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The pedagogy of languages for specific purposes: 
developing key professional competences through  
a massive open online course for language teachers

Summary: Although MOOCs dedicated to the teaching and learning of languages - Language 
MOOCs known as LMOOCs in the published literature - have gained popularity since 2008, this is not 
the case for language teacher education courses which are still rarely delivered in the form of MOOCs. 
Unsurprisingly, very little is therefore known about the effectiveness of such courses for Continuing 
Professional Development (CPD) and initial language teacher education. To fill this gap, a study was 
carried out based on a MOOC addressing the needs of current and prospective teachers of languages 
for specific purposes, which was designed by the consortium of the Erasmus+-funded CATAPULT 
project in 2019, and which has been run three times since its launch. The present study aims to probe 
the reactions of participants on the MOOC in terms of its usefulness and how it matched their reasons 
for joining. It is based on post-course surveys administered to course participants (n=50) as well as 
on feedback provided by instructors and on focus-group interviews with Teaching Assistants (n=4), 
whose role was to support instructors in providing feedback and comments in the third iteration of 
the course. Data analysis shows that if course participants’ overall satisfaction has grown steadily 
between season 1 and season 3 of the course, it is partly because their initial objectives have been 
revised along the way. We also show that, from a MOOC designer’s perspective, a combination of the 
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Introduction

Both Massive Open Online Courses 
(MOOCs) as well as studies into their effectiveness 
in enabling and fostering peer-to-peer participation 
and the generation and sharing of knowledge be-
tween learners as well as the ethos of new literacies 
date from the beginning of the millennium (Ander-
son 2004). Concentrating mainly on the idea of “in-
clusion, (everyone in), mass participation, distrib-
uted expertise, valid and rewardable roles for all 
who pitch in” (Lankshear & Knobel, 2007, p. 18), a 
MOOC addressing  the needs of current and pro-
spective teachers of languages for specific purposes  
was designed by  the consortium of the Erasmus+-
funded CATAPULT project. The present paper looks 
at the LSP teacher education MOOC from three dif-
ferent perspectives. After situating it within the mas-
sive open online courses literature, it reports on the 
process of course preparation and writing, with an 
account of the structural design and content of the 
MOOC. The final part looks at data coming from 
a multifaceted research into the effectiveness of the 
course as well as participant satisfaction. Drawing 
on this analysis, we present both the lessons learnt 
as well as the revisions made to the course in prepa-
ration for each of the three iterations of the MOOC.

Review of the literature 

The Different faces of Massive Open  
Online Courses - MOOCs 

If MOOCs are often considered as one of 
the most important technological developments 
in Higher Education in the past decade (Deng et 

al. 2019), these open (i.e. freely accessible by any-
one) large-scale web-based courses are potentially a 
disruptive innovation (Yuan & Powell 2013). They 
can be classified into different types.  As Anderson 
(2004) notes, “the greatest affordance of the web for 
educational use is the profound and multifaceted in-
crease in communication and interaction capability” 
(p. 42). Where MOOCs enable and foster peer-to-
peer participation and the generation and sharing 
of knowledge between learners, the ethos of new lit-
eracies is being spread at a massive scale. This is, ac-
cording to Stewart (2013) what the earliest MOOCs 
were about. Called “the cMOOCs” (connectivist 
MOOCs), these courses were experimental, non-
linear, and deeply dialogic and participatory. The 
present-day MOOCs - the xMOOCs (elitist and for-
malized) focus predominantly on the delivery of 
the course content, backgrounding or ignoring par-
ticipatory learning. This first typology of MOOCs 
shows, if not a dichotomy, at the very least an im-
plicit hierarchy between xMOOCs and cMOOCs, 
many viewing cMOOCs as the superior type in both 
form and function (Sokolik 2014). Yet, looking at 
the strengths and weaknesses of both MOOC types 
and at the specific nature of language learning and 
teaching, one of the latest additions to the MOOC 
typology, Language MOOCs (or LMOOCs), poten-
tially combines the best of both worlds.

Language MOOCs – LMOOCs

There has been an exponential growth of 
LMOOCs since they first appeared in 2012, a trend 
that has been boosted by the recent pandemic (Mar-
tin-Monje & Borthwick 2021). As LMOOCs aim at 
making the most of the best practices in language 
teaching and learning, they can certainly rely on 

xMOOC and cMOOC models seems to be relevant for any language teacher education MOOC and 
that creative solutions exist to address the issue of sufficient instructor presence in such online courses, 
however open and massive they may be.

Keywords: Languages for Specific Purposes (LSPs), Teacher Education, Continuing Profes-
sional Development (CPD), MOOC, LMOOC
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cMOOCs’ interaction and community building 
functionalities, which perfectly serve the goals of 
communicative language teaching (CLT) and task-
based language teaching (TBLT). At the same time, 
they can rely on xMOOCs’ designated centralized 
platforms which offer familiar structures of learn-
ing based on syllabi and sequences of activities. 
LMOOCs have therefore been defined as “an eclec-
tic mix of practices and tools aiming to engage stu-
dents in the use of the target language in meaning-
ful and authentic ways” (Sokolik 2014: 20). Still, for 
Colpaert (2014), the “L” in LMOOC has not been 
conceptualized enough and very few MOOC plat-
forms offer specific tools necessary for language 
teaching and learning (such as corrective feedback, 
error analysis and pronunciation training).

The characteristics of an ideal LMOOC, as 
outlined by Sokolik (2014) from her personal ex-
perience, include engagement and interaction, stu-
dent self-organization, instructor presence, immer-
sive materials such as instructional videos that pro-
vide authentic examples of the language and culture 
of study (as opposed to talking head videos) and a 
combination of informal peer feedback and self-as-
sessment. More recently, in a systematic review of 
the literature on LMOOCs, Sallam, Martín-Monje 
& Li (2020) showed that the three most common 
characteristics of LMOOCs are (1) communication 
tools to promote interaction, (2) video materials 
showcasing linguistic and cultural content and (3) 
assessment tools relevant to heterogeneous groups 
of course participants. If LMOOCs are now recog-
nized as an emergent and expanding research field 
with a great deal of interest being shown to it by re-
searchers (Martin-Monje & Borthwick 2021), then 
it follows that a similar interest can be shown in lan-
guage teacher education MOOCs.

