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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this hermeneutic phenomenologicalystvas to understand how
school administrators made sense of their expegiatitizing social networking tools to
participate in personal learning networks (PLN) lemanaging privacy. As school
administrators digitally collaborate with PLN ca@lgues, they must construct an online
identity and develop and cultivate relationshipddaionally, to engage in a PLN one must
decide how much information to disclose on theritgeas well as determine methods to
regulate online privacy. The potential impact afalibsing too much information could cause
undue professional or personal harm against anigufil. However, failure to disclose
information to PLN members could negatively impatationships and compromise others’
perception of trust.

For this study, interpretive phenomenological asialyIPA) methods were used with
six educational administrators. Data were colletitedugh semi-structured interviews;
written documents of participants’ experience aactception of PLNs; and analysis of

participants’ Tweets over a thirty day span. Iniems were analyzed according to a four-part



analytical process. Written documents and Tweete weded using enumerative and
thematic data analysis methods.

The findings of the study revealed three emerdemes that explained school
administrators’ understanding of PLN participatard privacy issues, which were titled: (1)
Must Share and Exchange Resources; Help Others;G2pWower of the People; Personal
and Professional Benefits, Powered by PLN; andP(Bjacy Should Not Be the Priority. The
findings affirmed school administrators’ understiagdof participating in a personal learning
network utilizing social networking tools as beswely motivated by the sharing of
information and resources, with little to no regafgrivacy issues.

The results of this study have implications foraaeaders as well as digital

learning community facilitators.
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GLOSSARY

blog. Website that contains journal-like entries, mavenmonly referred to as posts
(Nussbaum-Beach & Hall, 2012). Most blogs are aoiesed in chronological order so
readers can find the most recent blog post first.

community of practice. A community of practice is a group of practitiosevorking toward
an initiative and must possess the following troeteria: (1) shared interest(s); (2) collective
competency/awareness amongst group members; aac@@hmon, shared purpose
(Wenger, 1998).

microblog. Technological tool that enables users to publa$tg generally less than 140
characters (i.e., Twitter, Plurk).

personal learning environment.Collection of web-based tools that enable a usgather,
organize, and guide their learning (Attwell, 208Vijson, 2008).

personal learning network. Network comprised of individuals, online and of#li who
share ideas and resources for personal and/orggiofeal gain (Nussbaum-Beach & Hall,
2012).

podcast.Similar to the concept of a blog post, a podcasii audio or video recording that
can be retrieved and/or subscribed to by users.

social bookmarking. Web-based tools that enable users to organizg et file keywords;
can be shared with other users on the site.

social networking. A structure through which users are connected bipuwa filters (e.g.,
relationships, interests, education, employment).

Twitter. A microblogging platform that enables users toljghil40-character posts, known
as Tweets, and view or share Tweets from others.

vlog. Short for video log; journal-like video posts tlaaé generally arranged in
chronological order so viewers can find the moseng¢ viog post first.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
In November 2010, the United States Departmenidoicktion released the National
Education Technology Plan (NETP) (U.S. Departméiiiducation, 2010) with the intent of
transforming and revolutionizing the American edigaal system through technology.
Through the use of technological tools frequentlyzed by educators, the education model
can experience an increase of engagement, empowgane relevance for all learners. To
assist educators in the development of personatinddndividualized learning experiences,
the U.S. Department of Education supports the @ipersonal learning networks (PLN), or
communities of practice (CoP). Implementation of\Pand CoP can enhance educators’
opportunities to digitally connect, collaboratedamare resources. Nussbaum-Beach and
Hall (2012) describe PLN as a network comprisethdividuals, online and offline, who
share ideas and resources for personal and/orgsiof@l gain. A community of practice is a
group of practitioners working toward an initiatisad must possess the following three
criteria: (1) shared interest(s); (2) collectivenpgetency/awareness amongst group members;
and (3) a common, shared purpose (Wenger, 1998).
The NETP 2010 established a solid vision for edursat

In connected teaching, classroom educators havea2¢ess to data about

student learning and analytics that help them acdhe insights the data

provide. They are connected to their students amqadfessional content,

resources, and systems that empower them to createge, and assess

engaging and relevant learning experiences forestisdooth in and out of

school. They are also connected to resources greftese that improve their

own instructional practices, continually add toitltempetencies and

expertise, and guide them in becoming facilitatord collaborators in their

students’ increasingly self-directed learning. Ldtedents, teachers engage in

personal learning networks that support their ogarding and their ability to
serve their students well (p. 40).



Utilizing technological tools and social networkiresources, educators can expand
their role from what was historically executed wighative independence toward one in
which teachers work with colleagues from other stihaoildings, districts, states, countries,
and continents. Digital PLN and CoP afford teachats the ability to “collaborate with
their peers and leverage with world-class expertmiprove student learning” (p. 42).

The NETP 2010 included goals and recommendatiofigarcore areas: (1) learning;
(2) assessment; (3) teaching; (4) infrastructund; (&) productivity (p. X). Specific to the
purpose of this research study was the NETP gdaéathing,” which stated “professional
educators will be supported individually and innesaby technology that connects them to
data, content, resources, expertise, and learxipgriences that enable and inspire more
effective teaching for all students” (p. xviii). ub-goal was included that stated educators
should “leverage social networking technologies platforms to create communities of
practice that provide career-long personal learopygortunities” (p. xviii).

Online PLN and personal learning environments (RpByvered by social
networking tools, are critical to achieving thisafjorhrough PLN and PLE, educators can
create professional development opportunities atig their interests and proceed at their
own pace. Furthermore, educators are capable aishsig educational issues with other
practitioners in real-time.

My awareness of PLN began after | attended a digitaference dedicated to the
topics of PLN, online communities of practice, ahgital collaboration. After learning about
the tenets of PLN and digital collaboration, | viuasnediately interested in creating my own
digital channels to communicate with educators iagaie world. At that time, | was

working as an assistant principal and launched wmy lolog that centered on the theme of



educational transformation. Currently, | am a \attschool principal and utilize PLN tools to
connect with colleagues on topics related to origaening, school administration, and
education policy and news.

Because of my PLN participation, | have been abldigitally connect, collaborate,
and engage in informal dialogue with academics;tgraners, advocates, and pre-service
educators across the world. | believe my profesdigaice can be amplified by using social
networking tools, as | am able to penetrate cirofesducators that | would not ordinarily
have been able to access. Additionally, my PLNde®me a powerful tool for informal
learning that is entirely guided by my professioma¢ds and interests. Through engagement
with those in my PLN, | have experienced how le@grtruly is social and collaborative. My
informal learning has been directly influenced bgge within my PLN, just as | have played
a role in their learning process.

Statement of the Problem

The problem of this study was related to the enmgrgieb-based technologies that
made digital communication and learning more saama communal, resulting in concerns
about privacy issues for users. Educators haverbetjizing social networking tools to
create PLNs. Through a PLN, educators can collabdavah peers by blogging;
microblogging; vlogging; podcasting; discussingirline forums; social bookmarking;
chatting; creating multimedia files; attending oeliworkshops and conferences; and/or by
uploading images, photographs, audio, and videgg@an & Brenner, 2013; Purcell, Heaps,
Bechanan, & Friedrich, 2013; Colibaba, Vlad, & Di2012; Ivanova, Grosseck, &
Holotescu, 2012; MMS Education, 2012; Tsai, Lafi@ylanuscin, 2010; Hur & Brush,

2009; Gray, 2004).



School administrators currently participating, @nting to participate, in a PLN
must be willing to share varying amounts of persana professional information, which
will ultimately become a permanent digital footpgriRLNs require connecting and building
relationships with others. Therefore, it is ess@ritr participants to establish an online
identity and develop relationships with others tiegrants must make decisions concerning
how much personal information they wish to havelighkd on the web as well as how they
will regulate their privacy (Johnson, Egelman, &IBen, 2012; Kairam, Brzozowski,
Huffaker, & Chi, 2012; Shi, Xu, & Zhang, 2012; Stotan & Hartzog, 2012; Kramer-
Duffield, 2010; Williams et al., 2009). Some feadiosing too much information as it could
potentially cause undue professional or personah fzagainst the individual (Das & Kramer,
2013; Sleeper et al., 2013; Johnson et al., 204i2etal., 2012). However, failure to disclose
information to others within a PLN could negativetypact relationships and the sense of
trust with the community (Nikolaou & Tsolakidis, P&, Fang & Chiu, 2010; Harrison &
Thomas, 2009).

Purpose Statement

The purpose of this hermeneutic interpretive phesrartogical study was to
understand the phenomenon of how public school mdtrators participated in a PLN
through the use of social networking tools and tioey managed privacy. The phenomenon
of privacy is traditionally defined as a “statesofcial withdrawal”; however, for this study
privacy is generally defined as “ongoing self-reguan of setting boundaries toward others
with whom we interact” (Palen & Dourish, 2003, p. 1

Phenomenology is used by qualitative researchezgplmre a phenomenon in its

entirety, as well as better understand how pasgiti® make sense of it (Grbich, 2007;



Boeree, 1998). Phenomenology is rooted in theviotig: (1) the researcher focuses on
individuals’ life experiences; (2) the researclsethie actual data-gathering instrument; and
(3) the researcher identifies, and makes meaning pfienomenon based upon actual
experiences of individuals (Creswell, 2007; MouatgkL994; van Manen, 1990).
Hermeneutics is related to phenomenology, althaaghis tradition the researcher’s role is
to report and interpret participants’ experien&mith (1997) described hermeneutics as
producing rich textual descriptions to ascertaa‘life-world” of individuals as they
experienced phenomena.

| sought to understand how school administratorsqggaating in an online PLN
connected with colleagues and understood theiapyivHaving experienced many positive
benefits through my respective PLN, | believe thdihgs of the study will help increase
participation by other school administrators aslaglgenerate an understanding of how to
make sense of online privacy. Empirical evidenceabiool administrators’ PLN
participation and privacy boundary regulation gn#icantly limited (Das & Kramer, 2013;
Sleeper et al., 2013; Colibaba et al., 2012; Cqu20%0; Lai, Pratt, Anderson, & Stigter,
2008). This research study offers educators a garitdo the participants’ worldview,
insight, and experience of connecting with othara digital PLN, and most notably, how
they perceived and understood the role of privacy eelated to their digital collaboration.

As a current school administrator, | strategicébigused on school administrators
with the intent of finding results of relevance applicability to me. Additionally, research
supported the high impact school administratorsdrateacher development, learning

organizations, and student achievement outcomes.



Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) investigatesldffect of leadership
“responsibilities” exhibited by school principalsdathe effect on student achievement. Data
suggested that student test scores increased dsanuen percent when the learning
organization had an effective school leader. Sclesalers must be transformational in their
leadership approach, which Bass (1997) asserted\wesven approach needed in order to
garner successful reform efforts. Leithwood (199@3ited that school leaders must focus on
setting directions, developing people, and redésggthe learning organization. Highly-
effective schools are those that contain principdde provide ongoing support to students,
faculty, and staff (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, &Wstrom, 2004). The impact of student
learning is directly correlated to the efforts andtivations of teachers and staff, both
individually and collectively. School principals stiensure their organizational members are
acquiring collaborative opportunities, while alsorking to change school culture and create
meaningful professional learning communities.

Principals cannot successfully complete all thedkeadership roles alone. Deal and
Peterson (1999) insisted that principals contribtethe construction of schools that invited
participation, collaboration, and interdependei@mzhool leaders should redesign learning
environments and learning networks so that “eveeynimer becomes champion, visionary,
and poet” (p. 141). School administrators mustterégarning networks that lead to
interdependence, collaboration, and collective icolous improvement, rather than
individual development (Carroll, 2009).

School leaders must focus their relationship-gdind capacity-building efforts for
all organizational members to benefit. EImore (20&panded this further:

The job of administrative leaders is primarily abenhancing the skills and
knowledge of people in the organization, creatirmg@mon culture of



expectations around the use of those skills anevletge, holding the various
pieces of the organization together in a produatilationship with each
other, and holding individuals accountable for tle@ntributions to the
collective result (p. 15).

The role of leadership is ultimately to “cause” plep to fuel people with the desire to
build greater organizational capacity (Fullan, 2004is collective capacity will not
diminish or destroy the important role of an indival educator. DuFour and Marzano (2011)
argued that it “reaffirms that importance by cregtconditions that promote the ongoing,
job-embedded professional learning vital to thetiomous improvement of educators” (p.
67). Lastly, Markow and Pieters (2011) conductediraey that indicated two-thirds of
teachers and seventy-eight percent of principalEated that an increase in collaboration
“would have a major impact on improving studentiacément” (p. 9).

| designed this study specifically to learn howamhadministrators digitally
collaborate, learn with others, and enhance theiiepsional development through PLN
participation while managing privacy.

Research Questions
Central question:

e How do school administrators make meaning of teegerience utilizing social
networking tools to participate in a personal l@agmetwork and understand
privacy?

Subquestions:

e How do school administrators describe their expeeewith personal learning

networks and privacy?

e What themes are identified from their experienaelie group?

Conceptual and Theoretical Framework



Miles and Huberman (1994) described a theoretreahéwork as a written
demonstration that explained “the main things tctoelied — the key factors, concepts, or
variables — and the presumed relationships amag'tp. 18). As theoretical and
conceptual frameworks are constructed, they coodain the following: (1) researcher’s
own experiential knowledge; (2) existing theory aesearch; (3) pilot and exploratory
research; and (4) thought experiments (Maxwell 52@0 37). This theoretical framework is
guided by existing theories that help “map” andgiexn” what | believe to be true of the
phenomenon.

This theoretical framework includes traditional arever theories of learning that
can be applied to learning environments utilizingeeging technologies. At the turn of the
twenty-first century, newer web-based communicatoamis shifted how technologies could
be used for teaching and learning. As a resultendsarning theories have emerged that
challenge individuals to explore how emerging texdbgies positively affect teaching and
learning (Anderson, 2010).

This research design is based on a theoreticakfranrk rooted in the principles of
PLNs. The theoretical underpinnings, which prowadeolistic understanding of educators’
creation of, and participation within, a PLN, ind&1 personal learning networks; social
cognitive theory; adult learning theory; conne&mi social penetration theory; and
boundary regulation theory.

Personal Learning Networks

Early in the twenty-first century, internet techogy evolved away from sources that

allowed users only to consume information (Web fo@)ard sources that allow users to

create, connect, share, and contribute content @\@bWith the new technology came



opportunities for users to begin personalizing selftguiding their learning. The Web 2.0
technologies also began to afford individuals #sources to collaborate with others, shifting
learning experiences to become joint-efforts witleos. Thus, grew the PLE.

A PLE is not an application or software tool; eatht is a collection of web-based
tools that enable a user to gather, organize, am®dheir learning (Attwell, 2007; Wilson,
2008). The term was first coined during the andaatt Information Systems Committee —
Centre for Educational Technology Interoperabitandards conference in 2004 (Schaffert
& Hilzensauer, 2008). Soon after its ideologicathyivarious researchers defined PLE as
serving different purposes. PLEs are describeduseiacontrolled system that grows and
evolves with technological services; a collectidsaftware applications (Schaffert &
Hilzensauer, 2008); an internet-driven systemtgracting with others (Johnson &
Brierley, 2007); and a user’s technological infrasture for forging connections, generating
content, and sharing resources (Downes, 2007).

A PLE can also be thought of as a user’s digitatlscape for informal learning,
driven by the user’s needs and wants. Attwell (2@&d the primary benefit of a PLE as
affording users the autonomy to create their ovanneg environments as they create,
consume, share, and collaborate with others witiertechnological environment. Users can
retrieve digital resources, documents, informattonls, and personal connections from
within their PLE. Additionally, users can becometamt authors, syndicators, organizers,
authorizers, and curators (Downes, 2006).

Out of the grander digital landscape of a PLE, s1san begin connecting with others
for personal and/or professional purposes. Oncengeol and cultivated, these connections

become the foundation of an individual’s PLN. Thetwork functions via online platforms



and is strategically comprised of weak and straegjto the user (Rajagopal, Joosten-ten,
Van Bruggen, & Sloep, 2012). The PLE is a flexi®ystem that is taken control of by
individuals to manage their learning. At one’s dis@l include blog tools; social networking
tools; crowdsourcing sites; knowledge-managemesgukees; video tools; and content
curation tools. Individuals use these resourcabkesbuild a group of people with whom
they will connect and collaborate in a quest féoimation, assistance, resources, and/or
support (Stanley, 2010). In short, this is a peastearning network.

At the center of this evolving network is the indwal — orchestrating and managing
the entire environment to select, browse, andacterith only the most relevant resources
and connections (Schaffert & Hilzensauer, 2008agapal et al., 2012). In Fig. 1.1, Couros
(2006) depicted a visual format of how a PLN wolokdrepresented for an educator. For the
purpose of this theoretical framework, a PLN isred as “...the sum of all social capital,
and connections that result in development andititedn of a personal learning
environment” (p. 125).

Social Cognitive Theory

Social cognitive theory is grounded in the ided thdividuals are ultimately in
control of their own actions, beliefs, and emotidPsople possess self-beliefs, which directly
influence what a person does, or does not, sed&.t@andura (1986) asserted that “what
people think, believe, and feel affects how thelydwe” (p. 25). Ultimately, individuals’ self-
belief is the key mitigating factor for their sertdfecontrol. Social cognitive theory is also
known as social learning theory, asserting thatdmnsrlearn based upon observations of
other humans. Individuals learn from others in @asi social contexts. Observable behaviors

that appear to yield positive outcomes tend to tiecbehaviors internalized and replicated

10



Figure 1. “The Networked Teacher”
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Figure 1.“The Networked Teachelt$ a visual depiction of an educator’s potentiakpea
learning network (PLN). Adapted from Couros, A.@B0December 18). Typical teacher
network [Couros’ Flickr image upload]. Retrievedrfr
http://www.flickr.com/photos/courosa/344832591/

by others (Bandura & Walters, 1963).

At the absolute core of social cognitive theorge#f-efficacy, “people’s judgments of
their capabilities to organize and execute coun$@stion required to attain designated types
of performances” (Bandura, 1986, p. 391). If induals do not have the confidence and
conviction to successfully execute a task, theymat make an attempt to do so. People will
also make decisions to engage in future activiieesed upon their previous success and/or
failure (Pajares, 2002). In short, individuals vidllow through with particular activities and
tasks with which they feel confident and will avdimbse with which they do not. Educators’

beliefs in their respective efficacy guide theiofessional outcomes.

11



Self-efficacy is also a determinant of how muctogfan individual is willing to
allocate toward task-completion and how long thdlpersevere and remain resilient when
faced with challenges and obstacles (Pajares, 20@#yiduals with high self-efficacy
possess greater intrinsic motivation. These indiaigl are capable of setting personal goals
and attempting tasks regardless of difficulty. Higkelf-efficacy will also enable a person to
feel confident enough to reattempt task completiespite potential unsuccessful initial
attempts. Individuals that possess high self-etfidael an internal drive to complete tasks,
regardless of difficulty. However, if they are unsessful in their attempt they are less
willing to reattempt and work through potential kages and hardship. This notion of self-
efficacy provides better insight as to why somecatlors may cite specific professional
development tasks and learning as being irreleaadtnot aligned to their daily professional
needs.

Adult Learning Theory

Learning theories prior to the mid-2@entury were centered on changes in human
behavior, but lacked a specific understanding ¥ dults learned. Knowles (1968) asserted
that adults learned very differently than indivibuander the age of eighteen. Adults were
more self-directed with their learning, built upthrir previous experiences, and were more
motivated to learn information that was “closellated to the developmental tasks of his or
her social role” (p. 272). According to Tough (19 7ahe majority of adults self-directed their
acquisition of knowledge through informal learnmgportunities. Self-directed learning was
defined by Knowles (1975) as “a process which iitlials take the initiative, with or
without the help of others, in diagnosing theirfeag needs, formulating learning goals,

identifying human and material resources for laagnchoosing and implementing

12



appropriate learning strategies and evaluatingniegroutcomes” (p. 18). Knowles (1984)
extended the classification of adult learners as@ssing a greater self-directed learning
tendencies and richer professional and personarexgial context; a desire to relate
learning to present goals; and problem-centeredasidoriented practices (Knowles, 1984).
Adults are intrinsically motivated to pursue leagnthat is formal and informal, but only if
what one seeks to learn is directly connecteddo ffersonal or professional needs. Learning
that is imposed or pressed upon adults will bewiikt little satisfaction or compliance.

Adult learners must be able to draw upon their jotev experiences and schema to
understand issues and engage in problem-solvingridie & Cafferella, 1999). Adults need
to be afforded ample time to critically think, ayme, and reflect on various issues. Lastly, in
order for adults to expand and develop their iddees; must be provided opportunities to
“think critically, which is mandatory to effectirggtransformation” (p. 330).

The focus of how adults learn, compared to learprogesses for children, is better
known as “andragogy.” Though first coined by AledanKapp in the early nineteenth
century, Knowles (1968) introduced the concept moefican scholars more than a century
later. Rossman (2000) stated that andragogy, “. ghased wide acceptance as a set of
assumptions, designed to guide the developmenbofams for adults” (p. 1). Andragogy is
built upon several assumptions related to aduihiag theory, which include: (1) adults
need to know why they must learn something; (2)tadaust guide and self-direct their own
learning; (3) adults must engage in experientiairiang; (4) adults must learn information
that is relevant to their personal and professioealds; (5) adults learn through problem-
solving and task completion; and (6) adults musinaltely be motivated to learn (Knowles,

Holton, & Swanson, 1995).

13



In an effort to avoid an institutionalization ofkaing, lllich (1973) encouraged
learners to establish learning webs that yield cumess to informational resources and
networking opportunities with communities of leadllich advocated for adult learners to
utilize emerging environmental and technologicabreces to access information, solve
problems, and collaborate within a larger netwdrlearners. Similar sentiment was shared
by Hase and Kenyon (2000), who affirmed that indlirgls should be equipped with the
power, control, and self-determinism to guide tihearning.

Modern technological advances with Web 2.0 andadocedia enable adults to
further their formal and informal learning througglf-directed experiences. Internet
technologies have forever altered the quantityaassibility of information readily
available to individuals. Digital communication hgsmwned efficient means of generating,
retrieving, and archiving information via text, gej and video recording. Communication
can be mediated from individual-to-individual, mdiual-to-multiple persons, or multiple
persons-to-multiple persons — synchronously or @symously. The advent of social media
and social networking websites afford learners withortunities to generate and answer
guestions, collaborate with others, and share ressuNow, information is widely available
through Open Source sharing projects, repositavjepts, wiki-type websites, and websites
populated with user-created and crowd-sourced nmétion. Whereas learners once relied
exclusively on educators for the disseminatiomédrimation, today’s learners can now learn
socially. Search engine technology has also raprdlysformed using advanced algorithms
that provide individuals with the power to retriaméormation from billions of websites in a

fraction of the time.

14



As Andersen (2004) asserted, technological advames transformed the modern
digital learning environment. Web 2.0 and technmalgtools enable adults to extend
learning outside a traditional classroom structbi@w, learners tap into the power of blogs,
microblogs, crowd-sourced wikis, and other soc&tivorking tools to work collaboratively
with others. But because a learner must navigateitfin an excess of digital information, it
is essential they acquire the capabilities and atemnies to become “the major agent in
their own learning, which occurs as a result obpeal experiences” (Hase & Kenyon, 2007,
p. 112). Ultimately, heutagogy seeks to enhancéasdf-efficacy utilizing web-based tools
and informational sources. The importance of heagggvas also furthered by Hase and
Kenyon (2000), who indicated that “knowing how ¢ain will be a fundamental skill given
the pace of innovation and the changing structicmmmunities and workplaces” (p. 1).

Web-based technology has empowered individuals théhuse of user-centered web
tools that enable one to contribute and sharenmdtion. Online communities and networks
have formed, empowering groups of learners to acoesate, share, curate, and archive
information. Through online communities and sooktiworks, learning has become
collaborative, social, and chaotic. Siemens (2@@4&rribed this chaotic learning:

Unlike constructivism, which states that learndtsrapt to foster
understanding by meaning-making tasks, chaos dtaethe meaning exists
— the learner’s challenge is to recognize the pasterhich appear to be
hidden. Meaning-making and forming connections leetwspecialized
communities are important activities (p. 1).

Boyd (2007a) classified web-based social netwaskbaving four distinct
characteristics. First, communication is alwayspnt and flowing through time and

distance, which allows individuals to communicdtdifferent times and locations.

Secondly, individuals’ digital contributions can $earched within the social network. Such
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contributions include text; blog entries; commeptsptos; avatars; and/or recordings. Third,
digital contributions by social network participamre generally highly replicable. Because
of the purpose of social networks, digital conttibns by participants are generally intended
to be commented upon, shared, linked, and repastethers’ social networking profiles and
websites. Lastly, social network websites contaimadience that can be invisible or
anonymous. Participants do not always have acoeshd may be accessing, sharing, and
engaging with one’s digital contributions.

To learn in a digital environment, individuals masek information from as many
different sources, or friends, as possible and begjin to self-organize information to make
meaning. Rocha (1998) defined self-organizatioa &pontaneous formation of well
organized structures, patterns, or behaviors, filamom initial conditions” (p. 3). The
Information Age in which we currently live requirgslividuals to establish connections with
their sources of information and ultimately crepégterns from these connections.
Technology has morphed the acquisition of learawgy from our personal experiences
toward connections formed with other individualsl @ources of information. Stephenson
(1998) stated that “experience has long been ceramidhe best teacher of knowledge. Since
we cannot experience everything, other people’®e&pces, and hence other people,
become the surrogate for knowledge. ‘I store mykedge in my friends’ is an axiom for
collection knowledge through collecting people” {p.

Connectivism

This was the catalyst for the inception of a sfpetearning theory for the digital age;

it holds the premise that all learning is relianttbe connections built by an individual and

sees further acquisition of knowledge as being nmapmrtant than what one already knows.
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Siemens (2005) described this learning as a netafonkdes that are each full of
information. Individuals ultimately learn by acquag and connecting to other nodes of
learning. As individuals make connections to otadles, information is extracted, fed back
into the network, and ready to again be shared pa#rs, experts, and gurus. This cyclical
process of learning allows individuals to alwaysiae current and proficient in their
respective field. Through connectivism, individuslsrease their own learning network and
continue to forge connections to nodes within otearning networks. Ultimately,
connectivism does not stress the information atfimstead it focuses on the ways in which
individuals create paths to new knowledge (Ander201.0).

At the focal point of connectivism is the indivaduThe personal knowledge attained
is the entire network within which one is positidn&nowledge is fed into other
organizations, institutions, and digital environrtgeand is then modified and returned to the
network, ultimately deriving more meaning and knedge for the individual. “This cycle of
knowledge development (personal to network to adegdion) allows learners to remain
current in their field through the connections thaye formed” (Siemens, 2004, p. 5).

Connectivism allows learning to occur outsideratiitional and formal
environments; individuals can learn away from s¢hhoddings and classroom walls.
Connectivists would argue that individuals do molytlearn until they have the autonomy to
create their connections to other nodes of infoionadbund within digital communities of
like-minded individuals. Downes (2006) stated:

Learning...occurs in communities, where the praaickearning is the
participation of the community. A learning activig/in essence a
conversation undertaken between the learner arst ntambers of the

community. This conversation, in the Web 2.0 eomststs not only of words,
but of images, video, multimedia and more (p. 22).
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The final component of this research study’s thgoal framework is an
understanding of how individuals establish relatlups online and maintain their privacy.
Because connectivism requires individuals to sélke&ranodes of information within a
network, a digital relationship must be forged.sTtelationship may masquerade in pure
anonymity, since the individual may merely be adqgiinformation as a passive reader. But
active participants in a PLN must connect, shand,allaborate with others. No different
than meeting somebody face-to-face for the firagtiit is important to understand how
relationships are established and maintained.

Social Penetration Theory

Altman & Taylor (1973) described a process oftreteship development (social
penetration theory) that indicated that the lorageglationship was established,
communication amongst individuals would transitimmm being shallow and guarded to
becoming deeper, more personal, and intimate. ifstecbmponent is the “orientation of
interaction,” which is generally conducted in a jpeiand open environment. During this
stage of development, individuals immediately apalgthers and draw upon their
observations and inferences. First impressionsraieal in this stage. In the “exploratory
affective exchange” stage, individuals tend to dfagr guard and reveal aspects of their
personality that were previously guarded. During ftage, individuals reveal more details
of their lives (Roloff & Miller, 1987, p. 259). Alationships strengthen, individuals are
more willing to divulge personal information abahkeir self, work, relationships, and family.
Lastly is the “stable exchange” phase, describeti@sost intense phase. At this stage of

relationship development, individuals have full idence in one another and hold no

18



secrets. They are no longer concerned with thedmathey once used to shield and protect
themselves from exposing potential vulnerabilities.

Participation in PLNs require individuals to conhand collaborate. To do so,
individuals must progress through the “social pat&tn steps in order to achieve the desired
relationship and/or friendship” (Smith, 2002, pdt@). Just as in face-to-face experiences,
digital relationships undergo a similar developn@mse that includes vetting others and
choosing to keep certain information private. Tdd®ption of privacy must also be explored
as the notion behind PLNs is to collaborate, copraaw share personal and professional
details of one’s life. Additionally, many web-basaud social networking tools are becoming
embedded in daily personal activities of many peofk a result, individuals wishing to
utilize PLN tools must make decisions concernirggagpenness and privacy of their
respective personal and professional affairs.

Boundary Regulation Theory

In the traditional sense, privacy was deemed kisnah (1977) to be a “boundary
regulation system,” determining one’s “opennessf ‘atosedness,” entirely self-regulated
by the individual. Given the technical parameterd mixed purposes of varying social
networking and web-based tools, individuals mustenzhoices concerning how to regulate
their privacy boundaries. There are three boundaaéd to be critical to privacy
management: (1) disclosure — determinations madetathat information should be
disclosed under various circumstances; (2) identityhich includes one’s affiliations to
various organizations and how to disclose idemit#tged upon an audience; and (3)
temporality — boundaries set based on past, presettfuture implications of disclosed

information (Palen & Dourish, 2003).
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Participants in online PLNs make the concertedst®tto “go public” and be “seen”
or “heard.” In many cases, such participants wisiéarket their expertise, lend their
knowledge, or learn from others. Active participatin a networked community requires
individuals to share knowledge and find the appetpramount of information to disclose,
without compromising relationships with others. Ading to Palen and Dourish (2003):

Not only do we take pains to retain certain infotioraas private, we also
choose to explicitly disclose or publicize informoat about ourselves, our
opinions and our activities, as means of declaaifggiance or even of
differentiating ourselves from others (p. 3).
The dilemma concerning disclosure for PLN partinigds that the very nature of
participating in such a community requires disctesand full participation. PLN members
must strategically set a boundary of what to dselwithout compromising their privacy,
which | now address in further detail.

Individuals must also be cognizant of the ovad#htity they wish to share when
participating in PLNs. As individuals create onlicentent, the public will generally perceive
their content as work of the individual; howevée individual will always be linked to the
particular organizations with which they are affied — employer, educational institution,
family, community, or circle of friends. Individuamust also set strict boundaries regarding
how much information to disclose so that it doesnematively impact their perceived
identity. Information accessible to the public tha internet is open to interpretation and
subjectivity by others, leaving an individual wlitile power or control over influencing how
others perceive information. Ultimately, this leawedividuals vulnerable to a public that
can fairly, or unfairly, judge and critique onlinentent (Palen & Dourish, 2003).

The final component of Altman’s “boundary regudatisystem” considered the

temporal realities of past, present, and futurdizapon on regulating one’s online privacy.
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An individual’s decision to disclose or publish im&l information begins the temporal
sequence of potentially affecting future actionsdaaupon one’s historical digital actions.
Individuals have limited control over how onlinentent will be judged or perceived in

future contexts, leaving difficult decisions abautat content to digitally publish and in what
formats. Do individuals wish to have flexibility tdter and amend their past publications at a
later date? Is this even possible, give the lilagihthat other PLN members redistributed,
guoted, and/or referenced original postings (P&®&ourish, 2003)?

“Technology itself does not directly support orariere with personal privacy; rather
it destabilizes the delicate and complex web otil&gry practices” (p. 5). In order for PLN
members to fully participate, individuals must negfe their boundary regulations and make
critical decisions on what identity to publicizedamow much privacy should be regulated.

Overview of Methodology

In this study, | employed interpretive phenomegalal analysis research methods to
understand how the participants made sense of@kperiences using social networking
tools to participate in their PLN while managingvpcy. Qualitative research methods
transcend simple statistics and numeric data ssueockelp the reader wholly understand the
experiences of others. Creswell (2007) statedghalitative designs helped empower and
elevate the accounts, experiences, stories, afitagaf others. Through qualitative
methods, individuals’ stories and voices are cagatand shared with a much larger
audience. “Interactions among people...are diffitnitapture with measures” (p. 40) and
thus, are best shared via qualitative methods.

In regard to phenomenological approaches, Grbid@{pstated that researchers

sought to unravel the “hidden meanings” and ovesdlence of an experience based upon
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how participants made meaning of their experieifpe84). Unlike case study traditions,
which report on a single unit of analysis, phenoahegical studies derive meaning from a
phenomenon based upon common themes/experientesdranalyzed from the data of all
participants (Creswell, 2007). The unit of analysithin this study was the understanding of
privacy.
Phenomenology literally means the study of phen@nks a way of
describing something that exists as part of thddniarwhich we live.
Phenomena may be events, situations, experienaesoepts. We are
surrounded by many phenomena, which we are awdretafot fully
understand. Our lack of understanding of these @inena may exist because
the phenomenon has not been overtly described>gidired or our
understanding of the impact it makes may be ung¢l¢éancock, 1998, p. 4).

Creswell (2007) stated that phenomenological stidescribe “the meaning for
several individuals of their lived experiences aoacept or phenomenon...describing what
all participants have in common” (pp. 57-58). Reslears employing phenomenological
studies collect data from participants that hayeeelenced the phenomenon and derive an
overall essence, or experience, of the participaHtanately, the researcher’s findings detail
what the participants experienced and how theyrepeed the phenomenon (Moustakas,
1994).

“Personal identity is tied to the soul. A persostail is her psychological essence, a
nonphysical entity in which thoughts and feelingiset place” (Conee & Sider, 2005, p. 10).
The meaning of this study was revealed througletisence ascertained by the participants,
who revealed personal experiences of their PLNqjaation and perceptions toward their
privacy. For this reason, phenomenology was anogpiate research tradition, since it

“focuses on descriptions of what people experiarzehow it is that they experience what

they experience” (Patton, 2002, p. 107).
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The hermeneutic form of phenomenological inquirgduces multiple meanings;
multiple interpretations may result from differgr@rspectives (Chang, 2010). Hermeneutics
relies on the interpretation of the researcherciviis subject to the researcher’s past
experiences and context.

| cannot remove my subjectivity from my work, butan take it up with a
sense of responsibility in recognizing how it tlates into the way | listen to
my participants, what | hear, what stands out tpand how | interpret it
(Moules, 2002, p. 24).
To effectively insert hermeneutic inquiry into aearch design’s findings, the researcher
should never determine findings to be “absolutesstead, they are mere interpretations
concocted by the researcher’s biases and concdmuaworks.

Patton (2002) encouraged researchers to descelsotial environment that
encompassed the study’s participants, highlighfiegmethods of grouping participants,
communication patterns, background characteristied/or changes in the environment. The
setting for this study was non-physical; it waggitdl learning community that utilized a
microblogging resource (Twitter) for its PLN collaation. Members of this learning
community represented various educators, inclutkaghers; administrators; academics; and
others interested in K-12 education topics.

The online community created its PLN presence oitténin January of 2013,
founded by two school administrators. To preseordidentiality for this study’s
participants, the learning community name has Ipegposely omitted. | first became
acquainted with this specific learning communitieatiewing several Twitter posts that had
been shared and copied by some Twitter memberd &ln@ady followed. By clicking on the

hashtag that was posted with the Tweets, | wastalidegin following the live digital

conversation. Inevitably, | participated with a fefithe questions posted by the facilitators.
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The online community of learners meets weekly fog bour to discuss a different
educational topic in an informal question-and-ansiwemat. The session is moderated by
three different community leaders who gauge thegaf the participants and determine
when to field a new question. Participation is opad accessible; there are no admission
requirements or guidelines. To reply to a questoanticipants typically provide a 140-
character or less reply which includes a hashtagtifiler (such as #nameofPLN).
Participants have the option to respond to otlrepmst a participant’s posting, or mark a
posting as a favorite. This activity will then bew® visible on a user’s Twitter feed. At the
conclusion of each week’s session, the moderatogesl @ transcription of the hour-long
session through a content curation tool that autesiiie process.

Because there is no formal registration process,not possible to track the total
number of “members” that belong to the online lgagrcommunity. According to a social
media hashtag analysis of Twitter session actogr a four-week period from May 26 —
June 16, 2013, the average number of Tweets pdstaty the session was 402, with a
maximum estimated reach of 81,941 accounts (T&3).

In this study, to better ensure that | would besdblextract rich data that investigated
the intended phenomenon, | utilized criterion sangplechniques to recruit participants.
Laverty (2003) asserted the importance of utilizoagticipants that have ample experience
with the phenomenon being investigated.

As a part of purposefully sampling participantsstablished the following criterion
requirements:

e Current public or private school administrator ggsignment at the K-12

level;
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Figure 2. Doctoral study participants needed: Stadmins using Twitter in PLN

: = James Brauer imesBrauer - Dec 1
u Doctoral Research Study Participants Needed: School Admins using Twitter in
PLN. Visit research jamesbrauer.com for more info. #lAedchat
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JamesBrauer

e Actively communicates on the microblogging tool Ttet; and
e Must agree to participate in this study.

Smith and Osborn (2007) suggested smaller sanmyg#e sthen engaging in
interpretative phenomenological analysis. In thislg, | collected data from six participants,
all of whom are school- and district-level admirasbrs. Participants were recruited based on
their involvement, or digital presence, from thatatspecific Twitter chat session archives.
My initial contact with the participants was thrdugn introductory Twitter message
(Tweet), as seen in Fig. 2.1. | also contactedqjpaints via Twitter direct message and
email. The initial Tweet and introductory email pided information about the study’s
requirements as well as a link to an introductogpsite that contained more specific
information concerning the study’s purpose, pgrtaits’ roles, confidentiality assurance,
and disclaimer.

The data sources for this qualitative study inetlidl) semi-structured interview; (2)
written document; and (3) participants’ Tweet asaySemi-structured interviews served as

the primary data source of this study, furnishiich data of participants’ perceived
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understanding of and experience with social netumgrkools, PLN participation, and

privacy. Additionally, participants constructed atten document that shared information
about their initial experience with a PLN and petamns of social networking tools. Lastly,
participants’ Tweets were analyzed. The analydigdaeme to bridge connections with
findings of the study. In addition to the aforemenéd data sources, | also maintained a
reflective journal that contained analytical membsy initial reactions, interpretations,
and/or explanations of participant data. These nsawere conceptual and aided my progress
during the data analysis process. | maintainedytinahemoing throughout the entire data
collection and data analysis processes.

