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The paper presents a theoretical framework of four digital learning spaces:
Individual space, Working group, Community of interest, and Open connections.
The theoretical framework aims to highlight the unique potentials of digital
technologies to expand learning activities. More specifically, the framework con-
tributes with descriptions of specific learning activities that highlight the learn-
ing potentials of different social forms as well as learning potentials of digital
technologies. The paper highlights learning potentials of digital technologies
within each learning space; digital technologies as cognitive partners, collabo-
ration tools, sharing tools, and as network relations and network effects. The
framework is developed on the shoulders of existing educational frameworks, and
contributes to learning technology research by combining conceptions of social
forms, learning theory, and digital technology studies. Further, the framework
is directed towards educational practice as a tool to develop learning activities,
and to design digital learning spaces. The framework intends to function as a
guiding framework that can help teachers and developers to focus on different
levels of learning spaces and specific learning activities. Finally, the paper argues
that digital technologies have the potential to expand opportunities for learning:
specifically, to expand individual agency (within the individual space), collabo-
rative knowledge building (within the working group), transparency (within a
community of interest), and interaction with the outside world (through open
connections).
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Introduction

The objective of the paper is to develop and present a theoretical framework for
digital learning spaces. The major contribution of the paper is that it combines:
(1) conceptions of social forms, (2) learning theory, and (3) digital technology studies.
The ambition is to combine these three areas of research into a unified framework
for digital learning spaces. More specifically, the framework combines the three
dimensions of (1) social forms, (2) learning activities, and (3) digital technologies — as

three dimensions that each influence learning and teaching (see Figure 1).
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LEARNING ACTIVITIES

DIGITAL TECHNOLOGIES SOCIAL FORMS

Figure 1. Three dimensions of learning activities, digital technologies and social forms.

To do this, the framework builds on research within each of these three areas.
What the presented framework adds to existing concepts and frameworks is the
explicit connection between social forms, learning activities, and digital technologies.

First, the framework unfolds different social forms based on online educa-
tion research, building on works such as Dron and Anderson’s (2014) distinctions
between group, set, and net, Garrison (2016) community of inquiry framework, and
the broader field of networked learning (Jones, 2015). The outcome is a distinction
between the four social forms of individual and self-governed actions, collaborative and
cooperative work, collective activities, and stigmergic production.

Second, to develop a conception of learning activities, the framework draws on
social learning theory, primarily sociocultural theory (Dewey, 1916; Engestrom, 2015;
Lave & Wenger, 1991). Fundamentally, the framework is activity-centred, meaning
that it takes the activities of the learners as the starting point.

Third, the framework builds on theories of digital technologies, drawing on
technology and media research. We draw on social conceptions of technology such as
technology as a cognitive partner (Salomon et al., 1991), hybrid minds (Sil;j6, 2012),
and open tools (Hutchins, 1996). The outcome is a conception of digital technology
as cognitive partners, collaboration tools, sharing tools, and as network relations and
network effects.

A theoretical framework for digital learning spaces

The theoretical outset of the framework is the argument that digital technologies
change the ways that we can act and learn. This premise is grounded in sociocultural
theory that argues technologies do not merely mediate our existing teaching practices,
but hold the potential to transform and expand the ways we think about and practise
education. This argument is not new, and was put forward by Silj6 (2010): [...] tech-
nologies do not merely support learning; they transform how we learn and how we
come to interpret learning’ (Séljo, 2010). From this, we argue that digital technologies
hold the potential to expand learning activities in different ways within different social
forms — and the framework aims to highlight these different potentials.
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Following this argument, the paper asks, what are the potential roles of
digital technologies in learning, and what are the opportunities for changing and
expanding the ways we teach and learn using technology? As Fawns (2022) argues
from a postdigital perspective, terms and distinctions such as online or offline, dig-
ital or analogue, hybrid or blended are irrelevant to this understanding of learn-
ing. Focus is rather on new activities made possible by digital technologies. Fawns
(2022) also calls for a move beyond a ‘pedagogy first’ principle or a ‘technology
first’ principle of using digital technologies. Thus, when we write ‘digital learning
spaces’, we refer to the unfolding of activities made possible by the involvement
of digital technologies. The ambition of the framework is to take the first steps
in outlining and describing new kinds of learning activities made possible by the
inclusion of digital technologies without falling into the pedagogy-technology
dichotomy (Fawns, 2022). The intention is to create a theoretical framework that
can be used for designing digital learning spaces that support such new kinds
of learning activities. Following this intention, the framework aims to provide
answers to these main questions:

* What are the unique characteristics and potentials of digital technologies for
learning within different social forms?

