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ABSTRACT:
The main purpose of this article is to try to identify the
reasons that lead to higher dropout rates in the courses
offered as MOOCs. For this purpose, there has been a
systematic review of the literature. The results suggest 24
different reasons for dropouts from MOOCS, and these
reasons have been divided into two groups: reasons
inherent to the very characteristics of the MOOCs and those
related to the development of the students during the
course. Finally, several solutions in the bibliography have
been mentioned as ways to tackle the factors that have
brought about the high dropout rates. 
Keywords: distance education; MOOCs; MOOCs dropout;
MOOCs management

RESUMO:
El objetivo principal de este artículo es intentar identificar
las razones que conducen a mayores tasas de deserción en
los cursos ofrecidos como CMA (Curso Masivo Abierto). Para
ello, se ha realizado una revisión sistemática de la
literatura. Los resultados sugieren 24 diversas razones para
la deserción de estos CMA, y estas razones se han dividido
en dos grupos: razones inherentes a las características muy
de los CMAs y aquellos relacionados con el desarrollo de los
estudiantes durante el curso. Por último, se han
mencionado varias soluciones en la bibliografía como
maneras de abordar los factores que han dado lugar a esta
alta deserción escolar . 
Palabras clave: educación a distancia; CMAs; deserción en
CMAs; Gestión de CMAs

1. Introduction
We have also recently seen the advent of a new type of Distance Learning which is known by the
acronym Massive Open Online Course (MOOC). MOOCs are open courses, offered fully online without
any prior requirements, without any payment of upfront fees, and with the potential to distribute
education on a global scale, even allowing students hailing from emerging countries to have access to
quality institutions and courses at a low cost (Hyman, 2012; Cooper & Sahami 2013; Ong &
Grigoryan, 2014).
Other authors mention the MOOCs as a new business model for higher education institutions, as even
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though the courses are exempt from fees for enrollment and access to the content, it is possible to
charge fees for issuing the certificates. Considering the high number of students who choose this type
of course, this initiative could generate a sustainable business model (Hyman, 2012; Dellarocas & Van
Alstyne 2013; Alraimi, Zo & Ciganek, 2015).
However, it is also important to consider that the business model for the MOOCs is not yet
consolidated, as right now it is only accessible to a small subset of higher education institutions,
including: Harvard, Stanford and Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), that, on using their
long-standing tradition and excellent academic reputation, have received enough investment to meet
the costs for creation of special platforms for production and distribution of content on a large scale,
with the end result being the creatiton of companies inspired by the start-up models of Silicon Valley,
including Coursera (Stanford University) and Edx (MIT and Harvard) (Sandeen, 2013).
The first MOOC was set up in September 2008 in Canada. However, this format really started to
attract attention from students back in 2001, when Sebastian Thrun and Peter Norvig set up the
course in Artificial Intelligence at Stanford University, which attracted over 160,000 students in 190
different countries (Rodriguez, 2012; Ong & Grigoryan, 2014). As from 2011, the growth of this type
of distance learning has been impressive, first with the appearance of three major platforms for the
offering of MOOCS as mentioned before: Coursera, and EdX, and also Udacity (Little, 2013; Mallon,
2013; Sandeen, 2013).
These platforms have managed to distribute the MOOCS on a global scale. By way of example, in May
2015, Coursera had a total of 1,038 courses, having established partnerships with 119 higher
education institutitions from different parts of the world (Coursera, 2015). Currently, interest in
MOOCS has also been growing in Europe. According to the website of Open Education Europe which
brings data on MOOCs in European countries, in September 2014 a total of 770 different courses was
offered, and in September 2015 this total had soared to 1771 courses, a figure which suggests a
growth rate of 130% (Open Education Europe, 2015).
Even though the global scale has been reached, with a large number of students served and also a
considerable growth in the number of courses, some challenges have been presenting themselves to
the universe of MOOCs and have  also been the object of several studies. Several authors have
researched aspects such as:

Pedagogical Model for the MOOCs  (Vardi, 2012; Fournier, Kop & Durand, 2014)
Validation of the certificate  (Hyman, 2012; Cooper & Sahami, 2013);
Typology of the MOOCs (Welsh & Dragusin, 2013; Sandeen, 2013; Almenara, Cejudo, & Vazquez Martinez,
2014; Rossele, Caron, & Heutte, 2014; Conole, 2014)
Perception and experience of the students in MOOCs (Zutshi, O´Hre, & Rodafinos, 2013; Cofrin, Barba,
Corrin, & Kennedy, 2014; )
Quality of MOOCs (Read & Rodrigo, 2014; Walker & Lock, 2014)

