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Abstract—MOOCs, or massive open online courses, have become increasingly popular in the last several years to offer employees online 

training and development opportunities. Traditional methods of training, such as in-house or external trainings, frequently provide 

several obstacles, including high prices, logistical complications, and time limits. MOOCs have leveled the playing field in online 

learning by making quality education available to everyone, especially working adults, allowing them to reskill and upskill their work 

abilities by offering scalable, flexible, and cost-effective alternatives to address issues encountered in traditional methods of training. 

Even though MOOCs have been the subject of extensive research in educational institutions, there has been relatively little investigation 

on the acceptance of MOOCs at the organizational level, particularly among employees. The main challenges with MOOCs are their 

low completion rates and high dropout rates. This research aims to fill a gap in the literature by providing a Corporate MOOCs 

acceptance model to assess the possibility of employees using MOOCs in corporate settings for reskilling and upskilling. The proposed 

model was formulated using the Technology Acceptance Model, Social Support Theory, and Theory of Belongingness as the 

foundations, besides extending the model with four additional constructs: perceived credibility, perceived convenience, digital 

competence, and perceived learning.  Recommendations for conducting empirical research on the model are provided on how the model 

will be assessed to be successfully used in measuring employees’ acceptance of Corporate MOOCs.  
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I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, there has been an increase in the prevalence 
of Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) as a means of 
delivering online training and development opportunities for 
employees. Companies have always trained their personnel 
through in-house or external training. This training course 
presents several obstacles, including high costs, logistical 
issues, and employee time loss. Most employees find it 
challenging to make time for further training or learning for 
their professional development, owing to their workload, 
which has steadily increased over the years [1]. Organizations 
have started to use MOOCs in the workplace to improve 
employee performance and save costs associated with staff 
training and development [2, 3]. MOOCs have also been 

explored as a tool for developing human resources during 
pandemics [4]. This modern approach to learning and 
development has gained popularity because of its scalability 
and efficiency in knowledge distribution [5]. In this context, 
MOOCs are created by instructors who are experts in 
particular disciplines, providing employees with access to 
high-quality training and development opportunities [5]. 
These are also known as corporate MOOCs. Table 1 shows 
the comparison between traditional employee training and 
corporate MOOCs.  

Although companies are not required to build staff 
competencies, they must still give the tools and support 
necessary for their employees' professional development. 
According to studies, employees who can increase their 
qualifications and skills are more productive and loyal to their 
companies [6]. Previous research on MOOCs found that most 
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learners enrolling in MOOCs were working adults with a 
college degree seeking to upskill and reskill for professional 
progression and employability [7]. There have been few 
studies on the impact of MOOCs from a corporate standpoint 
[8]. Although studies in the past were done to examine 
MOOCs for workplace training and learning, they still need 
to address the elements that could influence employee 
acceptance of MOOCs [9], [10], [11]. 

TABLE 1 
COMPARISON BETWEEN TRADITIONAL EMPLOYEE TRAINING AND 

CORPORATE MOOCS 

Features Traditional 

Employee Training 

Corporate MOOCs 

Flexibility The time and 
location of training 
are not flexible or 
versatile 

Extremely adaptable, 
enabling people to 
acquire knowledge at 
their preferred speed 
and place 

Resource 
Sharing 

Limited resource 
sharing, often relying 
on in-house trainers 
or external trainers 

Multi-diverse resource 
sharing, providing 
access to high-quality 
training and 
development 
opportunities 

Expert 
Leadership 

Limited access to 
expert leadership, 
often relying on in-
house trainers or 
external trainers 

Access to expert 
leadership with courses 
curated by educators 
who are experts in their 
respective industries. 

Cost High cost due to the 
need for physical 
training facilities and 
trainers 

Cost-effective, with 
lower costs due to the 
scalability of online 
courses 

Managerial 
Acceptance 

Limited managerial 
acceptance due to the 
need for physical 
training facilities and 
trainers 

Higher managerial 
acceptance due to the 
scalability and cost-
effectiveness of online 
courses 

 
Additionally, MOOCs are commonly recognized for their 

low completion rates and high dropout rates among students 
[12, 13, 14]. According to [13] and [15], 90% of dropout rates 
were caused by loneliness and having no one to turn to. This 
necessitates an essential study on the social support part of 
online learning, as previous research has shown that students 
who receive social support have a significantly lower dropout 
rate [16]. Because online learning on MOOCs can be 
isolating, it is critical for learners to feel like they belong and 
matter. One of the motivators for employees to use MOOCs 
was a sense of belonging [17], apart from establishing social 
relationships with other students as a motivator [18]. In virtual 
communication, a sense of belonging and interpersonal 
relationships contribute to successful learning in a virtual 
setting [19]. In the absence of human touch in online learning, 
such as MOOCs, a sense of belonging is critical in forming an 
online community in a virtual learning environment [1]. 
When learners have a better sense of belonging to a learning 
community, online learning quality and learner satisfaction 
improve [20]. 

The composition of this paper is as follows: The second 
section will discuss the theoretical background of the 
research, followed by the third section, which will discuss the 
proposed conceptual model. The same section will address the 
construct definitions and hypotheses related to the study. The 

last section will conclude the paper by suggesting future work 
to test the proposed conceptual model and research instrument 
development. 

II. MATERIALS AND METHOD 
A significant contribution to the formation of the 

conceptual model for this investigation was made by the 
literature review. The literature provides a framework for 
identifying crucial elements that influence the acceptability of 
massive open online courses (MOOCs) in corporate settings. 
This foundation was established by evaluating previous 
research on MOOCs, the Technology Acceptance Model 
(TAM), Social Support Theory, and the Theory of 
Belongingness, along with four other constructs namely 
perceived credibility, perceived convenience, digital 
competence, and perceived learning. By synthesizing these 
theoretical insights and addressing identified gaps, the 
literature review guided the formulation of a comprehensive 
model aimed at evaluating employee acceptance of MOOCs 
in the workplace.  

A. Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) 
Many empirical investigations of user technology 

acceptance have employed TAM as the theoretical 
foundation. Research frequently uses it to determine how well 
users embrace information systems and technology [21], [22]. 
Research indicates that a limited number of studies have 
utilized the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) to 
examine the utilization of e-learning systems, such as 
MOOCs, in corporate environments. These studies mainly 
focus on the acceptance of students in educational institutions 
and seldom explore adoption within organizations [23]. TAM 
helps determine if end users in organizations will embrace an 
e-learning system [24]. 

