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Abstract: This study aims to evaluate the readiness of online courses offered by 

the ICE Institute based on seven quality assurance dimensions developed 

through ICE-I QAT. These seven dimensions include course information, 

instructor information, technology and learning tools, learning materials, 

interaction, assessment, and evaluation. The method used was descriptive 

quantitative by using instrument quality assurance criteria was developed by 

ICE-I. Sample of this research were 77 courses and were curated by the partner 

universities collaborating with the ICE Institute in 2024. The results show 

variability in the readiness levels of the courses across each dimension. For 

example, in the course information dimension, only 45 out of 77 courses met the 

minimum standards, while in the assessment dimension, only 23 courses met the 

standards. These findings indicate that many courses still need quality 

improvement, particularly in learning materials, interaction, and assessment. 

The discussion highlights the importance of providing clear information, 

effective use of learning technology, and comprehensive instructional materials 

to enhance student engagement and course completion. The study concludes 

that improving the quality of online courses is essential to support effective and 

meaningful distance learning at the ICE Institute. 
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Introduction  

The continuous advancement of technology significantly impacts education, 

necessitating a transformation in learning methods. Traditional learning, characterized by 

direct interaction between teachers and students, is evolving. Learning can now occur without 

direct interaction, often through distance education. One notable development is the rise of 

MOOCs (Massive Open Online Courses), aimed at providing comprehensive education and 

learning formats integrated with information technology (Hood & Littlejohn, 2016; Wang et 

al., 2019). 

MOOCs are no longer new in the education and learning system. Initially introduced 

in early 2007, MOOCs have grown, with many educational institutions offering MOOC 

platforms, such as Coursera, EDX, FutureLearn, Swayam, and etc. (Alhazzani, 2020; Bozkurt 

et al., 2017). Governments and related ministries in various countries also encourage 

educational institutions, particularly higher education, to develop MOOCs and collaborate to 

provide course packages or disciplines accessible to the public or cross-university students 
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universitas (Alhazzani, 2020; Irwanto et al., 2023; Purbojo & Stefany, 2021). The trend of 

MOOCs is growing with a variety of subjects and disciplines available to the public. 

The Indonesian government and educational institutions have also recognized the 

importance of distance learning. According to Purbojo & Stefany (2021), in 2021, the 

Ministry of Research and Technology established ICE-I (Indonesia Cyber Education 

Institute) to provide online learning. This institution involves fourteen higher education 

institutions to offer subject packages to the public. Generally, MOOCs aim to enhance 

community competencies, including professional development related to careers (requiring 

skill certificates) and learning needs. Often, MOOCs are offered for free and are open to the 

public (Alhazzani, 2020; Barman et al., 2019), including those provided by universities. This 

has led to intense competition among MOOC platform providers, such as universities and 

educational companies, to innovate in course offerings. MOOCs attract many enthusiasts 

because they are often free, easily accessible, and can be studied anytime and anywhere, with 

some course credits even transferable to university credits (Li, 2019). 

However, the massive number of offered subjects and frequent free offerings as 

promotional tactics have raised concerns about the quality of MOOCs (Barman et al., 2019; 

Lowenthal & Hodges, 2015). Skeptical views typically question how MOOCs can support 

effective and meaningful learning experiences for students. In MOOCs, instructors or 

facilitators often provide recorded video materials, requiring students to undertake self-

directed learning. Consequently, research by Hew & Cheung (2014) found that only 10-20% 

of students complete MOOCs out of those who enroll. Sue's (2014) findings indicate that the 

completion rate of MOOC courses is only 5%. Additionally, Forbes reported in 2020 that the 

completion rate is at most 20%, even from leading universities offering MOOCs (Newton, 

2020). 

Several factors contribute to the low MOOC completion rates, such as poor time 

management between watching introductory videos and completing assignments, unengaging 

instructors, lack of interaction, and poor course design making MOOCs difficult to navigate 

and use. Therefore, it is necessary to test the readiness and quality assurance of courses as 

part of quality assurance (Ferreira et al., 2022; Lowenthal & Hodges, 2015). This ensures that 

the courses are relevant, support students' competencies and learning needs, and increase 

completion rates among enrolled students. 

As a collaborative higher education institution providing MOOCs, the ICE Institute 

continuously strives to produce and offer courses relevant to the competencies needed in each 

field of study. Specifically, the ICE Institute has developed a self-curation tool as a quality 

assurance instrument for courses before offering them to the public. Seven main dimensions 

guide the curation of courses: course information, instructor/facilitator information, 

technology and learning resource support, teaching materials, interaction, assessment, and 

evaluation (Purbojo & Stefany, 2021). 