Language Teacher Education  
MOOCs – LTEMOOCs

The potential of e-learning environments for 
teacher education beyond the spatial and temporal 

constraints of the classroom has been shown (Reeves 
& Pedulla 2011), as well as the fact that courses in 
such environments tend to foster the type of inter-
actions necessary for knowledge construction (Lee 
& Brett 2015). In addition, they often allow teach-
er-learners to engage in a learning experience that 
meets their specific needs (Dede et al. 2009), even 
more so in the case of continuing professional de-
velopment courses (Yurkofsky, Blum-Smith & Bren-
nan 2019). The challenge is therefore to identify the 
specific modalities for such courses to be effective.

Unlike the numerous MOOCs dedicated to 
the teaching and learning of languages which have 
emerged since 2008 (as pointed out above), lan-
guage teacher education courses  are still very rare-
ly delivered in the form of MOOCs (Ibanez More-
no & Traxler 2016), which Sarré (2021) proposes 
to call LTEMOOCs (Language Teacher Education 
MOOCs). Therefore, it is not surprising that there is 
a very limited number of published studies on LTE-
MOOCs. Nonetheless, these studies have managed 
to show the positive impact of this type of MOOC 
in initial teacher education (Orsini-Jones, Gafaro & 
Altamimi 2017) as well as in continuing profession-
al development courses (Kormos and Nijakowska 
2017).  The picture is still far from complete, how-
ever.  Various authors (Dede et al. 2009, Moon et al. 
2014, Parsons et al. 2019) point to the lack of empiri-
cal studies on the impact of online education cours-
es for language teachers and on their acceptance by 
the teachers receiving the training offered. The ques-
tion also remains as to what MOOC design mod-
el (xMOOC, cMOOC) is best suited for language 
teacher education courses. 

The present contribution aims to fill these 
gaps in the literature through the study of the first 
three iterations of the CATAPULT LTEMOOC 
(Computer Assisted Training and Platforms to Up-
skill LSP Teachers).
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The process of building the MOOC  

The LSP CCF 

Content selection and sequencing within 
the MOOC, CATAPULT’s third output, was large-
ly based on the LSP Common Competence Frame-
work (CCF) that had been devised as the key com-
ponent output 2 and published as a research report 
(Turula & Gajewska 2019). The MOOC developers 
relied on the 5 areas of competence proposed. These 
areas (Figure 1) comprised general teaching, course/
material design, analysis, collaboration and inter-
cultural mediation, and evaluation. 

By means of this the LSP Teaching MOOC fo-
cused on upskilling general language teachers who 
want to specialise in LSP pedagogies, as well as LSP 
teachers interested in updating and expanding their 
pedagogical repertoire and in integrating the use of 
technology in their practices. 

The design team also took general MOOC prin-
ciples into account. (Drake, O’Hara & Seaman’s 2015 
case study, Yousef et al.’s 2015 list of development crite-
ria). By combining these it was hoped to avoid attrition, 
which is consistently identified as a major problem in 
the MOOC literature (Liyanagunawardena et al. 2014).

MOOC Platform selection

At the same time, the project team researched 
MOOC platforms in order to select a platform that 
would best suit this particular course. The criteria 
used for selecting the MOOC platform were

 • the general profile of these platforms (the host-
ing organization, the types of courses hosted and 
the languages that each platform supported), 

 • how these platforms supported teaching 
and learning

 • technical aspects 
 • accessibility
 • usability/design

Figure 1. LSP Teachers’ Common Competence Framework

+
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 • other observations
The MOOC platforms that made it onto our 

shortlist were France Université Numérique (FUN), 
The Course Networking (CN), Open Learning and 
Eliademy. Eventually the CN was selected as all the 
above criteria were met. In addition, the CN social 
platform integrates elements of a VLE, offering so-
cial networking, gamification in the form of earn-
ing anar seeds based on the type of participation and 
badges that will automatically appear in the course 
participant’s portfolio.  

The blueprint

In order to facilitate planning and to en-
sure consistency, a blueprint document was created. 
Through this the team was also able to monitor how 
the principles from the competence framework (Ta-
ble 1), together with general principles of MOOC 
design referred to above, were being implemented. 
Drake, O’Hara and Seeman (2015) state that a MOOC 

must be meaningful, engaging, measurable, accessi-
ble, and scalable.  Yousef, Chatti, Schroeder & Wos-
nitza (2015) describe 44 design criteria, bundled into 
8 clusters: blended learning, flexibility, high-quality 
content, instructional design and learning methodol-
ogies, lifelong learning, network learning, openness 
and student-centered learning.

Taking all this into account, the MOOC blue-
print was organised into four main categories: 

a. Pedagogical elements including the content, 
learning objectives and outcomes, type and 
sequence of activities, and assignments

b. Technical elements including the learning 
environment, the badge system and certifi-
cates

c. Organisational elements including the pace 
and timing of the modules, deadlines, differ-
ent levels of participation

d. Blueprint production timeline which in-
cluded drafting and revisions based on feed-
back and discussion with the project team.

Table 1. CATAPULT MOOC learning objectives derived from the LSP Competence Framework
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MOOC content, structure,  
and level of participation

Six modules were created: LSP concepts; cor-
pus linguistics for LSP teaching; effective commu-
nication in LSP teaching; student engagement and 
participation as part of LSP teaching; collaboration 
and integration related to LSP teaching; and ePort-
folios. Each module contained ICT tools relevant 
for its content. In addition, the MOOC contained 
two more modules: a module titled Before You Start 
providing information on the course organisation, 
course validation, and platform exploration and 
a module titled ICT(standalone) collecting in one 
place the ICT tools from the main modules.