TAM determines users’ behavioral intentions based on 
perceived ease of use and usefulness. Perceived ease of use 
pertains to the users' anticipation that information technology 
will be straightforward to operate, whereas perceived 
usefulness refers to users' perception that information 
technology will benefit them. Perceived usefulness impacts 
perceived ease of use but not vice versa.  The perceived 
usefulness and ease of use influence the behavioral intention 
to use, which refers to the extent to which an individual has 
consciously prepared to either engage or abstain from specific 
future behavior. The fundamental idea is that people will be 
more likely to embrace technology if they believe it will be 
helpful and straightforward to operate [24]. 

With the growing demand for remote teaching and 
learning, especially after the COVID-19 pandemic, there has 
been an accelerated need to extend TAM further to understand 
better and explain users’ acceptance of remote learning 
environments such as corporate MOOCS. Extending TAM 
has proven to be a helpful approach to understanding and 
predicting users' acceptance of online learning in 
organizational contexts [25]. Past studies have revealed 
evidence that multiple factors influence acceptability and 
continuing behavior [22]. TAM has been integrated with other 
theoretical models, such as the Unified Theory of Acceptance 
and Use of Technology (UTAUT), the Task-Technology Fit 
(TTF) model, the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB), and the 
Self-Determination Theory (SDT) to investigate the factors 
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that influence MOOC adoption and continuance intention [26, 
27, 28, 29]. In this study, one of the extensions to the existing 
TAM model is the constructs from social support theory. 
Although TAM has acquired significant empirical support 
using validations, applications, and replications, several 
scholars have questioned whether it underlines social 
influences' importance in adopting information technology 
[30]. Thus, the extension of TAM with social support 
constructs is essential to find out whether the external factors 
from social support influence users’ acceptance of corporate 
MOOCs.  

B. Social Support Theory 
Research on social support focuses on the connections 

among people, families, and friends [20]. According to 
research, workplace social support is associated with 
beneficial results and serves as a coping mechanism [31]. 
Workplace social support is positively correlated with 
increased levels of job satisfaction and training efficacy. The 
extent of social support from top management, supervisors, 
peers, subordinates, and other significant individuals 
influences an individual's experience [32]. Social support has 
been integrated as an external variable in the proposed 
conceptual model under Managerial Support, Organizational 
Support, and Peer Support. 

Social support from social support theory, which includes 
emotional, informational, and instrumental support, can 
enhance motivation, engagement, and academic performance 
among learners [33], [34, [35]. Past studies have shown that 
social support can help with online learning. For starters, 
social support can foster a sense of community among 
learners, which can boost motivation and engagement in the 
learning process [36]. Second, social support can help with 
collaborative learning, an important part of online learning 
[37]. Third, social support can provide emotional and 
practical assistance to learners, allowing them to overcome 
obstacles and continue their education [38]. This is 
particularly vital in the COVID-19 pandemic, when numerous 
students encounter escalating stress and uncertainty [39]. 
Lastly, social support can aid in the creation of a pleasant 
learning environment, increasing learners' happiness and 
enjoyment of the learning process [40]. In short, social 
support can be critical in ensuring effective and enjoyable 
online learning experiences for learners of all ages [41]. 

C. Sense of Belonging 
Sense of belonging, also known as belongingness, is a 

fundamental human need and emotional experience that refers 
to an individual's perception of being accepted, valued, and 
connected to a group or community [42], [43], [44]. It is a 
subjective feeling of being an authentic and respected group 
member, where one's presence and contributions are valued 
[45]. The theory of belongingness posits that humans possess 
an inherent inclination towards establishing a certain number 
of enduring interpersonal connections [43]. Sense of 
belonging can be influenced by various factors, such as social 
interactions, cultural norms, and personal characteristics [46, 
47]. It is associated with positive outcomes, such as increased 
well-being, motivation, and performance, and reduced risk of 
mental health issues, such as depression and suicide [48], 
[49]. The COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted the 

importance of belongingness, as social distancing measures 
have challenged individuals' sense of belonging and social 
connectedness [44]. Therefore, it is crucial for individuals to 
feel a sense of belonging in their personal and professional 
lives to promote their well-being and success.  

A sense of belonging is crucial to learners’ engagement and 
academic success. Research has shown that sense of 
belonging positively influences academic self‐efficacy, 
academic hardiness, and emotional engagement among 
postgraduates [50]. In addition, research has shown that a 
sense of belonging significantly influences the ability of 
college students to stay enrolled and succeed academically. It 
cultivates a sense of connection and significance inside the 
institution [51]. Sense of belonging has also been directly 
linked to institutional commitment and had significant 
indirect effects on intentions to persist and actual persistence 
[52]. While previous studies have highlighted the effects of a 
sense of belonging on learners’ engagement and learning 
outcomes, there is a research gap in understanding how a 
sense of belonging impacts learners in a learning environment 
like MOOCs. [53]. Successful interactions with peers and 
instructors in remote learning settings have been associated 
with decreased isolation and a stronger sense of community 
and support, emphasizing the importance of interaction types 
on students' sense of belonging [54]. The proposed model 
incorporates a sense of belonging as a variable to analyze the 
behavioral intention to use corporate MOOCs.  

D. Perceived Credibility 

In corporate MOOCs, perceived credibility refers to the 
learner's subjective assessment of the trustworthiness and 
dependability of the MOOC provider and course content. 
Individual trust and faith in the company are crucial for 
corporations. The credibility of the source of information, the 
firm's reputation, the course content's quality, and the MOOC 
certificate's authenticity are all elements that influence 
perceived credibility [55, 56, 57]. To attract and retain 
learners, MOOC providers must build and sustain their 
credibility [56]. Learner trust and belief in the MOOC are also 
connected with perceived credibility, which can affect 
engagement and learning outcomes [56]. To promote 
effective and successful corporate MOOCs, MOOC providers 
must ensure the authenticity of their courses and develop a 
positive reputation. 

E. Perceived Convenience 

Perceived convenience in corporate MOOC is the learner's 
subjective assessment of how simple and flexible it is to 
access and engage with the online course. It considers 
elements like ease of time and location, self-directed learning, 
and taking various classes from renowned specialists [58, 59]. 
Perceived convenience is a key factor in MOOC adoption for 
corporate training, as it allows employees to access training at 
their own pace and convenience, without the need for travel 
or time away from work [60], [61]. It is also associated with 
learner satisfaction and continuance intention in using [62, 
63). However, increased expectations, unpleasant first-time 
experiences, and objective hurdles can hinder MOOC uptake 
in corporate learning and development programs [64]. 
Therefore, organizations must consider and address learners' 
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perceived convenience in designing and implementing 
corporate MOOCs. 