In this study, researchers collected 77 courses developed by ICE Institute's partner 

universities in 2024. These courses will be independently curated by curators using the 

curation instrument developed by the ICE Institute as a form of quality assessment. This 

study uniquely applies a systematic, multi-dimensional assessment that covers course 

information, instructor details, technology, learning materials, interaction, assessment, and 

evaluation, highlighting gaps in course quality and readiness. This research thoroughly 

investigates each dimension of course quality, offering a more granular understanding of 

MOOCs’ readiness in Indonesian higher education contexts.   
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Research Method 

This research utilizes a descriptive quantitative analysis method to evaluate the 

readiness of online courses offered by the ICE Institute, guided by the ICE-I Quality 

Assurance Toolkit (ICE-I QAT). The descriptive quantitative approach provides a structured 

assessment of each course, enabling a systematic examination of quality alignment across a 

comprehensive set of criteria. To ensure thorough analysis, a saturated sampling technique 

(census method) was applied, encompassing all 77 courses developed by the ICE Institute’s 

partner universities. This method provides complete data coverage, allowing the study to 

capture an accurate representation of course readiness across the entire population. 

The primary research instrument, the ICE-I QAT, measures course quality across 

seven dimensions: course information, instructor information, technology and learning tools, 

learning materials and activities, interaction, assessment, and evaluation. A quality assurance 

toolkit is essential to produce high-quality courses for MOOCs that adhere to educational 

principles. Purbojo & Stefany (2021) synthesized and elaborated on various digital and 

distance learning quality assurance instruments and criteria to create the ICE Institute Quality 

Assurance Toolkit (ICE-I QA).  

Table 1. Dimensions, Indicators, and Percentages in the ICE Institute Quality 

Assessment Toolkit 

No Dimensions Indicator 

1 Courses Information 1. General identity 

2. Weight of courses 

3. Overview  

4. Syllabus/course outline 

5. Additional  

2 Instructor Information 1. Instructor  

2. Tutor and learning support 

3 Technology and Learning Tools 1. List of learning technologies 

2. Technology utilization strategy 

3. Additional  

4 Learning Materials/Content and 

Activities 

1. Course introduction 

2. List of activities  

3. Materials of each activity  

4. Variety of learning materials 

5. References and glossary 

6. Additional support 

5 Interaction 1. Types of interaction 

2. Activity readiness and design 

3. Reflective writing 

4. Project-based learning 

6 Assessment 1. Supervision and implementation 

2. Types of measurement 

3. Grading guideline 

4. Plagiarism check 

5. Additional  

7 Evaluation 1. Evaluation questionnaire 

2. Satisfaction rating 

Each dimension is assessed through specific indicators, guiding curators in a 

consistent, standardized review of course quality on table 2. Data collection occurred over a 

six-month period, from February to June 2024, involving 16 experienced curators from 
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partner institutions, each evaluating courses within their areas of expertise to ensure 

reliability in the assessment process. 

Table 2. Academic Disciplines of Courses in MOOC ICE Institute 

No Academic Disciplines Total 

1 Physical Sciences and Engineering 23 

2 Life Sciences 2 

3 Health Sciences 18 

4 Social Sciences and Humanities 34 

Total Courses  77 

For data analysis, quantitative methods were employed to quantify readiness levels 

across the dimensions, aggregating scores to evaluate courses’ alignment with quality 

benchmarks. This analysis highlighted critical areas for improvement, such as enhancing 

interactivity, refining learning materials, and standardizing assessment criteria. Based on 

Table 1, each dimension's percentage is 100%, divided among the indicators within that 

dimension. Each indicator has specific criteria to meet, allowing it to reach its maximum 

percentage. The percentage allocation for each indicator varies depending on the number and 

weight of the criteria in the dimension. The evaluation scale has four criteria: (1) not met at 

all; (2) partially met; (3) almost fully met; and (4) fully met. Based on the results and 

development of the ICE-Institute Quality Assessment Toolkit, each dimension has a 

minimum percentage. If a course dimension is above this minimum percentage, it indicates 

that the course dimension is average or above, meeting the minimum standards. 

