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ABSTR ACT 

In this contribution, we investigate the personal and professional characteristics as well as 
the motives for entering training of learners enrolled in a MOOC. As discussed by Li et al. 
(2015), it is relevant to describe learners’ individual characteristics as they may modulate 
their behavior. $erefore, we describe and compare the individual characteristics of these two 
types of learners and their similarities and differences. As a reminder, the term enrolled refers 
to students (N = 357) enrolled at the beginning of their studies at the Faculty of Psychology 
and Educational Sciences (FPSE) for whom participation in the MOOC is compulsory and part 
of their learning program, while spontaneous learners are learners who are free to enroll in 
the MOOC. $e latter are the most numerous (N = 2,175) and therefore theoretically enroll 
in the MOOC by personal choice.

Keywords: MOOC, professional characteristics, personal characteristics, reasons for en-
tering training.

Conceptual framework

Definition and characteristics of MOOCs

Cisel (2013a), Charlier (2014) and Kennedy (2014) consider MOOCs, or 
Massive Open Online Courses, to be online courses that are generally free 

to access and intended for large numbers of learnersB According to Depover et 
alB (2017), the term “MOOC” is inspired by the acronym MMORPG (Massively 
Multiplayer Online Role-Playing Games), which refers to online role-playing 
games in which a multitude of players interact simultaneously in a virtual uni-
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verseB However, the parallelism stops at the dimension of “massiveness” because 
MMORPGs, unlike MOOCs, are generally paid for and are products intended more 
for entertainment (video games) without any real learning ambitionB MOOCs, 
however, aim precisely to encourage learning by as many people as possibleB 
MOOCs are courses, often attached to a university, but not necessarilyB They 
can take different formats – which we present below – and can be consulted 
entirely online in return for user registrationB The notion of massiveness of 
MOOCs stems from the fact that these learning devices are intended for large 
numbers of participantsB We agree with Cisel (2016b), who explains that “the 
term Massive, for Massive, has the defect of imposing an element of arbitrariness” 
(Cisel, 2016b, pB 49)B Indeed, the analysis of the literature has shown us that the 
number of registrants differs from one MOOC to anotherB Some MOOCs bring 
together a few hundred learners, while others have several thousand registrantsB 
The term “massive” can therefore be problematic, probably because of the lack 
of a standard characterizing the massiveness of MOOCsB Although somewhat 
arbitrary, such a standard would allow courses to be ranked against each otherB 
Another problem concerning the characterization of massiveness concerns the 
moment of accounting of learners participating in the MOOC (entry vsB exit)B 
Indeed, for Cisel (2016b), it is not possible to anticipate the number of learners 
who will enroll in a MOOCB In the interests of rigor, he advocates “talking about 
MOOCs only at the end of the course, when it has proven its ability to attract 
a large audience” (Cisel, 2016b, pB 49)B 

As Depover et alB (2017) explain, one of the characteristics of MOOCs is that 
they are scalable: pedagogically, they are designed to allow for gradual scalingB 
They point out that this scalability implies several constraints, in terms of or-
ganization, costs and pedagogical approachesB From an organizational point of 
view, it is necessary to use a hosting platform capable of accommodating many 
learners who can interact simultaneouslyB This type of platform generally has 
D�KLJK�FRVW�OLQNHG�WR�WKH�FRVW�RI�KRVWLQJ�VHUYHUV��PDLQWHQDQFH��KLULQJ�TXDOLƢHG�
staff to provide technical support, etcB From a pedagogical point of view, de-
VLJQHUV�PXVW�DQWLFLSDWH�PDVVLƢFDWLRQ�E\�SURSRVLQJ�DSSURSULDWH�VXSHUYLVLRQ��
opting for tasks that can be carried out by large cohorts (self-correcting ques-
WLRQQDLUHV��SHHU�HYDOXDWLRQ��HWF����7KH�HYROYLQJ�FKDUDFWHU�RI�WKH�PDVVLƢFDWLRQ�RI�
MOOCs goes hand in hand with a principle of openness: “if we want to respect 
the principle of openness that characterizes MOOCs, we must be able to cope 
ZLWK�DQ�LQƣX[�RI�FDQGLGDWHV�WKDW�ZDV�QRW�QHFHVVDULO\�DQWLFLSDWHGŨ��'HSRYHU�HW�
alB, 2017, pB 10)B The notion of openness can have several meanings depending 
on the perspective adopted (Cisel, 2016b; Depover et alB 2017)B 
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2SHQQHVV�UHIHUV�ƢUVW�RI�DOO�WR�WKH�IDFW�WKDW�022&V�DUH�JHQHUDOO\�IUHH��WR�
register)B Cisel (2016b) explains that, in some cases, the notion of openness is 
not necessarily linked to that of Open Educational Resource “insofar as most 
of the content disseminated in MOOCs is under a proprietary license, with the 
exception of the MOOCs on the FUN platform” (pB 50)B Indeed, as argued by 
Yeager et alB (2013 cited by Julien & Gosselin, 2016), some MOOCs ask their 
OHDUQHUV�WR�VLJQ�D�QRQ�UHXVH��QRQ�PRGLƢFDWLRQ��RU�HYHQ�QRQ�UHGLVWULEXWLRQ�
agreement of the course contentB The notion of free access is not universal and 
does not apply to all MOOCsB Some are accompanied by a range of paid services 
WR�ZKLFK�OHDUQHUV�KDYH�WR�VXEVFULEH�LQ�RUGHU�WR�EHQHƢW�IURP��SHUVRQDOL]HG��
coaching, access to additional content or to be able to take an assessment al-
ORZLQJ�WKHP�WR�DFFHVV�D�FHUWLƢFDWLRQ��-XOLHQ�	�*RVVHOLQ��������'HSRYHU�HW�DO��
2017)B The “open” character of MOOCs is also linked to the fact that they do not 
always require any prerequisites (diploma, experience, etcB) on the part of the 
learner who wishes to enroll, apart from mastery of the language – which is 
not systematically checked beforehand – in which the MOOC is designed (Roy 
et alB, 2016; Depover et alB, 201+7) and compliance with the timetable of the 
programmer’s organization (Cisel, 2016b)B Furthermore, within this “mass” of 
learners, Roy et alB (2015) point out that sometimes some registered users have 
no experience of distance learningB 

The “online” nature of the MOOC refers to the fact that the course is hosted 
on an online platform although, as we have seen, some developers offer par-
ticipants hybrid learning arrangements in which face-to-face learning can also 
have a placeB Face-to-face learning can take different forms: teacher-developers 
traveling around the world to meet their learners, the setting up of coworking 
VSDFHV��&LVHO������E���IDFH�WR�IDFH�FRDFKLQJ��RU�HYHQ�WKH�WDNLQJ�RI�FHUWLƢFDWLRQ�
tests (Depover et alB, 2017)B 

Regarding the notion of “course”, Depover et alB (2017) point out that the 
MOOC differs from “classic” online courses offered in a web-based distance 
learning context by its open and massive characterB These authors, citing De-
pover and Orivel (2012), insist that MOOCs are not just a collection of online 
resources such as those offered by “French digital thematic universities whose 
ambition is limited to sharing course materials in digital format that can be 
made available to students” (Depover et alB, 2017, pB 10)B For Hennequin (2014), 
MOOCs are structured more like lecture theatre courses and involve several 
pedagogical actors (teachers, assistants, etcB) who evolve together and exchange 
with learnersB The MOOC is an online course designed to enable the acquisition 
of knowledge and the development of skillsB Following this logic, Cisel (2016a) 
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explains that a device (eBgB an online resource) offering only static resources 
cannot be called a MOOCB MOOCs are based on a pedagogical scenario designed 
by their creatorsB This scenario generally proposes learning activities in which 
a learner is “active” and has the possibility of interacting, on the one hand, with 
tools with cognitive potential, such as video-pedagogical capsules or exercises 
– generally self-correcting, given the possible “massive” number of learners – 
and, on the other hand, with other individuals by exchanging, for example, with 
tutors or peersB Furthermore, Cisel (2016b) states that it is the temporality 
that makes the difference between a space containing resources and a MOOCB 
Indeed, the latter offers learners activities (evaluated or not) delimited in time; 
it therefore has a beginning and an endB The beginning corresponds to the start 
of the learning activities and the end corresponds to the limit of their comple-
tion (when these activities are assessed)B Now that the main characteristics of 
MOOCs have been established, it seems interesting to us to look at the audience 
that participates in these distance learning devicesB

MOOC learners: what characteristics? 

