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Abstract

This research resulted in a conceptual framework describing the actual learning components influencing
the learning experience of informal, adult learners engaged in FutureLearn courses. The conceptual
framework consists of five learning components: individual & social learning, context, technology and
media elements, organising learning, and learner characteristics. These five learning components are
driven by two enablers or inhibitors of learning: motivation and learning goals. For adult informal learners,
motivation is mostly intrinsic, and learning goals are mostly personal.

This research investigated the informal learning of 56 adult learners with prior online experience,
engaging in individual and/or social self-directed learning using any device to follow a FutureLearn
course. Literature from MOOCs, mobile and informal learning provides scientific support, in addition to
literature clarifying the rationale for choosing self-directed learning compared to similar learning concepts
(self-regulated, self-determined and self-managed learning). The participants of this study voluntarily
followed one of three FutureLearn courses that were rolled out for the first time by the end of 2014. Data
were collected at three different stages: an online survey (pre-course), self-reported learning logs (during
the course), and semi-structured one-on-one interviews (post-course). The data were analysed using
Char ma z 6 s etfod forkehtructing a grounded theory. The analysis included memo-writing, and
involved open coding, line-by-line coding, and focused coding in order to construct a grounded theory
that provided insights into the self-directed learning experiences of FutureLearn participants.

By getting a better understanding of the self-directed learning in FutureLearn courses, additional insights
are gained to enhance informal learning, instructional design, and to contextualize and personalise

learning within FutureLearn courses to create an increasingly meaningful learning experience.



1. Introduction

1.1 Purpose of this research

This researchexamineswhat characterises the informal salfrected learning of experienced, adult
online learners engaging in individual and/or social learning using any device to fdHoturaLearn
MOOC The aim of this research is tmderstand whicHearning componente&merge when learners
seltdirect their learningin FutureLearrMOOCsnd build a conceptual framework that combines the
emerging learning componentaddinginhibitors or enablershat influence thdearningexperience of
adult learnerswvho haveprior onlinelearning experiencelhese answers are sought in order to better
understand how learners setfirect their learning insidé&utureLearrMOOCsallowing future course
facilitators, platform developersand the learners themselves to enhance the learning a&pee of

informal learners

1.2 Synopsis of tis research

This research consists of two studies: a pilot study collecting and analysing data from 9 participants,
and a main study investigatintata from56 experienced, adult online learnerEhe pilotand the main

study investigateadults who ae engaing in individual and/or social salirected learning using any
device to follow autureLearrcourse The pilot study looked at a maximum variance group of adult
learners,while the main studyspecificdly investigatedadult learners with two years or more prior
online learning experiencd.iterature fromselfdirected learning (S, Massive Open Online Courses
(MOOC}¥ mobile and informal learning is provided as a background for this study. In ord&pkore

the seltdirected learning experience iRutureLearrMOOCS, this research poses a central research

guestion, developed as a result of gapat will beidentified in the literature review in chapter 2.



Central research questioWhat characterisethe informal seHdirected learning of experienced, adult
online learners engaging in individual and/or social learning using any device to fdHoturaLearn
MOOC?

The central research question is divided ifitoir sub-questions

Which individual chai@eristics influence the learning experience?

What are the technical and media elements influencing the learning experience?

| 26 R2S& AYRAGARdAzrt FyR a20AFt fSENYyAy3a 7
Which actions (if any) did the learners undertake tgamise their learning?
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The participants of the main study followed one of thrEatureLearnO2 dzZNB S&Y & ¢ KS

a S RA Odrgadised by Monash UniversitpAustraliZ & . F aA 0 aOASyOSY | yRSH
organised by The Open Universitynited Kingdo®@ | YR & 5 S OA & IkceglsinglEoinplex 3 A
'y R | y OS NIbiganiged by2HedUmversity of GroningeiNetherlands These thregoublicly
availablecourses were all rolled out for the first timeidng the last months of 2014. The data for this
study were collected at three different stages: an online survey (at the start of the course), learning
logs (during the course), and sestiuctured oneon-one interviews with participants (postourse)

caried out remotely The online survey was sent to the participants at the beginning of the course, to
be able to gather background information on prior online learning experience and the use of different
devices (tablets, smartphones, laptopetc). Basedon the information shared through the online
survey the target group of experienced online learners was chdsehis study the term experienced
means that the learner has had at least two years of prior online lear@inge the course started, the
leamers selreported on their FutureLearncourse learning experiences by filling in learning logs
providedto themby myself The semstructured oneon-one interviews took place postourse to gain

a more indepth understanding of the actual learning experte of the learners based on their



reflections of the experience. The questions for those interviews were derived from thguadbions

related to this study, as well as coming from the shared data that were retrieved from the learning logs.

Oncethedd I ¢ SNBE O2ft SOGSRY GKS RIdGlF gSNB lylrfteaSR dzaAy3
a Grounded Theory (GTJ.D NP dzfi¢d§ B a rigorous method of conducting research in which

researchers construct conceptual frameworks or theories through builddgctive theoretical

Fyrfeara FNRBY RFEGF YR &ddzoaSldsSyidte OKSO{AYy3a GKSANJ
343). ThusGTprovides a flexible way of conducting research that prioritizes exploration of the given

phenomenon in a predominantipductive theory development paradigm (Birks et al., 2013), while also

interpreting the results in an emerging theoryhe analysis included menwariting to make the

NBaSI NOKSNRE GNIAYy 2F GK2dzaKG | yR LR &anvavied LINR2NI I & ;
open coding, lindby-line coding, and focused coding in order to construct a grounded theory that

would provide insights into the setfirected learning experiences BfitureLearrparticipants.

The information shared by thEutureLearrparticipants reveals five main components making up the
FutureLearnexperience: individual & social learning preference, context, technology, organising
learning, and learner characteristics. Further analysis shows that there are two major
enablers/inhibitors for thé-utureLearrexperience: motivation and learning goals, where motivation is
mostly intrinsic in nature, and the learning goals mostly personal. These two factors have a major
impact on each of the five learning components. Although these five componerdstha two key
impacting factors, are common to most types of learning, the informal factor offFtheireLearn
courses together with th€utureLearrplatform characteristics (i.edesign, technology, social learning
opportunities, tools and interactiongjoints towards specific actions undertaken by tRatureLearn

participants to seldirect their learning in this informal massive open online course setting.



With personal learning goals and intrinsic motivation as core learning inhibitors or enabkergd¢d

to design opportunities to personaligeutureLearncourses, or MOOCs in general, becomes more
apparent. The effect of personal learning goals and intrinsic motivation as the main inhibitors or
enablers on the five components can be illustrated bingithese examples: if there is no (intrinsic)
motivation, the learner does not even start to register in thgureLearrMOOC. Once registered, it is
motivation (in most cases intrinsic motivation) that keeps participants wanting to learn more (which is
not the same as following all treontent of a MOOQut simplystudyingthat content which is relevant

to the learner). If the learning goal/s are not addressed byRhb&reLearrcourse content, learners

stop engaging with the course. The learning goalggh can be professionally or personally driven, but
chosen for personal reasons) are what make learners move above and beyond the barriers that each
of the components might induce in them: they will solve technological problems, they will connect to
others despite having a preference for individual learning, they will overcome lasidfafonfidence

as a learner characteristic, or they will organise their learning against any time constraints they
encounter.

The centrality of personalised learning goals and intrinsic motivation in thelisetited learning
experiences ofutureLearrparticipants provides additional insights into a number of online learning

actions in MOOCs. For example:

1 the importance of proiding personalised actions, for example providing assignments that
enable different participants to adaph¢ content to their own context, or integrating aspects
of their own context to the assignments, hence making personalised use of the course material
andtransformingit into real life answers for their own needs

9 the necessity to provideoncise yet eagilunderstandableourse and module descriptions for
every section of theFutureLearncourse, enabling learners to better assess what they can
expect of the content and whether this suits their search for answers on that particular topic

1 the definition andinterpretation of FutureLearrcourse dropout needs to be adjusted. ¥én
learners sometimes choose to follow only one specific week, but are still satisfidtkir
learning result as it solved a problem they faced in their own professional or persiiiad s



1 insights into when or why learners decide (or not) to interact with others inside and outside

the course. Depending on the course type (e.g. home schooling course, professionally oriented
course) individual/social learning can vary as a learngrards to the perceived importance

of specific social learning needBhe data showed thatithe more professional oriented
courses the participants temd to connect more with peers, while in the more home schooling

course, the participantsended to focus more on the family circle to enhance their social
learning environment.

By getting a better understanding of the sdifected learning inFutureLearncourses, additional
insights are gained regarding informal learning, instructional design optioratter online courses,
options for continued professional development options with MOOC, and how to contextualize and/or
personalise the course content in order to obtain increased learner engagement. Eiguoeides a

quick overview of this study and ifsxdings five learning components and two key inhibitors and
enablers
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Figure 1Visual of the five learning components and two key inhibitors/enablers of learning



The results of this study provide @nceptual framework fothe informal learning expeence in
FutureLearn courses, specificafyNR Y G KS S| NYTBidNIesearchJSISaBpialfdddidn @ S
overview of whicHearning componentare essential for the learner and it looks at how the learners
selfdirect their learning in order to gain newnéwledge provided through thEutureLearrncourses.

The findinggoming outof this study add to the body of knowledge of online learning.

1.3 Contributions of the thesis

The contributions of this study can be divided into theoretical, methodological and practical
contributions. A brief overview of the contributions is given here, a more detailed overview can be
found in section9.6 of the conclusions chaptefhis study cotributed on atheoretical level by
identifying five learning components that influenc€utureLearn MOOC learning: learner
characteristics, technical & media elements, context, individual & social learning, and organising
learning. The study also found ewkey inhibitors or enablers of learning: intrinsic motivation and
personal learning goal3he main innovation of this studg two-fold: using a bottom up approach,
Ay@SaidAardAay3a yR FylfeaAry3a f SlitNdcus/ch adli NBENE § K¢
learners thatare informally learning ifFutureLearrMOOCsthus providingan overview of the actual
MOOC learning experience by this target groBpeviously, the main focus on MOOC research had
been from an institutional or teacher perspectivand on students involved in Higr Education
engaged in MOOCand MOOC learning by professional learners.

The methodological contributions of this study consist of an innovative combinaftiesing two types

of Grounded TheoryGT)to guide the data aalysis.This combination consisted @ f | Z(FOREN &
approachT2 NJ 0 KS LAt 20 addzRéeod 2KSNBE DflFaSNna O02ya
keeping an open mind and being influenced as little as possible by theory to analyse the pilot study.

While the main study made use bfK I NX20149 onstructingsT apprach, which builds upon
7
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the dimensionalisation of the codes into categories.

This study contributed to the practical realisation of onlie&ningreseach, by providing a new set of
research instrumentge.g. learning logsand adding information to the historical narrative of the
FutureLearmplatform, as the pilot study consists of the first two trial courses, and the main study
consists of thre€-uture_earncourses rolled out only one year after the first pulflidureLearrcourses

were launched

1.4 Organisation of the thesis

This thesis is divided into nine chapters.

Chapter 1 provides an overview of the thesis by outlining the major elements séfearch and by
briefly touching on the findings.

Chapter 2 locates the research in the context of previous studies into Massive Open Cullirses
(MOOG@), informal learning and mobile learning. It also discusses the debates surrounding the concept
of selfdirected learning, which is closely related to similar concepts such asegalited and self
determined learning. The chapter explores learning contexts and previous literature covering online
learning experiences in different settings. It idewitifithe gaps in the literature that cdve filled by the
research described in this thesis, deriving from the previously mentioned research questions. It outlines
the differences and commonalities between MOOC formats. The literature describing MOOCdearner
also takes into account differences in learner activity while enrolled in MOOCs.

Chapter 3 reports on the methods that are used in the pilot and the main study. The chapter starts with
the rationale for selecting Grounded Thed/@T)as the preferred miod for this study, indicating

elements that support the GT approach. Some of the discussions that surround GT are also mentioned
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process of the data amgsis stage.

Chapter 4 highlights the research design, and specifically the rationale behind selecting the research
environment and the target population.

Chapter 5 gives an account of the pilot study. The pilot study was used to get a first overvibet of

the learning experiences could be. The pilot study investigated two cldfgdlzourses, which could

only be attended after responding toRutureLearrcall. These twadlph&Xourses were not open to

the public and only covered two weeks of contess they were test courses to ensure a strong roll out

for the free and public courses. The pilot study was also used to test the research instruments of this
study, and to get feedback in order to plan the main study.

Chapter 6 introduces the main studby describing the threEutureLearrcourses. The selection of the
target population is described in relation to results referring to the importance of previous online
learning expertise.

Chapter 7 reports the findingsmerging fromthe GT data analysis and relates it back to each of the
research questions stated at the beginning of the main study. The findings give an overview of the five
elements making up the learning environment and the two main inhibitors or enablers of learning.
Chapter 8 discusses the findings of this study, and puts them into perspective while taking into account
relevant literature. The discussion looks at similarities between this study and existing research, but
also focuses on the additions of this studythe existing literature.

Chapter 9 summarizes the contributions of this thesis, lists the limitations of this study, and provides

directions for future research. The chapter concludes withké findings from this research



2. Literature

2.1 Keyareas

In December 2012 the MOOC platfoffutureLearrwas founded by The Open University, UK as a
companyand within a couple of years it had attractadarge number of partners and three renowned
non-university institutions: the British Museum, the Bshi Council and British Library (Scanlon,
aO! YRNB S 3 hlif§e&iGnt.Zof theresgaichidesign chap@more detailed description
of the FutureLearnplatform is given, including some of its course features. To progigme
background with regartb FutureLearras the learning environment a brief introduction is given here,
to indicate the importance derived from thHeutureLearrdesign, i.e. choosing Mobile First and social
learning as core design features of the platfoitheFutureLearrplatform has been open to the public
since 2013, and is constantly refined by results coming out of evides®ed research. Up until 20,13
the major MOOC platformge.g. Coursera, EdXere built initially for dektop accessFutureLearn
however, embraced mobile learning (mLearninggédagogiesdrom the start (Ferguson & Sharples,
2014)and was built on the idea af Mobile Firstdesign FutureLearralso sets itself apart from the
other major MOOC platforms with its ogsken focus on social learmjnin the literature chapter
learnercentered learning is taken up, using different learning concepts (e.gresplfated, seHl
directed, selfdetermined, sefmanaged learningas will be shown in sectiadh3 within this literature
chapter. Research isaeded to investigate if and how learners guide their learning iRutfireLearn
courses in order to get a better understanding of what drives or inhibits them from learAmg.
FutureLearrMOOCs are part of thiatest evolutiorsin educational technologieand online learning
they create a new online learning ecology combining maobile, online and social leaiffiisgstudy
builds upon previous research situatedtireseareas MOOCs are analysed in their current context

includingFutureLearrcourses, a sgific brand of MOOCs. Tiationale behind choosing Sl be
10



highlightedby describingt in its own right, as well asomparhg itto similar learning conceptfOnce
the choice for the SDL concept is stated, 8Dituated within iformal andautonomous learning as
being part of adult larning within freely available online coursds the last section the literature
review covers the SDL concept within MOOCs, mLearning and online learaatmgthe fullresearch

background for this study.

2.2 Massive Open Online Courses: research, actual learners and gaps

In theirsystematic study of the published MOOC literature covering 2008 to 20¢@nagunawardena,
Adams & Williams (2013) concluded that MOOC relatéidles discussed empirical dence from case
studies, the influence on higher education structure, or educational theory relating to MOOCs.
Additionally, the first MOOC literature emexg from early MOOCSs, often described @snectivist
MOOCs, or cMOOCs and not what has become krasmiMOOCHRodriguez (2012) classifies MOOCs
into two caegories: connectivist MOOCIMOOCs) and xMOOC courses. He associates XMOOC courses
predominantly with cognitivédbehaviourist approachewhere the MOOC facilitator offers the course
content,and cMO@s with connectivist approachadere MOOC participants are actively involved in

the creation of additional course conteniHowever, in 2013 Conole classified MOOCs using twelve
dimensions and she argued that cMOOCs and xXMOOCs were all scattered actassthesetwelve
dimensions. This indicated that there were more commonalities to MOOCSs than previous literature
assumed. As a consequence MOOCs could then be designed following @ey gireension to build

a MOOC to the wishes of the course organizieesit anywhere between-or cMOOCs. Conole (2013)

put the design and the interactions of a course in the hands of the course organisers, but with
limitations depending on the MOOC delivery platform and its technical as well as pedagogical options,

but she opened up the MOGf&alm to more nuanced options and not simply aocc xXMOOC

11



dichotomy. Conole saw that participation in MOOCs can range from informalacmedited

participation through to engagement as part of a formal course offering.