My data analysis methodology was rooted in hermiécgeand interpretive
phenomenological analysis. Smith, Flowers, and ibaf®2009) described the distinct steps of
the four-part analytical process: (1) reading adeading; (2) initial noting; (3) developing
emergent themes; and (4) searching for connectiorass emergent themes. As | employed
the four-step analytic process, | assigned spewiittes to data based on descriptive,
linguistic, and conceptual interpretations | maarf the participants’ interview transcripts.
After the initial noting/coding process had con@ddl connected the findings to construct
emergent themes. Ultimately, these emergent themesthen analyzed and connected
across all participants to create “superordinagdentbs.” These superordinate themes are
detailed at length in Chapter 4. The written docots@ere analyzed using enumerative and
thematic coding procedures as prescribed by MibesHuberman (1994). The findings of

the written document analysis are available in @dvag.
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Significance of the Study

To effectively participate in a personal learniregwork or online community of
practice, one must disclose information througlabaration and engagement with social
networking tools. But to maintain privacy, Altmald{5) urged individuals to carefully
control the dissemination of one’s personal infaiora Once information is disclosed
online, it forever becomes a byproduct of thosénwihom it was shared, including those
within their networks (Shi et al., 2012). Ultimateh user permanently loses control of
information shared through digital collaboratiorttwothers. Studies are needed to better
understand the privacy maintenance and boundawyategn practices by educators utilizing
social networking tools to participate in PLN (C&a&ramer, 2013; Sleeper et al., 2013;
Colibaba et al., 2012; Kairam et al., 2012; Stutzi&eHartzog, 2012; Castaneda et al., 2011,
Badge et al., 2011; Harrison & Thomas, 2009; Whtisaet al., 2009). The number of studies
focused on this area remains severely limited @&samer, 2013; Sleeper et al., 2013;
Colibaba et al., 2012; Couros, 2010; Lai, Prattdénson, & Stigter, 2008; Koh & Kim,
2003) and “the empirically based literature...is spand largely untested” (Stuckey, 2004, p.
2). Disclosure of information is vital to establigbist within a PLN; therefore, understanding
PLN participation and how users regulate bounddoesaintain privacy is an important
concept for researchers and practitioners (Nikok&adisolakidis, 2012; Harrison & Thomas,
2009; loinson & Paine, 2007; Feng, Lazar, & Pre26@4; Nichani & Hung, 2002).

Summary

In Chapter 1, | detailed the problem, purpose, iggidesearch questions, conceptual

and theoretical framework, methodological overviamg significance of the study. A review

of literature, particularly empirical studies, tteld to the theoretical framework is found in
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Chapter 2. This study’s methodological design aatd dnalysis procedures are described in
Chapter 3. The results and findings are capturéthizpter 4, with thick data statements
from participants to support the findings. Las#ydiscussion of the findings, implications,
and recommendations for future research are indlid€hapter 5. Corresponding

documentation and a complete list of referencedearetrieved from the Appendix.

28



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This study closely examined how school administeatdilized social networking
tools to participate in PLN while maintaining theiline privacy. The following research
guestions framed the study: (1) How do school aditnators make meaning of their
experience utilizing social networking tools totpapate in a personal learning network and
how do they understand privacy?; (2) How do sclagohinistrators describe their
experiences with personal learning networks angapyi?; and (3) What themes are
identified from their experiences for the group?

The purpose of this literature review is to provédqualitative review and synthesis
of existing literature that addresses personahlagretworks and online privacy regulation.
The literature review is based upon the aforemarticcentral research question. It begins
with a brief overview of recent studies that haweestigated factors affecting participation in
a personal learning network or online communityafctice. Additionally, the literature
review synthesizes research studies that explar@dlsietworking activity and online
privacy regulation. A discussion of the key issard themes that emerged from the
literature synthesis, all of which are directlygaled with this study’s research questions, are
embedded in this review. Lastly, a concluding stesiet that signifies the importance of this
study, as well as highlighting the gap in literatus provided.

Literature Search

Following Tuckman (1998) and Galvan (2009), thisrature review is guided by this

study’s research questions. In the quest to ideappropriate literature sources, careful

consideration was made as PLNs are a relativelyfiedgvof research. Since PLN first
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became the target of research less than a decadegditerature search needed to be
broadened. Meticulous care was taken so that teder search did not include concepts not
aligned with tenets of PLN, thereby avoiding cita8 that would not furnish empirical
studies relevant to this study’s topic and resegretstions.

The literature search included published, peeresged publications from the United
States and worldwide, published after 2002. Thigairsearch included primary and
secondary sources, conceptual and theoreticalestiand empirical studies. Electronic
journal databases through the University of Miss&ansas City library system used for the
search included Academic Search Complete; ERICOFRS&nd Google Scholar. Prior to
utilizing the databases, a list of keywords wasettgyed and strategically altered during the
search process. The following keywords (includimgiit singular/plural use) were utilized for
the search quergdult learning personal learning networlPLN; personal learning
environmentPLE; online community of practi¢csocial networkingandboundary
regulation

Over 600 citations were acquired during the searbb.process of citation selection
began by filtering through empirical and non-enwalistudies. Only empirically-based
studies were selected for this review. Bridgemahtalton (2000) considered empirical
studies to be those that included large amoundsitaf that led the researcher to derive a final
conclusion not based upon pre-determined formuladiche outcome(s).

Once sorted, each study’s abstract was analyzededected based upon its relation
to this study’s research questions. Those that \eesely related to this study’s topic, or
addressed subjects not tied to the specific rese¢apic, were removed. Full texts of chosen

citations were read and coded/categorized to ifyemtnerging themes from the literature.
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Ultimately, eighty-one empirical studies were amaly and synthesized for this literature
review.
Limitations of Review

Upon completing the literature review search, Seytk (2004) assertion that “the
empirically based literature...is spare and largeltested” appeared to be quite accurate (p.
2). Even more challenging, the empirical studiesdlly related to the education field were
severely limited (Koh & Kim, 2003). Many of the dias related to the education field
focused on higher education and classroom-oriemigdels of establishing a personal
learning network for collegiate courses. Additidpah number of articles were obtained that
addressed communities of practice or learning nedsviout did not target online personal
learning networks and/or online personal learnimgrenments (Couros, 2003; Couros,
2010; Lai et al., 2008; Squire & Johnson, 2000)nistudies that focused on students’
participation and perception of PLN were removedaithe students’ participation in the
PLN was mandated as a part of their course regem&snWenger (1998) asserted that a true
learning network/community cannot be fully, authesity forged by a moderator serving in
the capacity of teacher/instructor. Additionallyistresearch study is dedicated to
professional educators’ participation in a self-@m@ted PLN, not one in which they were
required to participate.

During the broadened search, more articles onajbie bf online communities of
practice were discovered. Because the framewodo@imunity of practice is different than
that of personal learning network, strict attentizas dedicated to each study to determine if

it aligned sufficiently to this study’s researchegtions.
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This literature review may not be deemed exhaesBwt it is my opinion that the
studies encompassed in this literature review piwmy readers with a thorough overview
of the most recent literature on the topic aslétes to educators’ use of personal learning
networks and privacy regulation. Though the literatreview highlights empirical studies,
the synthesis was subject to my interpretation.

Literature Synthesis

Of the eighty-one studies reviewed, the overwhetymajority of studies were rooted
in the education industry and featured self-geeeraersonal learning networks; however,
some studies focused on online learning commurafildgated with an organization. The
overall size of the online learning communitiesiedmwidely from a few individuals to tens
of thousands of participants. Most of the studeesui$ed on better understanding the factors
that affect participation in PLN or online learniogmmunity. Studies also contained a
variety of methodological approaches, includingecstsidies; phone and online interviews;
observation; surveys; and content analysis. Kayesshat emerged in the literature included
the following topics: factors affecting adults leisng online; factors affecting PLN
participation; barriers to PLN participation; sdaatworking; and social networking and
boundary regulation.

Factors Affecting Adults Learning Online

Researchers have been interested in understanoim@dults learn, particularly
within learning environments. Whereas the majarityoung learners acquire their
knowledge in formalized educational environmentsratk-and-mortar and/or virtual
schools, adults acquire knowledge through infori@alning environments. Previous

empirical studies (Johnstone & Rivera, 1965; Ligtogpe, 2001; Tough, 1971, 1978) found
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that adults spend the majority of their time leagnin informal environments. A landmark
study by Tough (1971) determined that more thanttwals of adults seek knowledge
through self-directed means in informal learningimmnments. As technology continues to
advance, more adults are gravitating to digitalieey environments to further their
acquisition of knowledge. But what factors affedulss learning online? The review of
literature found sixteen studies that targeteddo®ors that affect adults’ learning in online
environments, including: (1) self-directed learni() overall engagement/interaction; (3)
relevance to career and personal interests; (4)(&gexternal influences; (6) competency
with technology; (7) desire to learn new skills) I@ve of learning; and (9) developmental
changes toward one’s learning.

Self-directed learning.Scanlon (2009) sought to understand the life-woflddult
learners (N = 35) within adults’ formal and inforinf@arning environments. Based upon
findings of a three-year research project, whicloived in-depth interviews with learners
from the Tertiary Preparation Certification progratrGlenview College, the researcher was
able to confirm participants’ perspectives of l@agnas being rooted in autonomy and self-
direction. Participants revealed that their foriclassroom learning experiences left them
feeling restricted and disempowered; not all ofrthrestructors applied learning strategies
that encouraged self-directed learning opportunifiata suggested that participants
overwhelmingly desired respect from their instrustdRather than being treated as though
they were struggling students, respondents soyggdreunities to set their own goals and be
identified as a true adult learner. According te timdings of an online survey concerning
learners’ (N = 283) perceptions of self-directearténg in online learning environments, Lai

(2011) revealed participants’ comfort with usingheological tools to self-instruct and guide

33



their respective learning. Data revealed partidigaability to effectively self-direct their
learning as they were able to identify their nemld take action to achieve their learning
goals. Participants experienced higher interestyaglded greater learning outcomes after
determining their own courses of interest, settivedr own learning pace, and creating their
own study schedule. Chiu and Tsai (2009) examidddTaiwanese adult learners in a paper
survey to learn of their preferences and abilitiern in online environments. According to
the findings, the higher individuals’ self-directieérning skills were, the more essential it
was to learn within environments that provided apynaties to construct original ideas,
collaboratively problem solve, and participatehe process of creating learning activities
online. To ensure the proper learning environmenatiults, the importance of online
instructors is key (Lai, 2011; Scanlong, 2009).

Ruey (2010) sought to understand how constructingttuctional design could
benefit adult learners in an online learning enwinent. According to the case study data,
participants enrolled in two separate coursesstathester (N = 17) and spring semester (N =
15). These showcased differences in their oveffadiaey, performance, and perceptions
toward self-directed learning within online envinents. Participants from both semester
courses misperceived the course as a self-studhatoonly to quickly realize their academic
success relied on their self-management of seffrads, engaging with classmates, and
collaborating on group work. Ultimately, particigarthat exhibited high self-directed
learning traits were less motivated by the culmntatourse grade and instead had more
interest in the course content.

Korean adult bloggers (N = 70) were the focus obalne survey administered by

Park, Heo, and Lee (2011) to explore the usefuloEb®gging and its impact on adults’
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lives and learning. Quantitative and qualitativedfngs deemed informal learning as being
positively impacted since the blogging was “sehedted, practical, situative, unlimited and
accessible, and self-regulated” (p. 158). The kdogagised this mode of informal learning to
share information; engage in personal interestshaibies; communicate self-expression
and reflection; foster personal and professionatimships; increase expertise; and develop
self-identity. The researchers determined thabg bbuld become a personalized online
space and learning environment that could be usecbtlaboration. Bloggers reported high
perceptions of meeting their learning goals andauges.

Ghost Bear (2012) sought to understand more abheuearning process endured by
participants (N = 38) of an online auction webdResults from an online questionnaire
reported high levels of satisfaction by respondaiits had to develop self-directed learning
skills in order to effectively maneuver through thebsite’s tools and resources. Users
strengthened their self-directed learning skillsheey determined their own goals; created
objectives; allocated resources; implemented neleleloped strategies to experience
success; and evaluated their progress (Park @04l1; Ruey, 2010; Scanlon, 2009). As
participants acquired new skills and fostered greadmpetence and comfort, they
underwent a boost in learning developmental. Thiesgfor continuous learning became the
primary motive for participants, rather than theeseason for engaging in digital commerce.

Not all research studies reported positive findiogiscerning adult learners’ self-
directed ability or interest to learn digitally.niiings from a two-part qualitative action
research project involving pre-service secondangcatbrs (N = 24) found that asynchronous
methods of learning with peers did not satisfylaitepositive self-directed learning

experiences (Ham & Davey, 2005). Participants die#d of motivation and technical
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difficulties as prohibitions to their learning exm@sce. Results indicated discontent toward
the instructors for not communicating frequentlyfaoling to provide feedback to learners.
Overall, instructors in this study did not adeqlyapeepare its learners with the skills
necessary to create their own goals, determine itistructional outcomes, and implement
strategies (Ghost Bear, 2012; Park et al., 201&yR2010; Scanlon, 2009). In a quasi-
experimental study using quantitative methods geheended questioning to gauge police
officers’ efficacy and preference for completingf@ssional development in an online
environment, the data suggested that traditiorsafuctional methods were preferred
(Donavant, 2009). The study involved two phaseta ftam a Likert scale self-assessment
measuring participants’ (N = 188) perceived streagind weaknesses learning in an online
environment and open-ended questionnaire respaiees participants’ (N = 150)
environmental preferences. Data indicated thatgyeaints favored face-to-face interactions
when learning about certain topics. Police offiteedf-directed learning was primarily
impacted by convenience; flexibility; access frempote locations; and ability to work at
one’s pace (Ghost Bear, 2012; Park et al., 2012yR2010; Scanlon, 2009; Ham & Davey,
2005). Donavant (2009) posited that online learmiag most appropriate for adult learners
who were self-motivated and could work independentkheir personal and professional
pursuits.

Engagement/Interaction.Engagement and interaction were found to be key
contributing factors to adult learners’ overallerdgst and motivation to learn online.
Synchronous peer-to-peer interactions proved tetvarkably beneficial to adult learners
(N = 39) participating in an online animation catlat utilized live video conferencing

technology (Scott, Castaneda, Quick, & Linney, 206édings indicated that video
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conferencing yielded high perceptions of connetstiwiith peers, despite geographic
differences. Additionally, the study found thatsteommunity of learners was highly
effective at peer-reflection and -critique. Papants reported their pleasure with live video
conferencing to enhance their own work and produgspite having no teachers or mentors
present (Ghost Bear, 2012; Park et al., 2011; Re@10; Scanlon, 2009). Synchronous
learning opportunities were praised by adult leeger the opportunity to collaborate and
gain instant feedback from colleagues (Ruey, 20d6¢rs indicated high validation and
support upon receiving feedback and acknowledgefmamt online peers, including those
that were not frequent participants. Opinions aiesvpoints of others online also framed and
reinforced users’ newly acquired information andwifedge.

Adult learners were not always the recipient ofifpges outcomes through peer
collaboration. Unlike the favorable perceptionsaosvonline connectivity with peers found
by Scott et al. (2009), adult bloggers viewed tlaiine learning as a means for information
acquisition and reflection (Park, Mi Heo, & Lee 14(). Bloggers reported sensations of
isolation from a larger community and sensed lesest in developing a community of
practice because their blogs were not identifiath a larger community.

Barkan et al. (2011) conducted a mixed method stgly investigating prison
guards’ (N = 176) perceptions of participating manline foreign language program.
Findings determined that while participants enjogisgects of learning online, many
believed they would be more successful with factte instruction. This differs from Lin
and Chiu (2008), who reported a positive correfabbhigher performance on student

assessments and synchronous/asynchronous co-tpapportunities. Particularly for
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learners with introverted preferences, asynchrohearsing opportunities resulted in
positive learning outcomes.

Ham and Davey (2005) revealed users’ great disappent in being unable to
adequately engage or collaborate with peers. Azhlibe learners needed additional
motivation from their colleagues. The asynchroneasning opportunities failed to provide a
“live” learning opportunity and left participantgtiv accessibility concerns. Learners
experienced an inability to communicate and coltateothat resulted in a feedback delay
and breakdown of discourse amongst peers. Thisofpkrsonal collaboration and
interaction was found to be the primary detractoradults wanting to pursue online learning
options (Donavant, 2009).

Some adult online learners’ experiences were negjgtimpacted by the actions of
their peers. Ruey (2010) found that some user®fdithe collaboration was too time-
consuming, citing the efficiency of collaboratios lzeing diminished as discussions deviated
into personal matters and grew counter-productiedrning objectives. Others stated lower
motivation to collaborate with others online sirlise engagement must be done using tools
that leave a digital footprint (Ham & Davey, 200bg¢arners’ thoughts, opinions, projects,
and outcomes were perceived to be of greater irapoetdue to their permanence compared
to face-to-face interactions. Adult learners alspegienced negative discourse with peers,
leaving some feeling incompetent and undervaluedr{l®n, 2009). Smith (2005) conducted
a qualitative case study to inspect the experieatadult learners (N = 25) within online
collaborative groups. Prior to the actual studytip@ants were assigned to groups which
resulted in tension from participants’ prior expeges with group work. These participants

recalled inequitable and uneven member participatmciocultural differences also created
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ambivalence amongst group members. As the studyessed, some participants did not
value group collaboration as it stripped them efrtutonomy and individuality. The group
collaboration was critiqued for ultimately estabirgy a group voice and identity, stifling
communication and eliminating individuality.

Three studies attributed the overall engagemenirgaraction of adult online
learners to the involvement of course instructoid facilitators (Lai, 2011; Ruey, 2010;
Ham & Davey, 2005). Adult learners valued direstglient feedback from instructors when
working with asynchronous tools like threaded dsston boards (Lai, 2011). If instructors
did not provide clear expectations of how asyncbhusrtools should be used for
collaboration, interaction decreased. This confiempsevious study by Conrad (2002) which
found that adult learners were apt to ignore thedadessages in digital message boards if
facilitators did not participate and provide feeckd.imited feedback and interaction led to
decreased motivation to learn in an online envirenhiRuey, 2010). Mere correspondence
between learners and instructor was not suffid@nparticipants in Ham and Davey’s
(2005) study. These participants wanted to know #ssessor and evaluator in greater
depth.

Relevance to career and personal interestkai (2011) cited the internet as a
tremendous source, rich with information that eadladult learners to achieve their learning
goals and enhance their professional and persieeal Online adult learners were found to
feel satisfied with their acquisition of knowledgepmpting them to immediately apply new
concepts to professional practices and share ird@om within their work and personal
environments (Ruey, 2010). Research suggests iiaedearning activities should be

directly tied to participants’ personal and profesal realities so they may be used as an
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effective contextual resource and knowledge basek@h et al., 2011; DiBiase & Kidwali,
2010). Bloggers who engage in informal learningtigh their blogs feel inclined to do so in
their pursuit for sharing information; practicirfgetr personal interest/hobby, self-expression
and -reflection, maintenance of professional reteghips; and ongoing development of
professional expertise (Ghost Bear, 2012; Barkaal. ¢2011; Park, Heo, & Lee, 2011;
DiBiase & Kidwali, 2010).

The benefits of online learning for adults weresiaed in a developmental action
inquiry study that sought to understand how addlication helps meet the demands of
adults’ twenty-first century lives. Dzubinski, HenDavis, and Nicolaides (2012) confirmed
that adult learners (N = 60) saw online learning aseans of gaining great convenience and
flexibility with their learning, all of which waspgropriate for their respective personal life
demands (Donavant, 2009).

Age.DiBiase & Kidwai (2010) conducted a mixed methotlslg to learn more about
the performance and attitudes of undergraduate {813 and adult continuing education
students (N = 178) enrolled in the same coursendwinine month time span. The study’s
findings revealed the following results: (1) olgerticipants invested more time and
participated more in the online learning activiti€d younger students performed equally
well, despite having participated less time; (3)ryger students were found to have
committed more academic integrity violations th&eo students, generally by copy-and-
paste infractions; and (4) younger students wes® datisfied with the course and instructor
compared to older students. Life experience wasraahed to be a factor for older students

as they were more prepared to engage in indepefeening activities, possessed more
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professional expertise, and were generally morepedemt with the technology of their
respective field.

Age was cited as a relevant factor for yieldingaggee self-perceptions of learning.
Older students spent more time and effort in tlegirning activities and were found to
demonstrate greater enjoyment (Lai, 2011). Oldamlers expressed the value of seeking
new knowledge and collaborating with peers, wheyeasger learners were more interested
in connecting newly acquired knowledge directlyptactice (Ruey, 2010). As learners
worked through course requirements, older lears@ught less course requirements, rules,
and policies. Dzubinski et al. (2012) found thatiyger students did not view their learning
experiences with classmates as being part of aneoobmmunity, although they did cite a
sense of community as critical to a successfuheniearning experience. White (2012)
analyzed the questionnaire data of more than 4#@lbndents who completed an adult
continuing education course, finding that adultheas are believed to have gained intrinsic
and extrinsic beliefs toward the power of educatiaaking them that much more suitable to
achieve academic outcomes within online environsient

External influences.Dzubinski et al. (2012) recommended that instrungio
designers and instructors of online courses beizaghof learner’s life stages and external
influences when creating learning activities. Olidarners’ participation, efficacy, and self-
direction to learn in an online environment wadtexhby work conditions and family
experiences (Lai, 2011). Instructors must estalalisblture of learning that is enthusiastic
and receptive to older learners’ personal and pedd@al lives. Children were found to
negatively impact learning as time must be sperdmiang and not studying (Scanlon, 2009).

An adult learner with children experienced diffiguinternalizing and living the role of a
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learner compared to parent. A different study bypdénbroeck, Vershelden, and Boonaert
(2007) reported that motivation for learning waghtar for adult learners with children in
their families.

Some adult learners found online learning too tcarsuming and difficult to
complete due to limitations such as one’s workplaceork schedule (Barkan et al., 2011;
Donavant, 2009). In the study involving police offis’ online professional development,
completion of courses was not possible during tbekwlay; this forced police officers to
complete courses during their personal time inhoffts. Similar findings existed in Barkan
et al.’s (2011) study of prison guards completingree foreign language courses, none of
whom were able to complete their learning durirglorkday due to intense security
requirements and limited technology. In both stedparticipants experienced decreased
motivation to pursue online courses.

Competency with technologyAdult learners’ proficiency and comfort with
technology was found to be a contributing factat tffected the desire to learn online.
Online learners were generally more comfortabléwie learning process if they were
already comfortable and confident using internsbueces (Lai, 2011). Technical difficulties
could negatively impact participation (Ham & Dav@@05). Additionally, technological
tools could drive participation. If the online te@nd resources were beyond the competency
and comfort of users digital collaboration was figantly affected (Ruey, 2010; Ham &
Davey, 2005). The higher adults’ technological miehcy was, the higher their overall
standards of what they required to effectively gegaith others during learning activities

(DiBiase & Kidwai, 2010).
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Desire to learn new skills/Love of learningScanlon (2010) found that adult
learners want learning environments that are imodusf all learners — students collaborating
with students as well as teachers collaborating stiidents — which ensure authentic
learning experiences. When learners possessedgehtangain knowledge and skills to
improve their expertise, higher academic outconoesddcresult in online courses (Donavant,
2009). Learners that enjoyed learning new skillsid@enerally find online course content
useful and transferable to their work (Lai, 2011).

Developmental changes toward one’s learning-hrough online learning, adult
learners’ technological and professional skillsevalso enhanced, leading to
transformational changes in their developmentahieg process (Ghost Bear, 2012). As
adults collaborated and learned with peers digitalbme might establish new learning
preferences and ultimately reassess their role &dlearner” to that of a “member” of a
larger community of learners (Smith, 2005). Thidafition of understanding how learning
can be enhanced with others could result in transitonal changes in learning habits and
strategies (Ghost Bear, 2012; Ruey, 2010; Smitd520
Factors Affecting PLN Participation

As individuals utilize web-based resources andsttmisupport their formal and
informal learning, they may choose to create aividdalized network of learners with
whom they collaborate and connect around a spesoficept or practice. What factors affect
a learner’s participation in a PLN? The reviewitdrhature furnished thirty-one studies that
specifically investigated the factors affectingesgon’s decision to build, or participate in, a
PLN, which included (1) communality; (2) contad{®) organization; (4) active

participation; and (5) professional motives.
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Communality. Findings from the review of literature implied ttztearner’s sense of
communality was a primary motive for developing PIANearner was motivated to create a
PLN based upon their professional interest(s), megdional affiliation, or connections with
others (Adamic & Adar, 2005). Hur and Brush (20680 ducted a case study to examine the
reasons why teachers (N = 23) participated in dm@aommunity composed only of K-12
grade level teachers. Through semi-structuredvigess and content analysis of archived
digital thread postings, it was deduced that teactvanted to share knowledge and emotions
online; utilize online technological tools; redyperceptions of professional isolation;
explore new ideas; and experience professional izatade. Alderton, Brunsell, and
Bariexca (2011) were interested to know why teaxhélized social networking sites to
collaborate with colleagues within their PLN. Résdfom an online survey (N = 10)
reported participants’ use of social networkingsitncluding Twitter, was to access
resources and information; engage in philosophisaussions; pool resources; answer
education-related questions; and socialize withip@@olibaba et al., 2012). The majority of
Tweets were education-related, though a high p&genvere also social in nature. Teachers
sought participation in a PLN to enhance knowledgdiefs, and attitudes within their
professional practice (Alderton et al., 2011; HuB&ish, 2009). Colibaba et al. (2012)
detected that teachers’ use of social networkiotstavas predominantly for professional
reasons and socialization with colleagues, based their mixed methods study (N = 174).
Facebook and Twitter were the two most populafqiats, cited for their ease of connecting
with others, sharing information, and disseminatinfgrmation quickly.

Similar findings of the development of communalitgre noticed in a study

involving school administrators (N=17), includingripals and department chairs
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(Bouchamma & Michaud, 2011). Data collected in sstnictured interviews denoted a
newly developed collegiality from their experiengasticipating with the PLN. School
leaders felt their digital collaboration focusedrmon practitioner-based topics rather than
engaging in theoretical discussion. Other advarstagalent in the data included being able
to speak out about topics in safer environmentesihwas removed from the physical
confines of their own school district; a greatersseof agency for their positions and others
(Gray, 2004); reduced sensations of isolation &&rush, 2009); and having an avenue for
reflective practices. Participants also confirmieeirt sense of mutual security, trust,
openness, hospitality, and professionalism (Boucha& Michaud, 2011). The
collaborative efforts led to newly formed friendskiand actions to help other colleagues
outside of the network. Gray (2004) analyzed theeeences of the Alberta Community
Adult Learning Council’s coordinators (N = 43) eggd in an online community of practice.
Through a qualitative analysis, evidence informeskarchers of a reduction in perceived
workplace isolation (Bouchamma & Michaud, 2011; BuBrush, 2009). Participation in
the online network furnished motivation; opportigstto collaborate; development of a
sense of community; a collective knowledge basd;tha acquisition of a group identity. An
increased understanding of individual and orgaromnat goals and responsibilities resulted.
Ultimately, PLN participants gained a greater pssfenal awareness of their colleagues that
was previously absent (Bouchamma & Michaud, 20Tay(2004).

Not all educators understand how to create andcpzate in a PLN, let alone
conceptually understand its purpose. Tsai et BlL@R explored the perceptions of pre-
service and practicing elementary science teaghers49) as they developed PLN

proficiencies while working within an online commiynof practice. Pre- and post-test
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survey data and two separate open-ended interwrehsated significant gains of overall
perceptions of social navigation, comfort with teglogical tools, and usefulness/utility with
technological resources. Similar to Gray (2004)tip@ants indicated satisfaction for having
gained access to divergent viewpoints; increasadextions with professional educators
(Bouchamma & Michaud, 2011; Hur & Brush, 2009; Gr2Q04); perceived increase in
professional confidence; and the development @hae of community and collegiality
within their practice (Tsai et al., 2010).

Fry (2006) conducted a case study approach totdéeampact of an online
community of practice, Technology Supported IndutiNetwork (TSIN), on elementary-
level student teachers (N = 15). TSIN was estabtigb provide induction, mentorship, and
student teacher support to teachers assignedahlogations throughout Wyoming. The
study’s findings indicated positive impact for sopaticipants with regard to their reflective
practice, curricular and emotional support, andcheations with peers (Tsai et al., 2010;
Gray, 2004). Fetter, Rajagopal, Berlanga, Sloe@,Gean (2011) investigated a group of
participants (N = 795) through eTwinning, a Eurap&sacher network; they participated in a
peer-supported Ad Hoc Transient Groups (AHTGs)amipjwhich included online and in-
person professional development and activitiesidiaants completed an online survey
regarding their connections and perception of beornected to others. Quantitative
findings indicated more than half of participardehnections were exclusively online. A
secondary component of the study provided an irgeroepportunity (N = 22) to gather
insight into teachers’ goals for participating e teTwinning network. Results were
gualitatively analyzed and indicated a belief tiha&t future of education requires international

collaboration with practitioners; PLNs afford a imad of personalized and social learning
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through social networking and social media toahs} RLN affords a great opportunity to
share knowledge and experiences with colleagueib@ba, 2012; Tsai et al, 2010; Hur &
Brush, 2009; Gray, 2004). Ardichvili, Page, and Wiag (2003) found that when
organizational members perceived knowledge aslectivie byproduct of its organizational
members, knowledge was more prevalent and was egetdaeadily amongst its members.
Their qualitative study looked at participants’ mation and barriers for participation within
an online knowledge sharing network at a Forturf@dd@impany. Data (N = 30) suggested
that members were more apt to contribute and paate if they felt like an expert; otherwise
they feared misleading or misguiding others. Whileh perceptions can actually negatively
impact a personal learning network or online comityusf practice, it speaks to the overall
commitment participants exhibited toward their feag network.

Personal learning networks and online communitiggactice did not create positive
outcomes in a study involving school administratmd teachers who participated in a pilot
online networking project (Carr & Chambers, 200%)cording to the results of semi-
structured telephone interviews, participants (N3F expressed a lack of commonality,
purpose, and culture amongst the members. Theaiifimding of this research study
suggested that the “one size fits all” form of aelnetwork, one comprised of professionals
without a specific common interest, was less likelgucceed.

Additional evidence of communality can be foundistudy that analyzed
communality within a PLN as it exists during liveesits (Harris, Earl, Beale, Phethean, &
Brughams, 2012). Results of open-ended interviddvs {4) and content analysis of social
media postings confirmed that participants couldettgp and expand a PLN during a live

conference. Through social networking, PLN contaetse increased and participants
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penetrated networks of other attendees they maliana met in person. Nikolaou and
Tsolakidis (2012) inspected participants’ (N = #hgagement with PLN members through
Second Life, a three-dimensional virtual world. @ett Life allows its users to construct
avatars; engage in verbal conversation via digtaimunication tools; chat; listen to audio;
send messages and Notecards; and use built-irgestonmands to express various human
emotions. The study’s findings indicated that ggwants were driven to this mode of a PLN
knowing that other members were like-minded aneragted in networking, contributing to
the collective knowledge-base, and socializing witier professionals (Colibaba, 2012;
Fetter et al., 2011; Tsai et al, 2010; Hur & BruabQ9; Gray, 2004). Participants’ decisions
to add new contacts to their Second Life PLNs vegn@ngly based on initial perceptions of
trust and authenticity (Nikolaou & Tsolakidis, 2Q¥2arrison & Thomas, 2009). As
participants sought to expand their PLN contabis development of joint subject
knowledge was a key motive (Harris et al., 201XdNiou & Tsolakidis, 2012; Carr &
Chambers, 2006).

Contacts. A personalized learning network cannot remain sugbde, or indeed even
exist, without valuable contacts with whom an indiaal can connect and learn. Evidence of
how one’s contacts affect the building of or pap@tion in a PLN can be found in
Rajagopal, Verjans, Sloep, and Costa (2012). Tthdysncluded data collected during a
workshop and an online survey (N = 46) regardingiggpants’ perceptions of valuable PLN
traits contacts should possess. According to thelte the factors of valuable PLN contacts
included those with different perspectives; alignatlies; passion and inspiration; and
trustworthiness. Lowest ranked factors includeagea participant’'s mentor or role model

and those who are eccentric or influential. Thaseirigs likely suggest that users add
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contacts to a personal learning network if theysaveeak tie and offer a differing, thought-
provoking viewpoint. Forte, Humphreys, and Parki@0determined that teachers looking to
add other teachers to their Twitter PLN preferemthers who did not work within their
respective school building. The research indicédéadhers outside of one’s place of
employment generally led to an increase in bridgdationships to other educators. In
essence, weak ties served as an informal “infoondiroker” (p. 109) for one’s PLN.
Evidence also indicated that teachers wishing tlialoorate with like-minded colleagues
were unable to do so within one’s respective scbadtling and instead sought new
connections on Twitter.

Alderton et al. (2011) found that profession waes alierwhelming reason for adding
Twitter contacts to a PLN, driving a search for @tors, content experts, and others with
similar professional interests. lvanova et al. @0durveyed forty-one educators, revealing
that participants preferred to connect and foll@egle of professional interest, including
authors; keynote speakers; others with whom theyldasely connected through digital
collaboration; and those of whom they were awaagp@rsonal recommendation. In an
ethnographic study investigating graduate stud€hts® 6) participation in an online
community, Harrison and Thomas (2009) determinatigbcial networking tools led to the
expansion of a learning network, not just the neiahce of such a network. Social network
users generally inspected others’ profiles for entitity and perceived trust. Friend requests
with profiles that did not appear genuine were alided. Social media tools yielded
participants with the power to find “significanthetrs” and mediate their personal learning

network (p. 121).
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Organization. Effective knowledge sharing and digital collabavatrelies on a solid
organizational culture (DeLong & Fehey, 2000). Memsbof a network must understand the
purpose, vision, and goal(s) of the digital leagr@@mmunity in order to maximize
participation and generate meaningful conversatrotialogue amongst its members (Wise,
Padmanabhan, & Duffy, 2009; Carr & Chambers, 20B63. qualitative analysis of two
distinct online communities, Jones and Preece (RE@@firmed that a shared vision was
critical to collaborative dialogue within the comnity. A study by Ardichvili et al. (2003) of
corporate online knowledge community members detexdhthat additional supports were
necessary to ensure cohesive collaboration of mesnlmeFry’s (2006) study inspecting an
online support network for rural student teachiénsas found that various technological
functions should be incorporated, including disaus$®oards; document sharing features;
weekly live chats; and a support network bridgirgests with those seeking additional
knowledge.

An effective online personal learning network iscatiependent on trust within the
community. Nichani and Hung (2002) considered tassthe “...glue that binds the members
of the community to act in sharing and adapting meanWithout trust, members would
hoard their knowledge and experience...” (p. 51).g=amd Chiu (2006) studied the
implication of trust perceived within a Taiwane3especific virtual community (N = 142).
Their findings suggested that knowledge sharing lovalé upon trust. A virtual community’s
leader is responsible for the organization and mement that yields greater trust. If a
virtual community was not self-generated, a managenoderator was recommended to
elicit engagement amongst members. A qualitatige study was conducted by Sallan,

Rodriguez-Gomez, and Armengol-Asparo (2010) onetlor@dine communities and the
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moderators’ role for knowledge sharing. The studidta, collected by online community
managers (N = 6), moderators (N = 6), and netwogknvers (N = 10), reported their
involvement in various functions — organizationatellectual, social, and technological — all
of which contributed to the engagement of the eamtammunity members.

Active participation. Fang and Chiu’s (2010) study identified that afttai
behaviors contributed to the ongoing active pgyéition of an online community’s members.
A personal learning network and online communityewmaore apt to succeed when members
were willing to make intellectual contributions fothers’ gain without expecting reciprocity.
The practice of cooperation and sharing of res@nges an indication of a primary action of
learning, detected in Nikolaou and Tsolakidis’si2Pstudy. Cooperation and sharing of
resources occurred when like-minded people colktedrtowards a common goal or
initiative (Nikolaou & Tsolakidis, 2012; Wise et a2009; Carr & Chambers, 2006). As
individuals sought to expand or participate in espral learning network, the challenge lay
in finding others that brought value to informakideing goals. Harrison and Thomas (2009)
conducted a longitudinal study of graduate stud@wts 6) to understand the process of
mediation in an online community. As online netwasgers constructed their own learning
infrastructure, they assumed the role of mediatonirolling their informal learning
processes.

Hanewald and Gesthuizen (2009) analyzed a casg stw@h Australian online
learning community of IT teachers (N = 33) to bettederstand the behavior, motivations,
and reasons for persistent engagement. QualitieSegftive participants included a
willingness to contribute and share; initiate armintain debate or dialogue; and demonstrate

technological proficiency. Favorable online comntyimteractions included posting links
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and resources; reading diverse viewpoints and rdetbgy; actively participating in
discussion; and co-contributing and collaboratihgiork output with colleagues.

Professional motivesThrough the review of literature, a significantttacaffecting
participation in a PLN pertained to the professionatives of a learner. These included
access to resources; acquisition of new skillsebigment of professional identity/vision;
knowledge sharing; and collaboration.

Access to resource®ne of the primary outcomes for PLN users’ preif@sal
motives addressed access to resources and inform{&tiderton et al., 2011; Ivanova &
Chatti, 2011; Tsai et al., 2010; Hanewald & Gestbnj 2009; Hur & Brush, 2009;
Ardichvili, 2003). In the Hur and Brush (2009) syuévidence suggested that teachers used
their PLN to retrieve different teaching ideas amsburces aligned with the specific needs
and contexts that met their goals. Teachers’ leastimities and instructional practices were
also influenced by their PLN resources.

Personal learning network creators establish tietwork of contacts by various
means, including social media platforms that affmidroblogging opportunities. Several
studies found that the most popular reason fozirtg Twitter as a PLN resource was to
access resources and information from colleaguasgFHumphreys, & Park, 2012;
Alderton et al., 2011; Castaneda, Costa, & Komgeéd,1; lvanova, Grosseck, & Holotescu,
2011). In Forte’s (2012) quantitative study surmgyieachers (N = 37) about their practical
uses for Twitter as a personal learning networkuese, findings revealed that Twitter was
used as a source of generating new professioras @ed information about technological
tools. Additionally, Twitter allowed participants share resources through links and

retrieval tools. Of the specific Tweets analyzedy@than half were exclusively education-
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related. This was similar to the findings from fieerton et al. (2011) study that reported
approximately 53% of Tweets were education-relatehova et al. (2011) surveyed forty-
one teachers participating in various social nelmgy platforms within their PLN. Results
showed that 81% of participants utilized Twittergesely for sharing information and
learning new things. Castaneda et al. (2011) deltedata during a project to amass personal
accounts and stories of teachers’ (N = 25) usenoftdr. Despite challenges regarding

limited characters and perceptions of expertisethgrs, participants expressed significant
usage for information sharing and collaboration.

As PLN participants seek and retrieve resourcest-pupport tools can be used for
collaboration. Fetter et al. (2009) found that hesas seek various resources, including
discussion opportunities; ideas; professional dgwaknt; technical solutions; and/or
curricular resources. Corporate employees’ useeef pupport online communities viewed
their digital knowledge sharing tool as an encyeltip (Ardichvili et al., 2003). More than
half of the corporate participants accessed themkedge community for problem-solving
and a third cited their desire to access a subpguért for assistance. Listserv collaboration
was evaluated by Hanewald and Gesthuizen (2009),determined that almost all
participants utilized their listserv to access infation and resources.

Acquisition of new skills Personal learning networks afford the opportutdtghare
resources and information, which ultimately allowmbers to explore new approaches and
acquire new skills for practical and professionaigmses (Bouchamma & Michaud, 2011,
Castaneda & Soto, 2010; Tsai et al., 2010; Hane®&dakesthuizen, 2009; Gray, 2004;
Ardichvili et al., 2003; Wenger & Snyder, 2000).drmqualitative case study of twelve

teachers participating in an online learning nekyogsults demonstrated participants’
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acquisition of newer skills: online communicatiddlls; technical skills; collaborative
learning techniques; and leadership/facilitatiotiskRiverin & Stacey, 2008). As
proficiency was enhanced, overall confidence amdfod with one’s professional
responsibilities increased. Through collaboratgiory exchanges, and question and answer
communication with colleagues, learners gaineds#msation that their job was made easier
(Gray, 2004). Acquisition of new skills could cormesually and indirectly (Castaneda &
Soto, 2010) or after purposeful interaction withjsat experts and those with more
experience (Bouchamma & Michaud, 2011; Ardichwvilak, 2003).

lvanova and Chatti (2011) and Castaneda and S6i®}Ztudied the perceptions of
learners after being introduced to concepts otdbbnological aspects of a PLN and online
community of practice. In their two-year projeandergraduate learners (N = 60)
participated in a series of interviews to reveairtimsights toward learning the ways in
which a PLN can affect their informal and formadreing experiences. Results confirmed
that effective construction of one’s PLN can pesity impact their overall learning
experience (lvanova & Chatti, 2011). CastanedaSotd (2010) worked with 150 students
by introducing concepts of PLN through workshop aynities where they could directly
apply new PLN skills. Data indicated participariisliefs that the acquisition of new
technological and social networking skills woulkklly benefit future learning experiences;
however, participants widely connected such tooksctly to their tasks, rather than to
themselves. This suggested that participants didutlg understand how the construction of
a PLN might aid in informal and social learningstiead, users might view PLN as a process
utilized only during tasks and projects. Those n@WLN concepts were very excited about

the knowledge and proficiency of new technologstalls and sought ways to control their
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learning as they applied skills in concert withithearning needs and styles (lvanova &
Chatti, 2011; Castaneda & Soto, 2010).

