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ABSTRACT

Author: Alamri, Hamdan PhD.

Institution: Purdue University

Degree Receivediugust 2019

Title:Ef fects of Personalized Learning-as an | nst
Determination and Learning Engagement in Online Higttrcation

Committee ChairDr. Sunnie L. Watson

Online higher education courses are often designed usingsizefits-all model that
treats students as instructional users rather than participants who contribute according to their
learning needs and interestdthough many scholars have discussed personalized learning as a
means to customize instruction otke past thredecadesfew have investigated the impact of
personalized learning interventions. In particular, there is a gap in the literature on interventions
using customized instructional content in online courses to provide individuals with
opportunities to address their own learning needs and choices. The purpose of this study was to
i nvestigate the effect of t hdeterminatios, tntrinsict i on al
motivation, learning engagement, and online learning experiences.

Theresearcher applied a convergent parallel mixedhods design to collect, analyze,
and merge quantitative and qualitative data simultaneously. Qualitative findings have converged
with and diverged from the quantitative data. Quantitative results revibakepkersonalized
|l earning has a statistically significant effe
their online |l earning experiences. The approa
perceptions toward their instructors. The firgirshowed that the majority of learners perceived
personalized learning to be an effective instructional approach. Accordingdgodiitative

findings, this approach s haeteemnaten (@uoosomyand e ef f
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competence), inilmsic motivation, engagement, and online learning experiences. However, the
intervention did not show a positive effect o
This study may contribute to the understanding of effective and influential teaching and
learningapproaches, especially in online learning environments. The final findings might inform
educators, instructional designers, and instructors about the personalized learning potential of
tailoring online courses t o nsreagedstdentdtivatoe eds a

and engagement.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCT ION

Background

The focus of education has been changing toward leareent er ed t o enhance
|l earning and better prepare them for t,he “inf
2012). Barr and Tagg (1995) discussed the paradigm shift that made higher education learner
centric to provide engaging |l earning opportun
higher education has transformed instructors into learning designdrfacilitators rather than
controllers of the learning process (Barr & Tagg, 1995). Current higher education practices,
however, are still focused on providing a eieefits-all model that shapes the learning
environment using instructional strateg@nd technologies that only enhance and support the
teachercentered model, which focuses on learning from a standardized curriculum and progress
in time-based curriculum rather than skills mastery and knowledge acquisition (Demski, 2012).
Demski (2012) ad Watson et al. (2012) emphasized that teackatered model may result in
|l earning gaps that affect “information age”
knowledge and skills that they need to succeed in this era.

Online learning has becontige recognized and preferred learning format for many
students from around the globts ease of access has enabled online learning to esat/grow
over the past decadBy the fall of 2016, more than 6 million college students had completed a
minimumof one course in a fully online format, which represents 31.6% of enroliment in higher
education institutions in the United States (Seaman, Allen, Seaman, 2018). Seaman et al. (2018)

reported that the number of students enrolled in online courses atrgaduate and graduate

levels increased by 5.6% in 2016 and by 17.2% between 2012 and 2016, which represents a
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steady increase within this period. These increases indicate that online learning is becoming
more important to many learners, which requireoadors to pay attention to the design and
development of online courses and programs.

Despite online | earning’s growth and incre
students’ success, moti vat iBawa,2018;MHdrzumtralg a g e me nt
2015;Hung, Chou, Chen, & Own, 2010). Literatureoniline learning indicates that researchers
have been dedicated to investigating and exploring a large number of elements (e.g., teaching,
learning, interacting, and communicating) and factors,(attitude, behavior, motivation, and
engagement) that have affected students’ l ear
efforts to investigate instructional design and instructional strategies to deliver online learning
coursegBawa, 2016)However, course design has been focused on-gineéts-all model that
assumes all learners have the same interests and Degdski, 2012), and it is not different in
online learning course design to utiliaeesizefits-all model regardless to studers ’ l earning
needs and interests

Personalized learning as instructional approach can shift the focus of online learning
toward more flexible environmentSural and Yazici (2018) mentioned that online learning
environment can be personalized throughedéht methods of learning (e.g., adaptive learning).

The authors stated that “i mplementers can pro
using different personalization methods in on
p. 106). Other rgearchers have suggested to personalize the interfaces of learning technology
systems, and still others have suggested providing students with personalized feedback

strategies. In addition, other researchers have suggested providing students withréllb€ont

the entire environment, whereas others yet have recommended giving learners limited control
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over the learning environment (Barr & Tagg, 1995; Demski, 2012; Rickabaugh, 2012; Watson,
Watson, & Reigeluth, 2012).

New Media Consortiun NMC) (2016) stated that persona
learning strategies, solutions, and interventions that align with individual learner goals and
account for differences in background knowledge, passion or interest in topics, and subject
mast @r2.Tn this approach, educators tailor the
learning needs and interests and address individual differences within a single learning
environment. Personalized learning allows educators to create learning paiheagble
learners to follow the direction that suits their learning needs and interests. Designing online
courses that provide different pathways and t
needs and interests may improve online teachindeamding practices. Such pathways provide
personalized content and activities that learners need to follow to address personal choices and
learning needs.

Sural and Yazici (2018) stated that “indiv
differentlearning styles, process information in different ways, prefer using different sources of
information cause wide range of | earning requ
conducting studies to investigate providing every student with a persoriabzaohg
opportunity to address their personal differences. Personalized learning as flexible learning can
be adjusted and directed toward every learner to increase their motivation and engagement when
they learn online. Personalizing an online learnimgrel r on ment ¢ hanrgleido t he i |
that of a facilitator who guides and assists each learner rather than providingizedits-all
model that provides every student with the same content, teaching and learning strategies, and

impersonal, rapl-cycle feedback.
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The effectiveness of personalized learning as an instructional approach is still
undetermined, especially in online learning environments. This approach has not been
investigated extensively in online learning studies. Essentiallynetdarning courses need to be
designed and delivered to engage and motivate students to succeed in meeting their own learning
goals. Students in online learning environments are adult learners, and they require educators to
allow them to take the controlver their learning to enhance their learning needs, interests, and
choices Barr & Tagg, 1995; Demski, 201RMC Horizon Report, 201&ickabaugh, 2012;

Watson & Watson, 203 ¥Watson, Watson, & Reigeluth, 2012 herefore, the implementation
of personalied learning promises to benefit learners as they meet their needs, interests, and
personal goals, and become more independent learners (Watson & Watson, 2017).

To achieve these promises, the researcher of this study utilized personalized learning
principles to design, develop, and implement online courses to engage and motivate learners.
Personalized learning has the potential to change how online courses are déiivered.
researcher therefore conducted this study to examine the effect of this apprgeatiuate
s t u d e ndetserminasom &nfd online learning engagement and its relation to intrinsic
motivation within online learning courses. The personalized learning princides& Tagg,

1995; Demski, 2012MC Horizon Report, 201&Rickabaugh, 2012Vatson & Watson, 2017;

Watson, Watson, & Reigeluth, 201 2eltdetermination theory (SDT); three perspectives (i.e.,

autonomy, competence, and relatedness) (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000); and online learning

engagement (i.e., affective and behavioral engagénixson, 2010, 2015; Handelsman et al.,

2005,2009 provided the framework for investigatin
SDT provides a motivation f r-aeeennatiorkandd or i n

intrinsic motivation by examining their threadic psychological needs: autonomy, competence,
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and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000). Th
personality.. [and] highlights the i mportance
development and behavad selfr e gul ati on” (Ryan & Deci, 2000,
SDT encourages providing a learning environment that can support the three perspectives to
maintain a higher level of intrinsic motivation that results in better learning.