In this section, we will look at the individual and motivational characteristics of 
learners who enroll in MOOCsB We will try to identify the learners (geographical 
distribution, level of education, socio-professional sector, etcB) who enroll in 
022&V��DQG�ZH�ZLOO�WU\�WR�GHƢQH�WKH�UHDVRQV�ZK\�WKH\�HQUROO�RQ�WKH�EDVLV�RI�
empirical data from the techno-pedagogical literatureB 

Study by Breslow, Pritchard, DeBoer, Stump, Ho & Seaton (2013) 
Breslow et alB (2013) analyzed the Circuits and Electronics MOOC offered on the 
edX platform by MIT and Harvard University in March 2012B This MOOC, the 
ƢUVW�WR�EH�FRQGXFWHG�LQ�D�FRQVRUWLXP�EHWZHHQ�WKHVH�WZR�$PHULFDQ�XQLYHUVLWLHV��
offered a variety of resources, including video lectures, interactive exercises, 
online labs and a discussion forumB The 155,000 students enrolled came from 
194 countries around the worldB The majority spoke English (67%) or Spanish 
(16%)B At the end of the learning process, 7,161 students responded to the sur-
vey sent to themB Of the 1,100 students asked about their age, most said they 
were between 20 and 30 years oldB Breslow et al (2013) estimate that 88% of 
the learners surveyed were male, 37% of the learners had an undergraduate 
degree compared to 28% with a master’s or vocational degree and 27% with 
a secondary school diplomaB Of the total number of registered learners, 7,100 
�RU��������REWDLQHG�WKHLU�FHUWLƢFDWLRQ��
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Study by Christensen, Steinmetz, Alcorn, Bennett, Woods and Emanuel (2013) 
&KULVWHQVHQ�HW�DO���������DOVR�ORRNHG�DW�WKH�SURƢOHV�RI�OHDUQHUV�HQUROOHG�LQ�
MOOCsB Their study of 32 MOOCs hosted on Coursera revealed several charac-
teristics of the learners (N = 34,000)B 83% of the enrollees had a higher edu-
cation degree (bachelor or master)B Of the learners, 40% were under 30 years 
old, 50% were between 30 and 60 years old and 10% were over 60 years oldB 
The analysis indicates that 70% of the learners were professionally employed, 
17% had student status, 7% were unemployed and 6% were retiredB 

MOOCs@Edinburgh group study (2013) 
The MOOCs@Edinburgh group (2013) analyzed data collected from 6 MOOCs 
offered by the University of EdinburghB Their research found that of all regis-
tered users (N = 309,628), approximately 39B9% logged on to the MOOCs in 
WKH�ƢUVW�ZHHN��������FRPSOHWHG�WKH�DFWLYLWLHV�DQG�������SDUWLFLSDWHG�LQ�WKH�
FHUWLƢFDWH�DVVHVVPHQW��3ULRU�WR�WKH�FORVXUH�RI�UHJLVWUDWLRQ��D�VXUYH\�ZDV�VHQW�
to 217,512 learners; 21% of registrants respondedB Respondents came from 
203 countries, the majority from the USA (28%) and the UK (11%)B The survey 
shows that 33% of users were between 25 and 34 years oldB The MOOCs@
Edinburgh group (2013) found that 75% of registered users were having their 
ƢUVW�022&�H[SHULHQFH�DQG�����KDG�RQO\�SDUWLFLSDWHG�LQ�RQH�RWKHU�022&��2YHU�
70% of respondents claimed to have a university degree and 40% claimed to 
have a PhDB At the end of the MOOC, a second survey was launched; 4B96% of 
the registrants respondedB The survey conducted shows that 98% of these re-
spondents “felt they had got what they wanted from the course(s)” (MOOCs@
Edinburgh, 2013, pB 2), stating that the duration, pace and level of the MOOC 
was relatively good and that they had spent an average of 2–4 hours per week 
on this distance learning facilityB 

Gillani & Eynon’s study (2014) 
Gellani and Eynon (2014) analyzed a MOOC developed by the University of Vir-
ginia and hosted on the US platform Coursera in 2013B This MOOC aimed to learn 
about business-related issuesB The course, which attracted more than 87,000 
registrants, was designed to be interactive with extensive use of forums and 
numerous videos illustrating case studiesB Learners could complete a peer-re-
viewed projectB They were asked to complete a survey at the beginning and end 
of the MOOC to gather information about their professional and educational 
background and motivationsB Approximately 9% of registrants completed the 
ƢUVW�VXUYH\��FRPSDUHG�WR�������IRU�WKH�VHFRQG��7KH�UHVHDUFKHUV�UHIHU�WR�$UP-
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strong and Overton (1977) and Couper (2000) to explain this low response rate 
and mention the possible existence of a response bias insofar as learners who 
have completed a course will not necessarily reconnect to the platform and, by 
extension, will not answer the questionnaireB This may seem paradoxical for 
a solution based on digital communication, but it should be noted that it is not 
always possible to contact learners directly by email, as MOOC managers often 
do not have access to contact details for reasons of user data protectionB Com-
munication between the two parties is sometimes exclusively via the platform 
hosting the MOOCB As regards the learners enrolled in the MOOC, the study 
showed that the majority were young adults aged 25 to 34 (39B9%), already 
KROGLQJ�D�ƢUVW���������RU�VHFRQG�F\FOH�GHJUHH����������PRVWO\�SURIHVVLRQDOO\�
DFWLYH�DQG�SDUWLFLSDWLQJ�LQ�WKH�022&�WR�UHƢQH�WKHLU�SURIHVVLRQDO�VNLOOV��

Study by Bar-Hen, Javaux & Villa-Vialaneix (2015) 
Bar-Hen et alB (2015) focused on the MOOC Fundamentals in Statistics hosted 
on the French platform FUNB This online course, developed by the University of 
3DULV�6RUERQQH�LQ�������ZHOFRPHG�������OHDUQHUV��ZKR�EHQHƢWHG�IURP�GLIIHUHQW�
resources such as forums, videos or quizzesB A self-assessment questionnaire 
offered to registrants (N = 6,918 respondents) revealed that most learners were 
male (68%) and that about three quarters of participants who provided their 
location data lived in FranceB The remaining learners were mostly from Fran-
cophone AfricaB The average age of the participants, close to 36 years, indicates 
a low level of interest on the part of students enrolled in initial trainingB On the 
other hand, the study reveals a massive presence of learners with a Master’s 
degree (48B51%)B The other participants have an undergraduate degree (14%), 
a doctorate (13B5%) or a bachelor’s degree (7%)B This indicates a desire on 
the part of learners to deepen or complete their knowledge in a philosophy of 
“enrichment” and continuing education, since the type of teaching provided in 
WKLV�RQOLQH�FRXUVH��VWDWLVWLFDO�GDWDEDVHV��LV�JHQHUDOO\�SURYLGHG�LQ�WKH�ƢUVW�F\FOH�
of the university curriculum in FranceB Finally, out of all the registered learners, 
251 (3B14%) have completed all the activities proposed in the MOOCB 

Study by Mariais, Bayle, Comte, Hasenfratz & Rey (2017) 
Mariais et alB (2017) analyzed six MOOCs offered by InriaB According to them, 
the success of a MOOC can be conditioned by the content it addressesB Re-
garding the target audience of these MOOCs, Mariais et alB (2017) found that 
more than 57% of the participants had a university degree (master, engineer, 
PhD)B Research MOOCs, according to their typology, theoretically intended for 
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SDUWLFLSDQWV�ZLWK�D�PDVWHUŤV�GHJUHH��KDYH�D�VLJQLƢFDQWO\�KLJKHU�SURSRUWLRQ�RI�
participants with a short higher education degreeB Between 40 and 50% of 
participants are employedB For these authors, the content offered in a MOOC 
LQƣXHQFHV�WKH�W\SH�RI�SDUWLFLSDQWV��)RU�H[DPSOH��WKH�022&�RQ�DOJRULWKPV�DW-
tracted many teachers (15%), while the MOOC on advanced computer science 
attracted mainly engineers (41%)B 

Why enrol in a MOOC?

