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The opportunity that Massive Online Open Courses (MOOCs) offer for cost effective 
massification of learning has generated significant interest from governments, higher 
education institutions (HEI) and commercial organisations. A growing number of HEI 
have been involved in experimenting with MOOCs for the purposes of expanding 
access, marketing and branding, as well as the potential of developing new revenue 
streams. The motivation for some MOOC providers is a philanthropic one and for 
others a business proposition.  However, in both cases, there is the challenge of finding 
a viable business model that allows for sustainability of MOOC provision.

This paper will use the theory of disruptive innovation (Bower and Christensen, 1995) 
to examine MOOCs development and how their approach could be used to help 
institutions explore innovative approaches for teaching and learning and to develop 
new business models in order to gain competitive advantages in the education market. 
MOOCs provide institutions with a vehicle to think creatively and innovatively to 
explore new business models and flexible learning paths in HE provision. However, 
there is a need to rethink current higher education structures and policies and working 
practices that obstruct innovation.  This includes funding arrangements and the ability 
to disaggregate teaching from assessment and accreditation for differential pricing and 
pursuit of marketing activities.

1. Introduction
Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) have recently received a great deal of attention from 
the media, entrepreneurial vendors, education professionals and technologically literate 
sections of the public. The promise of MOOCs is that they will provide free to access, cutting 
edge courses that could drive down the cost of university-level education and potentially 
disrupt the existing models of higher education (HE). This has encouraged elite universities 
to put their courses online by setting up open learning platforms, such as edX. New 
commercial start-ups such as Coursera and Udacity have also been launched in collaboration 
with prestigious universities, offering online courses for free or charging a small fee for 
certification that is not part of credit for awards. Larger corporations such as Pearson and 
Google are also planning to move into the HE sector as global players and are likely to adopt 
a MOOC-based approach as a part of their plans. A new company, Futurelearn, has been 
launched by the Open University in the UK, to bring together a range of free, open, online 
courses from leading UK universities for learners around the world (Futurelearn, 2013).

The rapid expansion of MOOCs has sparked commercial interest from venture capitalists 
and major corporations who want to enter the HE market using a MOOC approach. Most 
significantly, it has opened up strategic discussions about the disruptive potential of MOOCs 
in HE and forced established providers to re-visit online learning and open education as 
strategic choices for the future. In this case, there is a significant question for higher education 
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institutions to address; are online teaching innovations, such as 
MOOCs, heralding a change in the business landscape that poses 
a threat to their existing models of provision of degree courses? 
As Lawton & Katsomitros point out, the major innovations with 
MOOCs are not about access to academic staff, peer interaction, 
wiki-style forums, and automated assessment; those can be 
found in many online courses offered by traditional universities 
over the last few years. The disruptive innovation of MOOCs 
is in shifting costs from students to institutions and future 
employers, by offering services such as matching students to 
jobs using the evidence of their performance in MOOC courses.. 
Many MOOCs are not sustainable in their current form, as 
they rely on venture capital and foundation funding which 
will either demand a return on investment of a sustainability 
model that does not require ongoing capital support.  It is likely 
that different business models will emerge for MOOCs in the 
future, and the opportunities and threads posed to established 
institutions are as yet unknown but potentially significant.

The theory of disruptive innovation (Bower and Christensen, 
1995) offers an explanation as to why some innovations disrupt 
existing markets at the expense of incumbent players through a 
combination of technological innovations that make it possible 
to develop alternative products and services resulting in a new 
business model.  In the context of online distance learning 
including MOOCs, this possibility is brought about through the 
combination of wider societal adoption of communication and, 
particularly, Internet technologies, changing funding models 
and the development of new ways of teaching and learning 
that leverage this opportunity.  If this is the case, then the 
theory of disruptive innovation suggests that there is a strong 

argument for establishing an autonomous business unit in order 
to make an appropriate response to these potentially disruptive 
innovations.

2. The current development of MOOCs 
and other forms of open courses

The development of MOOCs is rooted within the ideals of 
openness in education, that knowledge should be shared freely, 
and the desire to learn should be met without demographic, 
economic, and geographical constraints. As figure 1 shows, 
since 2000 the concept of openness in education has been 
evolving rapidly, although it has its origins in the early 20th 
century (Peters, 2008). Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
(MIT) established OpenCourseWare in 2002 and the Open 
University set up OpenLearn in 2006, representing an ongoing 
development of the open education movement. Influenced 
by the early development of MOOCs, various open learning 
platforms have been set up by elite institutions; examples from 
2012 include MIT edX and OU’s Futurelearn. A key message 
that emerges is that the evolution of MOOCs is leading to more 
players in the market as HEI and private organisations seek to 
take advantage of these innovations in online learning.