SDT encouages educators to design motivational activities that encourage learners to
understand their abilities and control their learning choices (Madlerand, Pelletier, & Ryan,
1991). Thereforethis theory served as the framework for investigating students e | f
determination and intrinsic motivation when students receive personalized learning courses that
address their learning needs and interests. The researcher of this study hypothesized that
personalized learning courses have the potential to moteatedrs and enhance their
competence, autonomy, and relatedness, which reflect on their intrinsic motivation. Personalized
learning and SDT share common learning principles, such as supporting learning choices and
interests, independency, relevancy, anthboration Barr & Tagg, 1995Deci & Ryan, 1985;
Deci & Demski, 2012Katz & Assor, 2007; NMC Horizon Report, 20Bickabaugh, 2012;
Ryan, 2000Watson & Watson, 201%Vatson, Watson, & Reigeluth, 2012

Engagement is another factor that many educators and instructional designers strive to
achieve in online learning environments. To improve online learning engagement, the researcher
of this study investigated the effects of personalized learning on stulente ngagement i n
|l earning environments and how those effects r
(Dixson, 2010, 2015; Handelsman et al., 2005, 20D8e researcher associated the engagement
investigation with the SDT findingsasaneth | ens of the study’'s fram

confirmed the relationship between engagement and motiv&matds, 2007; Dixson, 2010;
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Gray & DiLoreto, 2016; Kuh, 2003; Kuh, 200€ajor, 2015), and this relationship informs the
directionofthisstidy t o hypothesize that personalized |
engagement. The researcher investigated behavioral and affective engagement as well as how

implementing personalized learning principles in online courses affects these factors.

ResearchProblem and Study Purpose

Personalized learning (PL), as a learoentered instructional approacha method of
providing customized and flexible instruction
and interes (Watson & Watson, 2017Although there has been substantial literature discussing
personalized learning to customize instruction over the pastdboaelegDemski, 2012; NMC
Horizon Report, 2016), few scholars have investigated the impact of personalized learning
interventions (Gaick, Pendergast, & Geelan, 2017; Wolper, 2016). In particular, few
researchers have investigated interventions using customized instructional content in online
courses to provide individuals with opportunities to address their own learning needs and
choices.

Watson and Watson (2017) discussed personalized learning and its potential to be a
different mode of teaching and learning in online learning formats. In addition, personalized
learning principles, which include personalized learninggpaésr sonal i zed i nstruc
interests and choices, and learning-geiNe, provide customized learning curricula that address
individual s’ |l earning needs and interests (Ai
2016; Sota, 2016; Watson\&atson, 2017). These personalized learning principles were
implemented as the intervention to provide personalized instructional activities and practices to
engage learners in online learning courses to encourage them to think about their learning and

feelings and become sdiarners and sethotivators.
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Therefore, in this study the researcher investigated online instruction using personalized
learning principles as the intervention. The study investigated the effect of this intervention on
graduate stuel n t s-Hetesme&tibn and online learning engagement. The researcher applied
SDT as the framework for investigating studen
needs (competence, autonomy, and relatedness) and their relation to intringtiomotDeci &

Ryan, 1985; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000) when enrolled in online courses that
implement personalized learning principl8&T has been used in education to understand

s t u d e ndeterininasiom froim the three psychological peripes and their relation to

intrinsic motivations (Deci et al., 1991). Supporting the three basic needs is associated with
higher academic engagement and better learning outcomes (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). Thus, the
researcher tended ilavestigate the poteial of personalized instructional activities and practices
to support their basic needs and its relation to their online learning engagkoter@{03;

Dixson, 2010, 2016

To examine the intervention’s efflegads, t he
methods design, using a quasperimental design and sestructured interviews to collect
guantitative and qualitative data that can reveal how and why those effects occurred. The
researcher used tihasic psychological need satisfactionscalRBS) t o measur e stu
well-being and how that reflects on their intrinsic motivation from three different perspectives
(autonomy, competence, and relatedpé3eci & Ryan, 2000; Deci et al., 2001; Gagné, 2003
The researcher appli¢de online studdrengagementscaeOSE) t o measure stud
learning engagement using the behavioral and affective subcomponents (Dixson, 2010, 2015).

The researchers’ overall assumption in this s
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has the poterdl to shift away from the current practice of providing -sieefits-all online

courses and toward providing personalizddagning courses that motivate and engage students.

Significance of the Study

Currently, online courses are being designed tchted students together as if they had the
same interests and needs. Most online courses providesazefits-all design that may not
meet many student s’ |l earning needs and intere
rightlevelregardg st udent s’ abilities. Il n some cases,
enhancing the knowledge and skills that students will need for their careers. Personalized
learning may assist instructors in designing and developing online courses that tailor
instructional content and activities to stude
As educators, we are interested in the best methods for educating our sitldsrsaidy
investigated the effects of implementing personalized learning in an online learning
environment; the findings will assist educators and online instructors in utilizing personalized
learning in their online course design and teachiihng. hope of this personalized learning
intervention was to see students become more engaged, motivateatiafied to learn more
than in a traditional learning environme®nline learning instructors may benefit from the
study’s findings in designing, developing, an
students with more learning choices anchsalegree of learning control. MOOCSs instructors

al so may benefit from the study’s findings to

Research Questions and Hypotheses

A convergent parallel mixed methods design was applied to investigats#arch

guestions thatrevedlh e ef fect s of per sonaadteninatbn | ear ni ng



23

(autonomy, competence, and relatedness) and their relation to intrinsic motivation. The
researcher intended to investi ganrdledsnt udent s’
personalized courses. Thesearcheinvestigated quantitative and qualitative research questions
to answer “what,” and “cbongengentpamlielenxddimetnds. Ther e
design was applied for the purpose of treating both relseprestion typegj(antitative and
gualitative as of equal importance to revealing the true effectiveness of this approach
students’™ motivation and engagement.
1. What is the effect of personalized learning as an instructional approach on graduate
studen t s ’-detsrmihafion and intrinsic motivation to learn?
2. What is the effect of personalized learning as an instructional approach on graduate
students’™ online | earning engagement?
3. How did graduate students’ expihaonesizke es di f

fits-all approach and an online course with a personalized learning approach?

Self-Determination Theory Hypotheses

1 Hoa: Personalized learning as instructional approach will have no statistically

significanteffectonst udent s’ perceived feelings of
1 Ho.2: The intervention will have no statistically significaftectonst udent s’
perceived feelings of competence.

1 Hozs: The intervention will have no statistically significaftectons t udent s’

perceived feefigs of relatedness.
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Engagement Hypotheses

1 Hoa4: Personalized learning as instructional approach will not statistically
significantincreasess t udent s’ skill s, emotion, part

engagement.

Online Learning Experience Hypotheses

1 Hoss There wild/ be no statistically signi
learning experiences in the personalized online learning course compared with
s t u d leamning éxperiences in the earefits-all course.

1 Hoe: There will be no statisticallisgni fi cant di fference bet
experiences with their instructors in the personalized online learning course

compared witls t u d expetiemces in the ormzefits-all course.

Terminology
Online Learning

Online learningis a method t h a tone oramere technologies to delivestruction to
students who are separated fromittggructor and to support regular and substantive interaction

between the students and the instructor synchronouslysoy n ¢ h r dGeamanst aly, 201§,
p. 5).
Online Learning Course

Anonline learningcourssa“ cour se i n which the instructd.i

exclusively via distance education. Requirements for coming to campus for orientation, testing,
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or academic support services do not exclude a counsebeing classified as distance

e d u c a Seaman &t al.( 2018, 5).

Online Learning Program

Anonline learning programm s “a program for which all the
program completion is able to b(Secamanpipll, et ed Vi
2018,p. 5).

Personalized Learning

Personalizatiorrefers to:

instruction that is paced to learning needs, tailored to learning preferences, and tailored to
the specific interests of different learners. In an environment that is fullyrzdized,

the learning objectives and content as well as the method and pace may all vary (so
personalization encompasses differentiation and individualization). (USDOE, 2010, p.