The research studies that address issues related to perception and experience of the students and the
qualities of the MOOCs often address another aspect which should be considered by the people
responsible for the management of the MOOCs, which is the issue of the high dropout rate shown by
this type of course. This problem has actually been addressed by several authors who have looked
into the reasons why many programmes have been doomed to failure (Roval & Downey, 2010; Poy &
Gonzalles-Aguilar, 2014), the challenges of learning in this type of course (Hew & Cheung, 2014) and
the main difficulties of students in keeping up with the course (Liu, et al., 2014).
The purpose of this work is to identify the reasons for the high dropout rate in the courses offered as
MOOCs, based on a systematic review of specialized literature on the following databases: Springer,
Science Direct, ERIC database, and ACM Digital Library.
Apart from this introduction, this work has been divided into another five sections. In the first section,
we present the process of dropping out at the MOOCs and then present a systematic literature about
the reasons that have led to dropouts at MOOCs. Next, we present the results and analysis,
conclusions and, finally, the bibliographical references.

2. The dropout process at MOOCs
Within the scope of the MOOCs, several authors have shown evidence that such courses have
significant dropout rates, normally around 90%. (Daniel, 2012; Morris, 2013; Sandeen, 2013; Hew &



Cheung, 2014; Jordan, 2014; Wilkowski, Deutsch, & Russell, 2014; Alraimi, Zo, & Ciganek, 2015).
The dropout problem can also be presented for better understanding, by means of examples.
According to Coffrin, Barba, Corrin, & Kennedy (2014), the MOOC named Principles of
Macroeconomics, offered by the University of Melbourne, has attracted 54,217 students, of which
32,598 have effectively participated in the course and only 1,412 having completed the course and
received the certificate (4.33%). The same concern with regard to high dropout rates is part of the
research conducted by Rosewell & Jansen (2014) who presented the case of the first MOOC of the
University of Edinburgh in 2013, in which only 12% of the students completed the course.
Along the same lines, a more ample research presented by Jordan (2014) analysed 91 MOOCs with
numbers of students ranging from 4,50 to 226,652 (with an average enrolment of 42,844), with most
having a completion rate of less than 10%, with the average completion rate being only 6.5%.
According to Wilkowski, Deutsch & Russell (2014), due to the characteristics of the MOOCs, such as
the lack of fees and previous requirements for student intake, this makes it possible for interested
parties just to sign up and never return to the course, a fact which, without a shadow of doubt,
contributes for a considerable dropout level right at the start of the course. To better understand the
profile of the student who decides to enrol on a course of this type, the authors have proposed a
system of classification into four categories:
a) No-shows – The student signs up for the course (often before the content is available) and then
never logs on;
b) Observers –  These students want to know how an online course operates and the teaching
method;
c) Casual learners – People who need to learn one of two new subjects, either out of curiosity or
through needs related to learning of professional considerations;
d) Completers – Complete as many requirements set for the course, to complete the projects and also
receive the certificate of completion.
It is important to mention that awareness of this classification would enable the managers to better
understand the reasons why the students enrol on the courses, and also make possible the
development of projects bearing in mind the specific aims of each student. It can also influence how
the courses can be offered; for example, it make sit possible to suggest only a subset of the course
for certain students based on their declared preferences or previous experience, thereby helping to
bring down the dropout rate.
In addition, the work by Clow (2013) presents the degree of participation which a student could
achieve on taking a MOOC, a process which allows a better understanding of the dropout issue in this
type of course. This process, consisting of four stages, was presented by the author through a model
which has been called the “funnel of participation”, as Figure 1 shows.

Figure 1: The funnel of participation – 
Adapted  from Clow (2013)

The stages in this model are detailed as follows:



Stage 1 – Awareness – potential students must be aware that MOOC exists.
Stage 2 – Registration – Only some of those who are aware shall wish to sign up and shall manage to do
so.
Stage 3 – Activity – Next, some of those who have registered shall continue to be involved in some activity
or other, and some of these shall reach the final phase (Progress), where there is significant learning.

The dropout rate is very high in all stages, but is particularly high in stages 1 and 2.
The work by Clow (2013) and that by Wilkowski, Deutsch, & Russell (2014) are imortant to explain
the drastic reduction in interest and participation of the students through time and through the
different stages of the course. However, they do not present details of the main reasons responsible
for the high dropout rates at the MOOCs. Thus, in the next secion we shall perform a systematic
review of the literature to identify the reasons which have led the students to drop out of the course.