A number of bespoke MOOC platforms have been developed 
and offer courses independent of or in collaboration with 
universities. For example, 

• edX (https://www.edX.org/) is a non-profit MOOCs 
platform founded by Massachusetts Institute of Technology and 
Harvard University with $60 million of resources contributed by 
the two institutions to support the project.

Figure 1: MOOCs and Open Education Timeline (Yuan and Powell, 2013)

https://www.edX.org/


eLearning Papers •  ISSN: 1887-1542 • www.elearningpapers.eu

n.º 33 • May 2013

3

In-depth

eLearning 

Papers33www.elear
ningp

apers
.eu

• Coursera (https://www.coursera.org/) is a for-profit 
company, which started with $22 million total investment from 
venture capitalists, including New Enterprise Associates and 
Kleiner, Perkins, Caufield & Byers Education. 

• UDACITY (https://www.udacity.com/) is another for-
profit start-up founded by Sebastian Thrun, David Stavens and 
Mike Sokolsky with $21.1 million investment from venture 
capitalist firms, including Charles River Ventures and Andreessen 
Horowitz. 

Whereas edX offer only Harvard and MIT’s courses, Coursera 
focuses on providing a platform that any university can use 
and Udacity only offers its own curriculum with specialised 
areas. Other open education initiatives, such as Udemy, P2PU 
and Khan Academy have been around for a while and provide 
opportunities for anyone to learn with experts, peers and others 
outside traditional universities. Table 1 indicates the major 
differences between the initiatives described above in terms of 
financial motivation, access, fees and credits.

Initiatives For profit Free to 
access

Certification 
fee

Institutional 
credits

eDx x √ √ x

Coursera √ √ √ x √

Udacity √ √ √ x √

Uduemy √ x √ √ x √

P2PU x √ x x

Key 
x      Not a feature 
√     Feature present 
x √   Feature partially present

Table 1: Comparison of key aspects of MOOCs or Open Education 
initiatives (Yuan and Powell, 2013)

The most common revenue stream for the major new MOOC 
providers is to charge fees for certificates. Whilst edX is a not- 
for-profit MOOC platform with the goal of helping universities 
achieve shared educational missions, in the longer term it 
will also need to be self-sustaining. Coursera and UDACITY 
are examples of for-profit organisations, they are working on 
developing a variety of business models, and according to 
their published commercial strategies, these include: selling 
student information to potential employers or advertisers; fee-
based assignment grading; access to the social networks and 
discussions; advertising for sponsored courses; and tuition 

fees for credited courses (Educause, 2012). Table 2 provides 
an overview of potential business models proposed by current 
MOOC providers.

edX Coursera Udacity
Certification • Certification

• SecureAssessments

• Employee recruitment

• Applicant screening

• Human tuloring or 

assignment marking

• Enterprises pay to run 

their own training courses

• Sponsorships

• Tuition fees

• Certification

• Employers pay for 

recruit talent student

• Students résumés and 

job match services

• Sponsored high-tech 

skills courses

Table 2: Overview of potential business models by platform 
(Yuan and Powell, 2013)

As table 2 shows that common approaches to generate revenue 
are considered by Coursera and other start-ups working in 
partnership with HEI, including: charging students a fee for 
certificates of participation, completion or even transcripts; 
providing premium services such as recruiting tools that link 
employers with students who have shown ability in a given area; 
and philanthropic donations from individuals and companies. 
However, it is a significant challenge for partner universities to 
generate income in these ways.  In established business models, 
universities have control of the customer value proposition in 
that they provide any recognition of learning and set tuition 
fees. For MOOCs, most participating institutions have decided 
that they will not offer credits as part of traditional awards for 
these courses, probably as a result of concerns about the quality 
of the courses and the downside risks posed to their branding.  
It would be also against the initial ideals of MOOCs if universities 
started to charge tuition fees for their courses. Therefore, many 
institutions participating in MOOCs consider the courses they 
offer to be a branding and marketing activity at present. 