* How do digital technologies support and expand different social forms?

* Which new kinds of learning activities are made possible by digital
technologies?

Below, the framework is presented in Figure 2 that shows how social forms,
digital technologies and learning activities are combined. The framework con-
sists of four different learning spaces: individual space, working group, commu-
nity of interest and open connections. First, these learning spaces are developed
from the four different social forms: individual and self-governed work, collab-
orative and cooperative work, collective activities, and stigmergic production.
Second, the framework describes specific learning activities such as inquiry,
construction and communication within each of the four learning spaces. Third,
the framework shows how digital technologies have different roles within each
learning space: cognitive partners, collaboration tools, sharing tools, and net-
work relations and network effects. Finally, the framework argues that the use
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Figure 2. A theoretical framework for digital learning spaces.
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of digital technologies for specific learning activities within each learning space
has the potential to expand individual agency, collaborative knowledge building,
transparency, and interaction with the outside world.

The framework and all its concepts will be developed and discussed in the
sections below.

Learning through inquiry, construction and communication

First, we present the learning theoretical dimension of the framework by developing a
terminology for learning activities. The framework is built on social learning theories
that include pragmatism (Dewey, 1916), activity theory (Engestrom, 2015), sociocul-
tural theory (Hutchins, 1996; Siljo, 2010), and social learning theory (Lave & Wenger,
1991; Wenger, 1998).

Fundamentally, learning takes place within activities that are directed towards
an aim, that is solving a problem, answering a question, a curiosity, etc. Dewey
(1916) describes learning as goal-directed, and as having an ‘end-in-view’. Following
Engestrom (2015), learning is the very performance of activities towards the aim.
As Lave and Wenger (1991; Wenger, 1998) also argue, learning takes place within
practices and should be viewed as the very unfolding of activities within practice.
The framework is based on the three main learning activities of inquiry, construction
and communication that together are directed towards an aim.

Inquiry

Dewey (1916) describes inquiry as a process of asking questions and searching for
answers related to the aim. Thus, inquiry can be described as a dialogue with the
objects of a given situation. Inquiry does not entail reaching a goal or answering a
question, but rather investigating how to do that.

Construction

Processes of construction make up the very act of trying to solve the problem or reach
the goal. As Siljo (2010) argues, all actions are mediated by tools. Thus, processes of
construction are activities, where the learner employs tools to mediate an aim using
tools. Construction could be taking notes, drawing sketches, creating models, build-
ing, writing, modelling, etc.

Communication

Finally, processes of communication are relevant to social learning theories, because
they fundamentally view learning as situated in social practices. Communication
includes what Lave and Wenger (1991; Wenger, 1998) term participation in communities
of practice, which includes close collaboration, dialogue, and sharing. Communication
also covers the individual’s relations to and insight into the larger sociocultural practice
of his/her activities (Engestrom 2015). With the term ‘distributed cognition’, Hutchins
(1996) argues that the physical and social practice is part of what we learn and what we
are able to do.
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Learning in different social forms: spanning self-governed actions and stigmergic
production

From the dimension of social forms, we develop a terminology for social forms that is
used to distinguish between four digital learning spaces.

The individual space: individual and self-governed actions

Individual and self-governed actions form the basis of the digital learning space that
we term the individual space where the learner manages his/her own personal tools and
develops his/her own working methods. Individual and self-governed actions emerge
from the individual learner’s own aim, problem or question as described above. In order
to learn, the individual learner must make the tools her own by being consciously aware
of the goal and perform actions that aim at mediating the goal (Siljo, 2010).

Working group: collaborative and cooperative work

The social form of collaborative and cooperative work forms the basis of the digi-
tal learning space that we term the working group, where a number of learners work
closely together within a shared practice. To describe learning activities within this
social form, we include the distinction of O’Malley (2012) between ‘collaborative
and cooperative work’. As Dillenbourg et al. (1996) also state, cooperative work
divides a task in mutually independent sub-tasks, whereas collaborative work rep-
resents a shared task of all members of a group. As Garrisons’ framework of
‘community of inquiry’ has made evident, a group is able to move inquiry beyond
the individual. In line with this, Dron and Anderson (2014) in their framework
describe the learning opportunities within the social form ‘group’.

Community of interest: collective activities

The social form of collective activities forms the basis of the digital learning space
that we term community of interest where a (potentially large) number of people
are joined by a common interest. Leontev (in Engestrom, 2015) introduces the
concept of ‘collective activity’ to describe the collected activities of a number
of individuals who are not directed towards the same aim, but all contribute to
an overall activity that an individual is unable to perform. However, especially
social media have changed the way that we look at this social form. Baym (2015)
describes online communities as an example of a social form that collectively
can create something that is not a product of joint work. Baym’s (2015) notion
of online community describes a social form that often develops from a shared
interest, but no shared aim, goal or problem. This also resembles what Dron and
Andersson (2014) refer to as a ‘set’.