In this section, we describe different arguments that may lead learners to 
enroll in a MOOCB We highlight the desire to enroll in these online education 
and training systems for personal or professional development purposes, or 
because of their convenience and accessibility to allB 

For personal and/or professional development 
Several factors can motivate learners to enroBl in a MOOC: impulse, desire to 
show the community their commitment to a training process, prestige of the 
institution hosting the MOOC (Bruillard, 2014), acquisition of personal or 
professional skills, employment or advancement opportunities (Breslow et alB, 
2013), curiosity, enjoyment of learning, increase in the chances of succeeding 
in obtaining a degree (Mariais et alB, 2017), etcB Engagement in a MOOC would 
come from motivation which is itself intrinsically linked to performance (Karsenti 
& Bugmann, 2016), even if the latter does not explain learners’ participationB 
In other words, the success of the activities proposed in the MOOC would en-
courage learners to persevereB 

A survey by Belanger and Thornton (2013) reveals several categories of 
learner motivation (N > 10,000) to enroll in a MOOC: geographical location re-
sulting in distance from higher education institutions, inability to study, interest 
in the (online) teaching method, desire for professional development, desire 
to learn more, etcB These authors propose four main categories of motivation 
that can explain why learners enroll in this type of e-learning device: continu-
ing education and learning new things, enjoyment of the learning experience, 
convenience of the learning experience and experimentation with this type of 
e-learningB Gillani and Eynon (2014) also asked learners (N = 1,964) about their 
motivations for enrolling in a MOOCB They report that the majority (93%) of 
learners enroll for professional developmentB The rest enroll for the pleasure of 
learning (6%), because the MOOC is a way for them to access knowledge (1%) 
or because the course is offered by a famous university (<1%)B 
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Breslow et al (2013) also analyzed the motivation of learners (N = 1,173) 
to enroll in a MOOC-type distance learning processB For 55B4% of the learners 
surveyed, enrolment in the MOOC was linked to the desire to acquire new 
NQRZOHGJH�LQ�WKH�ƢHOG�FRQFHUQHG��-XVW�RYHU�D�TXDUWHU��������WR�EH�H[DFW��WRRN�
up the MOOC as a personal challenge and 8B8% said they enrolled in the course 
WR�EHQHƢW�IURP�SRVVLEOH�MRE�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�RU�DGYDQFHPHQW��,W�LV�ZRUWK�QRWLQJ�
that Breslow et alB (2013) found that there was no correlation between learners’ 
motivation to enroll in a MOOC and course completionB 

In their research, Mariais et alB (2017) suggested that the main form of 
motivation driving learners to enroll in MOOCs would be intrinsic in natureB 
Between 64% and 77% of registrants would claim to take the MOOC for the 
pleasure of learning or to satisfy personal needsB The second most important 
motivation for learners (between 36% and 51%) would be to increase their 
professional opportunitiesB Indeed, according to Cisel (2013b), the majority of 
learners enrolled in MOOCs are no longer students, but workers who, for or-
ganizational reasons, do not necessarily have the time to undertake traditional 
trainingB This learning craze could be very positive for participants as it reaches 
thousands of people from all over the world with different backgrounds and 
life experiences (personal and professional)B 

Reasons for entering a MOOC 
Cisel (2016b) looked at the reasons for entering training, documented by Car-
ré (2001), of learners (N = 6,222) registered in 11 MOOCsB It is important to 
distinguish between motivation and reasons for entering trainingB As Cisel 
(2016b) points out, unlike motivation, reasons for entering training are the 
only observable elementsB They correspond to the explanation given directly 
by the respondents and collected through a survey to justify their enrolment in 
D�WUDLQLQJ�FRXUVH��7KLV�DXWKRU�VSHFLƢHV�WKDW�WKHVH�UHDVRQV�IRU�HQWHULQJ�WUDLQLQJ�
should not be confused with motivation in the strict sense of the term, as there 
may be a discrepancy between the reason given by the respondent and the actual 
PRWLYDWLRQ�IRU�HQUROOLQJ�LQ�WUDLQLQJ��:H�ZLOO�GHƢQH�PRWLYDWLRQ�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�
Cisel (2016b), who cites Vallerand and Thill (1993), as a construct representing 
“the internal and/or external forces producing the initiation, direction, intensity 
and persistence of a behavior” (Cisel, 2016b, pB 35)B Carré (2001) distinguishes 
ten motives for entering training which are organized along two dimensionsB 
7KH�ƢUVW�FRUUHVSRQGV�WR�D�FRQWLQXXP�RI�VHOI�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ�DQG�GLVWLQJXLVKHV�
between extrinsic and intrinsic motivations that may underlie entry into trainingB 
The second contrasts learning with participation: [it] divides the motivations 
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for engaging in training between those that aim at acquiring training content 
(knowledge, skills, attitudes), thus focusing on learning knowledge, and those 
that aim at participation, iBeB enrollment and/or attendance in trainingB (Carré, 
2001)B Vertongen et alB (2012, pB 4) add that this dimension “indicates whether 
the objective of the training is aimed at the acquisition of knowledge (learning) 
or rather at mere enrolment and/or attendance within a group (participation)”B

Motives from intrinsic motivation 
According to Deci and Ryan’s (2000) theory of self-determination, intrinsic 
motivation motives correspond to the highest level of self-determinationB Adam 
and Louche (2009) translate Deci and Ryan’s (2000) idea that intrinsic moti-
vation is based on the needs for competence and self-determination and that 
all factors related to these needs are relevant for the development of intrin-
VLF�PRWLYDWLRQ��,Q�WKLV�VHQVH��DQG�PRUH�VSHFLƢFDOO\�LQ�FRPSXWHU�VXSSRUWHG�
collaborative learning environments, Temperman (2013) cites Rienties et alB 
(2009) to emphasize that learners motivated by mastery goals engage more in 
activity-focused exchangesB He also refers to De Lièvre et alB (2009), who found 
that a higher degree of intrinsic motivation leads learners to critically evaluate 
what their peers do or say in discussion forumsB Table 1 shows the intrinsic 
motivations for engagement in training according to Carré (2001)B

Table 1. Reasons for involvement in training of an intrinsic nature according to Carré (2001)

Epistemic motive “Learning, acquiring knowledge, cultivating oneself, etcB are 
SURFHVVHV�WKDW�ƢQG�WKHLU�MXVWLƢFDWLRQ��WKHLU�ŧUHLQIRUFHPHQWVŨ��
in themselvesB Motivation here is linked to the content itselfB 
We speak here of “personal taste” (BBB), curiosity, even passion 
for learning or knowledge” (Carré, 2001, pB 47)B

Socio-affective motive ŧ,W� LV� DERXW� SDUWLFLSDWLQJ� LQ� WUDLQLQJ� WR� EHQHƢW� IURP� VRFLDO�
contactsB It is the social conditions in which the training takes 
place that countB (The training should offer opportunities for 
exchange with others)” (Carré, 2001, pB 47)B

Hedonic motive ŧ,W� LV� DERXW� SDUWLFLSDWLQJ� LQ� WUDLQLQJ� WR� EHQHƢW� IURP� VRFLDO�
contactsB It is the social conditions in which the training takes 
place that countB (The training should offer opportunities for 
exchange with others)” (Carré, 2001, pB 47)B

Source: Authors’ own elaboration on the basis of Carré (2001).

7KH�ƢUVW�RI�WKHVH�WKUHH�PRWLYHV�LV�PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�FRQFHUQ�OHDUQLQJ�RULHQWHG�
individuals, while the other two are more likely to concern participation-ori-
ented individualsB 



BOUMAZGUIDA, KUMPS, TEMPERMAN, DE LIÈVRE 



Extrinsic motivation motives 
So-called extrinsic motivations refer to goals outside the trainingB Deci and Ryan 
�������GHƢQH�H[WULQVLF�PRWLYDWLRQ�DV�D�SKHQRPHQRQ�LQ�ZKLFK�WKH�OHDUQHU�HQ-
gages in a behavior in order to generate a consequence external to the activity 
he/she is carrying out (reward, good result, congratulations, etcB) or to avoid 
negative consequences (feeling guilty, bad results, etcB)B Table 2 presents the 
intrinsic motives for commitment to training according to Carré (2001)B 

Table 2. Intrinsic motives for commitment to training according to Carré (2001) 

Professional reason 
for the operation

“It is a question here of acquiring competences (knowledge, 
DSWLWXGHV��DWWLWXGHV���SHUFHLYHG�DV�QHFHVVDU\�WR�FDUU\�RXW�VSHFLƢF�
DFWLYLWLHV�LQ�WKH�ƢHOG�RI�ZRUN��LQ�RUGHU�WR�DQWLFLSDWH�RU�DGDSW�WR�
technical changes, to discover or perfect practices, always with 
a precise performance objective” (Carré, 2001, pB 50)B

Personal operational 
motive

“The personal operational motive is now about acquiring skills 
SHUFHLYHG�DV�QHFHVVDU\�IRU�FDUU\LQJ�RXW�VSHFLƢF�DFWLYLWLHV�RXWVLGH�
WKH�ƢHOG�RI�ZRUN��OHLVXUH��IDPLO\�OLIH��DVVRFLDWLYH�UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV��
HWF���� RQFH� DJDLQ�ZLWK� D� FRQFUHWH� DQG� FOHDUO\� LGHQWLƢHG� JRDO� RI�
action” (Carré, 2001, pB 51)B