MOOCs promise to offer flexibility, affordable access and fast-
track completion at a low cost for whoever is interested in 
learning, which have been seen as disruptive innovation to 
disrupt the existing higher education provisions. Disruptive 
innovations have reshaped markets and shifted the power 
from the established players to new start-ups and alternative 
providers in the global technology, social media and music 
industries.  A key question for HEIs is: will MOOCs replicate the 
pattern of disruption seen in other market places?

https://www.coursera.org/
https://www.udacity.com/
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it is new companies that emerge to exploit disruptive innova-
tions. Therefore, different organisations need different strate-
gies to overcome the challenges of disruptive innovations posed 
over time. For those established organisations, it is important 
to understand the process of disruptive innovation because it 
offers established organisations access to significant new mar-
kets, longer-term survival or new ways to sustain the existing 
businesses. However, to avoid being disrupted, established 
companies often set up a small spinoff companies that function 
as start-ups.  These companies make the new low-end product 
with different resources, processes and business models; and 
are independent enough to ignore the established performance 
metrics of the parent organisation. For these new start-ups, it 
is necessary to navigate the process of disruptive innovation 
and explore new business models that allow them to extend a 
low-cost value proposition up market in order to generate the 
significant returns on investment required to take on and beat 
the status quo. If they can’t do this, the start-up companies will 
be overtaken by experienced and well resourced, existing com-
panies in the new market.

4.MOOCs disruption and innovation in 
higher education

As figure 2 shows, a disruptive innovation analysis of MOOCs 
identifies the initial market segment as being non-consuming 
costumers of HE for whom a new product is created by 
converting complicated, expensive HE provision into simpler, 
more affordable offerings.  Typically, this is achieved by offering 
free courses to a different set of learners or meeting different 
needs of existing students in HE institutions.  The analysis 
shows that MOOCs contain key characteristics of disruptive 
innovation; this is a combination of new business models with 
an enabling technology. However, at this early stage of MOOCs 
adoption, it is difficult to predict the impact of the new start-
ups on conventional HE providers.  It is also worth noting that 
education is a complex system which involves multiple players, 
complicated processes, and in some cases highly regulated 
markets with significant state subsidy and incentive to study with 
established institutions.  Therefore, using disruptive innovation 
to explain the phenomenon of MOOCs in HE should be applied 
with caution to avoid superficial conclusions. Christensen & 
Eyring (2011, p10) concluded that:

“universities are anomaly that the original framing of 
disruptive innovation could not explain. For example, 
most entrants have indeed entered the “low end” or “new 

3. Disruptive innovation theory
In the context of technology and business literature, the term 
“disruptive innovations” denotes innovations that deliver a 
physical product or a service to consumers in such a way as to go 
against market expectations.  Christensen (2003) identified two 
types of innovations that affect organisations and businesses; 
sustaining and disruptive. According to Christensen, a sustaining 
innovation is about improving the existing system while a 
disruptive innovation creates an entirely new market, typically 
by lowering price or designing for a different set of consumers 
or different needs of existing customers.  Typically disruptive 
innovations combine a new technology that has the potential 
to evolve rapidly, with an innovative business model.  Figure 2 
presents a model of disruptive innovation that illustrates the 
current development of MOOCs. 

In general, sustaining innovations target high-end customers 
who demand better performance of an existing product or 
service and they are prepared to pay more for it – ‘undershot 
customers’.  Disruptive innovations, by contrast, do not 
attempt to bring better products to established customers.  
They are innovations that develop a new-market disruption or 
take root at the low-end of an existing market offering a low-
end disruption with a performance that is less than currently 
available products, but at a cheaper price to customers who 
find this attractive –‘overshot’ and ‘non-consuming’ customers. 
Over time, their performance improves and they move up-
market, eventually competing with established market leaders.  