Veletsianos ad Shepherdson (2016) made a systematic analysis of empirical MOOC literature between

2013¢ 2015, continuing on the previous literature analysis dond.ipgnagunawardena, Adams, and

Williams (2013). Veletsianos and Shepherdson identified stufbenisedstudies ashe most common

research strand within empirical MOOC research, good for 84% of the chosen literature of their study.

Interestingly, these studententered studies were mainly looking at completion and retention rates,

as well as learner subpojations (Veletsianos & Shepherdson, 2016), but not the full MOOC learning
SELISNASYOSo ¢ Kdretholigh thedr rebulsiRugdest khat research on MOOCSs focuses on

studentNB f F 1 SR G2LIA0aX fSFNYSNERQ O20m.08a o6SNB I NBSte& | 0:
While universities entered into the MOOC realm from 2012 onwards (with tf&takiford course as

the xXMOOC pioneer), a research shift in publications took place inufaafoa growing amount of

XMOOC oriented research (Veletsianos & Shepherdsdb6;2Breslow, 2016). Due to its disruptive

perception on higher education, early xMOOC literature has focused on research involving institutional

experiences in setting up MOOGs)d MOOC studies examining higher education students (Skiba,

2012; Yuan,Powell & Cetis, 2013; Kaplan & Haenlein, 20K®jilcec, Piech and Schneider (2013)

investigated three computer science MOOCs @@y Of dzZRSR GKIF G GG KS @Faid Yl 22N
areemployed fulli A YS¢ 0L mTmMO ¢ KAOK Qo HetwBen thi2 ldayhér arida |+ O2y a OA
professional reason for following MOOQCHis adds to the strand within recent MOOC literature which

is related to professional learning with MOOG4illigan & Littlejohn, 2014; Milligan, Litjiehn &

Ukadike, 2014; Mori & Rdiffe, 2016)

12



2.2.1Learner demographics

Research looking at MOOC demograpklosws thatmostMOOC learners are already employed, well
educated, from developed countries and have higher levels of formal educdlieBogr, Stump,
Seaton, & Breslow, 2018 hristensen, Steinmetz, Alcorn, Bennett, Woods, & Emanuel,; Mas3is,

2014; Ho et aJ 2014, Liyanagunawardena, Lundqvist, & Williams, 2Biéslow, 2016; DeBoer et al

2016. But this contrasts with the target groups of the majority of research tigaettng MOOC
experiences, which looks at MOOC experiences of students enrolled in Higher EdiRetamkably,

not much literature is found with regard to the actual learning experience of the biggest target groups
of MOOCsnamely adult learners not nessarily enrolled in college or university terms of gender

and the MOOC learner there is a distinction betweenkotureLearmplatform and the Coursera & EdX
platforms, with Coursera and Edxaving more male learners arf€ltureLearnrhaving more female
learners on average (Morris, Hotchkiss & Swinnerton, 2015; Liyanagunawardena, Lundqvist, &
Williams, 2015).This disparitycould not have been picked uwhen this study was planneds
FutureLearmwas only just being developed, but aggent the reason for this disparity is stitknown

which makes it of interest fduture research.

The diversity in demographics has a bearing on learning outcormegheir 2015 study, Morris,
Hotchkiss and Swinnerton investigated the demogiaghadkgrounds of MOOC learnevgho were
enrolled in five FutureLearn MOOCs offered by the University of Lieegisedict learner outcomes.
Morris, Hotchkiss and Swinnerton (2015) also found strong evidence of an association between age
and degree of completioTheya I ¢ GKIF 0 WO2YLX SGSNBRQ 0APSd (K23
had the highest median age at 43 years (n=132), whereas those who drop out in the first week are the
youngest group with a median age of 34 years (n=1035). Those who drop betfirst week have the

fSIad LINA2N 2yt AYyS SELISNASYOS 6AGK odzs dylnni
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(n=63) having studied online before (p. 202). Thiesightsbuilt a casefor this research tcselect
learners that hae experiencean online learning If learners withprior online experience are more
frequently course completers, their learning experience might shed extra light on which learning
actions can result in successkutureLearrMOOC experiences.

This coincides with wha¥lorris (2014) concluded as a relation between diverse learners and their

actualf St NYAy3dY dahh/ & FGGNIOG Fy FdRASYOS 4KAOK Aa 27F(

students, current undergraduate and postgraduate students, through to professiamaldeisure

learners. MOOC patrticipants are all at different levels trying to reach a clear learning goal from the

AFYS YFHGSNAFE & 6AGKAY | ThiR Sty pfoSides d bBtlerNid8rstand@ng deNy S & ¢ 6 Lid

how learners direct their learning thin FutureLearncourses, toshed light on the overhlearning

experience

2.2.2What is the MOOC learner experience?

Liyanagunawardena, Adams and Williams (2013) noticed a gap in research related to the learner

experience and the reasons why learnels NI A OA LI 6 S Ay ahh/ ayYy aAld ¢2ddZ R 0S5

the actual motivations in place, the percentage of participants taking up MOOCs for those reasons, and
G2 1y2¢6 K2g (K24aS Y20AQFGA2ya YAIKI GFENE FTNRY
motivation is echoed in Kizilcec and Schneiders (2015) conclusiothénathas not been a systematic

I LILINBF OK G2 ARSY(GATeAy3d fSINYSNEQ Y2UuAQFdAizya

understanding motivational factors is not enough as TerrasRamsay (2015) pointed out, researchers

(s}
(s}

YySSR a2 dzyRSNBGFYR € SFNYSNEQ SELISOGIGAZYA YR

| 20AF0SR 6A0K ahh/ &aé¢ oL nTtT1O
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One of the potential challengakat has been identifiedvas why MOOC completiomtes are low
(Jordan, 2014; Perna et al., 2014; Weller, 2014; Morris, 2014). To enable understanding we need to use
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a methodology that allows data related to MOOC experiences to emerge so potential reasons for
differences ilMOOC engagement can be foursl dropout rate effectively a negative thing, or can it

be a result of a positive learning experience? One of the most cited metaphors on this subject comes
FNRY {GSLIKSY 526y Sa o6 unobody®e®r conpBined tha Sewspapérdindve
lowO 2 Y LI S ramdyie adds th& &ifctually very rare to find media of any sort that is intended

to be consumed in its entirelpswe pick and choose whatisiportantto us.Breslow (2016) indicates

we need to get a better understanding of the actual learning experience in MOW@G=plore the

vaB Ay |yR aKATFTUAY3I  SI NY S NEH alsifof tew yhétricid abditiorFt@ NJ LJ
more traditional benchmarksf certification such asgradesor completion that are often used in
traditional higher educationThese new metrics will add the understandng ofwhat actually happens

in a MOOC (Bayne & Ross, 2014; Ho et al., 2014, Kilgore, Bartoletti & Al FB)hTRBis supported

by Hood, Milligan and Littlejohn (2016) who concluded that completion and retention, cgsoxies

for learning are not the most appropriate measures to understand the rich nuances of learning taking
place within a MOOC context.

Adamopoulos (2013) investigated what makesurcessfuMOOCin terms of learningbased on
reasons fonot dropping out. His study used a Grounded Theory approach using quantitative data from
133 MOOC courses offered by 30 universities. The data consistgihions shared by MOOC students

in discussion fora, as well as opinions available on the courstalk.org website (website for course
reviews). The aim of his study was to come to a better understanding of whgrgsidrop-out of
ahh/ a® Ly ! sRbyVtddcitnes cirail e seesourse completion as a learning success,
while to me as a researcher of this stutBarning can have multiple meanings depending on the
knowledge need of the learner, angersonal learning success is not always relatenl dourse

completion.
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Most MOOC learners do not learn in a linear fashion. Guo and Renicke (2014) investigated how learners
navigate through MOOCs and they found that most learners engage Hirmean learning trajectories

that do not follow a preestablifed, sequential progressiaimrougha MOOC. They also found that

older MOOC certificate earners covered more course materials and repeated more lecture sequences
than younger students. This led Guo and Reinicke to conclude that older learners folldimeam
seltdefined learning paths, indicative of a fidlidependent learning stylddowever Wt RSN YA 3K {
be a valid term when it comes to online learning, as age requirements are something much more
connected to formal learning than to online leangior lifelong learningAllowing earners tochoose

what they wanttoleari I t f 2 6a AYRAQGARdZ f&a (2 OK22a$8S K2¢ (2

for supporting the diversitg ¥ £ S NJ S NJ yRkh&deg 2005Y6R21) AThir&aies wliear

adlidSySyita FTNRY /2y2ftS 6Hnmo0v GKIG a6S ySSR G2

LISRIF 323A0lffte STFSOGAGSsT tSIRAYy3I (2 Iy SyKIyOSR

to make informed design decisions, the MO@& ningexperience itself must bavestigatedrom the
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In their small qualitative autethnographic studydza A y 3 / | NNR f f QRarkYJarigbd 2 F
Reeves (2015) used sediported learning journals (on averageevenper participant) written by
themselves to explore engagement and learning in MOOCs. Although the study only looked at data
from three learners, the authors found that MOORa&ve toaddress individual learnefseeds to
improve the overall learning experience (Park, J&@eeves, 205). Littlejohn, Hood, Milligan and

Mustain (2016) organised a quantitative SRL research investigating the learning behaviours of 788

f SNy

MOOC participants, with follow up interviews from3 £ SI Ny SNE® ¢ KSANJ NBAaSI NODK F2c

motivations and goals were found to shape how they conceptualised the purpose of the MOOC, which

AAAAA
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adecpately addressed the unique nature of learning and learneastinh / a8 é¢ o[ AG Gt S22 Ky 3
Mustain, 2016p. 1.

Terras and Ramsay (2015) made a rational argument for priority research involving MOOCs and
LJae OK2ft 23A0Ft St SY &ny/natdre i MOOEs prates theic@nBol of Edrning dtxhe
RAAONBGAZ2Y 2F GKS fSFENYySNE OC¢CSNN}Ia g wkvYaleéex
MOOC facilitators and learners, the onus is placed on individual learners to create and navigate the
own learning journey (Littlejohn, Hood, Milligan, Mustain, 2016). This also puts a greater responsibility
2y GUKS £ SFNYSNW® aLdG Aa SaaSyuaalrt G2 S@Ifdz S
effective engagement and learningcongek Y 3 ahh/ d8¢ 6 ¢SNN} & 9 wl yal @
jdZAGS + GFNRARFYOS Ay (GKS € SFNYSNBRQ NBlFazya T2NJ
for four main reasons: to extend or develop their knowledge of an area, curiosity about 8)00C
personal challengeand the acquisition of qualifications (Hew & Cheung, 2014). Considering these
St SySyidazr AG 06S5S02YSa Of SINJ GKIFIG GKS dadzyRSNA G
learning strategies, and attitudes is of paramount impodaifior research and practice of learning and
GSIFOKAY3 Ay aKbvarnowcsJoksimdvié &Seménsls4, p. 168).

a2NNR&a oHnmnO FfNBFRe SYLKIaAaAT SR GKS AYLERNIL Y
learning technologies to offer participatory, active, networked and personalized online learning
SELISNASY OS¢ Ot SINIeée LidzidAay3d GKS &a20ralf FI OhG2N
experience. Reich (2015) stated thatallective research effort is required to fullynderstand the

impact of MOOGsand he added I & a6S KI @S G4SNlroedSa 2F RFEGIE |
EAGHES dzy RSNRGFYRAY3I 2F gKIFG OKFy3ISR Ay GKSANI
Only when a holistic overview of the learning experience is established, arlcethimpacting factors

on the learning process have been identified, we can take a closer look at what changes in the mind of
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the learnersFrom the above mentioned research a literature gap emerges related to the actual MOOC

learning experience of aduktarners engaged in MOOCs. In order to investigate the learner experience

it is important to look at the full scope of what and how the learner actually leiaciading personal

factors, social learning, etés the learner in MOOCs is seen as an aati@ming agent who choses

which course to take, what content to engage with and which peers to interact witfgsitimportant

G2 OK22aS I OSYyGNlf fSFENyiAy3a O02yOSLIi Fa F adFrNIAy3
learners adjust their leaing. This means an informed choltad tobe made between the current set

of learning concepts that see the learner as an actor in the learning process.

2.3 Rationale behind choosing the setiirected learning concept

The next section untangles learginoncepts that have emerged in the last decades and are related to
learnercentered learning: seffirected learning, selfegulated learning, selletermined, and self
managed learning. Untangling these concepts is necessary to ensure that one of teenkewf this
researchg selfdirected learning would besituatedwithin the spectrum of learnecentered online
learning. Defining as well as delimiting the term of si#écted learning was also necessary to

construct the research instruments withihe scope of this study and the chosen concept.

2.3.1 Learnercentered learning as the umbrella concept
Selfdirected learning is part of an array of learf@S y 1§ SNBR O2y OSLJia® aLy GKS wun

the Second World War, the ideas of autononmydaselfdirection became the subject of intense

AONHziAyeé ODNBYY2 g wifSes mpoppI LD -cenerednets ¢ KS ARSH

came as a countereaction to the mechanistic psychology le¢haviourism Learning was no longer

seen as someihg that could be pushed onto people, but as a personal experience (Ausubel, 1968;
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Bruner et al., 1966). As sudil of the following learning concepts can be placed within a humanistic
philosophy.

With the emergence of learnagentered learning in théield of educational technology, a number of
concepts have come up that are all closely related to each otherregliated learning, self
determined learning, selfirected learning, and sethanaged learning. Due to the novelty of these
concepts, as weas their historical emergence and scientific uptake differences between them are

not always clearly defined in literature and their definitions tend to overlapheztber. In the next
section the differentlearning concepts will be examinedt present learnercentered learning is
expanding into learnecentered MOOCs. Wheredrnercentered MOOC#avor a learneicentered
approach providing strategies that change the perception of learners as active participants in the
establishment of individual gds and a personal trajectory (Guardia, Maina & Sangra, 2013), which is
the case with FutureLearn, a MOOC platform developed with the intention to increase social learning

interactions.