F. Digital Competence 

Corporate MOOCs and online learning are significantly 
influenced by digital competence. It refers to the knowledge, 
skills, and attitudes required to effectively use digital 
technologies for learning purposes, including consuming, 
evaluating, and creating digital content, collaborating and 
communicating with others, and self-directed learning [65], 
[66], [67]. Digital competence is critical for success in the 
21st century and essential for improving learning and teaching 
quality. MOOCs can develop learners' digital competence by 
providing opportunities for self-directed learning, 
collaborative learning, and access to digital knowledge [68, 
69]. In corporate training, digital competence is crucial for 
employees to effectively use online learning platforms, 
participate in online courses, and apply digital skills in their 
work [70]. Therefore, organizations need to provide training 
and support for employees to develop their digital competence 

and effectively utilize digital technologies for learning and 
work purposes. 

G. Perceived Learning 

Perceived learning in online learning refers to the learner's 
subjective assessment of their learning outcomes and 
experiences in an online learning environment. It is 
determined by the learner's evaluation of their information 
acquisition, skill growth, and general satisfaction with the 
learning experience [71], [72], [73]. Learner-instructor 
engagement, learner participation, digital capabilities, and 
perceived utility of the learning technology can all impact 
perceived learning [74], [75], [76], [77]. It is a crucial part of 
online learning because it can impact learner motivation, 
engagement, and retention [78, 79, 80]. Educators and 
designers must consider and address learners' perceived 
learning outcomes and experiences to encourage successful 
and enjoyable online learning. 

 

 

 
Fig. 1  Conceptual Model 

 

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
This section presents the proposed conceptual model 

developed to examine the acceptance of Corporate Massive 
Open Online Courses (MOOCs) among employees. The 
hypotheses derived from the model are also presented.   

A. Conceptual Model 

After reviewing the relevant literature, fourteen hypotheses 
have been put forward to investigate the connections between 
the independent and dependent variables in the proposed 
model (see Figure 1). The proposed model has three 
dimensions: technical, organizational, and personal. There are 

two constructs under the Technical Dimension: perceived 
credibility and perceived convenience. The organizational 
dimension consists of three constructs, namely managerial 
support, organizational support, and peer support, and the 
constructs were derived from social support theory. 
Managerial support represents informational support, 
organizational support represents instrumental support, and 
peer support represents emotional support.  The personal 
dimension consists of digital competence and perceived 
learning. Sense of belonging and constructs from TAM which 
are perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use are also 
incorporated in the model, contributing to a richer 
understanding of the acceptance and adoption process.
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TABLE II 
CONSTRUCTS WITH DEFINITIONS, AND THE PROPOSED HYPOTHESES 

Constructs Definitions Hypothesis 

Perceived 
Credibility 

Defined as the level of transparency, objectivity and 
expertise that individuals attribute to corporate MOOCs  
[81]. 

H1. The perceived credibility of learners will positively 
affect the perceived usefulness of corporate MOOCs 
H2. The perceived credibility of learners will positively 
affect behavioral intention to use corporate MOOCs 

Perceived 
Convenience 

Defined as the degree to which corporate MOOCs can 
provide more flexibility in terms of time-saving and 
reduced cost [20]. 

H3. Perceived convenience of learners will positively 
affect the ease of use of corporate MOOCs 

Managerial 
Support 

Defined as the degree of social support from the 
management of the organization [31, 82]. 

H4. Managerial support will positively affect perceived 
usefulness of corporate MOOCs 

Organizational 
Support 

Defined as the degree to which an organization allocates 
adequate resources to help employees achieve 
organizational goals [31, 82]. 

H5. Organizational support will positively affect 
perceived ease of use of corporate MOOCs 

Peer Support Defined as the degree of social support from peers in the 
organization [83]. 

H6. Peer support will positively affect perceived 
usefulness of corporate MOOCs 
H7. Peer support will positively affect perceived of ease 
of use of corporate MOOCs 
H8. Peer support will positively affect sense of 
belonging of corporate MOOCs 

Digital 
Competence 

Defined as the competencies required when using 
Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) 
[84, 85]. 

H9. Digital competence will positively affect perceived 
ease of use of corporate MOOCs 

Perceived 
Learning 

Defined as “changes in the learner’s perceptions of skill 
and knowledge levels before and after the learning 
experience” [86]. 

H10. Perceived learning will positively affect perceived 
usefulness of corporate MOOCs 

Sense of 
Belonging 

Defined as the degree to which learners are welcomed, 
appreciated, included, and supported by others in the 
academic classroom, as well as the sense of being a vital 
part of the class's life and activities [87]. 

H11. Sense of belonging will positively affect behavioral 
intention to use corporate MOOCs 

Perceived 
Usefulness 

Defined as the degree to which learners believe that a 
particular system will enhance job performances with the 
organizational context [24] 

H12. Perceived usefulness will positively affect 
behavioral intention to use corporate MOOCs 

Perceived Ease of 
Use 

Defined as the degree to which learners assume a 
specific system would need no effort [24]. 

H13. Perceived ease of use will positively affect 
perceived usefulness of corporate MOOCs 
H14. Perceived ease of use will positively affect 
behavioral intention to use corporate MOOCs 

Behavioral 
Intention to Use 

Defined as the degree to which learners choose whether 
to use a technology [24]. 
 

 

Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs) must be 
successfully integrated into business settings, but several 
challenges and barriers must be overcome. As discussed at the 
beginning of this paper, MOOCs' high dropout and low 
completion rates were attributed to isolation and lack of 
support [13], [15]. Thus, the conceptual model combines 
social support in the form of organizational support, 
managerial support, and peer support to form a 
comprehensive model to study the behavioral intention of 
employees to use Corporate MOOCs. The loneliness from 
online learning makes the sense of belonging an even more 
significant variable in the proposed model to study 
employees’ acceptance of Corporate MOOCs. Previous 
studies have shown that the feeling that a person belongs, and 
matters can contribute to successful learning in a virtual 
setting [19] besides improving learners’ satisfaction [20].   

B. Planned Research Directions  

This study takes a positivist approach, collecting data using 
a survey to analyze the relationship between independent and 
dependent variables. Figure 2 illustrates the individual stages 
of the research approach employed in this study. The follow-
up research activity is to conduct survey research using 

questionnaires, which fall under Phase 3 in the research 
operational framework. Conducting survey research is a 
crucial and intricate procedure to ensure the achievement of 
study goals [88]. Therefore, designing and choosing the 
appropriate survey instrument is vital since it should address 
the research questions regarding the object of measurement 
and the measuring method, which are construct validity and 
reliability [88], [89]. 