Christensen (2003) pointed out that established market lead-
ers are often extremely good at exploiting sustaining innova-
tions in order to achieve the short-term company growth but 

Figure 2. Sustaining innovation, disruptive innovation and 
MOOCs
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market” of higher education, e.g. community colleges and 
private providers. They have almost uniformly Driven up-
market to offer bachelor’s and advanced degrees in more 
and more fields – just as the theory would predict. But the 
demise of the incumbents that characterises most industries 
in the late stages of disruption has rarely occurred among 
colleges and private universities.“ 

Zhu (2012) compared MOOCs with how digital format, the 
Internet and later iTunes disrupted the music industry.  He 
pointed out that the new alternatives replaced traditional CD-
based music distribution by promising lower cost and more 
convenience.  However, the HE marketplace is not directly 
comparable to media. There is less overlap between universities’ 
existing markets, which primarily serve young students qualified 
to enter higher education, and the new start-ups’ MOOC market, 
which focuses on professionals or people who cannot afford 
or gain places to traditional universities.  Therefore, MOOCs 
cannot replace existing universities in the same way as iTunes 
replaced CDs in the music industry.  However, the combination 
of technology enablers and new business models opens up 
the possibility that MOOCs can extend a low-cost new-market 
disruption to students demanding better performance.

As Clayton Christensen pointed out, all technologies can 
be applied to sustain or disrupt any industry’s incumbents 
(Christensen, 2003).  New start-ups, such as Coursera and 
Udacity have adopted MOOCs as disruptive innovations with a 
focus on developing new business models, new markets and new 
ways to serve different needs of learners.  In contrast, most HE 
institutions see MOOC development as a sustaining innovation 
to improve their performance through experiments with new 
forms of online learning.  For example, edX institutions such as 
MIT and Harvard are using MOOCs as an experimental space to 
learn how to educate their on-campus students more effectively 
(Bates, 2013). San Jose State University are trying out MOOCs 
in traditional classes, “flipping” the experience so students take 
the MOOCs as homework and engage in deep problem solving 
in the classroom (Jarrett. 2012). 

The theory of disruptive innovation suggests that it is 
necessary to set up an autonomous unit in order to escape 
the host organisation’s current culture, processes, systems and 
decision making from blocking an appropriate response to a 
potentially disruptive innovation, until it is too late. For HEIs, 
the key question is how to identify and respond to disruptive 
innovations, in this particular case, MOOCs. If MOOCs can be 

developed to the point whereby learners can complete full 
degrees and gain qualifications it may impact on enrolment at 
traditional institutions and contribute to a reshaping of the HE 
market in the future.

5. Implications for educational policy
Higher education is already experiencing a period of 
unprecedented change worldwide.  The cost of funding HE 
has become a focus of national policy with most governments 
looking for new funding mechanisms, reduced costs and 
improvements in the quality of teaching and learning.  There 
is significant momentum behind the concept of free and open 
access to high quality university learning, and it is likely that 
content and courses will continue to be promoted resulting in 
more MOOCs and other types of open education approaches 
emerging.  However, there is also a need to rethink current higher 
education structures and policies that obstruct innovation.  
Currently, new ways to fund universities and the role of private 
providers in higher education have become hot debates and 
major policy concerns all around the world, especially when 
finances are tight and competitiveness is key. The existing HE 
funding model has been considered to be a major barrier to 
exploring new business models and innovative approaches in 
institutions. According to Christensen et al (2008, p42), action 
needs to be taken at a higher level:

“Policymakers must first address higher-education budget 
constraints by helping low-cost disruptive universities - 
public and private - gain market share by eliminating bar-
riers and partnering with them to grow enrolments and 
capability. These partnerships should foster new models of 
higher education in autonomous business units separate 
from the existing institutions.” 

The increasingly competitive climate will put significant pressure 
on traditional universities to find new ways of teaching students 
to reduce costs to give flexibility with fees.  Existing universities 
might, for example, set up commercial subsidiaries to provide 
more open and flexible provision; the Open University’s 
Futurelearn is one example of a new, more flexible organisation.

Degree awarding power has become a bottleneck for private 
providers to fully participate in the HE market. There is a 
great debate on whether degree provision should or could 
be disaggregated from teaching. What does this mean for 
traditional universities? How can make degrees be made more 
relevant to learners’ need and a changing society? And how the 
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quality of degrees be guaranteed between diverse providers? 
Wiley and Hilton (2009) pointed out that: 

“the threat to the monopoly traditional higher education 
has held on degrees comes from other areas as well. In 
the computer science domain, for example, technical 
certifications from Cisco, RedHat, Microsoft, and others 
can prove more valuable to prospective employees than 
a bachelor’s degree in computer science. The university’s 
monopoly on certifying prospective employees has 
expired.”