The study modules (Modules 1-5) follow the 
structure illustrated below. The participants could 
engage in the MOOC at three different levels (Table 
2): Browser level leading to neither badges nor certi-
fication; Tester level leading to badges if scoring 50% 
+ in the module quizzes, and Creator level leading to 
course certification and badges if all quizzes, assign-
ments and course portfolio were completed.

Figure 2. Screenshot of the MOOC  
Module Overview.

Table 2. Type and sequence of activity in a typical module by participant type 
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Module 6, the portfolio module, followed a 
different structure and was shorter. It outlined the 
content in the same way as the study modules. It 
then offered ideas and materials about how to use 
portfolios in LSP teaching. Finally, it invited par-
ticipants to produce their own portfolio by compil-
ing the reflections and Creator level activities. This 
was intended to serve as a means of concluding the 
course for those seeking certification.

The assessment of the activities was automat-
ed for the quizzes. The Creator level activities were 
graded according to the assessment rubric of each 
activity. Feedback was also provided by the instruc-
tors and the teaching assistants in the third iteration 
of the MOOC, i.e., Season 3.

MOOC revisions

The MOOC was implemented 3 times, re-
ferred to as Seasons:  in spring 2020, in autumn 2020 
and in spring 2021. Each Season ran for 8 weeks 
with the exception of Season 3 where a Spring break 
week was introduced to help the participants catch 
up with the MOOC workload. The following table 

summarises the revisions implemented after the first 
two Seasons based on participant feedback and the 
MOOC developers’ ideas for improvement.

The study

As mentioned previously, each of the three 
seasons was subject to evaluation for the purpose 
of course improvement. These evaluations were in 
turn subjected to a multifaceted study, the results of 
which are presented and discussed in this section.

The aim and questions

The main objective of the study was to assess 
how the participants reacted to the LSP Teaching 
MOOC. It was important to the course developers 
in particular and to the sustainability of the project 
in general to know if the materials included as well 
as the presentation and interaction modes were the 
answer to the need for quality teacher education in 
the area of LSP. To ascertain this the following re-
search questions (RQs) were established:

Table 3. List of revisions
Revisions after Season 1 Revisions after Season 2

Reading Materials: Providing a short introduction to these 
materials and reducing the volume of compulsory read-
ings

Portfolio: The assignment was to create their own CN 
portfolio in which the participants could include their re-
flections and examples of their Creator level activities (e.g. 
lesson plans)

Quizzes: Providing automated feedback and other possible 
answers; increasing the number of attempts to 2

Module reflections: submitted at the end of each module 
(these were no longer compiled in a separate CATAPULT 
Portfolio)

Portfolio module: Information about the portfolio should 
start from Module 1 and video about the difference be-
tween the CATAPULT portfolio and the CN e-portfolio

Introduction of the Spring Break week

Type of participation: integrating a quiz in the “Before you 
Start” module to help participants identify their prefered 
type of participation

Deployment of Teaching Assistants

Requirements for certification: writing them at the begin-
ning of each module and not only in Before you Start

Use of assessment rubrics in all Creator level assignments 
for all modules

Managing expectations: explaining the instructors’ role 
and instructor activity lifetime

Organising a mid-course webinar
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RQ1. What is the satisfaction with the LSP Teaching 
MOOC as expressed by its participants?

RQ2. What are the main objectives of LSP Teaching 
MOOC participants and how well are they met?

RQ3. What are the LSP Teaching MOOC teachers’ at-
titudes and what conclusions pertaining to LSP 
Teaching MOOC improvement can be drawn 
from their input?

The research sample

The sample studied consists of 54 respond-
ents, both LSP Teaching MOOC participants (Sea-
son 1: 13 persons, Season 2: 22 persons, Season 3: 
15 persons) and teaching assistants (Season 3: 4 per-
sons). 

The MOOC participants were ongoing or 
prospective LSP teachers, whose overall expertise in 
teaching languages for specific purposes is self-as-
sessed as “experienced with no specific training in 
LSP teaching” for the majority (40%) of Season 1 
participants, “experienced with no specific training 
in LSP teaching” for the majority (37%) of Season 2 
participants and “experienced with no specific train-
ing in LSP teaching” for the majority (54%) of Sea-
son 3 participants. Based on a similar self-gauging, 

their weekly involvement in the MOOC was 3hrs for 
Season 1, 3hrs for Season 2 and almost 4hrs for Sea-
son 3. As for their level of involvement, the partici-
pants chose between 3 different roles and the choic-
es are presented in Figure 3.

The teaching assistants (TAs) were a popula-
tion of 4 persons who successfully completed Sea-
son 2 and were awarded a certificate of achievement 
as they were some of the most active course partic-
ipants. Based on the survey, their reasons for vol-
unteering to become a TA are multifaceted, rang-
ing from professional motives (gaining expertise in 
instructional design) to personal ones (staying in-
volved; fun). The four TAs participated in three fo-
cus-group interviews during which, respectively (i) 
they were briefed on their responsibilities, dead-
lines, functions of the platform, providing feedback; 
(ii) were encouraged to discuss matters pertaining 
to their duties; and (iii) provided feedback and re-
flected on further development. 

The research instruments

The data in the study were gathered in two 
different ways, through surveys and by means of dis-
course analysis.

Figure 3. Levels of involvement for Seasons 1, 2 and 3
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The satisfaction and attitudes of the partici-
pants were solicited in a survey filled by those en-
rolled in each course upon its completion. The sur-
vey was completed by 13 participants in Season 1, 22 
in Season 2 and 15 in Season 3 of the LSP Teaching 
MOOC. The survey consisted of a number of ques-
tions referring to the respondents’ objectives and ex-
pertise in LSP, the expectations towards the course 
and how well they were met, their assessment of the 
interest and utility of individual course modules (1-
7) as well as various types of materials (videos, arti-
cles, quizzes, polls, forums etc.), their weekly time 
investment and their attitude towards such work-
load, and their general view of the course plus sug-
gestions for its improvement. Some of the questions 
were open-ended and the answers have been catego-
rised and annotated before the analysis. Other ques-
tions required rating on a scale, in which case aver-
ages and SD scores were calculated for the sake of 
data presentation and interpretation. In the case of 
the third type of questions - semi-closed, multiple 
choice - the number of answers for each option was 
calculated. 