Open connections: stigmergic production

The social form of stigmergic production forms the basis of the digital learning
space that we term open connections where the learner builds, contributes to and
activates online social networks. We use Elliot’s (2006) concept of ‘stigmergic’,
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which describes structures that emerge on their own with no central and determining
operator. One example is posting on Twitter, a personal blog, Instagram or similar,
where you will not be in control of retweets, likes, reposts, shares, etc. that can bring
your post out to all kinds of unknown contexts. Stigmergic production is closely
related to network structures, and for the individual to benefit from (and contribute
to) stigmergic production, the individual must engage in network structures and
relations. According to Boyd and Ellison (2007), social networks differ from col-
laborative and cooperative work as well as from collective activities, because social
networks revolve around the individual, and not a shared goal or interest. Similarly,
Dron and Anderson (2014, p. 82) use the concept of ‘nets’ which ‘are social forms
where the connections between individuals and sometimes clusters of individuals
are what bind them together’.

Expanding learning through technology: digital technologies as cognitive partners,
collaboration tools, sharing tools, and network relations and network effect

From the final dimension of digital technology, we develop a terminology for learning
potentials of digital technologies. Below, the terminology is connected to the four
digital learning spaces, and we discuss how digital technologies have the potential
to expand learning in different ways within each of the four learning spaces.

Cognitive partners for individual agency

Within the individual space, digital technologies can expand on the individual
learner’s agency. That is, the learner’s abilities to act, produce, create, express
oneself, etc. Salomon et al. (1991) use the term ‘cognitive partner’ to describe the
potential relationship between the individual and technology as a partnership.
The key point of this partnership is that the technology helps the individual in
performing tasks that the individual otherwise would not have been able to do
on his/her own. Technology does not take over and perform the task for the indi-
vidual, but enhances, extends or expands on the individual’s (cognitive) abilities.
Saljo (2012) uses the term ‘hybrid minds’ to describe how we extend our cognitive
abilities to include objects and technologies outside the mind. The partnership is
not an attribute of technology; technology as a cognitive partner is a way of using
technology.

Collaboration tools for collaborative knowledge building

Within the working group, we are inspired by what Scardamalia and Bereiter (2014)
term collaborative knowledge building, which also relates to Cress and Kimmerle’s
(2018) more recent concept of ‘collective knowledge construction’. Digital technolo-
gies can strengthen a working group’s collaborative knowledge building by providing
collaboration tools and spaces. This focus on the computer as a tool for collaboration
has been evolving since the early days of Collaborative Learning, Computer Sup-
ported Collaborative Learning (CSCL) and Computer Supported Cooperative Work
(CSCW) (Dillenbourg et al., 1996). Today, we see new emerging student practices
within working groups, with examples such as collaborative writing (Sundgren &
Jaldemark, 2020).
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Sharing tools for transparency

Digital technologies can expand and support transparency within a community of
interest through rools for sharing. To utilise the resources of a community, it is nec-
essary to get access to the collective knowledge of the community. Hutchins (1996)
uses the term ‘open communication’ to describe a form of communication that is
characterised by being available and accessible for everyone. Hutchins (1996) also
speaks of ‘open tools’ that are artefacts available to all members, but that are not
used in the same way. Digital technologies have particular capabilities to support
transparency within a community. For example online forums are examples of open
communication that is available to all members of the forum. Online forums (think
of support forums) can also be viewed as open tools that make resources available
to everyone, and in that respect they become knowledge bases for the community
(Ryberg & Christiansen, 2008). Dalsgaard and Paulsen (2009) have argued for the
educational strengths of transparency between student activities in order to utilise
the collective resources within a class. Participation in such a community can help
students by looking at the work of and learning from fellow students (Ryberg &
Davidsen, 2018).