Development of professional identity/visioRarticipation within a PLN or online
community of practice was found in the literaturébe a factor that helped users
professionally as they developed or expanded grefessional identity or vision (Tsai et al.,
2010). Through direct collaboration with strong avehk ties, users’ educational vision and
philosophies were enhanced and furthered (Rajagdpasten-ten, Van Bruggen, & Sloep,
2012). Users contextualized the experiences antitibotions of others in their network to
build professional identity. By connecting and ablbrating with colleagues throughout the
world, while using the latest technologies, useltlike educational pioneers in the
dissemination of innovation (Nikolaou & Tsolakid&)12). Alderton et al. (2011)
determined that some users believed collaboratimugh Twitter assisted in the evolution
of a solid professional reputation. CommunicatianRLN tools amplified presence, which
led to positive recognition and respect. Additiofradlings indicated that Twitter was
instrumental in the transformation of educatiorialon. Hanewald and Gesthuizen (2009)
reported that over 90% of participants valued fee®#ldrom others. This feedback allowed
users to position their opinions against othenghér validating or challenging viewpoints.
Another study found that veteran members’ involvetme a learning community might have
restricted new members’ contributions, thereby iotipg the collective identity of the
community (Riverin & Stacey, 2008).

In Gray’s (2004) study, coordinators of an educaldearning organization
strategically focused on professional identity &sibn through their online community of

practice. Through digital dialogue within the commity, participants developed a greater
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sense of their professional position and how atesl throughout the region. Participants also
developed a collective, mutual understanding of tfodes, which led to increased ways of
supporting and assisting colleagues (Hur & Brug€i®9. The mutual construction of
professional identity was a common goal for commesiof practice, which “come together
not only to engage in pursuing some enterprisalsatto figure out how our engagement fits
in the broader scheme of things” (Wenger, 19986@2).

Knowledge sharingHew and Hara (2007) conducted a comprehensiky st
teachers participating in a community of practwenderstand how, and why, teachers share
knowledge. Data was collected through semi-strectimterviews (N = 20) about teachers’
motivators for knowledge sharing. The findingsioé study indicate that teachers shared two
types of knowledge with community members — booévkdedge and practical knowledge.
Teachers were motivated to share such knowledgeapty due to sensations of collectivism
and reciprocity, which was consistent with previoesearch by Wasko and Faraj (2000).
However, Hew and Hara’s (2007) study yielded evigethat teachers were motivated to
share information for several reasons, not becafiaesingle motivator. Knowledge sharing
amongst legal professionals was driven exclusilglggoist principles, to bolster one’s
overall reputation, according to a mixed methodslitative study (N = 604) that inspected a
digital learning network for lawyers (Wasko & Farap05). Hur and Brush (2009) found
that some teachers wished to also share theiny®sihd negative emotions. Participants of
their study indicated they felt relieved and eneged to learn of others’ professional
struggles and hardship.

Knowledge sharing was more prone to occur in emvirents perceived as safe and

welcoming (Ardichvili et al., 2003; Wasko & Far2)00). Additionally, the behaviors of
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information seekers could affect how users in aroomty disseminated and shared
information (Hew & Hara, 2007). In an exploratonyadjtative case study (N = 2) approach,
it was determined that before choosing to disteboformation or resources, disseminators
cast judgment based upon perceived seekers’ cugaitge overall interest or excitement
toward information (Lichtenstein & Hunter, 2005).dongruence with those findings, Chiu,
Hsu, and Wang (2006) collected data from 310 mesnbka virtual learning network about
their knowledge sharing behaviors. According tarthedings, members were more inclined
to share information because of community outcoratiger than personal goals or desires.
When such beliefs are embedded into a learninghargon’s culture, knowledge
disseminators and contributors focus more on tlegatplity, survival, and sustainability of
the learning network.

Collaboration Riverin and Stacey (2008) studied an online le@ymietwork of
teachers’ (N = 12) professional development engageiin an ethnographic case study
approach. Through their findings, it was determitied the group greatly benefited from
initial face-to-face interactions as a particulantd developed and carried forward through
their digital collaborations. Within this study,teean members of the organization did not
adapt easily to newer members, reducing the ovepait of collaboration and community
within the group. Over time, the groups’ work outpas reduced, consistent with research
that emphasizes strength of community as a fa¢tonline community effectiveness
(Ardichvili et al., 2003).

Microblogging, particularly via the platform Twittewas mentioned in the literature
as a tool for collaboration. Twitter was a popuption amongst participants, as it enabled

users to forge connections with others outside temeral vicinity (Forte et al., 2012;
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Badge, Johnson, Moseley, & Cann, 2011; Aldertcal.e2009). Forte et al. (2012) published
that teachers followed large numbers of teachetsdritheir schools and fewer from their
local school community. Harnessing the power taldisth connections beyond their local
school — with people whom they previously met,rattxl a conference or event, or stumbled
across online — teachers become “information bSi{gx. 109). In contrast, Hanewald and
Gesthuizen (2009) found that 97% of participantgspially shared information and
resources attained through PLN with colleagueheit tvorkplace. Furthermore, participants
overwhelmingly reported that workplace colleaguesenthe initial source of information
and knowledge that was disseminated to others ghrtuweir PLN. Participants did report
initial confusion with sharing information due teetpotential for blurring personal and
professional boundaries. The overlap of persondlpgofessional collaboration was accepted
in Harrison and Thomas’s (2009) study, which intkdgparticipants’ experiences of
collaboration were similar to socializing and harggout in a collegiate residential hall. The
digital collaboration was deemed rich in the soaiad cultural interactions with peers.
Mackey and Evans (2011) published findings fronirthealitative case study investigation
of fifteen teachers’ online professional developtrieran online community, suggesting that
socialization was not sought by its participant$iM/evidence did highlight sharing and
collaboration, participants believed the relatiopshhat formed were superficial and
contrived. Participants did utilize their autonotoycreate their own network and establish
desired connections, but this resulted in littlsigketo create personal relationships from their
collaboration (also evident in Forte et al. (2012))

Alderton et al. (2009) reported that 61% of thesers’ microblogging activity

showed an indication of professional discourseatidboration. However, users did not
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limit their collaboration only to Twitter. Evidena# collaboration was extended to other
platforms like wikis, Facebook, Skype, blogs, fogyrand face-to-face meetings. Badge et al.
(2011) conducted a qualitative online survey tbanfl that participants (N = 15) utilized
microblogging platforms to collaborate on upcomiagks as well as coordinate meeting and
event logistics. European teachers wanted morerappbes to collaborate with colleagues
in person (Fetter et al., 2011). Their networksenmymprised of about half strong ties from
their workplace and the other half weak ties frarrmoas the continent. Implications of the
study have prompted community organizers to sedkads that instill a “blended” network,
rather than one that is exclusively digital.
Barriers to PLN Participation

As was evidenced in the first part of this literatreview, research indicated many
reasons why people would build, and participat@iRLN or online community of practice.
However, it is equally important to understand wihat potential barriers of PLN
participation may be as the success of an onlinenmanity relies on a safe climate, joint
vision, and ever-present collaboration amongshisnbers (Nikolaou & Tsolakidis, 2012,
Tsai et al., 2010; Harrison & Thomas, 2009). Arditlet al. (2003) stated that while virtual
learning communities and personal learning networkght be a newer phenomenon,
identifying the characteristics to maintain theistinability were important. This assertion
was furthered by Yang and Chen (2007), who positat“factors impacting knowledge
sharing should be the most important considerati@gny knowledge management effort” (p.

575).
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Through this review of literature, several barrier®LN participation were
identified, which included lack of knowledge/contfdack of connections; lack of
norms/rules; lack of engagement; and lack of time.

Lack of knowledge/comfort.Lack of knowledge and/or comfort, as a barrier ttNP
participation, was cited often throughout the &tere. Gray (2004) found that members new
to an online community, particularly those that dat fully understand the community’s
culture, were hesitant to contribute and felt aagh they had “nothing to offer.” These
individuals tended to participate in the PLN on plegiphery, more as “lurkers” than as
regular contributors. Riverin and Stacey (2008)enbsd that several participants new to an
online community were so overcome by technolodieatiers that they inevitably left the
community. Such action is congruent with findingsi@airin-Sallan et al. (2010) study,
which found that a major reason users abandonexlare community was their inability to
overcome technical issues encountered during #aely experiences as a community
member. In a different study, it was found that meambers attempting to engage in a
personal learning network had the comfort, proficike and efficacy to learn how to utilize
appropriate technological tools in a PLN but coubd conceptualize how all the
technological tools and networked learners wereraoinnected (Castaneda & Soto, 2010). A
Guldberg and Mackness (2009) study, which survéyedty-six participants, stated that
technological competencies were needed to effdgtpagticipate in a PLN. In some cases, it
took upward of four weeks to acquire the requiskiis and comfort to use certain
technological tools.

A different hurdle that impacted users’ participatutilizing Twitter was the

conceptual understanding of how the platform caudance digital collaboration. Castaneda
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et al. (2011) shared that many users were inittaliged off by Twitter updates by other
members. They criticized other users for disclognfigrmation that was unnecessary and
excessive. They initially experienced a sensatidnformation overload before inevitably
developing greater comfort with the purpose of Teviand microblogging tools. Hew and
Hara (2007) determined that technology could atstrict the social cues users were
accustomed to experiencing during in person comeation. Such hindrances could
potentially lead to misinterpretations of commutecbmaterial, causing discomfort with and
inevitable avoidance of collaboration.

Carr and Chambers (2006) investigated teacherstgation in an online learning
community, National Quality of School Pilot Projedeveloped through the Australian
Government. Part of their findings included teashkack of experience and familiarity with
technological tools for digital collaboration. Tbelture of the project was not conducive to
maximizing member participation (Hew & Hara, 20@¥dichvili et al., 2003; Wasko &
Faraj, 2000). Hur and Brush (2009) posited thahadequate training, teachers’ efficacy
and agency would increase, resulting in great denfte and comfort.

Lack of connections.Guldberg and Mackness (2009) observed that sonieeonl
learning network users might lack feelings of belog to the community. Data suggested
that varying levels of connections were establighedsers, some with strong ties and others
with weaker, inactive ties. In many cases, conoestivere forged with a community
facilitator or leader rather than with multiple mieens of the group. Many relationships
persisted over time; this differs from the Carr &fthmbers (2006) study that found
members had no social connection with community besioutside of any group

tasks/projects.
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Different to other studies, Ardichvili et al. (2008etermined that some online
community members gradually ceased their partimpads they sought exclusive
collaboration with those they favored from theilf-geenerated informal groups. Over time,
members began identifying colleagues, whom theyambed on a regular basis, and targeting
collaboration with them exclusively. Ultimately gthearning network became obsolete or
redundant to certain users. Loosely related, rekdar Carr and Chambers (2004) explained
that users considered their digital collaboratmibé¢ a barrier when compared to
collaborating face-to-face. Users expressed tHengethat without a physical rapport
established prior to solely collaborating onlirtes potential for successful collaboration was
not feasible. Mackey and Evans (2011) observedsthraie participants were limited in
finding colleagues that shared teaching assignn@rasrricular interests. In such cases,
users attempted to forge connections with othersselinterests somewhat aligned to their
own, but that collaboration was superficial.

Lack of norms/rules. If members of an online community did not underdtatated
or implicit norms and expectations, they were stij@ experiencing negative sensations.
Ultimately, the negative sentiments might reducerarction or lead to outright isolation.
Riverin and Stacey’s study (2008) reported thatsisew to an online community
immediately experienced intimidation. Rules andm®were too structured and there was an
overall lack of etiquette and trust toward new memsbOne patrticipant referred to veteran
members within the community as an “old boys cl("52). The sense of community was
compromised, causing a lack of belonging amongshdw members (Hew & Hara, 2007;
Carr & Chambers, 2006; Ardichvili et al., 2003; Was. Faraj, 2000). Members of online

networks noted frustration with misuse and/or obaralance of email and other forms of
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digital communications (Guldberg & Mackness, 2088newald & Gesthuizen, 2009). A
lack of familiarity with technological tools andetin purposes led to negative experiences by
new members of an online community that primarggd Twitter (Castaneda et al., 2011).
Without fully understanding the rules and expeotagiof digital collaboration or discourse
via microblogging, users misunderstood users’ imb&s as nothing more than the sharing of
random, useless information (Castaneda et al.,)2@lfihrase used to identify newer users
of this learning community was “breakfast syndrorbetause they were apt to ask “what do
people care what | had for breakfast this morning&uch cases, users required a little time
to acclimate to proper rules of discourse. Altar®dy, some users inserted themselves
immediately into the community and learned as thv@geeded. Ardichvili et al. (2003)
posited that an effective learning community regadinorms and rules, which included
norms that promoted a trustworthy organization#tlice; multiple face-to-face communities
of practice, which could inevitably morph into vii communities or groups; and clear and
concise standards for sharing knowledge.

Lack of time. Evidence from the research indicated that lacknoé twas a barrier to
PLN patrticipation. Fry’s (2006) study involving gient teachers participating in an online
learning community indicated that the primary reaf® not participating was based on
time. Because of professional responsibilitiestip@ants could not find time during the day
to actively collaborate with peers; this has aleerbevidenced in other studies (Hew & Hara,
2007; Carr & Chambers, 2006). Teachers’ particgraiin a PLN or online community of
practice was subject to the restrictions of a wayksichedule and other professional
responsibilities. Ultimately, this led to the béloy their school leaders that it was not a

priority (Carr & Chambers, 2006). Because PLN @&légenerated and used to enhance
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one’s informal learning, it could be expected tleaichers would only participate with those
in their PLN when time permitted. Ardichvili et 42003) identified the lack of time the
learning community managers caused due to thedingéo approve members’
contributions and postings.

Lack of engagementLack of engagement was identified as barrier to PLN
participation. Hanewald and Gusthuizen’s (20093gtnvolved participants that requested
greater involvement from online community memb&@mne participants explained that it
was their duty as a member to participate and uogfeers that were reticent to increase their
involvement. Limited engagement also plagued amathkBne community, where less than
20% of members were logging in to the communityamsite (Guldberg & Mackness,
2009). The researchers did make the distinctionltigging in could not be equated to online
participation; however, it did correlate to the @tedrop in participation levels observed in
the study. The final conclusion was that many mesihet actively participating shifted to
the periphery and became casual learners/engagéis the community. Data confirmed
that these periphery learners did indicate higklkwef satisfaction and perceived learning
despite not being actively involved at rates thatared other members. Through the review
of literature, it was not uncommon to see educaadsparticipants self-identify more as an
observer than as an active participant (lvano\a.e2012; Castaneda, 2011), whereas others
identified as inactive (Fetter et al., 2011; Fr§08; Ling et al., 2005).

Since an online community depends on active ppdiion from its members
(Nikolaou & Tsolakidis, 2012; Fang & Chiu, 2010;ddaon & Thomas 2009), a better
understanding of why people choose to participatebservers is essential. Nonnecke,

Andrews, and Preece (2006) sought to examine tihasenerely observed and compare their
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attitudes to those actively engaged. In their gtetnte study, they sampled 375
communities using an open-ended survey. The firdaigheir study showed that 18.4% of
participants (N = 1188) were deemed “lurkers” fot actively participating and instead
observing activity of the online community. Lurkemsotives for joining an online
community were similar to those actively engagétihg personal reasons instead of work or
school. Once joining, lurkers and active membepsnted their primary activity as gaining
an understanding of the community and reading tibrées/conversations of others. Lurkers
were not reported as possessing the desire tstoeies, build relationships, make friends, or
offer expertise to others. The study found thatdws’ needs were satisfied by merely
reading and observing the contributions and actodrigher members. Lacking confidence
was offered as an explanation for lurkers’ behavior

As noted in previous studies, sense of commun#y important for the vitality and
sustainability of surviving. Lurkers indicated theigd not perceive a sense of a culture of
collectivity or community within the online netwqrkor did they perceive themselves as
actual members. Such negative sentiments mighttdet@ in demonstrating lower levels of
respect toward active members of the community.r@leolerance of lurkers was evident
in online communities, although many active memlogisnot consider lurkers to be
community members (Nonnecke et al., 2006).
Social Networking

According to a quantitative phone survey adminesido 1802 participants to learn
about social media habits, approximately 67% adrimet users frequented social networking
platforms (Duggan & Brenner, 2013). Internet userder the age of fifty were more apt to

utilize social networking sites, particularly thosghin the age range of 18-23. Women were
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more likely than men to utilize social networkintes, as well as urban over rural residents.
Data suggested the top social networking platfaaresFacebook, Twitter, Pinterest, and
Instagram, respectively. Twitter experienced a d¢iaglof participants since 2010. Smith
(2011) conducted phone surveys of 2277 internasusdearn about social media behaviors.
Primary reasons for using social networking welssiteluded to stay in touch with friends;
remain in contact with family members; and conmwath friends with whom the user had

lost contact. Only 14% of participants indicated o$ social networking sites for connecting
with others on a hobby or topic of interest. Corimgcwith popular and public figures was a
popular drive for Twitter users.

Hogebook, McDermott, Perrin, and Osman (2010) sachpR84 adults over the age
of fifty to learn about internet and social netwiatkuse. The study reported that adults over
age fifty increased their contact with family amehds as their usage of internet and social
networking increased. Internet users over the afjiyowere also more active in civic and
volunteer organizations. The study also indicaked middle-aged adults utilized internet
and social networking tools at higher rates thaleioadults.

Educators’ use of social networking tools/PLN toolsThe push for districts to
experiment with social networking and collaboratpezsonal learning network opportunities
was established by the United States Departmeatiotation, as outlined in the National
Education Technology Plan (NETP) (U.S. Departmériiducation, 2010). The NETP calls
for the establishment of digital collaboration amsinAmerican educators as they create
personal learning networks and online communitiggactice. Ultimately, digital
collaboration will become prevalent in Americanssdeooms and instructional activities,

transforming our educational model.
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To establish a uniform set of standards that scadolinistrators should know and/or
do to support effective technological integratiarschools, the International Society for
Teachers in Education established the National &thutal Technology Standards for
Administrators, also known as (NETS-A) (ISTE, 2Q0R)e NETS-A standards covered five
focal points: (1) visionary leadership; (2) digitade learning culture; (3) excellence in
professional practice; (4) systemic improvement} @) digital citizenship. In a mixed
methods study that investigated school adminigsafbl = 27) perceptions of educational
technology leadership, it was found that the schesders were described as being a
learning-based technology leader; organizatiorairtelogy leader; change-agent technology
leader; or facilitative leader (Militello & Jansa?Q07). The findings also indicated that
school administrators had different perceptionsuabow the NETS-A standards applied to
their overall educational technology leadership.

Before school administrators and educators rusiot¢@l networking and digital
collaboration, it is important to review the risksd potential legal implications. Bumgardner
and Knestis (2011) reported that before schootidistintegrate social networking
opportunities into the instructional regiment, fotinsideration of multiple concerns was
necessary. Can study safety be maximized? Are &@doahand learning benefits possible?
Must an acceptable use policy be implemented afatasd? Additionally, the free speech
and expression of teachers on digital platformsiasmetworking, blogs, and/or
microblogging should not be assumed to be guardnBsagticularly for communication
deemed outside of an educator’s work responsaslitieachers may be liable for their

actions (Bathon & Brady, 201Garcetti v. Ceballos2006).
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As school districts seek to adopt policies and fixas concerning social networking
or acceptable use, little comprehensive guidanegagdable. The results are scattered local
policies that are not congruent with other dissrigfliami-Dade County Public Schools,
2012). School administrators’ overall leadershiglus issue was said to be one of the single
most critical factors of effectively integratingctenology into schools (Schrum, Galizio, &
Ledesma, 2011). While some districts have adoptkddns on social networking tools on
school district technology devices, research ind&auch practices could have negative
effects on student collaboration and learning ofymities (Bosco, 2011; Bumgardner &
Knestis, 2011; Stout, 2011).

Miami-Dade County Public Schools’ Office of Assessit) Research, and Data
Analysis(2012) published several recommendations for datistricts and school leaders
when creating social networking policies and pgi (1) develop an appropriate use policy
(Bosco, 2011; Goldfarb, Pregibon, Shrem, & Zykal P0) (2) adhere to federal laws
concerning students’ internet use (Willard, 2018@s&, 2011; Goldfarb et al., 2011; Dauvis,
2010); (3) sample and experiment with various dom@awvorking sites (Brady, 2010); (4)
utilize multiple approaches and software to blonkaceptable websites (Bosco, 2011,
Willard, 2006); (5) administer social networkingitring to teachers (Goldfarb et al., 2011,
Foulger, Ewbank, Kay, Popp, & Carter, 2011; Will2@D6); and (6) implement and enforce
policies that restrict or regulate online teachtadent communication (Brindley, 2012;
Willard, 2012; Goldfarb et al., 2011; Saunders,2Z@owning & Shannon, 2010).

Teachers who use social networking sites do s@at@ent higher than the national
average, according to a 2012 phone survey gaugnerigan teachers’ perceptions of social

media technology (Purcell et al., 2013). Most papsbcial networking sites include
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Facebook, YouTube, LinkedIn, and Google+, respebtivieachers under the age of thirty-
five are most likely to use social networking sit€kis is similar to findings by Duggan and
Brenner (2013). YouTube was a popular site forlieexand was used by 97% of teachers
from the Purcell et al. (2013) study. The popweeixhibited by teachers for YouTube and
similar video uploading sites conformed with thener of participants and viewers of
online streaming video sites that developed ci@@72Purcell et al., 2013). Quantitative
evidence indicated that teachers were frequentobicteators, responsible for building
websites, online blogs, and other digital crowdrsed or mashup-type sites. Teachers more
commonly utilized the internet to retrieve resosrcaher than to collaborate or share
knowledge with colleagues. This is in stark corittaghe primary motive for so many
teachers utilizing social networking sites for mapiation within a PLN or online community
of practice (Colibaba et al., 2012; Tsai et al1@0Hur & Brush, 2009; Gray, 2004).
Teachers did utilize the internet for professia@laboration, but this paled when compared
to the popular practice of subscribing to dailymaekly industry-specific newsletters and
emails (Purcell et al., 2013).

An online quantitative and qualitative survey wdmanistered to educators (N =
694), including school administrators and teachtergain more insight into their
experiences with social media and online commun{#i#MS Education, 2012). Data
indicated a significant increase in teacher meniiyersn social media sites since 2009,
although they continued to be concerned about gyiidacebook was the most popular
platform (Duggan & Brenner, 2013; Purcell et a013), along with LinkedIn, Twitter, and
Google+, in that order. Teachers kept two sepgnatiles on most sites to distinguish

between personal and professional activities (Fetred., 2012; Kairam et al., 2012; Johnston
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et al., 2012). In addition to social network sitesichers favored blogs, wikis, document
sharing tools, photo upload, and video sharing sigepreferred tools for instruction and
collaboration. Webinar participation was the magbpydar professional activity for teachers.
Privacy was an overwhelming concern for joiningeial networking site (MMS Education,
2013).

In the Colibaba et al. (2012) study, world langutegehers reported their use of
social networking platforms. According to the qtatlve and quantitative data, the majority
of participants overwhelmingly stated they pariadgd on Facebook; about three-quarters
were members of Twitter and Google+; and a litttrerthan half of users had registered for
LinkedIn. Participants were most interested in @locetworking tools for maintaining
contact with friends and family; to remain updateoprofessional matters of interest;
collaborate and share resources with colleaguesatiend web-based webinars. lvanova et
al. (2012) stated that less than half of teachelie\®ed Facebook could be a supportive tool
for professional development or that Twitter colédutilized for personal and professional
development.

Social Networking and Boundary Regulation

Boyd (2011) stated that as users became more &milih social networking tools,
privacy behaviors became more informed. Overallrang@ss of privacy was also
strengthened by increases in knowledge througmtahia, input from family or friends, and
by observing behaviors from within their own soaiatworking groups. In the Kairam et al.
(2010) study, less than 25% of users actually edlacecessary steps to limit their audience
based on privacy concerns. In contrast, Johnsah €012) furnished results from a mixed

methods study involving Facebook users (N = 260Wwhom 95% took appropriate action to
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establish privacy parameters and restrict inforamator unknown audiences. Palen and
Dourish (2003) posited that the disclosure of infation was a “necessary consequence of
participating in a networked world” (p. 129). Thesality is not unknown or foreign to users.
Burchill (2010) indicated that more than 85% oflemhial-aged users fully acknowledged
the necessity of turning over aspects of theirgayin order to utilize social networking
tools and platforms.

Disclosure.loinson and Payne (2007) defined disclosure astéliag of the
previously unknown so that it becomes shared kndgéé (p. 237). As users increased and
persisted with activities on social networking eaitiees, their comfort with sharing
information became more commonplace (MatyszczykP20Youn (2005) referenced an
Annenberg Public Policy Center study (Turow & Ni©00) that explored online habits of
teenagers and drew the conclusion that youngealsoeiwork users freely disclosed and
shared information; they continued to publish ination for “instant gratification such as a
free gift” (p. 90). Lee, Im, and Taylor (2008) adnstered a mixed method study to identify
bloggers’ (N = 7) motivations for disclosure. Acdmg to their findings, the top motivations
for self-disclosure by bloggers were self-presemmatrelationship management; to keep up
on trends; information storage and sharing; entertant; and showing off. Waters and
Ackerman (2011) were interested in the perceivetivations of voluntary disclosure by
active Facebook users (N=59) measured by a Likatesurvey. The motivations for self-
disclosure on Facebook almost mirrored the resiilt®e et al. (2008), only differing in
priority. Information sharing, entertainment, kegpup with trends, and entertainment were
the top four motivators for Facebook disclosure @& Ackerman, 2011). Facebook users

were likely to disclose information to strengthetationships with strong ties and potentially
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expand their weak tie network; this is consisteith wesearch (Stutzman et al., 2012;
Nikolaou & Tsolakidis, 2012; Hur & Brush, 2009).

Kairam et al. (2012) conducted a mixed methodsysieblving quantitative analysis
of 64,005 users who shared content on a specifialsoetworking platform during an entire
calendar week. Additionally, the researchers cotetla follow-up survey of select
participants (N = 168) and in-depth interviews witlelve participants. According to the
survey data results, 98% of participants used pialsocial networking tools during the
course of the study. Sharing patterns were disgatgd through survey data, indicating
frequent sharing of website links and photos. ltkas half of participants stated they shared
video and almost two-thirds claimed to have nehared their location in content postings.
Data also reported that more than half of userstgpwere published for public viewing.
Reasons for sharing content online were unravélexdigh survey data, including perceived
value of content; sharing about self (Hanewald &tGeizen, 2009); discourse; and
evangelism. Strategic posting of online content alas found to be a key driver toward an
individual’'s expansion of an online network in thia¢y hoped to increase contacts by using
content as a lure (Kariam et al., 2012). As waltial networking users tended to share
content they believed would be of use to othergjquaarly that deemed “interesting,
exciting, or cool” (p. 1070). Though not as freqieshared, content perceived as funny was
another factor for sharing content online.

Similar to the findings of Hur and Brush (2009) tiesire to share personal
experiences, particularly those with strong emai@bements, was a top factor for choosing
what to share online. The desire to spur a contiersan important or controversial topics

was a factor that motivated users to share cootdirte. This notion was corroborated by
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Forte et al. (2012), whose study demonstratednbiadll teachers wanted to broadcast
information only. Instead, they wanted to engage thgital dialogue. Within their study,
they referenced “meforming” vs. “informing.” Thisas used to make a distinction between
online content comprised of only status updatesugemformation that could be used
professionally by others. Only 2.5% of participawtsiine content was coded as
“meforming,” lending credence to the theory thaicteers wished to utilize microblogging
tools for dialogue and discussion (Kairam et @12 Castaneda et al., 2011). Forte et al.
(2012) found that teachers were initially drawmtizgroblogging and Twitter for personal
reasons, only to evolve their use toward a predaniprofessional purpose. Participants in
the study by Castenda et al. (2012) feared theiofisnicroblogging might blur the
boundaries between personal and professional pesg&utzman & Hartzog, 2012).
Identity. To effectively grow and sustain one’s personalresay network, or
participate in an online learning community, a useist collaborate with others using
various social networking platforms (Stutzman, ¥jtgllison, Gray, & Lampe, 2012). Many
social networking tools automatically allow the palaccess to an individual’'s digital
profile; this profile can also be restricted to @ridériends” and/or “followers.” As users seek
to expand their PLN, online interpersonal commutmceis contingent upon trust (Nikolaou
& Tsolakidis, 2012; Hur & Brush, 2009). Evidencesnanalyzed from a quantitative study
involving twelve technologically-savvy participaritslearn about the effect of empathy on
online interpersonal trust through instant messatprts. The findings suggested that a
person could become more “likeable” and gain adddi trust by divulging more
information and stories online (loinson & PaineQ20Feng, Lazar, & Preece, 2004).

Another study exploring social network users’ (I8£6) understanding of privacy concerns
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and risks found that 36% strongly trusted othempewith their personal information on
social network sites, compared to only 28% belig\sacial networks run by companies
could be trusted with personal information. (KarrswWewski, Wilson, & Richter-Lipford,
2011; King, Lampinen, & Smolen, 2011; Petronio, 208002). Social network users’ (N =
348) privacy risk behaviors and attitudes were syed using a Likert scale survey to learn
what the most frequent information users (N = Jidgted and made available on Facebook
(Williams et al., 2009). According to the resuttse more frequently disclosed information
included name; gender; photos; friends; relatignskatus; and date of birth. The study also
discovered that younger users consistently posta@ mformation at higher percentages
than older aged groups. Johnson, Egelman, andvBel2012) revealed that less than half
of users had no information available to strang@s unknown audiences, while others had
status updates, public photo albums, and listserfids from their respective networks
available for public consumption.

Stutzman, Gross, and Acquisti (2012) conductedgitodinal study to document
and analyze how social network users’ privacy asdlasure evolved over an extended
period of time. The mixed methods study focusedwar 5000 Facebook users between
2005 and 2011. Evidence from the study drew cotmigasesults, including how users’
disclosure of online information to strangers dasesl over time (Boyd, 2011) but
significantly increased near the end of the stirBsearchers believed this increase might be
attributed to changes in Facebook’s privacy pading overall interface (Stutzman, Gross, &
Acquisti, 2012; Waters & Ackerman, 2011).

Online disclosure of personal information increagetkntial privacy threats, since

information was made available to a larger netwasrkommunity of people over whom the
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user had no control. Shi et al. (2012) assertetkhieabody of research concerning
interpersonal privacy management and interactiattsmsocial networks was lagging. To
collect more data, they implemented a content amabf 1463 Facebook comments made on
Facebook “Friendship Pages” during a three mondim $p investigate interpersonal
communication and privacy concerns. Their prelimyrfandings suggested users were
concerned by the addition of Facebook Friendshge®awhich allowed user activity to be
accessed across a user’s friend’s network. Thraughmode of interpersonal
communication, information no longer resided wighsingle user’'s own domain, but...
[was] co-owned and co-managed by multiple sharesidp. 579). A survey of social
networking privacy and disclosure was administeéceal random sample of undergraduate
students (N = 2500). The decision to share infoilonaand engage in strategies to protect
that information was likely the mitigating facter determining if disclosure would occur
(Stutzman et al., 2012). In one study, users wearst koncerned with online information
becoming accessible by strangers, coworkers, @ of network friends (Johnson et al.,
2012).

In the Williams et al. (2009) study on privacykrisehaviors and attitudes, the
majority of participants responded that they hadated privacy settings on Facebook.
However, contrary to previous research (Boyd, 20tk percentage of users who updated
privacy settings declined as age increased (WiBiatal., 2009). Interestingly, informing
users about a network’s privacy settings or rislsnt result in increased motivation to
change settings (King et al., 2011). In a sepataigdy on Facebook privacy concerns,
Reynolds, Venkatanathan, Goncalves, and Kostakiisl jZzanalyzed practices of 103 users,

yielding results that showed older users’ privaetfisgs were more restrictive and changed
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frequently. Additionally, female users tended tedanore “open” Facebook profiles and
less privacy restrictions, which contradicts Yo@0@5), whose research indicated that
females were more concerned about potential discdassks and threats to identity.

Altman (1975) stressed that privacy should be aw®red a dynamic, fluid process
and individuals should control the disclosure oé’snnformation by regulating their social
interactions. Kairam et al. (2012) determined #duatial network users managed their
contacts based upon their personal/professiorfalfdicets” and tie strengths. Users with
strong ties had stricter privacy and boundary r&guh mechanisms in place, which led to
sharing of more personal information. Weak tieBa#d “catch-all” restrictions so personal
information would not be leaked to unknown audienddne assignment and regulation of
audiences into particular groupings was likelyharmge over a user’s practice with the
network (Williams et al., 2009). Quantitative evide asserted that a social network likely
contained contacts with whom users were not alwaysfortable sharing all online
information and content (Johnson et al., 2012).

Social networking platforms have recently begurding user capability by
segmenting connections into groups so that usersaatrol which groups can see online
contributions. Facebook enables its users to cliséteof contacts. Johnston et al. (2012)
reported users creating lists for various reasioctijding privacy; family; and reasons that
could not be recalled by users. Stutzman et allpposited networks with more boundary
and privacy restrictions should contain higher Isa# trust, thereby resulting in an
environment suitable for sharing and disclosingearioformation with connections
(Nikolaou & Tsolakidis, 2012; Hur & Brush, 2009)hi§ form of boundary regulation was

investigated in a quantitative web survey abouisdo@twork use that was administered to
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undergraduate students (N = 444) (Stutzman & Kraindfield, 2010). The findings
confirmed that as social network users regulatederd for specific audiences, this resulted
in privacy violations by weak ties and increasdeéripersonal privacy management. These
violations could result in users taking correctamtion against contacts, such as blocking;
unfriending; deleting posts; and/or disabling comtadrom others (Karr-Wisniewski et al.,
2011).

Kairam et al. (2012) sought to learn how usersntihe social networks created
groups of people with whom they shared limited infation. Google+ is a social network
platform that recently gave users the ability teate circles of contacts, distributing specific
information to members within each circle. Resaftthe study identified four factors used
as the basis for limiting contact to specific andes: privacy (considering all risks to
privacy by distributing information to others iretlircle); relevance (identifying specific
circles of contacts who might find content to berwérest); social norms (considering if
content would be appropriate for a specific, oregah circle of contacts); and distribution
(maximizing the potential of expanding one’s cirofecontacts). Kairam et al. (2012)
hypothesized that social network users were gradaliéring boundary regulation away
from what an audience was allowed to view onliogjard regulating the reasons to release
and distribute select information. This change likady due to empirical evidence that
suggested social network users were concernedpettntial “insider threats,” fearing
information might be misused or inadvertently reediby those within circles of strong ties
(Johnston et al., 2012).

Stutzman and Hartzog (2012) interviewed social meders (N = 20) with multiple

profiles to learn how they maintain their identifjne qualitative data showed that as a means
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to regulate identity, some social network userstihér profiles behind pseudonyms to
conceal identity or obscure details so they werdantifiable (Harrison & Thomas, 2009).
Others created separate profiles, posting onliméetid relative to one’s personal or
professional context. Separate profiles were betlee segment content to specific
audiences (Forte et al., 2012; Kairam et al., 20bBnston et al., 2012).

Temporality. Shi et al.’s (2012) study of Facebook users’ exgrares with
Facebook’s Friendship Pages highlighted a key wmiaof temporality as information and
interactions were made available to unknown audignthough the user agreed to disclose
aspects of information to those within their netkydhe original thinking was that such
information would not inevitably become availaleothers. This violation of temporality
caused users to reevaluate boundaries and comiselfrture implication of disclosed
information, past and present (Page, Kobsa, & Kmipurg, 2012). Johnson et al. (2012)
learned that more than half of users untagged letetta photograph of themselves that
appeared on their own Facebook profile or thatfolead. Users feared the photograph
might one day harm their image or reputation. Syl nearly two-thirds of users deleted a
photograph of a friend at their request to resprisacy and/or assist with reputation
management.

An online survey of Twitter users (N = 1221) wasidocted by Sleeper et al. (2013)
to learn more about any regrets experienced affielighing a Tweet. Data revealed the most
regretted Tweets addressed topics that involvedtanedated frustration, relationships,
politics, or rants by the user. In such casessugenerally employed a variety of repair
strategies within hours, which included deleting gost; apologizing; acting as though

nothing had occurred; and/or publishing an excageadtify the content of the post. The
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findings also provided more insight toward the a@orwl state of users prior to publishing a
regretted message. The commonly cited negativeiensoincluded stress; anger; and
frustration. Users indicated the original intentlué postings was to inform others of their
emotion with the hope others would sympathize.

In an exploratory analysis of data from 3.9 milliéacebook users over a seventeen
day period, Das and Kramer (2013) analyzed seléaeship behavioral trends. Preliminary
data revealed that almost three-quarters of us#freensored online content, including status
updates, group posts, and event timeline contelsiss also censored comments placed on
their uploaded photographs, timeline posts, andstzdates. The conclusion of the study
was that censorship increases if (1) network caimmes are predominately weak ties of no
specific relationship and (2) if online posts areended for a specific audience or group.

Page, Kobsa, and Knijnenburg (2012) intervieweehtwy-one users and non-users of
location-sharing technologies that were incorpatatéo social networking platforms. The
purpose of the study was to learn how locationisgaaffected users’ boundary regulation
systems. Data suggested participants were reludaiulge location information to
particular strong ties or inner circle contactseyfeared a potential negative impact on
future relations. Similar to the Johnson et al1@20study, participants frequently deleted and
untagged social network posts to eliminate potétitraats to their privacy.

Practices for PLN Participation and Boundary Reguldion

The literature on personal learning network pgration identified factors affecting
PLN participation, barriers to PLN participatiomdasocial networking. Research suggested
that one of the primary factors affecting PLN papation was the necessity for a mutual

sense of communality amongst members (Bouchammackadd, 2011; Hur & Brush,
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2009; Gray, 2004), including the desire to sham#adge in a safe, professional
environment (Ardichvili et al., 2003; Wasko & Farap00). Personal learning network
participation was also affected by the contactéwibhom a user sought to collaborate.
Research indicated PLN contacts were typicallye¢helso had different viewpoints;
possessed aligned values; were passionate andaitnspal; and were trustworthy (Rajagopal
et al., 2012). Through one’s PLN connections, usetdd improve professional motives,
such as accessing resources and information (Ebdle, 2012; Alderton et al., 2011;
Castaneda, Costa, & Kompen, 2011; Ivanova, Grosgetlolotescu, 2011); acquire new
skills (Bouchamma & Michaud, 2011; Castaneda & SB@10; Tsai et al., 2010; Hanewald
& Gesthuizen, 2009; Gray, 2004; Ardichvili et &003; Wenger & Snyder, 2000); and
develop a professional identity and vision (Rajada al., 2012; Tsai et al., 2010; Hur &
Brush, 2009; Riverin & Stacey, 2008; Gray, 2004).