The professional 
reason

“In this case, it is a question of acquiring the skills and/or symbolic 
recognition necessary to obtain a job, to keep it, to develop it or to 
transform itB The reason for engaging in training is here centred 
on a logic of professional orientation, career management or job 
search (before or alongside its economic, operational or identity-
related characterisation)” (Carré, 2001, pB 52)B

The economic 
reason

“The reasons for participation are here explicitly material: 
SDUWLFLSDWLRQ� LQ� D� WUDLQLQJ� DFWLRQ�ZLOO� EULQJ� HFRQRPLF� EHQHƢWV��
These may be direct or indirect” (Carré, 2001, pB 48)B

Prescribed reason “In discrete forms (the pressure of social conformity, the ‘advice’ 
RI�D� VXSHULRU�� WKH� LQWHUYHQWLRQ�RI�DQ� LQƣXHQWLDO�SHUVRQ�� HWF���RU�
explicit forms (the constraint of enrolment, provided for by law), 
commitment to training results from the injunction of others, 
evoking the most extrinsic dimensions of motivation” (Carré, 
2001, pB 49)B

Derivative motive “To acquire the competences (knowledge, skills, attitudes) 
and/or symbolic recognition necessary for a transformation 
(or preservation) of one’s identity characteristics as such, 
from the point of view of professional, cultural, social or family 
LGHQWLƢFDWLRQ�� E\� PDLQWDLQLQJ� RU� WUDQVIRUPLQJ� RQHŤV� VRFLDO� RU�
IDPLO\�VWDWXV��IXQFWLRQ��OHYHO�RI�TXDOLƢFDWLRQ��WLWOH��HWF��
This motive is therefore centered on the recognition of the 
environment and social image, apart from any economic motiveB 
This motive is therefore centered on the recognition of the 
environment and the social image of the self, apart from any 
economic motive” (Carré, 2001, pB 51)B
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Identity motive “To acquire the skills (knowledge, aptitudes, attitudes) and/
or symbolic recognition necessary for a transformation (or 
preservation) of one’s identity characteristics as such, from 
the point of view of professional, cultural, social or family 
LGHQWLƢFDWLRQ�� E\� PDLQWDLQLQJ� RU� WUDQVIRUPLQJ� RQHŤV� VRFLDO� RU�
IDPLO\�VWDWXV��IXQFWLRQ��OHYHO�RI�TXDOLƢFDWLRQ��WLWOH��HWF��7KLV�PRWLYH�
is therefore centered on the recognition of the environment and 
social image, apart from any economic motiveB This motive is 
therefore centered on the recognition of the environment and the 
social image of the self, apart from any economic motive” (Carré, 
2001, pB 51)B

Source: Authors’ own elaboration on the basis of Carré (2001).

Methodology 

Context

The context of this study focuses on the study of the MOOC Educational in-
novation of which you are the heroBBB developed by UMONSB This MOOC was 
KRVWHG�RQ�WKH�)81�SODWIRUP�GXULQJ�WKH�ƢUVW�TXDGUHQQLXP�RI�WKH�����ş�����
academic yearB It welcomed more than 8,265 learnersB It can be described as 
a distance learning and teaching device, welcoming a heterogeneous public 
composed of learners that we describe as spontaneous or enrolledB The former 
were learners who were probably enrolled in the training scheme to acquire 
knowledge that could be reinvested in their professional livesB The latter were 
students enrolled in the beginning of the bachelor’s degree in Psychological 
and Educational Sciences at the University of Mons (Faculty of Psychology and 
Educational Sciences), for whom participation in this device was credited in 
their university courseB

The MOOC was conceived on the initiative of the General Pedagogy and 
Educational Media Department, under the academic responsibility of Professor 
Bruno De Lièvre – thesis director – and Associate Professor, Gaëtan Temperman, 
in association with the Cellule facultaire de pédagogie facultaire (CFPU), through 
the involvement of an assistant (Karim Boumazguida) – also a doctoral studentB 
Our position is therefore that of a researcher-designer evaluating the educa-
tional system in the scripting and management of which he has participatedB 
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Pedagogical scenario of the MOOC

In this sub-point, we present the way in which the MOOC was structured by 
describing the modules and the learning activities (lives, MCQs, capsules, etcB) 
relating to themB We explain the contents and objectives of the device and focus 
on each of its components (informative, formative and interactive) relating to 
the different research variablesB It should be noted that for the reader’s con-
venience, and in order not to be redundant, we do not develop the “technical” 
HOHPHQWV��HGXFDWLRQDO�FDSVXOHV�SURGXFHG�RQ�2IƢFH�0L[��LQ�SDUWLFXODU��VLPLODU�
to those presented in the pre-experimentationB

Hosting of the MOOC
The MOOC studied was launched on the France Université Numérique (FUN) 
hosting platformB Each chapter of the online course corresponds to a training 
moduleB To facilitate navigation, each chapter was structured in the same way: 
JHQHUDO�LQIRUPDWLRQ�RQ�WKH�PRGXOHV��LQVWUXFWLRQV�RQ�WKH�VSHFLƢF�WDVNV�WR�EH�
SHUIRUPHG�DQG��ƢQDOO\��D�OLQN�WR�WKH�YLGHR�FOLSV�KRVWHG�RQ�WKH�2IƢFH�0L[�SODWIRUP��
Several additional resources were also made available to learners (tutorials, 
syllabus, etcB)B The platform includes a discussion forum allowing learners to 
exchange information asynchronouslyB 

The teaching team had also set up a public Facebook group for learners, 
the “UMOOC” groupB Each learner could post and exchange asynchronously 
with other registered usersB Aware that some learners prefer to opt for forums 
because they appreciate the fact of being able to access information from the 
MOOC centrally (Alario-Hoyos et alB, 2013) while others prefer social networks 
(Cisel, 2017) with which they are more familiar (Guillemet, 2014), we voluntarily 
opted for these two types of communication toolsB

Description of the learning modules
The MOOC is subdivided into six thematic modules that allow learners to dis-
cover theoretical content through videos and then to assess their understanding 
through formative self-correction questionnairesB It had a double objective: to get 
learners to identify pedagogical principles (in the videos) and to articulate these 
principles to design a collaborative or individual synthesis illustrating their links 
and applicationB The objectives of the MOOC were communicated explicitly and 
transparently to the learnersB Their transmission was also the result of a request 
from the FUN platform managersB Overall, the learning modules constituting 
the MOOC addressed 78 key concepts enabling students to acquire knowledge 
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in educational sciencesB These concepts are mainly related to central themes 
considered by Hattie (2009) as making a difference in terms of learning (feed-
back, collaborative learning, didactic design of course materials, etcB)B They were 
selected by the educational team because they were illustrative of the themes 
addressed in the different modulesB The designers opted for these themes in 
order to offer active professionals and future practitioners pedagogical tools 
and principles whose effectiveness is proven in and validated by researchB They 
have also taken care to propose, for each theme, concrete examples to enable 
OHDUQHUV�WR�YLVXDOL]H�WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�RI�WKHVH�SULQFLSOHV�LQ�WKH�ƢHOG��,W�VKRXOG�EH�
QRWHG�WKDW�WKH�OHDUQHUV�UHJLVWHUHG�IRU�WKH�022&�ZHUH�DEOH�WR�EHQHƢW�IURP�WKH�
content for a period of two yearsB Pedagogical support was offered to learners 
for eight weeksB They were able to consult the different contents related to the 
GLIIHUHQW�PRGXOHV�IURP�ZHHN����WKH�ƢUVW�ZHHN�RU�ŧZHHN��Ũ�EHLQJ�LQWHQGHG�IRU�
contact) without following a logical orderB Nevertheless, we provided learners 
with a schedule that allowed them to follow the modules in a chronological orderB 
As in the pre-experimentation, each module was divided into an informative 
part (consultation of the capsules), a formative part (completion of the quizzes) 
DQG�ƢQDOO\�DQ�LQWHUDFWLYH�SDUW��FRPSOHWLRQ�RI�DQ�LQIRJUDSKLF�DQG�D�FRQFHSWXDO�
map in group and with all the peers)B

Research questions and variables 
As part of this exploratory research, and in an attempt to understand who the 
learners are within the MOOC, we asked ourselves two research questions based 
on the three variables we have just describedB

7KH�ƢUVW�TXHVWLRQ�LV�GHVFULSWLYH�DQG�UHODWHV�WR�WKH�FKDUDFWHULVWLFV�RI�VSRQ-
taneous and enrolled learners in the MOOCB 

§ Question 1: What are the individual characteristics of learners enrolled 
in the distance learning MOOC?