Network relations and network effects for interaction with the outside world

Finally, digital technologies can expand and support students’ interaction with
the outside world through open connections that are enabled by the mechanisms
of network relations and network effects that can connect students to people and
resources from all over the world. Jones (2015) uses the concept of networked
learning and draws a direct line between networking and learning. He stresses the
importance of facilitating ‘connections between learners, learners and tutors, and
between learners and the resources they make use of in their learning’ (Jones et
al., 2008, p. 90). Network relations and network effects relate to Dron and Ander-
son (2014) who describe the social form ‘set’. A key learning potential of the set
is, as they state: ‘The Internet makes it possible to interact with a vast number of
people with whom we have no shared social connection at all’. This means
that the student can gain inspiration and knowledge from a diverse network,
but also that the student’s own thoughts, posts and questions can be
present in networks, meaning that the student can contribute to stigmergic
production.
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Figure 3. Zooming in on specific learning activities within the four digital learning spaces.
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A theoretical framework for digital learning spaces

Based on the combination of the three dimensions of social forms, learning activities,
and digital technologies, we have now developed a theoretical framework for digital
learning spaces. To support the design of online learning spaces, a key question to the
framework is: How can digital technologies expand the learning activities of inquiry,
construction and communication within each of the four learning spaces?

In Figure 2, we have presented the framework for digital learning spaces. Below,
we wish to initiate a discussion of potential learning activities made possible by
digital technologies. To do this, we now zoom in on specific learning activities and
provide examples of different kinds of inquiry, construction and communication
activities that can be expanded within each of the learning spaces (Figure 3).

Learning in the individual space
Inquiry: searching and managing materials

In the individual learning space, digital technologies can expand students’ inquiry
by providing access to large amounts of information. Inquiry through search is a key
activity in students’ individual learning space. As Berinato and Fisher (2015) argues,
knowing how to search is not a trivial task, but involves knowledge of search engines
and the pitfalls of ‘invisible search’ (Haider & Sundin, 2019). Students can access
large amounts of information such as texts, images, and videos, and in the form of
news, data, discussions, etc.

Also, digital technologies can expand student inquiry by providing tools and
systems for storing and analysing information. Inquiry through managing mate-
rials is also a key activity enabled by technology (Caviglia et al., 2018). Funda-
mentally, managing materials includes how to store and organise files on your
computer, but it also includes how to read and annotate texts, images, websites,
videos, etc.

Construction: knowledge construction and multimodal production

There is a unique potential of digital technologies to strengthen student agency to
allow them to produce their own materials and build their own personal collections.
This perspective has not least been explored within the area of personal learning envi-
ronments, which emphasises the importance of students managing their own digital
tools (Sclater, 2008). The concept of knowledge construction asks: what can students
accomplish together with digital technologies? Knowledge construction is about util-
ising the computer’s abilities (as a cognitive partner) to perform actions or processes
that otherwise would not be possible. For instance, the individual student can make
use of the computer’s ability to calculate, to correct spelling and grammar, or to make
3D visualisations, etc.

Secondly, construction in the individual space is supported by digital tools for
multimodal production. A unique potential of digital tools is to create products com-
bining audio, text, video and images. This includes an expansion of students’ oppor-
tunities for expressing themselves in many different formats such as podcasts, posters,
videos, etc.
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Communication: dissemination and presentation

Within the individual space, communication is naturally not about dialogue, but
rather relates to dissemination and presentation of the student’s own work. Dis-
semination is traditionally something that we do, when we have finalised a product.
However, because digital products are easy to share and grant others access to, we
can share in the process of making the product. By dissemination in the individual
space, we wish to highlight how digital technologies can help students to show their
work (in progress) to others in order to get response from teachers or fellow stu-
dents (Holgaard et al., 2021).

Presentation in the individual space describes the student’s finalised work. The
perspective here is that the student can make his digital work available to others
and potentially contribute with his own work to others. One can argue that there is
a lot of unfortunate ‘waste’” within education, because students are producing new
things, but they are only seen by the teacher. The idea of digital tools for presenta-
tion is to focus on how students can present in digital formats that are suitable for
presenting to others. A portfolio is a good example of the communicative aspect
of the individual space (Qvortrup & Keiding, 2017), because it contains students’
own productions, and at the same time it can be used to present the work to others
(Lolle et al., 2023).

Learning in working groups
Inquiry: building collections and joint dialogue

Shared inquiry within a working group can be expanded by digital tools that support
students in building collections of materials. For example, digital technologies can be
used as ‘common information spaces’ that support a joint working area for group
members (Bossen, 2002). Such information spaces are digital infrastructures where
a working group can store and share joint materials. Such collections could be file
systems, links, bookmarks or references managers, or shared note taking applications
(Caviglia et al., 2018).

Inquiry in a working group also entails joint dialogue around those collections.
For instance, students’ annotation of files is a form of dialogue around the character
of the materials. Students can engage in what could be termed ‘shared reading’ by
sharing an online article or book and use either comments or annotation tools. Thus,
digital tools allow students to engage in a shared inquiry of the text.