 

Results and Discussion 

Course Readiness Based on Dimension 1 

 Table 3 focuses on describing the tabulation and analysis results of the readiness of 77 

courses related to Dimension 1, which is course information. This dimension consists of five 

indicators: main identity, weight, overview, syllabus/course outline, and additional 

information, with a minimum score of 70. 

Table 3. Tabulation of Course Readiness Data Related to Dimension 1 

Academic Discipline 

Dimension 1 

Fully 

Met 

Not Met at 

All 

Max 

Percentage 

Min 

Percentage 

Physical Sciences & Engineering 19 4 100% 0% 

Health Sciences 7 11 100% 51% 

Life Sciences 1 1 93% 61% 

Social Sciences & Humanities  18 16 100% 0% 

Total 
45 32   

77 

In the Physical Sciences & Engineering group, 19 courses met the minimum score for 

Dimension 1, while 4 courses did not meet the standard. Some courses failed to meet any of 

the dimension’s indicators, as indicated by the lowest percentage of 0%. In the Social 

Sciences & Humanities group, 18 courses met the standard, while 16 courses did not, with the 

highest percentage being 93%, still below the total 100%. In the Health Sciences group, out 

of 18 courses, 7 met the minimum readiness score for Dimension 1, but 11 did not meet the 

minimum standard. In the Life Sciences group, 1 course met the achieved category, while an 

equal number did not meet the standard. 
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Course Readiness Based on Dimension 2 

Table 4 describes the tabulation and analysis results of the readiness of 77 courses related to 

Dimension 2, which is instructor information. This dimension consists of two indicators: 

instructor information and tutor/learning support, with a minimum score of 60. 

Table 4. Tabulation of Course Readiness Data Related to Dimension 2 

Academic Discipline 

Dimension 2 

Fully 

Met 

Not Met at 

All 

Max 

Percentage 

Min 

Percentage 

Physical Sciences & Engineering 19 4 100% 0% 

Health Sciences 7 11 100% 51% 

Life Sciences 1 1 93% 61% 

Social Sciences & Humanities  18 16 100% 0% 

Total 
45 32   

77 

In the Physical Sciences & Engineering group, 14 courses met the minimum score for 

Dimension 2, while 9 did not meet the standard. Some courses did not meet any of the 

dimension’s indicators, as shown by the lowest percentage of 0%. In the Social Sciences & 

Humanities group, 27 courses met the standard, while 7 did not, with the highest percentage 

being 100%. In the Health Sciences group, only 1 course did not meet the standard, with the 

lowest percentage being 25%. In the Life Sciences group, all courses met the minimum 

standard of 60%, but none reached 100%. 

Course Readiness Based on Dimension 3 

Table 5 describes the tabulation and analysis results of the readiness of 77 courses related to 

Dimension 3, which is technology and learning tools. This dimension consists of three 

indicators: a list of learning technology solutions used in teaching, strategies for utilizing 

learning technology, and additional tools with a minimum score of 50%. 

Table 5. Tabulation of Course Readiness Data Related to Dimension 3 

Academic Discipline 

Dimension 3 

Fully 

Met 

Not Met at 

All 

Max 

Percentage 

Min 

Percentage 

Physical Sciences & Engineering 12 11 100% 0% 

Health Sciences 9 9 100% 26% 

Life Sciences 1 1 50% 26% 

Social Sciences & Humanities  27 7 100% 0% 

Total 
49 28   

77 

In the Physical Sciences & Engineering group, 12 courses met the minimum score and 11 

courses did not meet the standard. Some courses failed to meet any of the dimension’s 

indicators, as indicated by the lowest percentage of 0%. In the Social Sciences & Humanities 

group, 27 courses met the standard, while 7 courses did not, with the highest percentage 

being 100%, and some courses did not meet any indicators at all. In the Health Sciences 

group, 9 courses met the minimum standard, but the same number did not meet the standard. 

In the Life Sciences group, 1 course met the criteria but did not reach 100%, only achieving 

the minimum score of 50%. 

Course Readiness Based on Dimension 4 

Table 6 describes the tabulation and analysis results of the readiness of 77 courses related to 

Dimension 4, which is learning materials or content and learning activities. This dimension 

consists of six indicators: course introduction, detailed activity list, materials for each 
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learning activity, variety of learning materials, references and glossary, and additional 

support with a minimum score of 75. 