In addition, the literature examined social netuag privacy and boundary
regulation. While the literature highlighted edueat use of social networking and PLN
tools (Duggan & Brenner, 2013; Purcell et al., 20d8libaba, 2012; lvanova et al., 2012;
MMS Education, 2012; Tsai et al, 2010; Hur & Brugfa09; Gray, 2004), what was missing
was a thorough overview of how educators, spedificghool administrators, participated in
PLN and regulated boundaries. Research highligexadples of regulating boundaries by
updating social networking privacy settings (Wiltia et al., 2009); allocating contacts in
specific groups and disclosing information accogtiir(Kairam et al., 2012; Kramer-
Duffield, 2010); creating profiles that establiskatnymity (Harrison & Thomas, 2009) or
utilized pseudonyms to conceal identity (StutzmaH&tzog, 2012); deleting, self-

censoring, or modifying social networking posts idantified users (Das & Kramer, 2013;
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Sleeper et al., 2013; Johnson et al., 2012; Shli,€2012); and avoiding the use of location-
bearing social networking tools (Page et al., 20TB)s study seeks to better understand the
experience of school administrators that parti@pata PLN and privacy issues, particularly
as they regulate boundaries.
Summary

In this chapter, | described the purpose of tlezdiure review and synthesized
existing literature and empirical studies that added personal learning networks and online
privacy regulation. The chapter opened with anaeer of recent studies that explored
factors affecting participation in a personal leéagmetwork or online community of
practice. Empirical studies that highlighted soci@lworking activity and online privacy
regulation were also synthesized. This chapter@stained a discussion of the key issues
and themes that emerged from the literature syigth&kich are aligned to this study’s
research questions. The chapter ended with a atinglstatement of the study’s importance,
as well as an indication of gaps in the literature.

In Chapter 3, specific details are set out conogrthe rationale for qualitative
research methods; the study’s design, settingsampling technique; and a description of
participants, data collection, and analysis methAdslitionally, a discussion of validity,

reliability, limitations, and ethical considerat®ris reviewed.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Problem and Purpose

The purpose of this qualitative, hermeneutic phegraotogical study was to
understand the phenomenon of school administratigesof social networking tools to
participate in a personal learning network (PLN)lezmaintaining privacy. A traditional
definition of privacy was described by Palen andiiixh (2003) as the “state of social
withdrawal,” but for the sake of this research gtitdvill be more clearly defined as
“ongoing self-regulation of setting boundaries todvathers with whom we interact” (p. 1).
At the onset of designing this study, | intende@xplore how school administrators
participated in an online PLN; connected with pedisclosed personal information; and
managed their privacy.

The problem of this study was related to emergiegvased technologies that made
digital collaboration and learning experiences nsmeal and collective, ultimately resulting
in concerns about privacy issues for users. Edusatdize Web 2.0 technology and social
networking resources to create PLNs through whatlalooration occurs via blogging;
microblogging; vlogging; podcasting; online forumssgial bookmarking; curating content;
chatting; sharing multimedia files; and attendimdjree workshops and webinars (Duggan &
Brenner, 2013; Purcell, Heaps, Bechanan, & Fribad2013; Colibaba, Vlad, & Dinu, 2012,
lvanova, Grosseck, & Holotescu, 2012; MMS Educat#12; Tsai, Laffey, & Hanuscin,
2010; Hur & Brush, 2009; Gray, 2004).

To effectively participate in a PLN, school admirasors must be willing to digitally

share their personal and professional informat#@educators vary their level of
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participation, decisions about how much informatioey wish to digitally publish, as well as
how they will regulate their privacy, must be detared (Johnson, Egelman, & Bellovin,
2012; Kairam, Brzozowski, Huffaker, & Chi, 2012;iSKu, & Zhang, 2012; Stutzman &
Hartzog, 2012; Kramer-Duffield, 2010; Williams,adt, 2009). The disclosure of too much
information could create professional or persomabjems for the individual (Das &

Kramer, 2013; Sleeper et al., 2013; Johnson e2@12; Shi et al., 2012). However, failure to
disclose information could also negatively impadationships and could compromise the
sense of trust within the community (Nikolaou & Tedadis, 2012; Fang & Chiu, 2010;
Harrison & Thomas 2009).

In this chapter, | have included an overview @& tiverall research design
methodology. The description begins with a ratierfal why qualitative research methods
have been employed, as well as the correspondssgreh traditions used. A detail of the
study’s design is discussed, including the setagypling procedures, and description of
participants. Attention is given to the varyingalaburces used, techniques for data
collection, and the process that will be used tya® and interpret the data. Lastly, |
include a discussion of validity, reliability, litaitions, and ethical considerations to the
study.

Research Questions
Central question:
e How do school administrators make meaning of teegerience utilizing social
networking tools to participate in a personal l@agmetwork and understand
privacy?

Subquestions:
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e How do school administrators describe their expees with personal learning
networks and privacy?
e What themes are identified from their experienceshe group?
Rationale for Qualitative Research

Quialitative research was chosen for the purposaturing school administrators’
experiences of participating in a PLN and usingaawtworking tools while maintaining
privacy. Qualitative research is used by reseasctoegain meaning and a more thorough
understanding of individuals’ lives their respective worlds. At the core foundation of
qualitative research are individuals’ stories, dfsli actions, behaviors, perspectives, and
opinions. It is the duty of a qualitative researamet only to listen and record others’ voices,
but to analyze their statements into meaningsdaatbe applied to a particular phenomenon.

Qualitative research methods help elicit the “haivat, where, when, and why” of a
phenomenon or issue. Quantitative studies and gsiield numeric data but fail to extract
detailed information from participants. Qualitatresearch methodology focuses its
emphasis on the process of gathering, analyzingyareting, discovering, and explaining the
overall meaning from non-quantified data.

Denzin and Lincoln (2005) summarized the role ddlgjative researchers as working
in settings that were commonplace to participdiatsempting to make sense of, or interpret,
phenomena in terms of the meanings people britlgetm” (p. 3). By doing so, researchers
could gain a more authentic and personal understgrd how an individual viewed a
particular phenomenon. This requires more tharclmsiveys and questionnaires, since the
researcher must enter the world of his/her paditip to collect data and derive meaning.

Despite the ability of qualitative methods to giarger amounts of profound data, it is worth

84



noting that it is quite impossible to ever undardtéhe full experience of another person
(Patton, 2002). But to gain data that are as hokst possible, various qualitative research
methods and traditions must be employed.

Researchers must analyze the research questiorarall philosophical
perspective that underlie their study to determwhat appropriate research methodology
should be employed (Shepard, Jensen, Schmoll, BaGkyyer, 1993). Research that is
based upon how individuals experience a phenomeraie for a strong phenomenological
study.

The focus of my study pertained to school admiatstis’ understanding of privacy
while using social networking tools to participatea PLN. As researcher, it was my intent to
extract vivid details from the participants thatealed their experience with PLN
participation, boundary regulation, and decisiandisclose or withhold personal
information. The qualitative research traditiondigethis study was based on interpretive
phenomenological analysis and supported by herntienaguiry. Patton described
phenomenology in further detail:

...descriptions of experience and interpretationssarmtertwined that they
often become one. Interpretation is essential tetstanding of an experience
and the experience includes the interpretationsgfhienomenologists focus
on how to put together the phenomena they expexignsuch a way as to
make sense of the world, and in so doing, develprédview (p. 107).

The phenomenon studied was school administratorsgiqy as they participated in a
PLN. In discussing phenomenology, Grbich (200 Aesta was an “approach which
attempts to understand the hidden meanings anesdence of an experience together, with

how participants make sense of these” (p. 84).gBehomenology is pre-reflective and

reports only participants’ essence with a phenoméAgawi & Higgs, 2007). Further
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interpretation is needed to explain the actuagdiexperience of participants’ PLN
engagement and their privacy. For this reason, éeeutic phenomenology was
incorporated into the research design.

Hermeneutic inquiry afforded me the opportunityptage my own personal
experiences and knowledge into the study. At tla¢ o6 hermeneutic inquiry is that the role
of researcher is not just encouraged, but requineakder to interpret data findings. Having
personal experience as a participant in PLN, | @essd specialized knowledge that was
needed to express clear, distinct context to miiqiaants’ data. This direct involvement and
close relationship between researcher and pamitsp@as what provided validation to the
study (Bentz & Shapiro, 1998).

The results of this study were determined by ttpeeaences expressed by the
participants, interpreted and retold by me as ¢isearcher. Within qualitative studies,
particularly phenomenological studies rooted imi@&meutics, the researcher is the
instrument of the study. My insight proved to bi#ical during the data analysis phase as |
interpreted the phenomenon in terms of how thegiaints experienced it, what they
experienced, and how they interpreted their expeeaevith the phenomenon.

Theoretical Traditions
Phenomenology

Phenomenology differs from other forms of experitagan, which call for
researchers to develop a hypothesis, design archss&tady, and test variables for results.
Instead, researchers turn to phenomenologicalrgdsea that a phenomenon can “reveal
itself in its fullness” and inevitably “speak fatdelf]” (Boeree, 1998, p. 180).

Phenomenology is also described as “an approaathvatiempts to understand the hidden
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meanings and the essence of an experience togathdrow participants make sense of
these” (Grbich, 2007, p. 84) or simply put, “thedst of essences” (van Manen, 1990, p. 10).
| plan to describe the essence of the phenomereadooup of administrators who are
currently engaged with PLNs.

Creswell (2007) described the importance of phemmiogy as exploring “the
meaning for several individuals of their lived expaces of a concept or a
phenomenon...what all participants have in commaiheg experience a phenomenon” (p.
57). Phenomenology has the following core attrisutich will be adhered to in the
proposed inquiry: (1) the researcher conductstimydy focusing on individuals’ life
experiences; (2) the researcher is the actualgigteering instrument; and (3) the researcher
identifies, and makes meaning of, a phenomenordbgsen actual experiences of
individuals (Creswell, 2007; Moustakas, 1994; vaanen, 1990).

Phenomenology is complex to understand, partigulatause it includes various
meanings and methods. Phenomenology is referrasl éophilosophy; inquiry paradigm;
theory; social science analytical perspective; itptate tradition; or a research methods
framework (p. 104). Schwandt (2001) described Hmwinderstanding of phenomenology
became even more confusing with the evolution oying forms of phenomenology —
transcendental, existential, and hermeneutic. y,aSttnneman (1954) coined the phrase
“phenomenography,” meaning “a descriptive recordihgnmediate subjective experience
as reported” (p. 344).

Historically, phenomenology was first used by ar@amn philosopher, Edmund
Husserl (Patton, 2002). Husserl strove to betteletstand how individuals described things

and experiences through their senses. At the cehfgrenomenological inquiry is an
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understanding of the “life-world,” which is compet of all the objects around us. But most
importantly, the life-world focuses on how indivla perceive and experience these objects
(Finlay, 2008). Phenomenology is that which “we oaty know what we experience”
(Patton, 2002, p. 105). “The overall aim of lifesigbresearch is to describe the lived world
in a way that expands our understanding of humargled human experience” (Dahlberg,
Dahlberg, & Nystrom, 2008). The life-world of sch@aministrator participants, in their
efforts to find ways to collaborate and engage witkers in a PLN, was infused into the
study’s overall analysis.

In life-world, an individual’'s consciousness is alyg focused on the objects placed
throughout the world. So long as individuals arasmious, then they are conscious of
something to which they are in direct relation.sThecomes the key for researchers as they
attempt to investigate the relationship betweenwhiach the participant is consciously
focusing attention toward and what they are expemgg (Finlay, 2008). Researchers must
bring meaning to how participants transform thepexiences into their consciousness. To
successfully do so, researchers must holisticalpture how individuals experience a
phenomenon — “how they perceive it, describe él| &bout it, judge it, remember it, and
make sense of it” (Patton, 2002, p. 104). Oncearebers have a greater grasp of how
individuals experience a phenomenon, they mustgng previous assumptions...to be
open to the phenomenon as it appears” (Finlay, 2003).

The first step of phenomenological analysis istrefiéto as “epoche,” or as
Moustakas (1994) defined it, when “the everydayansthndings, judgments, and knowings
are set aside, and the phenomena are revisite@3JpBeing cognizant of epoche,

researchers must become aware of internal biasescathemselves of any involvement,
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preconceived notions, prejudices, or assumptioss ity possess about the phenomenon
(Patton, 2002; Katz, 1987). After doing so, theeegsher can then approach analysis of the
data with a fresh, open mind.
Husserl identified various ways researchers shbrddket and set aside conceptions
of how things are supposed to occur so they camsfoa the specific phenomenon that is
experienced. Bracketing is a process engaged ihebsesearcher that includes removing the
phenomenon from how it is defined or interpretecbading to academic literature and
scholarly understanding (Husserl, 1913; Denzin9)9Benzin outlined bracketing in five
steps:
(1) Locate within the personal experience, or stify, key phrases and
statements that speak directly to the phenomenquestion; (2) Interpret the
meanings of these phrases, as an informed re&)edptain the subject’s
interpretations of these phrases, if possible|rgpect these meanings for
what they reveal about the essential, recurringufea of the phenomenon
being studied; and (5) Offer a tentative statemandefinition, of the
phenomenon in terms of the essential recurringifeatidentified in step 4
(pp. 55-56).

Grbich (2007) indicated the ultimate goal of pherowology was for the researcher to

provide a thorough description “of the structurésansciousness of everyday experiences at

first hand” (p. 86).

The necessity for researchers to report findingsyson themes that emerged from
participants’ experiences with a phenomenon mighmisinterpreted unless they are
reported with a contextual description. But if msders follow phenomenological data
collection and analysis methods with a strict reginreaders will lack the context in which
the phenomenon existed. Furthermore, researchersviah to provide readers with an

interpretation of how a phenomenon is experienoeds overall essence. Researchers need

to employ appropriate research methods that eladleeporting of the essence of a
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phenomenon, according to the cultural context irctvit exists (Patton, 2002). In short, a
method of inquiry should be used by researchethespcan interpret individuals’
experiences with a phenomenon.

For this particular research study, the phenomeyolovestigated was centered on
privacy management by school administrators padtaig in a PLN. The vast majority of
data collected from participants described thejregiences of using social networking tools;
how and when they disclosed information; how thescpived their privacy; and what they
believed PLN meant to them as learners and prafiesls. From this data, | was able to
bridge and connect my own experiences and knowlegdggerpret meaning.
“Phenomenology is not only a description, but &lso seen as an interpretive process in
which the researcher makes an interpretation offrtb@ning of the lived experience”
(Creswell, 2007, p. 59). As a school administrétat regularly participates in a PLN, |
shared meaning and experiences with the studytgipants. As such, | was better able to
interpret and report my interpretation of the gap&nts’ experiences with the phenomenon.
Hermeneutics

Hermeneutics is one such inquiry model associatddpthenomenology; it targets
the researcher’s role in reporting and interprefiagicipants’ experiences. Smith (1997)
described it as a “research methodology aimedaatyming rich textual descriptions of the
experiencing of selected phenomena in the life-avoflindividuals that are able to connect
with the experience of all of us collectively” @0).

Founded by Frederich Schleiermacher (1768-1834in&eeutics contains a guiding
framework to assist researchers in interpretingm@nsliding context to reported experiences

by participants (Patton, 2002). Though hermenewas originally implemented to analyze
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important texts such as the Bible, the procesvbasme popular amongst qualitative
researchers when analyzing interview transcriptsranorded dialogue (van Manen, 1990).
Hermeneutists are much clearer about the factghibgitare constructing the
‘reality’ on the basis of their interpretationsd#ta with the help of the
participants who provided the data in the study.
...If other researchers had different methods, orditierent purposes, they
would likely develop different types of reactiof@gus on different aspects of
g;e setting, and develop somewhat different scesdBichelberger, 1989, p.
Hermeneutic phenomenology was developed by Matgidegger (1889-1976), a
German theologian. Similar to phenomenology, heeuga phenomenology focuses on
human experiences as they are lived (Laverty, 208&meneutic phenomenology places
greater emphasis on illustrating the details oégperience with the ultimate goal of
generating meaning and understanding of the experi@Vilson & Hutchinson, 1991).
Heidegger desired to know more about humans’ utetstsg of being human in the world
(Laverty, 2003). He believed that understanding avagain component of being human: not
necessarily in how we understand the world, biterathe way humans are. Pre-
understanding is a foundation for human existend¢be world, which is the collection of
culture of which encompasses humans without themkng. This pre-understanding
inevitably becomes a part of humans’ backgroundhisiory. Koch (1995) asserted that
humans generate meaning as they construct theldiwemg from their background and
history. To be human and seek meaning, humans maderetations of the world around
them based on their background and history. Anii&896) considered hermeneutics an
interpretive process that bridged understanding wiphenomenon through language.

Hermeneutics is seen as a study of humans astbextsne comes to understand through

interpretation and meaning (Kvale, 1996). Heidegmpsited that understanding is contingent
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on humans’ background and history, which cannavmeded. As a result, humans must
admit and identify all such interpretive influend¢kat may bias understanding. This can be
done by engaging in a hermeneutic circle thatsififtm parts of an experience to the totality
of an experience and back and forth to increasagergent and understanding with a text
(Laverty, 2003; Annells, 1996). Kvale (1996) stateid cycle ceased when a human reached
understanding, free of contradictions or misinfotiora

Hermeneutic research methods differ from phenotogyocalling for the researcher
to greatly reveal his/her experience and backgramitirelates to the phenomenon. A
reflective journal, or memoing, is a tool that @asist researchers through this process
(Laverty, 2003). Hermeneutic phenomenological datauld be comprised of the
researcher’s personal notations of the phenomerasticipants’ data, and contextual
information about the phenomenon. Participantseofifeneutic phenomenological studies
should be purposely selected so that only thode avitple life experiences with the
phenomenon can yield thick, rich data (van Man@8,7). Researchers should ask open-
ended guestions so participants can share persmmas and lived experiences with the
phenomenon (Koch, 1996). Careful attention shoeldnade not to focus exclusively on
verbal transcription, but instead on implied andlein meaning.

The data analysis process for hermeneutic phenolioginal studies results in a
process of “self-interpreted constructions of thgearcher and each participant, thus
reflecting many constructions or multiple realiti@saverty, 2003, p. 21). As Heidegger
insisted about meaning, hermeneutics is a prooesdving researcher and participants

through reading, reflecting, and interpreting.
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As a qualitative researcher in this study, my més to best understand how the
participants came to understand their experientie tive phenomenon of participating in a
PLN while regulating their privacy. Again, becausegve shared meaning and experiences, |
was better equipped to provide valid interpretaad meaning of participants’ experiences
with the phenomenon. Because of my role as a rés@astrument in this study, it was
rooted in double hermeneutics (Smith, Flowers, &irg 2009). As Patton (2002) stated,
“one can only interpret the meaning of somethingonfra certain standpoint, or a situational
context” (p. 115).

Interpretive Phenomenological Analysis Compared tdraditional Phenomenology

In traditional approaches to phenomenology (Mdieta1994; van Manen, 1990;
Husserl, 1967) research focuses on the “studyeofifir-world — the world as we
immediately experience it pre-reflectively rathiearn as we conceptualize, categorize, or
reflect on it” (van Manen, 1990, p. 9). By comparisinterpretive phenomenological
analysis centers on the lived experiences of iddiais as they reflect and interpret on their
experiences with a phenomenon. Smith et al. (2668¢ribed how a phenomenological
researcher and an interpretive phenomenologicaareker would differ in their approach if
studying the phenomenon of anger. A traditionaingimeenological researcher might ask
“What are the main experiential features of beingrg?” (p. 45) and focus on “the common
structure of ‘anger’ as an experience” (p. 45).idterpretive phenomenological analysis
researcher, on the other hand, would ask “How dplgewvho have complained about their
medical treatment make sense of being angry?"J).céntering their research on “personal
meaning and sense-making in a particular contexpéople who share a particular

experience” (p. 45).
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In this study, | explored how school administratparticipated in PLN and how they
understood and made meaning of their PLN partimpaind privacy practices after
engaging them in a reflective interview dialogue.

Role of the Researcher

At the root of qualitative research is the ovepaticess of obtaining rich, detailed
data from participants; this requires the researtthbecome the key instrument. Contingent
on the research study, qualitative data may barawatahrough interviews, focus groups,
observation, and object analysis. The data cotieatnethods must be pre-planned,
implemented, analyzed, and reported by the research

In this study, | sought an appropriate researdgethat would enable me to extract
descriptive data from the school administratoripigrdtors that would help explain their
experience with utilizing social networking toolsdaparticipating in a PLN while
maintaining elements of their privacy. | selectednheneutic, interpretive phenomenological
analysis research design methods for the purposeerfgthening my role as a key
instrument in this design. Through such researcihoaks, | was able to interpret the
experiences and understanding of the participatitg)ately revealing the overall essence of
all participants. Such essence was based uponpheuttources, including the infusion of my
personal experience and knowledge. The integrationy experience and knowledge on this
topic maximized the overall credibility and valg@f my interpretive findings. Patton
(2002) stated:

Judgments about the significance of findings awvs thevitably connected to
the research’s credibility, competence, thorougbnasd integrity...be
attentive to and conscious of the cultural, pditisocial, linguistic, and
ideological origins of one’s own perspective anttgas well as the

perspective and voices of those one interviewstlaoske to whom one reports
(pp. 64-65).
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Chapter 4 is solely dedicated to reporting theifigd of the study. The findings were
written in first person, and used the strategic@taent of thick participant quotations to
support my interpretive findings.

Design of the Study

Maxwell (2005) asserted that there is no presegptnodel for conducting a research
study, as it is contingent on the issues and phenarabout which the researcher wishes to
learn more. Researchers should also “prestructbesi’ design, which will “reduce the
amount of data that you have to deal with, simpifythe analytic work required”
(Moustakas, 1994, p. 16). The following subsectiprside specific details of this research
study.

Setting

The setting for this study was a relatively newitdigearning community that
utilized a microblogging website as its primary meaf collaborating within a PLN. The
membership of this specific digital learning comntyimwas composed of educators,
including teachers; school administrators; higlteroation professors; and others with an
interest in K-12 education topics.

The online learning community was founded in Jap2arl3 by two school
administrators. To preserve confidentiality foiststudy’s participants, the name of the
learning community was purposely omitted. My invatvent with the learning community
began two weeks after the group’s first Twitterdzhguestion-and-answer session. Several
members | followed on Twitter had published poktt included a hashtag used to follow or

participate in their weekly Twitter chat; | eventyaused this to join. Soon, | was answering
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guestions and engaging in digital conversationaidboration with educators from across
the county on a topic related to improving schadiuwe.

Participants met for one hour each week to engagecollaborative question-and-
answer dialogue and address education-relatedigugsthe community was “open” to the
public; no admission requirements or restrictioxisted aside from the fact that those who
wished to digitally collaborate needed to have ssd¢e Twitter. According to a social media
analysis of the learning community’s interactioih® average number of posts per Twitter
chat session within a four-week period (May 26 relJli6) was approximately 402, with an
estimated reach of 81,941 Twitter accountholdeop$y, 2013).

Sampling

One of the greater challenges in qualitativ@giewas sampling techniques.
Unlike quantitative research sampling methods, tvikiigaw upon probability and
convenience sampling, qualitative research methegisire a more “purposeful” technique
of sampling. Maxwell (2005) described four speciBasons to utilize purposeful sampling:
to (1) ensure the “representativeness or typicalitye setting”; (2) develop a sample size
that exhibits heterogeneity; (3) “deliberately exaencases that are critical for the theories
that you began to study”; and (4) “establish patccomparisons to illuminate what is
going on in a way that representative cases car{ppt"89-90).

The goal of this hermeneutic phenomenological resestudy was to gather and
report rich, detailed descriptions that explained/tschool administrators that participated in
a PLN using social networking tools while manadingjr privacy, came to understand and
make meaning of their experiences. In an efforh&ximize the extraction of rich

information from participants, the sample size padicipants were purposeful and not left
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to randomization (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000; Pattof02). Purposeful sampling methods are
consistent with hermeneutic phenomenological dasdyais method (Llewellyn, Sullivan, &
Minichiello, 1999).
The aim in participant selection in phenomenological hermeneutic
phenomenological research is to select participahtshave lived experience
that is the focus of the study, who are willingadtk about their experience,
and who are diverse enough from one another toneehaossibilities of rich
and unique stories of the particular experienca Manen, 1997).

For this research study, | utilized criterion saimgpimethods to ensure that
participants met certain guidelines that wouldd/igteater quantities of information-rich
data. To better understand participants’ experievitethe phenomenon, it was critical that
the participants were experienced with the phenamébaverty, 2003).

In determining what participants would be mostahl# for the study, | established
the following criteria for eligibility:

e Must have been a current K-12 public, or privatéosl administrator at the
district- or school-level;

e Had actively communicated using the microbloggiog Twitter; and

¢ Must have agreed to participate in the study.

Smith and Osborn (2007) suggested smaller sanyg#e sb researchers could
effectively engage in interpretive phenomenologaralysis. Researchers must use
discretion when determining sample size based tipginoverall research question (Laverty,
2003). For this study, | selected six participa@tthe six participants, there was a variety of
school administrative job titles, including an asamnt superintendent, principals, and

technology directors. There was a noticeable diffee in the number of male participants to

females; only one female communicated interesamig@pating in the study. All of the
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members had been actively engaged in Twitter Piridfyding having associations with the
initial state-specific PLN targeted in my samplieghnique. All participants were initially
contacted through Twitter posts, direct messagebemail. The messages provided a brief
description of the study’s purpose along with & e an informational website | created that
provided more details about the study.
Data Sources

In qualitative research, credibility is lent to diees that undergo data triangulation
from a variety of sources (Patton, 2002). For sigly, | utilized multiple forms of analysis
from my data sources to “crystallize” and validatg data analysis. For this proposed study,
| drew from the following data sources: (1) senustured interviews and (2) documents,
which included a written account by participantd arsecond document of participants’
Twitter posts (Tweets).
Interviews

One of the central tenets of phenomenological egidi the process of viewing a
phenomenon through participants’ worldviews. Fin2§08) spoke of allowing the
phenomenon to present itself naturally rather theing forced by researchers. “Openness is
the mark of true willingness to listen, see, andarstand” a phenomenon (Dahlberg,
Dahlberg, & Nystrom, 2008). Smith and Osborn (206d)cated that interpretive
phenomenological researchers sought data souraegrtivided rich details about how
participants perceived and made sense of a phermmArpopular data source for
interpretive phenomenological studies is a senuiestired interview.

Patton (2002) succinctly described the primary psepof interviewing participants

as allowing the researcher to “enter into the offeson’s perspective” (p. 341). Other
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qualitative research methods, such as observatidrdacument analysis, do not wholly
enable the researcher to understand a participamtgions, feelings, beliefs, sentiments,
motivations, and/or thoughts.

In this study, the primary data source was an jtiesemi-structured interview.
During the interview, each participant was askeestjons about social networking, personal
learning networks, and their privacy. The intentha interview was to engage participants in
a discussion that helped bring out their understanand meaning of the aforementioned
topics as well as the phenomenon of this study.

Moustakas (1994) asserted that interviews are pyighata collection tools in
phenomenological studies. The semi-structuredvigerdraws upon formal procedures and
protocol for questioning and recording while legvmoom for deviation in the interview
guide. Such deviation would be guided by the p@diat’'s open-ended responses. Merriam
(1998) provided more detail about the processs®mai-structured interview:

...more open-ended and less structure...guided by aflguestions or issues
to be explored, and neither the exact wording herarder of the questions is
determined ahead of time. This format allows ttlseaecher to respond to the
situation at hand, to the emerging worldview of tegpondent (p. 74).

According to Wertz (2005), semi-structured intewseshould lead to concreteness;
specific details should be gained instead of abstmad interpretive responses. Questions
need to be concrete and open-ended, leaving pbémyportunity for participants to provide
vivid, candid details of their experiences. Thoggmi-structured interviews are not entirely
controlled by the researcher in that questionsantextualized and posed according to the

experiences of the participants, researchers a@ueaged to create an interview schedule in

advance (Smith & Osborn, 2007). It is also essktité researchers ask as few direct
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guestions as possible with the hope that the [yaaints’ responses will “stay as close to the
lived experiences as possible” (Laverty, 2003,9). 1

To ensure certain questions were asked of eacbndspt an interview schedule of
guestions was created in advance of each interviais.can be viewed in Appendix C. The
interview questions were strategically selectethat participants could delve into their
experiences with social networking tools, PLN maption, and privacy while making sense
of their meaning and experience. The questions we@ed to be open-ended and often
included follow-up questions to engage the paréiotpn thorough discussion on the specific
topic.

Semi-structured interviews should generally lastertban sixty minutes and should
be uninterrupted (Smith & Osborn, 2007). “Peopleally feel most comfortable in a setting
they are familiar with, as in their own home” (13)6although this is difficult to regulate
given the potential geographic diversity of thedgta participants. Each interview was
conducted via telephone and recorded by a thirtspoNotes.com. Participants provided
authorization of the recording and transcriptiortha interview in advance of the study. “It is
not possible to do the form of interviewing...withdape recording” (p. 64).

Following the semi-structured interviews, data wasascribed and analyzed
according to interpretive phenomenological analysehodology.

Documents

Archived records, written documentation, and wnittetifacts have long been used in
anthropological studies and are generally refetoess “material culture” (Patton, 2002, p.
293). “Personal documents are a reliable sourdataf concerning a person’s attitudes,

beliefs, and views of the world” (Merriam, 1998,14.6). In this study, participants were
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asked to construct a written document explainimgy thast experience with social
networking tools and PLN participation. There weoespecific guidelines imposed on the
participants’ written documents; it was only regedshat they attempt to share their
“journey” using social networking tools while pa&ipating in a PLN. Written documents
were to be submitted prior to the semi-structurgdrviews. However, not all participants
did so. In one such case, a participant (Amy) stiechiher written document approximately
two weeks after the interview occurred.

Additionally, | created a document that containael participants’ Tweets.
Specifically, | collected fifty Tweets from eachrpapant published over a thirty day period
(November 15 through December 15, 2013). Tweetsdligral Twitter posts of no more than
140 characters; they often contain a hashtag (wargérase written with the symbol “#”
positioned at the front) or hyperlinks to intersetirces. My intention in collecting
participants’ Tweets was to provide me with a baitelerstanding of the actual use of
Twitter by the participants. This could then belgnad and used to draw connections to
emergent themes from the semi-structured interveaveswritten documents.

Analytic memoing

Glaser (1978) described a memo as “the theorizimnigwp of ideas about codes and
their relationships as they strike the analyst &hdding” (p. 83). Memos are intended to be
conceptual and help derive deep reflection foraedeers. Memos are not intended to rehash
data. Instead, memos are for researchers to bemygections across data.

After | conducted the semi-structured interviewhagiach participant, | intended to
read the transcript on multiple occasions. Withheaading and coding, | began memoing

for various reasons including what surprised orzpedz me; interpretations or initial
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explanations; reflections on the coding procesd;rag perceptions and thoughts (Miles &
Huberman, 1994). Each concept was coded separ@tet/assisted in my analysis as |
“move[d] easily from empirical data to a conceptieakl...building toward a more
integrated understanding of events, processeangaractions” (p. 74).

Data Analysis Procedures

The data analysis of this research study was wusetntify emergent themes and
patterns as it related to my research questionsidtv do school administrators make
meaning of their experience utilizing social netkng tools to participate in a personal
learning network and understand privacy?; (2) Hovechool administrators describe their
experiences with personal learning networks angapyi?; and (3) What themes can be
identified from their experiences for the group?

“The aim of interpretive phenomenological analysig explore in detail how
participants are making sense of their personakacthl world” (Smith & Osborn, 2007, p.
1). To analyze the data and derive meaning fronpénspectives of participants, | instituted
a double-hermeneutical approach aligned with therpmetative Phenomenological Analysis
(IPA).

Meaning is central, and the aim is to try to untierd the content and
complexity of those meanings rather than measuie filequency. This
involves the investigator engaging in an intermeetielationship with the
transcript (p. 66).

For researchers new to IPA implementation, Smitd.g2009) encouraged the
integration of a “heuristic framework” (p. 80) t@lan the analytic process. The dual-stage
interpretation approach enables participants toensakise of their world while allowing the

researcher to try to make sense of the participamdsheir world. My data analysis process

was aligned to Smith et al. (2009), often refeteds a four-part analytic process. To assist
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in the data analysis process, | purchased a onesgéiavare subscription to NVivo, a
gualitative data analysis software program.
Four-part Analytic Process

Smith et al. (2009) called the first step of tharfstep analytic processadingand
rereading During this initial step, | immersed myself irethudio transcriptions from the six
participants’ semi-structured interviews. During tieading and rereading stage, | only
looked into one participant’s interview transcgpta time before moving on to the next
participant. This methodological practice betteatdad me to enter the participant’s life-
world and interpret their experiences. Smith e{2009) recommended IPA researchers
listen to audio recordings during the reading ardading process to allow the participants’
tones, emotions, and nuances to be connected tmattseription. By adding the audio
recording to my immersion of reading through traimts, | believed | was better able to
understand and interpret the participants’ datattS&Osborn (2007) would agree with this
decision, arguing that qualitative data analysisipersonal process and the analysis itself is
the interpretive work the investigator does at eafdine stages” (p. 67). At the same time as
these initial steps, | launched my use of “analgtemoing” (Smith et al., 2009, p. 82). The
analytic memos included initial perceptions, thasgheflections, and identification of
thoughts in a pre-interpretive manner. | also foommaelf recording analytic memos using a
third-party interview recording program (NoNotestgo Each of my verbal analytic memos
provided me with additional memos that could hagerbcross-referenced to my written
memos.

After closely reading and rereading transcrigiedgan the second stepitial noting

(Smith et al., 2009). During this stage, | analylirds of the transcript, continued with
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analytic memoing, and designated codes for thettlataappeared meaningful. Codes were
assigned in three distinct categories, as deschipeiimith et al. (2009):
e Descriptive Researcher’s identification of key topics andggsless; identifications;
descriptions; and/or explanations of the interveaugject.
e Linguistic Researcher’s attempt to put meaning behind waddstification of
participants’ use of language, grammar, expressjmusses, etcetera.
e Conceptual Researcher’s identification of preliminary conisepnd themes that
would begin to describe participants’ experienctéhhe phenomenon.
Smith and Osborn (2007) indicated that this initilde of data analysis is similar to textural
analysis, dividing a text into various units of memg. The hope is to find participants’
expressions that can be identified as “theoretioahections within and across cases” (p.
68).

After my initial noting process ended, | movedittte third of the four-step analytic
processdeveloping emergent them&suring this stage | drew upon the coded datavddri
from step two and sought connections amongst pessiemes from my interpretations of
data from all six participants. As themes begaen@rge, emphasis was placed on my coded
data rather than the verbatim transcription ofipi@ents’ interviews. According to Smith
and Osborn (2007), some of the themes will clustgether and pull others with them. The
emergent themes are typically “expressed as phvelsieb...contain enough particularity to
be grounded and enough abstraction to be conc&g&malth et al., 2009, p. 92). These
themes closely reflected my interpretation andysis)| not the verbatim text of participants.
“This form of analysis is iterative and involveslase interaction between the reader and the

text” (p. 72).
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The final step of my data analysis v&sarching for connections across emergent
themesDuring this phase, my coded data was used torgenmy overall analysis. |
inspected the coded data to determine what patéerh®r connections were evident
amongst the data. With the assistance of NVivecbrded and entered all the “conceptual”
coded data and began to formulate them into logjealpings. Each grouping received a
special name, indicative of my interpretation aguasption of the overall theme that joined
the coded data together.

The “results” and “discussion” sections can badtrred in two various ways.
According to Smith and Osborn (2007):

In the first, the ‘results’ section contains theeggent thematic analysis, and
the separate ‘discussion’ links that analysis &ektant literature. An
alternative strategy is to discuss the links tolitleeature as one presents each
superordinate theme in a single ‘results and dsounssection (p. 76).
“Whatever method of writing up is used, the ketoisry to capture the complexity and
ambiguity of the lived world being described” (Fag] 2008, p. 6). My findings of this data
are available in Chapter 4, while Chapter 5 provideliscussion of the findings. The
findings include participants’ verbatim text to popt my interpretive findings.
Documents

Participants’ written document and Tweets were dageng data analysis methods
prescribed by Miles and Huberman (1994), which ime@numerative and thematic coding
procedures. Data from the documents and Tweets agsigned codes which were later
clustered into themes and concepts. My codesags“or labels for assigning units of

meaning to the descriptive or inferential informaticomplied during a study,” helped bring

meaning to the data (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. b8) codes were classified into two
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categories: descriptive and interpretive. The prielive codes | created were conceptual and
were subject to my interpretation of the data.
Analytic memoing

As | progressed through the four-part data analysismpiled my early thoughts and
interpretations in a reflective journal. These pasrved as my analytic memos. Analytic
memos are designed for engaging in further inspeaif and reflection on the participants’
experience with the phenomenon through all foua datalysis stages. My memos were
categorized and later used to interpret particgdardanscripts. Each memo code was
assigned its own definition and description.

Limitations and Ethical Considerations
Limitations

Every research study is prone to particular linotad that can compromise its
validity and reliability. Because of this possityilicare was taken to reduce potential
limitations from impacting the study. The followitighitations have been identified in this
research study: (1) exclusion of participants wieweanot school administrators or school
leaders; (2) exclusion of participants not utilgifiwitter; (3) lack of demographic data
collected during participant recruitment phase; @)dubjectivity of the researcher.

The key limitation to this study was derived frony gecision to only sample
participants that were practicing school admintstimand only those who participated in a
digital learning community with microblogging todsch as Twitter. Having used
purposeful sampling techniques, | was better abttlect rich data. However, it is
important to note that the sample size may not neflected the PLN population at large.

Demographic data were not collected during the@pant recruitment process, including
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participant-provided gender/sex or ethic/raciabiniation. The sample of participants was
comprised of five males and one female. It is giedhe study’s sample was comprised of a
homogenous racial and ethnic demographic. Ultipatee sample size may not have been
representative of the greater PLN.

Patton (2002) asserted that it is impossible fiasaarcher to truly observe
participants’ internal feelings, emotions, and tijais. Because of this, researchers must rely
on personal interviews with participants. Unfortiehg interview data collection methods
cannot guarantee that accurate data will be celteehcapsulating participants’ thoughts,
particularly that of a larger population. “The gtyabf the information obtained during the
interview is largely dependent on the interviewgr.”341).

Lastly, another limitation to this study concerng past and current experience using
social networking tools to participate in PLNs. §may have biased my overall objectivity
toward the phenomenon studied. Critics of qualitatesearch methods generally assert that
it is impossible for researchers to fully removeitibiases, worldviews, and preconceived
notions of a phenomenon. To gain further credipiliemployed a data analysis method that
emphasized my direct involvement with the phenomenrather than diminishing and
excluding my insight. As | interpreted participdrdata, | kept a journal about my
experience and reactions. This process providesgpearency regarding my biases and
interpretations of how the phenomenon affected gacticipant.

Validity

Qualitative studies differ greatly from quantitain that researchers do not generally

design a study to safeguard it from “anticipated ananticipated threats to validity”

(Maxwell, 2005, p. 107). Qualitative researchersttee other hand, employ various data
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analysis strategies that increase the likelihoogreter validation such as triangulation of
data; bracketing; and/or member checks of datalit@tige research abandons methods that
rely on the generalization and reliability of ddtestead, Creswell (2003) asserted that
gualitative research emphasizes a finding’s validib increase a study’s validity, a
researcher must make choices about the designfalbrkedevance and significance to the
participants, setting, and phenomenon (AltheideoBnon, 1998). Perhaps more simply put,
Polkinghorne (1989) stated validation occurs whemitlea is well grounded and well
supported” (p. 57).

Internal Validity

The following strategies were implemented to inseethe internal validity of this
study: (1) crystallization; (2) member checking} §ata saturation; and (4) reflexivity.

Following Ellingson’s (2009) writing about crystaktion, | utilized various forms of
data collection and data analysis to increaseipditance of triangulation and place a
greater focus on the verification of participarggperiences with the phenomenon. My data
collection included three different sources, whesttrapolated personal stories, meaning, and
understanding of the phenomenon from the parti¢gdsiven my first-hand experience with
the phenomenon, | believe | brought to this studgep, rich context that was of great
assistance during the interpretation and analyages.