2.3.2Concept definitions in the field of educational technology

Inthe last years running up to the millennium, a number of research interests arose related to the field
of learning including how do learners learn, what are the contemporary learning patterns, what are
the main factors impacting learnerAt the same tine online learning started to become more widely
adopted (Moore & Kearsley, 2011; Lynch & Dembo, 2004; Daniel, 2012) and this translated into new
research looking at learning in online environments. As the concept of leaemered learning in
online envionments was applied in different fields, similar concepts were put forward. These concepts

were in turn the starting point of new research, and as such parallel developments appeared.
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2.3.2.1Andragogy and Heutagogy: different stepping stones for leagnin
Pedagogy or the theory and practice of teaching has been informally describadlémia with Plato
describing theSocraticmethod as an enabler of critical thought and s#dfvelopment of young
learners. But pedagogy as an academic discipline ankrged at the start of the century with
Johann Friedrich Herbart emphasizifige key ideas which composed his concept of individual
maturation: Inner Freedom, Perfection, Benevolence, Justice and Equity or Recompense (Blythe, 1981),
and a teacher (Wich could be any figure of authority) was put in the middle as the actor of the learning
process Andragogy builds upon pedagogy by moving away from the idea that teachinly isetated
to children, and it shifts more power from the teacher to the lesras an actor in the learning process.
But andragogy also has a history that gradually shaped the conceptual meaning, defining what
andragogy actually meant academically. Andragogy started out as a pedagogical discipline which
looked at the best way to #ch adults then it became a relatively autonomous science within the
framework of the general science of teaching and eting; and after WWII andragogy became a
method, skill, theory or model of adult learning (Kaplan, 20023 this last interpretadn of andragogy
that will be discussed in sectiéh3to come to a rationaldéor choosing a specific learning concept for
this study. Knowles (197@yomoted the concept ondragogy for adult learningnd he definedself
directed learning as
a ¢ Kr8cess in which individuals take the initiative, with or without the help of others, in
diagnosing their learning needs, formulating learning goals, identifying human and
material resources for learning, choosing and implementing learning strategies, and
SOlLtdza GAYy3 fSFENYAy3 2dzi02YS&aé¢ oLd 1O
Hase and Kenyon (2000Net originators of heutagogy or the study of sédftermined learning,

proclaimedheutagogy not as a departure from andragogy but, rather an extension that incorporates
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seltdirected learning. H&S YR YSy@2y O6uHnnn0 F2dzyR GKFG Yy?2
approach to learning which seemed to them more about solving problems, than about being proactive
as a learner, whereas they saw heutagogy as more intuitivelimedr and not recessarily planned.
Hase and Kenyon (2007) proposed the following definition:
"Heutagogy is concerned with learreentred learning that sees the learner as the major
F3Syd Ay GKSANI 246y fSENYyAYy3IA:Z gKAOK 200dzNBE |
the curriculum and learning activities [designed by the teacher] may become increasingly
ANNBE S@lryd +d Fyeg LRAYG Ay GKS a2 OlFff SR Wi
An important issue raised by Hase and Kenyon concertheddifference between erception and
actuality of online learning resourcasopportunities for learningandthe myth of flexible delivery of
online materials,includingall online material which is curated by teachers, professors, or course
facilitators. The myth states thatarefully crafted media somehow enable sdilfected learning and
SylFotS W¥ft SEAOGT S of brfite Nejiriling Ba@ délextbke &.g. Rediiering @ntdnt for
different devices, learning across time and locatjdn)t not the learning as the nherials are in fact
teachercentred, not learneicentred. A heutagogical approach recognises the need to be flexible in
the learning where the teacher provides resources but the learner designs the actual course he or she
might take by negotiating the lefrA y 3 o1 I &S 3 YSyeé2ys wnnnI Ll® c
that a shift in thinking towards heutagogy will enable the control of learning to shift more appropriately
to the learner. Furthermore, it will enable a far more creative approach to learnmatter what the
O2y G SEG¢ 0 Llutagpgylsidndd aythelefddMNalcantinéum that progresses from pedagogy
to andragogy, where setfirectedness is a key attribute (Knowles, 1975), to heutagogy which proposes
seltdetermined learning and whittsees learners as highly sé#ftermined, creative and productive

individuals (Blaschke, 2012).
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In selfdetermined learning, as a concept arising from heutagogy, it is the learner who constructs the
actuallearning experience, whether this happening iocairse or through other content location such

as libraries or Wikipedia searchdsooking at the wide array of learning that can comprise- self
determined learning] see this as a learning capacity which goes beyond the scopatafeLearn
courses. Foff the learner constructs thelearning it means she or he will most likely choose elements
from selected courses, the internet, their personal learning netwarid any space, object or person

that might have additional information on the subject of irdst. Within heutagogy, the learner also
becomes a capable human, an idea that one does not only acquire skills, but also appraises them within
the whole of the system in which the learner resides, e.g. in view of society as a whole (Hase & Kenyon,
2007).To me this means setfetermined learning is a more holistic approach to learning, and requires
more skills and knowledge to reach the idea of a capable learnerd&elfimined learning focuses on

a bigger learning goal whiaxtends beyonane singlecourseat one moment in timewhereas self
directed learning happens within a courfee a limited duration

Selfdirected learning has developed from adult learning and in particular from informal adult learning
projects that were not embedded in orgaai adult education¢ 2 dZ3 K Q& 6 mMdpT M0 NBaSI NOK
learning showed tha?0% of the studied adult learning projects were planned by the learner him or
herself. Tough (1971) also emphasized that adult learning is motivatechbtion, a loose term that

can describe some of the informal MOOC learning done by participants in a leisurely nianedo.

the informal character ofeltdirected learninglearning can happen on the basis of sheer curiosity.
Additionally, the learner can chee whether or not taset goals becauseno particular preset goal

needs to be in place fanylearning to be planned. This makes the concept ofdietficted learning

open to serendipitywhere the learner might choose to learn something perceived as an opportunity,

and notas much as a deliberate god@his studywants to draw up conceptual frameworkor informal
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learning inFutureLearrMOOCsGiven the choice between andragogy and heutagogy, then andragogy
seems to be more relevant to MOOC learners with their wide wadéadult learners. Whereakself
determined learning would be the learning concept of this study, it would mean that the study would
not only need to considdfutureLearrMOOCs, but the whole learning environment as it is built by the
seltdetermined earners. Amore indepth look at each of the learning concepts will provédielitional

insights into the best possible learning concept to use in this study.

2.3.3 Untangling learning concepts in detail

Selfregulated, seldirected, seHdetermined andselfmanaged learning need to be untangled if a clear
definition of a learning conceps to be chosen. In order to untangle the learning concepts, each of
them will be described in more detail, starting with seldnaged learning. lthe case of the self
regulated and selfletermined sectionslearning concepts that have more in common with self
directed learninghan selfmanaged learningarguments will be added as to why seifected learning

is more suitable for this research compared to the othwo concepts. The sellirected learning
section is used to elaborate that particular concept in relation to the study itself in terms of its suitability

for FutureLearrMOOCSs and its socmonstructivist as well as mobile design.

2.3.3.1 Selfmanagediearning

Selfmanaged learning is a learning approach that mirrors the management process within companies.
This means that the outcomes from learning are being returned into the company to improve each or
a specific part within the company processes (Gogimam, 1981, Honold, 2001). The term self
YEYyF3aSR € SFENYAy3a gta O2AYySR o0& LIy [/dzyyAy3aKl
approach derived from elements of several other methods includingdesiélopment, selirected
learning and actio learning. It is essentially a holistic approach to the individual and is underpinned by

strong values, including a corporate madlGarrow, 2007). Sethanaged learning is grounded in
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organisational needs so that the individual is learning firmly imrganisational context. In addition

GKSNBE Aa | wO2ftfSOGABS NBalLRyaArAoAfAleQ oKSNBoe S| NJ
participants in the learning of others. Although seldnaged learning was set up in close relationship

to selfdirected learning, the concept is embedded in a corporate context, which makes it less relevant

for this study looking at adult learners in general.

2.3.3.2 Communalitiesself-regulated, selfdetermined learningand self-directed learning

The three remainingoncepts(selfregulated, seldirected and sefletermined learning)came out

with groundbreakingpapers around the year 200@henthree important papers, each connected to

2yS 2F (GKS 02y OSLIia ¢S NBDirkdtd lfedrriing: PiRsof Adult YeBrNidgd 2 38 | Y R {
CKS2NEE o0& aSNNAIY wSiThdzimOdTS R . [SO2NGAS/NEY ! f SHAEASNIDASGE 0O
YR GCNRY ! yRN} 3238 G2 | Sdziil 323e8¢ o6& 1148 FyR YSyezy
in terms of the importance of learnarenteredness, the importance of reflection, the autonomy of the

learner, the idea that learning autonomously is a skill that needs to be learned. They all point towards

lifelong learning, and towards the fact that a dialogue with others can result in additiearning. In

the rest of this section the concepts are discussed in more detail.

2.3.3.3 Seltregulated learning versus setfirected learning

PillingMcCormick and Anderson (2007) mentioned that the common terminology and understanding

between seldirected learning and setegulated learning contributes to considerable confusion

theoretically, which carries over to the application of these concepts in practicediSadfed learning

reflects its historical connection with adult learnirfgelf-regulated learning stems from educational

psychology (Boekaert, 1998),4 NBf | SR (2 YSGIO023yAiA0S | 6 NBySaa 6.
a student's ability to independently and proactively engage in-reeffivating and behaviaral

processes thatincreas@2 I t | GOl Ay YSy( ¢ Wikettedandkaifegalated laanning ® & { St F
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have similarities with respect to active engagement, gbedcted behaviar, metacognitive skills, and
AYGNRYyAaAAO Y2 ackdding blbyeds, Magdd & Rykers) (200But they add that self
directed learning seelearnersashaving more control over the learning environment, which provides

the learner with the potential of initiating a learning task.

Both selfdirected and selfegulated learning hae been mentionedin relation to online learning
(Carneiro et a) 2011, Littlejohn & Milligan, 2015; Littlejohn et,&016). The concept of salirected
learning relates to research into adult learning stection by Merriam (2001, 2014), based on the
andragogy concept of Knowles (1975), but embeds technology as an influencing factordaesedid
learning. Knoves (1975) described séfA NS OG SR t SFNYyAy3 Fa ab LINROS
initiative, with or without the help of others, to diagnose their learning needs, formulate learning goals,
identify resources for learning, select and implement leagnistrategies, and evaluate learning
2dz602YSaé 6L mMyvd ¢KS FFOG GKFEG FRdzZ G £ SF NJSH
2011) adds tahe argumentfor using seldirected learning in this study.

DFNNR &2y Q& o mdrdeedleaiggRrslidessdiireétiGhfaFa personal attribute as well

as a learning process involving online learning. The fact that MOOCSs are leamtenred also adds to

the potential of seHdirected learning in online learning, as researchagposethat online learning

gives more control of the instruction to the learners (Garrison, 2003; Gunawardena & Mclssac, 2003).
An interesting addition is also provided by Song and Hill (2007) who built a conceptual model for
understanding seltlirected learningn online environments. They looked at sdifected learning in
relation to the online context and how this context influences the amount of control that is given to (or
SELISOGSR 2F0 tSIENYSNBRZ YR K2g Al velbféedirdctiohd O

This possible reciprocal influence of the online context anddedtted learning is of interest to this
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study and some of the sufuestions investigate whether or not the online context influences- self

directed learning.

An additonal reason to choose sdlirected learning is related to its reach. Loyens, Magda & Rikers

(2008) look at selflirected learning in problerbased learning and its relationship to sedfjulated

learning. The paper is of interest, as it aims to estabtishceptual clarity between setfirected

learning and selNS 3dzf 6 SR f SIFNYyAy3ad ¢KSe Qitegedfedaity s KIF G aiKS
broader than selfegulated learning. Setfirected learning as a design feature of the learning

envionment stresSa A0 dzRSy 1aQ FNBSR2Y Ay (GKS LlzNBRdzA G 2F GKSA
2008, p. 416). The added remark from Loyens, Magda & Rikers (2008) thdirexetéd learning

AyOf dzRSa aly FTRRAGAZ2YIFT LINBYAAS Fandévauatiordof 4 G dzRSy G a
fSENYAYI YIFIGSNRFE & 6L nmm0O FAda GKS O02yGSyd NBIf AL
what to learn, when and why.

The conclusion of Kop & Fournier (2011) that some of the dropout rates may be related to the lack of

sdf-directed learning skills of the learners, also added to the urgency of investigatingireetied

learning in this study. Especially as many MOOCs have been suffering from significant dropout rates

(Fini, 2009; McAuley, 2010; Daniel, 2012; Jordan42Gatropa, 2013; Clow, 2013). Kop and Fournier

(2011) also mentioned a lack of research into the learner experience, spec#aétlirected learning

As mentioned selflirected learning is historically linked to adult education, but it also extends into

lifelong learning. Mobile learning researchers Arrigo, Kuktifiliane, ArnedilléSanchez and Kismihok

OHnNMHU | RR GKIFG a0 &8npusdtySeBucatiod MImankge arfsl divegt thdiddvin(
ESFNYAY3 Ad sARSEE NBO23IyATI SR Fa SaaSetdfolr) (2 (GKSANI
also cite Fischer and Konomi (2007) who argue that lifelong learning outside school is ditiement f

schootbased learning because it is sdifected, driven by interests and needs, informal, often
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collaborative and carried out in tooich environments. Research by Sheu, Bonk and Kou (2013)
investigating SDL while usi@pen Educational Resourc&ER, open courseware and MOOCSs, also
emphasized the importance of informal learning for the concept ofdiedfcted learning. MOOCs are
delivering courses outé of formal schooling, making selirected learningan important focus point.
Selfdirected 5 Ny Ay 3 gAGK Ada SYLKFIaixa 2y fSFNYSNaQ |
of skills for lifelong learning (Dynanal., 2008;Loyen<t al,, 2008). As MOOCs move into the realm of
lifelong learning (Downes, 2005; de Waard, 2013), it is mapbd to add what Knowles (1970) wrote:
GAG A& y2 t2y3SN) FdzyOlAzylt G2 RSTAYS SRdzOI (A
be defined as a lifelong process of continuing inquiry. And so the most important learning fafrall

both chidren and adults is learning how to learn, the skills of sSRfA NS OG SR A Yy lj dzA NB ¢

lifelong learning being one of the possible goals to attain, therdigdtted learning must be supported

for those learners interested in directing their learg.

2334SelfNB3Adzf | G SR € SFNYyAYy3I FTNRY RAYYSN¥YIYyQA L
Boekaerts1996) suggested that an adequate model of selfulated learning in the broad sense would

have to consider how the achievement of imposed goals (related to the demands oéaheng
environment) as well as the achievement of personal goals is regulated by the individual. She based
this conclusion on the factthat sefB 3 dzf G A2y Ay @2t @S aregulstigrSiNaives O 2 )
cognitive affective motivational and behavoural components that provide the individual with the
capacity to adjust his or her actions and goals to achieve the desired results in light of changing
SYGANRYYSyllt O2yRAGAZ2Y AL 0O %SARMSINined Selfegulated> H N
fSENYyAY3I a GiKS LINRPOSaasSa Ay 6KAOK S NYySNa
fSENYAY3I OGABGAGASAE O6LIP yoOod LAY YeHUred earnibgn by d
categories: selbbservation, sefudgment, and selfeaction. Tis is embedded in the cyclical model of
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Zimmerman, Bonner and Kovach (1996) who emphasized fouregpifatory processes: (1) self

evaluation and monitoring, (2) goal setting and strategic planning, (3) strategy implementation and
monitoring and (4) str@gic outcome monitoring. This means that the learner is awafe
metacognitive elements withitheir learning setting goals, monitorindneir ownlearning progressi,

and consciously usinkparning strategies. It also emphasizes the capacity and presence of meta
cognitive skills to increase learning success. However, the present study does not want to increase the
success of learning for learners engaging in MOOCs, but wants to undetstegxperience of learners

engaged irFutureLearrcourses. This focus on experience and choosing the actions (whichever actions

they are), demands a broader view of learning which allows learners to handle their learning in a more
voluntary way. It is asformal and orthe-go as life permits it (with all its complexities of professional,

personal and mental nature). This study is not looking for the most successfutLearrparticipant,

it wants todraw up a conceptual framework, incorporatitige leaning elementsand actionsthat

make upthe learring experience within &utureLearrcourse.

BLAYYSNYIY oMby d0 SYLKIF&aAT Sa-NBRUzi I 8RR KyzZ YATe OBHRIBzPA X A
learning must involve the use of specified strategies to eahiacademic goals on the basis of self
STTAOI O&8 LISNDS LI A 2y arégulabetiearning apcodzept ok iktérestYfdr $tilds & St F
looking at academic goals, or looking into learner actions driven by goals related to formal recognition

of their learning goals. This study looks at learning experiences of adult learners who do not necessarily
want to achieve formal and/or academic goals. By taking the focus away from performance or academic
success per se, the learner is allowed to embrace leainiagway that is useful to thepdefined by

their own willingness as well as capability to learn. In a,\lag study adds to the idea of playful

f SENYAYIS 2N f SAAdzNBE € SENYAYId | RRAGAZ2Y I f-f &85 %AYYSN

regulaed learning process (Zimmerman & Schunk, 2001; Zimmerman, 1989; Zimmerman, 2001).
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Though in selfegulated learning the instructor was seen as the actor providing support to the learner,

it was so they could achieve improved s@fjulated learning skilland not necessarily as the content
expert. In MOOC:s the facilitator is in general the content expert, but not necessarily providing support
to the learner. This adds an additional gap between MOOC learning amégelfited learning, when

a study wants taunderstand the actudrutureLearrMOOC experience.

BLAYYSNYIFY oOonunnm0O &0 NIa FNRY F LINBYAa&AS GK+ G a
NEfFGSR aGNFiS3IASaeg 6L ccud ¢KAA asSSvya G222 f
learning. It will of course be true that a number of learners will indeed have personally set goals on why
they follow a specifid-utureLearncourse, but there might also be learners who are much more
serendipitous in choosing thelutureLearrcourses, andvho are not necessarily setting goals from

the start. As such the concept for this study needed to embrace a more open starting point for learning
and this can be found in salfrected learning.

