselves in the field of
expertise. It can be thought that these goals of the faculty members are influenced by the fact
that the MOOCs provide more students with the opportunity to share information and increase
the recognition of the faculty members both in their own fields and in the institution they
work in (Aydemir et al., 2018; Kolowich, 2013; Voudoukis & Pagiatakis 2022). It has been found
that among the aims of the faculty members conducting MOOC, there is also the opportunity
to create equal opportunities in education in the social sense. The feature allowing everyone
to take courses by participating in the courses regardless of their level of education (Peter &
Deimann, 2013; Yousef et al., 2014b) supports lifelong learning by creating equal opportunities
in education (Sharma et al., 2020). Therefore, it can be thought that faculty members can
achieve these aims by conducting MOOC. In the studies examined, it was observed that
the aims of faculty members to support lifelong learning by creating equal opportunities in
education were associated with the feeling of “sacrifice” (Aydemir et al., 2018; Hew & Cheung,
2014; Kolowich, 2013).

According to the faculty members, the academicians who will conduct MOOC must have some
basic professional qualifications, such as having expert, experienced and technical skills in
the field. Kassabian (2014) stated that students who participate in MOOC applications tend
to take courses from specialists and prominent faculty members in their field. Gerber (2014)
and Teplechuk (2013) emphasized the importance of integrating technology into education for
MOOC applications. Therefore, the fact that the faculty members who will conduct MOOC have
these qualifications may increase the motivation of the faculty members by increasing student
participation (Henderikx et al., 2021) and may also ensure the healthy progress of the courses.

According to the faculty members, MOOCs should be conducted by faculty members with
adequate time, voluntary, and good communication skills. This result can be explained by
the fact that MOOC applications require considerable time and effort (Evans & Myrick, 2015;
Hollands & Tirthali, 2014; Teplechuk, 2013). In MOOCs ongoing monitoring of online students
necessitates more time and attention from faculty members (Garcia-Penalvo et al.,, 2018).
Kumar and Al-Samarrie (2018) underlined the importance of faculty members’ motivation and
volunteering levels in developing and delivering MOOCs. Volunteering is a variable that is also
considered within the framework of the TAM. In this direction, Anderson et al. (2006) stated
that volunteering is the basis for the acceptance of technology in their study in higher education
institutions. On the other hand, there are some observations that the communication skills of
the faculty members who will conduct the MOOC should be good. Bali (2013) and Conole (2013)
stated that conducting MOOC applications through distance education and addressing a large
number of students in these courses should provide an effective communication process.

According to the faculty members, the fields of expertise of the faculty members who will
conduct MOOC should be theoretical and attract the attention of society. Chengjie (2015), in
his study, found that educators who are experts in fields that require applications such as face-
to-face communication, group work, and laboratory work have difficulty in distance education
applications. The opinions of faculty members about the fact that the subject area of the
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MOOC should be theoretical can be related to these difficulties. On the other hand, the views
of the faculty members about conducting MOOC applications on issues of public interest to
society can be associated with participant demand. In the studies examined, it was stated that
the number of students attending courses for faculty members is a strong motivation factor
(Hollands & Tirthali, 2014, Kassabian, 2014). Therefore, it may be thought that the demand for
MOOC on subjects that are of interest to society will be high. Therefore, it can be thought that
there will be a high demand for MOOC applications on subjects that are of interest to society.

POSITIVE FACTORS AFFECTING FACULTY MEMBERS’ TENDENCY TO CONDUCT
MOOC

In the study, it was found that many factors positively affect faculty members in conducting
MOOC. The strongest positive factor that led faculty members to conduct MOOC was found
to be institutional belonging. The faculty members believe that they can contribute to the
promotion of the institution they work in the national and international area by conducting
MOOC. Similarly, in the studies examined, it was found that MOOC applications contribute
to the promotion of the institutions and thus they have the opportunity to improve their
educational spectrum (Hollands & Tirthali, 2014). One of the strong positive factors for the
faculty members to conduct MOOC was the idea of supporting lifelong learning. According to
the studies examined, individuals’ expectations of education are changing and demands for
lifelong learning are increasing (Belanger & Thornton, 2013; Hollands & Tirthali, 2014; Sullivan
etal., 2019; Voudoukis & Pagiatakis 2022). In MOOC applications, there is no prerequisite for the
participants and thus life-long learning can be provided to individuals of all ages (Garcia-Pefalvo
et al, 2018; Peter & Deimann, 2013; Yousef et al., 2014b). Therefore, it can be considered that
this aspect of MOOC is deemed appropriate by the faculty members to respond to the changing
demand in education.