Member checking is a process that provides pasitgpwith the opportunity to offer
credibility to a study’s findings or interpretat&riMember checking is said to be “the most
critical technique for establishing credibility” ificoln & Guba, 1985, p. 314). During the
semi-interviews, | restated and summarized keytpdig participants to ensure what | heard

was correct. After participants’ interviews conaddg each participant received a copy of the
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interview transcript and was given an opportunstyeview it for errors. Additionally,
participants were provided with preliminary findggt the conclusion of the data analysis
stage, so they could review the findings and makemmendations and give feedback.
Other than providing a written acknowledgementpadicipants offered any critique or
recommendation for alterations.

Merriam (2002) suggested that researchers immiesedelves in a study’s data in
order to understand a phenomenon. Given this ssugse of hermeneutic interpretive
phenomenological analysis, saturation of the detaiwed after | interpreted participants’
data and analyzed my memos. In total, | dedicasgediytwo months to reflecting,
analyzing, and interpreting data from my particiggaand my analytical memos.

The final strategy used in this study to increasernal validity was reflexivity.
Patton (2002) defined reflexivity as a researchefs in self-reflecting and self-questioning
his/her biases and experiences brought to the sAslgoted earlier in this chapter, |
discussed the importance of my role as a key ingtni in this study. By administering IPA
methods and grounding the study in hermeneutiasliéve | was best able to capture the
overall essence of the phenomenon as experiencttparticipants. And through the
analytic memoing, my notation of personal reactigesceptions, and my initial
interpretations as they developed showcased hrgflexivity. It was through my memoing
that | was able to express my personal biasesiqu&experiences, and previous attitudes
toward my experiences with the phenomenon.

External Validity
External validity is primarily centered on genezability (Merriam, 2002). Creswell

(2005) stated that generalizability is “often natracial issue for qualitative studies” (p.
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115). Through the presentation of thick, rich daearchers provide readers with the ability
to transfer the information to their respectivetea Creswell (2007) encouraged the
incorporation of thick, ample data to help read&aensfer information to other settings and
to determine whether the findings can be transiéfe. 209). In Chapter 4, my findings
include descriptive quotations and statements fpanticipants along with my interpretation.
Reliability

A study’s findings must be trustworthy and consisteith data collection: both
important tenets of reliability (Merriam, 2002). §uiative researchers can promote
reliability by drawing upon others to gauge if datal “the results make sense, they are
consistent and dependable” (p. 27). To ensure ody findings are reliable, | drew upon
the assistance of a “critical friend.” During thata collection and analysis process, |
frequently contacted my academic advisor Dr. Loeeuthers, Associate Professor at the
University of Missouri-Kansas City.
Ethics

According to Creswell (2003), it is the role ofessearcher to plan for potential ethical
situations that may evolve when the researcher gaist‘entry to the field site of the
research; involve participants in our study; gafhensonal, emotional data that reveal the
details of life; and ask participants to give cdesable time to our projects” (p. 44). If
human subjects are incorporated into a researdy,stilhe well-being of research
participants must be our top priority” (Mack et, @005, p. 8). The researcher is in a position
of power or privilege that necessitates maintairarggrict control to “avoid hurting or
embarrassing people who have been trusting pariméne research endeavor” (Angrosino,

2005, p. 736).
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It is my contention that qualitative researchersnmuotect the interests, safety, well-
being, and confidentiality of their participantsadittimes. Capron (1989) provided guidance
to researchers with regard to protecting humangyaants, including: (1) informing
participants of the purpose of the study; (2) piowy the option for participants to willfully
participate in a study; and (3) giving the partsifs the power to withdraw from a study at
any time. The Belmont Report (1979) outlined thteg principles that must guide
researchers’ ethical considerations, includingréspect for persons — dedication by the
researcher to protect the rights of participardsyall as demonstrating maximum
transparency about the study’s purpose and outcd@)eseneficence — assurance from the
researcher that a commitment has been made to mennsks associated with the study; and
(3) justice — the opportunity for the study’s outws to directly benefit participants (pp. 2-
5).

Researchers must gain informed consent from alldmusbjects that elect to
participate in the study. According to Mack et(@2D05), informed consent is the most
critical process of the researcher’s ethical carsitions. Through informed consent,
participants should be notified of the intricaciéghe study so that they are empowered to
make an informed decision regarding their partittgpa Informed consent can be obtained in
writing or verbally. The following characteristiegere included in my consent forms to all
prospective participants: (1) the purpose of tlseaech; (2) what was expected of the
participant, including the time involved; (3) an@masis on the fact that participation was
entirely voluntary; (4) steps to maintain confidalty; (5) the name and contact information
of the lead researcher; and (6) the name and dantaomation of a local ethics committee

chairperson, should participants have any questegerding the ethics of the study (p. 10).
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Prior to the study, | gained written proper condemin participants, which is
available for review in Appendix A. The letter inded my university affiliation; an
introduction of the problem; the research questisought to illuminate; the specific
expectations of the participants’ role; a confidaity statement; and clear guidelines
informing participants of their right to withdrawoin the study at any time.

The sampling population of this research studyuidet! only participants over the
age of eighteen, thus eliminating necessary safdgua protect the rights of minors.

Since this study drew upon school administratoastipipation in a PLN while
managing their privacy, it was important that Iteted and maintained full confidentiality
of all participants. In this study, pseudonyms wesed for all participants as well as
references to any individual’s names provided anfdéon various documents and artifacts.
Additionally, | decided to not disclose the namehad online learning community that served
as the original setting of this study in order taximize confidentiality for all participants,
particularly given the ease of conducting seardirenqueries for keywords, names, and
phrases to identify and retrieve information. Farthore, specific Twitter posts were used as
a part of a document analysis. Because such Twittets could easily be traced back to the
creator, thereby revealing the study’s participatiits wording of Twitter posts were
modified.

Another concern researchers must be prepared tienenf participants share too
much information, or sensitive information, thatynmet be directly related to the study
(Alderson, 2004). In such cases, this data ren@nfidential but is discarded from data

analysis purposes. In addition to researcherstatinesponsibility to maintain
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confidentiality, it is also a good tactic to butldist and strengthen the overall researcher-
participant relationship.

Lastly, the University of Missouri-Kansas City litstional Research Board has
assumed the responsibility of reviewing researdppsals that are designed to work with
volunteer human subjects to ensure all ethicalidenstions have been designed to maintain
their protection (UMKC, 2011). To fulfill this respsibility, the IRB is guided by three
overriding principles:

(1) Protecting the autonomy of the subjects (sehbjects must be informed
about the nature of the study, the details of thaiticipation must be
voluntary); (2) ensuring beneficence (i.e., thedsgs of the research must
outweigh the risks); and (3) promoting fair procestuin the selection of
subjects (i.e., the risks and benefits of resesihciuld be evenly distributed
among the possible subject populations) (UMKC, 2011

Prior to having collected data and interacted \willnan participants, this research
proposal was submitted to, reviewed, and approyetidd UMKC IRB. Once consent from
the UMKC IRB was authorized, fieldwork and dataection began.

Summary

In this chapter, | provided an overview of the sl design methods. The chapter
opened with a rationale for qualitative researchhods and the corresponding research
traditions. A discussion of the study’s design unled details about the setting; sampling
technique and procedures; and a description cdetteng and participants. Furthermore, data
collection and analysis procedures were highlight@dtly, a discussion concerning validity,
reliability, limitations, and ethical considerat®to the study were considered.

In Chapter 4, a review of the data collection mdghare provided in addition to the

gualitative findings. The chapter includes a thgtodescription of the emergent themes that

derived from a four-part Interpretive PhenomenatabAnalysis (IPA) as well as the
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findings of a written document analysis from participants’ written samples and Tweets. The

chapter includes thick, rich statements from participants’ data to support the findings.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS

This qualitative study was designed with the puepalsunderstanding how school
administrators made sense of their experienceimigisocial networking tools as they
participated in a personal learning network (PLNhle/regulating boundaries and
maintaining privacy. For the purpose of this stutig, phenomenon identified was privacy,
defined as the “ongoing self-regulation of settimgindaries toward others with whom we
interact” (Palen & Dourish, 2003, p. 1). This imgeztative phenomenological analysis (IPA)
study focused on what commonalities existed amahgsschool administrator participants’
understanding and experience of privacy and thesraf social networking tools within their
PLN.

The IPA research method and design was appropaatkis study as it enabled
participants to verbalize how they made senseef tinderstanding of the phenomenon
through a semi-structured interview; it also peteditthem to elaborate on their insights in a
written document. Additionally, using social netkimig tools to participate in a PLN served
as an opportunity to use my experiences as a d@andelation from which to interpret and
analyze participants’ experiences with and undedstey of the phenomenon. Because |
wanted to better understand how participants’ ceamaderstand their privacy, | tapped into
gualitative research methods that would yield thrah descriptions that would not have
been produced had | used a quantitative researdly stethodology.

As | analyzed the data, | continually referred bckhe central question and
subquestions that guided my study:

Central question:
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e How do school administrators make meaning of teegerience utilizing social
networking tools to participate in a personal l@agmetwork and understand
privacy?

Subquestions:

e How do school administrators describe their expeas with personal learning
networks and privacy?

e What themes are identified for the group from tlesiperiences?

The overall design and research methods employtdsmesearch study were done
according to a specific framework that is detaile@hapter 3. The setting of this study was
not a physical site but rather a digital onlinehéag community or digital personal learning
network centered on a Twitter chat session grobe. digital setting was extremely
applicable to this research study as | was seedghgol administrators actively engaged in a
PLN using Twitter. The specific digital PLN | usegs a Midwestern state-specific Twitter
chat session that met once a week. There was moesebership or formal organization to
this chat session. Members communicated with otlvéhsn this PLN using a specific
hashtag that incorporated a state abbreviationttedords “edchat.” Examples included
“ILedchat”; “lIAedchat”; “CAedchat”; and “NYedchat.To maximize participants’
confidentiality, | opted not to identify the spacifTwitter chat session group as data can be
easily linked to participants by a simple searchimes query.

Using a purposeful sampling technique, | recrugixdschool administrators for this
study. The participants were invited to participadsed upon active engagement using
Twitter to participate in an education-related Plpxbfessional job assignment as a district-

or school-level administrator; and agreement tdigipate in the research study. As seen in

116



Fig. 2.1, | invited participants via several metbodcluding personal Tweets; Twitter direct
message; and email. Each Tweet contained a brigdage and a hyperlink to a webpage that
| created that provided prospective participanthadditional information concerning the
purpose and logistics of the study. A three minidieo that | had recorded was embedded
on the website and contained information concertiiegstudy’s purpose and context. All
participants successfully communicated their irdeamd provided signed consent forms
within thirty-six hours. Prior to the study, | dmbt know any of the participants personally
although | may have previously participated inestgppecific Twitter chat sessions that they
also attended and in which they participated. Tinexge a noticeable difference in male and
female participants, with only one female particppeommunicating interest in participating
before the close of the recruitment phase comparsdveral males sending messages of
interest.

In an effort to preserve the confidentiality of {herticipants, | assigned a pseudonym
to each individual: Amy, Bob, Charles, David, Eddjaand Frank.

Following interpretive phenomenological analysise@ch methods, the primary data
collection procedure | used was a semi-structunegtview. The interviews yielded thick,
rich statements from participants, who described texperiences with and sense of
understanding of the phenomenon. | specificallysehan IPA approach for this study so that
my experiences and understanding of social netwgr?LN, and privacy could be
incorporated into the study. Unlike other phenontegical studies, which call for
researchers to abandon their preconceived notimhsiiaderstanding of a phenomenon, IPA

enabled me to use my experiences to interpretdtedtawn from participants.
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Table 1

School administrator participants’ job titles andagraphical regions

Participant Pseudonym Job Title Geographic Region
Amy Principal (grades K-12) South
Bob Director of Instructional West
Technology
Charles Assistant Superintendent for Midwest

Teaching & Learning

David Dean of Students (grades 9-12) Midwest

Edward Principal (grades 9-12) Midwest

Frank Director of Instruction and Midwest
Technology

Each participant engaged in a semi-structuredvigercomprised of approximately
nineteen questions. The interview questions werglell into three separate categories: (1)
social networking; (2) personal learning networksgl (3) privacy. Each semi-structured
interview was conducted over a phone confereneedimd recorded by a third-party
program, NoNotes.com. The recorded interviews warescribed and used for data analysis.
Using an IPA four-part analytic process, | analypadicipants’ interview transcripts using
descriptive and linguistic interpretive codes. Thesdes formulated conceptual units or
emergent themes. These conceptual units were tiadyzad to reveal commonalities and

shared themes.
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Each participant was asked to create a documensiiaed their insight or
experience with social networking and PLN. | did mopose any requirements regarding
length or subject upon participants; they werevedid to write as much and as freely as they
wished. Each participant submitted a written docutynihese varied in size. The shortest
document was a half-page and the longest was aippaiedy a full page-and-a-half. To
analyze the documents, | used a coding processresedpf enumerative and thematic
codes.

Additionally, | collected fifty Tweets from each gpigipant. The individual Tweets
were recorded in a spreadsheet for data analydisvare then coded and analyzed, again
using an enumerative and thematic coding process.

The data collection and interpretation phase waspbeted over a timeline of two
months, beginning in December 2013. Because thiegef this study was a digital learning
community with open access through a hashtag ottd@iwl had extremely easy access to
participants. Aware of the holiday season’s po#nti create scheduling conflicts with
participants, | sought to complete all semi-struetuinterviews before Christmas Eve. All
interviews were completed within a five day winda@ch lasted approximately fifty-five to
sixty minutes. Participants were asked to subneit thrritten documents prior to the
interviews, but not all participants did so. Thegjuired additional follow-up email
communication with these participants. Specificallyny was the last participant to
electronically submit her written document. Amy sutbed her document on December 31,
following three email reminders. Participants’ Twewere collected in mid-January 2014,

but this did not require direct communication wothinvolvement from the participants.
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Because none of the participants had restrictedtdmaccounts, all of their Tweets were
publicly accessible.

| maintained close communication with all partieipaduring the data collection and
analysis process. With the exception of the agtuatview, all communication was done
exclusively through email.

At the outset of designing this research studygwgl was to focus an entire study on
a topic that was of great passion and relevanoeetgpersonally and professionally. |
understood that through my research | would hagefgportunity to contribute findings to a
sector of limited educational research that addily would help me. Given my current
professional assignment as a school administratoployed by a for-profit company, my
social media activity is routinely monitored andgct to criticism by colleagues and
supervisors. As such, | have been required to dreallg minimize my social media
activity, as well as take care not to discloseaterinformation that might be deemed
sensitive or negative to others. Aware that | cowdtibe the only professional with similar
experiences, | sought to understand how other $&uministrators made sense of their
experiences sharing and disclosing information @hikintaining or ignoring their own
privacy. As a qualitative researcher | was ablgaim invaluable data from the participants
that can benefit and be applied not only to thecatian community, but to me as well.

As | listened to each participant during the inkews, | recognized just how
passionate and eager the participants were tcboolse, share, and help improve others. It
was a truly refreshing experience to gain insigiisut participants’ social media activity
and privacy. It reaffirmed my own behaviors anda as a social media enthusiast; my

digital collaboration is critical to improving thHeeld of education. | found myself wanting to
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speak candidly with each participant. At times ¢@&ged in brief discourse with the
participants and invited each to engage in digitdlaboration in the future. | believe the
approach | took when facilitating the semi-struetumterview helped to put the participants
at their ease. Overall, the interviews did not feeinal and rigid but rather authentic,
organic, and synergetic. | believe | will collaband communicate with the participants in
the near future. Having learned more about thaeicational philosophies, frameworks, and
beliefs, | also believe some could eventually deeddriend.

To maintain validity and reliability, | employedwaal strategies, including
crystallization; document coding; member checkanyl participant feedback. Data sources
were comprised of lengthy interview transcriptsitt@n documents, and Tweets from
participants, all of which supported and crystallizhe emergent themes from the sources.
The primary data analysis method used in this stalythrough IPA. The IPA procedures
allowed my interpretation of participants’ datab®crystallized and confirmed through
emergent findings from the documents’ analysescaaiihg.

| also believed it was important to communicateprsliminary findings to
participants. All participants received a copylod taw interview transcript for their review
as well as copies of my preliminary findings of tteda analysis from interviews and written
documents. Each participant was encouraged towatwie data and preliminary findings;
provide suggestions for data to revise or deletd;share feedback on the early results.
However, other than acknowledging receipt of th&rses, no participants requested changes
or provided feedback on the preliminary findings.

Several times during and after the data analysisgss, | consulted with a “critical

friend” to confirm ideas, findings, and procedur@s. Loyce Caruthers, University of
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Missouri-Kansas City Associate Professor and myrodtae chair, provided large amounts
of time via phone and email to provide feedback asgistance.

In this chapter | share the findings of the stugiyt my role as researcher, particularly
embedded in IPA procedures, was that my experiandaunderstanding of the phenomenon
is just as important as those of the participarits’such, | was comforted knowing that the
findings would be reported in a formal structunet With insertions of my voice and
commentary. As previously mentioned, the studyidlifigs not only contribute to a limited
field of research and literature on this topic, aiso directly impact my personal and
professional practices.

Qualitative Findings
Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis (IPA) of hterviews

As described in Chapter 3, | utilized the four-saealytic procedures of IPA to
interpret the interview data of all six participanly analysis concluded with two to three
emergent themes from each of the participantsstapts, as shown in Table 2.

To provide a strategic, reader-friendly formatttoe IPA findings, this section is
structured by the “superordinate themes.” Eaclhefsuperordinate themes detail the
corresponding emergent themes of each particisapplemented with data from the
participant’s interview transcript. The superordenand emergent themes, categorized by
each participant, have been illustrated in Table 3.

Superordinate one — Must share and exchange reso@s; Help others growAs |
reviewed each of the participants’ conceptual uanitd emergent themes, | was able to
categorize them into a superordinate that was bais¢lke necessity of sharing and

exchanging resources. From the data, there weré&atefails and a wide variety of why
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each of the participants felt compelled to shaseueces with colleagues. Amy emphatically
stated that her work as an educator was “simplgootl enough” unless an educator was
sharing their work. She emphasized that the shafingprk was the work of a “true”
educator. A true educator must share and exchasgences all the time, not only seeking

information to professionally improve but also ®lhothers grow.

Table 2

Emergent themes from analysis of participants’ringav transcripts

Participant Emergent Theme 1 Emergent Theme 2 Emergent Theme 3
Amy Superstars and Not Good Enough  Privacy is Not a
Experts Unless Sharing Necessity
Bob Bypass Gatekeepers Grandma Rule to Can’t Count on
of People and Info  Guide Sharing Privacy
via PLN
Charles From Professional toGiving, Taking, Doesn’t Worry
Personal Stealing, Sharing About Privacy
David Share, Share, Share Privacy Might Equal
Hiding
Edward Surrounded by Building a To Grow Online,
Awesome People Community Cannot be Hidden
Frank Prevented the Plateau Privacy Less Than
One Percent of the
Time
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Bob stressed the importance for one’s PLN memloekadw their personal side,
extending the idea that one must share informati@hresources. However, Bob stressed
that the sharing and disclosure of information sthawt be exclusively professional;
personal sharing is necessary as well. Bob beligvatda PLN must also know some facts
about the real life persona of others. Ultimatéig, PLN information and sharing was ruled
by his “Grandma Rule”: his guiding principle to sagthing that he would not repeat in front

of his grandmother.

Table 3

Superordinate themes from analysis of emergentdhem

Superordinate 1: Superordinate 2:
Must Share and Personal and
Exchange Resource: Professional Benefits
Help Others Grow Powered by PLN

Superordinate 3:
Privacy Should Not
be the Priority

Amy Not Good Enough  Superstars and Privacy is Not a
Unless Sharing Experts Necessity
Bob Grandma Rule Bypass Gatekeepers Can’t Count on
of People and Info  Privacy
via PLN
Charles Giving, Taking, From Professional to Doesn’t Worry
Stealing, Sharing Personal About Privacy
David Share, Share, Share Privacy Might Equal
Hiding
Edward Building a Surrounded by To Grow Online,
Community Awesome People Cannot be Hidden
Frank Prevented the Platea Privacy Less Than
One Percent of the
Time
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This superordinate theme also stemmed from theepdnal units that were
interpreted from Charles, who stressed the notdmgving; taking; stealing; and sharing.
Charles engaged in these activities on a dailysfasithe benefit of himself and those within
his school district. Charles’ activity was basedndrat | dubbed “The Newspaper Rule.”
This rule guided his decision-making process oftwinauld, or would not, be shared through
social networking tools. Because of this newspapler, Charles stood by everything that he
shared online, explaining that if it had been @thin the next day’s newspaper he would
have no regrets.

The conceptual unit of “share, share, share” uas a significant aspect of this
superordinate theme. David defined his personahieg network as a group of inter-sharing
and said that the real value of the PLN was atteithtio the information being shared
amongst its members. | drew upon very rich, thieltesnents from David that helped me
gain a better understanding of how he came to madaning of the use of social networking
tools while participating in a PLN and its effeots privacy. Similar to Charles, he
understood that one must consider a guiding priecguch as the newspaper rule, to guide
one’s social networking posts. He knew he couldatttrol the perceptions of how others
would view his online contributions, but believéat they were all appropriate as he only
made digital posts that were intended to help stgeow.

Sharing information and resources did not seebetenough for Edward. It was
evident through the conceptual units that Edwatdadly sought to build a community so
that he might share resources and information avilrger audience. He fundamentally
believed that he must contribute to others by sigaaind giving back. Overall, his purpose

was to serve others.
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The conceptual units of these five participants posed this overall superordinate
theme. The following emerging themes provided na@tail about the participants’
statements from the interviews.

Emergent theme: Not good enough unless sharing —yADuring my interview with
Amy, she was asked to expound on how social netngtkols might have changed the way
she viewed her connections and communication witars. She cited positive effects of social
networking and PLN tools on digital collaboratiamdan particular noted the way they fueled
her passion for sharing content, resources, andmation with others online. The notion of
sharing and digital collaboration was more thahgusexpectation; it was almost a
requirement in order to do good work as a teadkray emphatically stated that “It is not
enough to do great work anymore. If we are notloerte and sharing what we are doing with
other people, then we are not doing our kids jastairselves, or education as a whole.”

She credited social media for offering educatorast, powerful tool that should be
used to share knowledge. The value afforded to &4é\s as they share resources was
maximized by the social networking tools. Amy conmteel, “I think that is what social media
really gives us, having access to people that seazeg things and have amazing
conversations. | think that social media gives atlus those great ideas that we can share with
everyone.”

As Amy reflected on her use of social networkiogl$ to participate in a PLN, she
indicated that a stark change unfolded in how séved her digital collaboration. She
recognized that she was once reserved in her pahdieng of content with others. She
assumed her contributions were not as effectiasdrigh-quality as others. However, over

time this changed and she began to embrace thetopppto share her contributions online,
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ultimately validating the work she was doing witltine education field as valuable. The

following excerpt supports this notion:
| think it has made me much more open to shariagar much more willing to
put myself out there. A year ago | would have newetten a blog, | wouldn’t
even have a website and put myself out there bedaarsbably wouldn’t have
thought what | did was good enough. And what | aingl may not be good
enough but it still needs to be shared becausegdizEck to what Chris Lehman
said, “If you are doing great work and you arestwring it, then it is not great
work” (Amy).

Amy was asked to speak about her intended audigher sharing information. To
Amy, it was not important if the recipient of hafarmation was a strong tie or a person she
had never previously interacted with online. Amyieaeed it was important to collaborate with
everybody and did not prioritize one subsectioh@fPLN over the greater masses. “I try my
very best not to deviate between those who migimypéavorite per se versus new people that
are just getting into the fold, because it was fkas a year ago that | was just jumping into
this new social media,” Amy said.

Amy noted repeatedly the way in which the onlidaaation community of
collaborators was comprised of positive, eagereip-individuals. “The community of
educators online is for the most part ninety-fieegent to ninety-eight percent so open and so
positive and so willing to share” (Amy).

To Amy, sharing knowledge and resources was maitdier popularity, amplification,
or online identity as an expert. But this mindgdtribt always exist. Amy was once frustrated
by the fact that her online posts were not hightyarded, sought after, or shared with others.
She said “It used to bother me how | would blog stinimg and | would not get a million

Retweets or a million people reposting my blog.tTkally used to be something that would

bother me. But | am over that.” Amy indicated thlag felt all right knowing that not all people
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would take value in her online contributions. As sivserved, “I am not a professional writer. |
am just sharing.”

Just as Amy did not expect everybody within heNRa& find all her online
contributions of high value or relevance, she wasally careful to not be disingenuous with
others’ online posts. Amy claimed “I am very conss whenever somebody does something
that | don't think is great. | don’t tell them & great, but | also don’t give them fake
compliments.”

Amy did not fear that she jeopardized relationshup not sharing PLN members’
content. Amy noted that “I think that it is an @fong for some people and you just have to get
over it. It is not about having a million followerd love it when more people follow me, it
makes me feel good.”

Amy had a high regard for her PLN, particularlgéase of the members’ various job
positions and willingness to share.

| have a group of experts that are educators thagxperts in every field. |
have elementary teacherglementary principals... high school
principals..high school teachers... superintendenspecial education
supervisors... parents that are PTA presidents... pdaph different
countries. And they will all share and that is witnet most important thing is.
Your personal learning network has to be willingrehs that can't just be
takers, they have to be givers. That is what ktismrmost important. If you are
going to be in the professional learning netwo0%f what you do has to be
giving and 10% can be taking (Amy).

Amy described her PLN as “people of truth.” Her Plvils comprised of those wanting
others to succeed, to share feedback, and to estwrth other PLN members. She described
her PLN as “...a group of supporters, cheerleadaspaople that basically are there for you.

They tell you when you are doing great work, when gre doing work that is not so good,

when you are doing stuff that needs to be applatided
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Amy also insisted that a vital function of her Piads to provide high quality and

meaningful content.
| want people that are going to provide really goodtent. They are going to
give great blogs, they are going to give outstamdmmments, they are going to
give you feedback and it is not always necessgaigg to be positive (Amy).

Amy felt confident in the content she chose to shvath those within her PLN, based
upon whether or not she felt comfortable with istgal in a physical public domain. Amy
explained, “I have the same rule for myself thidave for all of my students; | am not ever
going to write anything that | would not write dmetwall at the bathroom here at the high
school.”

Overall, Amy had confidence and pride in her omlosts, despite some expressing
divergent viewpoints. She was aware that divergemntions existed, but she was
comfortable with potential criticism. She observieat “There is nothing that | am going to
put out there that | am not going to be proud afnla high school principal. You know how
many people criticize me every day?”

Despite knowing that she could not control howeatithose to judge or perceive
her online identity, Amy believed that she portyerself accurately and honestly online.
She stated, “I think on my Twitter feed | am reafen and honest. | am not Retweeting things
| don’t believe in. | am not just posting thingsith have not read.”

Amy shared a negative experience she encounten@eitinher digital collaboration
with a PLN member. Staying true to her personasiomsof sharing information, feedback,
and resources with others, Amy commented on a Pehners’ blog and was not
immediately prepared for a challenging discoursg ¢nsued.

| think it is important to get feedback on bloge.Iommented on it, and what
| thought was a great comment and give feedbaekrpped me a new one.
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Just absolutely tore me apart and it devastated mean it just devastated me
because it was so embarrassing to me. | thinkathatmy turning point where |
just had to learn this isn’t about you, and whedikou or whatever, this is
about learning and we are all here to learn andre@all here to share. It is
okay to have different perspectives (Amy).

Amy found herself in another negative experienceéenhcilitating a state-specific
education-themed Twitter chat session. During aiseshe interacted with a participant that
expressed differing views. Amy described how sltelie participant was negative and not
willing to listen; this caused her to avoid thetjggpant and choose not to seek them out for
future collaboration.

This idiot came on and was saying all these thatgsit how student voice was
not important and how kids could not be trustedhwstudent voice. And |
engaged with the person and | told them | disagratidthem and | gave them
a few reasons why. And they wanted to keep on arahd | just finally cut off
the conversation because they obviously were riaggo listen. | think that at
some point you just have to say, yes we are dong/jA

The sharing of information with PLN members wastode restricted to only
educational resources and information, accordirdny. She also believed that it was
important to share and disclose personal informatith PLN members so they could learn
more about her personal side. Facebook servedm@atvenue for this type of information
disclosure. Amy described how some of her onlingndaries became blurred. She shared that
“A lot of my close professional network is now oly Fracebook. | work hard to try to maintain
things professionally on Twitter and not blur thiaé much, although | will put a few personal
things out there.”

Amy did disclose personal information, but gengrahly information that could
already be accessed through the public domain sOcte example Amy cited was “If | win an

award and my family is with me, | am going to put picture of my family on there,

something along those lines.”
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Emergent theme: Grandma rule — Bolbhe second emergent theme within this
superordinate centered on Bob’s verbal descrigifdhe “Grandma Rule.” It was the
foundation of this rule that guided Bob’s decisitmslisclose and share information with
colleagues online. Bob understood that digitalatmfation with weak and strong ties meant
that any content he generated online would likelgdme permanent. However, if he was
proud enough to repeat this information to his draother, then he believed it was worthy of
publishing online.

The following excerpt details this rule:

If you are not comfortable saying it to your grarjron’t say it to anyone
else. And not everyone lives by a rule like thdtte Tesson that | learned was
kind of underscoring the importance of maintairengrofessional outlook
while you are online (Bob).

Adherence to the “Grandmother Rule” guided Bob@a networking actions. He
described this further, saying “When | started andbook a few years agodon’t say
anything you wouldn’t say in front of your grandinet. And | do that in real life and | live
that way online as well.”

Bob believed that social networking tools shouldubed in a professional, productive
manner. Social networking channels such as TwattdrFacebook were not viewed as
appropriate channels through which to publicallgnptain and be negative. By avoiding such
actions, he believed it maximized the potential Hiadigital contributions would be
appropriate.

| think that keeps it pretty clean for me, so | wrthat anything online | can
stand behind. Social networking is not a place ltshbuld vent or share my

frustrations in a way that would speak foully ofgelf or any of the people |
work with (Bob).
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Extending from the “Grandma Rule,” Bob was ovemage that the information he
shared and disclosed with colleagues should alspprpriate to say to others’ faces. He was
quite cognizant of online identity and how he wighe be viewed by others within his PLN.
During the interview Bob stated, “I treat my onlipehavior the way | do my face to face
behavior; 1 would not put anything online that lwla not say to someone’s face.”

Bob was asked to think about how others viewedhiise identity and how this made
him feel. Overall, Bob felt very confident becaw$éis guiding “Grandmother Rule,”
something that could not be said of all his collezsy Bob compared himself to others as being
positive, citing educators who misused online resessiand were negative online, as indicated
in this excerpt:

| have found that teachers | work with or colleagden’t have that same rule.
Sometimes they use online as a way to blow ofisteashare frustration and |
think that just makes them look maybe worse thawg thally are. They have to
be aware of their footprint and what they put omlihguess once they put it
there, it is there. It is never gone (Bob).

Bob’s willingness to digitally collaborate and shaformation with colleagues was
high. What he shared with others online was infb@einby and rooted in the ethical
responsibility of maintaining a positive online imdigy. He was very careful not to say or post
something that he might later regret since he batigorivacy might no longer be possible.

Privacy is kind of gone and because people putisdhranline, you can'’t
expect that not to be seen. Your Facebook paga,taeegh you have got a
locked Facebook page, there is no way to reallyicethings you say or do
from getting out there. So the ethical requiremétisk are higher when you
are online than when you are face-to-face, beddese are more opportunities
to do or say something that you will regret (Bob).

However, Bob also felt responsible for disclosingugh private information to people

within his PLN so they knew more about his reabpaa. He felt that it was important for

others to actually get to know the “real” him irder to build rapport and trust. Ultimately, he
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believed that collaboration could be enhanced a/plersonal connection based on comfort and
trust. The disclosure of personal information tiglosocial networking tools was believed to
benefit his participation in a PLN, as stated is #xcerpt:
Once in a while on Twitter, | would share when écked-in at a restaurant. |
don’t want my Twitter feed to only be teaching &arning. People have to
know that | am human and that | have to make thesaections with other
people. If | feel like sharing an absurdly cutetynie of my kid doing
something, or speaking along those lines, thatshé&link that helps create a
more real persona...rather than just someone whekisgaquestions or just
talking about technology (Bob).

Emergent theme: Giving, taking, stealing, sharingGharles.For this emergent
theme, | organized the data from my interview WGtharles into a grouping with a strong
presence and recurrence of statements regarding sscial networking tools to collaborate
with PLN members. Charles described his social okdwg as being predominately conducted
on Twitter for the purpose of “interacting givingdataking, sharing, stealing ideas,” which
was where the title of this emergent theme origidaDuring the interview, Charles was
asked to reflect on the implication of his PLN v it might have changed how he learned
or collaborated. Charles credited his professideaklopment and collaboration to his PLN.
As highlighted in the following excerpt, his PLN sva source of professional synergy:

| would define my personal learning network asreleiof colleagues who |
interact with on regular basis to exchange ideasypport, and to seek support
in return. My PLN is a source of professional depehent for me; it is [a]

group of people who challenge me and help me gratizat | try to do the
same in return (Charles).

In thinking about how his collaboration and leaghhas changed since participating in

a PLN, Charles described how PLN enables “shamngsa great distance.” He believed that

social networking platforms like Twitter could edke transfer and sharing of resources
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amongst teachers. Utilizing Twitter, teachers mgy&r operated as independent silos of

knowledge and were instead interconnected, as €hsinared in this excerpt:
My PLN is an anti-silo device because you are fymbreak down this silo
approach to all that we do as an organizationinktthat my PLN is binding
all of those silos together because | have gotleesiph all kinds of different
expertise and we are all working together. It'sraage of giving-and-taking,
back-and-forth kind of an image...almost like pingigar badminton or
tennis (Charles).

Charles placed tremendous value in his PLN arelyraurged it of sources of
information or people unless they brought littiéueaor benefit to others within the PLN.
Adding resources was based on its potential to dtblers. Charles stated that something worth
adding to the PLN might be “an article on a topiattl think we are discussing,” with the
intent that it would “lead to.encouragement andconnecting some people in my PLN to
each other.”

Charles considered eliminating resources if theggewninimal digital interactions
from a person or they had little potential value:

| do go through my PLN once in a while and lookhet people that I'm
following. If I do ever eliminate somebody from tHLN it is probably
because | realize that that person | haven't realynected [to] at all and it
doesn’t seem that either one of us are gaininghamytfrom the mutual
membership (Charles).

Ultimately, Charles had extremely high regardeiducators that digitally collaborated
with others. He viewed educators within his TwitN as being of high value because they
collaborated and contributed to the field of edieceaivhile still performing their daily work
responsibilities and expectations. To Charles,ghjported his notion that digital educational
collaborators were “the best educators” within egaaization, as referenced in this statement:

My opinion is that the educators that are on Twittthey tend to be the best

teachers. And so Twitter educators out there terieta collection of the best
educators for the school or school district. I'nt trging to rank people, but...
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it is usually people who are working like crazy...dweng able to support
others. (Charles).

Throughout the interview, Charles analyzed his osm of social networking tools and
reported how instrumental they were to performirsganofessional duties. Charles had
basically created a non-negotiable daily routingtaal to ensure that he was professionally
collaborating with colleagues. His notion of cothadtion was rooted in sharing resources, not
just the sole acquisition of information or res@s.cHe noted that “I try tofind at least 30
minutes, every night, to get online and to netwaitk educators around [the] world. | try to
balance that 50/50 between giving and takimg resources and experiences and knowledge.”

In addition to giving and taking information forstpersonal and professional growth,
Charles believed his digital collaboration alsoddgad his school district colleagues:

| like to share stuff that either | have found o good resources for stuff that
we are doing for in our district. | like to steat,return, things that | see that
people are doing or if | have a need for some kingrofessional area of
growth or things that we are looking at here akohdl of reach out and look
for resources that people are sharing (Charles).

Charles inspected his digital collaboration habitd motives. He suggested that while
he would begin to work through professional matterdouse,” he ultimately relied on those
within his PLN for additional support, as explairtdCharles in this statement:

It starts in-house always when we talk to peoplenah work, when we are
tackling any kind of an issue...| start the debatng the problem-solving
and the brainstorming here with the colleaguesithairk with. When there is
no right answer and we need somebody from outhkigl@istrict to give some
input...we will get in one room and we will call sobwely. That has
happened several times this year where | havedcdifeerent people that |
know through my PLN with some colleagues here oarderence call. |
reach out as we need people that are in the coantagound the world
(Charles).

Charles insisted that he stood behind any and #gileanformation that he disclosed

and posted online, based upon his own rule —\f&& comfortable reading his online posts in
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the next days’ newspapers without feeling uncorafide, then it was worth publishing.
Charles stated, “I'm kind of committed to everythithat | tweet out being 100% something
that | wouldn’t mind if it is in the newspaper, hotg embarrassing or ridiculous or
improper.”

Charles also published Twitter posts that werequetisand fun. His confidence in such
posts was validated by his self-generated “NewspRpke.”

| try to say that Twitter is 100% for professiopalrposes, but then that is not
quite true anymore. | use it 100% professionally, grobably 90%, because
10% of my tweets are just kind of fun stuff nowtthhave got a lot of
“friends” on Twitter. But | always do maintain thB90% that | do on Twitter,
anything | do Tweet out, | wouldn’t mind seeingthe newspaper the next
day; if it had to be the worst that | would be a=xl of was saying something
silly, but nothing inappropriate (Charles).

Despite Charles’ high perception of enhanced lagrtihrough his PLN, he was not
entirely comfortable with specific aspects of cbeation and communication. Charles
reported a general unease with presenting divergewpoints to others for fear of
contributing posts that might be different fromstiiwitter PLN’s status quo. Charles
commented, “It sort of challenges me to kind of myself out there and maybe take a
different point of view and disagree with peoplairespectful, professional way.”

An analysis of my interpretative meaning units founat Charles exhibited anxiety
and frustration with certain topics about whichwauld strategically not post. During the
interview, he began to realize that certain topaaght make others within his PLN upset,
perhaps due to differences in politics or profesgi@ractices, or in fear that his post(s) would
be misconstrued or misunderstood.

| am kind of not completely comfortable with...alwayspeaking my mind. |
disagree with somebody who is also has a lot ofgseyor maybe even way

more than me. Do | really want to throw it out ghénat | disagree
vehemently with that person’s stand? So | guekpniére] totally honest, |
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would say that | worry maybe a little bit if | wete disagree with somebody
and | was going to take a politically incorrectrstaon some issue maybe
(Charles).

One such example that was discussed in the intersiighlighted in this excerpt:
| found a good math website that really was a tatarksheets. Not like
crummy worksheets, but | ended up not sharingaabse | didn’t want to be
perceived to [be] sharing a website dedicated tthiwarksheets..but |
thought my PLN would think that this is a bogusrshend that I'm sharing a
site with a bunch of math worksheets on them (@srl

Charles also shared an example of a politicatcttpat he avoided, believing his
views might be different than those within his Pi@harles shared, “I have a little bit of a
different take on some union issues than my colleagl don't really agree with a lot of my
Twitter friends on some of these issues.”

| was able to sense that while Charles mightdeaifortable engaging in discourse
with colleagues face-to-face, Twitter was not aprapriate platform since it caps posts at
140 characters. Speaking about communicating wathttonal-minded colleagues through
Twitter, Charles noted, “If | think they are toadiitional and won’t be well received without
being able to explain why I think it is a good resm,” he would not do so.

Additionally, Charles did not want to potentiallgset colleagues, create instability, or
create confrontation with others from his PLN. Thesreferred to avoid controversial topics
and stick to positive statements.

| sometimes share, and | sometimes don’t sharaueyfeelings...about
certain educators who | don’t agree with, becauseuld rather keep it
positive | guess (Charles).