3. Systematic review of the literature about dropouts at the
MOOCs

a. Methodological Procedures
The review of the literature is a key tool to treat diversity of knowledge within a specific academic
area. In the specific case of this research, we have used a selection of Works (Kennedy, 2014;
Liyanagunawardena, Adams, Rassol, & Williams, 2014; Hew & Cheung, 2014).
To achieve the proposed goal, we have carried out a bibliographical study that includes the period
between the offer of the first MOOC in 2008 (Sandeen, 2013) through to the year when the research
is being carried out (2016). The criteria for research are listed in Table 1:

Table 1: Criteria for construction of the article database

Criterion Definition

Type of Document Articles in magazines, and congresses

Key Words “MOOCs dropout”; “MOOCs no-completion rate”;
“MOOCs attrition rate”

Periodicals and
Databases

Springer

Science Direct

ERIC database

ACM Digital Library

The key words used for searching the databases were obtained based on the report drawn up by
Quinn (2013), which carried out a study Project for the European Committee for Education, with the
main goal of looking into the issue of dropouts in higher learning institutions, in distance learning
formats.
Based on the criterion defined in Table 1, the following results, shown in Table 2, have been obtained:

Table 2: Results from searches in the databases

Database URL Results of search –
articles

Springer www.springer.com 61

Science Direct www.sciencedirect.com 95

http://www.springer.com/
http://www.sciencedirect.com/


ERIC database

 
http://eric.ed.gov/ 14

ACM Digital Library www.acm.org 42

Next, the research was based on the reading of titles and abstracts, with the aim of identifying the
articles that meet the conditions of the present study. After the due reading and analysis of the titles
and the abstracts, 24 articles, which are part of this analysis, have been selected.

4. Results and analysis
Based on the analysis of the research studies about the issue, it was possible to identify 24 reasons
for not completing the course, which are listed on Table 3. In this table, we can observe that for each
reason we highlight the authors that have been used as a reference, it also being important to
mention that the reasons have not been presented in order of importance.

Table 3: Reasons for dropping out of MOOCs

# Reason Authors

1 Lack of social interaction and
cooperative activity between the
students and group work

(Blanco, Garcia-Penalvo, & Sein-Echaluce, 2013)

(Burd, Smith, & Reisman, 2014)

(Zheng, Rosson, Shih, & Carrol, 2015)

(Zheng, Han, Rosson, & Carrol, 2016)

2 Heterogeneity of the students profile (Blanco, Garcia-Penalvo, & Sein-Echaluce, 2013)

(Gené, Nunes, & Blanco, 2014)

3 Lack of motivation on the part of the
students

(Gené, Nunes, & Blanco, 2014)

(Fini, 2009)

4 Lack of sufficient time to dedicate to
the course / difficulty in time
management

Fini, A. (2009)

Belanger, Y. and Thornton, J. (2013)

(Nawrot & Docet, 2014)

(Burge, 2015)

(Zheng, Rosson, Shih, & Carrol, 2015)

5 Lack of prior knowledge and
preparation on the part of the
students

(Belanger & Thornton, 2013)

(Burd, Smith, & Reisman, 2014)

(Maringe & Sing, 2014)

6 Difficulties in relating concepts with
applications

(Belanger & Thornton, 2013)

7 The level of the course is different
from the original expectations

(Gené, Nunes, & Blanco, 2014)

8 Assessment model (Garcia-Penalvo, Hermo, Blanco, & Sein-Echaluce,
2014)

9 Lack of feedback activities (Garcia-Penalvo, Hermo, Blanco, & Sein-Echaluce,
2014)

http://eric.ed.gov/
http://www.acm.org/


10 Limitations on the use of Information
Technology (IT)

(Fini, 2009)

(Kennedy, 2014)

(Liyanagunawardena, Adams, Rassol, & Williams, 2014)

(Gomes-Zermeno & De La Garza, 2016)

11 Difficulties with the English
Language

(Fini, 2009)

(Liyanagunawardena, Adams, Rassol, & Williams, 2014)

(Gomes-Zermeno & De La Garza, 2016)

12 The course does not meet my
expectations

(Fini, 2009)

13 Time Zone difference (Kennedy, 2014)

14 Free of cost for the student (Chen, 2014)

(Morris, 2013)

15 Lack of admission process (Chen, 2014)

(Morris, 2013)