7KLV�UHVHDUFK�TXHVWLRQ�LV�VXEGLYLGHG�LQWR�ƢYH�VXE�TXHVWLRQV�FRQFHUQLQJ�
WKH�JHRJUDSKLFDO�RULJLQ��JHQGHU��DJH�JURXSV��OHYHO�RI�HGXFDWLRQ�DQG�ƢQDOO\�WKH�
socio-professional sector of the learnersB Then, we asked ourselves about the 
motives for entering the training course that led spontaneous and enrolled 
learners to register in the MOOCB 

§ Question 2: What do learners say about their reasons for joining the MOOC?
On the basis of the questionnaire developed by Carré (2001), we looked at 

the intrinsic and extrinsic motivations driving spontaneous and enrolled learn-
ers to enroll in the MOOCB We analyzed the motives for entering the course in 
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relation to these dimensions on the one hand, and to participation and learning 
on the otherB

We also asked learners about their previous experience with other MOOCs 
and how they had found out about the MOOCB This type of question may be 
useful for the sustainability of the system and the selection of communication 
channels for future sessionsB

Analysis of the results of the first study

In this section, we present the different analyses carried out to answer our 
research questionsB 

In order to answer the questions, the sub-sample for our analyses consisted 
of subjects who met the following criteria:
• having completed the questionnaire on individual characteristicsB 

Question 1: What are the individual characteristics of the learners enrolled 
in the hybrid distance learning MOOC?

 We also asked learners about their previous experience with other MOOCs and how 

they had found out about the MOOC. This type of question may be useful for the sustainability 

of the system and the selection of communication channels for future sessions. 

 

3. Analysis of the results of the first study 

In this section, we present the different analyses carried out to answer our research questions.  

In order to answer the questions, the sub-sample for our analyses consisted of subjects who met 

the following criteria: 

Ɣ�  having completed the questionnaire on individual characteristics.  

 

3.1. Question 1: What are the individual characteristics of the learners enrolled in the 

hybrid distance learning MOOC? 

The sample considered consisted of 2,532 learners from 76 states around the world. The 

majority of learners registered for the MOOC (N = 1,669 or 65.92%) indicated that their 

geographical area is France. The second most represented location is Belgium (N = 461, or 

18.21%). We note that the set of learners from neither France nor Belgium represents 

approximately 15.88% of our sample (N = 404). 

 Figure 1 also allows us to appreciate that learners came from all over the world. In 

addition to Western Europe, many other countries are represented. We note that the remaining 

learners are mostly from North Africa, mainly Morocco (N = 94 or 3.71%) or other French-

speaking countries (Canada, Senegal, etc.). 

 

 

Figure 1. Geographical location of the learners registered in the MOOC
Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
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The sample considered consisted of 2,532 learners from 76 states around the 
worldB The majority of learners registered for the MOOC (N = 1,669 or 65B92%) 
indicated that their geographical area is FranceB The second most represented 
location is Belgium (N = 461, or 18B21%)B We note that the set of learners from 
neither France nor Belgium represents approximately 15B88% of our sample 
(N = 404)B

Figure 1 also allows us to appreciate that learners came from all over the 
worldB In addition to Western Europe, many other countries are representedB We 
note that the remaining learners are mostly from North Africa, mainly Morocco 
(N = 94 or 3B71%) or other French-speaking countries (Canada, Senegal, etcB)B

We can see in Table 3 that the questionnaire was completed by 68B6% of 
women (N = 1736) and 31B4% of men (N = 796)B

Table 3. Distribution of learners by gender

 Number Proportion (%)

Men 796 31B44 %

Women 1,736 68B56 %

Total 2,532 100.00 %

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

Table 4 shows that, whatever the enrolment method, the majority of learn-
ers are womenB

Table 4. Comparison of distributions of enrolled and spontaneous learners by gender

 Workforce Men Women Totals

Enrolled
observed 84 (23B53 %) 273 (76B47 %)

357
expected 112B23 244B77

Spontaneous
observed 712 (32B73 %) 1,463 (67B26 %)

2,175
expected 683B77 1491B23

Totals 796 (31B44 %) 1,736 (68B56 %) 2,532

 X2 = 11.63; p < 0.001

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
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Thus, among the enrolled participants we count 273 women (76B47%) and 
84 men (23B53%), whereas the group of spontaneous participants is composed 
of 1,463 women (67B26%) and 712 men (31B44%)B

Comparing these gender distributions of the two groups (x2 = 11B63;  
S�����������KRZHYHU��ZH�FDQ�FRQFOXGH�WKDW�WKH\�DUH�VLJQLƢFDQWO\�GLIIHUHQW�DQG�
that the female representation in the enrolled group is statistically higher than 
in the spontaneous group (in which we observe slightly more male subjects 
than expected, unlike the enrolled group)B We can perhaps see this as an effect 
of the very female composition of the FPSE student population that constitutes 
WKLV�ƢUVW�JURXS�

From a descriptive point of view, Table 5 allows us to observe that the av-
erage age of all learners combined (N = 2,526) is 39B68 yearsB Enrolled subjects 
had an average age of 22B94 years, while spontaneous subjects had an average 
age of 42B44 yearsB

Table 5. Descriptive statistics on the age of learners (in years)

 M SD Min. Max.

Enrolled (N = 357) 22B94 7B72 18 61

Spontaneous (N = 2,169) 42B44 9B91 19 78

Learners (N = 2,526) 39.68 11.79 18 78

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

,Q�RUGHU�WR�DVVHVV�ZKHWKHU�WKH�VXEMHFWV�LQ�RXU�JURXSV�KDYH�VLJQLƢFDQWO\�
different mean ages, we applied the Mann-Whitney U test to compare our 
distributionsB Indeed, the normality tests (Kolmogorov-Smirnov procedures, 
see Table 6) showed that neither of them followed a normal distribution (with  
p = 0B000 in both cases), ruling out the use of a parametric procedureB

Table 6. Normality tests of the age distributions of enrolled and spontaneous learners

 Statistics  
Kolmogorov-Smirnov

P-value

Enrolled (N = 357) 0B338 0B000

Spontaneous (N = 2,169) 0B041 0B000

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
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The result of the Mann-Whitney test is detailed in the following tableB It 
VKRZV�WKDW�WKH�WZR�JURXSV�RI�OHDUQHUV�GR�KDYH�VLJQLƢFDQWO\�GLIIHUHQW�DYHUDJH�
ages (p = 0B000)B

Table 7. Comparison of ages of enrolled and spontaneous learners

Workforce Statistics 
Mann-Whitney U

Statistic of the 
standardized test

P-value

2,526 72,724B500 26B643 0B000

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

0RUH�VSHFLƢFDOO\��ZH�FDQ�WKHUHIRUH�FRQƢUP�WKDW�HQUROOHG�OHDUQHUV�DUH�VWD-
tistically younger (22B94 years) than spontaneous enrollees (42B44 years)B As 
shown in Figure 2, the MOOC is mostly attended by subjects between 35 and 
44 years of age, for both sexesB Figure 3 shows that this trend is also true for 
spontaneous learners (N = 2,169)B

 
Figure 2. Age pyramid of registered MOOC learners (N = 2,526) 
Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 

 

 
Figure 3. Age pyramid of spontaneous subjects enrolled in the MOOC (N = 2,169) 
Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 

 
In contrast, we observe a rather different distribution among enrolled learners (see 

Figure 4). The majority of these learners are between 15 and 24 years old, again for both sexes. 