This study incorporates TAM, social support theory, and 
theory of belongingness within the extended model to develop 
the survey instrument. The measurements for perceived 
credibility, perceived convenience, digital competence, and 
perceived learning will also be included in the survey 
instrument to further justify Corporate MOOCs' acceptance. 
The questionnaire will consist of two sections: one 
encompassing demographic information and the other 
focusing on factors influencing Corporate MOOCs' 
acceptance. The initial segment of the survey focused on 
gathering information about the respondents' gender, age, 
career, and familiarity with corporate MOOCs platforms. For 
the second segment, the questions were derived from research 
questions designed to assess the information about factors that 
influence an individual's willingness to participate in 
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Corporate MOOCs. The full description of all the constructs 
used in the present study is listed in Table 2.  

A set of tests will be conducted to validate the reliability 
and validity of the survey instrument. These methods include 
face validation, content validation, and a pilot study. Face 
validity is a primary validation procedure that proves the 
questionnaire is suitable for the research. The present stage 
involves assessing the questionnaire's appearance in relation 
to its practicality, readability, uniformity of style and 
formatting, and clarity of the language employed [90].  

Content validity on the other hand indicates the extent to 
which the questions on the instrument are relevant to the 
research topic and suitable for addressing the objectives being 
addressed [91]. Content validity depends on expert 
assessment, and several techniques exist in the literature to 
measure the level of agreement and relevance of this content. 
In this study, a panel of experts will participate in the content 
validation phase. To validate the content, the literature 
indicates that at least three experts are necessary [92]. Each 
expert is responsible for evaluating the questionnaire items 
regarding their relevance to the suggested constructs. 

The next step after face and content validity is conducting 
a pilot study. Prior to the primary data collection, a pilot study 
is typically conducted to assess feasibility in terms of validity 
and reliability [88] and enhance measure consistency [93]. It 
is essential to eliminate any potential weaknesses in the 
survey instrument. During the pilot study, the questionnaires 
will be distributed to at least 30 respondents with or without 
any prior experience using Corporate MOOCs. Based on the 
feedback and comments received during the pilot study, the 
questionnaire items will be revised to confirm that the study's 
objective is clearly defined and adequately validated. Smart 
PLS 4.0 will be used to validate the constructs. 

The constructions will be validated to verify that the 
loading for each item inside each construct met the 
recommended threshold value. The item loading is 
statistically significant when it passes a minimal threshold 
value of 0.5 [94]. and exceeds 0.7 [95]. In this study, a 
minimal criterion to determine reliability is a loading of 0.5 
for the items. A Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) will be 
conducted using SmartPLS 4.0 to assess the item loading for 
each indicator.  

Next, the constructs in the initial instrument will be 
assessed using Composite Reliability (CR) and Cronbach's 
Alpha (CA). While the Compressive Reliability (CR) assesses 
the extent to which a construct is accurately represented by its 
assigned items, the Confirmatory Accuracy (CA) checks how 
items associated to a construct are within the same range and 
meaning (Cronbach, 1951). Recommendations for CR 
include values over 0.7 [96]. and for CA, a threshold value of 
0.6 [97]. Convergent Validity is then assessed using the well-
recognized Average Variance Extracted (AVE) approach [98, 
95]. Average Variance Extracted (AVE) is the average value 
of the squared loadings [96] to quantify the amount of 
variance that a construct captures from its measuring items 
compared to the degree attributed to measurement [98]. The 
suggested threshold value for the Average Variance Extracted 
(AVE) is 0.5 [98]. This number indicates that, on average, 
each construct can account for at least 50% of the variability 
observed in its measuring items. If the average variance 
extracted (AVE) value of the constructs in the study model 

exceeds 0.5. It suggests that the constructs and items designed 
in the original instrument are suitable for primary data 
collection. 

 

 
Fig. 2  Research Operational Framework 

IV. CONCLUSION   
Various studies have been conducted on MOOCs usage in 

workplaces [9, 10, 11]. Despite these efforts, studies focusing 
on the influence of social support MOOCs in the context of 
corporate learning are limited. This lack of scholarly 
understanding is important because isolation and lack of 
social support are some of the factors contributing to high 
MOOC dropouts and lower completion rates. This significant 
knowledge gap is addressed by presenting a comprehensive 
model that assumes the influence of external variables divided 
into three categories: Technical Dimension, Organizational 
Dimension, and Personal Dimension on the impact of 
behavioral intention to use corporate MOOCS.  

Accepting corporate Massive Open Online Courses 
(MOOCs) has important consequences for corporate training 
and development plans. MOOCs provide a flexible and 
scalable solution that corresponds with modern workforce 
demands as organizations increasingly see the value of 
continuous learning. This change is especially essential given 
the rapid pace of technological advancement and the necessity 
for personnel to adapt to new skills and competencies.  

Hence, to ensure the successful implementation of 
corporate MOOCs within organizations, including social 
support in corporate learning is important to create a learning 
environment where people can share information, work 
together, and be interested in their work. There are different 
kinds of social support. In the proposed model, social support 
comes from help from peers, managers, and the organization 
itself.  Organizations can offer social support in several ways, 
such as by setting up mentorship programs, encouraging peer-
to-peer learning through group projects and activities, using 
social media and collaborative tools to improve 
communication and interaction between employees, and 
putting in place structured feedback systems that help 
employees feel valued and supported on their learning paths. 
A supportive learning environment is also important, where 
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employees can safely and freely express their ideas and ask 
questions.  

The approaches listed above not only provide social 
support to employees in their corporate learning, but they also 
help to create a sense of belonging. Research has 
demonstrated that a sense of belonging is crucial for 
emotional engagement and enhanced academic achievement 
in online education. The recent pandemic has also 
underscored the necessity of additional research to cultivate a 
sense of belonging in the online domain because of the 
accelerated transition to online learning. A sense of belonging 
in the context of corporate training can greatly impact the 
effectiveness of such training by improving employee 
engagement, motivation, and information retention. 
Employees who perceive themselves as supportive group 
members are more inclined to engage actively in training 
programs and implement acquired knowledge in their 
professional interests. 

REFERENCES 

[1] M. Choy and B. Tay, “Meeting the upskilling demands of the 
Singapore workforce through MOOCs: A white paper by Udemy and 
Dioworks Learning” Dioworks Learning, Singapore. 2016. [Online] 
Available: https://www.ial.edu.sg/getmedia/f743cd6c-7dc1-43c1-
81a7-fc1c02a9d09e/1-5-Michael-Choy.pdf 

[2] P. Sureephong, W. Dahlan, S. Chernbumroong, Y. Tongpaeng, “The 
Effect of Non-Monetary Rewards on Employee Performance in 
Massive Open Online Courses.” International Journal of Emerging 

Technologies in Learning, vol. 15, no. 1, pp. 88, 2020. 
doi:10.3991/ijet.v15i01.11470. 