16 The quality of materials – videos and
exercises

(Muñoz-Merino, Ruipérez-Valiente, Alario-Hoyos, Perez-
Sanagustin, & Kloos, 2014)

(Burge, 2015)

(Gomes-Zermeno & De La Garza, 2016)

17 Lack of maturity of the student (Burd, Smith, & Reisman, 2014)

18 Enrolment in more than one course (Burge, 2015)

19 High workload (Zheng, Rosson, Shih, & Carrol, Understanding Student
Motivation, Behaviors and Perceptions in MOOCs, 2015)

20 Delay in starting the course (Zheng, Rosson, Shih, & Carrol, Understanding Student
Motivation, Behaviors and Perceptions in MOOCs, 2015)

21 Learning only one or more topics of
the course

(Brahimi & Sarirete, 2015)

22 Difficulty to follow the course
content

(Zheng, Rosson, Shih, & Carrol, Understanding Student
Motivation, Behaviors and Perceptions in MOOCs, 2015)

23 Lack of urgency or pressure to end
the course

(Zheng, Rosson, Shih, & Carrol, Understanding Student
Motivation, Behaviors and Perceptions in MOOCs, 2015)

24 Lack of a tutorial to guide users (Gomes-Zermeno & De La Garza, 2016)

In the following stage, the reasons have been divided into two groups to facilitate analysis, and here it
is important to stress that such a division has been inspired by the researches of Clow (2013) and
Wilkowski, Deutsch, & Russell (2014), as follows:



a. Reasons inherent to the very characteristics of the MOOCs
As mentioned above, the MOOCs have, as their main characteristics, such aspects as: being open
courses, totally online in format, without any prior requirements, without any upfront charging of fees
and with the potential to distribute education on a global scale, also allowing the students coming
from developing countries to gain access to institutions of high reputation and quality courses.
However, characteristics such as the absence of fees and the courses’ openness mean that a
considerable number of students could enrol just out of curiosity or with the aim of getting to know
one course, to drop out soon afterwards, thereby contributing to push up the dropout rates.
In relation to the twenty-three reasons mentioned by the authors, twelve of these (50%) are inherent
to the very characteristics of the MOOCs, and here it is important to mention that the managers of
these courses have very little leeway for action to soothe the effects in relation to high dropout rates. 
It must also be mentioned here that these reasons are not, right now, the main aim of analysis in this
study. The reasons are presented in Table 4 that follows.

Table 4: Reasons inherent to the very characteristics of the MOOCS

# Reason Authors

2 Heterogeneity of the students profile (Blanco, Garcia-Penalvo, & Sein-
Echaluce, 2013)

(Gené, Nunes, & Blanco, 2014)

5 Lack of prior knowledge and preparation on
the part of the students

(Belanger & Thornton, 2013)

(Burd, Smith, & Reisman, 2014)

(Maringe & Sing, 2014)

9 Lack of feedback activities (Garcia-Penalvo, Hermo, Blanco,
& Sein-Echaluce, 2014)

11 Difficulties with the English Language (Fini, 2009)

(Liyanagunawardena, Adams,
Rassol, & Williams, 2014)

(Gomes-Zermeno & De La Garza,
2016)

12 The course does not meet my expectations (Fini, 2009)

13 Time Zone difference (Kennedy, 2014)

14 Free of cost for the student (Chen, 2014)

(Morris, 2013)

15 Lack of admission process (Chen, 2014)

(Morris, 2013)

18 Enrolment in more than one course (Burge, 2015)

20 Delay in starting the course (Zheng, Rosson, Shih, & Carrol,
Understanding Student
Motivation, Behaviors and
Perceptions in MOOCs, 2015)



21 Learning only one or more topics of the
course

(Brahimi & Sarirete, 2015)

23 Lack of urgency or pressure to end the course (Zheng, Rosson, Shih, & Carrol,
Understanding Student
Motivation, Behaviors and
Perceptions in MOOCs, 2015)

 

b. Reasons related to the development of the student during the course
For this set of reasons, it is possible to establish a relationship with the model proposed by Clow
(2013) in the activity phase, where the students start getting involved with the course, participating in
activities, such as, for example, watching videos and responding to exercises. This means that out of
the twenty-four reasons mentioned by the authors, twelve of them (50%) are related to the
development of the student during the course. Table 5 lists these eleven reasons:

Table 5. Reasons related to the development of the student during the course

# Reason Authors

1 Lack of social interaction and cooperative
activity between the students and group work

(Blanco, Garcia-Penalvo, & Sein-
Echaluce, 2013)