12)

Individualized Learning

Individualizationrefers to

instruction that is @ced to the learning needs of different learners. Learning goals are the
same for all students, but students can progress through the material at different speeds
according to their learning needs. For example, students might take longer to progress
throudh a given topic, skip topics that cover information they already know, or repeat

topics they need more help on. (USDOE, 2010, p. 12)
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Differentiated Instruction

Differentiation
refers to instruction that is tailored to the learning preferences of diffegeners.
Learning goals are the same for all students, but the method or approach of instruction

varies according to the preferences of each student or what research has found works best

for students like them. (USDOE, 2010, p. 12)

Personalized ELearning Course

A personalized dearning coursas an online course that provides personalized content

and activities that suits | earners’ needs and

Selt-Determination Theory

SDTprovides the “understanding of human mot

psychol ogi cal needs for competence, autonomy,

Self-Determination

Field, Martin, Miller, Ward, and Wehmeyer (1998) defirsedkdeterminatiora s “ a
combination of skills, knowledge, and beliefs that enable a person to engagedirgciad,
selfr egul ated, autonomous behavior. An underst atl

together with a belief in oneself as capable afetgye are essentialto selfet er mi nat i on”

2).
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Competence

Competenceeferstothe¢ f eel i ng effective in one’s ongo

environment and experiencing opportunities to
Ryan, 20Q, p. 7).
Autonomy

Autonomy ef er s t onitidtilgandsealfr esgedIfat i ng of Reae’ s ow

etal., 1991p. 327).

Relatedness

Relatedness ef er s t o “developing secure and sat.i

soci al Decidlal, £901p. 327).

Intrinsic Motivation

Intrinsic motivationrefers to behaviors controlled by internal reward, such as desire to
learn for the sake of sediatisfaction. People who are intrinsically motivated have behaviors that
t hey * ar e rthergwngake, forthe pléasure and satisfaction derived from their

per f or Deciretak, 1991p. 328).

Engagement

Engagememt ef er s to “the time and energy studen

activities” (Kuh, 2003, p. 25).



28

Online Student Engagement Scale

OSE scale is a modification of the Student Course Engagement Questionnaire (SCEQ)
(Handel sman et al ., 2005) to measure students

(Dixson, 2010, 2015).

Limitations

Researchers have not extensivelyestigated the effectiveness of personalized learning
as an instructional approach in online learning environment, which may limit this study.
Researchers have discussed personalized learning as a theoretical framework and in terms of its
principles, but ipplementing it still requires empirical evidences that reveals the true
effectiveness of personalized learning, especially in higher education and online learning
environments.

Another limitation to this study was the implementation of personalized hegarni
principles in a structured online learning program that provides onkgiaaéts-all courses.
Students are used to learning from a-oaarse format during their entire program, and changing
the course format may cause implementation challengesr&suchight find personalized
learning confusing because it takes them out of their comfort zones and asks them to choose
among the pathways and tasks, which may become problematic for implementation. In the one
sizefits-all model, course design includesadings, assignments, activities, and assessments that
treat students as having the same learning needs, interests, and choices. By contrast, personalized
courses provide different learning pathways that include multiple reading oplitbeent
modality of learning materials, personalized assignments, and rapid and personalized feedback.
Students become independent when they are given learning choices, and it can be challenging for

some learners to determine which learning pathways they should follow.
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The third limitation to personalized learning implementation was the difficulty of
implementing selpacing principles in online courses. This study took place in an online
learning program that was designed to offer-size-fits-all courses and progressa timebased
curriculum. Therefore, it was challenging to offer geting opportunities for learners because
the personalized course offered limited options for learners tpaedf their learning. This
limitation was discussed thoroughly in the ceudgsign section in chapter two.

The fourth limitation was the use ofselfe por t i ng scal es that meas
motivation and engagement; therefore, there may be a bias toward success in this learning
environment. This limitation could be an obstacolénvestigating the true difference between the
factors in the two online courses. Collecting qualitative data, however, might assist in
overcoming this limitation and reveal aspects and experiences that the researcher cannot
investigate using seteporing scales.

Finally, this study may face some methodological limitations, which can reveal threats to
the internal and external vali dresegrche@ef t he stu
discussed and rebutted each research design as well as themwetkeds limitations using

solutions that were discussed in the quantitative and qualitative research methods literature.

Chapter Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to introdu
problem of this study was the gap in the personalized learning literature regarding the effect of
the instructionahpproaclko n g r a d u at edetsrininatoa andrdine leareng f
engagement. The purpose was to investigate the effect of personalized learning approach and
report the most effective principles that can be used to design, develop, and deliver personalized

e-learning courses that provide learning pathways individualized content, activities, and
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tasks that suit | earners’” needs and interests
methods design to investigate the research problem. The researcher applieceapsuesental

design for the quartttive study and conduct sestructured interviews with the same groups

that participate in the quaskperimental study to investigate their perceptions and experiences

qualitatively.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATUR E REVIEW

This chapter includes a review tietframeworks that guide this research and a literature
review of personalized learning definitions, theories, and principles that can be applied in higher
education settings. Thesearchepresented a literature review of SDT and its application in
educa i on foll owed by possible strategies to sup
included sections that align SDT support with personalized learning. The researcher discussed
online | earning engagement a sotigatiop.ondHhe of suppo
|l iterature review the researcher addressed th
from SDT three perspectivescompetency, autonomy, and relatedreasd online student
engagement from emotional and behavioral perspectiviaally, the researcher discussed the

design principles that were applied to develop a personalized online course.

Theoretical Framework

The idea of personalized learning is rooted in the constructivism of Bruner to support
autonomous, active, and ieyplendent learners (Watson & Watson, 2017). Constructivism
emphasizes that knowledge is constructed and aims for reasoning, critical thinking, and
understanding as well as the use of knowledgereglilation, and mindful reflections as the
critical compomnts of student learning. The instructor is mainly a guider and facilitator of the
|l earning processes and is not involved in sha
roles are those of knowledge constructor, active learner, investigatoessadcher. Learners
lead their own learning and are responsible for identifying the knowledge and skills they need
(Driscoll, 2013). Given | earners’ roles in th

learning activities and the curriculum aaltbws learners to have greater contAdthough some
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researchers have suggested allowing learners full control, others have suggested limiting that
control and focusing on other aspect of personalization, such as interest, flexibility, and choices
(Ainley, Hidi, & Berndorff, 2002Bray & McClaskey, 2016Hidi & Renninger, 2006
Rickabaugh, 201Z%ota, 2015 In personalized learning environments, it is assumed that
learners can know how they learn, which is an important component of construcbBvisool(,
2013. Student learning is controlled by their needs, interests, abilities, and learning preferences
(Ainley, Hidi, & Berndorff, 2002Bray & McClaskey, 2016Hidi & Renninger, 2006
Rickabaugh, 201250ta, 201k

In practice, personalized learninda pt s Vygotsky’'s theory, whi
interaction, contextualization, and the zone of proximal development (ZPD) mddelan and
Watson, 201y . Educators ,ust set the goal accordi ng
scaffoldingtoac hi eve t he potenti al devel opment | evel
distance between the actual development level as determined by independent problem solving
and the level of potential development as determined through problem solving under adult
guidance or in collaborati on -setiingthecome®afe capabl
personalized | earning -adgpktaZedmeeaani sg{( 200 2

metacognitive behaviors and motivation guide the learning process.