Construction: co-production and organising co-production

Supporting co-production is one of the obvious potentials of digital technologies.
Software that we have been accustomed to using as individuals is now increasingly
becoming available as collaborative tools — for writing, drawing, doing presen-
tations, editing images, etc. Thus, a key potential of digital tools is to support
collaborative construction, where students are actually creating the same product,
and not dividing it into separate subsets to be assembled in the end (Sundgren &
Jaldemark, 2020).

These many emerging tools for co-production, however, also raise an important
question of how students can organise co-production. For instance, although students
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have access to the same document, they should not necessarily write together all the
time. Organising co-production is a matter of juggling with many different digital
tools, often at the same time; for instance, combining collaborative writing, chat, and
video call in an online group meeting (Davidsen et al., 2020).

Communication: coordination and dialogue

Working closely together in a working group makes coordination important in
order to have insight into and align with the activities of fellow students. Dig-
ital tools can support coordination, for instance shared calendars, to-do lists,
dedicated tools for project management or assignments boards. As Ryberg et al.
(2018) have shown in their study, students intermix and switch between online
and offline spaces, and between physical and digital resources in complex collab-
orative work.

Finally, digital technologies can expand on a working group’s opportunities for
engaging in dialogue. Different kinds of communication forums can make students
available to each other — no matter where the students might be. Such tools can pro-
vide flexibility in establishing dialogue, and can also bring students closer to each
other. Students can quickly open a video meeting, or they can create chat forums for
being in touch (Serensen, 2018).

Learning in communities of interest

Inquiry: inspiration and query

Because a community of interest (or a class) is engaged in the same or related activi-
ties, the community is an obvious place to seek out inspiration. Inquiry within a com-
munity of interest is a matter of being informed about what takes place within the
community. In online communities, participants are available to each other and every-
one has access to the collective production of the community (Baym, 2015). Thus, we
can see a community of interest as a collection of materials that the individual student
can find inspiration from (Ryberg & Davidsen, 2018).

Also, inquiry can take on the form of a guery to the community of interest. When faced
with a problem or question, a student can make a query in a community of interest (for
instance, her class). In that sense, the student not only inquires through searching the web
or looking for inspiration from the work of others, but also through asking questions to a
community, and thus drawing on the collected resources and knowledge of the community.

Construction: feedback and participation

The perspective of construction within a community of interest is that the community
can influence the student’s own work by providing feedback. This can be a sort of indi-
rect feedback where a student himself finds an answer within a forum of the commu-
nity. For instance, a student might see a solution to a problem within an assignment of
a fellow student. This can be compared to apprenticeship learning, where the appren-
tice learns from being within a practice and watching the work of the experienced.
Also, formalised peer-feedback is also an example of using the community of a class
to support construction (Stenalt, 2021).
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A community of interest within a class is also a matter of establishing a class cul-
ture where students actively participate and contribute to each other’s work (Ryberg
& Davidsen, 2018). Participation is similar to inspiration (above), but the difference
is that participation is an active choice to contribute to and help other participants
within a community. An example comes from a study of student Facebook groups
that showed how students in upper secondary schools used Facebook groups to share
school work, help each other with assignments, discuss subject matter, etc. (Aaen &
Dalsgaard, 2016).

Communication: accessibility and sharing

Open communication within a community of interest is first and foremost supported
by establishing accessibility between students. Asynchronous communication forums
are especially suitable for supporting open communication and transparency, where
students can be available to each other for sharing thoughts and ideas, for asking
questions and for helping each other (Dalsgaard & Thestrup, 2015). Such a forum
can be a place where the individual student can follow and be informed about the
activities within the community of interest.

An objective of working with open communication and transparency could be to
develop an open sharing culture within a community of interest (or within a class).
Digital technologies can support an open sharing culture by making it possible for
students to discuss their activities and to share their work in the form of drafts, sug-
gestions, thoughts, ideas and questions concerning a specific topic.

Learning in open connections
Inquiry: consultation of network and follow and stumble upon

Within online networks it is possible to consult your network to get answers to ques-
tions or input to subject areas. The unique potential of networks to expand student
inquiry is to consult a large group of people, be that on Twitter, Instagram, YouTube,
LinkedIn, etc. Networks can expand inquiry well beyond an institutional setting and
national boundaries, and can provide the student with input from many different
sources and perspectives (Downes, 2019).

A key benefit from inquiry in social networks is, however, not necessarily the
direct consultation, but rather to follow and stumble upon information over a lon-
ger period of time (Unliisoy et al., 2014). This is particularly where open connec-
tions differ from the other spaces; the feed from a social network is a personalised
news service that continuously brings new information that the student is not actively
searching for.