(Burd, Smith, & Reisman, 2014)

(Zheng, Rosson, Shih, & Carrol,
2015)

(Zheng, Han, Rosson, & Carrol,
2016)

3 Lack of motivation on the part of the students (Gené, Nunes, & Blanco, 2014)

(Fini, 2009)

4 Lack of sufficient time to dedicate to the
course / difficulty in time management

Belanger, Y. and Thornton, J.
(2013)

Fini, A. (2009)

6 Difficulties in relating concepts with
applications

(Belanger & Thornton, 2013)

7 The level of the course is different from the
original expectations

(Gené, Nunes, & Blanco, 2014)

8 Assessment model (Garcia-Penalvo, Hermo, Blanco,
& Sein-Echaluce, 2014)

10 Limitations on the use of Information
Technology (IT)

(Fini, 2009)

(Kennedy, 2014)

(Liyanagunawardena, Adams,
Rassol, & Williams, 2014)

(Gomes-Zermeno & De La Garza,
2016)

16 The quality of materials – videos and (Muñoz-Merino, Ruipérez-



exercises Valiente, Alario-Hoyos, Perez-
Sanagustin, & Kloos, 2014)

(Burge, 2015)

(Gomes-Zermeno & De La Garza,
2016)

17 Lack of maturity of the student (Burd, Smith, & Reisman, 2014)

19 High workload (Zheng, Rosson, Shih, & Carrol,
Understanding Student
Motivation, Behaviors and
Perceptions in MOOCs, 2015)

22 Difficulty to follow the course content (Zheng, Rosson, Shih, & Carrol,
Understanding Student
Motivation, Behaviors and
Perceptions in MOOCs, 2015)

24 24 Lack of a tutorial to guide users (Gomes-
Zermeno & De La Garza, 2016)

(Gomes-Zermeno & De La Garza,
2016)

It is important to point out that the reasons shown in Table 5, which means those related to the
development of the student during the course, are more critical than those inherent to the
characteristics of the MOOCs and should be given a greater level of attention on the part of the course
managers, as based on the awareness of what causes have had most effect on the dropout rate of a
given course, it would be possible to adopt strategies to reduce the dropout rates.
In specialised literature it is possible to find elements that could collaborate to propose solutions to
address the causes mentioned in table 5. Initially, for reason 1 (lack of social interaction and
cooperative activity between the students and group work), Khalil & Ebner (2014) suggest that, in
discussion forums, as well as the answer given by the teacher, in addition, the students should be
encouraged to answer each other, thereby increasing the sharing of supplementary resources and also
making it possible that the students could feel as part of a virtual learning community and that they
can resort to this when they need help.
For reason 4 (lack of sufficient time to follow the course), reason 6 (difficulty in relating concepts with
applications) and reason 22 (difficulty in following the course content), it would be possible to use the
principles shown in the work by Blanco, Garcia-Penalvo, & Sein-Echaluce (2013), that proposes the
use of an adaptive approach by most current courses. The adaptive approach bears in mind the
heterogeneous aspect of the students, suggesting individualised learning paths, where a certain
activity could be interesting for one individual or group of students, but not for all.
Also according to the same authors, the adaptive system, based on a diagnostic assessment of the
students, proposes personalised activities for each student profile, it also being possible to group the
participants by affinity (similar context and learninng targets), thereby contributing to the carrying out
of collaborative activities.
For reason 8 (assessment model), a research study (Garcia-Penalvo, Hermo, Blanco, & Sein-Echaluce,
2014) mentions that the participants demand other assessment models, different from the tests that
are used by most courses. For example, they suggest adopting the method of peer reviewing with
more feedback regarding the faults committed during the appraisal process. One example in this
direction is the course on Principles of Macroeconomics by Melbourne University, where the students
help each other out through forums and social networks. There is also peer appraisal, where a certain
student writes a text of 1,500 words which is assessed by three other students (Coffrin, Barba, Corrin,
& Kennedy, 2014).
In relation to the quality of the material (reason 16), especially videos and exercises, the system
known as Precise Effectiveness Strategy (PES) is proposed as a methodology to measure the
effectiveness of the students when interacting with educational activities and resources. The system