Another survey was addressed to the teach-
ing assistants. It consisted of 11 questions which 
(i) checked the TAs’ reasons for volunteering; (ii) 
examined their perceptions of the experience by 
means of statements about challenges, expectations 
and suggestions; and (iii) sought to find out how, if 
at all, they benefited professionally from their in-
volvement in the facilitation of the LSP Teaching 
MOOC in Season 3.

Additionally, the data came from discourse 
analysis (DA). The text that was subject to DA came 
from two different sources: (i) instructor evaluation 
of the work submitted; and (ii) the focus-group in-
terviews with teaching assistants (TAs) who shared 
the course facilitation load in Season 3. For the in-
structor feedback, the discourse was analysed based 
on the criteria for good constructive assessment 
(whether or not it was specific, personalised and di-
rected the participant in a practical and productive 

way; for specifics - see Section 4.4). Additionally, 
the text samples were analysed for the strengths and 
weaknesses pointed out by the instructors. These 
strengths and weaknesses were categorised, anno-
tated and included in the description. Finally, the 
average word count was given for each module feed-
back. For the TA discourse, all samples were tran-
scribed and annotated, types and tokens of utteranc-
es were identified and calculated and then subject to 
quantitative and qualitative analysis. The data also 
include the results of the survey on their feedback 
experience the TAs completed.

The data

One of the most important factors was how 
the course participants evaluated individual course 
modules and the variety of activities through which 
the content was communicated and recycled as well 
as the general user-friendliness of the platform.

Starting from how interesting and useful the 
course participants found the individual modules of 
the LSP Teaching MOOC, tables 4 and 5 show the 
results for all three seasons.

Table 4. The participants’ interest in individual 
course modules
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Table 5. The participants’ opinion how useful 
individual course modules were

In each case the participants of the LSP Teach-
ing MOOC were asked to rate their perceptions on a 
scale from 1 (not interesting / useful at all) to 4 (very 
interesting / useful) plus 0 (I didn’t do it).

As can be seen in Tables 4 and 5, for Season 
1 Modules 3 (devoted to successful communication) 
and 4 (focusing on student engagement and partic-
ipation) were rated the highest with the lowest SD 
scores, with module 3 having the lowest SD score. 
This shows that the respondents were in agreement 
as to the interest and usefulness of the modules. Low 
averages and high SD scores for Module 6 (portfolio) 
are most probably the result of a high percentage of 
0 answers, showing that the final modules were not 
covered by a number of course participants. Modules 
1 (introductory), 2 (LSP and corpora) and 5 (collabo-
ration) enjoyed similar scores - between 2 (not really 
interesting / useful) and 3 (rather interesting / use-
ful). With relatively low SD scores it can be inferred 
that the respondents were in accord in their percep-
tions of the relatively moderate popularity and utility 
of these modules.  

Both tables show very similar results for Sea-
sons 2 and 3. The respondents find Modules 2 and 
3 interesting and useful, and SD scores show, again, 

that they are in agreement about this. The percep-
tions of Module 6 are similar, and the relatively high 
SD numbers can again be ascribed to a considerable 
number of participants who failed to complete the 
modules. What has to be noted, however, are much 
higher ratings of Modules 1, 2 and 6, which is most 
probably due to the fact that these were revised after 
the first iteration of the course based on participants’ 
feedback, though for Module 1 this was in the area of 
interest rather than utility for Season 2. This can be 
attributed to the fact that this module, which aims at 
clarifying concepts, is the most theoretical one and, as 
a result, the least directly applicable in the classroom. 

When it comes to the evaluation of the variety 
of activities and ways in which the content is present-
ed, the opinions of MOOC participants in all three 
seasons are presented in Table 6.

As can be seen in Table 6 above, there is a gen-
eral agreement throughout all three seasons about the 
utility of videos included in the course, with a prefer-
ence for videos specifically shot for the MOOC (vid-
eos, first column) as opposed to pre-existing Youtube 
videos (YT videos, second column). Other notewor-
thy trends include: (i) The fact that instructor feed-
back is valued quite highly in Seasons 1 and 3 and 
slightly lower in Season 2; (ii) Season 2 is also when 
instructor posts were rated much lower than peer 
posts; these two trends can probably be explained by 
the fact that instructor feedback and posts were rel-
atively less numerous in Season 2 than in Season 1 
(in relation to the number of participants enrolled on 
the course) and that the recruitment of teaching assis-
tants in Season 3 (considered as instructors by partic-
ipants) then made it possible to offer more instructor 
feedback and posts to course participants; (iii) Season 
3 participants seem the most satisfied as they find all 
types of materials useful or very useful; (iv) the per-
ceived usefulness of articles and the journal grows 
in Seasons 2 and 3, which can probably be attribut-
ed to the fact that the number of articles to read and 
the way they were presented were revised (fewer ar-
ticles were compulsory readings, more articles were 
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offered as “going further” resources, each article was 
introduced in a short paragraph pointing out why it 
should be interesting to course participants, as ex-
plained in section 3.6 above); (v) the comparatively 
low SD scores show that the respondents are in agree-
ment as to their ratings.

What is interesting in the context of the eval-
uation of the module and activity / presentation 
mode, are the participants’ objectives upon enrol-

ment as well as their suggestions for course im-
provement.

Table 7 shows individual categories of an-
swers in the “objectives” question together with the 
number of responses in each of them as well as “sug-
gestions” categories (open answers, annotated) and 
relevant calculations.