According to Beishuizen and Steffens (2012} -Fefjufaied learning in a wide sense seems to be
equivalentto selRA NBOG SR f SI NYyAYy3IE O6LId T 0 RANBEOGHKS et 3 IR
seltdirected learning (SDL), the individual takes the initiative and the responsibility for what occurs.
Individuals select, manage, and assess their own learning activities, which can be pursued at any time,
Ay Fyeée LXFOST GKNRdAAK Fyeé YSkyaz 4G Fye |3Sg
allows lookng at learning actions as indica®rfor selfdirected learning. Wher&s selfregulated
learning is happening often on a metacognitive level, whianisternal cognitive processnd therefor

difficult to isolate purely based on written reports of learning as this insinglerstanding wat meta
cognitive learning actually is. However, if metgnitive elements do emerge from the study ia-

depth study using sellegulated instruments to get a deeper understanding of-segfulated processes

might be of interest. But in this case, sdifected learnindits this study as it allows a broader, more
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action directed learning to be investigated, embedded leaning experience that tries to find all the

components of the learning experienagt only the metacognitive one.

2.3.3.5 Seltdetermined learning and heutagogy

The heutagogical approach to learning stands at the end of a continuum that progresses from
pedagogyto andragogy (with selflirectedness as a key attribute), to heutagogy. Movement along the
continuum is marked bywer-increasing learner autonomy, a greater flexibility in course structure, and

a decrease in tutor control (Beaven, 2014). Looking at the definition eflewfmined learning, | found

it focused too much on the conscious aspect of the learner, whoamed to be able to decide at all
times what they learn, how they learn it, and to have a clear view on where this type of learning will
take them. A study on setfetermined learning would comprise multiple learning resources, all of
which the learner chogesamongin order to reach a higher learning goal. The learner would be capable
of choosing what she or he learns every step of the way, choosing between different curated content
(e.g. across courses), using all types of contemporamileg (e.g. netwdked learning).n short the
learner would be firmly at the steering wheel of their own learnifgr this studythe learning
experiences are limited to those learners who are engagedRaotareLearrcourseand the learning
onlyhappens during a short ped of time The learning experiences might include learning outside of
the course as well, but it will be seen as learning in connection t& tinereLearrMOOC Additionally,

at present there is need for a study that provides an overview ofRilieireLearn MOOC experience,
which might include advanced learning approaches by the learner, but which should also be open to
serendipitous learning choices, or choices that are not only a result of a conscious thought prior to the
learning.

Technology Enhancddearning would benefit from a strong heutagogical study, but in this case the

concept of seHdetermined learning is too laden with prior learning expertise, skills and knowledge to
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be helpful in mapping out a general idea of what a learner experienfas edult learners that are

taking up aFutureLearrcourse for a specific amount of weeks. The selection of learners would have
been different using target group filtering based on their metaynitive reflection skills, having learned

how to take tests, and participatory literacy skills. Sedirected learning is also associated with
individual learners (Beaven, 2014) who are agents of their own learning, but with andragogy there is
not the additional barrier that those learners need to have the full adeanearning skill set.

Another element in favor of seltdirected learning is the fact that the MOOCSs in this study have more

in common with xXMOOCs, when relying on the simple classification of XMOOCSs versus cMOOCs. Beave
etalQd 6 H . mn O ntdrdsthiBedJrefledting DiF theAchoice between sadftermined or self
directed learning as a concept. Beaven eRal & (1 dzZR@ RNJI 64& 2 ywedR MO®C off NB Y
open translation tools and practices run in 2012 by the Department of Languages of Ene Op
University in the United Kingdom. Beaven et al. (2014) saw cMOOCs with their emphasis on creation,
creativity, autonomy, and social networked learning to be more in line with a heutagogical view of the

f SENYSNY dhyS 2F GKS &FAKI WINMNGgDHRLE Shy2F KSBdzid
2014, p34).In general xMOOCs rely less on advanced learning, creation and production skills
(Rodriguez, 2012)

The fact that selfletermined learning exceeds one particular goal, or one set of learnitg rslakes

it more difficult to use as a concept for this study. Especially when one looks at one particular
FutureLearrcourse, it might be difficult for such a course to provide an answer to-sseffoal (related

to seltdetermined learning), as any learning goal is contextualized and as such has many variables or
embedded factors that need to be met. Sdifected leaning can be used in any learning setting, big

or small, as the learner decides on the basis of what is available to move through the material.
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Summing up, the reason for choosing s#tected and not selfietermined learning as the main
concept of my sidy is based on distinctions related to goals and granularity-dBelfted learning is a

tool to probe learning episodes or specific courses, whereaslstdfmined learning is concerned with
reflecting on a lifecourse. From a goal perspective, aiitected learning is more open to ad hoc
influences or adaptations. There is no conscious goal put forward at every step during the learning
process. A selelected goal might influence the actual learning, but it does not have to be made
explicit. By takig out the need to put forward a goal that needs to be achieved via learning, the study
can still enbrace goabriented learning, but also sedelected learning that can be taken up or left at

the discretion of the learner her/himself. This choice is addlected in the research instruments, which
were consciously kept open to many types of learning, and the types of influences occurring during the
learning experience of being engaged ifr@ureLearncourse. Seiflirected learning seems to be a

concept hat can be selttained in a variety of ways as the learner sees fit.

2.4 DL situated withininformal and autonomoudearning

2.4.1 Self Directed Learning in informal learning

Merriam and Kee (2014) who investigated sbitected learning inolderaddit a4l § SR GKF &G avyz2ad |
learning is through no 2 NXY' I £ YR AYF2NXIf YSIyaé¢ o0LID mMoyOd® DI NI
viewpoint to selfdirected learning when he highlights the informal character ofdeéicted learning.

Garrison (2003) investigatede origins of selflirected learning and found that it emerged largely from

Ly AYyTF2NXIE O2yGSEG 6KSNB fSENYSN FNBSR2Y 46+a& | &Ay
challenge is to conceptually construct a continuum of learning at a distance dhges from the

AYTF2NXYEE G2 GKS F2NXEfo / SNIIFAyfe {5] O2dZ R 68 GKS O
2003, p. 164). Rogers (1969) was largely responsible for outlining the conceptdifesstibn. He was

a psychotherapist who stronglyebeved in personal responsibility and freedom to choose. This
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learn how to learn. Selirected learning pioneer Allan Tough (1971) studied individualrrimal
learning projects in the natural societal setting, adding to the informality of the concept. Tough (1967,
1971) investigated sixtgix Canadians during their splanned learning projects, where the learning
happened as part of the adufisverydaylife and which @ not depend on an instructor or a classroom.
From its onset selflirected learning has been investigated through observation and description of the
actual learning taking place (Tough, 1971; Knowles, 1975; Merriam, ZBfH)gurensky (0) also
concluded that there were three types of informal learning: siécted learning, incidental learning,

and socialization (p.2), describedfaiows:

1 Selfdirected learning refers to 'learning projects' undertaken by individuals (alone orras pa
of a group) without the assistance of an 'educator' (teacher, instructor, facilitator), but it can
include the presence of a ‘resource person' who does not regard herself or himself as an
educator. It is both intentional and conscious. It is intentidmatause the individual has the
purpose of learning something even before the learning process begins, and it is conscious, in
the sense that the individual is aware that she or he has learned something.

1 Incidental learning refers to learning experienckattoccur when the learner did not have any
previous intention of learning something out of that experience, but after the experience she
or he becomes aware that some learning has taken place. Thus, it is unintentional but
conscious.

1 Socialization (als@ferred to as tacit learning) refers to the internalization of values, attitudes,
behaviours skills, etc. that occur during everyday life. Not only hag@o a priori intention of
acquiring them, but we are not aware that we learned something.

Schugurensy (2000) also stated that informal learning can occur in gsoupndividually, takes place

in any space, using a wide variety of resources, and can occur at any age. This relation between self
directed, informal and lifelong learning comparestowhat §ct 2y > a O! YRNB G | YR h¢
Ay GKFG aAYF2NXIEE OKFyySfta INB LINIL 2F | LIRGS)
Kim, JungAltuwaijri, Wang and Bonk (201dgsigned a study to reveal the essential characteristics of

successfulnformal, online resources that are important for sdlfected learning using a qualitative,
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grounded theory approach (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) that provided data from participants engaged in
305 free online websites and courses. After coding thessources, Kim et a{2014) came up with

eight evaluation criteria for informal online resourcesintent richness, functionality of technology,
extent of technology integration, novelty of technology, uniqueness of learning environment/learning,
potential for learning, potential for lifehanging impact, and scalability of audien&urprisingly
interaction or social learning was not part of the eight evaluation critét@avever the cited websites

werea mix of seHpaced, as well as cohort learningaeirces. As suginteraction dynamics might have

been a difficultcriterion to use when evaluating a socilix of resources. One swgyoup of the
resources were MOOCs. And while comparing the MOOCs to other online resources, Kim et al. found
that MOOCsred the highest in terms of content richness, potential for learning, and scalability for
informal learning success. With potential for learning Kim g28114) described learners looking for a

new career and who considered MOOCs as a potential lfagdr. Kim et aconcluded that informal
learning tools and resources need to be studied to get a better understanding of their actual self
directed learning potential. Although following the sefjulated learning concept, a study by Hood,
Milligan andLittlejohn (2016) is important to underline the informal learning opportunities that MOOCs
can offer when learners are left to choose what to learn. In their 2@6d methodsstudy Hood,
Milligan and Littlejohn investigated the se#gulated learning wich 788 learners applied in a MOOC.

The focus of the researdboked atk 2 ¢ ST NYSNEQ Y2GAGF GA2ya F2NJaF1{Ay3 |
regulated learning strategies, which was followed up by interviews conducted with 32 learners.
Learners who perceivethemselves as high s 3 dzf + G SR € SI NYySNE 6SNBE 02y OSLJid
as a noAformal learning opportunity, enabling each learner to independently determine activities and

materialthey g 2 dzt R Sy 3 3S GgAGK ol &SR 2y le&nfsMithhighBrA A Rdzl £y S
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selfacclaimed learning abilities showed a less uniform andliesar trajectory throughout their

MOOC learning experience.

2.4.2 Seltdirected learning and learner autonomy

Although goals are not necessarily needed to engage imfammal learning journey, one simple
condition must be present. Luken (2008) noted that-s@iécted learning can only happen in a learner
that has the distinct will to learn, the intention to learn. Learner autonomy is also seen as an important
componer of selfdirected learningiop &Bouchard, 2009; Kop & Fournier, 2010). This autonomy is
NBfFGSR 2 GKS tSINYSNI O2yGSEGE a 6Stf Fa (K¢
for SDLKop &Bouchard, 2009; Kop & Fournier, 2010).dmis of theFutureLearrcourses there is a
certain autonomy provided to the learner, as the learner is allowed to follow any nugget of information
and can autonomously choose whether or not to engage with other course participants or its
facilitators.

Towh (197) noted that learners move through different phases of si@éction as their learning
progresses. Bouchard (2009) identified four dimensions that influence SDL: one dealing with
psychological issues, one with pedagogical issues, one with ecoissés and infrastructural issues.
Selfdirected learningcan be done without selfeflection upon how one learns, but simply directed to
what one wants to learn. However, if selirected learning happens within a course, it is the course
related actionsand the content which provide boundaries, challenges and options tedselft the
learning throughout the cours&Vhen taking into account thEutureLearmlatform, oneother feature

alsostill needs to be explored in order to situate its impact: the technology oFthareLearmlatform

and its potential impact on setfirected learning.
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2.5 SDL in MOOCs, mLearning and online learning

This section wilconsiderthe challenges regardingelf-directed learning $DL. in the FutureLearn
environment byanalysingpapersrelated to SDin MOOCs, mLearning and online learning. This points

to possible gaps looking at the intersections of those three areas. This section also refers to specifics
within the FutureLearrplatform to emphasize why this platform is a good environment in which to
investigate SDL influenced by contemporary technologies and collaborative learning actions for this

study.

2.5.1 Taking advantage of technology for learner mabyl

FutureLearnthe MOOC platform cbunded by The Open University, is the first major MOOC platform
launched from within the United Kingdom. The platform rolls out free courses built upon mLearning
pedagogy, embedding social media, and with a clear focus on collamraarner interactions
(Ferguson & Sharples, 2014). By building an online platform, constructed on mobile learning
(mLearning) principlegutureLearns designed for access with multiple devices by learners in a variety

of contexts. The use of multipldevices brings along challenges for the learner with regard to their
contexts (Vavoula, 2005; Song & Hill, 2007), as well as their skills necessary to use the mobile devices
in a way that is beneficial to learning (Sharples, Taylor & Vavoula, 2007; $ang 2005), and these

skills have a bearing on their social interactions with other learners or with a MOOC course (de Waard,

2013).A full and detailed description of the FutureLearn platform is provided in section 4.2.

2.5.1.1 Multiple learner contexts
As ubiquitous learning gains research interest, there is a tendency within online learning to include
mobile learning whileghe first focus of online learning was on wéksed learning. What is interesting

is that mobile learning has a longer history indstigating informal learning and might add relevancy
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to the potential informal learning experience kutureLearrMOOCsMobile learning is defined by

/I NPYLXi2y OoHnmMoUO & afSEFENYyAy3a | ONRP&aa YdzZ GALX S
pera2yl f St SOGNRBYAO RSPGAOS&a¢ 0L nod ¢KAa OK24aS
theory that takes into account context and social interactions, which fits the emerging learning

components of this study.

In her 2005 research on eveyygimobile adult learning for the MOBILearn project, Vavoula found that
ndg: 2F GKS NBLRNISR fSENYyAy3a SLaazRSa G221 LK
was no consistent relation between the topic of learning and the location of learirtdearning did

occur in multiple learner contexts. Those multiple contexts arise due to the mobility of the learner.
+ @2dz F Qa4 owHnnp0 addGdzRe GKAOK gl & 0L &&bwedthit LISN
people create settings for learningioof technology or resources that are reaty¢hand. The research

of Song & Hill (2007) introduced a reseabased conceptual model for understanding SDL in an online

f SENYyAYy3I O2yiSEdGd® {2y3 YR | Aff YSyiAaz2gobtRe (KI
impact of a specific learning context (i.e., physical classroom instruction, ebassual course, a
computerbased instructional unit) on seRA NB Ol A2y ¢ o6{2y3 3 | Attt wn.
considerations, the contexts of each indivadlearner might also vary depending on their secio
economic, cultural or other backgrounds, making context and the way a learner uses it a factor that
could influence SDL.

Y2L) YR C2dz2NYyASNRA OoHnmm0O OFrgofid Odharhing AERvmertsh h /
Networks and Knowledge courdeLENKwhichwas organised in 2010 by Rita Kop, George Siemens,
Dawe Cormierand Stephen Downesf 2 dzy R G KIF G €SI NYyAy3 KI LIWLISya 2«
office as mentioned by Vavoula (2005) and Sojl&(2007). Kop and Fournier (2011) found that the

most importantfactorsrestricting participation in the Personal Learning Environments, Networks and
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time, job, family, and other commitments, which was true for 80.6% of respondents to the lurkers (non
interacting, consuming learners) survey. These external course factors atakeaup by Song & Hill
(2007) in their study on SDL in online learning, altifoit might be that external course factors do have

an effect on SDL.