Often private providers offer degree programmes that are 
closely aligned to the world of work, created in conjunction 
with employers and professional bodies and taught by 
professionals who have had direct experience of their subject 
matter in practice. These degrees may be more attractive to 
potential students than traditional university degrees. It has 
been reported (Soulsby, 2013) that there is a decline of adult 
learning in UK, mainly caused by the economic downturn 
since 2008 which has affected individuals’ willingness to spend 
money on learning. More university level of courses offered by 
various MOOCs providers may encourage take-up of flexible 
and life long learning through an open approach. However, 
there are concerns that allowing for more diverse degree 
provision amongst providers will threaten the quality assurance 
guarantee that existing UK institutions offer through established 
quality assurance mechanisms enshrined in law and managed 
by the Quality Assurance Agency.

6. Implications for higher education
The emergence of MOOC style innovations shows a convergence 
of interests in social, economic and technology developments 
in education in a global context.  According to Global Industry 
Analysts (2010), the global e-learning market will reach $107 
billion by 2015.  However, it is not entirely clear how the MOOC 
approach to online education will make money.  Most MOOC 
start-ups do not appear to have clear business models and are 
following the common approach of Silicon Valley start-ups by 
building fast and worrying about revenue streams later. 

The emergence of new educational delivery models including 
the rapid development of MOOCs is another source pressure on 
conventional HE institutions, but also offers opportunities for 
those institutions able to change and develop new provision.  
Foremost this requires institutions to address strategic questions 
about online learning and where the different innovations such 

as MOOCs fit within their activities.  It is a mistake to see MOOCs 
as an isolated issue on which policy and strategic decisions need 
to be taken, as they are part of a broader landscape of changes 
in HE that includes the development of open education. It can 
be argued that MOOCs have the potential to impact on higher 
education in two ways: improving teaching; and encouraging 
institutions to develop distinctive missions that will include 
considerations about openness and access for different groups 
of students.  MOOCs also provide institutions with a vehicle to 
think creatively and innovatively and to explore new pedagogical 
practices, business models and flexible learning paths in their 
provision. 

New business strategies and models will be needed in response 
to the challenges posed by new funding structures and tuition 
fees and the new contexts that HEI operate in.  The potential 
of MOOCs to open up higher education to the masses has 
challenged the traditional way of thinking about delivering 
higher education.  Many HEI will be forced to explore new 
business models that will deliver online education at lower 
costs and expand the range of their provision both for strategic 
reasons and in response to demand from learners. Disruptive 
innovation and associated theories may offer HE institutions 
some possible business solutions and strategies to respond to 
the evolution of MOOCs, for example, setting up new units with 
different resources, processes, and priorities to explore new 
educational approaches and services. Institutions can launch 
new market disruptions to target those who are not able to 
go to universities, or they may launch up-market sustaining 
innovations by reducing the cost and providing better learning 
experiences without extra cost or low end market disruptions to 
target those who look for simple and straight forward courses 
rather than complicated university degrees. Institutions will 
need to assess their strengths and develop a strategic plan that 
enables them to make the most of campus and online education 
by providing MOOCs or other open education initiatives.

The popularity of MOOCs is forcing universities and colleges 
to rethink how to make their curriculum delivery models and 
courses truly flexible and accessible.  There is a long tradition of 
HEI seeking to make learning more flexible with course modular 
design and bankable credits to encourage learners to study 
at a time and peace that suits their own needs.  For example, 
developing approaches to negotiated, practice-oriented 
curricula in the workplace through initiatives such as the ASSET 
programme (Dann 1990, 53; Winter and Maisch 1996).  Powell, 
Millwood and Tindal (2008) report the development of the 



eLearning Papers •  ISSN: 1887-1542 • www.elearningpapers.eu

n.º 33 • May 2013

7

In-depth

eLearning 

Papers33www.elear
ningp

apers
.eu

work-focussed model of learning for undergraduates that is 
delivered entirely online and offers a personalised curriculum 
that enables students to continue to work and study full time, 
fitting study around their work and family life (Powell, Millwood 
and Tindal 2008).  Open courses based on new structures, ways 
or working and use of technology can make higher education 
more cost effective and accessible and may also contribute to 
balancing work, family and social life.  Learners have access to 
a variety of non-traditional learning models including access to 
courses and materials to self-direct their own learning beyond 
their classes and institutions.  More flexible models and open 
approaches will encourage more mature students to participate 
in higher education and gain qualifications to further their 
careers.