[3] D. Ong, M. Jambulingam, “Reducing employee learning and 
development costs: the use of massive open online courses (MOOC)” 
Development and Learning in Organizations: An International 

Journal, vol. 30, no. 5, pp. 18-21, 2016. doi: 10.1108/DLO-08-2015-
0066. 

[4] S.H.B Shahriar, S. Akter, N. Sultana, S. Arafat, M.M.R Khan, 
“MOOC-based Learning for Human Resource Development in 
Organizations during the Post-Pandemic and War Crisis: A Study from 
a Developing Country Perspective.” Journal of Research in Innovative 

Teaching & Learning, vol. 16, no. 1, pp. 37-52. 2023. 
doi:10.1108/JRIT-09-2022-0054. 

[5] Y Wang, B Liang, W Ji, S Wang, Y Chen, “An Improved Algorithm 
for Personalized Recommendation on MOOCs.” International 

Journal of Crowd Science, vol. 1, no. 3, pp. 186-196. 2017. 
doi:10.1108/IJCS-08-2017-0021. 

[6] A. Czarnecka, “E-learning as a Method of Employees’ Development” 
in Proceedings of the 5th International Conference on Management, 
Hungary, 2015, pp. 293-296.  

[7] G. Christensen, A. Steinmetz, B. Alcorn, A. Bennett, D. Woods, E. 
Emanuel, “The MOOC Phenomenon: Who takes massive open online 
courses and why.” 2013. Available: SSRN 2350964.  

[8] S. Park, S. Jeong, B. Ju, “Employee learning and development in 
virtual HRD: focusing on MOOCs in the workplace.” Industrial and 

Commercial Training, vol. 50, no. 5, pp. 261-271. 2018. 
doi:10.1108/ICT-03-2018-0030 

[9] M.N. Dodson, K. Kitburi, Z.L. Berge, “Possibilities for MOOCs in 
corporate training and development.” Performance Improvement, vol. 
54, no. 10, pp. 14-21. 2015. doi: 10.1002/pfi.21532 

[10] M. Egloffstein, D. Ifenthaler, “Employee perspectives on MOOCs for 
workplace learning.” TechTrends, vol. 61, no. 1, pp. 65-70. 2017. 
doi:10.1007/s11528-016-0127-3 

[11] D.M. Savino, “The impact of MOOCs on human resource training and 
development.” Journal of Higher Education Theory and Practice, vol. 
14, no. 3, pp: 59. 2014.  

[12] D. Yang, T. Sinha, D. Adamson, C. P. Rosé, “Turn on, tune in, drop 
out: Anticipating student dropouts in massive open online courses.” in 
Proceedings of the 2013 NIPS Data-Driven Education Workshop, 
2013, vol. 11, pp. 14. 

[13] H. Khalil, M. Ebner, “MOOCs completion rates and possible methods 
to improve retention-A literature review.” in Proceedings of EdMedia 

2014--World Conference on Educational Media and Technology, 
Tampere, Finland, 2014, pp: 1305-1313.  

[14] T. R. Liyanagunawardena, P. Parslow, S. Williams, “Dropout: MOOC 
participants’ perspective”, in EMOOCs 2014, the Second MOOC 

European Stakeholders Summit, Lausanne, Switzerland, 2014, pp: 95-
100. 

[15] K.F. Hew, W.S. Cheung, “Students’ and instructors’ use of massive 
open online courses (MOOCs): Motivations and challenges.” 
Educational Research Review, vol. 12, pp. 45-58. 2014. 
doi:10.1016/j.edurev.2014.05.001 

[16] J. Keane, C. de la Varre, M. J. Irvin, W. Hannum, “Learner-centered 
social support: enhancing online distance education for underserved 
rural high school students in the United States.” in ALT-C 2008 

Rethinking the digital divide, Leeds, UK, 2008. 
[17] N. Koukis, A. Jimoyiannis, “MOOCs and Teacher Professional 

Development: A Case Study on Teachers' Views and Perceptions”, 
presented at the International Association for Development of the 

Information Society (IADIS) International Conference on e-Learning, 
Madrid, Spain, July 17-19, 2018. 

[18] J. Loizzo, P. A. Ertmer, W. R. Watson, S. L. Watson, “Adult MOOC 
Learners as Self-Directed: Perceptions of Motivation, Success, and 
Completion.” Online Learning, vol. 21, no. 2, n2. 2017. 

[19] J. M. McInnerney, T. S. Roberts, “Online learning: Social interaction 
and the creation of a sense of community.” Journal of Educational 

Technology & Society, vol. 7, no. 3, pp. 73-81. 2004. 
[20] J. Y. Hsu, C. C. Chen, P. F. Ting, “Understanding MOOC 

continuance: An empirical examination of social support theory.” 
Interactive Learning Environments, vol. 26, no. 8, pp. 1100-1118. 
2018. doi: 10.1080/10494820.2018.1446990 

[21] S. Taylor, P. A. Todd, “Understanding information technology usage: 
A test of competing models.” Information systems research, vol. 6, no. 
2, pp. 144-176. 1995. doi: 10.1287/isre.6.2.144 

[22] V. Venkatesh, F. D. Davis, “A theoretical extension of the technology 
acceptance model: Four longitudinal field studies.” Management 

Science, vol. 46, no. 2, pp. 186-204. 2000. 
doi:10.1287/mnsc.46.2.186.11926 

[23] S. C Chang, F. C Tung, “An empirical investigation of students' 
behavioural intentions to use the online learning course websites.” 
British Journal of Educational Technology, vol. 39, no. 1, pp. 71-83. 
2008. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8535.2007.00742.x 

[24] F. D Davis, R. P Bagozzi, P. R Warshaw, “User acceptance of 
computer technology: A comparison of two theoretical models.” 
Management science, vol. 35, no. 8, pp. 982-1003. 1989. 
doi:10.1287/mnsc.35.8.982 

[25] S. P. S. Patıro, H. Budıyantı, “School Teachers’ Behavior in Remote 
Learning During COVID19 Pandemic: Indonesia Perspective.” 
Turkish Online Journal of Distance Education (TOJDE), vol. 23, no. 
4, pp. 235. 2022. doi: 10.17718/tojde.1182790 

[26] A. Granić, “Technology acceptance and adoption in education.” 
Handbook of Open, Distance and Digital Education, Springer Nature 
Singapore, pp. 183-197. 2023. doi: 10.1007/978-981-19-2080-6_11 