Personalized | earning al so -aiehtedthiesry, Whme s and
prioritized students’ mastery or performance
goal s tended to use more “eff eobadamamepssitiveat egi e
attitude toward the class, and had a stronger
& Archer, 1988, p. 260). By contrast, student

focus on their ability, evaluating theirabit y negati vely and attributi
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(Ames & Archer, 1988, p. 260). The authors concluded that mastery goals can facilitate

motivation and better | earning i f “adopted by
Additionally, personei zed | earning adopts Deci, Ryan,
determination theory, which emphasizes the im

intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. According to SDT, both types of motivation should be

enhancedpy soci al contexts that support students’

competence, and relatedness. The | earning con

choice, optimal challenge, informational feedback, interpersonal involvement, an

acknowl edgment of feelings” (Deci, Ryan, & Wi
Kuh’s (2001, 2003, 2009) engagement model

Student Engagement (NSSE). This model is being used to assess student engagement and the

qualityofi nstruction. The model states that “the m

learn about it . . . [and] the more students practice and get feedback on their writing, analyzing,

or problem solving, the mor e amoeg emphasizesythato e c o m

institutions design instructions that maintain a high level of quality to support student

engagement. The model wutilized the “Seven Pri

Educ at iGhiokéring ahdaGamson (1987) developedh (2003) indicated that institutions

and educators must provide quality learning experiences that engage learners. The model caused

many studies to develop measurement scales for student engagement inside and outside the

classroom (Dixson, 2015). Onetoth e s e st udi es was Handel sman, B

(2005), which developed the SCEQ in a traditional classroom. Dixson (2010, 2015) then adopted

and modified the SCEQ to measure student course engagement in online learning environments.
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In this study, therefore, the researcher adopted the mentioned theories to guide the
implementation of personalized learning principles in an online learning environment. The
framework that guided this study consists of different perspectives that the thieatrigsnds
behind personalization drivéipley, Hidi, & Berndorff, 2002;Ames and Archer, 1988; Bray &
McClaskey, 2016; Deci, Ryan, and Williams, 198kdi & Renninger, 2006Rickabaugh, 2012;

Sota, 2016; Vygotsky, 1978; Watson & Watson, 2017; Zimmer2@0R).The researcher
appliedsehid et er mi nati on theory to guide the -resear
determination and intrinsic motivatioBéci, Ryan, & Williams, 1996 The researcher also
applied Kuh’'s engagemerntudmendel’ tad fiemcvd svtei gaan d
the personalized online courses (Dixson, 2010, 2015; Handelsman et alK@bp3001,

2009)

Personalized Learning

Definition

Personalized learning adheres to the leaceatered paradigm to createemvironment
that centers on the learner instead of the instructor. Redding (2014b) stated that personalized
learning replaces the traditional educational model that relies on time, place, and pace with one
that engages learners to meet their own needds,gand interests. Wolf (2010) mentioned that
personalized learning transforms the traditional educational model that is mostly dominated by
time-based content compilation, and it drives instructors toward a model that frees learners from
those constraist allowing them to progress at their own pace. The conceliffefentiation
provides different instructional strategies for different students, and the concept of
individualizationtreats each student differently and allows them to drive their owningarkt

the same time, personalization 1is a fundamen
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drives their own | earning, acti vGadick, participa

Pendergast, & Geela@017,p. 6). Instructors drivdifferentiation and individualization when

they determine learning objectives and instructional strategies; personalization emphasizes that

instructors become facilitators and provide educational guidance to each sGaleick(et al.,

2017). A critical component that distinguishes personalized learning from other concepts is that

it allows students to control and determine the direction of their learning (Halverson et al., 2015).
Personalized learning has varied definitions that might lead to diffienptementation

and practice (Bray & McClaskey, 2015). Twyman (2014) defined personalized learning as a

conceptthat encompasses numerous components to supp

and supporting each st udengomposents may berplilgsophicala nd m

pedagogical, structural, or rooted in policy. Each may be implemented and evaluated

individually, in combined initiatives, or an

personalized | ear meally@kesigo cansideatppthadleng thilot hat

interest, of prior motivation, of languages. It leverages all the different things that people have in

their repertoire to add value to their | earni

Personalized learning can refer to eithertdaching practices that address individuals

|l earning needs or “a system that contains the
individual student” (Svenningsen, Bottomley &
(2016) defined persorialz ed | earning as “the range of weduca

experiences, instructional approaches, and academic support strategies intended to address the
specific |l earning needs, interests, aspiratio
28).In this study, the researcher defined personalized learning as an approach that provides

| earning choices and tailors | earning content
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and prior experiences to enhance knowledge and skills &emusnd support self

determination, intrinsic motivation, and learning engagenidrgresearcheutilized this

approach to design and develop a personalized online course according to the principles of
personalized learning as an instructicaaroaci{Watson & Watson, 2017Personalized

| earning considers each individuals’' <characte
tailored instructional strategies, learning materials, and actiyiiesfe & Jenkins, 2002).

Personalized learning@vides an organized learning structure for each learner to achieve their

personal goals and independently maximize their learning.

Personalized Learning in Higher Education

Personalized learning has been trending in higher education recently. Adnaursstra
some universities and colleges have realized
learning and increase retentidrogs, Foss, Paynton, and Hahn, 20P4&rsonalized learning has
the potential to provide customized learning instructiovi a | ear ni ng pat hways
learning so they improve and master the needed expertise (Lessor, 2016). Today, most higher
education institutions provide orsezefits-all courses that follow a teacheentered educational
model, andtheyuilze a standardized curriculum-that dr
based modelddemski, 2012 Therefore, the teacheentered educational paradigm can harm
“information age” | earners and cause dinhem t o
this era Demski, 2012Watson et al., 2012).

Personalized learning helps educators provide learning environments that free learners
from the time, place, and pace constraints that dominate the traditional classroom and enhance

their learning proficiacy (Redding, 2014b). Spoelstra et al. (2014) indicated that personalized

learning implementation in higher education helps close learning gaps and better prepares
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students for the workplace. Spoelstra et al. (2@1st) mentioned that personalized leagnin

i mpl ementation can increase studenGarickeknowl ed
al.,2017).Foss et al. (2014) investigated the effect of personalized learning on student learning.

They found that personalized learning contributed toestud s ’ using their | ear
effectively, provided learning choices, and supported kandzctivities. They also found that

the implementation of personalized learning was especially successful when instructors believed

that students had metthear se obj ectives. Additionally, the

personalized learning increased interaction amesiguctors and students.

Personalized Learning Principles

The researcher of the present study implemented personalized learning principles that
might be applied in fully online learning environments and align with adult learning principles.
Most of the principles that support personalized learning have prirbaely investigated in a
K-12 setting; there has been less focus on identifying the applicable principles that support
learners in higher educatierespecially in online learning environments. The personalized
learning universal principles, however, as welsame situational principles that Watson and
Watson (2017) discussed, can be implemented in higher education and within online learning
environments. The researcher of this study experimented with those principles in giaklate
online learningenvirome nt s t o I mprove students’ |l earning
materials and content to their needs and interests. Those principles guided the design,
development, and implementation of the personalized instruction in the online learning

envirorment.
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Personalized instructional goal

One core element of personalized learning implementation is that learners set their own
instructional goalsResearchers from the Institute for Personalized Learning (2014) emphasized
that in a personalized learniegn vi r on ment , t he -ddvedoppurpesefuland edu
personalized goals to provide benchmar ks and
(p. 1). To set instructional goals, educators must identify learning standards to shape the learning
environment and guide students’ |l earning goal s
process of personalization should encourage learners to seatmhghorterm goals and
structure their personalized learning plans according to the school stafidesis goals should
be set consciously to align with | earners’ ab
Learners, however, must identify their own strengths and needs for improvement so they can set
their instructional goals and interact witkataing materials for better learning (Bray &
McClaskey, 2015). Thus, instructors may help learners identify their strengths and interests and
provide mentoring throughout the learning process to ensure that learners attain their educational

goals (Watson &Vatson, 2017).