7. Conclusions
MOOCs promise to open up higher education by providing 
accessible, flexible, affordable, high quality resources for free 
or at a low cost for learners who are interested in learning. The 
popularity of MOOCs has attracted a great deal of attention from 
HE institutions and private investors around the world either 
seeking to build their existing brands or to enter the education 
market. Established institutions will need to look more closely 
at and learn from the different initiatives that are developing 
new business, financial and revenue models. These initiatives 
are designed to meet the different needs of new groups of 
learners in an open HE marketplace. Open education brings 
new opportunities for innovation in higher education that will 
allow institutions and academics to explore new online learning 
models and innovative practices in teaching and learning. At a 
national and international level, new frameworks for HE funding 
structures, quality insurance and accreditation to support 
different approaches and models for delivering higher education 
will be required.  Policy makers will need to address openness 
and make education more affordable and accessible for all and 
at the same time be profitable for the institutions in an open 
higher education ecosystem. For policy makers and institutions, 
the theory of disruptive innovation provides a useful lens 
through which to consider these changes and a starting point 
for developing and implementing their own strategic responses.

References
Bower, J., Christensen, C., (1995). Disruptive technologies: 
catching the wave. Harvard Business Review, pp.41–53. https://
cbred.uwf.edu/sahls/medicalinformatics/docfiles/Disruptive 
Technologies.pdf

Carey, K., (2013). Obama, Rubio Agree on One Thing: 
Technology Could Fix the Higher Ed Mess, http://tinyurl.com/
cogw2kh

Casey, J., (2012), Taking Care of Business? The political economy 
of MOOCs and Open Education, http://tinyurl.com/ao2agyc

Christensen,C,M., Eyring. H,J., (2011). The innovative 
university : changing the DNA of higher education from the inside 
out,

Christensen, C., Johnson, C.,W, Horn, M.B.,  (2008). 
Disrupting Class: How Disruptive Innovation Will Change the Way 
the World Learns.

Christensen, C., M., (2003). The innovator’s solution: creating 
and sustaining successful growth. Harvard Business Press.

Dann, Jocelyn, ed., (1990). Higher Education Developments: 
The Skills Link [Paperback]. Employment Department Group. 

Daniel, J., (2012), Making Sense of MOOCs: Musings in a Maze 
of Myth, Paradox and Possibility, http://tinyurl.com/ak8qvdv

Educause, (2012). What Campus Leaders Need to Know About 
MOOCs, http://tinyurl.com/c7gqj65

Futurelearn, (2013). Futurelearn launches, http://futurelearn.
com/feature/futurelearn-launches/

Jarrett, J.,  (2012).What Are ‘MOOC’s and Why Are Education 
Leaders Interested in Them?, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/
impatient-optimists/what-are-moocs-and-why-ar_b_2123399.html

JISC, (2013), Open educational resources programme,  
http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/elearning/oer.aspx

Lawton, W., Katsomitros, A., (2012). MOOCs and disruptive 
innovation: The challenge to HE business models, http://www.
obhe.ac.uk/documents/view_details?id=929

Global Industry Analysts,  (2010). ELearning: A Global Strategic 
Business Report, http://www.strategyr.com/eLEARNING_
Market_Report.asp

Hill, P., (2012), Online Educational Delivery Models: A 
Descriptive View, http://www.educause.edu/ero/article/online-
educational-delivery-models-descriptive-view

Peters, M., (2008).  Paper presented at Economic and Social 
Research Council (ERSC, UK) Seminar Series on ’Educationand 
the Knowledge Economy’, University of Bath.Shirky, C., (2012), 
Napster, Udacity, and the Academy, http://www.shirky.com/
weblog/2012/11/napster-udacity-and-the-academy/ 