Based on the numbers in Table 7 above, sev-
eral facts can be noted. First of all, in all three sea-
sons there is a considerable prevalence of the take-

Table 6. Participants’ evaluation of the individual activities and materials of the LSP Teaching MOOC 

Table 7. Participants’ objectives and suggestions
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away objectives (to learn theory and practical tips) 
over the interaction objectives, and the proportions 
are ca. 3:1. As for the other objectives, scarce as they 
are, they - consistently, for all three seasons - repre-
sent answers such as “wanted to see how to design 
a course” or “was interested in new trends in teach-
er education”. When it comes to the suggestions for 
course improvement, those pertaining to the learn-
ing experience (quality of presentation in video - 
too academic; in need of clarification; missing syn-
opses of articles; unwanted activities such as forum 
discussions etc.) prevail over other categories, with 
an exception for Season 3, where user experience (of 
the platform itself - how easy it is to find materials 
and activity; the behaviour of the quizzes and their 
accessibility, etc.) come to the fore. Throughout all 
three seasons there are also complaints about the 
workload, which is consistently mentioned as the 
top reason for attrition in MOOCs (Liyanaguna-
wardena et al. 2014). 

The correlation between the objectives and 
the suggestion was not calculated statistically. How-
ever, the small number of participants enabled a di-
rect analysis of patterns in this area. This analysis 
shows that take-away objectives usually match with 
complaints about unwanted forum discussions or 
the quality of the videos and articles (too academic, 
in need of clarification / synopsis) and the interac-
tion objectives - with the inability to follow the fo-
rum discussions and participate in them if a partici-
pant enrolls late.

Finally, when  it comes to the general user-
friendliness of the platform, the ratings are 2.46 (SD 
0.78) for Season 1, 2.95 (SD 0.72) for Season 2 and 
3.27 (SD 0.59) for Season 3, showing that the partic-
ipants were moderately happy (S1 and 2) and very 
happy with the learning management system cho-
sen for the LSP Teaching MOOC.

As for instructor feedback, the analysis (cf. 
Tables 5 - 7) was based on an evaluation of the qual-

Table 8. Instructor feedback in Season 1
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ity of the feedback, wordcount and a focus on re-
curring themes. Quality of feedback was examined 
and given points (8 max.) for its sincerity (cliché-
ic: yes=0; no=1); constructiveness (constructive: 
yes=1; no=0); whether it refers specifically to the 
submission content (no=0; yes, once=1; yes, sev-
eral times=2; yes, on multiple occasions=3); and 
whether it reaches out in terms of suggesting addi-
tional sources, encouraging more effort (no=0; yes, 
once=1; yes, several times=2; yes, on multiple occa-
sions=3). Then for each submission the total num-
ber of points for the feedback offered was calculated 
as well as an average score in each case. As can be 
seen in Tables 8 - 10, the overall and average scores 
for the quality of the feedback offered by the in-
structors as well as the word count differ consider-
ably throughout the course modules. The differenc-
es are not always as significant as in Season 1 (e.g. 
M1: 160; M5: 166 as opposed to M2: 11) but they are 
present throughout all three releases of the MOOC, 
with module 1 instructor(s) offering the longest and 

the highest quality comments (177/5; 103/4): non-
clicheic, constructive, with frequent specific refer-
ence to various aspects of the submission. 

Contrarily, the feedback in modules 2 and 3 
of Season 1 as well as M2 (Season 3) is frequently 
short and reduced to platitudes (“Good job!”; “Well 
done1”; “Excellent work!”). An interesting fact can 
be noted in Table 10, presenting the results for Sea-
son 3, in which the feedback was offered jointly by 
the instructors and teaching assistants [TAs]. With 
the exception of modules 2 and 6, in which the 
TAs did not comment on the submissions, in eve-
ry other case the word count for TA comments is 
much higher (Table 7, in square brackets alongside 
the instructors’ word count). Finally, as regards the 
strengths and weaknesses of the submissions point-
ed out in the feedback, there seems to be a consist-
ency throughout the three seasons. The instructors 
praise the skill of translating the theory learned into 
classroom practice, good lesson planning skills and 
the ability to engage learners in collaborative ac-

Table 9. Instructor feedback in Season 2
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tivities, frequently through telecollaboration. The 
weaknesses emphasised boil down to weak survey 
writing and lesson planning skills (the latter often 
in the area of specifying aims) as well as propos-
ing activities which - being co-operative rather than 
collaborative - do not foster teamwork. Additional-
ly, the instructors often criticise work for its lack of 
depth and complexity.

When it comes to the input provided by the 
teaching assistants, both in the survey and their in-
terviews, a number of observations can be made.

First of all, all 4 TAs are generally satisfied or 
very satisfied with both the experience and prepa-
ration for it. They also appreciate the personal and 
professional gains, among which they list teaching 
ideas and the possibility to exchange them in a com-
munity of practice (3), better understanding of in-
course interaction (1), higher sensitivity to individ-
ual differences (1), fun (3). When it comes to sug-
gestions for course improvement, they mirror those 
of the MOOC participants: to improve the UX as 

regards the functions of the platform; to ease the 
workload; to improve the interaction between the 
instructors and the participants. One of the teaching 
assistants writes their experience as both a course 
participant and a TA:

As a student, my assignments didn’t receive 
muchin terms of feedback (usually just a grade 
with one or two words like “good work!”).  Then, 
in the TA induction meetings, we were encour-
aged to mostly be positive in our feedback to 
students.  It would’ve been helpful to have some 
models or examples to follow for giving actu-
al critiques, as I often limited myself to positive 
feedback.

When it comes to the analysis of the discourse 
co-produced by the teaching assistants, its quantity 
and quality depends on a particular meeting. Dur-
ing the first one, in which they were briefed on their 
responsibilities, deadlines, functions of the plat-
form, providing feedback, three TAs took part. Their 
contributions (1173 words out of the total 6454) are 
comments or responses in one of the 6 categories of 

Table 10. Instructor and [TA] feedback in Season 3
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issues: technical (platform UX; TI), course manage-
ment (MI), teaching presence (TPI) as well as relat-
ed to TA labour division in terms of the choice of 
the module in which to assess (MC; frequently with 
motives for choice) and TA further training (TAT). 
Besides, in a number of comments the TAs partic-
ipating in the meeting refer to their experience as 
LSP Teaching MOOC participants (PE). the num-
bers in each category (Table 11) stand for the utter-
ance count.