Personalized instruction

Most higher education institutions provideme sizefits-all course model for all
learning modes (faem-face, online learning, and blended learning). This model does not engage
and moti vat e todedra gifferent haterdals theughk differanhinstructional
strategies and at their own pace (Horn & Staker, 2@&Yyy and CarlsoiBancroft (2014)
stated that personalized instruction enhances
courses of study according to their needs, interests, and learning objdtirsemalized

learning allows educators to customize instruction and offer atyari content, activities, and
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materials that can address every students’ ne
Personalized learning also delivers educational content by way of different instructional
strategies and can be offered through d#ifé learning modes to maximize learning. Researchers
from the Institute of Personalized Learning (2014) statedpttear s onal i zed | ear ni n¢
using a variety of methods (e.g. demonstration, discussion, simulation, small group) and modes
(e.g. faceto-face, blended, virtual) in response to learner readiness, strengths, needs and
interests” (p. 2). I n addition, individuali ze
within a personalized environmeedd intérestss meet di f
abilities (USDOE, 2010).

Corbalan, Kester, and van Merriénboer (2006) proposed a personalizseltion
model (PTSM) that encourages educators to sharing control over learning and support learner
choice when designing instructionalkasThe model entails two approaches to personalizing
instructional tasks and allowing learners to control and select learning tasks: personalization
using an instructional agent and personalization by the learner, who has control over learning and
task séction. Corbalan et al. (2006) discussed sharing instructional control and how to avoid
relying only on systencontrolled instruction. When the learners rather than the system make
selections and gain “control iovemmemtrt’i ciut airs
likely that selfregulated skills will be enhanced (Corbalan et al., 2006, p. 401). The authors also
noted that when a learner selects from a variety of tasks that suit his or her personal interests and
needs, it will most likelyin@ase the | earner’s motivation, | mg
achievements (Corbalan et al., 2006; Wolters, 2003; Zimmerman, 2002).

To provide effective personalized instruction, educators should carefully design task

selection and learner control erosiments for novice learners. If a task selection environment is
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not designed carefully, it may lead to cognitive overload (Corbalan et al., 2006). Researchers
have found that providing a large number of tasks may increase cognitive load and overwhelm
learrers, negatively affecting their learning and causing them to fail to achieve learning goals
(Corbalan et al., 2006). Although novice learners need more guidance from educators and
instructional systems, experienced learners may benefit more from taslosed@wironments
and control their learning more efficiently because they usually have some degree of prior
knowledge to assist them in selecting tasks (Corbalan et al., 2006). Therefore, the authors
recommended helping learners to transition from sysberard learner control.

Corbalan et al. (2006) experimented with the PTSM to share instructional control with
| earners in nursing school. The authors combi
systemcontrolled approach and a learoentrolled aproach to providing task selection to
learners. The authors found that personalizing learning tasks can result in more efficient and
effective learning than does the esieefits-all model, which provides a limited and fixed
sequence of learning tasks.eTauthors also stated that students found learning more favorable
and appealing to their interests. Furthermore, they found that students in thedeatrated
environment sa@d higher on performance tests, expended less mental effort, rated higher in
mental efficiency, and experienced higher interest in the learning tasks than did students in the
systemcontrolled environment.

Zheng (2018) discussed the potential of designing and developing personalized learning
experiences for students by integngtdigital technology models that facilitate learning. The

author stated that personalized learmmghte n hance | earners I nf or mat i
their chances for deeper learning; and assist them in acquiring, transferring, and applying

knowledge. Zheng (2018), however, called for more future research to investigate personalized
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learning to support deep learning with the assistance of different digital technology models that

may facilitate learning.

Learner interest.

Ainley, Hidi, and Bernddf (2002) definedndividual interests:

a desire to acquire new information, to find out about new objects, events, and
ideas not restricted to any narrow domain [and] associated with a
psychological state of positive affect and persistence and tends to result in
increased learning. (pp. 54%46).

Hi di and Renninger (2006) stated that interes
applies to irschal and outof-s ¢ h o o | |l earning and to young and
(1998) found that individual interest rel ates
and usually “involve[s] seeking newsdiadmwl edge

Ainley et al., 2002, p. 546). The authors have studied this factor as a motivational component

t hat influences students l earning, and they
contributing factor that affects cognitive and affectivectioning and is considered to be a

psychological state (Ainley, 1998; Ainley et al., 2002). Alexander, Kulikowich, and Schultze

(1994a) investigated students’ interest and f
and prior knowledge. Theauthe al so found that students’ i nt
comprehension of physics texts (as cited in Weber, Martin, & Cayanus, 2005).

Hidi and Renninger (200¢)roposed a fouphase model of interest development that
details how an individual develops irgst in a certain topic, event, or activity. According to the
model , individual interest begins in situatio

situational interest; it then progresses to emerging interest that may lead devedtiped

interest. The authors emphasized that different affects, knowledge, and values, which depend on
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each situation and every individual, can shape each phase in the model. To trigger situational
interest, the authors and others (Hidi & Baird, 1988; Leppeo&l@va, 1992; Solboda &
Davidson, 1995) have recommended supporting the learning environment with appropriate
learning activities, such as group work and computer activities. To maintain situational interest,
the authors suggested implementing leanserered approaches, such as projegsed learning,
cooperative learning, and co@-one tutoring, to help learners maintain their situational interest
(Hidi & Renninger, 2006; Hoffmann, 2002; Renninger et al., 20Bducators, therefore, can
externally supprted emerging interest by allowing learners to interact with the learning
environmentididi & Renninger, 2006; Hoffmann, 20P2T'he last phase of the model is well
devel oped interest, where “the studenetor val ues
shehasawellevel oped individual interest akd will
& Renninger, 2006, p. 115

Personalization, therefore, is a learning approach that can enhance and support every
indi vidual ' s i rnutlizmetheisstructionldanditiarts orlearning anmironments
thatHidi and Renninger (2006) suggested to design personalized learning environments. Each
instructional condition or learning environment aligns with personalized learning principles, and
eduat ors can therefore i mpl em@ihinthsleaenmgt o suppo
approach, educators may provide more choices
their curiosity and questioning and encourage them to spend more affearning.

For this study, the researcher believes that personalized learning has greater potential
than the onsizefits-all model to support learner interest and make learners feel valued and
respected. Students may already have developed inteeesipic, but unfortunately, many

educatorsire not aware of that intere8¥hen an individual has already developed interest, that
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interest will most likely enable him or her to maintain laagn endeavordHidi & Renninger,
2006 Izard & Ackerman, 200QGhat will lead to higher performance to work on learning tasks
(Alexander & Murphy, 1998Hidi & Renninger, 200Band result in remarkable achievement.

The main purpose of this study was to investigate the potential of providing instructional
contentand t r at egi es that address | earners’ inter e
support knowledge acquisition as well as the expansion of prior knowledge. Learners in higher
education have some degree of learning direction and orientation and vedylhadeveloped
interests than younger learners do. For graduate students, it is assumed that they mostly have
already developed interests over their learning journeys, and it is unfair to not offer courses that
provide learning content, instructionahterials, instructional strategies, and activities that
address their learning interests. Research has shown that students learn content better when
course materials and topics align with their interests (Hidi, 1990; Renninger, Hidi, & Krapp,

1992; Schankl979). It is promised that aligning the content toward learner interest may result in

more engagemenéinley et al., 2002, motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000) and increase in

cognitive and affective functionind\{nley et al., 2002

Learner choice

Personalized learning supports and considers learner @maeritical component
(Patrick, Kennedy & Powell, 20).3or instructors to create a list of choices may not provide
students with fully personalized learning experiences (Bray and McClaskKig), 28arner
choices, however, spersonalized learning:

apartfrom the related concepts of individualized and differentiated learning.