Construction: presence and contribution

Construction in open connections is related to students’ creation of a personal pro-
file (or a channel). This could be a professional profile, for instance on LinkedIn
or Twitter. A profile forms the student’s presence and representation in a network
(Boyd & Heer, 2006). The personal profile is where the student can construct by
sharing thoughts, images, links, stories, opinions, etc. Construction is first and
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foremost a matter of creating this representation that can be connected to other peo-
ple in the network.

Construction in open connections can also take on the form of active contribu-
tion where students share content through personal profiles. Contrary to the work-
ing group or community of interest, students’ contributions in open connections can
be distributed in very different contexts that are beyond the control of the students
(Unliisoy et al., 2014). Thus, construction in open connections is the opportunity of
the student to contribute to stigmergic production.

Communication: establishing connections and navigation

A prerequisite for making use of open connections is to establish connections to other
people and by that building online networks. Such a network is an infrastructure for
information that can supply the individual learner with information and materials
that she did not know she needed (Ryberg & Larsen, 2008).

Networks can, however, easily be so complex that they are difficult to man-
age. Thus, it is important to use features of online networks to navigate within the
networks. This includes choosing and prioritising people to follow, but also using
hashtags or favourites, or developing lists with specific people to follow.

Conclusion

The theoretical framework presented in this paper aims to highlight the unique poten-
tials of digital technologies to expand learning into new activities. What the framework
contributes with in relation to learning technology research and existing frameworks
is first and foremost the combination of the three areas of research: (1) conceptions of
social forms, (2) learning theory, and (3) digital technology studies. More specifically,
this unified framework contributes with descriptions of specific learning activities that
outline learning potentials of different social forms as well as learning potentials of
digital technologies. In that sense, the objective of the framework is also analytical;
to help distinguish between different ways in which digital technologies can expand
learning activities.

An implication of the framework for research is that it can be a theoretical frame-
work for positioning future learning technology research. The framework calls for
studies that move beyond both a ‘pedagogy first’ and ‘technology first’ principle.
Rather, it calls for research that includes all three dimensions and is directed towards
the discovery of new forms of (expanded) learning activities made possible by digital
technologies.

The framework also has implications for educational practice. Although the
framework revolves around learning activities of students, it is developed as a tool to
support teachers. The framework is intended as a tool to develop learning activities,
and to design digital learning spaces. The framework addresses teachers and educa-
tional developers that are organising teaching where students are actively engaged in
productive and problem-solving activities. Hopefully, these concepts can be useful
for understanding opportunities for expanding learning through the use of digital
technologies, and hopefully they can be used as a starting point for designing specific
learning activities in different educational settings. The framework intends to function
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as a guiding framework that can help teachers and developers to focus on different
levels of learning spaces and specific learning activities. The implications for educa-
tional practice of the presented framework is for teachers and institutions to focus on
how to utilise the unique potentials of digital technologies to expand on our existing
and well-known learning activities — by developing new learning activities and learn-
ing spaces.

Finally, the presented framework raises questions regarding ambitions for design-
ing for learning with digital technologies:

* Should students start viewing themselves as ‘networked learners’ that demon-
strate agency and learn by producing, contributing and engaging in activities
with peers and subject matter experts in society at large?

* Should teachers and educators start utilising the resources that exist within
students’ collaborative and collective spaces of sharing, participation, transpar-
ency, and exchange?

* Should institutions start considering themselves as ‘active contributors’ to
society, by making educational activities and student productions available to
the public, and not least to other institutions?

These questions call for design-based or action research exploring these areas,
for teachers to experiment with new learning activities, and for policy makers and
school managers to consider their visions for education in new formats.

References

Aaen, J., & Dalsgaard, C. (2016). Student Facebook groups as a third space: between social life
and schoolwork. Learning, Media and Technology, 41(1), 160-186.

Baym, N. K. (2015). Personal connections in the digital age. Malden: Polity.

Berinato, S., & Fisher, M. (2015). The internet makes you think you’re smarter than you are.
Harvard Business Review, 93(7-8), 26-27.

Bossen, C. (2002, November 16-20). The parameters of common information spaces: The
heterogeneity of cooperative work at a hospital ward. In Proceedings of the 2002 ACM
Conference on Computer Supported Cooperative Work, pp. 176-185, New Orleans,
Louisiana, USA.

Boyd, D., & Heer, J. (2006, January 4-7). Profiles as conversation: Networked identity perfor-
mance on Friendster. In Proceedings of the 39th Annual Hawaii International Conference on
System Sciences (HICSS 06 ), vol. 3, pp. 59¢-59¢, IEEE, Kauai, Hawaii.