Table 6. Tabulation of Course Readiness Data Related to Dimension 4 

Academic Discipline 

Dimension 4 

Fully 

Met 

Not Met at 

All 

Max 

Percentage 

Min 

Percentage 

Physical Sciences & Engineering 8 15 100% 0% 

Health Sciences 9 9 93% 45% 

Life Sciences 0 2 58% 57% 

Social Sciences & Humanities  15 19 100% 0% 

Total 
32 45   

77 

In this dimension, as shown in Table 7, many courses across all groups did not meet the 

minimum standard. In the Social Sciences & Humanities group, only 15 courses met the 

minimum score, while 19 courses did not meet the standard, with some courses failing to 

meet any indicators. In the Health Sciences group, 9 courses met the standard, but the same 

number did not. None of the courses in this group reached 100%. In the Physical Sciences & 

Engineering group, out of 33 courses, 15 did not meet the standard, and some failed to meet 

any indicators. In the Life Sciences group, no courses met the minimum score of 75. 

Course Readiness Based on Dimension 5 

Table 7 describes the tabulation and analysis results of the readiness of 77 courses related to 

Dimension 5, which is interaction. This dimension consists of four indicators: forms of 

interaction, readiness and design of activities, reflective writing, and project-based learning 

with a minimum score of 75. 

Table 7. Tabulation of Course Readiness Data Related to Dimension 5 

Academic Discipline 

Dimension 5 

Fully 

Met 

Not Met at 

All 

Max 

Percentage 

Min 

Percentage 

Physical Sciences & Engineering 8 15 100% 0% 

Health Sciences 5 13 100% 27% 

Life Sciences 0 2 43% 34% 

Social Sciences & Humanities  5 29 100% 0% 

Total 
18 59   

77 

Similar to Dimension 4, in Dimension 5, only 18 courses from all groups met the minimum 

score of 75, as shown in Table 8. However, more than three times that number, 59 courses, 

did not meet the minimum standard. In the Health Sciences group, none of the courses met 

the standard. In the Physical Sciences & Engineering and Social Sciences & Humanities 

groups, although some courses reached the maximum score, some failed to meet any 

indicators, indicated by a score of 0%. 

Course Readiness Based on Dimension 6 

Table 8 describes the tabulation and analysis results of the readiness of 77 courses related to 

Dimension 6, which is assessment. This dimension consists of five indicators: monitoring and 

implementation, forms of measurement, grading guidelines, plagiarism check, and additional 

tools with a minimum score of 75. 
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Table 7. Tabulation of Course Readiness Data Related to Dimension 6 

Academic Discipline 

Dimension 6 

Fully 

Met 

Not Met at 

All 

Max 

Percentage 

Min 

Percentage 

Physical Sciences & Engineering 7 16 95% 0% 

Health Sciences 5 13 94% 34% 

Life Sciences 1 1 73% 34% 

Social Sciences & Humanities  10 24 93% 0% 

Total 
23 54   

77 

Based on the tabulation and analysis of data for Dimension 6 in Table 9, more courses did not 

meet the standard compared to those that met the minimum score. None of the 77 courses 

across four groups reached a score of 100%, and some courses failed to meet any indicators. 

The Social Sciences & Humanities group had the highest number of courses meeting the 

minimum score, with 10 courses. This group also had 24 courses that did not meet the 

standard. 

Course Readiness Based on Dimension 7 

Table 9 describes the tabulation and analysis results of the readiness of 77 courses related to 

the final dimension, Dimension 7, which is evaluation. This dimension has two indicators: 

evaluation questionnaire and satisfaction rating with a minimum score of 50. 

Table 9. Tabulation of Course Readiness Data Related to Dimension 7 

Academic Discipline 

Dimension 7 

Fully 

Met 

Not Met at 

All 

Max 

Percentage 

Min 

Percentage 

Physical Sciences & Engineering 11 12 100% 0% 

Health Sciences 7 11 100% 25% 

Life Sciences 0 2 40% 25% 

Social Sciences & Humanities  13 21 100% 0% 

Total 
31 46   

77 

Based on the tabulation and analysis of data for Dimension 7 in Table 10, more courses did 

not meet the standard compared to those that met the minimum score, similar to Dimensions 

4, 5, and 6. A total of 31 courses met the minimum score from the four groups, while 46 did 

not. Some courses in the Physical Sciences & Engineering, Health Sciences, and Social 

Sciences & Humanities groups achieved a score of 100%, although some courses failed to 

meet any indicators, as indicated by a score of 0%. In the Life Sciences group, no courses 

reached the minimum score of 50, with the highest score being 40 and the lowest 25%, 

similar to the lowest score in the Health Sciences group. 