As can be seen in Table 11 above, the largest 
number of the contributions - most of which are by 
TAs 1 and 2 - pertain to management issues (MI - 17 
utterances), mainly how and when the feedback on 
assignments is to be provided (the TAs’ responsibil-
ity). However, as the qualitative analysis of the dis-
course shows, this is done in combination with ref-
erence to participant experience (PE - 7 utterances) 
or to teaching presence issues (TPI - 8 utterances). 
In other words, the how-and-when of assessment 
is considered vis a vis their own perceptions of the 
quality and timing of instructor feedback (construc-
tive; immediate) and attitudes to it, as well as what, 
in the TAs’ opinion, is pedagogically beneficial (cf. a 
discourse sample below).

[Y]ou need people to be motivated and low 
attrition rates. And one of the best ways to mo-
tivate people is to show presence. And of course, 
our posts will show presence on their reflections, 
but people want to see that their work is recog-
nised. … And I’m sharing that with all honesty 
as a student.  (TA1)

In meeting 2 (Table 12), the TAs produced 
1598 words out of the total count of 4945, a better 
ratio than in meeting 1. Most of the categories re-
main the same in terms of labels, with slight changes 
as regards the specificity of utterances: management 
issues (MI - 18 utterances) pertain less to course 
organisation and more to the assessment process; 
there is a new management category - progress (P 
- 4 utterances) - which results from the agenda of 
the meeting (reporting on the assessment process); 
teaching presence issues (TPI) are now an aggre-
gate of questions connected with both teaching and 
learning (student attitudes and motivation); person-
al experience (PE - 7 utterances) covers both what 
the TA encountered in the LSP Teaching MOOC as 
its participant and in a more general sense; anoth-
er technical issues’ (TI - 11 utterances) category was 
introduced - student problems, which are discussed 
in relation with management issues, as a way of ex-
plaining delays (STI - 7 utterances). The most pop-
ular categories are technical issues - both students’ 
and the TAs’ - and management problems. As be-
fore, TA1 is the most active, followed by TA2.

Table 11. TA discourse analysis, Meeting 1 (word count and utterances)
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Table 12. TA discourse analysis, Meeting 2 (word count and utterances)

Table 13. TA discourse analysis, Meeting 3 (word count and utterances)

When it comes to meeting 3 (Table 13), the 
word count, for the first time, is in the TAs favour 
(3243 out of the total of 5542 words). Very much in 
line with its aim - reflecting on the experience - there 
is a new category of utterances: personal experience 
of the teaching assistants (TAPE - 22 utterances). The 
main takeaways in this category are: the experience of 
a community of practice; noting ideas and tools they 
had missed when participating in the course: 

 So from that perspective it was very useful. 
Um and of course in a more general way it is al-
ways interesting to hear about other teachers’ 
practices. There was a lot more, like, there were 
responses that I don’t remember seeing in my 
season so it was helpful in that sense to see what 
other teachers are doing in their classrooms. I 
found that there was references to like tools that 
I hadn’t used before.

Other comments are a mixture of reflections 
on good teaching and mentoring. They include re-
marks on effective teaching presence (TPI 20 utter-
ances), including the degree and quality of inter-
vention into the forum interactions between course 
participants as well as different aspects of course 
management and assessment (MI 33 utterances). 
They are occasionally referred to personal experi-
ence (PE 7 utterances). The latter pertain to teaching 
presence in the instructor / TA interactions as well 
as how the TAs could have been better prepared for 
their task (guidelines / standardisation). Sometimes, 
as in the case of TA4, the thoughts shared are about 
reasons for not rising to the challenge of sharing the 
assessment burden with the instructors. Apart from 
personal reasons for this, TA4, in unison with their 
fellow assessors, ascribe this to the lack of platform 
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functions (TI 6 utterances) dedicated to notifying 
teachers of submissions that are ready for grading.

Discussion

In this section the three research questions 
are addressed based on the data presented in the 
previous section.

RQ1. What is the satisfaction with the LSP 
Teaching MOOC as expressed by its participants?

The satisfaction with the course was broken 
down into two components: “how interesting” and 
“how useful”. If we assume the average values of 
points 3.0 and higher (i.e. between 3=quite interest-
ing/useful and 4=very interesting/useful) the num-
bers in Tables 1-3 show that both categories grow 
throughout the seasons. While in Season 1 only 
modules 3 and 4 score above 3 points on average, it 
is the first 4 modules that are seen as quite-to-very 
interesting in Seasons 2 and 3. This can probably be 
attributed to the fact that, as indicated in Section 
3, module content was systematically revised after 
each iteration of the course based on participants’ 
feedback. When it comes to usefulness, it is again 
2 modules - 3 and 4 - for Season 1 as opposed to 
three modules – 3, 4 and 5; 1, 3 and 4 – for Seasons 
2 and 3, respectively. As previously noted, the per-
ceived usefulness of each module is probably close-
ly linked to how directly applicable to a classroom 
context module content is. Two main factors there-
fore seem to influence the participants’ perception 
of usefulness: the proportion of theory (e.g. Mod-
ule 1 is the most theoretical module and is conse-
quently not considered as being very useful) and the 
complexity of content (Module 2 - corpus linguistics 
- is feared by many participants because of its con-
ceptual and technical complexity and is therefore 
not always considered as useful). The other modules 
seem to enjoy at least some popularity, with the ex-
ception of Module 6 (portfolios) for Season 1. All in 
all, based on the numbers alone it can be noted that 
completing the LSP Teaching MOOC was generally 

a satisfactory experience, with local variations as to 
individual modules and seasons.

This is definitely a trigger for the course de-
velopers to reflect on all course modules, trying to 
figure out what made the popular modules interest-
ing and useful. This may be done by revisiting the 
principles of MOOC design by Drake et al. (2015) 
as well as Yousef et al. (2015). It would mean con-
sidering, once again, how meaningful, engaging, 
measurable, accessible, and scalable the activities 
were; as well as whether the low-rated modules and 
the course overall offered enough opportunities for 
blended learning and flexibility, contained high-
quality content, were based on sound instruction-
al design and learning methodologies, and whether 
they encouraged  lifelong learning, network learn-
ing, openness and student-centred learning.