While Song & Hill (2007) noted that it appears that SDL is cedependent in that the level of a

f S| NY Sdi@rton [peBo6nal attribut¢ may vary in different learning context it has been
proposed by Candy (1991) that some of the attributes are t@Mdextual (e.g. social learning,
technology for bookmarking, comparing to find meaning for learnifhg)mobile accessible MOOC
learning environments the context risks becomingreasingly complex due to innovative educational
tools and technigues being embedded and tested. Once a learning environment uses social media while
opening up access via multiple devices, and it introduces learner interactions that are both individual
and collaborative ad-utureLearnclaims to do, it might become a difficult task for the learner to
successfully negotiate within this complex context and still arrive at successful learning strategies.
Lonsdaleet al. (2003) refer in part to this complexitgy mentioning that the common ground of
learning is continually shifting as we move from one location to another, gain new resources, or enter
new conversations. MOOCs appear in a variety of formats, pedagogical approaches, languages,
collaborative optios and technological designs. As such SDL might become increasingly important for
those learners who want to manage learning amidst this diversity. The profound effect of this re
conception of learning across contexts is described by Shapg2007)as that it removes the solid

INRdzyR 2F SRdOFGAZ2Y FYR GNBLXFOSA Al 6AGK F

O 2 dzN&

O& o6 SNJ

yS32GAr A2y yR SELX 2Nl GA2yé OLIP HnHO® ! & NBaSINDK A

learning, the study investigatkeif or how this complexity was managed by the different learners.
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2.5.1.2 Switching between multiple devices

There is another factor to learning across multiple contexts, which is the technological learner
experience as she or he moves between theseirsgstby using multiple devices. Seamless learning is

a term that designates switching between contexts in a fluent way. Wong and Looi (2011) came up with
a Mobile Seamless Learning (MSL) framework. Their framework is based on an analysis ef mobile
assistedseamless learning (MSL) literature published between 2006 and March 2011 from which they
identified ten salient features that characterize the seamlessness of a Wireless, Mobile, and Ubiquitous
Technologies in Education (WMUTE) design. In their framewdokig and Looi describe the
importance of switching between devices and contexts without losing focus or losing time relocating
where one left off as a learner, and how this is a nhecessary factor for a fluent learning experience.

A MOOC environment whichlews seamless learning needs to offer integrated learning including web
based options as well as mobile options. In theory this can be done by offering a mobile Learning
Management System (Uosaki, 2013) or it can be achieved by using Cloud solutiomali QAE3)
offered an interesting view on the effectiveness of the Cloud for developing positive seamless learning
LISNOSLIiA2yad hl RFYEAQaE NBaASIENOK Fylfeara 2217
selfdirected abilities and seamlessalming using cloud systems and social network applications.
hT RFYfAQa NBaSI NOK 2 2EyetnBtewhich was manita@edzRr it§ sedniieSsY ¢
0SYySTAla IyR OKIffSyaSao ¢KS /f2dzR az2Fdsl NB ¢
cooperate, share and learn with their peers, teachers, and family members regardless of time and
aLJ 0S¢ O6hT RIFEYEAZ HnAamoIX LI -patopnisditware hRsithe pakentisd Sy G A
allow education practitioners to provide mobile support to th&ld f S I NI/ &nd@ardurswhile Ny A y

offering similar functionality to nomobile users via more traditional computing platforms. Using
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Cloud systems enables individuals to connect from their mobile devices and/or desktop computers
dependingontheleaf SN & LINBFSNBy OS o

According to Song & Fox (2005), research into technologies that are coming together and the use of
different combinations of mobile technologies has promising results, providing powerful new outcomes
for learners. Song and Fox investgEnglish as a second language (ESL) for vocabulary learning by
working adult learners using mobile devices for learniflgey showed that the attitudes of learners

who experience a hybrid form of learning are positive. However their study only madé sresloased
learning, which was the major mobile text communication available at that time. Building on Song &

C2EQa TFAYRAY3IA AlG o1& 2F AydaSNBad G2 NBaSINDK | Y2

(@]

have towards these learning environments.

2.5.2 Literacy and digital skills

A range of psychsocial and cognitive factors such as metacognition, executive functioning, self

regulation and motivation have been identified as influencing digital literacy and online learning skills

(Bonk & Khoo, @14; Terras & Ramsay, 281 Song & Hill (2007) also mentioned the digital skills
OKFfftSy3aS NBtIFITGSR G2 {5[] Ay 2ytAyS ftSINYyAy3aYy aAyONEBI
'y A&dadzS GKFG ySSRa G2 06§ SteaddhirkingRm refridzMdireldan o6 LJ® on 0 X
valid information. In cMOOCisformation literacy skillareseen as very important as research into the

first cMOOCs saw that the learners became active creators of content/resources, and needed to sift

through moe information (Fini, 2009). Kop & Fournier (2011) picked this up as well, and emphasized

AY GKSANI { 5[] Ay a Hiteracieshdvé eénnNderkifiedittiat ade critiéalXor IBarners

G2 0SS FTotS G2 STFFSOUAOYStE RANBOG GUKSANI 2y €SINyAy3
all the literacies must be mapped (and described). Literacy skills are of course not only limnited t

information, they also concern use of technology and more specifically how the learner can use their
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technology to support their learning. The research findings from Lea and Jones (2011) focus on digital
literacies and provide evidence of graduate stutdesis adept readers in an increasingly complex digital
world across different contexts. Their research also showed the complexity of the technology used to
reach content and in combination with the actual learning act itself, which leads to additionatigs
having to be mastered by the learner. And although the work of Lea and Jones was related to tertiary
education, this coping with complexity can be assumed to be of importanceutmreLearrMOOC
participants as well for they too have to cope wittet~utureLearmlatform.

Crosscultural literacy might also be a factor that influences +iemglish native speakers engagingin
MOOC. Nomative English speakers might have an additional barrier to start interacting in English in a
MOOC due to the cultal otherness narratives brought forward by not being part of the majority group
and the learners' perceptions of their experience of an academic course, either in terms of the way
they position themselves in contrast to the Engléigieaking course, or tiellow students perceived as
having different ways of interacting (Goodfellow, Lea, Gonzalez & Mason, 2001). Thisulturss
literacy also relates to cultural contexts, where people bring different expectations on what learning

should be, how to learrand how to respond to social interactions.

2.5.3Individual and collaborative mobile and online learning

KukulskaHulmeetal.lo H n np0 YSY iA2y SR GKI G aY2@Ay3d GKS T2
towards the social practice it enables, allowslfor RA F ¥ SNBy G O2y OSLJidz £ AT |
9) and they added that researchers in mobile and ubiquitous learning will be keen to tackle the new
challenges arising from learner activity across multiple virtual and physical contexts. The reflities
G2RIFI&Qa 3At20lf 2ytAyS fSINYyAy3a NBLINBaSyd | ai
2F 2ytfAYyS fSINYyAy3aAY aySs (SOKy2t23ASa KIBS OK
selfdirected learners to participate informalig learning events on open online networks, such as in
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I RR GKIFd GKA&A GNIA&aSa ySg dQikettddiednyed 8hd mighgoR 2 LILI2 NI dzy /

f2y3ISNJ oS oftS G2 OFff 2y | GNHZAGSR SRdzOF 62 NJ F2NJ adz
learners will become more saiéliant. With the new structures and environments in place where
people can learn autonomously, one might questibpgople will be able to do so effectively (Kop &
Bouchard, 2011).

An interesting case study comes from Bonk, Lee, Kou, Xu & Sheu (2015), investigating the learning
preferences, goals and motivations, achievements, challenges, and possibilities foatifgee of self

directed online learners who subscribed to the monthly OpenCourseWare (O@QéWystetter from

MIT. Bonk et a2015) came to the conclusion that MOOCs must embed a sense of choice and control
for the selfdirected learner, both in terms otthnology andin terms of interactions. Informal and
selfdirected learning were already seen by Bonkle® @garticipants as being life changers, and playing

an important educational role in society. One of the priorities for future research accoaliBgrtk et

al (2015)is to get a better understanding of the characteristics of-detcted learners and processes

of seltdirected learning.

Learning is no longer limited to the individual. Although learning itself is seen as leamtered, there
aremore social spaces to connect with peers. There is more emphasis on keemeredness, which

comes from the idea of the connected/networked world, where collaborative learning andtpeer

peer learning are of interest to the actual learning of the iidlial (Siemens, 2005; Downes, 2005;
Williams, Karousou, Mackness, 2011; Bell, 2011; Siemens, 2012). In their mLearning research Wong &
Looi (2011) refer to learners at the center of production of knowledge as well, which fits the MOOC
learning hypothesissaput forward by Siemens (2005). But placing the learner at the centre does not

mean that she is the center of attention of teachers, but rather, the centre of production of knowledge
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that occurs in various contexts within the multidimensional learningcepaas mentioned by Layte &
Ravet (2006). A factor affecting personal learning for example was coping with the abundance of
AYVF2NXYIGA2YY GLIS2LX S RAR YI1S RSOAaA2ya |62 dzi
0KS KSf LI 2T armiek 30ME g 17§viich Is)past of 8azial learning

Technology also has a social factor. Kukuldbme, Sharples, Milrad, Arnedil8anchez, & Vavoula

(0p))
puj

OHnnpo adl d GKFG AGNBASENDK GGSydAz2y akKzdz |
tSOKy2f 238 R2Sa SEGNBYSteé FyR dzyAljdsSte 6Stté o
collaboration (Traxler, 2010) and Kukuldkalzf YS 3 W2y S& o6Hnanmm0O AYyRAOL
programs where communication and collaboration are impottadhe added dimension of mobile
AYGSNY OGA2y YIe a22y 06S O2yaARSNBR SaaSydaalf:é
frameworks. An interesting pedagogical framework for mLearning is provided by Park (2011). Park
mentioned that the majompurpose of her study was to review and classify a variety of educational
applications with mobile technologies. For this purpose, she built a conceptual and pedagogical
framework which was generated based on high versus low transactional distance andualiired
versus socialized activity. The Park framework combines mlearning with online learning and ubiquitous
learning and describes the technological attributes and pedagogical affordances of mobile learning
presented in previous studies following theamsactional distance theory as put forward by Moore
(2007). Park dérs aset of indicators taategorizeMOOC participants and their actions (e.g. individual

e collaborative mobile action, high low distance of the transaction).

Another mobile framework that takes into account the technical aspects, as well as the learner aspects
and refers to SDL is FRAME by Koole (2009). FRAME links mobile learning to interactionalighrning

an emphasis on social constructivism. In this viearning is collaborative with meaning negotiated

from multiple aspectsa ¢ KS Cw! a9 Y2RSft GlF1Sa Aya2 O2yaiRs
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interestto this study as it will research individual as well as collaborative SDL. Koole mentioned that

equipped with a mobile device, the learner can choose to consult a web page, access audio or video

tutorials, send a query via text message to a friend, omghan expert for practice or guidance. Koole

fa2 | RRSR Fy AYLERNIIyYyG ljdzSadiaizyy aakK2g OFy adzOK |
SELISNASYOSKE 0L HpO® ¢KAA [fAadya sAGK GKS LINBODA 2 dza
well as the searmalss learning section.

¢tKS ySSR F¥2NJ {5] Ay 2yftAyS tSIFNYyAy3d Aa SYLKIaAl SR oe

need to have a high level of sétfA NS OlG A2y (2 &dzOOSSR Ay |y 2yfAyS fSIN
they proceeded to state that & dzOOS&aa F¥dzZf € SFENYyAy3a Ay SOSNE SINyAy3
SFFSOGADBS tSINYyAy3ad aiaNIrGSaIASag oL onovX a2 RSOSt 2L
NEFSNBYyOS Aa faz2 YIRS G2 GKS f{ Safc®isalsbFuch GdreNy/ SNI NB & L
centered with the learner since they are directly involved in monitoring the process, and seeking
NBa2dzNDSa G2 AYLINRGS (GKS aAiiddz a2y da ySSRSRé o0LId o
option, in the end this can pos& problem for some individual learners, as this implies overcoming

potentially personal barriers (sedfsteem, ego, language) as emerged from the de Waard (2013) study

when searching for the main interaction drivers in a MOOC.

External factors also inflmee collaboratio®® & ¢ AYS YIFyl 3SYSydasz 321t asSidAiay3a:
GSNBE YSYyiliA2ySR Ia GKS Y2ad AYLRNIFYyd FFOG2NAR Ay Tt dzS
2011, p. 17). This coincides with what de Waard (2013) concluded after investitiadiimpact of

mobile access to learner interactions in discussion forums that were part of a MOOC, but it also refers

to the aforementioned factors surrounding the daily life of the learner. This is an additional reason to

incorporate an investigation intelements of daily life as part of SDL in th@ureLearrcourses.
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The individual and collaborative learning section points towards some research that has been done in
Y[ SINYAY3AZ ahh/ Qa YR 2yftAyS tSIFNYyAy3 kothedSyS
MOOC learning environment that combines new technologies as well as social learning. This makes the
individual versus the collaborative learning element an interesting aspect of learner expetéence

monitor when researching SDL, which is investigan one of the sulguestions.

2.5.4 Social

2.5.4.1 Social learning

Social learning theorfBandura & Walters, 197 ppsits that learning takes place through observation

or direct instruction, even in the absence of knowledge reproduction or diréctareement.Bandura

and Walters posited that learning is a cognitive process which takes place in a social context, but they
also added that social learning can occur purely through observation or direct instruction, even in the
absence of direct reinfomment (by which they embed social learning in a more behaviourist
paradigm). However, social learning has come a long way since the inception of social learning theory
by Bandura and Walters (1978mith and Ragan (1999) built further on social constructivism and in
GOKSANI OASs fSINYyAy3a ara O2tfl 02N GADBS 6AGK YS
1999, p. 15)Looking at research into social learning in MOOCs, there is a distinmiog made
between active learners and passive learners (described as lurkers), and an emphasis is put on the soci:
construction which happens when learning in MOOCSs. This calls for a definition of social learning that
fits this social construct of leaing inside MOOCs. Therefore, this study uses the definition as offered
08 {2t .SSNE IyR 2 fa 0Haninteractive El dyRaniE prycess ia & O A
multi-actor setting where knowledge is exchanged and where actors learn by interactd cecreate

new knowledge ino@ 2 Ay 3 AYGSNI OlAz2yé O0LP ocud !a {2fx
learning in a multactor innovation network, they built upon prior theory on social learning, and
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concluded that social learning is a velgnamic process, in which trust, commitment and reframing are

continuously produced and reproduced through the (inter)actions of the individual actors, in this case

FutureLearn learners.

¢2 0SS FoftS G2 Sy3ar3asS Ay | LINRPRAZOGAGS O2y@BSNEBEIFGAZ2YyZ
NELINSaSyalaArzy 2F GKS a4dzo2SO0G YFUGUGSN) GKetél, Hff26a K¢
2007, p. 226). But this is a capacity/skill loadedtgblanguage, personal courage and selhfidence

LINA2NJ 1y26f SRISE o60SAy3a ofS G2 dzas G(KS GSOKyzfz3e (2
in courses that attract international learnelise. nonnative English speakerdg Waard et al.2011;

de Waard, 2013)-orsomeFutureLearrcourse participants this combination of social skills might be a

threshold, keeping them from any learning that might be derived from collaborative learning, but on

the other hand it might help specific learneas well, and as such it might influence the individual SDL

overall. How learneglet the social interactions influence their learning might not yet be clear, but social

learning is gaining interest within MOOC:s. In the past social learning has beerganessin terms of

communities of practitioners allowing individuals to be drawn into trommunitiesof practice at

whatever rate is comfortabldut where the group shares a craft and/or a professidpcAuley,

Stewart, Siemens, & Cormier, 2010; Mackn¥¥ajte, Roberts & Lovegrove, 2013; Eynon, 2016). The
FutureLearncourse model sees social learningpre broady than its use within acommunity of

practitioners all of the members enrolled in a course can interact regardless of their shared profession
FutureLearnhas embedded social learning in its platform based on the conversational model of

Laurillard (2013) which places conversation and social leaatirige heart ofthe MOOC platform

(Brown, Costello, Donlon, & Gioldhichil, 2015; Ferguson, ClpsBeale, Cooper, Morris, Bayne, &

Woodgate, 2015; Sharples, 2016; Ledn, Cobos, Dickens, White, & Davis, 2016).
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While investigating mobile learning Laurillard (2007) created the conversational theory, which states
GKFG adKS RAIAGE T thd ted@het 5 ol sétiup yhotivai@ GbHaBofaive @nd
competitive transactions between the students, motivated also by the prospect of contributing to a
LINP RdzOG G4 GKS SyR 2F GKS LINRPOSaaé¢ 6L mccoud
iNF2NXEE fSENYAYIT sKSNB GKS AyFa2NNIE LI NI 2F
collaboration: learners will be motivated to improve their practice if they can share their outputs with
peers, and they will be motivated to improve their praet and augment their conceptual

dzy RSNEGFYRAY3 AT GKSe& Oly NBF¥fSOG 2y (GKSANI SEI
As Laurillard (2013) found, informal learners select their own teaettes, may be a peer, or may not

be a person; buin any case they define their own curriculum based on what they are interested in.
The conversational framework sees informal learning and formal learning as complex learning
environments, with learners using others in their peer group for negotiatiotlezfd, and their personal

context as the source of goals, forms of actiand intrinsic feedback.