The faculty members think that the resources used in MOOCs will provide more reliable
information on the internet and that these resources will be useful for everyone who needs it.
MOOCs are generally conducted by successful faculty members from well-known universities
(Kassabian, 2014; Voudoukis & Pagiatakis 2022). This may have created a perception among
faculty members that the resources used in MOOCs will be reliable. Moreover, this perception
in faculty members may be due to the idea that any error in resources can be detected more
easily because the MOOC appeals to a wider audience (Chengjie, 2015) and therefore the
resources can be prepared more carefully. In addition, it is mentioned in many studies that
instructors pay attention to the preparation of course content by using reliable sources and
design principles in MOOCs (Aleman de la Garza et al., 2015; Fischer, 2014; Yousef et al., 2014a).
In the study by Du (2022), in which the factors related to student satisfaction in MOOCs were
examined, it was emphasized that the course content and design greatly affected student
satisfaction. In the study by Ma & Lee (2020), it was emphasized that the MOOC design is of
great importance to increase the rate of adoption by students and reduce dropout. Similarly,
in this study, it was revealed that faculty members could improve themselves in course design
while conducting MOOCs. Because there is no dependency on the curriculum in MOOCs,
many tasks; such as creating lesson syllabi, designing activities, and determining assessment
types and tools are performed by instructors (Bali, 2013; Conole, 2013; Read & Rodrigo, 2014;
Sanchez-Vera et al.,, 2014; Teplechuk, 2013). Undertaking all these tasks can also influence the
belief of faculty members who will conduct MOOC, that they will be able to develop themselves
in course design.

NEGATIVE FACTORS AFFECTING FACULTY MEMBERS’ TENDENCY TO CONDUCT
MOOC

As a result of the study, it was found that the most powerful factor that could negatively affect
faculty members to conduct MOOC was the time problem. Due to the nature of MOOCs, faculty
members spend a lot of time and effort preparing for MOOCs (Chengjie, 2015; Garcia-Penalvo
et al, 2018; Hollands & Tirthali, 2014; Kassabian, 2014). In addition to this situation, the course
load of the faculty members in their institutions and the tasks that they have to perform in
academic terms may cause them not to be able to devote time to conduct MOOC.
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Another element that instructors considered as an obstacle to conducting MOOC was that the
materials they shared in MOOCs might be subject to copyright problems and that the support
to be provided at this point was seen as a strong incentive for conducting MOOC. In the study
conducted by Kursun, Cagiltay, and Can (2014) on the sharing of open course resources, they
found that faculty members may have problems with copyrights in sharing their own materials
and others’ materials. On the other hand, Chen (2014), found that there were problems with
the copyright of the materials shared in the MOOCs among instructors, universities, and MOOC
platforms.

It was found out that faculty members felt they needed to be more proficient in instructional
design to conduct MOOC. This may be related to the faculty members’ level of competence in
instructional design, as well as the requirements of MOOCs for instructional design. In studies
examined, since MOOCs are addressed to a large number of students it is necessary to design
an instructional design that meets the needs of these students (Asiri, 2014; Evans & Myrick,
2015; Hollands & Tirthali, 2014; Hoy, 2014; Jansen & Schuwer, 2015) and therefore it was
concluded that faculty members should be sufficiently knowledgeable about instructional
design (Du, 2022; Haavind & Sistek-Chandler, 2015; Ma & Lee, 2020; Sdnchez-Vera et al., 2014,
Teplechuk, 2013).

It was also found that the lack of financial incentives for MOOCs was seen as a negative factor.
MOOCs are generally conducted without financial gain. Teplechuk (2013), in his study, found
that the lack of financial gain to conduct MOOCs and ensure sustainability is a compelling
factor for both instructors and institutions. Kolowich (2013), on the other hand, stated in his
study that the willingness to earn financial gain by instructors was underestimated under the
name of negative elements related to conducting MOOC.