http://tinyurl.com/cogw2kh
http://tinyurl.com/cogw2kh
http://tinyurl.com/ao2agyc
http://tinyurl.com/ak8qvdv
http://futurelearn.com/feature/futurelearn-launches/
http://futurelearn.com/feature/futurelearn-launches/
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/impatient-optimists/what-are-moocs-and-why-ar_b_2123399.html
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/impatient-optimists/what-are-moocs-and-why-ar_b_2123399.html
http://www.jisc.ac.uk/whatwedo/programmes/elearning/oer.aspx
http://www.obhe.ac.uk/documents/view_details?id=929
http://www.obhe.ac.uk/documents/view_details?id=929
http://www.strategyr.com/eLEARNING_Market_Report.asp
http://www.strategyr.com/eLEARNING_Market_Report.asp
http://www.educause.edu/ero/article/online-educational-delivery-models-descriptive-view
http://www.educause.edu/ero/article/online-educational-delivery-models-descriptive-view
http://www.shirky.com/weblog/2012/11/napster-udacity-and-the-academy/
http://www.shirky.com/weblog/2012/11/napster-udacity-and-the-academy/
https://cbred.uwf.edu/sahls/medicalinformatics/docfiles/Disruptive Technologies.pdf
https://cbred.uwf.edu/sahls/medicalinformatics/docfiles/Disruptive Technologies.pdf
http://tinyurl.com/c7gqj65


eLearning Papers •  ISSN: 1887-1542 • www.elearningpapers.eu

n.º 33 • May 2013

8

In-depth

eLearning 

Papers33www.elear
ningp

apers
.eu

 

Copyrights                                               
The texts published in this journal, unless otherwise indicated, are subject 
to a Creative Commons Attribution-Noncommercial-NoDerivativeWorks 
3.0 Unported licence. They may be copied, distributed and broadcast pro-
vided that the author and the e-journal that publishes them, eLearning 
Papers, are cited. Commercial use and derivative works are not permit-
ted. The full licence can be consulted on http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/  

Edition and production
Name of the publication: eLearning Papers 
ISSN: 1887-1542
Publisher: elearningeuropa.info
Edited by: P.A.U. Education, S.L.
Postal address: c/Muntaner 262, 3r, 08021 Barcelona (Spain)
Phone: +34 933 670 400
Email: editorialteam@elearningeuropa.info
Internet: www.elearningpapers.eu

Powell, Stephen, Tindal, I. and Millwood, R., 2008. 
“Personalized Learning and the Ultraversity Experience.” 
Interactive Learning Environments 16 (1) (April): 63–81.

Soulsby, J., (2013). Adult learning in the UK is in a policy 
vacuum, http://www.infonet-ae.eu/en/background-reports/adult-
learning-in-the-uk-is-in-a-policy-vacuum-1273

THE, (2012). Open University launches British Mooc platform to 
rival US providers, http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/story.
asp?storycode=422137

White, D., Warren, N., Faughnan, S., and Manton, M., 
(2010). Study of UK Online Learning, http://tinyurl.com/chpx9za

Wiley, D., Hilton, J., (2009). Openness, Dynamic Specialization, 
and the Disaggregated Future of Higher Education, http://www.
irrodl.org/index.php/irrodl/article/view/768/1414 

Winter, R., 1996. Professional Competence and Higher 
Education: The ASSET Programme [Paperback]. Routledge; 1 
edition. http://www.amazon.co.uk/Professional-Competence-
Higher-Education-Programme/dp/0750705574

Yuan, L., MacNeill S., & Kraan W., (2008). Open Educational 
Resources – Opportunities and challenges for higher education, 
http://wiki.cetis.ac.uk/images/0/0b/OER_Briefing_Paper.pdf 
1-34.

Yuan, L., Powell, S., (2013). MOOCs and Open Education: 
Implications for Higher Education, http://publications.cetis.
ac.uk/2013/667

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/
mailto:editorial%40elearningeuropa.info?subject=
http://www.elearningpapers.eu
http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/story.asp?storycode=422137
http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/story.asp?storycode=422137
http://tinyurl.com/chpx9za
http://www.irrodl.org/index.php/irrodl/article/view/768/1414
http://www.irrodl.org/index.php/irrodl/article/view/768/1414
http://www.amazon.co.uk/Professional-Competence-Higher-Education-Programme/dp/0750705574
http://www.amazon.co.uk/Professional-Competence-Higher-Education-Programme/dp/0750705574
http://publications.cetis.ac.uk/2013/667
http://publications.cetis.ac.uk/2013/667
http://www.infonet-ae.eu/en/background-reports/adult-learning-in-the-uk-is-in-a-policy-vacuum-1273
http://www.infonet-ae.eu/en/background-reports/adult-learning-in-the-uk-is-in-a-policy-vacuum-1273
http://wiki.cetis.ac.uk/images/0/0b/OER_Briefing_Paper.pdf 1-34