2.5.4.2 Social constructivism

{20A1f O2yaiNHzOGA@GAEAY OFy o6S GNIOSR (2 =xe3203
d20AFf O23yAGAOQGS GKS2NERZI odzi +xe&320ai1e&Qa |yR .|
an effect on the definition of social constructivigar this study. Where Bandura saw the social aspect

as something that could be done without any interaction with others, Vygotsky places interaction
0SG6SSy LIS2LXS i GKS OSYyGNB 2F KAad GKS2ZNEO® =+
mental functions emerge from social interactions and learning and mediation occurs by using tools and
signs (text, speech), the presence of learners also creates a Zone of Proximal Development, a spac
where learners develop through mediating their new vergusr old understanding of a topic. What is

2F AyGSNBad F2N) GKAa aiddzReé Aa =+xe3dz2iaileqQa Syl
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interactions to challenge the learner to think at a higher level and cognitively develop to the next stage.
This fitswith the social learning paradigm on which FutureLearn is built, and with the -socio

constructivist approach for this study.

Q)¢

{20A1f O2yaidNHzZOGABGAEAY Aa RSFTAYSR T2N) GKAa addzRe |
realities through individal and collective actions. Social constructivism studies what people at a

LI NI AOdzE F NJ GAYS yR LIXIOS G4F1S Fa NBIfX K2g GKSe& Oz2y
344).

Becausd-utureLearrhas a social constructivist pedagogy underpinnisgdiesign, it is labelled as a

A20ALE £ SIENYAYy3I LI I GORNYSNID 84 (@A NSsodeNikXFdzapidh® v ¥ & INBS MU
(like and follow buttons), discussion steps, pibvided alongside learning content (Ferguson &

Sharples, 2014). Firstsearch outcomes showed thhltarners appreciate the opportunities afforded

and the general social experience provided FaytureLearn(Ferguson & Sharples, 2014; Wintrup,

Wakefield, Morris & Davis, 2015).

This section covered literature looking at sdilfected learning in MOOCSs, mobile and online learning.

SDL literature is only just emerging for MOOCSs, or specifically for the complexities that might influence

SDL for participants engaging futureLearncourses. Additional research is needed in thisaato

ensure a deeper understanding of the challenges learners fdeetureLearrcourses; and MOOCs in

general- to ensure strong future learning environments that are enabled for mobile as well as non

mobile interactions between peers, resultingin @A G A2y a GKIFG At € adzl2 NI { 5[ @
nature of learners and their engagement is critical to the success of any online education provision,

especially those where there is an expectation that the learner shoulehsglfate and seldirect

theA NJ £ SFNYyAy3Ié 6arftAIrys alNBFENBFY 9 [AdGGES22KYS H
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2.6 Conclusion of the literature review

This literature chapter covered research investigatihgureLearncourses and MOOCs in general,
mobile and online learning, and compared learning coteeaplated to how learners adjust their
learning, in specific contexts as well as in informal and lifelong learning.tRediterature it became
clear that aconceptual frameworkvhich describetformalselfdirectedlearningof experience adult
learners is neededThis means an account must be made of the key impacting factors on the learning
process. Previous research has looked into the learning experiences of workplace leamers,
students in higher education engaging in MOOCs, but the presalent MOOC target group seems to
be adult learners, which to my knowledge has not yet been fully investigatexdder toconstruct a
conceptual frameworkof the FutureLearnMOOC learning experiencén order to investigate the
learner experience isiimportant to look at the full scope of what and how the learner actually learns.
This means that the learner FutureLearrMOOCs will have to be seen as an active learning agent who
choses which course to take, what content to engage with and whictsgednteract with. This has

an effect on the research design. A learning experience involtitgelLearrMOOCs consists of pre
course decisions (e.g. selectindgratureLearrcourse), it will need to establish the actual learning for
the duration of the ourse (e.g. selfeported learning experiences to wcumentedby the learner),

and it will be important to have some feedback from the learnersjgostrse to get an account of how
they look back on the learning experience. It is also important to umaledshow the learner adjusts
their learning while being engaged inFatureLearrcourse. This means an informed choice must be
made between the current set of learning concepts that see the learner as an actor in the learning
process. Looking at differef¢arning concepts, the choice for my study pointed towards using self
directed learning, as this concept allows a more openspectiveon the learning experience of an

adult learner, it is not fixed on preet learning goals, yet it can embrace them, d@m@dn be used within
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the boundaries of an existing course which is open in nature, i.e. allowing learners to come in and learn
as they please. The literature also gives rise to a need to investigate SDL for the new, contemporary
learning platforms andrutureLearncourses seemed an ideal platform to investigate due to their
novelty bringing together MOOC and collaborative learning features. In short, research is needed to
generate a deeper understanding of the saiffected learning challenges learners faoé-utureLearn
coursesg; and MOOCs in generaknd to ensure strong future learning environments that are built for

adult learners using different devices to socially interact with peers.

2.7 Research questions following gaps in the literature review

The literature chapter revealed gaps relating to sdilected learning in FutureLearn courses. After
analysing the literature, the following central research question was formulated:
What characterises the informal sellirected learning of experienced, aduonline
learners engaging in individual and/or social learning using any device to follow a
FutureLearn MOOC?

The central research question is divided iftar sub-questions

Which individual characteristics influence the learning experience?

What are he technical and media elements influencing the learning experience?

| 26 R2S& AYRAGARIZ f YR a20A1Ff fSFENYyAy3a | FFSOG ¢
Which actions (if any) did the learners undertake to organise their learning?

i e

Finding answers to these research questions is the main interest of the following chapters.
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3. Research mthods

Theresearch methodshapter will start with the rationale for the chosen methodology, based on the
research gapdentified in the literaturechapter.A visual overview of the major methodological steps

is provided in figure 2 to enable the reader to get a quick overview of which steps were used for this
study.

After having chosen @rounded Theory&T) approach a more detailed account of theT@dopted for

this studyis given to provide a methodological background. As the research moved from the pilot to
the main study, a slightly different approach in the Grounded Theory method was used, mainly due to
the fact that | was becoming more aware efisting theory and literature. This shift in approagh
moving from Glaser to Strauss & Corbin approdsbescribedn section3.5.4 of the research methods
chapter. After presenting the chosen the method, the chapter provides an overview of the ipnn
coding and analysis parts of this study.

Based on thditerature chapter, the need to examine the learner experienc&uturelLearrcourses
emerged. As th&utureLearrplatform (described in detail in sectigh2 of the research design chapyer

was bult around mobile learning pedagogies, and integrated social learning elements, the research

goals resulted in a search for complementary methods that would:

9 fit the exploratory nature of this study,
1 allow individual and social experiences to be shanadl described,
1 give room for an emerging theory to be formed.

This resulted in a search for a method that would fit an exploratory investigation, and additionally allow
these findings to be used in or form the basefsa theoretical model, while adding tthe body of

knowledge of online education, specifically learninginureLearrMOOCs.
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Throughout
both studieg
Research instruments for pilot study

selected based on research questions
& GT method

Calling for participants for the pilot
study (two closed beta courses
within FutureLearn)

Collecting data pilot (two closed beta

Memoing: to keep FutureLearn courses)

track of
assumptions
Collecting data from online survey
(626 respondents)
Selecting target population, 59
research participants contacted, 11
signed informed consent
Collecting data from learning logs:
daily and weekly log (9 participants)
Collecting data from senstructured
one-on-one interviews (8
participants)
Memoing: to
annotate
possible relations
between Analysing pilot study using Glaser GT
categories

Writing findings for the pilot study

Figure2. Msual overview of methods and process

Pilot study Main study

Adjusting research instruments for

main study based on pilot findings &

feedback

Calling for participants for main study

(welcome mail in 3 FutureLearn
courses)

Rolling out online survey (start of
course)

Selecting experienced online learners

(115 signed informed consent)

Collecting learning log data (56
participants)

Start analysing learning logs
(Constructing GT, Charmaz, 2014)

Conduct semstructured oneon-one
interviews (19 participants)

Analysing learning logs and interview
transcripts (multiple iterations
following Charmaz constructing GT)

Writing findings based on emerging
data coming out of coding iterations

3.1 Rationale for choosing Grounded Theory

The main study investigates a new phenomenon: how experienced online learnediresetftheir

learning inFutureLearncourses. This makes it necessary to look for an approach that would allow
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has been written about the topic or the population being studied, and the researcher seeks to listen to
partich LI yG& FyR 0dAfR |y dzyRSNRGlIYRAY3 o6FaSR 2y
research study, because at the time of the data collect@rthe main studythe FutureLearrcourses

had only been rolled out for one year. FurthermofeytureLean is a platform under constant
development. By understanding and investigating the learning that is happerfiogureLearrcourses

- as reported by the participantsfuture research can be planned to optimise thetureLearrcourse
experience, as weils other MOOCs.

If a phenomenon needs to be understood because little research has been done on it, then it merits a
qualitative approach, as qualitative research is exploratory and is useful when the researcher does not
know the important variables to exnine (Creswell, 2009)he process of research involves emerging
questions and procedures, data building from particulars to general themes, and the researcher making
AYOSNLIINBGFGA2ya 2F GKS YSIFIyAy3a 2F (KSastRuthil ¢
gquantitative research where the investigator relies on numerical data. The researcher isolates variables
and causally relates them to determine the magnitude and frequency of relationships. In addition, the
researcher determines which variablesitwestigate and chooses instruments, which will yield highly
reliable and valid scores. But for this study there are no vargdblesolate yet, as no key factors have
been isolated in correlation to learning wikfutureLearrcourses. Due to the explomty necessity of

this study, | chose to set uprmaixed methodsstudy, using quantitative data to guide the data analysis
and an emphasis on qualitative data to deepen the understanding of the learning experience as recalled
by the learner But qualitativaesearch covers a lot of ground. In order to find the best possible fit for
this study, a choice had to be made after analysing different methods. In broad terms this study is part
of interpretive social science as it emphasizes social action and scoiadiructed meaning. Because

literature showedthat little is known about the actual learning experience of adult learners in
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FutureLearrcourses, the starting point of the stuthadto be the empirical world. This is why this study
takesan inductive diection, beginning with observing the empirical world, and then refleat what

is taking place while moving towards theoretical concepts.

Looking at the qualitative research designs thagfiinductiveapproach | needed to select the best

fit for a sudy thataimsto get a deeper understanding bow adult learners selflirect their learning

in FutureLearrcourses. | looked at the five most influential qualitative methods: ethnography, case
study, phenomenological research, narrative research and Grounded Ti&eswell 2009).

The narrative research approach was dismissed early on, as in most casgs@aesearch wilstudy

a limited numberof participants to get an iaepth account da specific topic which happens amidst
and has a profound impact on their lives (Creswell, 2009). The learning experiéutereLearmmight

have a serious impact ahe lives of some learners (e.g. those who find relief in following an online
course while having chemotherapy), but this study wants to examine the broader scope of how learners
selfdirect their learning as &utureLearnparticipant. For this reason larger set of participants is
needed Additionally, this study does not require to investigate the full impact on the lives of those
learning fromFutureLearncourses, only to get a an idea of how learners guide their learning in a
FuturelLearrcourse

Ethnagraphy is used most often for research into a cultural homogenous group and within a natural
setting over a period of time. Most of the time the research process evolves in response to the lived
realities encountered in the field while observing the pap#nts (Creswell, 2009). This method was
not adoptedbecauseahe FutureLearrcourse environment was only a temporawrtual setting for the
learners. In addition, the learners would be difficult to observe as learners live scattered across

different locdions around the globe.
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A case study could be of interest to this study, but after carefully considering the case study
methodology, it was also dismisseab acase study examines a bounded system (or systems) over time
through detailed and itlepth datagathering coming from multiple sourceSreswell 2009). It would

be of interest to investigate ButureLearrcourse, by looking at all the different aspeftsg.learners,
platform, facilitator& Xbdt in this case only the learners are of interest lasyt direct their learning

and this study wants to focus specifically on the learner experience through the eyes of the learners
Usng a case study felt too objeotiented to answer a question that wants to unravel a learning
experience as it is given rmeing by the learners.

At the end there were two potential qualitative research approaches: a phenomenological approach or
using Grounded Theory. Both strategies of inquiry provided guidance on investigating human beings in
a specific setting. And both rtteods provided options for consciously integrating the researdpenisit

of view into the actual experiences (i.e. memoing in Grounded Theory and bracketing within
phenomenology). This was important as | had previous online learning experience afteg satti
online and mobile learning programs. This meant any study that | would undertake, should have
instruments that would allow me to monitor possible personal assumptions on the subfect
allowing a moreeflectivestance towards datemerging fromthe data analysis phase.

A phenomenological study would allow examining the meaning of their lived experi@écesveral
individualswhile encountering a phenomenoiin this case while being engaged inFatureLearn
course. The phenomenological approach looks for what participants have in common as they
experience the phenomenon. This method reduces the individual experience to a description of the
universal essence of a specific phenomenon, by studying a small nafrdagbjects through prolonged
engagement with the participants. But this common understanding of a phenomenon by the

participants is not the purpose of this research. The purpose of this research is not only to add to the
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body of knowledge of online leaing, but to create a framework for further research embracing
commonalities as well as differences.AgureLearrand MOOCs are still in full development, a mere
description of a pheomenon would be less useful thbeing able to generate an abstraatalytical
schema of a process described by the participants that reflects all of actual experience, not only the
common factors. By constructing an analytical framework, the findings move beyond mere descriptions
of a phenomenon, and provide a steppingrs for further research having laid down the foundations

as a result of the exploratory study. In order to achieve such a framedatk must be analysed using
multiple iterations to identify interrelationships of categories.

However, as Creswell (2008@gntioned, using a Grounded Theory approagbkesthe need to select

a purposeful, homogeneous sample of participants in order to build a sound theoretical framework.

¢
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are dispersed, they can provide important contextual research. They need to be individuals who have
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towards the dispersed locian of participants fits the reality of global online learners.

3.2Grounded Theory

Grounded Theory (GT) provides a flexible way of conducting research that prioritizes exploration of the
given phenomenon in a predominantly inductive theory developmearagdigm (Birks et gl2013). It

also provides the needed flexibility of qualitative research which allows the researcher to follow up on
leads that emerge from the data, an essential part in an exploratory study. The greatest advantage of
GT is the logiof discovery, rather than that of verification in data analysis, which is essential to the
delicate question of theory building in grounded research (V&Walsham, 2011). Designing a
predominantlyqualitative research study also adds to a research gépmMOOC research. In their

literature overview of empirical MOOC researdteletsianos and Shepherdson (2016) emphasize the
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by methods traditionally assiated with qualitative research approaches (e.g., interviews,
observations, and focus groups). Thus, even though results suggest that research on MOOCs focuse
onstudentNB f i SR G(G2LIA0ax tSIFENYSNBRQ @2A0Sa ademNd |
respond to the need for more qualitative research, including the voices of the leaan@search
method must be chosen that lets data emerge from the voices of learherse a qualitative study

using a specific Grounded Theory approach fitthig study is useful.

GDNRdzy RSR ¢KS2NE A& | NAXIZ2ZNRdza YSGK2ZR 2F O2y
conceptual frameworks or theories through building inductive theoretical analysis from data and
subsequently checking their theoretical iINGINB G G A2y &8¢ 06/ KIONathak Blso H n m
emphasizes that thismethod favours: 1) analysis over description, 2) fresh categories over
preconceived ideas and extant theories, and 3) systematically focused sequential data collection over
large inital samples. As this study wants to use a fresh perspective investigating learning in MOOCs
through the actualensof the learnersdemanding an analysis that constitutes a bottom up approach
using a GT approadar thisresearch studwill help to come upvith results that are not influenced by
preconceived ideas and extant theories. In addition, the data collection must take place on several
occasions during the MOOC journey of the learners, in order to fit with the need for a focused
sequential data cadiction as suggested by Charn{a@214)

Grounded Theory has gone througtultiple changes since it was first described by Glaser and Strauss
(1967).Hgure 3 depicts a diagranof the different GT approachdsased onMorse, Stern, Corbin,
Bower, Charmaand Clarke(2009) with added frames to point to the most relevant GT approached

discussed in this sectioin sectiorB.5 of the research methods chaptéprovide reasons for selecting
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one GT approach above some of the more frequently used approachikelsaamn this choice supports

this study.