FACULTY MEMBERS’ EXPECTATIONS TO BE ENCOURAGED TO CONDUCT MOOC

As a result of the study, it was found that faculty members perceive the institutional support
given while conducting MOOCs as a strong encouraging factor. Ghazali and Nordin (2018)
stated in their study that motivating activities to be provided by educational institutions are of
vital importance. At this point, it is very important to determine the elements that can motivate
faculty members correctly. In this direction, it was determined that faculty members want to
conduct their MOOCs through an easy-to-use platform created by their own universities. This
result may be related to the perception of institutional affinity of faculty members. The wishes
of faculty members to provide an easy-to-use platform may be related to perceived ease of use
according to TAM (Technology Acceptance Model) model (Davis, 1989). Moreover, in the studies
where the adaptation process of the faculty members to the new technologies was examined,
it was determined that the ease of using a new technology eliminates the prejudices about
that technology and enables the individuals to trust their own competencies and thus reduces
the barriers to the use of technology (Gibson, Harris & Colaric, 2008; Turan & Colakoglu, 2011).

It was revealed at the point of encouraging them to conduct MOOCs that faculty members
need different support such as being informed about MOOC applications by the institution
they work for, the establishment of centers that can provide the necessary support in terms
of protecting copyright, and conducting MOOC applications. Expectations of incentives for
information may be related to the fact that the faculty members do not have an idea about
the benefits of these applications and how they are conducted because applications have just
been conducted recently in Turkey. Also, it was seen that perceived usefulness, which is one
of the components of TAM, is one of the factors affecting the use of technology by instructors
(Halawi & McCarthy, 2007; Keengwe, Kidd & Kyei-Blankson, 2009; Ma & Lee, 2019). Informing
faculty members about the impact and benefits of the technology on their performance may
facilitate their adaptation to technology (Antonaci et al., 2019; Jansen et al., 2020).

It was found that faculty members felt that MOOC activities should be encouraged in different
ways, such as financial support, rewarding, or inclusion in academic promotion scores. It can be
thought that the expectation of the faculty members stems from the fact that MOOCs require a
lot of time and effort. Similarly, Surry and Land (2000), in their study to determine the strategies
for encouraging higher education institutions to use technology, found that instructors were
expecting awards in their activities related to the use of technology in their courses. The results
of the studies on MOOCs also showed the importance of rewarding (Chengjie, 2015; Hollands &
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Tirthali, 2014; Kassabian, 2014). On the other hand, Goel et al. (2022) emphasized that financial
support is not seen as a primary motivation factor by educators in their study to determine the
motivational elements related to MOOCs, but it is placed in fourth place. Faculty members
believe that making MOOCs mandatory is not an appropriate incentive. In line with this ideq,
faculty members emphasized that the people who will conduct MOOCs should be completely
voluntary. Similarly, Teplechuk (2013), in his study, found that faculty members conducting
MOOCs take part in these practices based on volunteering. On the other hand, in the studies
conducted on the acceptance of technology by instructors, it has been found that individuals
who are open and willing to innovate in technology use are easier to adapt to technology
(Evans & Myrick, 2015; Hall & Elliott, 2003; Lewis, Agarwal & Sambamurthy, 2003; Turan &
Colakoglu, 2011).

As a result, it has been determined that various positive and negative factors may affect
faculty members during MOOC conducting process and that faculty members have different
expectations to encourage them to conduct MOOC. In line with the results obtained from
the study, suggestions were made for the institutions wishing to conduct MOOCs and for
researchers wishing to conduct studies about MOOCs.

Recommendations for institutions wishing to conduct MOOC:

*  Faculty members should be informed about what MOOCs are and how they are
conducted.

+  Faculty members should be provided with information and support on materials
development and sharing in MOOCs.

* Faculty members should be informed about instructional design and integration of
instructional technologies in education.

*  Faculty members should be provided with an easy-to-use platform that they can easily
use while conducting MOOCs.

» Incentives such as financial support, rewards, or academic points should be provided to
faculty members who conduct MOOC.

Recommendations for researchers wishing to conduct studies about MOOCs:

*  The relationship between faculty members’ tendency to conduct MOOC and different
variables (subject area, expertise, computer skills, workload, etc.).

» Inorder to reveal the nature of aiming to conduct MOOC, the primary aims of the faculty
members and how these aims change according to different variables such as belief in
resource sharing and interest in their own fields can be investigated in depth.

* The reason for their negative attitudes towards conducting MOOC can be investigated in
depth by conducting interviews with faculty members who are in the research group but
do not want to conduct MOOC.
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