 

Discussions 

Course Readiness Based on Dimension 1 

Effective MOOC development relies on aligning course offerings with students' 

learning needs, providing clear information that attracts and informs potential learners about 

course relevance and content (Hew & Cheung, 2014; Hood & Littlejohn, 2016). To establish 

credibility, transparency, and accountability, MOOCs should include primary details such as 

workload, learning outcomes, objectives, prerequisites, and study duration, as outlined in 

quality assurance frameworks like the public information dimension (Ferreira et al., 2022) 

and methodology dimension (Yepes-Baldó et al., 2016). In this study, while 45 courses 

successfully incorporated these indicators, 32 still fell short, underscoring a persistent gap in 
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MOOC readiness standards and revealing the continued need for improvements in providing 

essential course information to better attract and support student engagement. 

Course Readiness Based on Dimension 2 

The open-access nature of MOOCs enables widespread public participation, making 

transparency and distinctiveness essential for enhancing learning support. Clear information 

about course developers, providers, and instructors not only aids learners but also supports 

effective distance learning by ensuring alignment with instructors' expertise and enabling 

efficient problem-solving during course delivery (Najafi et al., 2015). Instructor credibility 

and institutional trust are also strengthened when MOOC facilitators are clearly identified, as 

this transparency promotes confidence in the course’s quality and educational value (Ginting 

et al., 2022). In this study, 60 courses met the minimum standard for providing instructor 

identities, though prior research indicates that this information alone may not significantly 

impact student enrollment decisions. Instead, the presence of instructor information is 

valuable for clarity on the course's teaching team, their background, and contact options, 

which aids in addressing learners’ support needs (Ferreira et al., 2022). Research also shows 

that students are more influenced by the learning process itself—such as opportunities for 

active participation and facilitator feedback—than by the simple presence of instructor details 

(Ross et al., 2014), underscoring a shift toward interactive learning over static information. 

Course Readiness Based on Dimension 3 

The advancement of MOOCs is intrinsically tied to the integration of technology 

within education, with MOOCs emerging as a key product of educational technology 

innovation that actively involves both technological tools and human resources. In this study, 

the technology dimension emphasizes how innovation addresses specific learning needs and 

activities in each course, facilitating flexible and successful learning experiences (Wong, 

2016) and supports learning strategies to ensure successful learning outcomes (Sanchez-

Gordon & Luján-Mora, 2018). Technological support in MOOCs also fosters student 

autonomy in selecting communication platforms for participation and feedback, while 

promoting global collaboration and interaction among learners. Of the courses examined, 49 

met the standards for technology availability, providing essential tools, strategies for effective 

usage, and additional resources. This implementation is evident in instructional videos, cloud-

based storage for materials, interactive communication channels, and a comprehensive 

learning management system that defines the MOOC learning environment (Lu et al., 2017). 

At ICE Institute, the technological setup is tailored to course-specific needs, aligning both 

content delivery and interaction to optimize the learning experience for students and 

lecturers. 

Course Readiness Based on Dimension 4 

The success of learning in MOOCs heavily relies on the availability of sufficient and 

quality content, as it directly impacts student motivation and completion rates (Hew & 

Cheung, 2014). Comprehensive learning materials and activities enhance learning outcomes 

and student engagement (Lu et al., 2017), which is crucial for MOOC organizers and course 

developers to prioritize. However, in a study of 77 courses, only 32 met the minimum 

standard for content availability and variation. This highlights the importance of a well-

structured course, as noted by Bryson (2017), which includes a clear course outline, 

activities, and materials. A well-organized structure helps students prepare and plan their 

learning, and, as emphasized by Brahimi & Sarirete (2015), course developers should be 

encouraged to meet these standards for high-quality learning experiences at ICE Institute. 
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Course Readiness Based on Dimension 5 

The successful completion of MOOCs is often hindered by low engagement, 

excessive workloads, and misalignment with students' needs and competencies (Hew & 

Cheung, 2014). Beyond simply granting certificates, MOOCs can offer credit replacement for 

equivalent higher education courses, provided they integrate supportive, interactive 

technology for class collaboration (Brahimi & Sarirete, 2015). However, technology alone 

cannot replace facilitators; rather, it should enhance an interactive learning environment. 