RQ2. What are the main objectives of LSP 
Teaching MOOC participants and how well are they 
met?

In addition to considering the numbers, RQ1 
needs to be examined in terms of how well the LSP 
Teaching MOOC coincided with the participants’ 
objectives as well as what suggestions they made to 
improve the course. It may also be useful to consider 
the findings in relation with the instructor and TA 
perceptions.

Looking at Table 7 we can see that in all three 
seasons most of the respondents are in favour of the 
xMOOC rather than the cMOOC model (cf. Ander-
son 2004, Stewart 2013). In other words, the take-
aways – theoretical background, practical ideas, a 
certificate – seemed more important at first than in-
teractions with fellow participants and instructors. 
This poses two types of challenges for the course de-
velopers. 

The first – and potentially the easier to address 
– is how to make the LSP Teaching MOOC flexible 
enough (cf. Yousef et al. 2015) to ensure both paths, 
the xMOOC and the cMOOC, considering that the 
latter, even if less popular, is still in demand. This 
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intuition is endorsed by what we see in Table 6: the 
popular activities (scoring above 3) are lectures and 
articles as well as various forms of interactions with 
peers and instructors, including feedback. 

The other challenge, and a more demanding 
one, is having the courage to differentiate between 
what the participants want (more xMOOC experi-
ence) and what they may need (more cMOOC expe-
rience – cf. instructor feedback on the participants’ 
confusion between co-operation vs. collaboration; 
Table 8-10); and designing the course according-
ly, following sound instructional design and teach-
ing methodologies (cf. Yousef et al. 2015, again). 
This, however, considering the popular demand – 
xMOOC over cMOOC – may mean that the course 
developers need to introduce an additional module 
devoted to orientation. This would provide the ra-
tionale for having collaborative activities alongside 
gaining the knowledge and skills that a participant 
may find personally interesting and useful to them-
selves. That being said, the dichotomy between both 
MOOC types is slightly mitigated by the partici-
pants’ appreciation of the posts and feedback by fel-
low course participants and by instructors, graded 
between 3 and 4 in seasons 1 and 3 of the course (Ta-
ble 6). This tends to show that course participants’ 
initial objectives for joining the course (xMOOC ex-
perience, cf. Table 7) might have been revised along 
the way as they seem to value posts and feedback 
more than other types of course materials/activities 
(quizzes, surveys, cf. Table 6). 

Another suggestion from the participants 
that could make the course more meaningful and 
engaging as well as accessible (Drake et al. 2015) is 
increased teaching presence. This can be considered 
as mediation (i) between participants and content 
(=better xMOOC) and (ii) between participants. 
These suggestions, confirmed by the input offered by 
teaching assistants (TAs), can be summarised as (cf. 
Table 7 and transcripts from TA meetings): (i) better 
quality of the feedback offered (constructive rather 
than clicheic; more profound; referring to specifics 

rather than general); (ii) presenting the participants 
with content that has been pre-processed for them, 
or introduced in an inviting way (cognitively acces-
sible); and (iii) offering instruction as to how to nav-
igate the learning environment (technical accessibil-
ity – potentially a part of the additional orientation 
module mentioned above).

This also tends to show that, like LMOOCs, 
the ideal model for LTEMOOCs design goes be-
yond the xMOOC/cMOOC dichotomy, but rather 
could be that of a combination between xMOOC 
and cMOOC (cf. Deng et al. 2019, Sokolik 2014). 

RQ3. What are the LSP Teaching MOOC 
teachers’ attitudes and what conclusions pertaining 
to LSP Teaching MOOC improvement can be drawn 
from their input?

Some of the recommendations based on the 
input offered by the MOOC teachers to be tak-
en into account by course developers have already 
been mentioned. They include: differentiating be-
tween wants and needs (something the MOOC 
participants themselves have problems with cf. Ta-
bles 8-10) - and following sound instructional de-
sign and methodologies; increasing accessibility 
(cf. Drake et al. 2015) in terms of the cognitive ef-
fort and the technologies used; and working on the 
teaching presence, especially in the area of instruc-
tor feedback, to make the experience meaningful by 
showing the participants that “their work is recog-
nised” (to cite one of the TAs).

One more important observation that aris-
es from the data is for the course developers to en-
hance course design by incorporating preparatory 
activities for the instructors, with special regard to 
assessment guidelines and standards. This is noted 
based on both the TAs reflections (Tables 8-10) as 
well as considerable differences between feedback 
quality offered in individual modules (cf. Tables 
8-10). Rubrics or analytical scales which can pave 
the way for such modelling are also, as observed by 
one of the TAs, a great help to the participants by 
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making it clear what is expected in individual as-
signments. Such rubrics can be devised based on the 
instructor feedback offered in the course over the 
three seasons. 

Conclusions

Overall, participants’ satisfaction was high 
and steadily grew between S1 and S3, both in terms 
of interest and usefulness of course content. One in-
teresting finding is that perceived module useful-
ness seems to be influenced by (1) its direct applica-
bility to the classroom and (2) on content complex-
ity, as shown by the slight variations between mod-
ules: there was a clearly stated preference for mod-
ules that are directly applicable in the classroom, 
which is in line with the participants’ stated objec-
tives for joining the course (practical tips scored the 
highest) possibly due to the fact they were all in-ser-
vice language teachers (no students in initial teach-
er education courses). From a course design per-
spective, it is also worth noting that course partici-
pants’ initial objectives for joining the course (to be 
provided content on the MOOC, cf. xMOOC’s in-
structionist model) might have been revised along 
the way as they seem to value posts and feedback 
(cf. cMOOC’s connectivist model) more than oth-