Although these related concepts imply some change in instruction based on

learner skills, knowledge, or performance, only personalization implies that the
learner is an active agentthe decisiormaking processSota, 2016p. 57)



44

To involve the concept of learner choice, learners and instructors should collaborate to design the

instructional c¢choices that shape the | earning

passons (Bray and McClaskey, 2016). Sota (2016)

episode—from setting goals to evaluating progress and achieveran involve differing

degrees of | e aC€Candevaand bepperd1996) fqumpd.that@he peiow of choice

strategy can support students’ choices, enhan

increase their selleterminatonEd ucat or s’ col |l aborating with |e

may provide more learner choices, which mayease student learning and motivation

(Corbalan et al., 2006, 2008, 2009; Sota, 2016). Kirschner and van Merriénboer (2013) found

that full | earner control over instruction ca

achievementPersonatont ol over | earning refers to “the e

the parameters of their learning such as how and when they completed course assignments and

how they engaged inselfegul ated | earning” (Clayton, Bl umb
Corbalan et al. (2006) discussed the PTSM, which details how to design and implement

task selection in personalized | earning instr

should be personalized to support learning interests, and the choicedigmugith learning

pl ans that draw on | etarmgoals, and loggerm goals (Watsanw! e d g e ,

Watson, 2017)Therefore, in the present study, the researcher examined learner choice and how

it contributed t o ammdreadethargngagennedtand mgtivation.e ar ni n
Personalization in online learning environmel&tson and Watson (2017) discussed

personalizing instruction in online learning environment and the potential benefits that might

lead to tailoring the contehto war d t h e Bagleen ané Movahed (2818)dnd that

personalized-#earning environments that are supported by adaptive learning systems can
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enhance student learning. The findings indicated that in computer courses, students preferred the
adative and personalized environment to the traditional one. The authors also examined
associated factors that may influence student
styles and prior knowledge play important roles in learning successhiresuconments. In
addition,Zheng (2018) mentioned that although teachers and instructors provide personalized
feedback to every individual in fa¢e-face settings, feedback in online learning environments

tend to be fixed and predetermined, providing &orm of feedback to all learners regardless

their individual differences (prior knowledge, cognitive ability, etc.).

Personalized learning as a learnentered approach allows instructors to design online
courses that ar e r danteeestsaPatk and Choig20@0)dcenducted a studg a r n i
to determine the factors that contribute to s
was found to contribute to students’ online |
directly affed¢ed learning in online environments. The authors also found that online students
were |l ess |ikely to drop online courses that
authors recommended that instructors pay attention to the relevancy of the twmiterease
student s’ motivation in online courses. The a
relevancy when designing online courses by providing students with content and activities that
are relevant to their learning needs, interestsgapdriences.

Sural and Yazici (2018) investigated the effect of personalized online learning
environments on students’ participation, | ear
researchers designed a personalized online learning environmend lsamging management
system to allow learners to direct their own learning. Their course was designed to provide no

personalization to those who did not want to personalize their learning and to allow those who
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were willing to personalize their learningdo so. The course design allowed the learners to
personalize the order of content and the appearance of course elements. Both quantitative and
qualitative results indicated that half of the students were willing to personalize their learning
experiencesyere generally satisfied with their learning, and experienced a statistically
significance increase in learning performance compared to students who did not personalize their
learning.

Personalizing online learning environments, however, still lack fqirgzal studies that
reveal the potential benefits of personalized learning as an instructional approach. Many
researchers have recommended and encouraged incorporating personalization into online
courses, but they have not provided design and develoguielaines that assist educators in
providing such environments. Therefore, the effect of this approach in online learning needs to

be addressed as a lack in the personalized learning literature.

Personalized Learning Continuum

Personalized learning hasfdrent forms of designing learning environments and has
variations on the implementation of its principles, which drive the amount of personalization that
educators can provide to learners. Some educators provide fully personalized learning courses,
whereas others implement the bare minimum of personalized learning principles. Rickabaugh
(2012) indicated that personalized learning instructions and classrooms vary significantly. The
author defined a personalized learning continuum that encompassesaliensemong
different principles of personalization. This continuum has three different types of personalized
learning:personalized to the learngsersonalized with the learneandpersonalized by the

learner(See Figure 2.1). Similarfgray andVic C| askey (2015) described
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choice” that defines three different types of

environmentsparticipant co-designey anddesigner

Personalized Leamning Continuum
Educator Driven

Parsonalized to the lsamer Parsonalized with the laamar Parsonalizad by the leamer

Figure 2.1 Personalized Learning Continuum

Personalized to the learnd@his environment provides learning tasks, choices among
learning activities, and some degreeofpeici ng and progressing to re
needs Bray & McClaskey, 2015Rickabaughn.d., 2012). But this is not a fully flexible
| earning environment, and it is wusually desig
readiness (Rickabaugh, n.d.). At this stage of the continBeewy,and McClaskey (2015)
defi ned t hesthaeohgartigpaits r ol e a

the teacher provides a menu of options for learners to learn content through

images, videos, testiased resources, audio, hadsactivities, or interactions

with peers. The learners showcag®at he or she knows through different

opportunities, from writing a paper to creating a performance. (p. 41)

Educators still lead and control the learning decisions to ensure that learners meet the same

learning objectives. Through this stage, educators can still provide more learning choices that

meet | earners interests and | earning prefere
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Personalizedvith the learner

This environment falls in the middle of the personalized learning continBray &
McClaskey, 2015Rickabaugh, n.d., 2012). It provides balanced control of the learning process
bet ween educators and | e athealearner skillsaneadlinesspdahty “ d e t
of purpose and learning capacity necessary to address the challenge represented by specific
standar ds” ( Ri cBkagdnadMc@laskey (201%) definegthis sthge asthe
designer here,

the teacher ia tour guide for learning possibilities and then gets out of the way so

learners can go on their own journeys. The teacher collaborates with the learners

to brainstorm ideas for lesson design, assessment strategies, and types of tools and
resources to usaith activities and demonstrate evidence of learning. (p. 41)

Learners have more flexibility and lead their learning by determining their needs and personal

goals, and they progress toward more independent learning.

Personalized by the learner

At the farend of the continuum, a personalized learmngironment provides full
control, independence, and active learning opportunities to learners, and educators serve as

experts and mentor8ay & McClaskey, 2015Rickabaugh, n.d., 2012). Learners have more

lear ni ng choices and are taking increasing re:¢

monitoring their progress and demonstrating I
n.d., p. 1) Bray and McClaskey (2015) defined this environment adimatesupport students in
becoming learninglesigners:

the learners choose topics and direction for what they plan to design based on
personal interests and questions generated individually or with peers. The learners
acquire the skills they need to chotise appropriate tools and resources for
developing and creating their designs. The learners can guide the design of their
learning to explore their interests, talents, and passions to discover their senses of
purpose. (p. 41)
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In a completely personalizéelarning environment, educators must integrate advanced
technol ogy platforms to facilitate | earners’
customize their own learning profiles to account for their learning preferences (Lesser, 2016;
Sturgis, Ritrick, & Pittenger 2011; Grant & Basye, 20L4Researchers from the NMC (2015b)
emphasized the need to offer personalized learning environments in higher education with the
assistance of new technologies that facilitate learning and progress to meet iddi a | s’ need:s
and personal goals.

The researcher of this study experimented with personalized learning principles that
allow the instructors to provide education thgtessonalized to the learnéecause of multiple
challenges to providing fully persdized learning environments in online learning programs.
The first challenge was implementation in a traditional online learning environment that provides
onesizefits-all courses. In other words, graduate students were accustomed to learning from one
couse format for the entire graduate program, which imposed progress according to the course
time frame instead of to the | earners’ own pa
courses at the same time. This challenge prevented from providiilg personalized, learner
designed learning environment because of the weekly assignment deadlines that students must
meet. In addition, the course is part of structured program that does not allow for personalization.
This leads to personalizing only ooeurse among other courses that adhereoteesizefits-all
model.

The second challenge of personalizing online courses was implementing this approach
without the assistance of advanced technology platforms (Watson & Watson, 2017). The course
was offeed only through an LMS that does not provide personalized learning features. That said,

this study implemented personalized learning principles that provide personalized pathways and
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learning choices, goals, and interests. The course also provided peesbreddings,

multimedia, learning activities, and tasks that allow learners to lead and control their education
throughout the entire course. Instructors involved themselves as mentors and experts who guide
student s’ | ear ni ng atodb fohteelr persenalized assignmsentsite c i de w
ensure that they meet the course objectives and program standards. In addition, instructors served

as mentors who assist students in selecting one of the learning pathways that the course provides.