Boyd, D. M., & Ellison, N. B. (2007). Social network sites: Definition, history, and
scholarship. Journal of Computer—Mediated Communication, 13(1), 210-230. doi:
10.1111/5.1083-6101.2007.00393.x

Caviglia, F., Dalsgaard, C., Davidsen, J., & Ryberg, T. (2018). Students’ digital learning envi-
ronments. In M. Bajic, N. Bonderup Dohn, M. de Laat, P. Jandric, & T. Ryberg (Eds.),
Proceedings of the 11th International Conference on Networked Learning 2018 (pp. 165-172).
14-16 May. Zagreb, Croatia.

Cress, U., & Kimmerle, J. (2018). Collective knowledge construction, in F. Fischer, C. E. Hmelo-
Silver, S.R. Goldman, & P. Reimann (Eds.), International Handbook of the Learning
Sciences, pp. 137-146, New York: Routledge. doi: 10.4324/9781315617572-14

Dalsgaard, C., & Paulsen, M. F. (2009). Transparency in cooperative online education.
International Review of Research in Open and Distributed Learning, 10(3).

Citation: Research in Learning Technology 2023, 31: 3084 - http://dx.doi.org/10.25304/rlt.v31.3084 13

(page number not for citation purpose)


http://dx.doi.org/10.25304/rlt.v31.3084
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2007.00393.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1083-6101.2007.00393.x
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315617572-14

C. Dalsgaard and T. Ryberg

Dalsgaard, C., & Thestrup, K. (2015). Dimensions of openness: Beyond the course as an
open format in online education. International Review of Research in Open and Distributed
Learning, 16(6), 78-97.

Davidsen, J., Ryberg, T., & Bernhard, J. (2020). “Everything comes together”: Students’ collab-
orative development of a professional dialogic practice in architecture and design educa-
tion. Thinking Skills and Creativity, 37, 100678, 1-14. doi: 10.1016/j.tsc.2020.100678

Dewey, J. (1916). Democracy and education. New York: The Free Press.

Dillenbourg, P. et al. (1996). The evolution of research on collaborative learning, in E. Spada
& P. Reiman (Eds.), Learning in humans and machine: Towards an interdisciplinary learning
science (pp. 189-211). Oxford: Elsevier.

Downes, S. (2019). Recent work in connectivism. European Journal of Open, Distance and
E-Learning (EURODL), 22(2), 113-132.

Dron, J., & Anderson, T. (2014). Teaching crowds: Learning and social media. Edmonton:
Athabasca University Press.

Elliot, M. (2006). Stigmergic collaboration: The evolution of group work. M/C Journal 9(2).
doi: 10.5204/mc;j.2599

Engestrom, Y. (2015). Learning by expanding. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Fawns, T. (2022). An entangled pedagogy: Looking beyond the pedagogy — Technology dichot-
omy, Postdigital Science and Education, 4, 711-728. doi: 10.1007/s42438-022-00302-7

Garrison, D. R. (2016). Thinking collaboratively: Learning in a community of inquiry. New
York: Routledge.

Haider, J., & Sundin, O. (2019). Invisible search and online search engines: The ubiquity of search
in everyday life. London: Routledge. doi: 10.4324/9780429448546

Holgaard, J. E., Ryberg, T., Stegeager, N., Stentoft, D., & Thomassen, A. O. (2021). An intro-
duction to problem-based learning in higher education (1st ed.). Samfundslitteratur.

Hutchins, E. (1996). Learning to navigate. In S. Chaiklin & J. Lave (Eds.), Understanding prac-
tice. Perspectives on activity and context (pp. 35-63). Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Jones, C. (2015). Networked learning — An educational paradigm for the age of digital networks.
Heidelberg: Springer Verlag.

Jones, C., Ferreday, D., & Hodgson, V. (2008). Networked learning a relational approach:
Weak and strong ties. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 24(2), 90-102. doi:
10.1111/5.1365-2729.2007.00271.x

Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Lolle, E. L., Scholkmann, A., & Kristensen, N. S. (2023). Reflections: What are they and how
to work with them? In A. Kolmos & T. Ryberg (Eds.), PBL in a digital age (pp. 89-102).
Aalborg: Aalborg Universitetsforlag.

O’Malley, C. (Ed.). (2012). Computer supported collaborative learning (Vol. 128). Berlin:
Springer Science & Business Media.