er types of course materials/activities at the end of 
the day. This points to the necessary flexibility of any 
LTEMOOC, as well as to the fact that MOOC de-
signers should cater for both participants’ wants and 
needs, as these don’t always align. In this respect, the 
ideal LTEMOOC should therefore combine both 
models, in the same way as LMOOCs tend to. Fi-
nally, instructor presence seems to be an important 
feature of any effective LTEMOOC as it has to be 
felt by course participants. As this is potentially a 
problem in MOOCs, especially those with very high 
numbers of participants, LTEMOOC designers have 
to be creative: relying on past course participants, 
whose outstanding contribution has been noted and 
who have been awarded a certificate of achievement, 
to support instructors in providing feedback and 
managing the online learning community through 
posts and comments is not only a way to address the 
issue of sufficient instructor presence, but it is also 
a means for these teaching assistants to develop ad-
ditional skills which can be acknowledged through 
the provision of an additional certificate. These con-
clusions lead us to consider that the LTEMOOC of-
fered by the CATAPULT consortium is indeed a 
form of teaching innovation which hopefully paves 
the way for more MOOC-based language teacher 
education courses.
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ПЕДАГОГИЈА СТРАНОГ ЈЕЗИКА СТРУКЕ: РАЗВИЈАЊЕ НАЈВАЖНИЈИХ 
СТРУЧНИХ КОМПЕТЕНЦИЈА ПУТЕМ МАСОВНОГ ОТВОРЕНОГ 

ИНТЕРНЕТ КУРСА ЗА НАСТАВНИКЕ СТРАНИХ ЈЕЗИКА

Масовни отворени интернет курсеви (Massive Open Online Courses, MOOCs), као и 
студије о њиховој делотворности, датирају с почетка овог миленијума (Anderson 2004). 
Иако од 2008. године овакви онлајн курсеви за наставу и учење страних језика – познати у 
стручној литератури као Language MOOCs, LMOOCs  – постају све популарнији, то није 
случај са курсевима за образовање наставника који се ретко организују у овој форми (Ibanez 
Moreno & Traxler 2016). Међутим, налази малог броја истраживања о овој врсти курсе-
ва познатих под називом Курсеви за обуку наставника страних језика (Language Teacher 
Education MOOCs, LTEMOOCs) (Sarré 2021), показују да ови курсеви дају добре резултате 
у иницијалном образовању наставника (Orsini-Jones, Gafaro & Altamimi 2017), као и у окви-
ру течајева континуираног професионалног усавршавања наставника (CPD) (Kormos and 
Nijakowska 2017). И поред тога, још немамо потпуну слику и делотворност LTEMOOCs 
у оквирима иницијалног образовања наставника и сталног професионалног усавршавања 
треба додатно испитати у неким наредним емпиријским истраживањима. 

У међувремену, конзорцијум пројекта КАТАПУЛТ који финансира Еразмус+ осмислио 
је MOOC намењен садашњим и будућим наставницима страног језика струке (Languages 
for Specific Purposes, LSPs). Спроведено је и истраживање на основу три оваква курса одржа-
на од покретања пројекта 2020. године. 

Курс се у великој мери заснива на Заједничком оквиру компетенција за наставнике 
страног језика струке ( LSP Common Competence Framework, CCF) који је осмишљен као 
једна од кључних компоненти пројекта КАТАПУЛТ и објављен у виду истраживачког из-
вештаја (Turula & Gajewska 2019). Трајање једног курса (тзв. „сезона“) ограничено је на 
осам недеља, а после сваке сезоне рађена је ревизија садржаја курса на основу повратних 
информација добијених од полазника. Основни циљ курса био је да се побољшају вештине 
наставника страних језика који желе да се специјализују за педагогију наставе страног је-
зика струке, као и наставника страног језика струке који желе да прошире свој педагошки 
репертоар и уведу компјутерску технологију у свакодневни рад. 

Циљ овог истраживања је да се сагледа перцепција полазника MOOC курса у вези 
са сврсисходношћу овакве врсте обуке и испита у којој мери се њихова оцена поклапа са 
разлозима због којих су се пријавили на курс.  Узорак су чинила 54 испитаника, полазника 
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LTEMOOC течаја (n=50) и асистената у настави (n=4). Полазници су били садашњи и бу-
дући наставници страног језика струке, а асистенти полазници претходних курсева који 
су са успехом завршили Сезону 2 и добили потврде о успешном похађању наставе као најак-
тивнији полазници. Постали су асистенти у Сезони 3 да помогну предавачима у пружању 
повратних информација полазницима. 

Када је реч о истраживачким инструментима, на крају курса спроведена је анкета 
међу полазницима и обављена је анализа дискурса заснована на повратним информацијама 
предавача и интервјуима са асистентима предавача у фокус групама. 

Анализа добијених података показала је да је задовољство учесника онлајн курсом 
расло између Сезоне 1 и Сезоне 3, како у погледу занимљивости, тако и корисности курса, 
што је вероватно резултат многобројних ревизија садржаја курса после сваке сезоне. Поред 
тога, чини се да је перцепција о корисности сваког модула у директној вези са перцепцијом 
полазника да ли је садржај модула употребљив у учионици или не. Према томе, изгледа да 
два фактора утичу на став полазника о корисности курса: колико у њему има теоријских 
разматрања и који је ниво комплексности садржаја. Анализа добијених података указује и 
на чињеницу да су се првобитни циљеви полазника мењали током курса. У почетку, више су 
их занимала нова знања која могу одмах да примене у учионици – теоријске основе, практи-
чне идеје, стицање сертификата, итд. – а касније су их више занимале интеракције са дру-
гим учесницима и предавачима. Из угла креатора овог курса, то показује да је комбинација 
xMOOC предавачког модела и cMOOC интеракционог модела важна за сваки тип MOOC 
намењен наставницима страних језика и да је сврха креативних решења да се разреши пи-
тање у којој мери предавач треба да буде присутан на оваквим онлајн течајевима. У том 
смислу, наш закључак је да LTEMOOC који је осмислио КАТАПУЛТ конзорцијум јесте врста 
иновације у настави која ће, надамо се, утрти пут другим и новим обукама наставника 
страних језика у форми  MOOС. 

Kључне речи: страни језик струке, образовање наставника, континуирани профе-
сионални развој (CPD), MOOC, LMOOC.