[27] J. C. Roca, M. Gagné, “Understanding e-learning continuance 
intention in the workplace: A self-determination theory perspective.” 
Computers in human behavior, vol. 24, no. 4, pp.1585-1604. 2008. 
doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2007.06.001 

[28] E. Fianu, C. Blewett, G. O. A. Ampong, K. S.  Ofori, “Factors affecting 
MOOC usage by students in selected Ghanaian universities.” 
Education Sciences, vol. 8, no. 2, pp. 70. 2018. 
doi:10.3390/educsci8020070 

[29] L. Wan, S. Xie, A. Shu, “Toward an understanding of university 
students’ continued intention to use MOOCs: When UTAUT model 
meets TTF model.” Sage Open, vol. 10, no. 3. 2020. 
doi:10.1177/2158244020941858 

[30] Y. H. Chuo, C. H. Tsai, Y. L. Lan, C. S. Tsai, “The effect of 
organizational support, self-efficacy, and computer anxiety on the 
usage intention of e-learning system in hospital.” African Journal of 

Business Management, vol. 5, no. 14, pp. 5518. 2011. 
doi:10.5897/ajbm11.725 

[31] J. I. Harris, A. M. Winskowski, B. E. Engdahl, “Types of workplace 
social support in the prediction of job satisfaction.” The career 

development quarterly, vol. 56, no. 2, pp. 150-156. 2007. 
doi:10.1002/j.2161-0045.2007.tb00027.x 

[32] C. Y. Chen, P. Sok, K. Sok, “Exploring potential factors leading to 
effective training: An exclusive study on commercial banks in 
Cambodia.” Journal of Management Development, vol. 26, no. 9, pp. 
843-856. 2007. doi: 10.1108/02621710710819339 

1769



[33] Y. Tang, W. He, “Relationship between emotional intelligence and 
learning motivation among college students during the COVID-19 
pandemic: A serial mediation model.” Frontiers in Psychology, vol. 
14: 1109569. 2023. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1109569 

[34] J. Song, M. Bong, K. Lee, S. Kim, “Longitudinal investigation into the 
role of perceived social support in adolescents’ academic motivation 
and achievement.” Journal of Educational Psychology, vol. 107, no. 
3: 821. 2015. doi: 10.1037/edu0000016 

[35] M. M. El-Sayed, M. A. E. G. Mousa, E. A. E. F. Abd-Elhamid, 
“Academic Motivation, Academic Self-Efficacy and Perceived Social 
Support among Undergraduate Nursing Students, Alexandria 
University, Egypt.” Assiut Scientific Nursing Journal, Vol. 9, no. 24.0, 
pp. 76-86. 2021. doi: 10.21608/asnj.2021.60460.1112 

[36] H. Ferguson, 2017. “Building online academic community: 
Reputation work on Twitter.” M/C Journal, vol. 20, no. 2. 2017. 
doi:10.5204/mcj.1196 

[37] J. Fransen, A. Weinberger, P. A. Kirschner, “Team effectiveness and 
team development in CSCL.” Educational psychologist, vol. 48, no. 1, 
pp. 9-24. 2013. doi: 10.1080/00461520.2012.747947 

[38] T. Hourigan, L. Murray, “Using blogs to help language students to 
develop reflective learning strategies: Towards a pedagogical 
framework.” Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, vol. 
26, no. 2. 2010. doi: 10.14742/ajet.1091 

[39] E.T. Rada, "Impact of the COVID-19 Pandemic on the Life of Faculty 
Teaching in Universities." Bedan Research Journal, vol. 6, no.1. 2021. 
doi: 10.58870/berj.v6i1.24 

[40] Q. Al-Maatouk, M. S. Othman, A. Aldraiweesh, U.  Alturki, W. M. 
Al-Rahmi, A. A. Aljeraiwi, “Task-technology fit and technology 
acceptance model application to structure and evaluate the adoption of 
social media in academia.” IEEE Access, vol. 8, pp. 78427-78440, 
2020. doi: 10.1109/ access.2020.2990420 

[41] J. Bharucha, “Exploring education-related use of social media: 
business students’ perspectives in a changing India.” Education+ 

Training, vol. 60, no. 2, pp. 198-212. 2018. doi: 10.1108/ET-07-2017-
0105 

[42] N. M. Lambert, T. F. Stillman, J. A. Hicks, S.  Kamble, R. F. 
Baumeister, F. D. Fincham, “To belong is to matter: Sense of 
belonging enhances meaning in life.” Personality and social 

psychology bulletin, vol. 39, no. 11, pp. 1418-1427. 2013. 
doi:10.1177/0146167213499 

[43] S. E. Watt, A. J. Badger, “Effects of social belonging on 
homesickness: An application of the belongingness hypothesis.” 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, vol. 35, no. 4, pp. 516-
530. 2009. doi: 10.1177/0146167208329 

[44] E. Derrer-Merk, S. Ferson, A. Mannis, R. P. Bentall, K. M. Bennett, 
“Belongingness challenged: Exploring the impact on older adults 
during the COVID-19 pandemic.” Plos one, Vol. 17, no. 10. 2022. 
doi:10.1371/journal.pone. 0276561 

[45] C. Mooney, B. A. Becker, “Investigating the impact of the COVID-19 
pandemic on computing students' sense of belonging.”  ACM Inroads, 
vol. 12, no. 2, pp. 38-45. 2021. doi: 10.1145/3463408 

[46] G. M. Walton, G. L. Cohen, D. Cwir, S. J. Spencer “Mere belonging: 
the power of social connections.” Journal of personality and social 

psychology, vol. 102, no. 3, pp. 513. 2012. doi: 10.1037/a0025731 
[47] L. K. Jena, and S. Pradhan, “Conceptualizing and validating 

workplace belongingness scale.” Journal of Organizational Change 

Management, vol. 31, no. 2, pp. 451-462. 2018. doi: 10.1108/jocm-05-
2017-0195 

[48] A. N. Rizal Afif, H. Ginting, “A sense of belonging contribution 
towards employee performance: a case in Small and Medium-sized 
Enterprise (SMEs) Indonesia.” Jurnal Sosioteknologi. The Institute for 

Research and Community Services (LPPM) ITB. 2020.  
[49] A. M. Ross, C. M. Kelly, A. F. Jorm, “Re-development of mental 

health first aid guidelines for non-suicidal self-injury: a Delphi study.” 
BMC psychiatry, vol. 14, no. 1, pp.1-8. 2014. doi: 10.1186/s12888-
014-0241-8 

[50] S. Yi, Y. Zhang, Y. Lu, R. Shadiev, “Sense of belonging, academic 
self‐efficacy and hardiness: Their impacts on student engagement in 
distance learning courses.” British Journal of Educational 