Emergent theme: Share, share, share — Dawdithin this emergent theme, |

analyzed David’'s statements centering on digitatisiy as being of high importance. During

the interview, David reflected on and inspecteddwsrall PLN. He described the members
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as a group of interconnected educators with the gatpose of sharing information,

resources, and knowledge. David shared how his faeNibers generally were “working

together, sharing information, sharing ideas...witlremorse.” He summed up his PLN

activity as being not much more than “share, ststrate.”

To David, the power of a PLN stemmed from its mersbwillingness and

commitment to collaborate and share resources.

PLN is driven by so many people willing to shamgvg and learn. What is so
essential about it is...there are so many peopl¢hewé and so many people
who are willing to share. It has really taken obitiey to grow and learn and
made it limitless, for lack of a better word | ga€Bavid).

At the heart of a PLN'’s collaboration was the stidmeowledge and resources. David

believed that all information was worth the attentof the PLN, so long as it was valuable and

could help people and organizations improve. Daesktribed effective resources as those that

were:

Going to make you better...and...you share that resowrth your
colleagues...it improves your entire school but droees mindsets. ... Social
media has really given us the ability to...work odésof the walls you are
confined in and it really gets you really rich ardative ideas from schools
around the country, around the world (David).

During the interview, David reflected on why heosh to add certain people to his

PLN over others. Through his reflection, he saat the chose to collaborate with those that

intend to help others improve.

| chose to associate with people that ageing to get the best out of each
other or I'm going to bring the best out of thent dney are going to get the
best out of me. | do the same thing when | loojeaiple to follow on
Twitter...if you are high school administrator; I'noigg to follow you
because you have something that | believe | carflidBavid).

David attempted to follow all work colleagues, umtihg those that did not follow

back, engage, or sustain an online collaboratikioaship. This was done primarily in an
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effort to avoid appearing discriminatory or inegbie to co-workers. David stated, “Most
likely they are not going to follow me because lbttee Twitter chats and all the posts. They
are going to be like this guy is kind of annoying.”

Not all resources were beneficial to a PLN. Dawade to understand that if a
resource did not possess the potential to leashpoavement, it was worth eliminating.
David stated, “You can either get better or getsgopyou are really never going to stay the
same. To me anything that | use as a platformalrisathat that’s not allowing me to get
better for my students or for my staff...then | dut i

David utilized similar mindset when determiningiperson should be eliminated from
this PLN.

| don’t think | really unfollow that many peopledbn’t ever unfollow a
whole lot of people unless they don’t post anythimat | would deem
educationally beneficial or it is useless informatjust blogging on my feed
(David).

David was very comfortable knowing that individaialithin his PLN had different
mindsets. He encouraged this diversity to gendrettier ideas and outcomes.

If I can inspire one or two people versus the 5080ple..that is all that
matters. If you are only following people or corsiag with people that have
the same mindset as you, | don’t think you're gdimgee much at all. | think
that is how Twitter has helped me so tremendoss&ging different
perceptions, seeing different perspectives andnigatviose important
conversations, questioning your ideas. | think thathat has helped me grow
so much (David).

To David, the overall purpose of utilizing soamgtworking tools and engaging with
members of his PLN was based upon knowledge shanmgovement, and growth. He was
not concerned if others did not wish to follow hom social media tools. As David stated, “if

they don’t want me to be part of their network...tldey’t have to follow me. | think that is

their choice.” David’s PLN was for improvement. Buthout sharing, the PLN could not
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function and be effective. Fortunately, social rating tools enabled sharing to be done in
a speedy manner, thereby eliminating isolationahation, as noted in this excerpt:
Our ability to share information is instantaneoos/nWith social media, |
can put out a question...and have thousands of reep@nd answers.
Whether | agree with them or disagree with thehgue the ability to
collaborate with the world instantaneously. Werarseon an island anymore
and if you are on an island you choose that. Yewawer really alone in
making any decision or if you need help (David).

While David was an advocate for online collabanatihe did share his previous
apprehension of utilizing social networking tootalacollaborating with colleagues. During
the interview process, David drew connections soféamily history and its impact on social
networking behaviors. He stated, “| was very appnsive; | really didn’t want to share my
things with other people. | think | was afraid @ficule. Being the youngest of the three
boys..l was always up for judgment.”

David also shared his early apprehension of opsimdying professional experiences
and ideas when he was a math teacher.

| was pretty apprehensive about joining the ontioemmunity. | had some
conversations with a home school here about sortteeahaterials | would
use as a classroom teacher. He had a conversattome...why not share it?
| don’t want people judging my material and thengeéting offended by it.
He was like why would you have that perception thatare going to rip it
apart? Now, | look at.how involved | am in Twitter and what | do sharean
how | started a blog and I'm sharing personal thitigt | never thought I'd
share to the world and professional things fot thatter (David).

In determining what kind of information and resagdo share, David began to think
about how it might be perceived by others. Durimg interview, David shared how he
carefully considered that his online postings migbitbe received by the audience in the

manner it was intended. He said, “I think about tmasistently. | tell my studentswhen

you’re posting you have to realize that other peapay not perceive what you are posting
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the same way as you did.”

To guide his online postings and further validégirt appropriateness, David created
his own “Newspaper Rule.” He described it, sayihgJways ask myself this question every
time before | post: ‘would | want this with my puce on the front page of our paper? Am |
posting something that is appropriate, somethiatjgbmebody may deem inappropriate
personally, professionally?™

Ultimately, David knew he could not control thegptions of others and was
reaffirmed by his commitment only to generate @igtiontributions that he knew were
intended for their improvement and growth.

You do think about that especially in my role nosvaa administrator, you get
a lot more critics in the administrative role. llitkzoils down to — they are
going to perceive me how they want to perceive Asdong as | know what
I’'m posting is appropriate...what I'm sharing is mesmhelp other people...|
can whole-heartedly...hold that intention (David).

Through the interview process, it was also deteechithat David felt it necessary to
share information with those on his PLN on a maespnal level. David reported a
commitment to allow his PLN to know him personafigt just professionally, in order to
strengthen the relationship. On the topic of peasorformation disclosure, David said, “I
still think a lot of personal things need to berglaso you can have a professional
connection. Most of the people | professionallyreet with, | feel like | should personally
connect with them.” David spoke of how he perceikgdself as being personally private,
but in a professional context “I'm not trying tadlei anything.”

As | asked questions about how he believed ofhenseived his privacy and

openness to sharing online, David recognized thvaa$ probably minimal. He described

how he did not believe others would perceive a Bgjse of privacy as he was so active
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within his Twitter PLN. David stated, “I think pelgpview that | don’t value my sense of
privacy; | share everything. | share informatioatthbelieve can improve others and myself
and everyone that comes across my feed.”

In several cases, the professional sharing aridbayhtion enabled personal
relationships to forge. David shared how his ontiokaborative relationships led to sharing
personal information. David co-facilitated a weektgte-specific education-themed Twitter
chat session, through which he met colleaguesdttame personal friends. He referenced
three female participants he had never met but witbm he was in contact by phone
regularly. David shared that “now we all have eattter's phone numbers, we call each
other, we tell each other happy birthday and ittsatirely different level relationship.”

The cultivation of personal relationships was aswlent in the following excerpt, in
which David described the positive experience oétimg PLN members during face-to-face
events:

| went to the ISTE conference at Texas and welfirgdt to meet people that
you have done all these conferences with, all tiegtder chats with. You
finally get to sit and talk with them and you shehed! these things, you get
phone conversations with them, you've done allgtuff but you have not
actually really been able to meet them the conaedsi so much quick, |
mean you go from “hi” one second to where you @ang each other hugs
and “hi-fives” and it's almost like your family mévar; it is a long lost brother
or something like that (David).

Emergent theme: Building a community — Edwardithin this superordinate theme
was the emergent theme of building a communitys Beemed summarized by Edward’s
conceptual understanding and meaning of using lseetevorking tools within his PLN.
From my interpretation of the data, it was cleat tidward was strongly invested in helping

others learn and improve. Edward said, “I'm heredove a greater purpose and that is what |

want to do.” He hoped that others would ultimatglgy it forward” and enhance the
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learning community through ongoing collaborationl aialogue.

Edward’s key drive for establishing a PLN wasaarmect and “give back” to the
educational community, while his primary motive émnnecting with people was to give back
to the community and society at large. Edward’$gssional philosophy was closely aligned
to servant leadership, as he observed: “It is my @fagiving back to a world. | know the
purpose of me being here is not for me.” The foltaypexcerpt provided further evidence of
his service to others:

My purpose to be here is to do something with rfeydnd hopefully the best
way to do that is to give myself to others and tiolpethrough that, there is
something that they hopefully can learn, or sonmegttiopefully that I will
learn that will continue to help me have that ssswnindset (Edward).

Edward credited social networking tools with emadphim to engage in sharing with
others. He stated, “I know it not only helps thegle that | work with but it also... gives me
an opportunity to give back to a profession thedre greatly about.”

Edward had a solid fundamental conviction thatdvisrall purpose was to serve and
lead others to improvement. To Edward, this wasethgal responsibility. He indicated, “It
is my responsibility to make them better than tbegr thought they could [be].” Edward
went on to say:

It is my responsibility to make them be better thiagy were yesterday. My
responsibility inspires them to want to be a greletader, a greater person, a
greater educator whatever happens to be the caseit & not different for
me when | get on a chat, it is not different for wieen somebody tweets me
and asks for say my help. I look at that as myaesjbility, as my duty
(Edward).

Edward believed that he could help others impimwepenly sharing his weaknesses

and vulnerabilities online and modeling how all eators should strive for continuous

improvement. According to Edward, “In order to hetper people | have got to model them,
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put myself out there, and prove to be a littlevbiherable.”

To help others, Edward believed in tapping the peweé social networking, which
came naturally to him. Long before social netwogkiools evolved, Edward had leveraged
his social networking skills for collaboration witlolleagues. Edward stated, “Before the era
of Twitter | used to do a lot of social work netwimg online mainly through
email...personal phone calls and just visiting pedple defined socially networking with
individuals as being much more than just confireeddcial networking platforms. Edward
posited, “Social networking is actually bigger thast what is happening today...it is on
Twitter...on Facebook.an Pinterest, or whatever happens to be the case.”

Edward came to understand his social networkingpanticipation in a PLN as a way
to build a conversation and a community, as refsxenn this excerpt:

That is why I think for me when | got heavy intetbocial media, specifically
with Twitter two years ago, it was a natural fidlahallowed me to expand to
a greater...global perspective because now it isjoswithin my space or
maybe within my region, it is truly worldwide no®Bo what it has done for
me is allows me to not only be a part of that,ibatiows me be a part of
something that is bigger than me, which to me inapipion is what makes it
awesome; it is just an awesome experience (Edward).

Edward clearly wanted others to become better &y a¥ his shared knowledge,
information, and resources. Edward wanted to n&ituild a PLN, but a community to serve
others. It was through online posts and a Twitted fhat he believed a sustainable digital
community could be forged. He was excited and nadéig to build a community of
educators hungry for knowledge and resources tbatat even exist. Edward proclaimed,
“To me that is what | love about social media...ibais us to build communities that right

now today do not exist. But because of it, willsgtomorrow...a week.a month...a year

from now.”
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During the interview, Edward reflected on a stageedfic Twitter chat session he co-
founded. The Twitter chat session was an exampléhat Edward sought to achieve: a
sustainable community of learners helping eachrokie described this in this statement:

We feel that chat [state-specific Twitter chat s@¥s..people learn from that
chat. It is cool watching how people will becomegected from all parts of
the country that never knew each other. So we taexliltivate those
relationships by connecting people when we heagtthey, why don’t you
ask so and so or so and so hdd.have learned enough about them that | can
help connect to other people to those things aadhfs made us obviously
really proud because that is how we can give baekgrofession and feel like
we make an impact somewhere greater than oursidegrd).

Superordinate two: Personal and professional bena$ powered by PLN.As |
reviewed the conceptual units from participantejas appropriate to establish a superordinate
theme that focused on the personal and profesdiemaifits of PLN collaboration that was
bestowed upon the participants. My interpretatibpasticipants’ data suggested a heavy
reliance on their ability to connect and collabenaith others within their PLN in order to
satisfy or enhance personal and professional exeas.

| titled the conceptual unit for Amy “superstarslaxperts” based on her comments
that highlighted the importance of connecting vettiperstars through social networking tools.
Amy viewed most of those within her PLN as beingwW&er and smarter than herself, which
inspired her to connect with them. She also spdkew she developed strong relationships
with many individuals, some of which blossomed in@lthy friendships.

| sensed similar commonalities during my intenigith Bob, who also seemed to
believe that if not for being able to connect vaitperts through social networking tools, he
would not be able to function as effectively in jak. He also attributed social networking to

being the root of healthy relationships with lorigtaince family and friends that could not

exist if not for social networking tools.
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Similar context was noticeable in my interpretatid data from Charles, who felt that
his personal learning network was deepened by Wegromunicating and collaborating with
individuals through Twitter. It was through his Plaidtivity that he ultimately built personal
relationships. Charles stated he had a solid oelstiip with about one hundred colleagues and
a very close relationship with about fifty. | wdsleato sense that Charles’ perception of his
social life was actually enhanced by his TwitteNPHe was very happy and proud to share
that he often met and socialized with some memiddns Twitter PLN.

| had little doubt that Edward was entirely motadiby and driven to surround himself
with amazing, awesome people. It was through tlltiad of educators and colleagues into
his PLN that he gained the additional installabbenergy and motivation in addition to
satisfying his need for validation. Throughout mierview with Edward, it became clear how
vital it was that Edward be in an environment whHeecould teach and help others improve. |
began to sense that Edward would not feel adequdtdfilled unless he believed he was
helping others, personally and professionally.

Lastly, Frank benefited from his PLN significanthersonally and professionally. |
detected that Frank had genuinely experiencedteguiaor temporary stagnation, through his
previous learning experiences. Throughout theviger, Frank reflected on his plateau and
expressed how social networking tools permanentiglifi,ed how he learned and interacted
with others in a positive sense. Social networkoals and PLN participation seemed to have
provided him with the rejuvenation and renaissdeaming experience he needed. He vividly
described the positive sensations he experienasgl lenbegan to learn collaboratively with

others while utilizing social networking tools tolence his learning experiences. His
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acquisition of knowledge changed after he streasdlims sources of information through
social networking and microblogging platforms.

The experiences and understanding of the pantitspavealed how social networking
and PLN patrticipation permanently changed and lteddiacets of their personal and
professional lives.

The following emergent themes provide further desions of how participants made
sense of their understanding and experiences byoWgir vivid statements.

Emergent theme: Superstars and experts — Artitled this emergent theme
“Superstars and Experts” after interpretation efitieaning units applied to Amy'’s interview
transcript. Several meaning units emphasized tbesséy and importance of social
networking tools and/or participation within a PL$\lice they provided Amy access to
“amazing educational experts.” The notion of besngounded by mentors, “amazing
superstars, and great writers” really inspired Aty she explored what her PLN meant to her,
she visualized herself surrounded by people ofleaugreater value. She explained that “I
automatically think of just really supportive peepbeople that inspire me, people that cheer
me on, people that give me great ideas, peopleateaamazing writers.” Amy expressed a
sense of humility regarding her PLN colleaguesidacribing her PLN members, she stated,
“I think 99% of them are more amazing than | arthink that it is really important; that you
don’t think that you are the biggest person indfevd.” She went on to say, “I think | have
got amazing superstars in my network and | thigt’shwhat's amazing, to be surrounded by
SO many superstars.”

Amy perceived social media as being the connectbridge to experts. She explained,

“I think that having access to people that say angathings...educators that give us those
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great ideas that we can share with everyone.”

Due to geographical constraints, social mediaiges’Amy with professional
opportunities to collaborate with colleagues fraiwuad the world. This was an important
feature for her; she spoke negatively about digrtattices within her respective geographical
region. According to Amy, “I am much more activehvpeople that are not within my circle,
per se geographically. Social media hasn’t caughike they have everywhere else. We are
really not very forward thinking or very progressit/

A statement describing Amy’s understanding ofithpact of social networking as
improving her geographic constraints can be seest he

| mean, professionally it has made me so much bastan administrator
because | am exposed to so many more amazing edsidabtave learned so
many new things that | would have never been exptséere in the middle
of nowhere Arkansas. So many great people, thereamany amazing
professional practices that | just would have ndesmn able to share with my
teachers or my kids, just great ideas (Amy).

Leveraging the ability to connect and collaboratitn global experts through social
networking tools, Amy created daily routines to che with her PLN resources. By doing
so, she could see the posts of the people sheviedl@n Twitter and continue her sharing of
ideas, information, and resources. First thindharnorning, Amy checked her Twitter feed
to peruse the activity and events of those pubtisgheTwitter PLN members. She spoke
about how she no longer relies on traditional mashto follow blog posts via RSS feeds.
Now, she solely uses Twitter. As Amy describedu$t look at my favorite bloggers and
follow them on Twitter so | see who has blogged sthiimg new. | am always checking
throughout the day, | am always Tweeting. My frieade Tweeting.”

Amy understood her experience of digital collatioraas having profound impacts

on her personal and professional life. If socidivoeking tools were unavailable, she stated
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she would have a difficult time imagining what eddbration would be like. However, she
believed she forged positive relationships withaiarPLN members. In these cases, she
claimed the bonds are strong enough that collalooratould easily translate into telephone,
email, or postal service communications. Amy désctiwhat the impact on her life would
be without social networking tools in the followistatement:
| think | will be really depressed. | mean, | rgallo | think my professional
learning network is such a positive thing in mg lénd it really lifts me up
and it gives so many good things. | think as arcathr, especially as an
administrator, we are so isolated. | am a reallsitpe person and | really try

to always be glass half full and | think that itwle be really depressing for
me not be able to connect with all those peoplevith the touch of a finger

(Amy).

Amy continued by describing the connections forgth PLN members on a more
personal, intimate level. She stated, “I| have pbbptwenty amazing, close friends now that
| didn’t have a year ago. | feel like | probabliktéo them every other week on the phone
with a deep conversation.” The commonalities sharadngst Amy and her PLN colleagues
Amy enhanced the personal connection and friendslaipwas forged. She said, “I have
connected with them because we have so many things in common and wialkkatine-talk
of education..it has been a real win-win, to me, my school, enydelf personally.”

Once Amy developed personal relationships witlmddals that were once only
professional colleagues, her digital boundariesiyecblurred. Amy confirmed, “That line
has kind of gotten blurred, so a lot of people atbmy Twitter network are also in my
Facebook network, but that is just because thepareof my personal network now.” She
indicated that she separated social networkindgstatuses based on personal and
professional purposes. Amy stated:

Primarily 1 use social networking through Twitténat is my biggest way of
networking with my professional peers. | love Teitthat is where my
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professional learning network was formed. | do Back and that is my
personal network. So, | am very big about the tieeveen Facebook is my
personal, and Twitter is my professional (Amy).

Emergent theme: Bypass gatekeepers of people afahila PLN — Bob Within this
superordinate, the data were categorized into argant theme that | titled “Bypass
Gatekeepers of People and Info via PLN.” The mepuomits | assigned to portions of Bob’s
interview transcript emphasized his use of so@alvorking tools for the benefit of accessing
info while bypassing restrictors or gatekeepers Bitributed the ability to effectively perform
his job to social networking and web-based techgioéb tools. According to Bob, “I don’t
think | would be able to do my job as well. | dottitnk | would be able to have the
excitement. to seek out answers. | would be so limited if lyom&éd Google to find
answers.”

Bob perceived social networking and his PLN as iging access to resources he
would not otherwise been able to access. He shdredlpws me to see things and read
things that otherwise | wouldn’t have access to.”

Social networking tools minimized the negativeset§ geographical constraints
imposed on personal and professional connectionts.spoke about how Twitter helped him
connect with others digitally. He said, “You knowvitter allows me to connect with people
who may never cross paths with physically or evevkn that they existed, much less know
their ideas or their thoughts on particular techgglor instructional strategy.” Bob knew
that he would be unlikely to penetrate social @f@gsional circles of those not within a
proximal distance or context. An appealing compoiémicroblogging tools was that
experts, entertainers, athletes, and other pullicds had increasingly begun engaging with

fans and followers. This excitement also resonatigidl Bob. He said, “I think everyone gets
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excited knowing that we are on Twitter and they imensome renowned researcher or
speaker and they get a response back and theypemaling a discussion.”

Bob spoke about his recent digital collaborati¥pegience with a “renowned
researcher,” Robert Marzano. In describing his ggpee, he stated:

That is the kind of thing that | would never haweeb able to interact with,
say, Robert Marzano. But, | was on Twitter and $wcussing an idea and |
tagged him on a Tweet and | got a response anavitnat! never happen. To
be able to speak to some of the foremost mindduicaion and technology
and that would not happen unless you are on sonted{isocial media (Bob).

Bob described how Twitter allowed him to bypassgatekeepers of information and
knowledge and get directly to the source. He stédiddg personal kind of mode of operation
is that if | can get to the ultimate source thevill try to get there.” Bob shared an
experience of using Twitter to engage with a premeat a conference.

| was at a conference where a state superintesgeie, so | tweeted at him
to see if | could ask some questions at some ploinhg the conference. | did
not get a hold of him, but one of his aides who &alas on Twitter sent me a
direct message and said, “Hey, send me your qursstéiod | will make sure
that they get to him and that you get a resporBeb).

Accessing resources and information in a speedyaralso paid dividends in Bob’s
career. Though he could draw resources from thabawhis department, he could also
directly benefit from those within his PLN who résd around the world. Bob spoke about his
work department as being limited in size, with ogight total staff members. As the
department researched answers and resolutionss Blatsal Twitter PLN could be of
assistance instantaneously. He said, “I can tumyt@omputer screen and have access to
thousands of peopleworld renowned experts, and get their feedbackeir thoughts.

That's pretty impactful and | think positive.”

Just as social networking powered his abilitydoess experts and gurus around the
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globe, it enabled him to establish an ever-grovgergonal learning network of strong and
weak ties and strengthen relationships with faailg friends from different geographical
regions. “Personally, it is great because | cameonhwith family and friends. | can keep in
touch with dozens of friends from college in a vtlagt | otherwise wouldn’t be able to,” Bob
said. Without social networking tools, he did netibve this would be as feasible. Overall,
social networking tools were vital to how Bob cudiied long-distance relationships. He said,
“I have a job that takes up ten twelve hours aatayfour kids at home, so my time is
limited in what | can use for socialization or kewpin touch with people.”

During the interview, Bob reflected on how he vieMis PLN and its impact on his
learning. Visually, Bob began to describe his Plshhdarge room, full of interesting ideas
generated by individuals coming and going.

| would have to think of it like a big room, youdw you think of it like a
huge auditorium, lecture hall or something liket thiad you can turn to that
room and you can have a big group of people toastevith and you can go
in and out of that room as you please as ofteraardrely as you pick (Bob).

To Bob, this room provided access to countlesg/speady to help him grow,
personally and professionally. He stated, “It cangene to potentially millions of other
educators, in reality | am connected to hundredbansands.”

Digital collaboration using social networking toeas not a guarantee that Bob was
going to communicate or collaborate with everybaayin his network. However, by using
such tools the potential of engaging in two-wayatjae was greatly increased. Bob spoke
about how Twitter posts often had links to blogces; over time such communication could
become a two-way discussion. He said, “I don'tractewith everyone who is in my personal

learning network, but there is at least some kiindoale-to-node communication and Twitter

allows that one direction communication that theadk to two direction communication.”
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Throughout the interview, Bob drew meaning froméuxperiences with social
networking tools and the impact on his digital abthration with others from within his PLN.
He had a firm conceptualization that social netwarkand a PLN enabled one to connect
with people and ideas. According to Bob, “I thinksithe way to connect to people and also
ideas, just as much ideas as it is to connect patple.”

Emergent theme: From professional to personal — Cles. Within this
superordinate, | identified meaning units for Chaihat strongly detailed how his social
networking and PLN spurred the transformation &dtrenships with others from
professional in nature to personal. Charles’ PLI¥ e@mprised of those that he sought for
professional assistance and resource as well estieng sense of humor, compassion, and
mutual respect for digital collaborators. Charlearsd, “I always try to think of them as fun,
the laughter and the fun. They all seem to havera kealthy sense of humor. It's always a
lot of fun going online.”

Charles viewed his interactions with PLN membersage than just focusing on
professional topics. He believed it was entirelgegatable to integrate humor and fun into the
collaborative efforts. Charles stated, “Sometim#srk it worthwhile to share some good
humor and fun with my PLN and to cheer them upeskthem motivated.”

Charles’ collaboration with colleagues transfornméd relationships and friendships
with PLN members. Charles described how many “sttees” developed from within his
Twitter PLN.

| think that | follow maybe about 1800 people analytre | have about 3200
followers. If any of those ask me a question ontiex;j | feel like | would
respond and | would feel gratified that they as&ed | would feel happy to
answer if | could. Of those 3200, | would say abt@® of them | would

almost consider strong ties. About 100 of themrkMhat | would pick up the
phone right now and call if | need to. About 5Gludse | have met in person.
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But those people are the people who, not only cimtact them via Twitter,
but | probably have a lot of their cell phone numstend | follow their blogs.
| know where they work and | could email them Iifdd to and probably a lot
of those probably half that 100 | know in-persod amet at this point
(Charles).

During the interview, Charles reflected on hisiatd#ion with others within his PLN
and understood his experience of collaborating wiliers as leading to stronger relationships,
particularly with those he met at conferences ahatational events. Charles stated, “There
has been a number of people who | have ‘met’ ortt€wi.met in person. It's always been
rewarding to do that because they are great pemale/ou kind of validate how great these
people seem...in real life too.”

Charles admitted that some PLN members generajegbser bond than others. In
such cases, these individuals became a “stron@uid’grew into a stronger relationship than
others. “I meet a lot of people...but it is kind bétstrong ties...that for one reason or
another, you connect with a little bit more and yeel a bond with,” Charles said.

Charles shared insight on how his family membekegddun at him for interacting
and physically engaging with members from his TeviLN, as referenced in the following
excerpt:

My wife and daughter kind of make fun of me. My dhater would say...who
are you going to the game with? | went to the B§@hscago Bears] game
about a month ago...and | told her | was going togdi®e and she said, “who
with?” My answer always seems to be Twitter friernu=ople that | have met
on Twitter.

During the interview, | was able to detect highsfaction and tremendous pride in
the relationships forged with certain PLN memb@isarles shared a story of how he

traveled to attend an awards ceremony honoringhiBember, entirely paid on his own.

During the trip, he had a chance to meet seven@r®LN members he had not previously
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met. Experiences like this served as powerful exasgf how Charles benefited from the
acquisition and development of personal relatigmskinrough social networking and PLN
participation.

Charles told a story about how a member of his RIaY willing to provide
assistance for his daughter, who at the time waslege freshman attending college in
Philadelphia.

One of them | met, he is about 30 minutes from euygthter’s college in
Pennsylvania and I'm 1,000 miles away. And herifrean year in college she
was struggling a little bit. | met him later, infgen... he gave me a cell
phone number and said, “if she ever has any probteaii, I'm a dad too and
I’'m available 24/7 give her my cell phone numbée san call me anytime
for any reason and | will be there in a minute éfphher out” (Charles).

Emergent theme: Surrounded by awesome people — Edwanalysis of my
meaning units assigned to Edward’s interview trapséound a noticeable emphasis on
Edward’s desire to be surrounded by awesome pewhieh became the title of this
emergent theme. While Edward predominately spokesofjuest to improve others, he also
indicated his interest in surrounding himself witkally good people.” He stated, “I just try
to surround myself with really good people, bulsbareally surround myself with people that
are really talented, which is what | do in my ovehaol.” Edward explained further, “So
what | try to do is surround myself...[with] peoplet | can take home and my mother
would be really proud of and say, ‘this young maneially awesome, this young lady is
really awesome.™
Edward explained what he considered to be of ingpae when building and

growing his PLN. Ideally, he wanted to build a “f@ssional team, surround myself with

people who have the same qualities...same valuesathe attributes.” Furthermore,
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individuals that were “very good at what they doace much better at what they do than |
do” made for prime targets with whom he would sun himself.

During the interview, | asked questions that pudbéward to consider how a PLN
changed how he viewed himself learning with othEdsvard shared how he came to
understand how vital it was for him to be surrouwhdgth people of divergent viewpoints and
beliefs. Ultimately, Edward believed “It is not aliane; it is greater than me. It is about
connecting others with other people because the iymuw can do that...in our profession...it
is a really positive thing.”

Edward admitted to understanding his experiencke aviPLN as energizing and
motivating him with great content by great educstor

| would say that at this point [PLN] is actuallypart of my life on a daily
basis. It is something that I typically start mydeith because for me again it
kind of puts me in a mind frame and a mindset ithgetts me ready to go
through the day. It actually energizes me a littlgjves me quick
opportunities. So when | say that it is like for begins my day of quickly
maybe going through and | depends if it is a wegHitte a school day like
right now it just means just quickly going througthread maybe I'm pulling
up sites or I'm pulling up some sort of resourcecsust kind of give me a
little bit of motivation to start my day (Edward).

The connections that Edward created with membengsd®LN provided him with
the energy and fuel to remain motivated withinghefession. Edward admitted to being
easily inspired by those full of optimism and fervide shared, “I can go to a keynote and |
can just walk out there just all jerked up. I'myeasily inspired by people who are doing
really great things.”

| asked Edward several questions about what heidered an effective resource for

his PLN or what he would consider eliminating. Te&emed to create some unease, as | did

not believe that Edward was comfortable or had mexgierience with eliminating people
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from his PLN. After discourse on this topic, Edwaskemed to derive meaning from the
reasons he would consider eliminating a resourde/alid did not merely rid people from his
PLN, although he would minimize their overall cooten. He would also be willing to
continue the line of assistance, as he describ#teifollowing statement:
So I don't...say it is something I'm going to getoifgl | don’t mean it that
way. It is more about ...you don’t necessarily fe@inected with somebody
and it is not that I'm removing them from my PLNmljust not as active with
them like maybe | am with others. You are not gdmgonnect with every
individual you come across; you are not going teehthis great feeling of
connectedness. However, it does not mean thatatteegot good people; it
does not mean you would support and help them (Ejwa

Edward also stated he would not eliminate a pefision his PLN for not contributing
effective content at a moment in time, knowing tttieiure contributions might be highly
beneficial to him and others. Edward believed thast people had something to offer. He
stated, “l also don'’t try to exclude too many peopécause | just believe that everybody has
something really good to offer.” He believed thdiiley a PLN member might not contribute
to his overall informal learning at a single momigntime, the prospect of future value was
worth holding onto that member.

After further reflection during the interview, Edvd indicated a lack of comfort with
those that seemed to “stir the pot” and createrootdtion for others. “There are also some
people who put stuff on social media that make rigl@ nervous. I'm not sure if they know
what the venue is, or that it isn't very professighEdward said. Ultimately, he was not
interested in engaging with PLN members for theopse of debate or arguing ideas.

Ultimately, those that created a negative ancedectful atmosphere within a PLN

would be considered for elimination or withdrawagcause “they don’t match up with the

ideal that meets my standard.”
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Emergent theme: Prevented the plateau — Framdter analysis of my meaning
units assigned to portions of Frank’s interviewgexipt, | recognized several interpretations
that indicated social networking and participatio PLN might have prevented a learning
plateau or “cognitive letdown” that he previouskperienced. Only a few years ago, Frank
spoke of being jaded with learning and was notgadavith where his learning journey had
taken him.

Frank attributed social networking and his PLNdwgoiding a potential plateau and
instilling new found optimism for learning. Accorgj to Frank, “I have benefited
tremendously from the people that | have met, hlaae motivated me, and resources that |
have found. | cannot imagine being in any othefgasion because of the way that social
media has shaped education.” After discoveringasoatworking tools and building his
personal learning network, Frank began to recoghiggositive impact on his informal
learning and professional development. “So it hestvely impacted my effectiveness and
my ability to grow as a professional without a dubrank said.

Social networking tools also changed how Frank medunformation. During our
interview, Frank explained how he understood hifmsalv seeking information. In regard to
how he retrieved news, Frank shared, “I really tign’out to news websites anymore. | just
subscribe to their Twitter feeds. The local chameé news station...| just read their stories
that they tweet out.” Frank described how his Plidriged how he retrieved information,
saying, “Now | am able to more quickly access thititat | was able to find before, and
more efficiently find it, and find more of it.”

Frank came to view his learning and collaboratiath others as being in the middle

of a personal learning network, with extensionkisfknowledge and collaboration
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branching out to all those surrounding him. Frataitesl, “Like a mind mapping tool, | see
myself in the middle different people in differanedium mapping out. That would describe
my personal learning network as the people, plaaes the things that help me grow as a
professional.”

Frank’s understanding of a PLN was that it cowdtptbring information and
resources to him effectively and efficiently. Hesdebed how he once used social
networking tools inefficiently, but came to rely bis PLN for more effective dissemination
of information. When Frank first began using Twittee described it feeling very “intimate”
since he followed a small, select number of pedpiging such times, he ardently followed
his Twitter feed and strove not to miss a singletfewpost. With time, Frank spoke of how
items became easily accessible since others velg to republish and repost digital
content. He explained, “Things end up boomeranfaxk when someone else just says it, or
someone else brings it up | can find out in anothedium or in another way.” Additionally,
Frank was no longer restricted to only retrievimgve through a desktop or laptop computer.
“Now | have more devices to read. Back in 200@n’tthink | had a smart phone. But now
it is on the phone, iPad, tablet, smartphone, aptbp. All the same information, just
different ways of reading it,” Frank stated.

Frank was attempting to strengthen his professiahatiionships via social networking
tools. Frank spoke of how he was attempting tcsitenm online relationships into more
personal connections. “Whether it is me at a camies, ‘hey you know | have chatted with
you on Twitter, | have seen you,’ | have tried tioshy away from introducing myself to
someone and vice versa,” Frank said. As the educé@ld has harnessed Twitter for

educational chat purposes, Frank perceived leskwavdness” in online communication
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with others. He explained, “For whatever reasorabee there is an educational spin on it
and kind of a professional and personal interesethwhich tends to become a face to face
relationship.”

Frank stated that he was trying to make his psaé@sil connections more personal
by leveraging social networking tools.

Here in lowa | know that there is a strong preseanc@&witter for education
folks and | have tried to keep track of as manyppeas | can. Because there
is a strong lowa context in my mind, it has helpedake this qualified,
anonymous, ambiguous chatting online more perdmduse there is a
chance that I will see or connect with that perabsome conference or at
some experience as a fellow lowa educator (Frank).

| asked Frank to reflect on who he sought res@uitcen at his work site including
co-workers; PLN members with whom he might not hdivect contact; or weak ties. Frank
drew meaning from his collaborative experiencedeasonstrating a preference for weak ties
over on-site colleagues and strong ties. Frankdtdt would choose to work with people
outside of my local context because | feel likeythave many ideas. | think in our district, |
get stuck in a bubble doing, knowing, and talkibgat the same things.”

This seemed to contradict his statement aboudlibpgila strong relationship and
having greater trust with strong, close ties oveakties. Frank indicated he would prefer to
communicate with “those people that are close asairletimes shy away from deep...
conversations with those that are far away bechies# like sometimes, often times | miss
out on contact.” He continued, “I guess the onememt that | would make is that someone
that | would feel close to is someone that | hawt an someone that | have had a longer
relationship that | have not met.”

Frank suggested that he would interact more witkecties since it might be too

difficult to generate deep, meaningful conversationonly 140 character limitations.
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| would probably shy away from the conversationserfor people that are
far away. I'm probably more likely to ask questidosv level questions to
those people where as more likely to be more daedtmore in-depth
guestions with people that | feel closer to (Frank)

Frank was definitely open and willing to purge r@®es and people from his PLN.
Ultimately, the decision to eliminate resources Wwased on relevancy, effectiveness, and
duplication. Frank shared, “Sometime | stop follogva resource a reader has sent me
because the information is not relevant any motgecause the information is not coming
out of that source anymore.”

Superordinate three: Privacy should not be the priaty. While I did not come into
this research study with an assumption or hypath@sivhat participants would regard as their
understanding and experience of digital privaayas slightly surprised by the findings. This
superordinate was titled “Privacy Should Not beRhnierity,” which was derived from the
vivid meaning themes and conceptual units that \@sseggned to participants’ interview data.

All six participants emphatically declared that/pcy was not necessarily a necessity
at all. The experiences and understanding thatgmations expounded upon made this clear.
Amy noted that her perception of privacy derivemhirher background of limited privacy and
current school administrator position. She fundamaigndid not believe administrators should
expect privacy since it was a position that sethedoublic. Additionally, Amy revealed that
some PLN colleagues had become personal friengisintg boundaries of personal and
professional contacts.

| learned that Bob perceived privacy as a conitgtone should not count on to exist.
Based on his perception of privacy, privacy managerstrategies were left to the discloser or

presenter. Believing that information could notrésgtricted from being amplified and

circulated, privacy was left entirely to the prdseito negotiate. Such sentiments were similar
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to Charles, who only experienced positive outcothesugh his meetings with PLN members
at in-person events. Having never experienced ivegaicounters through digital
collaboration or social networking, Charles adnditie having no privacy concerns.

Through the interviews, | began to feel as thoDghiid and Edward felt that the
exploration of privacy by school administratorstggvating in a PLN was misguided. They
were so passionate and insistent that adminissratmuld be sharing information with others,
making one slightly vulnerable and allowing othiergearn collectively, that privacy should
not be considered. Edward wanted people to knowamidwas not concerned with privacy.

Frank stated he thought about privacy less tharpereent of the time, if at all.
Furthermore, he believed that administrators emggigi PLN collaboration should not be
private so others could learn about the role obsthdministration. Ultimately, Frank did not
believe privacy exists and therefore that it shawdtieven be considered.

As | analyzed my interpretations from the dat¢éhefparticipants, | felt very confident
that this was a strong connection amongst the @bnakunits and emerging themes. The
following emerging themes provided further detéilias superordinate theme, as told through
the participants’ vivid statements and words.

Emergent theme: Privacy is not a necessity — Aiflyis emergent, titled “Privacy is
Not a Necessity,” is based upon the various meaheges | assigned to the interview
transcripts. What | detected through my analysis that Amy encountered very little privacy
in her personal and professional life. This limieegberience with privacy was likely the reason

for her reservations regarding believing schooliatstnrators should instill privacy boundaries.
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Amy defined privacy as being the things that ormughnot share. Amy explained,
“Things you don’t want to share the things that yeant to keep close that you want to keep
to yourself the things that you don’t want to shiare

Amy did not believe the public administrative releuld be private; people had a
right to know what she was doing as an administrato

| do think there is a professional and personal.llrdon’t believe that any of
your professional life can be private if you araipublic school. And | don’t
believe that as a public school administrator thetve the right to keep my
professional life private. The people that | semeee at the school — my
community and my school board and the people tingl@y me, | think that
they have the right to what | am doing as an adstratior (Amy).

As the interview progressed, | encouraged Ameflect on what her philosophy of
privacy was based upon. Amy understood her expazianth privacy as being limited,
perhaps due to a more public identity through gadie athletics and her previous and
current assignments as a school administratorstited, “I have not had very much of a
private life so | don’t really feel like privacy something that | have experienced. To be
really honest, that is not something that freaksonne’

Amy’s participation with social networking tooladparticipation in a PLN did not
change her perception of privacy. She adamantlg\es her role was to be child-focused and
that privacy should not be the priority.

| don’t think it has really changed a lot. | thitikat my perception, as far as
how important privacy is, | don’t think it is a ressity. | think that you can
have your private life but you can also be a pufidjare and do what is best
for kids by sharing with other people. | don't tkitihat people need to be so
worried about putting oneself out there. We areualadl kids and I think that
that is what is most important (Amy).

Amy indicated that boundaries became blurred. $healitiously allow some personal

information to be disclosed to professional corstéltat became personal friends. She noted,
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“A lot of people notice that | did not share adbtmy private life through my Twitter and
that is probably why so many people started reqnugeste to be their friend on Facebook.”
In an effort to cultivate these growing personddtienships, Amy indicated feeling
compelled to disclose personal information and etspaf her private life. “People would
probably see me as probably ninety-five to ninetyyepercent professional online, with a
picture once every great while.”