Personalizel Learning Challenges

Implementing a personalized learning approach in higher education can be challenging.
The lack ofempirical and systematic reseathht addresses the effectiveness of personalized
learning in higher education limits the implementation of this approach, especially in online
learning environments. For educators, it is difficult to implement such an approach when it has
not been extensaly examined. Personalized learning literature is limited, and further research is
needed to reveal the ef f ec tWolpdr(2Q16) ensouragep r o a c h
educators and researchers to examine personalized learning and report théoediquand
future implementation of personalization in higher education NME (2015a) reported that

personalized |l earning 1is still evolving and
Garrick et al. (2017) mentioned the lack of evidehaeed empirical research that reveals the
effectiveness of personalized learning in higher education. Personalized learning should be
implemented and tested within different contexts in higher education to reveal all possible
weaknesses and improvements thi@ee better practiceBersonalized learning as an

instructional approach or learning program might solve many of the problems that higher

education currently faces, including retention, learning progress, graduation rate, engagement

and motivation (Alamr Watson, & Watson, in press).
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Implementing a personalized learning approach is challenging, especially without
advanced technological support. Learning technology will not affect personalization in higher
education “without cialkoptexisand ideolagical eommiiments theto t h e
underpin and determine the ways in which these technologies are adopted and implemented in
higher education” (Garrick et al., 2017, p. 8
platforms and competendyased technology) canenhamce st i t ut i ons’ amnd i nst
track student learning and provide the needed support to every individual without extensive
effort. Such technologies are still evolving, however, and will require some time to expand
(NMC, 2015a). Mohd, Shahbodin, and Pee 2008&® nt i oned t hat *“organi zat
teacher attitude, expectations, and technol og
integration in personalized learning environments (p. 63)

Institutional resstance to the orgizefits-all model for teaching and learning is often a
critical challenge to implementing personalized learning in higher education. Personalized
learning differs from the onsizefits-all classroom; it is a flexible and customizable
environment that provides choices and different learning modes to every learner. Thus,
personalized learning may face substantial challenges within institutions that prefer to increase
classroom size and rely on direct teaching as the major instructicategt Passionate
educators and instructional designers should act to design, develop, and implement this approach
to enhance student learning and transform the learning experience to make it more enjoyable and
effective. Scholars of personalized learnivaye indicated that students benefit more from
learning according to their own skills and competencies rather than by progressingbasade

onesizefits-all environment (Alamri et al., in press).
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Challenges related to course design also prevéalldchplementation of personalized
learning principles. During the design processes, it was a challenge to provide a personalized
| earning course in an online for mathasbdecause t
progression. Another challenge wihe overall course format. Students previously had only one
online course format across the entire program, and it was a challenge to provide personalized
course within that online learning environment. Therefore, the researcher designed an online
courseusing personalized learning principles except for thepsaadfng principle. It was a

challenge to avoid timbased progression on account of administrative rules.

Self-Determination Theory
Definitions

SDT investigates “human motivation and per
methods while employing an organismic metatheory that highlights the importance of humans'
evolved inner resources for personality development and behavioredgelfitioi ( Ry an &

Deci, 2000, p.68).Set et er mi nati on t heory provides under s
a consideration of innate psychological needs
& Ryan, 2000, p. 227). Field, Martin, Miller, Wardhyc@Wehmeyer (1998) defined self

determination as

a combination of skills, knowledge, and beliefs that enable a person to engage in

goaldirected, seh egul at ed, autonomous behavior. An

strengths and limitations together with a eeih oneself as capable and effective
are essential to seffetermination. (p. 2)

SDT is a metdheory for studying human motivation and personality, and researchers can
use it as a framework for investigating intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivabasic

psychological needs, and wéling in environments as well as how those factors connect with
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and relate to each other to shape cognitive and social development (Deci & Ryan, 1985). The
purpose of applying SDT as the sd#termination and intrinsimotivation framework in this

study was to determine the three psychological basic needs (competence, autonomy, and
relatedness) that are essential for human growth, integration, arbleiveglwithin the social

context (Ryan & Deci, 2000). SDT assumeg thdividuals should receive appropriate social
conditions to support their needs: competence
enhance intrinsic motivation” (Deci, & Ryan,
the conditions that suppt the three basic needs increase higjuality motivation and help

individuals engage in activities, which then can support performance (e.g., learning performance)
and creativity (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000).

The theory assumes thatgpde tend toward psychological development and integration
that encourages them to “seek challenges, to
internalize and transform cultural practices”
people are motiad to improve and change themselves; however, motivation is associated with
social context and environment (Deci & Ryan,
(1977), Dweck’s (1986), and Eccl es  ddavofabl® 8 3) ,
outcomes, selfletermination theorgefines theenergy and direction of behaviors (Deci et al.,

1991, 1991). The theory examines the social environments that influerogosighition, social
interactions,andwelb ei ng. The tsheetives (conpetande raet@aonyy,eand
relatedness) define how individuals feel about their skills, knowledge, and beliefs, which direct
personal goals, setegulation, and autonomous behaviors. In the following sections, the

researcher defined and discub#ee three perspectives in detail.
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Competence

Competence ef er s to “feeling effective in one’s
environment and experiencing opportunities to
Deci, 2002, p. 7). Accordingo SDT, a competent individual “wur
various external and internal outcomes and [
(Deciet al.,1991, p. 327). Individuals feel competent when they have the ability to perform

effedively within a given social environment. The need to feel competent may guide individuals
toward activities that are appropriate for their skills and knowledge levels. Alexander, Jetton, and
Kulikowich (1995) found that, to feel competent, individualgdtémbe inclined toward topics in

which they have prior knowledge and experience. Substantially, competence does not mean

attaining skills or abilities but that individuals feel confident and effective in their actions (Ryan

& Deci, 2002).

Autonomy

Autoromyr ef er s t onitidtilgandsealfr esgedIfat i ng of one’ s ow
et al., 1991, p. 327). Individuals feel autonomous through the internalization of their behaviors

and actions. SDT ensures that someone will be autonomous and intynsictllated if he or

she receives support for that autonomy. Ryan and Deci (2002) associated actions and behaviors

that emerge from the state of autonomy with interests and personal values (Ryan & Deci, 2002).

They argued that autonomy is always confusedtwh i ndependency. To be a.
feel volitional or willing to engage in a beh

without reference to or support from another
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Relatedness

Relatedness e f er s t o “devel oping secure and sat.i
soci al miet al., 091, p. 27).endividuals feels related when engaged in
belongingness to their environment and culture, whether in the classroom or within larger
ervironments, such as school and community. For individuals to experience caring from others
(e.g., peers and instructors) arouses their sense of belonging, which then enhances their intrinsic
motivation and wetbeing. In addition, relatednessiscritc@lt under st andi ng i ndi
feelings of belongingness and the meaningfulness of their connections to other people (Kowal &
Fortier, 1999).