Figure 2. Age pyramid of registered MOOC learners (N = 2,526)
Source: Authors’ own elaboration.
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Figure 3. Age pyramid of spontaneous subjects enrolled in the MOOC (N = 2,169)
Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

In contrast, we observe a rather different distribution among enrolled 
learners (see Figure 4)B The majority of these learners are between 15 and 
24 years old, again for both sexesB

 
Figure 2. Age pyramid of registered MOOC learners (N = 2,526) 
Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 

 

 
Figure 3. Age pyramid of spontaneous subjects enrolled in the MOOC (N = 2,169) 
Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 

 
In contrast, we observe a rather different distribution among enrolled learners (see 

Figure 4). The majority of these learners are between 15 and 24 years old, again for both sexes. 
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Figure 4. Age pyramid of enrolled subjects in the MOOC (N = 357)
Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

What is the level of education of the learners enrolled in the MOOC?
We were also interested in the educational background of the learners enrolled 
in the MOOCB

From a descriptive point of view, it appears that the majority of respondents 
declared themselves to have a post-secondary degree (see Figure 5)B We also 
observe that spontaneous learners are the most highly educated (see Figure 6)B

The majority of these learners have a university degree of the long type  
(N = 1,267, iBeB 99B76% observed for 85B9% expected)B In contrast, the enrollees 
generally had a secondary school diploma (N = 311, or 87B11%)B 

The secondary school diploma is the highest level of education attained 
by this type of learner (N = 312, or 73B07% observed for 15B44% expected) 
compared to spontaneous learners (N = 115, or 26B93% observed for 84B56% 
expected)B It should be noted that enrolled learners had to have at least an upper 
secondary school diploma to access higher educationB Given the characteristics of 
our sample, we have deliberately excluded outliers that could bias our statistical 
treatmentB Therefore, we do not consider the categories “no diploma”, “primary 
school diploma” and “doctorate” as they do not relate to enrolled learnersB

 
Figure 4. Age pyramid of enrolled subjects in the MOOC (N = 357) 
Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 

 

3.1.1. What is the level of education of the learners enrolled in the MOOC? 

We were also interested in the educational background of the learners enrolled in the MOOC. 

 
Figure 5. Educational background of MOOC registrants (N = 2,532) 
Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 
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Figure 5. Educational background of MOOC registrants (N = 2,532)
Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

Figure 6. Educational level of spontaneous and enrolled learners
Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

 
Figure 4. Age pyramid of enrolled subjects in the MOOC (N = 357) 
Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 

 

3.1.1. What is the level of education of the learners enrolled in the MOOC? 

We were also interested in the educational background of the learners enrolled in the MOOC. 

 
Figure 5. Educational background of MOOC registrants (N = 2,532) 
Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 

 

From a descriptive point of view, it appears that the majority of respondents declared 

themselves to have a post-secondary degree (see Figure 5). We also observe that spontaneous 

learners are the most highly educated (see Figure 6). 

 
Figure 6. Educational level of spontaneous and enrolled learners 
Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 

 

The majority of these learners have a university degree of the long type (N = 1,267, i.e. 

99.76% observed for 85.9% expected). In contrast, the enrollees generally had a secondary 

school diploma (N = 311, or 87.11%).  

The secondary school diploma is the highest level of education attained by this type of 

learner (N = 312, or 73.07% observed for 15.44% expected) compared to spontaneous learners 

(N = 115, or 26.93% observed for 84.56% expected). It should be noted that enrolled learners 

had to have at least an upper secondary school diploma to access higher education. Given the 

characteristics of our sample, we have deliberately excluded outliers that could bias our 

statistical treatment. Therefore, we do not consider the categories “no diploma”, “primary 

school diploma” and “doctorate” as they do not relate to enrolled learners. 

 Using the x2 statistical test, we assessed whether the observed numbers were close to 

the expected theoretical numbers. The comparison of the distributions allows us to conclude 

that there is a significant difference between the two groups of participants in terms of 

educational level (Table 8: x2 = 1355.51; ddl = 1; p < 0.001). 
Table 8. Comparison of educational levels of enrolled and spontaneous learners 

  Workforce 
 

Enrolled Spontaneous 
 

Totals 

Secondary education observed 312 (73.07 %) 115 (26.93 %) 427 
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Using the x2 statistical test, we assessed whether the observed numbers 
were close to the expected theoretical numbersB The comparison of the distri-
EXWLRQV�DOORZV�XV�WR�FRQFOXGH�WKDW�WKHUH�LV�D�VLJQLƢFDQW�GLIIHUHQFH�EHWZHHQ�WKH�
two groups of participants in terms of educational level (Table 8: x2 = 1355B51; 
ddl = 1; p < 0B001)B

Table 8. Comparison of educational levels of enrolled and spontaneous learners

 Workforce Enrolled Spontaneous Totals

Secondary education observed 312 (73B07 %) 115 (26B93 %) 427

expected 65B79 360B20 

Social promotion observed 4 (30B77 %) 9 (69B23 %) 13

expected 2B00 10B99

Short term non-
university higher 
education

observed 20 (13B42 %) 129 (86B58 %) 149

expected 23B01 125B99

Long non-university 
higher education

observed 5 (1B87 %) 263 (98B13 %) 268

expected 41B39 226B60 

Higher education  
of the long type 
non-university

observed 13 (7B26 %) 166 (92B74 %) 179

expected 27B64 151B35 

Higher education of the 
long type university

observed 3 (0B24 %) 1,267 (99B76 %) 1,270

expected 196B14 1,073B85

 Totals 357 (15B44 %) 1,949 (84B56 %) 2,306

   Ȥ2 = 1,355.51; p < 0.001

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

,Q�IDFW��LW�DSSHDUV�WKDW�ŧHQUROOHG�VXEMHFWVŨ�DUH�VLJQLƢFDQWO\�PRUH�OLNHO\�WKDQ�
expected to have secondary education and social promotion diplomas (312 vsB 
65B79 and 4 vsB 2B00 respectively)B Conversely, spontaneous subjects are the 
most likely to have diplomas in the four categories of higher education (129 
vsB 125B99; 263 vsB 226B60; 166 vsB 151B35 and 1,067 vsB 1,073B85 respectively)B

Table 9 shows the distribution of learners in 18 different socio-profession-
al sectorsB These socio-economic sectors were modelled on the International 
6WDQGDUG�,QGXVWULDO�&ODVVLƢFDWLRQ�RI�DOO�HFRQRPLF�DFWLYLWLHV�SURSRVHG�E\�WKH�2U-
ganisation internationale du Travail – International Labor Organization (2005)B
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Table 9. Distribution of learners by socio-professional sector

Sec-
tors Descriptions Sample 

size %

1 Manufacturing activities 31 1B20

2 Mining and quarrying 1 0B00

3 Public administration 100 3B90

4 Agriculture, hunting and forestry 13 0,50

5 Other community, social and personal service activities 159 6B30

6 Wholesale and retail trade, repair 22 0B90

7 Construction 11 0B40

8 Education 1,415 55B90

9 Students 402 15B90

10 Hotels and restaurants 13 0B50

11 Real estate, business services 45 1B80

12 Financial intermediation 13 0B50

13 Private household employing domestic staff 1 0B00

14 Extra-territorial organizations and agencies 6 0B20

15 Production and distribution of electricity, gas and water 13 0B50

16 Retired 13 0B50

17 Unemployed 103 4B10

18 Health and social work 171 6B80

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

We asked learners the following question: “How long have you been em-
ployed?”B On average, the participants who answered this question (N = 1998) 
had been professionally employed for 17B06 years (see Table 10)B

Table 10. Descriptive statistics on the duration of employment of learners (in years)

 M SD Min. Max.

Enrolled 1B61 5B23 0 34

Spontaneous 17B21 9B49 0 48

Learners 17B06 9B53 0 48

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

Descriptively, we observe that spontaneous learners had been professionally 
employed for a longer period of time than enrolleesB
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This observation stems from the fact that, as explained earlier, although 
some enrolled learners were already professionally inserted, the majority of 
subjects were just starting their life as studentsB 

Undoubtedly, the socio-professional sector of education is the most repre-
sented, accounting for the majority of enrollees (55B90%)B In view of the large 
number of learners belonging to this sector, we examined the category in more 
detail (see Figure 7)B

Figure 7. Registered MOOC learners in education occupations
Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

In connection with the above-mentioned gender characteristic, we were 
interested in the numbers of registrants belonging to the socio-professional 
sector of educationB Of the 1,415 listed under this label, 66B64% are femaleB Our 
analysis shows that the majority of learners (40B07%) have been professionally 
employed teachers for between 11 and 20 years (N = 567)B 

Question 2: What do learners say about their reasons for engaging  
in the hybrid MOOC?

As a reminder, we have adapted Carré’s (2001) questionnaire on the reasons for 
entering (classical) education in such a way that it can be used in the context 
of a MOOC (see Table 11)B To help the reader distinguish the reasons for en-
gagement that encouraged participants to enrol in the MOOC, we offer different 
graphical representationsB 

This observation stems from the fact that, as explained earlier, although some enrolled 

learners were already professionally inserted, the majority of subjects were just starting their 

life as students.  

 Undoubtedly, the socio-professional sector of education is the most represented, 

accounting for the majority of enrollees (55.90%). In view of the large number of learners 

belonging to this sector, we examined the category in more detail (see Figure 7). 