Emergent theme: Can’t count on privacy — Bobhis emergent theme, titled “Can’t
Count on Privacy,” is based upon Bob’s perceptimh lzelief of privacy in today’s society.
Bob wholeheartedly believed that information posiatine would be shared and copied
repeatedly, leaving a content creator with littbatrol or privacy over the information. To
Bob, this left the burden of privacy to the creatée said, “I think you have to be pretty
purposeful on what you put online and accept thgthang you say...will be shared. | think
privacy is on the person speaking...whatever yolsayang you are willing to have out
there.”

Bob shared how he discovered the opportunity toqgigate in this research study
from others Tweeting and Retweeting informationwlibe study. This proved his point
about amplification of information, which lesserwmhtrol from the content creator. “l wasn't
actually following the hashtag. Your tweet was Regted by someone who is on my first
list. | don’t remember who it was...someonbad Retweeted your Tweet for participants
and it got my attention,” Bob explained.

As | asked Bob questions about his experiencesiaddrstanding of privacy with his
own social networking activity, it became clearttBab had almost conceded privacy. In the

interview, he stated, “privacy...you can’t count bamymore.” He continued, “Privacy is
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kind of gone and because people put so much othaeyou can’t expect that not to be
seen. There is no way to really restrict things gay, or do, to stop from getting out there.”
Emergent theme: Doesn’t worry about privacy — CheglThis particular emergent
theme lacked the breadth and vast details compareither emerging themes. However,
enough data existed to formulate an emergent thitled “Doesn’t worry about privacy,” as
supported by the following statements made by @karl
Overall, Charles did not worry about privacy, dat he take much time to think
about it. During the interview, Charles reflectedhas perception of privacy and his
understanding and meaning of privacy. He defin@dhpy as being “All about trust and
trusting what you are sharing. You are sharingaadyfaith and what you are stealing or
taking from other people; you are stealing andngkin good faith.” Specifically with regard
to social networking, Charles believed that prafess social networking was a “Safe place
in which to share, knowing that the PLN members yioa share with will respect your
professional presence and respect you as a p&eahjust means...open sharing, with
mutual respect, and understanding of being ap@atgpti
Charles did not encounter any negative experiewibssocial networking, blurred
boundaries, or privacy regulation issues. As sbhethad a very positive perception and
understanding of privacy.
When | started doing Twitter | thought about iitdd bit, and it kind of
worries you, but then you got to know these peagte, | don’t know, | guess
your experience drives that a little bit and myenxgnce has been that
nothing bad has ever happened to me via Twittee.Worst that has happened
is that once in a while you get some sort of spagour DM, right? | have
never met a person who had any ill-will towardsaneTwitter or intended
any harm. So over time your experience just keelhag you that these
people are all in it for the same reason that yeywahich is because they are

good solid professionals who want to grow and cohimea professional way.
| guess my experience leads me to believe that't tiave to worry about it
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as much as | used to. So, | don’t think about iyveuch. If anything ever
happened to me as a result of it then | would thib&ut it a little bit more
(Charles).

Emergent theme: Privacy might equal hiding — Davi§imilar to the emerging
theme of Charles, the meaning theme for David veas.8 vast. But because of the poignant
language regarding David’s overall understandirgdyexperience with privacy, it was
important to highlight this as an emergent theme.

David defined privacy as “What you do and do nahto disclose about yourself.”
As a public school administrator, David believeditttine role should be public. His
perception of privacy for a public school admirastr was summarized by stating that the
more one kept private, perhaps the more one wegtty hide. “Professionally, privacy is
almost nonexistent anymore. | mean, the more yep keivate, to me at least, in education
the more you are trying to hide something and ldtimk that sends a positive or even
appropriate message,” David said.

David reflected on his notion of privacy and indechthere was a misconception
concerning privacy in one’s PLN. He stated thatlee individuals do not divulge personal
identification, there is not a violation of privadgstead, they are merely connecting and
sharing with others. David stated, “The biggestdghn privacy, | think it is a misconception
in terms of the privacy thing. Anybody that | knawmy PLN, they are not opening their
world to everybody that wants to be in it.”

David expanded his perception of privacy further:

Whoever wants to join me on Twitter and ask meestjan on Twitter, fire
away. | am not going to share my kid’s social sggunumber, obviously. It is
not that way. Open yourself up to connect with p#ducators and other
people that share your similar beliefs. Connechweople that may challenge

you. You are on an online world, so you got to bgrizant of people trying
to hack into you and that kind of thing. So maintaiivacy in terms of
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password, and all of that stuff. Ask yourself thuestion every day, “Would
you want your son on the front page of the papén wour name by it and our
picture?” And, if you can attest to that and yoll stiand by that, then you are
going to keep yourself in a straight path and ctéatanger (David).

David did believe that privacy limitations shotild set on one’s personal life, but
also believed that his obligation was to maintgerochannels for communication and
collaboration so others could benefit from inforroatand content. David spoke about how
he used to maintain tight security settings orsbisal networking accounts. He said, “When
| first started Twitter | had my profile lockedopened my Twitter account and it has been
unbelievable, the connections.” David continuedtiare resources and information, fueled
by the “friends... or even random people that jushe@cross your Twitter feed and
comment on your article or blog post.” Ultimatetyg perceived sharing information with
others, including strangers, as “doing a prettydyoause.”

Emergent theme: To grow online, cannot be hiddedward For this emergent
theme, | focused on the combination of meaningsunitm my interpretation of Edward’s
perception toward privacy — if a person or commuwnias to grow through online
collaboration, it could not be hidden. Edward dad dwell on his digital footprint or seem
concerned about privacy. Edward said, “I mean, think about my digital footprints? Yes,
probably every now and then. But, it is not somegHidwell over. | think subconsciously |
already know that. | don’t have to dwell or thirboat it.”

Edward understood privacy as not being a fundaahg@att of his digital
collaboration with others. Instead, Edward focuseastablishing connections with others
so they could access his resources and undersigfdlpassion toward education. To

foster connections, he wanted his passions andmattion to be known. According to

Edward, “I have always been one who didn’t getwaoried about the privacy part of people
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knowing who | was or what | was all about.” Edwakdieved that to help others within his

network learn, they must know personal facets at&td’'s personal and professional life.
In other words, | want people to know what my passiare, | want people to
know what is important to me, what | value; | waebple to know what my
non-negotiables are. There are certain thingsl twaht to share out with
people because it does give people at leastahittlof an idea of what |
represent and who | am and what I'm all about (Edyva

Edward came to understand his sense of onlinagyias deliberately disclosing
information that showed his vulnerability to othdudtimately, he believed that as others
detected his shortcomings and desires to learp vioeld also develop personally and
professionally. “The way | kind of define the wha@egvacy...you have to make yourself a
little bit vulnerable sometimes because | thinkngking yourself vulnerable there is
potential for growth,” Edward stated.

He minimized the importance of his online privaoythe potential of self-growth and
improvement, saying “At some point | saw a berafidl there was something that either
inspired me, something I enjoyed, something thatgint happiness to me, something that
challenged me, something that helped me get battbhelp others get better.”

Edward knew that by promoting a public identity dnding little, the potential for trust
from others was increased.

| also recognize that the whole idea of puttingrgelf out there publically is a
good thing because it also protects me, becausew khat what | put out
there it is out there for everyone to see. So Iso aot here to hide anything;
what you see is what you get (Edward).

Emergent theme: Privacy less than one percent & thtme — Frank This emergent
theme highlights how Frank’s perception of privattigred over time. Through the reflection

and inspection process of the interview, Frank Haad he basically did not think about

privacy at all, or if so, less than one percertheftime. He stated, “Initially, 1 didn’t share
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anything about my personal life... it was all profesal. But now | have evolved. How
much do | think about my own digital privacy? Léisan one percent of the time.”

During the interview, | asked questions to havenkr@flect on and understand his
experiences with privacy. During our discoursedéfined privacy as the type of information a
person would need to know to take advantage of him:

My perception of privacy is...what information wolddmeone need to know
about me if they really wanted to take advantage@? There are things like
social security numbers and passwords and eventsoesebirthdays,
usernames, passwords, and other secret informtaidmh might have that will
show up in a password reset type situation. Soimer gecret information that
they would need to steal my identity; so that ie aspect of privacy, making
sure that your identity was intact (Frank).

But the concept of privacy shifted as Frank fodus®re on how the interactions,
connections, and disclosure with others online @deinefit the education profession. Frank
believed that by being candid and sharing detdigsschool administrator’s job, the public
could gain a better understanding of the overaddl.ro

| think we have an opportunity to tell that stonya way that we want to. And
| forget on my blog one day, this might have begear ago or so, the entire
day | would just use my smart phone every hoursominutes | would just
send like a ‘video selfie’ or a video of what | wd@ing and put that all
together like a 5 minute video and blog post orething along the lines of
what the heck does a central office administratoaltiday. And so | just
created a little documentary. | think that we hameopportunity to share
through social media and not only the story offbsitive things that keep
going on but also, to keep to answer the unknoveston of what do we do
all day (Frank).

Because of this motive of disclosure and shamfgrmation, he did not feel bad
sharing information. He saw this public releasenfdrmation as highly beneficial to help
inform others. “So | don’t feel bad and | try notfeel bad about sharing. We have to

share...so that people know what we are doing busmotuch that people know everything

about us,” Frank said.
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The interview discussion transitioned into the po# limitations educators should
consider when sharing information online. Frankdweld that all educators should have a code
of ethics to determine what should and should eathared online. The following excerpt
describes his notion of this code of ethics, palaidy as social networking posts could be
related to other stakeholders within the school:

| read about a special education teacher on thenahinews a while back;
that she posted something on her Facebook inapatelgrthat said
something along the lines of “Heading to an IEP tmgecrazy parents, kids
a mess but | love them” or something like that.t&atmebody found out
whatever happened...she was disciplined. But, howhmshould we share
about what we are doing, and what we learn ondhgi$ a professional side
of privacy that | struggle with. | see myself anders using social media top
promote what is going on in their school. But thisralso the privacy that we
have to respect of those that are in the schoah{gr

Frank shared his understanding of a negative eneote experienced utilizing
social networking tools. Ultimately, he became manare of his disclosure and online
posting behaviors, which contradicted his earlytisggnts of thinking less than one percent
of the time about privacy. The following excerpasts his negative experience:

| would say that the times that I'm most conscieumsi about it, probably are

now about how much personal things am | sharingg&en the hours of 8 and

4. So | try to share professional thing throughhafl social mediums between

8 and 4, even if I'm taking a half personal daygomething like that (Frank).
Analysis of Participants’ Written Documents

The second data collection method used in thisysttas a document analysis.
According to Patton (2002), “records, documentsfaats, and archives...constitute a
particularly rich source of information about masrganizations and programs” (p. 293).

Bodgan and Biklen (2003) described documents #actg collected by the researcher,

which might include those of which are personalpeganization’s official documentation,
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or cultural documents that intended to “entertparsuade, and enlighten” a mass audience
(p. 64).

For the purpose of data analysis with documeraskéd each participant to create a
written document that explained their use of soee&tvorking tools as well as their
experience having participated in a PLN. Cresw&lD@3) asserted that documents are
important, in that individuals who have preparedutnents purposely cited data
representing the language of their participantsodigh the written documents, | wanted the
participants to have another avenue through wiudhare their experience and
understanding of what it meant to use social netugrtools as they participated in a PLN.
Though the written documents’ data were analyzedrseely, it was used to link
connections to other data sources from this study.

Originally, each participant was asked to creagd tespective written document
prior to the semi-structured interview so that lilcbdesign questions around their responses.
However, not all participants submitted their vemttdocuments in advance; some did not
submit their document until approximately two weaker the interview had concluded.
Each participant did eventually submit a documbat,these varied in length and purpose.
Each participant freely wrote a document that stharpersonal glimpse of their social
networking within a PLN — either how, and why, tHegt started or to celebrate their
accomplishments. The shortest was approximategtfgpage, single-spaced. The longest
document was approximately one-and-a-half pageglesspaced.

Upon analyzing the participants’ documents, seviatalesting patterns quickly
emerged regarding their experience with social ngtimg and PLN. Classifications of the

participants’ statements were easily separateddistinctive descriptions and themes.
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Ultimately, the participants’ statements were brokeo four themes, as seen in Table 4 —
(1) Methods of Participating in a PLN; (2) Past {rayes and Hurdles Experienced by
Participants Prior to Participating in a PLN; (3)NPActivity Influenced by Thought-
Leaders, Colleagues, Epiphany Moments, and byiRegtarly Experiences; and (4)
Reasons for Participating in a PLN; Seek Resouardsnprovement of Self and Others.

For the first theme — Methods of Participating iRlaN — participants’ statements
were designated three interpretive codes. BogddrBéten (2007) cited several methods of
coding and creating codes. According to the authorsfter you have developed your
coding categories, make a list and assign eaclaom@bdbreviation.” The first interpretive
code was “Blogging Experience.” The second intdipeecode was “Engage with PLN
Members.” The third interpretive code was “Twithestivity.”

As | read through participants’ documents, | wds &b identify statements that
spoke of previous experiences with educationaldilagand statements about how they
hoped to extend their PLN activity to include mbéegjuent blogging. Charles had
aspirations of growing his PLN to carry on the si@and taking. Charles stated, “I hope to
grow my PLN, become more of a blogger and hope latantinue to both share my own
learning while learning from those in my PLN.” Ddwas fueled by the realization that
thousands of readers had found a blog entry heéected started a blog this past summer and
have had almost 3,000 views from all over the wdrkttually come across people that tell
me they follow my blog and are inspired by my idaad passion,” David wrote.

Overall, participants dedicated their written doewms to describing the many
benefits and positive impacts their experience witbial networking and PLN participation

spawned. The topic of engagement and digital coflatibn with others was recurring. Amy
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shared, “I am constantly accessing the “Geniughefcrowd to help me and my students and
faculty become better.” David wrote about how laamections have extended beyond his
workplace. According to David’s document, “I havade many powerful connections and
my resources and colleagues are no longer limitede walls of the high school where |
work.” Edward shared a similar view of how sociatworking and PLN eliminated the
sensation of alienation or working independentlg.witote, “It has allowed me to expand my
circle outside our organization...in order to do iest work possible for our students, staff,
and community and who understand the complexiti¢seoprincipalship.” Edward

described how principalship was a “lonely professithat often only principals seemed to

understand.

Table 4

Document analysis with interpretive themes frontipgrants’ written documents

PLN Activity
Influenced by
Thought-Leaders,

Reasons for

Past Challenges ant Participating in a

Methods of Hurdles Experiencec PLN; Seek
A - : Colleagues, '
Participatingina by Participants Prior . Resources for
PLN to Participating in a Epiphany Moments,
PIE)N g and by Positive Early Improvement of Self
Experiences and Others
Blogging Experience Negative Personal Colleagues’ Help Faculty Grow
Emotions Influence and Improve

Engage with PLN PLN Challenges Positive Personal Help Students
Members Experiences Improve and Grow

Twitter Activity Thought-Leaders’ Positive Educational
Positive Influence Benefits

Self-Improvement
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Participants dedicated aspects of their writteruduent to addressing their evolution
with social networking tools or how they utilizeavitter within their PLN activity. Bob’s
PLN collaboration with other school administratbegan with a Twitter chat session. Bob
captured the roots of his PLN activity in his weittdocument by sharing how he “...started
connecting with other principals through thingsl#cpchat [connected principals chat].”
David also started connecting with other educatmsugh his Twitter connections.
According to David, “I attended a conference in d&with over 10,000 educators from
across the country and | learned more from the omptu ‘tweet-ups,’ (a meet up of twitter
followers so you can put a face with a name) thdia in 3 days of attending sessions.” Bob
became further engaged after he “began to noticerderences and meetings that others
were tweeting and using the hashtag of the evesitdce what they were learning in real
time.” Frank gained satisfaction knowing that his\fmembers wanted to know more from
him than just information and knowledge. He likad personal aspect of Twitter that
allowed him to share personal aspects of his lite his PLN. Frank shared, “I could learn a
lot about a person’s thoughts on education thrabgh 140 character comments...while at
the same time not know much about thesra persori

The following excerpt provides more details abowatnk’s understanding of using
Twitter to disclose personal information:

There’s obviously a fine line between sharing peatanformation online, but
| am no longer as bashful about tweeting a pictdmay son...knowing that
some of my “education Twitter friends” care as mablout my family as they
do my thoughts on technology or grading (Frank’gtem document).

For the second theme — Past Challenges and HiEdfgrienced by Participants

Prior to Participating in a PLN — participants’tst@ents were designated two interpretive
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codes. The first interpretive code was “NegativesBreal Emotions.” The second interpretive
code was “PLN Challenges.”

| created an interpretive code titled “Negativegdaal Emotions” to classify data
from written documents that address participanggfative sentiments about aspects of their
social networking or PLN. Overall, there was notcmuegativity embedded in participants’
documents. They all seemed to value and praisedRkperiences with social networking,
PLN, and privacy. The few statements that weretitled as negative seemed to focus on
participants’ early beginnings with social netwaidkiand PLN participation.

Some participants were not fully aware of what abweetworking and a PLN could
do for them, how to begin, or the potential besetob wrote, “I didn’t start out knowing
what it would do for me.” David was more concermeth publishing information to an
audience he did not know. “I began with a lot gpreghension as | was worried about sharing
my ideas with strangers,” David stated. He alsoesh¢hat he “was worried about their
perceptions and possible ridicule of my thoughesgl” Amy captured in her written
document that she knew her PLN was in its infaajess compared to so many other thought-
leaders. “| was NOWHERE near where | needed toslfaraas my #PLN (Professional
Learning Network) through social media,” Amy deeldr

For the third theme — PLN Activity Influenced byduyght-Leaders, Colleagues,
Epiphany Moments, and by Positive Early Experiereparticipants’ statements were
designated three interpretive codes. The firstjmégtive code was “Colleagues’ Influence.”
The second interpretive code was “Positive PersBrpériences.” The third interpretive

code was “Thought-Leaders’ Positive Influence.”
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Participants shared information about how they biecame interested in, or
introduced to, the idea of using social networkingjs to engage in PLN activity. Charles
and David were both influenced by colleagues, seiist-hand the positive results it
seemed to yield their colleagues. Charles deschbada colleague seemed to be the point-
person by colleagues, which he attributed to helasoetworking activity. He wrote, “She
seemed to know more than the rest of us in thenirgion and had become a “go to” person
for almost everyone in the organization when thag & question about some aspect of our
profession.” This inspired Charles to considernzihp social networking and building a
PLN.

David described how he viewed the positive imp#uas his supervisors and
colleagues have experienced. According to Davishaiched the phenomenal relationships
develop between my bosses and those that parBdpatsocial media (namely Twitter).”

Since participating, Bob felt more comfortable gssocial networking tools and
understood the potential positive outcomes forrsth&s a result, he felt it was “definitely
easier for me as a principal to go to another gradand say hey you should try Twitter.”

The continued use of social networking within agnleLN could be attributed to the
success and positive benefits bestowed upon thieipants. Several participants were not
shy with sharing their successes. Amy felt instarticess when she grew her Twitter
followers from a meager number to over a hundmestantly providing her with the
inspiration needed to carry forward. “I challengegself to jump on Twitter, get dedicated
and had AT LEAST 100 followers before EduCon inukay 2013.....and | did it! | was so

proud of that 100 mark....and from EduCon on | néaeked back,” Amy wrote.
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Other participants shared the successful outcansgsexperienced through social
networking and PLN participation. Charles repotteat having a PLN had “transformed my
life as an educator.” Edward cited the value offifN participation in allowing him to teach
again, which he said he missed as a practicingradtrator. Edward shared, “I have learned
to contribute beyond something that is greater thgself, provided an opportunity to teach
again, and connect with others who understand nmdwim short, it has given me hope and
a renewed sense of purpose.”

A large draw for participants’ beginnings with siaaetworking and PLN activity
was based on their early admiration for other tinbgaders and industry experts. Through
social networking tools, participants were ablpénetrate these circles, establish
relationships, and engage in digital collaboratidmy was inspired to connect with several
thought-leaders and attributed her persistence Rt and social networking on their
account. As evidenced in the following statemepasticipants believed their early following
and connection with education leaders had a dinflcaence on their PLN roots:

“NASSP #Ignite13 Conference in Washington, DC wHdyecame connected
with Jimmy Casas, Eric Sheninger, Patrick Larkifé&dd Whitaker; 4 of the
most influential people in my educational journgith their encouragement
and positive “push” | have found myself doing thsrigvould have never seen
myself doing in 10 years, much less 9 months! (Aswtitten document).
| started following some of the big names like G&8ryGeorge Couros, Eric
Sheninger, and a few other nationally known edusaiad publications
(Bob’s written document).

For the fourth theme — Reasons for Participating RLN; Seek Resources for

Improvement of Self and Others — participants’estagnts were designated four interpretive

codes. The first interpretive code was “Help Fac@tow and Improve.” The second
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interpretive code was “Help Students Improve anovwit The third interpretive code was
“Positive Educational Benefits.” The fourth integgive code was “Self-Improvement.”

As a main motive for engaging in PLN activity viacgal networking tools,
participants like Amy and Edward wanted to enhaheeskills of their students and staff.
This is an example of the data representing tregpnétive code “Help Faculty Grow and
Improve.” Amy stated, “I am constantly accessing ‘tGenius” of the crowd to help me and
my students and faculty become better.” Edward pésoeived his participation in a PLN as
an invaluable opportunity to repay the professtéa stated, “I feel like | have been able to
give back to this profession, a profession which Ibeen so good to me over the last twenty
plus years.”

Similar to the participants’ interviews, | read rgastatements about the positive
educational benefits social networking and PLN haag on their personal and professional
lives. Amy shared, “This crazy journey has donénimaf but MAKE ME BETTER,

Challenge me, and renew my passion for Educasimh’[Bob had no regrets about starting
up with Twitter, while Charles said, “I have no rets at all except that wish | had time to
devote more energy to my PLN and online professigraawth.” David viewed the benefit of
PLN as allowing him to branch out beyond a schoebds. “I have made many powerful
connections and my resources and colleagues domger limited to the walls of the high
school where | work,” he shared.

In addition to benefiting and bettering others tiggrants placed a high value on their
PLN engagement to their own self-improvement. eona, it changed how they learned and
managed. Amy wrote, “Learning from other on Twitt@s made me a much better educator

and passionate lead learner.” Through the interdata collection and interview and
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document analysis processes, | detected that Edwasd “natural” teacher. He was not
satisfied unless he was in a mode of being ableach others, as he stated in his written
document. The transition out of the classroom aito administration left a slight void. But
through his social networking and PLN engagememntgh as though he could contribute as
an educator. Edward revealed, “It has given megp®ortunity to expand my knowledge
which | hope will lead to more opportunities todkaln many ways, it has been the hardest

transition for me because | have always seen mgseadfteacher.”

Table 5

Document analysis with interpretive theme frequertaynt

Theme &
Interpretive

Amy Bob Charles David Edward Frank
Theme

PLN 5 8 8 10 3 5
Participation
Methods

PLN 1 2 2
Challenges

PLN Start 5 10 6 8 1 7
Influenced
by Others

PLN Started 8 3 3 2 8
for Resource
& Self-Help
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According to the document analysis, participantstevabout two themes the most:
(1) the methods of participating in a PLN and (ENFActivity Influenced by Thought-
Leaders, Colleagues, Epiphany Moments, and byiRegarly Experiences. Within both
these themes, Edward wrote the least. He deditedathrrative to explaining how his
motive of participating in a PLN was to improve Ilsiff and others, which was not of
significance to most of the other participants. Bd¥is narrative theme of seeking self-
improvement and helping others grow could be cot@teto the interpretive
phenomenological analysis of his interview, whiemtered on building a community,
surrounding himself with awesome people, and grgwinline.
Analysis of Participants’ Tweets

The third data collection method used in this stwdg a document analysis of
participants’ Tweets. For the purpose of this studpllected fifty Tweets from each
participant, posted between November 15 and Decefrh2013. Each Tweet could only
contain a total of 140 characters and might alsdaio hashtags (words or phrase written
with the symbol “#” positioned at the front) or feypnks to internet sources. Each Tweet
was then analyzed based upon the enumerative andhtit coding guide, available in the
appendix. In this chapter’s findings, examplesatipipants’ Tweets have been provided;
however, they have been modified in a manner tarensarticipants’ confidentiality can be
maintained. If the Tweets were to be published atmn a search engine query could easily
trace the originating source back to the partidgahwitter home pages. As | modified
words, | made sure to maintain context for the ee&ol understand how it was coded and
interpreted the way it was. Additionally, specifiwitter handles that used names were

assigned pseudonyms, again to preserve confidénbélparticipants.
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The intent of analyzing participants’ Tweets wag&in a better understanding of
how they utilized a social networking tool suchlagtter. The data was then analyzed to
detect connections to other themes from particgdawmitten story documents and interview.

Upon document analysis of participants’ Tweetsesathemes quickly emerged.
Participants’ Tweets were easily separated intonditve descriptions and themes. My
analysis found four themes, as seen in Table @I Participation; (2) Informal

Conversations; (3) Formal Conversations; and (43d?al Disclosure.

Table 6

Document analysis with interpretive themes froméftae

PLN Participation Informal Formal Conversatior Personal Disclosure

Conversation Topic Topic Topic

PLN Branding and Food Education Career

Promoting

PLN Collaboration = Humor Organization Family

PLN Participation News and Current  Promotion Location

Shoutout Events

Sharing Blog or Pop Culture Work Personal Info

Article

Sharing Conference Random Photos

Update

Sharing Media Sports School

Sharing Resources Technology

Twitter Chat Informal

Sessions Conversation Using
Hashtags
Weather
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For the first theme — PLN Participation — particifsa Tweets were assigned eight
interpretive codes. These included: (1) PLN Bragdind Promoting; (2) PLN
Collaboration; (3) PLN Participation Shoutout; @)aring Blog or Article; (5) Sharing
Conference Updates; (6) Sharing Media; (7) ShdRagources; and (8) Twitter Chat
Sessions.

Participants’ overwhelmingly used Twitter for therpose of engaging with members
within their PLN or to digitally collaborate witholeagues around the globe. Most of the
Tweets seemed to be directed to another persoarsomps and generally contained a
hyperlink to an article, website, or resource.

Some participants Tweeted messages that were addonde a promotion for an
upcoming Twitter chat session event. One such elaoffhe use of promotion or branding
an event is evidenced in this Tweet:

Join us for #XXedchat Sunday at 8 CST and disclmsproving Schools
Through the Use of Surveys” @ Twitteruser @ TwitteruéXXchat (Edward,
Tweet)

In some cases, participants engaged in a two-wagglie with others, assumed to be

those within their PLN or with whom they reguladgllaborated and interacted via Twitter,

as evidenced in the following Tweet:

@Twitteruser that we def do! Your insight & guidartbis far have been
essential to me and my progression as an admiankiyou! (David Tweet)

Some participants wanted to help promote and mahnkse within their PLN and did
so through “shoutouts” and using hashtags intemal@thcourage others to follow their
favorites, such as:

Here’s a shout out to awesomeness of @ Twitterus@ngl#lccrc13 You
need to follow Jack! #ff (Charles, Tweet)
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Within the category of PLN Participation, the méjypof Tweets included hyperlinks
to cite one’s source or to share a resource baligvbe of value to others, as evidenced in
this Tweet:

Awesome post @Twitteruser! http://hyperlink Gresgi.rof power of
connecting outside of the school day! @ Twittery®avid, Tweet)

Twitter made for a resourceful communication taolthe participants that attended
national conferences. By Tweeting information teess within their PLN, they were able to
share information, resources, and knowledge, asatide in the following Tweet:

Absolutely! RT @Twitteruser: @ Twitteruser is makisgme great points
#LCCRC13 http://hyperlink (Charles, Tweet)

In addition to sharing conference updates, somigcpants shared media and other
resources with those in their PLN:

Pretty cool video about a local middle school staffes for its students:
http://hyperlink (@ Twitteruser) #TMScares (Frankyéet)

@Twitteruser Completely! If you're not getting betyou’re getting worse!
#XXedchat http://hyperlink (David, Tweet)

Many of the participants from this research studstipipated in weekly Twitter chat
sessions, themed around education topics, andimestled for their state-specific audience
of educators. Many of the Tweets analyzed indicHtatthe participant was utilizing Twitter
for the purpose of facilitating a Twitter chat seasor they were responding as a participant,
such as:

Question 4 If you're an educator, what is the nmetnorable or hilarious
Holiday gift (Teacher’s Gift) you have ever reca?e#XXEdChat (Amy,
Tweet)

Answer 4: Focus on the Irng first, but continuexpect nothing but the

students’ best! Meet with the student & seek toaustnd why work not
completed. #XXagel09 (Amy, Tweet)
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For the second theme — Informal Conversations ticgaants’ Tweets were assigned
nine interpretive codes. The nine interpretive sodeluded (1) Food; (2) Humor; (3) News
and Current Events; (4) Pop Culture; (5) Randomsftorts; (7) Technology; (8) Using
Hashtags; and (9) Weather.

As | analyzed participants’ Tweets, many were cadeeflect informal
conversation. It was obvious that some participatitized Twitter for more than solely
professional collaboration or business purposes.féliowing is an example of a Tweet that
focused informal conversation on food:

This sauce is ridiculously awesome (@ Twitteruserf®elp http://hyperlink
(Bob, Tweet)

Some Tweets were posted with a humorous anglesatide of participants’
statements that they utilized Twitter to engagénwthieir PLN members and tried to forge
more personal relationships, as represented irntheet:

@Twitteruser @ Twitteruser2 @ Twitteruser3 @ Twittends@ Twitteruser5
We might be short but we are always reaching hifgrethe stars!
#shortguyclubforlife (David, Tweet)

| also discovered some Tweets that were reportavgsror current events, such as

this Tweet:

#sbac field testing will test out 21,000 items @ffevuser #ccss #csbaaec
(Bob, Tweet)

Other Tweets might have been commenting on vapopsculture matters, such as
television shows or music, as in this Tweet:

Listening to O Holy Night by Group 1 Crew using #GtiPlayer
http://hyperlink via @ Twitteruser (Frank, Tweet)

A handful of the Tweets were too obscure for madeourately code them. In such

cases, | assigned an interpretive code “Randorttigdweets. One such example includes:
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@Twitteruser That's really awesome! #XXEdChat (Armweet)
Other examples of analyzed Tweets that were caoleidformational conversation
on various subtopics included:

@Twitteruser Such a downer about Jay Cutler. McCovklY better!
#XXedchat (Charles, Tweet)

There are 1 billion gamers around the world why ptere than one hour a
day gaming @ Twitteruser #csbaaec (Bob, Tweet)

Why isn’t the email working? #FiveWordEdTechScgi@sb, Tweet)

@Twitteruser Just had seven Snow Days @ my sckodizy But by
Tuesday it'll be close to 60! (Amy, Tweet)

For the third theme — Formal Conversations — padits’ Tweets were assigned four
interpretive codes. The four interpretive codesuded (1) Education; (2) Organization; (3)
Promotion; and (4) Work.

This category was comprised of Tweets that | foinlle formal in nature. Some
examples of Tweets that were coded as such include:

“Education is the most powerful weapon you cantasghange the world.” -
Mandela #XXedchat (Edward, Tweet)

Hey @Twitteruser this is ridiculous And becomingywe@mmon. What's up?
http://hyperlink (Bob, Tweet)

Best of luck to all our teams today! #pride (Daviheet)

@Twitteruser We're aware of the wireless situatiéyl. sites affected; related
to email outage. Hope to have it all fixed todaplBTweet)

For the fourth theme — Personal Disclosure — gpeids’ Tweets were assigned Six
interpretive codes. The six interpretive codesuded (1) Career; (2) Family; (3) Location;
(4) Personal Info; (5) Photos; and (6) School.

An example of the data representing the interpeaetde “Career” includes:
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Charles, Asst. Supt., [City name], [State name] #X¥ehat (Charles, Tweet)
An example of the data representing the interpeatnde “Family” includes:

My kid is getting tons of books, a chromebook, & tirother gets the ever
educational-sports Helmet and Jersey #XXEdChat (Ahmeet)

An example of the data representing the interpeativde “Personal Info” includes:

Really happy today: 1) ran 6+ miles today in winteather. 2) warm house
& great fam. (Frank, Tweet)

The analysis of participants’ Tweets indicated thedrly two-thirds of all Tweets had
some involvement and engagement with members ofRh&, either citing or sharing
resources. The second most frequently themed peigfgsarticipants’ Tweets was identified
as conducting informal conversation with otherse Téast frequently coded use of Tweets

was to disclose personal information.

Table 7

Document analysis with interpretive themes frequerozint from Tweets

Tweet Theme Amy Bob Charles David Edward Frank Total
Formal Comment or Conversationl 7 6 15 2 31
Informal Conversation 22 24 14 9 7 24 80
Personal Disclosure 9 9 3 2 2 3 28
PLN Participation 25 26 43 46 30 26 196

Upon further analysis of specific words from thetiggpants’ Tweets, it was
determined that the most frequently used wordsitred “http” and hashtags that targeted
state-specific Twitter chat sessions, such as éStaheEdChat. Furthermore, the most

frequently used words were education-based, sut$cheol” and “learning”. Other
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frequently used words were those with positive abations, such as great; thanks; thank;

good; and love. Lastly, the majority of words citegarticipants Tweets’ that did not

comprise high individual word frequency, but ovefi@quency, were words that contained

Twitter username handles and hashtags.

Table 8

Themes from All Three Data Sources

Interviews

Documents Tweets

Educators must share
resources and information

PLN yields great personal

and professional benefits

Privacy should not be the
priority

PLN participation comprised Sharing blog posts, websites,
of sharing knowledge and  media; engaging in Twitter
resources chat sessions

PLN yields positive personal,
professional experiences;
PLN yields positive
educational benefits for
students and staff

Informal conversation about
misc. topics; non-education
related

Summary

In this chapter, | reviewed the data collectionmoels and the qualitative findings of

the study. Semi-structured interviews were conadliatgh six school administrators who

utilized Twitter as a part of their PLN practic@$e interview data were analyzed through

the use of a four-part Interpretive Phenomenoldd\calysis, which revealed three
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emergent themes: (1) Must share and exchange cesounelp others grow; (2) Personal and
professional benefits powered by PLN; and (3) Rywvshould not be the priority. Data were
also collected by means of a written document pegphy each participant, sharing their
experience with personal learning networks andasoatworking. Data analysis using
enumerative and thematic coding procedures revéalgcemergent themes: (1) Methods of
participating in a PLN; (2) Past challenges andllesr experienced by participants, prior to
participating in a PLN; (3) PLN activity influencéxy thought-leaders, colleagues, epiphany
moments, and positive early experiences; and (ds&es for participating in a PLN; seek
resources for improvement of self and others. kadtita were collected by participants’
Twitter posts over a thirty day period. Using enuatige and thematic data analysis
procedures, the following themes emerged from @pents’ Twitter posts: (1) PLN
participation; (2) Informal conversation topics) rmal conversation topics; and (4)
Personal disclosure topics.

The findings revealed the importance of using sawévorking tools to participate
in PLN for the purpose of sharing information ardaurces as the only connection amongst
all the data sources. The stated benefits of PLNawticipants’ personal and professional
lives were evident from interview and personal tentdocument data. Privacy issues were
only acknowledged in interview data.

Data analysis of all three sources affirmed paréints’ understanding of utilizing
social networking tools within a PLN as being splelotivated to share information and

resources, with little to no regard of privacy issu
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In Chapter 5, a discussion of the findings and kimey connect to the existing
theoretical and empirical literature is providediditionally, implications of the study’s

findings and recommendations for future studiessasred.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this hermeneutic, interpretive pheenological analysis study was to
better understand how school administrators mading of their experience regulating
boundaries and maintaining privacy as they utiligedal networking tools to participate in
an online personal learning network (PLN). Withirststudy, the phenomenon of privacy
was defined as “ongoing self-regulation of setthogindaries toward others with whom we
interact” (Palen & Dourish, 2003, p. 1). The foliogy research questions framed the study:

e How do school administrators make meaning of teegerience utilizing social
networking tools to participate in a personal l@agmetwork and understand
privacy?

e How do school administrators describe their expeeas with personal learning
networks and privacy?

e What themes are identified from their experienceghe group?

In this chapter, | review the results of the datdihgs stated in Chapter 4 and draw
connections to the existing theoretical and emaiititerature discussed in Chapter 2. |
conclude this chapter by noting possible futureations for research.

Summary of Findings

As | sought to answer the guiding research questd this study, | drew upon three
distinct data sources. Following interpretive phaeaological analysis (IPA) studies, the
dominant data source that guided the findings veaeth on semi-structured interviews with
participants. Other data sources informing theifigd included participants’ written

documents and Tweets.
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The study’s participants were self-selected. Ahsaontradictory findings from this
study might differ from previous or similar studigge to the different sampling techniques
employed.

Based upon the IPA data analysis proceduresratipants’ interviews, the findings
yielded three separate superordinate themes: (%) hare and exchange resources; help
others grow; (2) Personal and professional bengditgered by PLN; and (3) Privacy should
not be the priority. The findings revealed the imance of using social networking tools to
participate in PLN for sharing information and restes; this was the only connection
amongst all the data sources from the study. Tatedbenefits of PLN on participants’
personal and professional lives were evident frotarview and personal written document
data. Privacy issues were only acknowledged imvurew data.

Analysis of all data sources affirmed participantstderstanding of using social
networking tools as they participated in their PAdNbeing solely motivated by sharing
information and resources, with little to no regaydprivacy issues.

Self-Reflection of Findings

Before | interpreted the findings, | felt obligatedanalyze my own interpretation of
the results. | understood that while this studyislihgs asserted that administrators did not
prioritize online privacy during their PLN parti@pon, the results derived from the specific
sample of this study. Because demographic datanatasollected at the onset of the
participant recruitment stage, consideration foenced sample size of sex, gender,
ethnicity, or race was not considered.

As a school administrator cognizant of equity anda justice, | questioned how this

consideration had been overlooked. Just as | eraglt)/A procedures to analyze
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participants’ data, | believed it was necessary theflected on and interpreted my own
findings. | was reminded of a Peggy Mcintosh (19&8&ay on white privilege in which she
posited that it was possible to be blinded by tiffer@nces of others because individuals
viewed the world through their own lens. | beganeimognize that | might have inadvertently
designed a study that did not account for a moterbgeneous sample size comprised of sex,
gender, racial, and ethnic differences becauserthkcation of such differences were
invisible to me.

Had | been more conscious of the implications &f gender, racial, and ethnic
differences as they related to this study, | beliewould have established different
parameters within my sampling technique to enstgatgr balance and representation. A
specific statement of this is provided in this deag recommendation for future studies.

Interpretation of the Findings

The primary research question that guided thisysivas “How do school
administrators make meaning of their experiendeung social networking tools to
participate in a personal learning network and wstded privacy?” Overall, the
overpowering essence of their meaning as it appiie¢de research question wivacy
Should Not Be the Priorityn answering the second and third research questi@nalyzed
participants’ experiences and ultimately classitieein into two additional themeBower of
the People; Personal and Professional Benefits, éted/ by PLNandMust Share and
Exchange Resources; Help Others Grow

| recall early in the study, as | was conducting skemi-structured interviews, how
reaffirming it felt to hear how participants’ expices and statements could be directly

connected to existing research and empirical ssuditrethe following sections, | will draw
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connections from the findings to existing liter&uwvhile highlighting the salient findings that
are not as rooted.
Must Share and Exchange Resources, Help Others Grow

This superordinate theme evolved after connectarggypants’ statements that
strongly insisted that educators must participate PLN to share resources with colleagues.
My interpretation of all the participants’ interweand document data revealed a tremendous
desire to participate in a PLN and utilize socktworking tools to share and exchange
resources with colleagues. The essence | gaineddtioparticipants indicated that
knowledge sharing and digital collaboration wasjaost recommended, it was expected.
Participants shared how the communities of edusdkat actively participated within a PLN
tended to be passionate, committed, and dedicateelping the entire field of education
steadily improve. One patrticipant, Amy, shared th&tue” educator was not doing enough
if they were not sharing their work. | was alsaigied by Edward’s commitment to utilizing
social networking tools to build out his own perabearning network and develop an online
community of learners.