Technology, vol. 55, no. 4, pp. 1703-1727. 2024. 
doi:10.1111/bjet.13421 

[51] K. A. O'Meara, K. A. Griffin, A. Kuvaeva, G. Nyunt, T. N. Robinson, 
“Sense of belonging and its contributing factors in graduate 
education.” International Journal of Doctoral Studies, vol. 12, pp. 
251-279. 2017. doi: 10.28945/3903 

[52] L. R. M. Hausmann, F. Ye, J. W. Schofield, R. L. Woods, “Sense of 
belonging and persistence in White and African American first-year 

students.” Research in Higher Education, vol. 50, pp. 649-669. 2009. 
doi: 10.1007/s11162-009-9137-8 

[53] S. Peacock, J. Cowan, L. Irvine, J. Williams, “An exploration into the 
importance of a sense of belonging for online learners.” International 

Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning, vol. 21, no. 2, 
pp. 18-35. 2020. doi: 10.19173/irrodl.v20i5.4539 

[54] A. N. Zamora, E. August, E. Fossee, O. S. Anderson, “Impact of 
transitioning to remote learning on student learning interactions and 
sense of belonging among public health graduate students.” Pedagogy 

in Health Promotion, vol. 9, no. 3, pp. 203-213. 2023. 
doi:10.1177/237337992211015 

[55] S. Gupta, G. K. Saini, “Information source credibility and job seekers’ 
intention to apply: the mediating role of brands.” Global Business 

Review, vol. 21, no. 3, pp. 743-762. 2020. 
doi:10.1177/09721509187789 

[56] E. Costello, J. Brunton, M. Brown, L. Daly, “In MOOCs we Trust: 
Learner Perceptions of MOOC Quality via Trust and Credibility.” 
International Journal of Emerging Technologies in Learning, vol. 13, 
no. 6. 2018. doi: 10.3991/ijet.v13i06.8447 

[57] Y. Luo, X. Liu, W. Zhao, X. Xiao, “Research on Algorithm of MOOC 
Automatic Rolling System Based on Big Data Analysis” in 2nd 

International Conference on Applied Mathematics, Modelling and 

Statistics Application, Sanya, China, 2018, pp. 88-91.  
[58] S. Donitsa-Schmidt, R. Ramot, B. Topaz, “Shaping the future of 

distance learning in teacher education: MOOCS during COVID-19.” 
Perspectives in Education, vol. 40, no. 1, pp. 250-267. 2022. 
doi:10.18820/2519593X/pie.v40.i1.15 

[59] E. A. Abu-Shanab, S. Musleh, “The adoption of massive open online 
courses: Challenges and benefits.” International Journal of Web-

Based Learning and Teaching Technologies, vol. 13, no. 4, pp. 62-76. 
2018. doi: 10.4018/IJWLTT.2018100104 

[60] B. M. Kalema and K. Sigama, “Massive Open Online Courses for 
Scalability and Transformational Culture of Learning in Corporate 
Organizations.”  AJIT-e: Academic Journal of Information 

Technology, vol. 13, no. 50, pp. 123-137. 2022. 
doi:10.5824/ajite.2022.03.002.x 

[61] F. F. Hafshejani, H. Zeinalipour, M. Ebner, A. A. S. Fini, K. F. 
Vajargah, E. Jafari, “Identifying the Essentials of Corporate MOOCs’ 
Application to Leading Organizations.” International Journal of 

Emerging Technologies in Learning (Online), vol. 18, no. 3, pp. 143. 
2023. doi: 10.3991/ijet.v18i03.33937 

[62] Y. Nong, N. Buavaraporn, P. Punnakitikashem, “Exploring the factors 
influencing users’ satisfaction and continuance intention of MOOCs 
in China.” Kasetsart Journal of Social Sciences, vol. 43, no. 2, pp. 403-
408. 2022. doi: 10.34044/ j.kjss.2022.43.2.18 

[63] J. Shah and M. Khanna, “What Determines MOOC Success? 
Validation of MOOC Satisfaction Continuance Model.” Vision. 2022. 
doi: 10.1177/09722629221131386 

[64] A. Żur, C. Friedl, “Transforming workplace learning: A qualitative 
inquiry into adopting massive open online courses into corporate 
learning and development.” Education Sciences, vol. 11, no. 6, pp. 
295. 2021. doi: 10.3390/educsci11060295 

[65] J. Janssen, S. Stoyanov, A. Ferrari, Y. Punie, K. Pannekeet, P. Sloep, 
“Experts' views on digital competence: Commonalities and 
differences.” Computers & education, vol. 68, pp. 473-481. 2013. 
doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2013.06.008 

[66] M. Soncin and M. Arnaboldi, “Intrapreneurship in higher education: 
the digital learning challenge.”  International Journal of Public 

Administration, vol. 45, no. 2, pp. 135-146. 2022. 
doi:10.1080/01900692.2021.2011919 

[67] I. Borodkina and H. Borodkin, “Digital competencies analysis as 
vector of higher school reforming.” Technology Audit and Production 

Reserves, vol. 3, no. 2 (41), pp. 34-39. 2018. doi: 10.15587/2312-
8372.2018.135429 

[68] F Cirulli, G Elia, G Lorenzo, A Margherita, G Solazzo, “The use of 
MOOCs to support personalized learning: An application in the 
technology entrepreneurship field.” Knowledge Management & E-

Learning, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 109. 2016.  
[69] O. M. Ahonen, V. Pekkarinen, “MOOCs as open online learning tools 

for developing competences related to digital health and social care 
services for multidisciplinary students.” Finnish Journal of eHealth 

and eWelfare, vol. 12, no. 4, pp. 290-301. 2020. 
doi:10.23996/fjhw.96982 

[70] N. Wang, X. Li, C. Song, L. Li, “Application of information 
technology in employee training.” in IOP conference series: materials 

science and engineering, Shenyang, China, 2019. vol. 750, no. 1, pp. 
012069. doi: 10.1088/1757-899X/750/1/012069 

1770



[71] Y. M. Cheng, “How does task-technology fit influence cloud-based e-
learning continuance and impact.” Education+ Training, vol. 61, no. 
4, pp. 480-499. 2019. doi: 10.1108/ET-09-2018-0203 

[72] M. Kang, T. Im, “Factors of learner–instructor interaction which 
predict perceived learning outcomes in online learning environment.” 
Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, vol. 29, no. 3: 292-301. 2013. 
doi: 10.1111/jcal.12005 