Glaser & Strauss
Discovery [1967) i aser

I I N I N .
Schatzman (1991) r | el |
Dimensiu_?nal | Strauss | IGIaser[lEB'.-’_J :I'r_1E1:|rE1:||:aI I
analyse Sensitivity
I L - = - . .
r I . LN
Bower (1987) Strauss(1987) I
Caron & Bower (2000) Qualiztive analyss
= a5 Kk N 5 N |
Bower & Schatzman [2009) Eraiﬁﬂﬂi - rG,aH[lgﬂ 1994, 1996, I

1998, 2001, 2003, 2005,
2006)

I___l.___

Strauss & Corbin (1990, 1998)
'a - . T Charmaz (2000,

2006, [2014]) ‘

Constructivist GT

| Corbin & Strauss (2008) | Clark (2003, 2005, 2008)

Situational analysis

Stern (1995)

Glaserian GT ‘

Morse, 1. M., Stern, B N, Corbin,l., Bowers, B, Clarke, A. E., & Charmaz, K. (2009]).
Developing grounded theory: The second generation (developing qualitative inquiry), p. 17.

Figure3. Diagramfrom Stern, Corbin, Bowers, Clark and Char28@09, p.17with added frames

3.3 Rationale behind mixing quantitative and qualitative data

Starting from the research question, De Vaus (200gpsests that a social scientist needs to look at

what type of evidence is needed to answer the question in a convincing way in order to build a solid

research design that will drive the next steps in the research forward. Building upon the research needs

resulting from the research q@#ion, this study uses an expliory mixed methods design, which is a
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of the research process within a single study, to ustind a research problem more completely

(Creswell, 2009). The rationale for mixing is that neither quantitative nor qualitative methods are

sufficient by themselves to capture the learning experiences and trends of the study at hand. When
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used in combintion, quantitative and qualitative methods can complement each other and allow for
more complete analysis (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). In quantitative research, the investigator relies
on numerical data. The researcher isolates variables, looks for dessand relates them to
determine the magnitude and frequency of relationships. This view into frequency and relationships
seems important to the researcher as it will provide additional support for examining the full learning
experience of adult partipants engaging in individual and collaborative SDL using multiple devices in
FutureLearrcourses. For example, if learners indicate in a quantitative ques&og. a multiple choice

yes or nog that they have engaged in social learning, the results af uestion can then be used as

a starting point to see how many learners engage in social or individual learning in a quantified way,
before analysing which reasons they have to do so. Without quantified numbers that define group
preferences, any qualitate data might be less poignant as the qualitative data would only describe
the testimonies of learning, not the frequency in which it takes place. Additionally, qualitative research
Ad | aYSEya F2N SELX 2NAyYy3 | YR dypRSiBeitd aseeimyvd
human problem. The process of research involves emerging questions and procedures, data building
from particulars to general themes, and the researcher making interpretations of the meaning of the
RFEGF ¢ 6/ NB a g &lizingthetbenafidiel cornbimationiofiusing both quantified and qualified

data, made me decide to use a mixed methods approach throughout the pilot and the main study.

3.4 Data collection

3.4.1 Planning the study

As mentioned in sectio.1 a Grounded Theory approach was chosen. As this study relates to the
emerging field of MOOCs, it seemed necessary to search for an approach that would be exploratory,
and would match the importance of context which comes along with learning while usingpi@ult

technologies (e.g. mobile devices) and MOOCs.
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3.4.2 The practical realization of the study

This study consists of a pilot and a main study. Both the pilot and the main study investigaters
engaged inFutureLearrcourses. Irthe case of the pdt study, the courses under investigation were
two closed@¥lIpha&¥utureLearrcourses (i.e., courses by invitation only), each lasting two wé&éies.
FutureLearrcourses of the main study consisted of threetureLearrcourses, all publicly available
and cescribed in full in sectiof.2.1 of the main study chapter

Both the pilot and the main study consisted of three phases:

1 Phase I expectations: gathering the expectations of thatureLearrparticipants by collecting
data through an online survey (toad the questions, see append)which was delivered to
all study participants approximately a week before ekatureLearrcourse started.

1 Phase z; keeping learning logs (to read a legrg log template, see appendid): during the
course the participnts of this study were asked to keep learning logs every second week of the
course. The learning logs probed for actual learning experiences.

1 Phase 3; reflections:semistructured oneon-one intervievs (for questions, see appexdig
followed once the courses were finished. The interviews investigated accounts of SDL provided
by the participants, and more specifically for the meaning behind these accounts to identify
SDL actions, as well as the full spectrum of factors influencibgn&tureLearrcourses.

This three step approach was chosen on purpédesearch that wants to gather data relating to a
learning experience that comes from following a course needs to look at the learning as it unfolds
during the course. However, af learner enrad in an online course which is npart of a mandatory
programmeto them, the learner starts the learning experience prior to the course by selecting which
course to follow based on expectations related to the course, and the experiencaelisdes post-

course reflections. This type of approach goes back to Schén (1984). Schén was credited with bringing
reflective practice to professionals as an evaluative process related to professional development. He
outlined two approaches called reflgan-in-action and reflectioron-action. These two types of
reflective practices ideally integrate to help an individual draw from past experience and a professional

knowledge base to reflect on a situation currently occurring as well as reflect aftesittreion to
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make sense of it and construct meaning. Thompson (2008) added another dimension to this practice
called reflectioAfor-action, which is planning ahead and reflecting on what may hapgléwing for
preparation and anticipation of a situationThese practices are identified as relevant to
thinking/analysis and sedwareness. Schon (1984) identified the significance of constructing meaning
after reflecting on past experience and a present situation. This whole approach of looking towards a
leaming experience covering preduring and postourse happens in thie S | Na/firgi Nibexchallenge

with this study is to translate the expectations, ideas and reflections into documents or dialogues that
are transmitted from the learner tthe researcherin order for me to investigate and understand their
learning experience through their seported documents and without colouring the findings with my

own online learning assumptions. This is where the GT approach comes in, and more specifically

construding a GT based on the guidelines and insights of Charmaz (2006, 2014).

3.4.3 Ethical framework

The principal ethics consideration is to ensure the maximum benefit of the research for the broader
research community, the research institutes, as well @$e$p as a whole, whilst minimising the risk of
actual or potential harm to the research participants. Ethical procedures followed during this full study
sought to protect all groups involved in research including participants, researchers and researgh tea
throughout the lifecycle of the research, and they follow the Human Research Ethics Conf{hiRtEE)
guidelines that ensure ethical proceedings within The Open UniveiiSREC, 2014)The research
instruments and the planning of the pilot as well as thain study were sent to the HREC in order to
obtain ethical approval for this study. The full research lifecycle including the planning stage, the
anonymization of the data, the dissemination of results and the storing of information with full

descriptim was added. The HREC granted full permission to go ahead with the refe&EC
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approving the fpot: HRE@®013/1465/deWaard/] HREC approving main  study:
HRE®014/1777/deWaard/1)

Through the informed consent, possible participants were made awareeothree research phases,

the timing of each phase and the requested actions, as well as the dissemination process of the results.
The participants were informed that their responses would be kept completely confidential. In addition,
the participants werdnformed through the informed consent form thanty myself as the principal
researcher and my two academic supervisors would see all the collected data. The listadf e
learning logs and information data of the participants was stored anonymouslglanttonically in a
password protected folder for the duration of 5 years; a hard copy was stored on-aammected,
standalone hard disk that is kept in a locked closet in a secured office at the premises of the Open
University in the UK for the durati of the analysis. The raw data will be stored for the duration of the
PhD research, i.e. untilovember 2019All the participants were also made aware that any publication

or dissemination would only consist of anonymized d#&iaally, only those participants who signed

the informed consent form became part of the participant group.

3.4.4 Research instruments

3.4.4.10nline survey

An online survey was sent to all th@OOCparticipantswho showed an interesto get background
information on their online learning, social media and MOOC experience, and to get insight into their
reasons for enrolling in th&utureLearncourseof their choice. In the pilot study the results of the
online survey were used purely gret background information and to investigate potential differences
between groups of learners with different backgrounds. In the main study the online survey was also

used to select only those participants withio yeats of prior online learning experiare.
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3.4.4.2Learning logs

In order to collect accounts of the actual learning experience of the participants, they were asked to fill
in semistructured learning logs while they were engagedriutureLearrcourses. Thelecision to use

using semstructuredlearning logs and not free text diaries was to reduce the time needed to analyse
the data from the learning logs, and to allow a more homogenous interpretation of the results and the
descriptions written down by the participants (Symon, 2004).

During the pilot study two learning logs were provided to the research participants. One template
needed to be filled in on a weekly basis, the second template was for gathering data concerning daily
learning experiences. The reason for using two separate leatogsgywas to reduce the amount of
work for the participants without losing data relevant to the topic under investigation by only probing
overall learning perceptions once a week. However, from the feedback on the learning logs it became
clear that using tw different templates was confusing for the participants. As a result the learning logs
were merged together, and in the main study only one learning log template was used (learning log
template, see appendikl).

The learning logs used for collecting S8lated experiences builipon the learning diary templates
produced by Vavoula (2005), and those templates have been altered to be appropriate for the
FutureLearnplatform. Concretelythe following additions were added to the mobile learning logs
template as used by Vavoula (2005): information regarding SDL (e.g. learning episode), collaborative
data gathering (e.g. with whom did you interact: peers, instructors, family members), social interactions
directly related to social options iRutureLearn(e.g. collaborative note taking), individual learning
options related toFutureLearn(e.g. marking a module as finished). The options related to time

Ay@SaidyYSyiliz t20F0A2y YR Y20AtS RAGSNEAGE &SN
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evidence to understand thEutureLearrMOOC experience.

3.4.4.3 Semistructured one-on-one interviews

While planning both the pilot study and the main study theeyys interview was chosen. | considered
focus group interviews and oren-one interviews, but decided to choose ena-one interviews after
analysing the first data which indicated that certain learners were really not interested in social
interaction withpeers some patrticipants indicated an aversion to interact with others while others felt
insecure to get into conversations where they would possibly have nothing to add. This would
potentially mean that these more individually comfortable participantghminot share their thoughts

in a group interview.Furthermore, the focus group isgroupdepth interview; it runs on group
dynamics and the group, not the constituent individuals. ®he-on-one individual interview focuses

on a single individualt a tme allowing individual insights to be shared with the interviewer (Di€icco
Bloom & Crabtree, 2006)vhich seemed a better fit for this studifter having chosen the or@n-one
interviews a selection needed to be made on using either open or-sengtured interviews Semi-
structured interviews make use of peet questions to start the interview, while picking up interview
topics of interestbased on what the individual interviewegsovide during the interview (Mertens,
2014). Theadecision to usesemistructured interviews came from the need to allow a moredapth
understanding of some of the ideas or actions that were written in the egriogs. By using semi
structured interviews it was easier to stay in close contact with some of the emergindrdatadhe
learning logs and get access to the meaning behind the data from the learning logs.

17 of the semistructured oneon-one interviewswere recordedin Skype,while two one-on-one
interviews were exchanged between myself and the research participants in writtenusimg email

conversations These interviews focused on the overall learner experience and SDL in one of the
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FutureLearrcouses. The questions for threemistructured oneon-one interviews areresentedin

appendix14.

3.5 Grounded Theory foanalysingthe research

As mentioned in sectiof.], the analysif this study needed to enable exploration, andiéeded to
allow enoughflexibility allowing the data from the participants to give rise to theory.cénceptual
frameworkthat would allowother researchers and online facilitators to stimulate, design, or at least
understand the major influencing factoo$ SDL irFutureLearrcourses within a context broader tha
the courses themselves:irst an overview is given of the data analysis software which was useefor th

mainstudy. After that an overview of the chosen GT data analysis approach is given.

3.5.1 DeDoose analysis software

All of the data that was collected was inserted in the DeDoose (dedoose.com) data analysis software.
This software was used to analyse the main stidgure 4provides a screenshaif the DeDoosauser
interface. The DeDoose $afare is a crosplatform application for analysing qualitative and mixed
methods research with text, photos, audio, videos and spreadsheet data. The DeDoose software was
chosen based on two reasons: prior experience and good features. | had successfillyalDoose in

the past while being part of an international, muftiember research team that analysed data coming
from tweets used during MobiMOOC in 2012. The software and its features were built by embedding
the experiences and demands of active soes@énce researchers using psychological and
anthropological research methods. In the beginning of 2015 they got Mimi Ito and the Digital Media
and Learning team from the University of California involved to integrate new useful social science

features intothe program (e.g. flexible memoing features). The software also has a wide array of mixed
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media options and it offers multiple interactive visualisations which add clarity during the different

stages of analysing data.

Main study FutureLearn version 16 to play | Logout | Account X o) 6@ O O @ O

(@) dedoose .
<> 6 al & & o ¢ X

Codes Media  Excerpls Descriptors Analyze  Memos  Training  Security  DataSet  Back Projects

Project: Main study FutureLearn version 16 to playll Media @ | Codes x Deseriptor @
Users: ire - Type | Title Added | User HitMiss 0 Sub-code Count [/ Normalize ll % M
31 - _ Reference # 7993353 10/032015  ciskainge 14| Fiele: | Was lsaming episods completed [ -]
N - 2]  Reference # 7392505 10/03/2015  ciskainge | Goal setting
o . . @ Reference #: 7391602 10/03/2015 ciskainge no but | will complete 52.5%
2]  Reference # 7391368 10/03/2015  ciskainge yes 754 100.0%
ol = ° - =|  Reference # 7990901 10/03/2015 ciskainge ho NS
CodoApplications: 2181 = - =]  Reference # 7986243 10/03/2015  ciskainge 1o goals
& Import Data iﬁ;f:‘ﬂﬁ%?;:{f:{ﬁ =] Reference # 7985996 10/03/2015  ciskainge no but | will complete su6n

Excerpls, Media, Codes, - -
Export Data pesciptors, Project, elc Excerpts: 2797 Packed Code Cloud S ®

‘Sub-Code Count

Resource Participant 14 Added 1102712016 0
Codes LIRS PIE < S Acevelopment as | have becorme Rcreasingly Used 10 distance iearming and ey [T] | Colors: [ Default_| =] Layout: [Fast__| =]
E the bite sized approach )
» Individual learning A Direction IHaJTand Half ‘v} [ Redraw ]

Media specific Resource Participant: 14. Added  1127/2016  # Codes 2 Technical aspects

3

}  Motivation Fits my [ife style w hich provides window s of time in unpredictable ways
§

4

Personal trait

professional motivation

Planned learning Resource  Participant 14 Added  11/27/2016  #Codes 2 |y

Figure 4 Sreenshot of DeDooseath analysis software

3.5.2 Data analysigrom pilot to main study

Although a GT approach was used for both the pilot and the main study, there was a theoretical

RATFSNBEYOS Ay D¢ ydzryOS 06SisSSy 020K @ABDYBHMSEP ¢KS LA
GKS YIFIAyYy &aiddzRé adl NI SR Z1880) OhdeBny majnisthidy dzs olletl otk / 2 ND A y Q2
the constructing GT approach as described by Charmaz (2014) was used to analyse the data. Grounded

Theory was selected to plan the study and theéadanalysisGlaser and Strauss (1967) introduced

Grounded TheoryThey emphasized that the researcher should start from a blank camvas open

mind to investigate new research. Although SDELtureLearrcourses is a new research area, it is not

without its influences coming fromeighbouringfields of interest which affect the research of this

study. Additionally, my background as a professional having been involved in online and mobile learning

projectsalso risked influencing the interpretation of data. The pilot study was organized to embrace

GKS ARSI 2F WIy 2Ly YAYRQ FTNRY [whiBthe\dhd SUONOKSNE | &
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follows the Strauss & Corbi(ll990)approach to data analystbat takes theory into account while
analysing data. Athe time themain study was organized | wamre aware of useful online learning

theories influencing this stugyhich made it less possible to keep an open miittd regard to theory

3.5.3 Groundeal Theory method for framing the data analysis

In quantitative researcftime is spent reviewing the literature and planning details of all stages of the
research process, but in qualitative reseacchind specifically Grounded Theory (Gifere is a heed

to start gathering data in order to formulate ayoing plans and, perhaps, wopose newresearch
jdzSaGA2yad &/ 2RAYy3ISE AY DNRdAzyRSR ¢KS2NES A& &A
also much more. In Grounded Theory, its levetil@felopment and specificity clearly distinguasit
FNRBY 20KSNJ ljdzt t Al GAQDS YRpKAR®E LY2 Dt | ®RIRdyde N
FylFrfe@iAd LINPOS&a dzaSRCorliE G MHAPNE &SI NOKSHE 2 B{ i 8.
wht & GNJ yaLR2NIa NBaSINOKSNAR yR GKSANI RIFGlE FNRB
0KS RAFFSNByld OFGS3I2NARSa LINRPGARS G(GKS ol ara ¥F2
premised on the inductive generation of theory dele F NBY RI Gl ¢ 62 I 358N 9
GT offers a lot of depth to a qualitative researcher due to its horizontal implementation across different
fields, its scientific strength coming out of academic debates, and the models offered to GT researcher
to select from.