 
Figure 7. Registered MOOC learners in education occupations 
Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 
 

In connection with the above-mentioned gender characteristic, we were interested in 

the numbers of registrants belonging to the socio-professional sector of education. Of the 1,415 

listed under this label, 66.64% are female. Our analysis shows that the majority of learners 

(40.07%) have been professionally employed teachers for between 11 and 20 years (N = 567).  

 

3.2. Question 2: What do learners say about their reasons for engaging in the hybrid 

MOOC? 

As a reminder, we have adapted Carré’s (2001) questionnaire on the reasons for entering 

(classical) education in such a way that it can be used in the context of a MOOC (see Table 

11). To help the reader distinguish the reasons for engagement that encouraged participants to 

enrol in the MOOC, we offer different graphical representations.  
Table 11. Motives for entering training according to Carré (2001) 

# 1 Hedonic motive 

# 2 Identity motive 
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Table 11. Motives for entering training according to Carré (2001)

# 1 Hedonic motive

# 2 Identity motive

# 3 Epistemic motive

# 4 Economic motive

# 5 Prescribed motive

# 6 Vocational reason

# 7 Personal Operating Ground

# 8 Social-emotional motive

# 9 Professional operating motive

# 10 Derivative motive

Source: Authors’ own elaboration on the basis of Carré (2001).

First, we propose a representation highlighting the motives that drove our 
overall population (N = 2,532) to enroll in our MOOC (Figure 8)B

Learners engaged in the MOOC are generally driven by epistemic (92B01%), 
professional operational (81B34%), hedonic (73B88%) and personal (66B57%) 
motivesB

Learners (N = 2,532)

# 4 Epistemic motive 92B01 %

# 9 Professional operating 
motive

81B34 %

# 1 Hedonic reason 73B88 %

# 7 Personal motive 66B57 %

Like the learners as a whole, the “spontaneous” are mainly driven by epistem-
ic (94B59%), professional (85B80%), hedonic (75B33%) and personal (66B22%) 
motives (compare Figure 9)B 

# 3 Epistemic motive 

# 4 Economic motive 

# 5 Prescribed motive 

# 6 Vocational reason 

# 7 Personal Operating Ground 

# 8 Social-emotional motive 

# 9 Professional operating motive 

# 10 Derivative motive 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration on the basis of Carré (2001). 

First, we propose a representation highlighting the motives that drove our overall 

population (N = 2,532) to enroll in our MOOC (Figure 8). 

Learners engaged in the MOOC are generally driven by epistemic (92.01%), 

professional operational (81.34%), hedonic (73.88%) and personal (66.57%) motives. 

Learners (N = 2,532) 

# 4 Epistemic motive 92.01 % 

# 9 Professional operating 
motive 

81.34 % 

# 1 Hedonic reason 73.88 % 

# 7 Personal motive 66.57 % 

Figure 8. Motives for entering training for learners registered in the MOOC 
Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 

Like the learners as a whole, the “spontaneous” are mainly driven by epistemic 

(94.59%), professional (85.80%), hedonic (75.33%) and personal (66.22%) motives (compare 

Figure 9).  

Spontaneous (N = 2,175) 

# 4 Epistemic reason 94.59 % 
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Spontaneous (N = 2,175)

# 4 Epistemic reason 94B59 %

# 9 Professional operating 
reason

85B80 %

# 1 Hedonic motive 75B33 %

# 7 Personal operating 
motive

66B22 %

:H�DOVR�ƢQG�D�VWURQJ�SUHVHQFH�RI�HSLVWHPLF�����������SHUVRQDO�RSHUDWLRQDO�
(68B73%) and hedonic (65B04%) motives among enrolled learners (see Figure 
10)B Nevertheless, we note a major difference between spontaneous and enrolled 
learners with regard to the prescribed motive: 75B68% of enrolled learners are 
driven by this motive as opposed to 7B11% of spontaneous learnersB

Enrolled (N = 357)

# 4 Epistemic reason 76B30 %

# 5 Prescribed reason 75B68 %

# 7 Personal operative 
reason

68B73 %

# 1 Hedonic reason 65B04 %

The conditions for applying a parametric test were checked using the Kolm-
RJRURY�6PLUQRY�WHVW��7KH�VLJQLƢFDQFH�RI�WKH�QRUPDOLW\�WHVW�LPSOLHV�WKH�XVH�
of a non-parametric testB As we can see in Table 12, the application of the 
0DQQ�:KLWQH\�8�WHVW�UHYHDOV�D�VLJQLƢFDQW�GLIIHUHQFH�EHWZHHQ�WKH�VXEMHFWV�RI�WKH�
two groups in the importance they gave to the hedonic (p = 0B000), epistemic  

# 3 Epistemic motive 

# 4 Economic motive 

# 5 Prescribed motive 

# 6 Vocational reason 

# 7 Personal Operating Ground 

# 8 Social-emotional motive 

# 9 Professional operating motive 

# 10 Derivative motive 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration on the basis of Carré (2001). 

First, we propose a representation highlighting the motives that drove our overall 

population (N = 2,532) to enroll in our MOOC (Figure 8). 

Learners engaged in the MOOC are generally driven by epistemic (92.01%), 

professional operational (81.34%), hedonic (73.88%) and personal (66.57%) motives. 
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# 9 Professional operating 
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spontaneous MOOC learners
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Figure 10. Reasons for entering training for 
enrolled learners
Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

We also find a strong presence of epistemic (76.30%), personal operational (68.73%) 

and hedonic (65.04%) motives among enrolled learners (see Figure 10). Nevertheless, we note 

a major difference between spontaneous and enrolled learners with regard to the prescribed 

motive: 75.68% of enrolled learners are driven by this motive as opposed to 7.11% of 

spontaneous learners. 

 Enrolled (N = 357) 

# 4 Epistemic reason 76.30 % 

# 5 Prescribed reason 75.68 % 

# 7 Personal operative reason 68.73 % 

# 1 Hedonic reason 65.04 % 

 
Figure 10. Reasons for entering training for enrolled learners 
Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 

 

The conditions for applying a parametric test were checked using the Kolmogorov-

Smirnov test. The significance of the normality test implies the use of a non-parametric test. 

As we can see in Table 12, the application of the Mann-Whitney U test reveals a significant 

difference between the subjects of the two groups in the importance they gave to the hedonic 

(p = 0.000), epistemic (p = 0.000), economic (p = 0.000), prescribed (p = 0.000), vocational (p 

= 0.000), socio-emotional (p = 0.013) and professional operative motives (p = 0.000). 
Table 12. Comparison of enrolled and spontaneous learners’ scores on entry motives 

Motifs Enrolled Spontaneous U Mann-Whitney P-value 

# 1 Hedonic 65.04 % 75.33 % 501 286.000 0.000 

# 2 Identity 40.56 % 39.17 % 371 418.000 0.181 

# 3 Economic 46.33 % 40.17 % 340 839.000 0.000 

# 4 Epistemic 76.30 % 94.59 % 599 102.000 0.000 

# 5 Prescribed 75.68 % 7.11 % 58 303.500 0.000 

# 6 Vocational 58.26 % 49.82 % 340 533.500 0.000 

# 7 Personal operational 68.73 % 66.22 % 385 916.500 0.853 

# 8 Socio-affective 57.81 % 61.57 % 419 153.500 0.013 

# 9 Professional operative 54.17 % 85.80 % 623 467.500 0.000 

# 10 Derivative 53.44 % 55.22 % 407 787.000 0.120 

Source: Authors’ own elaboration. 
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(p = 0B000), economic (p = 0B000), prescribed (p = 0B000), vocational (p = 0B000), 
socio-emotional (p = 0B013) and professional operative motives (p = 0B000)B

Table 12. Comparison of enrolled and spontaneous learners’ scores on entry motives

Motifs Enrolled Spontaneous U Mann-Whitney P-value

# 1 Hedonic 65B04 % 75B33 % 501 286B000 0B000

# 2 Identity 40B56 % 39B17 % 371 418B000 0B181

# 3 Economic 46B33 % 40B17 % 340 839B000 0B000

# 4 Epistemic 76B30 % 94B59 % 599 102B000 0B000

# 5 Prescribed 75B68 % 7B11 % 58 303B500 0B000

# 6 Vocational 58B26 % 49B82 % 340 533B500 0B000

# 7 Personal 
operational

68B73 % 66B22 % 385 916B500 0B853

# 8 Socio-affective 57B81 % 61B57 % 419 153B500 0B013

# 9 Professional 
operative

54B17 % 85B80 % 623 467B500 0B000

# 10 Derivative 53B44 % 55B22 % 407 787B000 0B120

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

(QUROOHG�OHDUQHUV�DSSHDU�WR�KDYH�EHHQ�VLJQLƢFDQWO\�PRUH�PRWLYDWHG�E\�HFR-
nomic (46B33%), prescribed (75B68%) and vocational (58B26%) motives than 
spontaneous learners (40B17%; 7B11% and 49B82% respectively)B Conversely, 
spontaneous learners were clearly more motivated by hedonic (75B33%), epis-
temic (94B59%), social-emotional (61B57%) and vocational (85B80%) motives 
than enrolled learners (65B04%; 76B30%; 57B81% and 54B17% respectively)B On 
WKH�RWKHU�KDQG��WKHUH�ZHUH�QR�VLJQLƢFDQW�GLIIHUHQFHV�LQ�WKH�LGHQWLW\���������YV��
39B17%), personal operational (68B73% vsB 66B22%) and derivational (53B44% 
vsB 55B22%) motivesB