[73] S. B. Eom, H. J. Wen, N. Ashill, “The determinants of students' 
perceived learning outcomes and satisfaction in university online 
education: An empirical investigation.” Decision Sciences Journal of 

Innovative Education, vol. 4, no. 2, pp. 215-235. 2006. 
doi:10.1111/j.1540-4609.2006.00114.x 

[74] L. LaPointe, M. Reisetter, “Belonging online: Students' perceptions of 
the value and efficacy of an online learning community.” International 

Journal on E-learning, Vol. 7, no. 4: 641-665. 2008.  
[75] S. Hrastinski, “What is online learner participation? A literature 

review.” Computers & Education, vol. 51, no. 4, pp. 1755-1765. 2008. 
doi: 10.1016/j.compedu.2008.05.005 

[76] A. Tella, E. O. Adu, “An assessment of the undergraduates’ 
participation in the online discussion forum.” Mediterranean Journal 

of Social Sciences, vol. 5, no. 7, pp. 333. 2014. 
doi:10.5901/mjss.2014.v5n7p333 

[77] D. H. Shin, “Understanding e-book users: Uses and gratification 
expectancy model.” New Media & Society, vol. 13, no. 2, pp. 260-278. 
2011. doi: 10.1177/1461444810372163 

[78] S. R. Thakkar, H. D. Joshi, “Impact of technology availability and self-
efficacy on e-learning usage.” International Journal for Research in 

Applied Science & Engineering Technology, vol. 6, no. 4, pp.  2956-
2960. 2018.  

[79] K. Martzoukou, C. Fulton, P. Kostagiolas, C. Lavranos, “A study of 
higher education students' self-perceived digital competences for 
learning and everyday life online participation.” Journal of 

documentation, vol. 76, no. 6, pp. 1413-1458. 2020. doi: 10.1108/JD-
03-2020-0041 

[80] A. Sangra, P. Fernández‐Michels, “Quality perception within 
corporate e‐learning providers in Catalonia.” Quality Assurance in 

Education, vol. 19, no. 4, pp. 375-391. 2011. 
doi:10.1108/09684881111170087 

[81] C. Cmeciu, “Keep Calm and Get Informed: Risk Communication and 
Engagement During the COVID-19 Pandemic in Romania.” in Digital 

Services in Crisis, Disaster, and Emergency Situations, 2021, pp. 246-
267. 2021. doi: 10.4018/978-1-7998-6705-0.ch011 

[82] R. S. Chen, C. H. Hsiang, “A study on the critical success factors for 
corporations embarking on knowledge community-based e-learning.” 
Information Sciences, vol. 177, no. 2, pp. 570-586. 2007. 
doi:10.1016/j.ins.2006.06.005 

[83] J. H. Wayne, A. E. Randel, J. Stevens, “The role of identity and work–
family support in work–family enrichment and its work-related 
consequences.” Journal of vocational behavior, Vol. 69, no. 3, pp.  
445-461. 2006. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2006.07.002 

[84] A. Calvani, A. Cartelli, A. Fini, M. Ranieri, “Models and instruments 
for assessing digital competence at school.” Journal of E-learning and 

Knowledge Society, vol. 4, no. 3, pp. 183-193. 2008. 
doi:10.20368/1971-8829/288 

[85] M. S. Ramírez-Montoya, J. Mena, J. A. Rodríguez-Arroyo, “In-service 
teachers’ self-perceptions of digital competence and OER use as 
determined by a xMOOC training course.” Computers in Human 

Behavior, vol. 77, pp. 356-364. 2017. doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2017.09.010 
[86] M. Alavi, G. M. Marakas, Y. Yoo, “A comparative study of distributed 

learning environments on learning outcomes.” Information Systems 

Research, Vol. 13, no. 4, pp. 404-415. 2002. 
doi:10.1287/isre.13.4.404.72 

[87] C. Goodenow, “Classroom belonging among early adolescent 
students: Relationships to motivation and achievement.” The Journal 

of early adolescence, vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 21-43. 1993. 
doi:10.1177/0272431693013001002 

[88] W. G. Zikmund, Business Research Methods, 7th ed., South-Western, 
Ohio, 2003. 

[89] U. Sekaran, R. Bougie, Research Methods for Business: A Skill 

Building Approach, 5th ed. Chichester: Wiley, 2010. 
[90] H. A. DeVon, M. E. Block, P. Moyle‐Wright, D. M. Ernst, S. J. 

Hayden, D. J. Lazzara, S. M. Savoy, E. Kostas-Polston, “A 
Psychometric Toolbox for Testing Validity and Reliability”, Journal 

of Nursing Scholarship, vol. 39, no. 2, pp. 155-164, 2007, 
doi:10.1111/j.1547-5069.2007.00161.x 

[91] J. F. McKenzie, M. L. Wood, J. E. Kotecki, J. K. Clark, R. A. Brey, 
“Establishing content validity: Using qualitative and quantitative 
steps.”, American Journal of Health Behaviour, vol. 23, no. 4, pp. 311-
318, 1999, doi: 10.5993/AJHB.23.4.9 

[92] M.C. Dobratz, “The life closure scale: additional psychometric testing 
of a tool to measure psychological adaptation in death and dying.”, 
Research in Nursing and Health, vol. 27, no. 1, pp. 52-62, 2004, 
doi:10.1002/nur.20003 

[93] W. L. Neuman, Basics of Social Research: Qualitative and 

Quantitative Approaches, 1st ed. Boston, Pearson Education, 2004. 
[94] J. Hulland, “Use of partial least squares (PLS) in strategic management 

research: a review of four recent studies,” Strategic Management 

Journal, vol. 20, no. 2, pp. 195–204, Feb. 1999, doi: 
10.1002/(sici)1097-0266(199902)20:2<195::aid-smj13>3.0.co;2-7. 

[95] J. Henseler, C. M. Ringle, R. R. Sinkovics, “The use of partial least 
squares path modeling in international marketing.”, New Challenges 

to International Marketing: Advances in International Marketing, vol. 
20, pp. 277-319, 2009, doi: 10.1108/S1474-7979(2009)0000020014 

[96] J. F. Hair Jr, G. T. M. Hult, C. M. Ringle, M. Sarstedt, A Primer on 

Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM), 2nd 
ed. Sage Publications, 2016.  

[97] L. J. Cronbach, “Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests”, 
Psychometrika, vol. 16, pp. 297-334, 1951, doi:  10.1007/BF02310555. 

[98] C. Fornell, D. F. Larcker, “Evaluating structural equation models with 
unobservable variables and measurement error”, Journal of Marketing 

Research, vol. 18, no.1, pp. 39-50, 1981, 
doi:10.1177/002224378101800104. 
 

 

1771