Grounded Theory combines the depth and richness of qualitative interpretive traditions with the logic,
rigor and systematic analysis inherent in quantitative survey research (Charmaz, 2006&&aaess,

1967). Inanearly accountByf & SNJ I YR { (Nl dzA&d omdpcTt0 (GKS@& SYL
I 0KS2NE GKFIGO KFR ANYOX g2dA R FAG GKS REFEGEZ }
dzy RSNAEGEFYR (GKS NBIFf $2NI R Lldza KSR D¢ leathzababt thalR &
g2NI Ra ¢S addzRe YR I YSGK2R F2NJ RS@St2LIAy3 i
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mention of constructing theory and relating it to interactions was crucial for selecting GT as a method,
and Charmaz (2006) as a guide for using the metasdavill be explained after first elakating on the

choice of using either the Glaser or the Strauss method for the pilot and the main study.

3.5.4 Glaser versus Strauss

GT was first mentioned in a joint publication by Glaser and Strauss (1967). Since then GT has been
debated, researched, inpmented and criticized by many. The most interesting debate comes from
both its originators. Soon after their collaborative publication Glaser and Strauss each started to
conceive his own view of GT with different methodologies, instruments and philespleisulting in
academic debates. As sy@BT harbours a variety of methods which are based upon its first principles
described by Glaser and Strauss (1967), yet have evolved over time based on differences in opinion on
validity, process and instrument8ecause of this diversity within the GT, it is important to clarify which

GT methodology was chosen for the pilot and the main study, and why. In the following section the
rationale behind the chosen GT method will be described.

The debate between what Wier and Myrick (2006) called the Glaserian and Straussian versions of
DNRPdzyRSR ¢KS2NEXZ aSSvya (G2 0SS OSYiSNBR 2y (GKS NBaSHNI
relation to the procedures used within the data analysis process. In additiometew of literature

related to any research also gave rise to a debate between Glaser and Strauss, where Glaser proposes

that the researcher should go in with an open mind and not be driven by theory or literature, and

Strauss allows the researcher tarig in theories and concepts coming from literature.
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3.5.4.1The coding difference: constant comparing versus thiglep method approach

The most distinctive difference in types of GT approaches lies in the data analysis, which is also at the
core of the Glase6trauss debate according to Walker and Myrick (2006). Walker and Myrick define
the GT analysis process as a simple and complexjadieal and creative, rigorous and lais$aze
process in which the researcher engages to generate theory from the data. While comparing the Glaser
YSiK2R (2 GKS {{iN}dzaa YSGiK2RX 2 ft1SNJIYR aé&N-/(
Glas®\J 0 MmpdpHUO KlFa RSTAYSR O2RAy3 Fa 02y OSLIdz £ 7
AYOARSY(GZ FYR AYOARSY(l 6AGK O2yOSLIié¢ oO0LD oyuLu®
the method of coding data, suggesting that it involves two sinaplalytic procedures aimed at creating
categories and their properties. In the first procedure, the analyst makes comparisons of incident to
incident to generate categories and then compares new incidents to the categories. The second
procedure, or the mking of comparisons of incident to concept, requires the analyst to examine the
RFEGF GKNRddAK (GKS dza8S 2F ySdziNlf ljdzSadAiz2ya &dzOK
1978, p. 57). These two procedures, together with the use of memoRBO dzY Sy & G KS | y I
as coding proceeds, and theoretical sorting, which organizes the data and the memaos, are the essence
2F DflasSNDRa YSUK2R o6LD ppmO

Starting from the Glaser approach appealed to me, because it provided an open view toward&athe da
from the pilot study, it allowed ideas to come from the data as a first distinctive action before relating

it to specific theory, and it allowed memos to intertwine with the findings.

Df I &a SN A& sasked dtnivat poiltJinlerhplyment of praberes, does the researcher actually

step away from what does exist and begin imposing preconceived frameworks on the data? More
specifically, should properties be dimensionalized during open coding, the first stage of the process, or

is this best left fofater, when the data can speak clearly to this issue and the dimensions can emerge
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rather than be imposed? (Walker & Myrick, 2006, p. 552). This stands in contrast with the coding as

proposed by Strauss, which is relying on a different coding paradigausStand Corbin (1990) suggest

a three step process for coding: open, axial and selective coding. Bmigniportant addition to the

21LSy O2RAy3 LINRPOSaas>x gKSNB G(GKSeé KIFI@S RSTAYSR 2Ly O

concepts are identifiedaR G KSANJ LINRPLISNIAS& |yR RAYSyaAzya | NB RA

Corbin, 1990, p. 101). Walker and Myrick (2006) see the referendemndions as the key difference

=N

G{GN}dzia yR /2NBAY 0StASOS (KI & RKBES yRAAYSWIEIARIYA YR K2 |

f2y3Q F2NJ GKS LINRPLISNI& 2F RAadGryOSv Aa  O2NB dGlalo
categories, the analyst must develop the category in terms of its properties and the dimensions of the
LINPLISNIIAS&é 6L ppHULO®

However, | agree with the critique of Glaggég92)formulated2 Y I RRAY 3 RAYSyaAizyay az2yoO

of forced coding starts, the Grounded Theory is usually lost, because the analyst is led far away from

(0p))

NBft SO yO0Sé¢ 6LId nt0d KkpbradrNdaBrdldf the siudyfram theystart, idey OS (1 K S
clear that the Glaser method with its decreased risk of losing relevant data due to assumptions, needed

to be used for the pilot study. Once an initial exploration of the new phenomenon had been made an

certain key findings were proven (e.g. the fact that SDL took pla€etimeLearrcourses, influencing

factors of SDL, overarching categories that have an impact on SDL), the Strauss and Corbin (1990)
approach could be followed. By postponing the actadfting dimensions to the codes until the main

study, the researcher hoped that the iterations of the coding process would allow a more open

comparison and analysis of the data.

3.5.4.2To read or not to read literature extensively
Another difference btween the GT approach used for the pilot study and the main study was the use

2F SEA&GAY3T fAGSNI GdzNBT GKS2NE YR FNIYSE2N)l &ad C2NJI
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themes to emerge from data without the analysis being coloured too intgnbg theories from
surrounding fields of interest. e case of the pilot study there was only a small and limited literature
relating to MOOC learning experience, and no literature relateButureLearras the platform was

just launched. But althoughdid strive for an open mind related to theories surrounding the field, | did
have personal assumptions that were assimilated aberyears as an online and mobile learning
practitioner, and which had been coloured by underlying theories. This impdgsibiattain a blank

mind as a researcher is also a challenge of the Glaser method. One cannot makebtanirthere is

always an assumption.

For the pilot study, the best GT option would be one that allowey experiences to be made
transparent throgh the research process by means of memoing, in order to make explicit those choices
or coding that came forward from those past experiences, which in turn resulted in first findings.
GDfFASNI) F2dzy R G KI G LINR 2 NJ dzy RS Nhblein grésdng raadlingdvéty? dzf F
wide to alert or sensitise one to a wide range of possibilities; learning not to know is crucial to
YEAYGFEAYAYy3 aSyaritArAgaiae G2 REGEHE 61 SHFGK g9 [ 26f
there are multiple edcational fields and resulting theories that might influence the topic investigated

in the pilot study However, it was crucial to keep an open mind to feel the sensitive emergences that
came from the pilot study data. A more focused reading would onbar once an emergent theory

was developed to allow the literature to be used as additional datekgy, 199y, in this case during

the main study analysis.

3.5.4.3Additional coding tools
Glaser has identified many theoretical codes and theoretical cotiinglies that can emerge in
Grounded Theory: 18 ifheoretical SensitivifGlaser, 1978), 9 iDoing Grounded Theo(laser,

1998), and 23 ifTheoretical CodinfGlaser, 2005However, Glaser has been adamant that there are
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potentially many more theortical codes that might emerge in GT reseaittigrefore, the theoretical

codes do not comprise an exhaustive (ldernandez, 2009, par. 4). During the pikitidy, no
theoretical codes were used as a way to reflect on potential deeper meaning for emeegaypries,

as | felt that this would risk fixing emerging data in confined spaces of meaning. | concur with Strauss
& Corbin (1998) who noted that it is better to avoid restricting conditions when analysing a topic and
enable a conditional matrix thatlalvs conditions between categories to progressively emerge. Setting
up a conditional matrix was useful for this study, as it allowed this deeper level of understanding to
take place. The relationships between the categories emerging from the data werekealsto
constructing a theory or a framework that would visualize the relationship of all SDL factors as learners
engaged inFutureLearrcourses. As such a viswapresentationthat depicts a simplified version of

the findings is addetb section 7.6 ofhe findings chapter

355wk GA2yFES F2NJ dzaAy3a / KFENXYIT Qa O2yailNHzO(
Charmaz (2006, 2014) builds further on the GT approaches of Glaser, as well as Strauss and Corbin. In

her application of GT, she suggestastructinga GT based upon daiterationswhich relate to the GT

of Strauss and Corbin (1998), and also to keeping an open mind while coding as mentioned by Glaser
OMPpPy o ® aC¢KS2NBGAOKE aSyaadAgrade Aa | YdZ GARAYSyaaAz2:
insightintotheNS a S NOK | NBF3X K2g FdlddzySR KS& FINB G2 GKS ydz

words and actions, their ability to reconstruct meaning from the data generated with the participant,

FYR I OFLIOAGe G2 aSLI NI (S HXKMandidSBedinar P/ . 28F. NB Y G KI G ¢
¢CKA& tSIR&E G2 /KINNMITE 6K2 LINRPLR&SA | Y2NB O2yalNHO
LINPGARS | 6AYyR26 2y NBlIfAlGeéd wliKSNE (KS WRA&ZO02JISNBR

temporal, culturak | YR &G NHzOGdzNI £ O2y iSEG&E o/ KIENXIFT S wnanns LI
heavily by cultural and structural contexts, pedagogical elements and infrastructural options, and as
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such finding a methodology that parallels this reality felt like best option to use for exploriris

studyl YR A& RFEGFI® / KFENYFT o6nnncO SYLKIF&AT Sa (K
constructivistI N dzy RSR G KS2NAR&adGa / KFENXYIT Q& 62N)] LINRJAF
and rendering partit LI Yy 18 Q SELISNASYyOSa Ayi2 NBIRIof& (K
Bonner 2008, p. 32). Charmaz gives a more active role to the interprethyitime researcher, making

the researcher a part of the emonstruction of experience and meaninthisrelates to Strauss and

| 2NDAY XbMpbgdXaaria (GKS AydSNLILIEe o0SG6SSy NBa$s

13).

3.56/ K| NIguideknas followed during the data analysis of the study

/ K NX{20D6Q2014)guidelines on constting GT were used to plan the data analysis of this
investigation both for the pilot and the main studyshe proposes to gather rich data, use memoing

throughout a study, and look for shared meaning and validity when interpreting the data.

3.5.6.1 Gathering rich data: choosing an approach for dagathering

Charmaz (2006) recommends placing the ridetailed and full data in their relevant situational and
social contexts. In order to ensure this, these data that were collected were useddathill(i.e. using

full answers) and tagged (e.g. learning log,-goerse) for their origin before the data analysis was
started. This was important to follow shifts within the learner group from learning expectations, across
learning experiences to leany reflections A word cloud consisting of different codes that emerged

during the data analysis phase i©s in figure 5.
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Figure 5 ADeDoose word cloud visualizing codes

GDFOAKSNAY3a NRAOK RFEGlF LINPGARSE az2B8BEAROYKUESNRIE Wa2aNkadz
The method for data analysis must be seen as a tool (Charmaz, 2006), and it is how the researcher uses

that tool or tools that matters. However, how you collect data affects which phenomena will be seen,

and some research pradsins might indicate the need to use several combined or sequential

approaches (Charmaz, 2008% aresearchet acknowledge that there is a subjective part in the results

coming out of this project, due to choices based on a selective viewyedlf: whichmethodsare

chosen, which data is kept as evidence for certain learning experiences, what mietaiihgs behind

the shared data and so on. It is by making these choices/rationales as clear as possible throughout this

study thatl hoped to create an gbctive accant of the subjective choices.

3.5.6.2 Shared meaning and validity
An interesting consideration is thdiata shared by the participants have a subjective side to them as

mentioned by Charmaz (2014), where people construct texts for specific purposes and they do so within
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social, economic, historicalultural,and situational contexts (p. 35). Prior (2003) menéd that texts

[or any data] do not stand as objective facts although they often represent what their authors assumed
were objective parts. Before information is shared, the person sharing it makes decisions on what is
important, relevant, comfortable fosharing or not. Additionally, it cannot be assumed that the
recipient of a piece of information constructs the same interpretation as the sender. There will always
be adifference in understandingro limitpersonal interpretationsit is important to esablish avay to
attempt to reconcile these differenceendto move towardsshared meaning. In the main study this
shared meaning was sought by providing the first findings to the learners that took part in the study,
allowing those who volunteed to provide feedback on the draft resulte adjust possible meanings
towards a shared meaning. The fdahtat the experiences come from different people, yet within a
similar learning context, helps to get close to a shared experience, or a consistent interpretate

shared meaning. In the end only two participafitsm the main studyprovided feedback on the
birdseye view bthe first findings. Their feedback on the chosen categories and findings was positive,
with side remarks on the differences between thewn learning experience and those that were
described in the findings (e.g. one patrticipant reflected on the individual and social learning preferences
and he mentioned explicitly how mutte learned from interacting with others, but thae had to learn

how to do it).

3.5.6.3 Memoing

During the planning phase bbth the pilot and the mairstudy | kept notes to keep track of possible
assumpions with regard to this study hmemoing. The memoing allowed a transparent, and vigilant,
view on my own percens on SDL in MOOCs, as it allowed areéiictive process to become
apparent, providing more transparency to the actual interpretation of the data (Creswell, 2005). This

memoing process was planned from the start aves performed throughout the reseah. Inthe first

75



instance the memos described possible assumptions | might have regarding any of th€©deagathe
first data iterations were taking placghe memoing became instrumental to describe potential

causalities between different categoriésee figure 6)

Figure6. Sreenshot of the memos that were written during data iterationeDoose

Reflective memoing

During the pilot and the maistudy, | first kept apaper notebookwhich | later replaced by typing

YSy2Q0a RANBOGf & Ay 5S5 2PRuify thestudyl addetndtes refatedt@nyA y 3 (G KS R
research assumptionsiow | felt conducting the researcand how | interpretedA G @ Ly Y& VYSY2Qa
tried to keep on toof ideas that could be interpreted based on prior knowledge (e.g. mobile learning

assumptions)l alsotried to avoid emotional interpretation of the data as this could steer me away

from neutrality towards the data (e.g. people having explicit opinionsualsocial learning), clarify

personal value systems which might hinder an objective interpretation of the data (e.g. udibia

technology supports learning more than it hinders it), and identify potential conflict in interpreting the

data based on asimed gatekeepefnterests (e.gfacilitators and thenegative evaluation of the

contentor guidanceas interpreted by the learners).
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