Participants seemed to justify and validate thegital blogging content and other
social networking posts as germane because thdydéhe “newspaper rule” or “grandma
rule.” They were not ashamed of, nor did they heawe regrets about, any content they
posted online, knowing that they would experience&mbarrassment or shame if it were
published in a newspaper or said in front of ogeasmdmother. The participants strongly
believed that the content was published with the saent of improving others and therefore

they had no limitations or considerations aboubmg or not disclosing the posts.
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The findings of this study further supported tikeseng literature that explained why
educators wished to participate in a PLN. Spedlficthe literature surrounding
“‘communality” seemed to be furthered by this stesdindings. Participants were greatly
motivated to utilize social networking tools andiaely participate with PLN members for
the acquisition of information and resources; opjpaties to collaborate with weak tie
colleagues; reduce the perception and sensatimorking in isolation; and the exploration
of new ideas and information (Colibaba et al., 208l8erton et al., 2011; Bouchamma &
Michaud, 2011; Tsai et al., 2010; Hur & Brush, 20G%ay, 2009). The participants’ belief in
helping others created a common goal amongst tietRat was likely to help its overall
sustainability and longevity. Fang and Chiu (20fb@)nd that online communities were more
likely to succeed if participants were more willitgggive and share, expecting little in
return. Successful online communities were desdrasecomprised of members that were
altruistically-minded who were collective in th@ursuit to create a community for
everybody to learn, resulting in a community ofugafor all (Nikolaou & Tsolkadis, 2012;
Wise et al., 2009; Carr & Chambers, 2006).

Hur and Brush (2009) found that personal experiemere a primary motive for
educators wanting to share online. Forte et allZ2@lso determined that educators did not
want to broadcast just information in a one-way gamication stream; rather, they wanted
to engage in a two-way dialogue. The findings of gtudy revealed that participants
overwhelmingly wanted to engage in digital colladiarn and two-way communication with
members of their PLN, consistent with existing egsh (Forte et al., 2012; Kairam et al,

2012; Castaneda et al, 2011; Hur & Brush, 2009).
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However, the findings of this study suggested pgdints’ perceptions of using
microblogging tools like Twitter were unique fromigting literature. Forte et al. (2012) and
Casteneda et al. (2012) conducted studies thatfedncators were initially drawn to
microblogging tools only to abandon them becausg telt uncomfortable using them for
professional purposes. Microblogging tools werenprto blurring users’ personal and
professional boundaries (Casteneda et al., 2012zr8an & Hartzog, 2012). The findings of
this study differed from such studies significanfarticipants in this study insisted that PLN
members know personal information about them. Aalal#tly, they felt that microblogging
tools were the most efficient at and effectivedbaring information, both personal and
professional. Participants of this study also wex@ted about growing their PLN to share
resources and collaborate with even more peoplis.albo differed from existing literature
that found social networking users’ disclosure @fgonal information to strangers had
decreased over time (Stutzman et al., 2012; Ba@#l1 P
Power of the People; Personal and Professional Bdite Powered by PLN

Participants perceived overwhelmingly positive omes toward their personal and
professional lives from PLN participation. My inpeetation of the participants’ beliefs was
attributed to the people who made up the compasdidhe participants’ PLNs. The findings
revealed that participants were drawn to collakeowath others so that they might surround
themselves by and immerse themselves within a contynof perceived superstars, experts,
and gurus. Amy stated that “99 percent of thenmawee amazing than | am.” Participants
made statements that indicated how Twitter's aleseruld greatly impact their ability to
effectively do their job; gain access to expegsarh; remain motivated; and/or effectively

collaborate with others. Additionally, the findingssealed that participants developed
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personal relationships with many they first mebtlgh their digital collaboration and, in
many cases, physically interacted with these néand friends through personal and
professional means. The development of persoratioakhips and the strengthening of
relationships with long-distance family and frievdss attributed to the effects of PLN
participation and use of social networking tools.

Findings also indicated that participants benéfitem an online community of
educators so they could regain their teaching roptselping others. Edward uncovered a
deep desire to teach others that was revealedreantransitioned from the role of classroom
teacher to school administrator. In an effort jovenate his thirst for educating others he
turned to participating in a PLN; active participatand collaboration with colleagues within
a PLN using social networking tools satisfied the¢d.

| found that the participants came to understaed experience with social
networking and their PLN as truly life-changing.elparticipants believed their active
participation, digital collaboration, and knowledg®aring with others within their PLN
positively enhanced aspects of their personal aofgsional lives.

The findings of this study were consistent witlisérg literature that revealed how
digital collaboration with PLN members enhancedabequisition of resources and
information (Forte et al., 2012; Alderton et aD12; Castaneda, Costa, & Kompen, 2011;
lvanova, Grosseck, & Holotescu, 2011); gain newgssional and technical skills
((Bouchamma & Michaud, 2011; Castaneda & Soto, 20%8i et al., 2010; Donavant, 2009;
Hanewald & Gesthuizen, 2009; Gray, 2004; Ardicheilal., 2003; Wenger & Snyder,
2000); and enhance one’s professional identityvasidn (Rajagopal et al., 2012; Tsai et al.,

2010; Hur & Brush, 2009; Riverin & Stacey, 2008a63r2004). Additionally, the findings of
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this study further supported previous studies ittettified PLN participation higher in PLNs
with strong communal-oriented foundation.

Previous studies found that some PLN members dpgdla desire to professionally
connect with others in physical, or blended, sg&iand opportunities (Badge et al., 2011;
Fetter et al, 2011). The findings of this studyaxged on this research. This study’s school
administrator participants forged and penetratétionships — personal and professional —
at more intense levels. Charles stated that helajese fifty to a hundred very close
relationships with those within his Twitter PLN arejularly interacted with them through in
person social activities. Other participants frdms study, including Amy, David, and
Edward, routinely interacted with others withinithleLN, both personally and
professionally.

Privacy Should Not Be the Priority

This superordinate emerged based upon data thedlezl/participants’ overall
disregard or recognition of maintaining privacy iehitilizing social networking tools and
participating in a PLN as a public school admimigir. My interpretation of the participants’
data suggested that privacy was not of concermsimould it be the concern of a school
administrator engaging in digital collaborationhwvdther educators. This was the essence of
all school administrator participants of this stud@ize findings indicated that while it was
understandable to maintain some privacy over goersonal life online, it was not to be
maintained while performing duties in a professiaon&e. Amy observed that because a
public school administrator’s professional role w@serve the public, they should not

expect to practice techniques that maintain thewapy. Other participants made similar
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statements. Bob indicated that school administsagbould not be concerned by or worry
about privacy since it was basically “non-existéent.

The notion of privacy was difficult to conceptuaifor some of the participants, who
seemed uncertain as to why privacy was the subjentjuiry and inspection by school
administrators using social networking tools tatipgrate in a PLN. Participants such as
David and Edward felt that to generate their owfiisgorovement, it was essential to
disclose information and allow themselves to becwunieerable. Frank valued the ability of
the communication channel of social networking $dol help educate and inform others of
the duties and responsibilities of school admiatsits. Overall, the majority of participants
believed that it was an ethical and professiongpoasibility to exercise maximum
transparency of their professional duties, inclgdirgital collaboration with colleagues and
other weak tie stakeholders via social networkoas.

The findings of this study were in concert withstixg research, particularly with
regard to how school administrators and educatiiseusocial networking tools. As was
found in previous studies, the participants of gty primarily utilized social networking
tools for participation within their PLN (Colibaled al., 2012; Tsai et al., 2010; Hur &
Brush, 2009; Gray, 2004). The findings revealed $lshool administrator participants
established boundaries within their social netwaghkiools to separate personal and
professional activity, which is also consistenthneiisting literature (Forte et al., 2012;
Kairam et al., 2012; Johnston et al., 2012). Piaditts of this study did use Facebook to
disclose personal information with PLN members witiom they began to establish a
stronger and closer personal relationship, which egangruent with previous literature on

this topic (Stutzman et al., 2012; Nikolaou & Tdaths, 2012; Hur & Brush, 2009).
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Not all of the findings were in perfect alignmevith the existing literature, however.
While the administrators did utilize social netwoid tools and engage in digital
collaboration, the participants of this study weeog at all concerned with privacy. This
contradicted the findings of MMS Education (202hich purported privacy concerns were
the primary reason to deter prospective educatorns €ngaging in PLN practices. This
study’s findings revealed that participants feliecessary to divulge personal information to
PLN members, believing others with whom they difyitaeollaborate deserved to know more
information about the participant. Even thoughshely’'s participants were utilizing Twitter
solely for professional purposes — as was citeBdrje et al. (2012), who found educators
primarily using Twitter for professional reasonghis study’s participants used Twitter to
penetrate and establish closer personal relatipastith some within their PLN. This
study’s participants disclosed and shared persaf@aimation and other relevant information
to all PLN members because it was how they perdailgital collaboration with social
networking tools to be; it was not in an efforto® perceived as more “likeable” or to attempt
to expand their PLN, which contradicted the findirg previous studies (Johnson & Paine,
2007; Feng et al., 2004).

The findings also revealed that participants bekiei was their ethical and
professional duty to consistently and frequentlgrshinformation to seek improvement for
others through social networking posts. This cahttad research that suggested social
network users’ disclosure of information to “strangj declined over time (Boyd, 2011).
This study’s participants digitally published camtevith full validation and confidence,
without fearing that the disclosure of informatimnshared resources might become a

potential threat to privacy or be wrongly perceibgdstakeholder groups. This differed from
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the results of previous studies (Shi et al., 2dbBnson et al., 2012; Stutzman et al., 2012).
Additionally, this study’s participants had littlegard for restricting or eliminating their PLN
members, which contradicted the findings of presiempirical studies (Johnson et al., 2012;
Kairam et al., 2012). The findings of this studggested that participants published
information for a mass audience and did not puldhitent only for specific groups of
persons within their PLN. Because this study’sipgrants did not designate selective
information for selective groups within their PLNthinstead believed in full transparency
and digital collaboration from which all might bémethere were no perceived weak tie
violations of their interpersonal privacy manageme&his explained why they did not purge
or restrict their PLN members, sharply contrastinity Karr-Wisniewski et al. (2011).
Implications of the Research

As educational reformers seek to improve outcoofidise public education system,
groups like the United States Department of Edooancourage educators to elicit
technological tools to enhance their professiondliaformal learning, with the ultimate
goal of transforming and bettering student learrang professional outcomes. Specially,
technological tools can be used to participate RLE or digital community of practice
(CoP), enabling opportunities to digitally connexdllaborate, and share resources amongst
professionals. Through the use of PLN and CoP,adus are no longer confined to working
within isolated “silos” or “islands,” and can “calborate with their peers and leverage with
world-class experts to improve student learning'JWepartment of Education, 2010, p.
42).

However, to participate in a PLN, an educator naistlose personal and

professional information as they engage and cotktbavith others, leaving a permanent
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digital footprint. Additionally, as educators semkers to add to their informal learning
network or enhance professional relationships thitise already a part of a PLN, trust and
relationships must be cultivated. To grow or stteag one’s learning network, varying
levels of personal and professional information ifgsshared and disclosed within public
and private modes of social networking tools. Failw disclose certain amounts of
information have the potential to negatively imp@ast and relationships. Ultimately,
privacy management decisions are a critical eleroktiite experiences of school
administrators utilizing social networking toolstln their PLN. Therefore, PLN and
privacy have direct implications on school admnaigirs and digital community facilitators.

The interpretation of the participants’ data frdnststudy showcased three themes:
Must Share and Exchange Resources, Help Others; ®awer of the People; Personal and
Professional Benefits Powered by PLN; and Privadoyu®l Not Be the Priority. These
findings have implications for two populations -uedtional organizations and school
leaders and digital community facilitators.

Through the review of literature referenced irs ttiudy, as well as this study’s
findings, PLN and other digital learning networkere found to generate high appeal and
allure for school administrators seeking infornegrhing options and channels of digital
collaboration with colleagues. However, the ovepadictice of social networking tools
within a PLN over the greater school administrapvefession remained small. As was
detected in this study’s findings, those curreptiyticipating in a digital PLN were
extremely passionate individuals who were hungrntoease their overall network of
learners. There remains a large untapped audidrsmool administrators and other

professional educators that may greatly benefihftbe participation in a PLN.
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The potential positive impact of PLN participation educators and learning
organizations greatly hinges on how school disteatlers and school administrators
incorporate opportunities for digital collaboratimro their professional practices. For PLN
practices to evolve and become more mainstrearpsdistrict leaders need to learn how to
effectively create a networked learning organizatimat maximizes informal and formal
learning and collaboration with internal and ex&stakeholders. School administrators
need to learn how to expand the collaborative cailtd a school from professional learning
communities to include personal learning netwohied enable a school’s faculty to
collaborate with experts from around the world.

Implications for Educational Organizations and Schol Leaders

A key method for continuous improvement and tramségional educational
practices for school districts has been that ofggsional learning communities (PLC). This
localized manner of educator collaboration requae®mmunal culture of learning that
focuses on student learning and results. PLCs tgpasanetworks of educators, organized
vertically or horizontally, around a common purpoBeough different in purpose and
logistics, PLCs are closely related to other nek@drlearning options such as PLN and CoP.
All three structures enable teachers to work inuwaction with others and avoid working in
isolation, of yielding greater professional anddgtut learning outcomes (Darling-Hammon,
Weli, Andree, Richardson, & Orphanos, 2009, p. IDneWPLC, PLN, and CoP are
combined, they create what Nussbaum-Beach and2(P) defined as a “connected
learning model.”

Establish a connected learning model that promotedigital collaboration. In an

effort to modernize a school district’s catalogpodfessional development opportunities,
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districts should immediately consider establishtognected learning communities. Through
connected learning communities, all staff membeaxgelran opportunity to engage in
professional discourse and collaborate with colleaghroughout the district as well as
experts and colleagues globally. Participationdnrected learning communities enables
members to focus their efforts on system-wideatiies and their own personal and
professional learning goals. It is through a nekedrlearning community that educators can
“learn by interacting, sharing, understanding, atiog, commenting, and creating”
(Nussbaum-Beach & Hall, 2012, p. 38). Educator#ally collaborating in a connected
learning community can position their own views apthions against others, while
reflecting on their professional practices befai@jng, and after their traditional work
schedule (Aceto, Dondi, & Marzotto, 2010). Connddearning with peers also yields
greater power and control over one’s agency. Fdu¢Ei71) critiqued the public education
system for creating a one-sided delivery of ingtong with a teacher having a pulpit that
other learners did not. The traditional model aicténg and learning instills practices that
appear as though the teacher is the lone arbitena#ledge, information, and authority.
This could easily hinder motivation and capacityking amongst professional educators.

Connected learning opportunities for educatorssafpersonal and professional
experiences and learning that “increases knowladgeisition for educational practice and
personal growth among individuals who feel seanhjaagerwoven” as they “learn [not just]
how to be better educators but more tuned-in afettafe people” (Nussbaum-Beach &
Hall, 2012, p. 39).

School districts and learning organizations mustenstand that publicly sharing

one’s perceptions of performance, professionaltimes; opinions, and strategies can be
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daunting and uncomfortable for those with limitegb@rience in PLN participation or
connected learning communities. However, this ghaok be a stumbling block for
educational organizations. The collective commithard dedication to the organization’s
mission can be fostered within a digitally colladbre environment, prompting
improvements to student learning outcomes. Trudtcamfort can be established as
connected learning community members observe gplksi transparency as they share the
positives and negatives of their professional jeyrmiving confidence to others as they
detect that risk-taking is acceptable and condgNedsbaum-Beach & Hall, 2012).

School districts and educational organizationstrdatermine if they should develop
and grow their own digital learning network or Ciolits staff members, or if they ought to
partner with an organization that already has lg-fuinctioning community. The decision to
create a proprietary, or private, learning netwogkjuires careful attention to several
logistics. The school district must establish clealicies and expectations for how members
should participate in the learning network. Addiadly, a culture of trust, security,
professionalism, and respect are necessary. Las#lyplanning of face-to-face collaborative
opportunities is encouraged since many membersatsaywish to develop more personal
relationships with those within the learning netkwor

Utilize PLN for educational system transformation.PLNs can become an effective
tool to create a transformative culture within arkeng organization. By tapping into the
power of social networking tools and PLN membethpsl district faculty and staff can
forge collaborative relationships with global thotigaders. By following and/or engaging
with these weak tie PLN members, the informatiom loa brought back to one’s school or

organization for full consideration by all membéfdgore and Reynolds (2011) insisted that
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the benefit of this practice was based on teaneslo€ators not only benefiting from the
“knowledge of its own professional learning tearasWwould use connectivity to gather
global expertise to inform ideas, projects, andfams” (p. 129). To organize the digital
collaborations of members that would be collabatiith different PLN members through
various social networking channels, a school dissiould establish a knowledge sharing
portal, or enterprise learning network, so inforimaican be shared.

The role of school administrators is critical twthering educational transformation.
School principals should be actively engaged intaigollaboration and always looking to
increase their overall PLN. School administratpeaxticipation in a PLN is closely related to
the practices of a transformational school leadé¢hat they rely on collaborative
relationships to make decisions and collectivelyrie gradually relinquishing control and
autocratic practices (Harris, 2003). Principals niusld capacity in its faculty by
empowering them to explore personal and profeskomalopment aligned with their
respective interests and positions rather tharrégting a top-down approach. To develop a
transformational school, principals must understiuad “strong leadership in schools results
from the participation of many people, each leadiisgor her own way” (Donaldson, 2007,
p. 29). This includes not only school faculty ataffsmembers but also external stakeholders
such as parents; business owners; philanthropanargtions; media; and policy makers. As
principals model how to effectively communicate aotlaborate using social networking
tools, internal and external stakeholders areyikelincrease their engagement and
participation.

PLN participation and privacy trade-off. While social networking tools and PLN

participation yield many benefits to users, itnmgportant to understand the overall
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compromise of one’s privacy during the process. ddwsion to participate in a PLN and
digitally collaborate with others requires attentto one’s overall boundary and privacy
management.

Essentially, there are three boundaries that impaeacy management: (1)
disclosure — decisions about what information ibéshared and disclosed; (2) identity —
information about one’s professional affiliationdaor personal background; and (3)
temporality — decisions influenced by past, presentuture implications on information
disclosed and shared by a user (Palen & Dourigh320

Effective participation and engagement in a PLMemworked community is based
on a user’s knowledge sharing with others. Schdoliaistrators must determine what
information to share, and how much, in order toali@y cohesive collaborative relationships
with members of their PLN or learning network. Atifahally, trust is contingent on the
personal information disclosed; this causes scadwilinistrators to strategically identify
what information to share. Lastly, identity is fartated based upon information shared and
disclosed online, leaving it to the perception andjectivity of a mass audience. School
administrators must determine what public postaase on social networking tools,
knowing it may be misperceived by an audience uilfanwith the context or subject matter
about which he/she is posting.

Findings of this study revealed that school adstiators did give privacy a place of
priority, indicating their role as a school admitrasor engaging in social networking was to
maintain a public, transparent role of their prefesal work. This suggests that PLN
members might compromise their own boundary managemles as they develop more

personal relationships with others within theinmatk. As relationships are cultivated, users
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may begin blurring lines by inviting PLN membersrfr professional social networking
channels into personal ones. By blurring lines;teosl administrator may experience
difficulty separating personal and professionabinfation over time.

Adopt and update “acceptable use” and social netwdéing policies. As school
district leaders seek opportunities to utilize abnetworking tools to bolster communication
and collaboration efforts with stakeholders, ingportant that updated “acceptable use” and
social networking policies are established. Thepida and implementation of such policies
is consistent with technological standards expectesthool administrators (ISTE, 2009).
Additionally, the potential legal ramifications aifd liability for behaviors using social
networking tools outside of professional duties tiesfully weighed (Bathon & Brady,
2010;Garcetti v. Ceballos2006).

Unfortunately, school district leaders have ligledance from state and federal laws
and standards, thereby requiring districts to fdateupolicies under local control (Bosco,
2011; Goldfarb, Pregibon, Shrem, & Zyko, 2011). &uiable use and social networking
policies vary across school districts (Miami-Dadsu@ty Public Schools, 2012). These
policy differences increase the need for schoaldesito effectively communicate and
inform their stakeholders about appropriate prast@nd expectations. Adequate training for
educators is essential, particularly with regarthtfollowing: federal laws governing
student internet activity (Willard, 2012; Bosco]120 Goldfarb et al., 2011; Davis, 2010);
opportunities to use and gain familiarity with sdaetworking platforms (Brady, 2010);
professional development to effectively integrageial networking into instructional
activities (Goldfarb et al., 2011; Foulger, EwbaKky, Popp & Carter, 2011; Willard 2006);

and awareness of legality, responsibility, andostisoncerning teacher-student digital
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communication (Brindley, 2012; Willard, 2012; Gadb et al., 2011; Saunders, 2011;
Downing & Shannon, 2010).
Implications for Digital Community Facilitators

The positive benefits of PLN, CoP, and digital feag networks were cited
throughout this study. However, launching an onlesning network requires adherence to
important elements and logistics so that it mayajgeeffectively. An online community
must be fueled and sustained by active engagem#nthe intended audience. Additionally,
the learning network must ensure members feel aiadend that information is relevant,
interesting, and/or applicable. Failure to mees¢heonditions may result in disengagement
with or withdrawal from the learning network.

Effectively create a digital learning network.Nussbaum-Beach and Hall (2012)
posited that “the best connected learning commestiave strong visions and clarity of
purpose — and often begin organically” (p. 40).fSamanic and grassroots foundations are
what prompted multiple Twitter-based PLNs to depadoer the past few years. These
Twitter-based PLNs engaged audiences on subjectfgp®pics and organized members
based on professional responsibilities and assigtsneompanies or organizations; or by
state and geographical regions. Wenger, White Sanith (2009) reported that it was
through a common identity that PLN members collatext, engaged, and shared resources
or information with others. PLN facilitators or aters should routinely communicate how
the digital learning network meets others’ needsyell as continuously call others to action
in order to maintain sustainability for the network

The overall success or failure of a digital leagnmetwork relies on the overall

moderation and facilitation of its leaders (Gra02). Digital learning networks require
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active facilitators that can generate discussiooragst and contributions from its members;
maximize knowledge sharing; link members to inteamal external resources; and ensure
growth for the network. Strong facilitators arethdhat develop a digital learning network
rich with expertise of its members, as well as psteto non-members how they may access
the collective expertise of its members (CoburmiC& Mata, 2010). The vitality of a

digital learning community or network is also coggent upon the opportunities for its
members to share knowledge, collaborate, and nktwitih community members (Wenger

et al., 2009). For Twitter-based PLNSs, it is adilsao maintain a structured conversation on
a specific topic of great relevance to the intenaledience. The Twitter-based conversations
should also encourage the sharing of electronmuress, documents, and links that are
popular features to share amongst online commsniBeoth, 2011).

Online learning community facilitators should afsy heed to cultivating a
community that is diverse and representative ofetpcln this study, five of the six
participants were males. Before the participantuiiaog phase closed, only a single female
had communicated interest in participating in thuelg. This left questions unanswered such
as: Is there an underrepresentation of femalagiogltechnology? Are digital PLNs more
frequented by males than females? If so, whatteredasons fewer females participate? All
of these answers should be examined by onlineilgaoommunity facilitators to ensure a
diverse community of learners and participants.

Facilitators of digital learning networks must ailsgose proper mechanisms for
membership, netiquette, privacy and other inforo@davior norms (Wu, Chen, & Chung,
2009). It is imperative that facilitators pay caledttention to determining what information

can be accessed the public and what is kept pridatey. Privacy is a concern for many
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educators and is one of the primary motives forawtively participating in PLN or digital
collaboration (MMS Education, 2012). School adntairs that participate in digital
learning networks may share information that insesatheir vulnerability in an effort to seek
continuous improvement. However, if the disclosgdrimation is believed to be private or
semi-private, significant personal or professiatehage could ensue.

Recommendations for Future Research

Through this study, | aimed to better understduedetxperience of school
administrators’ utilization of social networkingals while participating in a PLN as they
maintained privacy. Ultimately, the findings prog@ime with a very succinct result — the
school administrators that participated in thislgtwere not concerned with their online
privacy, nor did they feel that it was a priorifyhe thick, rich data detailed in Chapter 4
supported these findings and helped justify my aanterpretation in this study. However,
| believe this study can be a catalyst for fut@wsearch.

As | conclude Chapter 5, | wish to provide thédaing recommendations based
upon the findings, limitations, and significancetlos study. Ultimately, these
recommendations will only benefit educational reslkears and school administrators.
Conduct the Study at Different Settings

In an effort to further validate my interpretatiohthis study’s data, it would be
interesting to see if similar findings would resiikhe very same study — methodology and
sampling techniques — were employed. At the prets®et there are several state-specific
Twitter-based PLNs that engage in weekly collabeeagessions. Any of these state- or
subject-specific Twitter PLNs could serve as a gsedting through which to compare

findings.
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It is possible that the original setting usedhis study could have produced data from
participants that was subject to “group-think” @ntogenous viewpoints. Because the
findings of this study were overwhelmingly consigtamongst participants, a qualitative
researcher would be interested in comparing thairfgs of a different setting to see if the
results were also homogenous or divergent.

Conduct the Study Using Different Methodology

| opted to utilize an interpretive phenomenoloya@alysis because of my experience
and knowledge with personal learning networks,aawtworking tools, and online
communities of practice. Ultimately, | believed experience could be directly applied to
the data and aid in the analysis of data. It waad@dnteresting to see if similar findings
would arise if a future study were performed with®ol administrators, but through the
analysis of separate case studies or as a nareatalgsis.

Additionally, if a quantitative research study lmbhe implemented analyzing a mass
guantity of Tweets by a select sample size, a co@tealysis could be conducted and
conclusions could be drawn that supported or chgéld the findings of this study.

Repeat the Study in Several Years

As referenced earlier in this Chapter, researditated that educators’ preference for
disclosing information online to “strangers” deeleover time (Boyd, 2011). Since the
findings of this study revealed that participanesrevnot concerned with privacy and felt it
was their professional duty to remain transparadt@en through their digital
collaborations, in a future study of these samégpants it would be worth noting
differences in perceptions of privacy, disclosam] boundaries.

Conduct the Study with a More Diverse Population
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This study did not collect racial or ethnic demaggric data during the participant
recruitment process. It is thus possible that figdirepresent a homogenous sample size not
representative of the entire PLN or society. Adatisilly, the participants were predominately
male with only a single female actually participati Additional studies are recommended to
determine if there exists an underrepresentati@dofinistrators participating in PLN by
gender, sex, ethnicity, or race. Additionally, iwtstudies could focus on potential factors or
barriers that prohibit, exclude, or alienate PLNtipgants by gender, sex, ethnicity, or race.
Conduct the Study with a Focus on Teachers

This study focused exclusively on school admiatstrs. A similar study that
explored how the phenomenon was perceived by eciaffi teachers would be interesting to
see if there are any similarities or differenceshd| administrators are not subject to the
same evaluation techniques as teachers, which mpgwer administrators to feel “freer” or
at liberty to engage in digital collaboration. Tkars may fear retaliation from their
supervisors, colleagues, or parents, causing erdifte in perception with the phenomenon
of privacy and PLN participation.

Summary

The purpose of this hermeneutic phenomenologicalystvas to understand how
school administrators made sense of their expegipadicipating in personal learning
networks (PLN) and while using social networkinglgoas they managed privacy.

To digitally collaborate and engage with PLN cofjeas, it was essential that an
online identity be established as relationshipssvaEveloped and cultivated. Additionally,
decisions concerning information disclosure andiliagn of online privacy needed to be

determined by a PLN user using social networkimgst@Johnson, Egelman, & Bellovin,
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2012; Kairam, Brzozowski, Huffaker, & Chi, 2012;iSKu, & Zhang, 2012; Stutzman &
Hartzog, 2012; Kramer-Duffield, 2010; Williams ét, 2009). The potential ramifications of
disclosing too much information could result inntended professional or personal harm
against a PLN member using social networking t@bls & Kramer, 2013; Sleeper et al.,
2013; Johnson et al., 2012; Shi et al., 2012). Hewdailure to disclose information to PLN
members could negatively impact relationships adpromise others’ perception of trust
(Nikolaou & Tsolakidis, 2012; Fang & Chiu, 2010;ddaon & Thomas 2009).

For this study, interpretive phenomenological asialyIPA) methods were used with
educational administrators (N = 6). Data were obdld through semi-structured interviews;
written documents of participants’ experience aateption of PLNs; and analysis of
participants’ Tweets over a thirty day timefram&elviews were analyzed using a four-part
analytical process (Smith, Flowers, & Larkin, 2008)itten documents and Tweets were
coded according to data analysis methods preschpddiles and Huberman (1994).

The findings of the study revealed three emerdarnes that explained school
administrators’ understanding of PLN participateord privacy issues, titled: (1) Must Share
and Exchange Resources; Help Others Grow; (2) Pofatee People; Personal and
Professional Benefits, Powered by PLN; and (3)&ywShould Not Be the Priority. The
findings affirmed school administrators’ understiagdof their participation in personal
learning networks using social networking tooldamg solely driven by the desire to share
information and resources. Little to no regard ¥gcy issues were identified by the school
administrators.

A discussion concerning the implications of theee¥sh was addressed. Educational

leaders should consider the following: (1) estébéisconnected learning model that promotes

213



digital collaboration; (2) utilize PLN for educatial system transformation; (3) PLN
participation of users and their privacy trade-afigd (4) adopt and update “acceptable use”
and social networking policies for stakeholdersli@nlearning community facilitators
should consider the following: (1) create an effextigital learning network that promotes a
common mission, vision, and purpose; and (2) impleinand enforce social networking
policies to maximize netiquette and privacy consern

Recommendations for future research include: (hjluot the study at different
settings; (2) conduct the study using differeneagsh methods; (3) repeat the study in
several years; (4) conduct the study with a fodusachers; and (5) conduct the study with

more diverse population.
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APPENDIX A. Consent for Participation in a ResearchStudy
Project Title: Personal Learning Networks and Prigg
James Derek Brauer, B.S., M.S.Ed., M.S.Ed., Edc.Spe
Request to Participate

You are being asked to take part in a researchysflitis study is being conducted with
participants from the weekly Tweetchat session géighat.

The Primary Investigator of this study is Dr. Loy€Caruthers, Associate Professor at the
University of Missouri-Kansas City. The researchbéthis study is James Derek Brauer, a
doctoral candidate in the School of Education atUiniversity of Missouri-Kansas City.

The study team is asking you to take part in tesearch study because you have experience
utilizing social media tools to participate in amioe personal learning network. Research
studies only include people who choose to take paiis document is called a consent form.
Please read this consent form carefully and take frme making your decision. The
researcher will go over this consent form with yAsk him to explain anything that you do
not understand. Think about it and talk it overhwjibur family and friends before you decide
if you want to take part in this research studyisTdonsent form explains what to expect: the
risks, discomforts, and benefits, if any, if younsent to be in the study.

Background
The study team is asking you to participate in tegearch study because you are a current

school administrator that actively participatesiidigital personal learning network. You
have specifically been chosen for this study bezaus
e You currently hold the job assignment of public/ate school administrator
at the K-12 level; administrative positions maylute superintendent,
assistant superintendent, director, area educagency administrator,
principal, assistant principal, dean of studertgefcschool business official,
human resources director, and/or special educdtreator.
e You are an active member that identifies him/héssih the PLN in this
study.
e You are an active user with the microblogging tbwitter; and
e You agree to participate in this study.

You will be one of six subjects in this researaldgt

Purpose
The purpose of this hermeneutic phenomenologicalysis to understand the phenomenon

of public and private school administrators thatipgate in a PLN, use social media tools,
and regulate boundaries to manage privacy. Thegshenon of privacy is traditionally
defined as a “state of social withdrawal”; howewer,this study privacy will be generally
defined as “ongoing self-regulation of setting bdames toward others with whom we
interact” (Palen & Dourish, 2003, p. 1). This pheramological study will focus on
describing what all school administrators haveammon as they experience the
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phenomenon of maintaining online privacy while ggpating in an online personal learning
network.

Source: Palen, L., & Dourish, P. (200B8npacking “privacy” for a networked world
Retrieved October 28, 2011, from http://www.cs.catm.edu/~palen/Papers/palen-
dourish.pdf

Procedures

If you choose to participate, you will be askeawvtite a brief narrative answering the
following questions1) Describe why you became interested in usingasonedia to
participate in a personal learning network and Zderibe the most memorable situation or
experience, if any, you faced while using sociadiem& participate in a personal learning
network Your narrative should be a maximum of one (1)epadength.

Immediately following receipt of your brief narradi, the researcher will set up an interview
that will take approximately 30 minutes to 1 haucomplete. The interview will be
comprised of various questions that pertain to yyoerience using social media tools. The
specific interview questions will be provided touyim advance of the actual interview.

The interview will be conducted through a third4ggrhone conferencing line and will be
recorded, so it may be transcribed. Participatiothis research study will require your
consent to record the interview. Shortly afterititerview, you will receive a copy of the
interview transcription via email so you may reviaad confirm its contents. The audio
recording and its transcription will be stored opegsword-protected university email system
and cloud-based data storage website for a tosgwe#n years. Once the seven year time
span has expired, all digital files of the audicareling and transcription will be permanently
deleted and destroyed.

If you agree to take part in this study, you wal involved in this study for approximately
60-90 minutes — this includes the amount of timeessary to write the brief narrative and
participate in the interview. Follow-up informatifnom the researcher may be needed. If
this is the case, follow-up information may be eotéd via email and will be done within
four (4) weeks of the interview.

When you are done taking part in this study, yoli still have access to contact the
researcher, if need be.

Participation in this study is voluntary. Subjectay refuse to participate in certain activities
or answer certain questions. If you choose notattigpate in any part of the observation or
interview, you can notify the researcher at thaetiIf any data was collected prior to your
withdrawal from the study, all data will be destedy deleted, and not used in the final
results of this study.

Risks
There are no risks involved in this study.
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Benefits

There are no direct benefits afforded to you dutivgstudy; however, school administrators
can indirectly benefit from this study. The resdittam this research study should contribute
to the evolving body of knowledge concerning digitersonal learning networks and
privacy. By increasing awareness of how school adstrators can effectively participate
and collaborate with peers within a digital perddearning network while maintaining
privacy and social boundaries, perhaps more sdudrainistrators will consider future
participation

Fees and Expenses
Your participation in this research study will matst you any money. Participation is
entirely free.

Compensation
You will not receive compensation for taking parthis study.

Alternatives to Study Participation
The alternative is to not take part in the study.

Confidentiality

While we will do our best to keep the informatiamuyshare with us confidential, it cannot be
absolutely guaranteed. Individuals from the Uniitgrsf Missouri-Kansas City Institutional
Review Board (a committee that reviews and approeesarch studies), Research
Protections Program, and Federal regulatory ageme#ey look at records related to this
study to make sure we are doing proper, safe res@ad protecting human subjects. The
results of this research may be published or pteddo others. You will not be named in
any reports of the results.

Your privacy and confidentiality will be protected the researcher will keep your narrative,
interview audio recording, and interview transaaps in a secure file located in the
university email system and a third-party clouddsh@ebsite tool. The university email
system and the cloud-based website are both padgwatected. Only the researcher will
have access to all files.

If you choose to withdraw from the study, your dath not be stored or included in this
research study.

Contacts for Questions about the Study

You should contact the Office of UMKC'’s Social Swies Institutional Review Board at
(816) 235-5927 if you have any questions, concert®mplaints about your rights as a
research subject. You may call the Primary Investig Dr. Loyce Caruthers, at (816) 235-
1044 or the researcher, James Derek Brauer, af 2AP29871 if you have any questions
about this study. You may also call either researdrany problems come up.

Voluntary Participation
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Taking part in this research study is voluntarydti choose to be in the study, you are free
to stop participating at any time and for any reasbyou choose not to be in the study or
decide to stop participating, your decision wilt affect any care or benefits you are entitled
to. If any data were collected prior to your witadkal from the study, all data will be
destroyed, deleted, and not used in the final tesdilthis study.

You have read this Consent Form or it has beentegdu. You have been told why this
research is being done and what will happen iftade part in the study, including the risks
and benefits. You have had the chance to ask gusstnd you may ask questions at any
time in the future by calling the Primary Investiga Dr. Loyce Caruthers, at (816) 235-
1044 or the researcher, James Derek Brauer, af PAB29871. By signing this consent
form, you volunteer and consent to take part ia thsearch study. Study staff will give you
a copy of this consent form.

Signature (Volunteer Subject) Date

Printed Name (Volunteer Subject)

Signature of Person Obtaining Consent Date

Printed Name of Person Obtaining Consent
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APPENDIX B. Verbal Consent Script

| am James Derek Brauer, from the University ofddizi-Kansas City School of Education.
| am currently completing the requirements for nogtdrate of education degree in
Education Administration. | am conducting a reskattidy on public and private school
administrators that utilize social media tools &otggipate in online personal learning
networks while maintaining their privacy. The rasbawill help me better understand the
experiences of administrators that digitally cotiedie and implement strategies to maintain
their privacy.

Today you will be participating in an individual gure interview, which should take
approximately 30-60 minutes. Your participatiovaduntary. If you do not wish to
participate, you may stop at any time. Data withagn confidential. All responses will be
used with pseudonyms to maximize anonymity. Youn@and affiliation will not appear in
the final copy. There are minimal risks associatét this interview. Taking part in this
interview is your agreement to participate.

This interview will be recorded and transcribedaird-party service. You will be
provided a copy of the transcript about a weelofelihg completion of the interview. The
audio recording and interview transcript will bédchby the researcher for a total of two
years. They will be electronically stored in passWvprotected sites including the
university’s email system and a cloud-based datasite service. Only the researcher will
have access to data. After two years, all databeilbermanently deleted and destroyed.
If you would like a copy of this letter for youraards, please let me know and | will email
you a copy immediately following our interview.ylbu have any questions regarding the
research, contact James Derek Brauer at (712) 249-You may also contact the
researcher’s academic adviser, Dr. Loyce Carutlae(816) 235-1044. If you have any
guestions regarding your rights as a research syiplease contact the IRB Administrator of
UMKC'’s Social Sciences Institutional Review Boatd&16) 235-1764.

219



APPENDIX C. Interview Schedule of Questions
1. What is your current administrative assignment? Hamvg have you been in this
role?

Social networking

2. Social networking is different for each person;alig® how you socially network
with others online.

3. How does social networking affect your everydagdiPersonally? Professionally?

4. How has social networking changed how you view gelirconnecting and
communicating with others?

5. How do you feel when you connect with people ortiidose “close” to you? Those
“distant” from you?

6. What if social networking tools no longer existdd#k about its impact on you.

Personal learning networks

7. How do you define a “personal learning network?”

8. If you had to describe what your personal learmatyvork means to you, what would
you say?

9. When you think of your personal learning networkatvimages come to mind?

10.How has PLN changed how you see yourself learn?

11.What do you believe makes an effective resourckimvifour personal learning
network?

12.As you eliminate things from your personal learnmegwork — tools, platforms, or
people — what compels you to do so?

Online privacy
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13.Talk about your perception of privacy. What doeasgmy mean to you?

14.How much do you think about your own digital priyac

15.How do you feel about how others perceive you @lin

16.How do you believe others perceive your senseigépy online?

17.How has your perception of privacy changed sindeiag social networking tools?
18.How do you make sense of the information you cheoshare and disclose online?

Closing

19.Before we end today, is there anything else yoildel o share that | did not ask?
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