Studies show that student-centered approaches like Problem-Based Learning (PBL), 

collaborative learning, and flipped learning significantly improve motivation and engagement 

in MOOCs (Lu et al., 2017; Verstegen et al., 2019). These models highlight that MOOCs 

should not just replicate traditional learning but leverage digital technology for active 

learning (Sanchez-Gordon & Luján-Mora, 2018). Currently, ICE Institute needs to develop 

59 more courses that meet active learning standards to foster collaborative and participatory 

learning between facilitators and students. 

Course Readiness Based on Dimension 6 

Effective assessment in MOOC courses is essential to accurately measure student 

performance, provide clear grading guidelines, and detect plagiarism. Assessments can 

enhance learning quality, boost motivation, and uphold academic integrity, as students often 

adjust their behaviors based on grades—low grades may prompt improvement efforts or 

reduce motivation (Wang et al., 2019). Fair and accurate evaluation with validated grading 

guidelines is therefore crucial (Alcarria et al., 2018), and transparent assessment criteria 

should be communicated to students. Additionally, MOOCs need robust plagiarism detection 

tools, especially for courses with large, public enrollments, to prevent academic misconduct 

(Thomas et al., 2016). Currently, only 23 ICE Institute courses meet the standards for 

assessment, including assessment forms, guidelines, assignments, and plagiarism monitoring. 

Course Readiness Based on Dimension 7 

Evaluation in MOOC courses, such as through questionnaires and satisfaction ratings, 

is vital for enhancing teaching quality, student satisfaction, and course sustainability. End-of-

course evaluations help pinpoint strengths and areas needing improvement, enabling 

adjustments in teaching based on student feedback (Cladera, 2021). In MOOCs, evaluations 

also reflect the quality of the platform's system, information, and services, which supports 

course quality and sustainability (Albelbisi et al., 2021; Cheng, 2022). At ICE Institute, only 

31 out of 77 courses meet evaluation standards, indicating a need for improvement in 46 

courses. Strengthening this evaluation dimension aims to elevate the learning experience, 

course quality, and student satisfaction with ICE Institute's MOOC offerings. 

This study emphasizes the need for ICE Institute and similar institutions to 

continually enhance MOOCs by improving course transparency, establishing clear objectives, 

and providing detailed course prerequisites and outcomes. Practical recommendations include 

ensuring instructor profiles are visible to build credibility, integrating user-friendly 

technologies for interaction and collaboration, and using diverse, interactive learning 

materials with structured assessments to create an engaging and reliable learning 

environment, which can improve student enrollment and completion rates. Theoretically, the 

research highlights the significance of a multi-dimensional approach to MOOC quality 

assurance, focusing on key factors such as instructor visibility, technological integration, and 

structured content delivery.  
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Conclusion 

The results concluded that out of 77 courses evaluated, many do not meet the minimum 

standards across various assessment dimensions: (1) course information highlights the 

importance of complete and clear information to attract and support learners; (2) instructor 

information underscores the importance of transparency regarding instructors and facilitators 

to support the credibility and quality of learning; (3) technology and learning tools emphasize 

the significance of proper technology utilization to support effective learning strategies and 

interactions; (4) learning materials and activities stress the need for content variety and 

completeness to boost student motivation and learning outcomes; (5) learning interaction 

highlights the need for more interactive and collaborative learning models to increase student 

engagement; (6) assessment underscores the importance of accurate, transparent grading and 

plagiarism monitoring to support academic quality and integrity; and (7) evaluation 

emphasizes the importance of feedback and evaluation questionnaires to improve course 

quality and student satisfaction. Overall, this study indicates that many courses at ICE 

Institute require improvements to meet the ICE-I QAT quality assurance standards. These 

improvements are essential to ensure that the courses offered can support the competencies 

and learning needs of students and increase course completion rates. 

 

Recommendation  
Based on the above research, it is expected that the courses offered at the ICE-Institute must 

meet the eligibility criteria. This eligibility affects user engagement with the MOOC system. 

The quality of MOOC is not only in the appearance of the course, but is comprehensive to the 

series of learning experiences, including identity, assignments, and completion, including the 

availability of teachers. Through this research, the recommendations for the policymakers 

should implement quality assurance frameworks to ensure MOOCs meet standards in 

transparency, instructor qualifications, and technology use. Investing in interactive, user-

friendly technology and continuous instructor training will enhance course effectiveness. 

Finally, regular monitoring based on student feedback will support ongoing improvements 

and maintain alignment with educational standards. In the future, every ICE-Institute course 

must pass the eligibility test and there must be supervision and monitoring related to the 

sustainability of the course.  
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