Qvortrup, A., & Keiding, T. B. (2017). Portfolioen som undervisning og evalueringsmedium.
Tidsskriftet Lering og Medier (LOM ), 10(17). doi: 10.7146/lom.v10i17.26400

Ryberg, T., & Christiansen, E. (2008). Community and social network sites as Technology
Enhanced Learning Environments. Technology, Pedagogy and Education, 17(3), 207-219.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14759390802383801

Ryberg, T., & Davidsen, J. (2018). Establishing a sense of community, interaction, and knowl-
edge exchange among students. In D. Kergel, B. Heidkamp, P. K. Telléus, T. Rachwal, &
S. Nowakowski (Eds.), The digital turn in higher education. international perspectives on
learning and teaching in a changing world (pp. 143-160). Springer Fachmedien.

Ryberg, T., Davidsen, J., & Hodgson, V. (2018). Understanding nomadic collaborative learning
groups: Nomadic collaborative learning groups. British Journal of Educational Technology,
49(2), 235-247. doi: 10.1111/bjet.12584

14 Citation: Research in Learning Technology 2023, 31: 3084 - http://dx.doi.org/10.25304/rlt.v31.3084

(page number not for citation purpose)


http://dx.doi.org/10.25304/rlt.v31.3084
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2020.100678
https://doi.org/10.5204/mcj.2599
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-022-00302-7
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429448546
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2729.2007.00271.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2729.2007.00271.x
https://doi.org/10.7146/lom.v10i17.26400
https://doi.org/10.1080/14759390802383801
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12584

Research in Learning Technology

Ryberg, T., & Larsen, M. C. (2008). Networked identities: understanding relationships
between strong and weak ties in networked environments. Journal of Computer Assisted
Learning, 24, 103-115.

Saljo, R. (2010). Digital tools and challenges to institutional traditions of learning:
Technologies, social memory and the performative nature of learning. Journal of
Computer Assisted Learning, 26(1), 53-64. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2729.2009.00341.x

Saljo, R. (2012). Literacy, digital literacy and epistemic practices: The co-evolution of hybrid
minds and external memory systems. Nordic Journal of Digital Literacy, 7(01), 5-19. doi:
10.18261/ISSN1891-943X-2012-01-02

Salomon, G., Perkins, D. N., & Globerson, T. (1991). Partners in cognition: Extending
human intelligence with intelligent technologies, Educational Researcher, 20(3), 2-9. doi:
10.3102/0013189X020003002

Scardamalia, M., & Bereiter, C. (2014). Knowledge building and knowledge creation. In R.K.
Sawyer (Ed.), The Cambridge handbook of the learning sciences (2nd ed., pp. 397-417).
New York: Cambridge University Press. doi: 10.1017/CBO9781139519526.025

Sclater, N. (2008). Web 2.0, personal learning environments, and the future of learning manage-
ment systems. Research Bulletin, 13(13), 1-13.

Stenalt, M. H. (2021). Researching student agency in digital education as if the social aspects mat-
ter: Students’ experience of participatory dimensions of online peer assessment, Assessment
& Evaluation in Higher Education, 46(4), 644-658. doi: 10.1080/02602938.2020.1798355

Sundgren, M., & Jaldemark, J. (2020). Visualizing online collaborative writing strategies in
higher education group assignments. The International Journal of Information and Learning
Technology, 37(5), 351-373. doi: 10.1108/1JILT-02-2020-0018

Serensen, M. T. (2018). The students’ choice of technology a pragmatic and outcome-fo-
cused Approach. In D. Kergel, B. Heidkamp, P. K. Telléus, T. Rachwal & S. Nowakowski
(Eds.), The digital turn in higher education: International perspectives on learning and teach-
ing in a changing world (pp. 161-174). Wiesbaden: Springer Fachmedien Wiesbaden. doi:
10.1007/978-3-658-19925-8_12

Unliisoy, A., De Haan, M., & Leander, K. (2014). Learning through network interaction:
The potential of Ego-networks. In V. Hodgson, M. De Laat, D. McConnell & T. Ryberg
(Eds.), The design, experience and practice of networked learning. Springer International
Publishing. Retrieved from http://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-319-01940-6_12

Wenger, E. (1998). Communities of practice: Learning, meaning, and identity. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Citation: Research in Learning Technology 2023, 31: 3084 - http://dx.doi.org/10.25304/rlt.v31.3084 15

(page number not for citation purpose)


http://dx.doi.org/10.25304/rlt.v31.3084
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2729.2009.00341.x
https://doi.org/10.18261/ISSN1891-943X-2012-01-02
https://doi.org/10.18261/ISSN1891-943X-2012-01-02
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X020003002
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X020003002
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139519526.025
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2020.1798355
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJILT-02-2020-0018
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-19925-8_12
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-658-19925-8_12
http://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-319-01940-6_12