uses measurements to calculate the effectiveness of students when they use, for example, lectures on
video and automatic correction of exercises. The PES establishes that the conclusion of the resource
(a video, for example) implies a correct interaction with the activity. Therefore, a resource is
completed when a student solves an exercise correctly, but not when the student tries to solve the
exercise without success (Muñoz-Merino, Ruipérez-Valiente, Alario-Hoyos, Perez-Sanagustin, & Kloos,
2014).
For reason 17 (lack of maturity of the student), if the learning activities depend on group action, the
students who are immature or unprepared may harm the learning of the other students. In this case,
it would be important to define realistic procedures for support and guidance (considering the nature
of the MOOCs). Typically, the only type of help offered in most MOOCs is peer assistance, where the
students help each other, and also the possibility of the appointment of a moderator to collaborate
with group discussions.
Reason 10 (limitations on the use of Information Technology (IT)) and reason 19 (high workload),
even though at first they could appear to be outside the control of the managers, should also be give
due attention, to propose more collaborative activities, which reduce self-study and promote a
community feeling among the students. For the issue of difficulty with technology, many students
could have problems regarding the use of the available internal tools, for the discussion forums, for
example. In this case, it could be possible to make use of external tools, such as Facebook and some
solutions as proposed by Google (Google Docs  and Google+) (Zheng, Rosson, Shih, & Carrol,
Understanding Student Motivation, Behaviors and Perceptions in MOOCs, 2015).
As one final example, in cases of reason 3 (lack of motivation on the part of the students) and reason
7 (level of course different from initial expectations), the work by Gené, Nunes, & Blanco (2014),
shows the application of the gamification concept to raise the level of motivation of the students while
bringing down the dropout rates. Gamification is the practice of using elements of digital games in
products and services to improve the experience of the users (de-Marcos, Dominguez, & Saenz-de-
Navarrete, 2014). This concept could be implemented, for example, during the process of student
assessment, when, after the hosting of quizzes in the Moodle environment, the elements of games are
used, for example, with the use of “ranking ratings” for the classification of the students after each
activity.
It is important to consider that the open and heterogeneous character of the MOOCS allows the
participation of students with a wide range of learning profiles and interests. Thus, it would be
fundamental for the reduction of the high dropout rates, based on a diagnostic appraisal to become
aware of the profile of each student, to propose personalised activities for each student or group of
students. In this case, it would be possible to propose activities and select materials that are best
suited to the students with similar learning goals and context, in stark contrast to the rigid model
which currently prevails, by which all students are treated in the same way.
In this regard, the studies and projects of implementation of adaptive MOOCs are very important, as
they allow the establishment of different strategies for individualised learning based on data
originated from then students regarding usage of, and interaction with, the environment, as also
customised learning strategies for groups of students.

5. Conclusion
The research has the ultimate aim of identifying, in the relevant literature, the reasons that have led
the MOOCs to show such high dropout rates. After systematic review of the relevant specialized
literature on the databases Springer, Science Direct, ERIC database and ACM Digital Library, there
was the identification of 24 possible reasons, which were then divided into two broad groups: one of
reasons inherent to the very characteristics of the MOOCs and the other with reasons connected to
the development of the student during the course.
The analysis has shown that twelve of the twenty-four reasons are inherent to the characteristics of
the MOOCs themselves, due to, for example, the fact that such courses are open and without any
upfront payment of fees, which has significantly contributed to high dropout rates, as many students
enter only by way of curiosity and soon drop out of the course. For this group of reasons, the
managers of these courses have little margin for action to propose solutions for the reduction of the
high dropout rates.



It is important to stress that the twelve reasons connected to the development of the student during
the course are the most critical and also deserve special attention from the course managers, because
the advance knowledge of these reasons could make it possible to adopt measures to implement
mechanisms that could reduce the dropout rates in the MOOCs. Based on relevant literature, some
possible solutions to tackle these reasons were suggested, including the use of an adaptive approach
for the course, the adoption of the process of gamification, the increase in cooperative activities
between the students in the discussion forums of the courses, and the system known as PES (Precise
Effectiveness Strategy) to measure the effectiveness of the students when they interact with
educational resources and activities.
In terms of future work, we suggest the execution of field research with students to see if the reasons
listed in the specialised literature are compatible with the difficulties that they have mentioned during
the course. In addition, it would be important to have studies about the adoption of computer tools,
especially Learning Analytics (LA) and Educational Data Mining (EDM), that would allow the analysis of
the data generated by the students in the virtual learning environment, and would also allow the
managers to make an advance analysis of the behaviour of the students, in order to predict when the
student could stop attending the course and adopt any applicable measures in order to reduce
dropouts in the course.
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