Discussion

In this research we asked ourselves two research questions:
• Question 1: What are the individual characteristics of learners enrolled in 

the distance learning MOOC?
• Question 2: What do learners report about their motives for engaging in 

the MOOC?
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7R�DQVZHU�WKLV�ƢUVW�TXHVWLRQ��ZH�GHVFULEH�WKH�HQUROOHG�DQG�VSRQWDQHRXV�
learners who connected to the MOOC Educational innovation of which you are 
the heroBBB with regard to variables relating to their personal characteristics 
(geographical origin, gender, age, level of education, socio-professional sector)B

7KH�VXEMHFWV�RI�RXU�ƢUVW�UHVHDUFK�SUHVHQWHG�D�OHVV�YDULDEOH�SURƢOH�LQVRIDU�DV�
these learners were students enrolled at the beginning of the bachelor’s cycle 
at the FPSE of the UMONS, for the most part recently graduated from secondary 
education and generally living in BelgiumB It is therefore on the subjects of our 
second research, presenting a much wider diversity, that these analyses were 
focusedB Indeed, our online teaching and training system brings together en-
rolled participants, who have registered for the MOOC as part of their “classic” 
university curriculum, and spontaneous participants who have registered for 
their own reasonsB

These learners come from 76 countries, mostly developed, mainly from 
France (N = 1,669) and Belgium (N = 461)B The large number of Belgian partici-
pants can be attributed to the presence of enrolled learners (N = 357) registered 
at UMONSB As for the French presence, it is probably related to the platform 
chosen for the dissemination of the MOOC, namely France université Numérique 
(FUN)B Indeed, Cisel (2016b) notes that 65B92% of the users of the FUN platform 
in 2015, iBeB one year before the launch of our MOOC, connected from FranceB 
+H�DOVR�ƢQGV�WKDW�WKH�SURSRUWLRQ�RI�UHJLVWUDQWV�RQ�WKH�)81�SODWIRUP�IURP�VWDWHV�
with a high level of development is higher (approximately 78B00% for about 
11B00% of registrants from countries with a low level of development)B Another 
possible explanation for the large majority of learners from French-speaking 
FRXQWULHV�LV�WKH�SUHGRPLQDQFH�RI�OHDUQHUV�ZKR�DUH�ƣXHQW�LQ�WKH�ODQJXDJH�RI�
instruction used in a MOOC: this is documented by Breslow et alB (2013) who 
indeed point out that this is generally a characteristic of MOOC registrantsB The 
average age of all learners is 39B68 years, which is in line with the trends we 
found in the studies by Christensen et alB (2013), Gillani and Eynon (2014) and 
022&V#(GLQEXUJK���������0RVW�OHDUQHUV����������DUH�IHPDOH��7KLV�ƢQGLQJ�
contrasts this time with those posited in the literature, where it is generally 
indicated that it is male individuals who enroll in MOOCs (Breslow et alB, 2013; 
Li et alB, 2014; Bar-Hen et alB, 2015)B Also, for Cisel (2016b, pB 120), “the FUN 
DXGLHQFH�LV�SUHGRPLQDQWO\�PDOH��ZLWK�����PDOH��WKH�VH[�UDWLR�YDULHV�VLJQLƢ-
cantly across disciplines”B The MOOCs@Edinburgh (2013) researchers also 
state that the gender of MOOC participants differs according to the content of 
the coursesB The subject matter of our MOOC is education, a discipline which, 
according to the OECD (2017), is more popular with women, and this could 
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explain the over-representation we are concerned withB It should be noted that 
WKHUH�DUH�VLJQLƢFDQWO\�PRUH�ZRPHQ�LQ�WKH�JURXS�RI�HQUROOHG�SDUWLFLSDQWV�WKDQ�
in the other, slightly more male, groupB This is not surprising, since the majority 
of the participants enrolled are intended to be psychologistsB And according 
to the labor force survey conducted by the Directorate General Statistics of 
the Belgian Federal Public Service Economy, SMEs, Self-employed and Energy 
(2019) on approximately 21,000 psychologists, 83B10% are female and only 
16B90% are maleB

The majority of spontaneous learners have a long university degree (58B25%)B 
We observe that their level of education does not differ from that generally ob-
served in the literatureB Indeed, MOOC “consumers” have often already obtained 
a degree from a higher education institution (Breslow et alB, 2013; Christensen 
et alB, 2013; MOOCs@Edinburgh, 2013; Cisel, 2016; Mariais et alB, 2017)B These 
already graduated learners would enroll in MOOCs to deepen or complement 
their knowledge related to the subject matter covered in this type of learning 
device (Gillani & Eynon, 2014; Bar-Hen et alB, 2015)B We observe only a very 
small minority of mainstream learners with less than post-secondary education 
(6B99%)B MOOCs, as they stand, may not be adequate for sharing knowledge 
and developing skills with the learners who would need them most (Depover 
et alB, 2017)B Logically, all enrolled subjects have at least a secondary school 
diplomaB This is indeed a requirement for access to higher educationB Sponta-
neous learners are generally professionally employed, and many are from the 
education sector (55B90%)B The high presence of teachers in a MOOC related to 
education is not surprisingB Referring to the study by Gillani and Eynon (2014), 
we hypothesize that these are professionals who enroll in a MOOC to deepen 
their knowledge and improve their skills so that they can apply them in their 
original professional environmentB

We also analyzed the motives for engagement (second research question), 
DV�GHƢQHG�E\�&DUU«���������FODLPHG�E\�022&�UHJLVWUDQWV��$V�+R�HW�DO���������
explain, given the wide diversity of people enrolling in MOOCs, it seems le-
gitimate that motives differ according to learners’ perspectivesB We found 
that the subjects in our studies were generally driven by epistemic (92B01%), 
professional operative (81B34%), hedonic (73B88%) and personal operative 
(66B57%) motivesB Our results corroborate those of Cisel’s research (2016b), 
which argues that the most dominant motives for engagement among learners 
enrolled in a MOOC are mainly the two operative motives followed closely by 
the epistemic motiveB According to him, the latter is manifested in learners who 
enroll in MOOCs for the pleasure of learning rather than to complete exercises 
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DQG�WKXV�REWDLQ�D�FHUWLƢFDWLRQ��7KH�LPSRUWDQFH�RI�WKH�SURIHVVLRQDO�DQG�SHUVRQDO�
operative motives for our subjects could stem from their desire to engage in the 
MOOC for practical reasons and be related to the fact that participants would 
engage in MOOCs to deal with concrete problems likely to be encountered in 
everyday life (Cisel, 2016b), to reinvest the newly acquired knowledge in a fu-
ture project, and to learn from the MOOCsB knowledge in a future project and 
to be able to complete a parallel project (Cisel, 2017 )B 

The high position of the hedonic motive in the ranking we were able to 
establish could be explained by the fact that subjects wish to learn in a device 
for the practical conditions it offers: they appreciate the freedom of learning 
that is left to them to progress at their own pace by immersing themselves in 
the contents proposed in the MOOC (Hao, 2014) and are particularly fond of 
useful or easy-to-use devices (Aharony & Bar-Ilan, 2016)B

Finally, a comparison of spontaneous and enrolled learners shows us that 
WKH�ODWWHU�VHHP�WR�EH�VLJQLƢFDQWO\�PRUH�GULYHQ�E\�WKH�HFRQRPLF��SUHVFULEHG��DQG�
vocational motives than the formerB The prescribed motive is logically among 
the most claimed by the enrolled learners who participate in the MOOC as part 
of a compulsory training linked to their academic courseB As for the importance 
of the vocational motive, we assume that it stems from a desire on the part of 
learners enrolled in a university course to acquire skills that may be necessary 
to obtain a future jobB
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