SDT proposes meaningful connections and differences among the three psychological
basic needs: competence, autonpamd relatedness. According to SDT, competence is a
precondition for motivation; however, feelings of competent cannot enhance intrinsic motivation
until associated with feelings of autonomy, which then both enhances intrinsic motivation and
helps individials to perceive the locus of causality and-determination (Decet al.,1991;
Ryan & Deci, 2000). Det al. 1991) also indicated that individuals can sometimes be
competent but not intrinsically motivateeh state they associated with individualcagmy. In
addition, there are connections between relatedness and the sense of autonoetyal DE@91)
proposed that individuals’® feeling releted to
a.,1991) . Ryan and Decici(a200G0)ntceaxnaladded ntdh ati o
feelings of competence, autonomy, and relatedness are the basis for one maintaining intrinsic

motivation and becoming more selfet er mi ned with respect to extr
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Intrinsic Motivation

Intrinsic motivationrefers to behaviors controlled by internal reward, such as the desire
to learn for the sake of sedhtisfaction. People who are intrinsically motivated have behaviors
that they “are engaged i n f obsfactionlderived fromtiheir s a k e
per f or ma retalk1991(pD328Y). Deci and Ryan (1985) theorized that intrinsic

motivation enhances people’s ability to work
inclinations regardless of external rewards] ¢heir psychological basic needs for self

satisfaction guide. White (1959) stated that intrinsically motivated people seek efficacy and
competence as guided by their internal desires (as cited in Deci & Ryan, 2000). Deci (1975) then
proposed thatintrimlsc mot i vati on means individual-s’ seek
determination (as cited in Deci & Ryan, 2000). Activities that enhance intrinsic motivation lead

to deeper engagement, which results in promotion and growth (Deci & Ryan, 200nBeci

Ryan (2000) argued that extrinsic rewards can shift motivation from internal to external and

under mine individuals feelings of motivati on

Using SDT to Understand Learners

The theory has a wide use in differéelds in which researchers try to understand
factors that motivate human behavior. In educational settings, the theory has being used to
provide lenses to understand student motivation and the associated motivating factors that affect
learning.SDT hels educational researchers and educators to facilitate motivational activities
that encourage learnersunderstand their abilities and control their learning choices (Deci et al.,
1991). The theory emphasi zes | eeaesulteregardingmot i v a
their emotions and their belief in their abilities, knowledge, and skills, which eventually affect

their learning achievements (Deci & Ryan 1996). Ryan and Deci (2000) indicated that
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classrooms should have activities that enhance studen f eel i ngs of compet en
autonomy to meet their need for satisfaction, which will result in higher intrinsic motivation and
improved learning. Facilitating contextual conditions can enhance motivation, and performance

and allow for soa@l and cognitive developmeridéci & Ryan, 2000Ryan & Deci, 2000). A

social context that includes conditions that help learners meet their basic psychological needs
(autonomy, competence, and relatedpbas the potential to maintain high levels ofirgic

motivation Peci & Ryan, 200D At the same time, the contextahds o c i a | environmen
thwart feelings of autonomy, competence, and relatedness produce low levels of self

det er mi Gam®& Joyn2013f. 10).Sel-determination conditionand activities can

enhance students’ feelings of competence and
environmentProviding opportunities that help students feel satisfied in terms of their basic

needs can ensur e st ud e retlusators shouldrmprovwds epportumites i v at i
that satisfy st udent sdeterrmination and angid ptoading nsur e t he
opportunities that trigger feelings of being controlled (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Glynn, Aultman, &

Owens, 2005; Ryan & Deci, 2000).

Glynn et al. (2005) mentioned that these feelings and beliefs will enhance college
students’ intrinsic motivation and i mprove th
emphasizes that educators should implement activities that enhance intrinsic aroawvati
encourage students’ feelings and beliefs rega
enhance only extrinsic motivation may wunder mi
in their abilities. SDT emphasizes that learners shioale the motivation and regulation to be

self-determinedand not controlled bgxternal contingences and conditions (Deci & Ryan,
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2000). Individuals struggle and become unhappy when they feel that they have lost control over

their achievements (Glynn et 2005).

Personalized Learning and SelDetermination Theory

The purpose of applying SDT in this study
of autonomy, competence, and relatedness and their relation to intrinsic motivation when
enrolled in persnalized online learning environment. This environment provides practices that
can most usefully enhance students’ l earning
their individual needs and performance levels.

Self-determination theory prades the components that facilitate the design and
development of activities with the incorporation of personalized learning principles to provide a
|l earning environment that accommodates studen
supporting theifeelings of competency, autonomy, and relatedness, which will result in intrinsic
motivation (Barr & Tagg, 1995Cordova & Lepper, 199@eci & Ryan, 1985, 2000; Demski,
2012; Glynn et al. 2005; Katz & Assor, 2007; NMC Horizon Report, 2016; Rickabaut, 20
Ryan & Deci, 2000; Watson & Watson, 2017; Watson, Watson, & Reigeluth, 2012). Such a
learning environment can provide students with the opportunity to tailor their educations toward
their individual needs to maximize learning. Educators have the @btenprovide personalized
activities to encourage students’ intrinsic m
they will have the chance to develop competencies that allow them to work toward positive
results in their learning. Learners@ligevelop autonomy feelings regarding their abilities.

Ni emi ec and Ryanrmrv(iatkhX)e sstuagtgeeds ttshatha“t t eac
student s’ basic psychologi cal needs for auton

student s anedgu oantoinoonu sf osre llIfear ni ng, academic per
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133).Educators can use SDT strategies to design activities that support autooopgience

and relatedness. This proposal <could i mprove
Cordova and Lepper (1996) investigated personalization as a strategy to enhance intrinsic
motivation by aligning |l earning activities an
experimented with a learning program that utilized contextualizatiosopalized learning, and
provision of choices as strategies to enhance
that students with personalized learning strategies especially liked the learning program and were
willing to spend more time on thearning program. The authors concluded that the three
strategies contributed significariehigcardo i ncr e
Ryan (2009) mentioned that supporting the three basic needs correlates with higher academic
engagementral better learning outcomes, but when students feel frustrated and less supported,

they are likely to be disengaged and experience poor learning outcomes.

Personalization to support autonomy

Black and Deci (2000) explained that supporting autonomy as
ani ndi vi dual in a position of authority (e.
a student’s) perspective, acknowledges the

with pertinent information and opportunities for choice, while minimizing the use
of pressures and demands. (p. 742)

Reeve (2002) indicated that learning experiences that provide choices to foster learning interests
can support autonomy. By contrast, controlled learning environments that provide external
rewar ds may de ceavedawonomy @Raeven2900Rscording ¢orSDT, learning
environments that support learning choices and interests are more likely to support perceived

autonomy and competence (Garn & Jolly, 2013).
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Stefanou et al. (2004) proposed that supporting autonakes three forms: (a)
organizational autonomy suppofb) procedural autonomy suppoidnd (c)cognitive autonomy
support To supporbrganizational autonomyithin a learning environmen$tefanou et al.
(2004)proposed that instructors allow studewisieécide their class management, take
responsibility for their assignment due dates, and select their preferred evaluation methods. The
authors suggested supportimgpcedural autonomlyy implementing strategies that allow
students to “ oshkiodassprojcst choose thé vgay competence will be
demonstrated, display work in an individual m
(Stefanou et al., 2004, p. DOEinally, instructorcan implement cognitive autonomy support by
providi ng “opportunities for s-teferérestandardt.odiseussal uat e
multiple approaches and strategies, find multiple solutions to problems . . . receive informational
feedback, formulate personal goals or realign task to corrdspitiminterest, debate ideas
freely, [andp.988k questions” (p

Within a personalized learning environment, students are expected to be active,
independent, and autonomous. These expectations are rooted in constructivism theory of Bruner
(Watson& Watson, 2016). Constructivist scholars have stated that knowledge is constructed for
the purpose of reasoning, critical thinking, gelfulation, and mindful reflection as well as the
understanding and use of knowledge (Driscoll, 2013). When desigaemgnalized learning
environments, instructors and educators may a
of autonomy.

Stefanou et al. (2004) recommended supporting autonomy by implementing variety of
strategies (e.g., supporting decision makilearning choices, learning interests, active learning,

and learning preferences), in which these strategies align with personalized learning principles.
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Integrating these strategies in a personalized learning environment can be effective and highly
efficient because of the flexibility that personalized environments may have. In traditional

learning environments (e.g., controlled learning environments), it will likely be hard to

implement autonomgupport strategies. Personalized learning environmeyatsdach learner as

a unique individual rather than one within a group. The authors of this study hypothesize that
personalized | earning can support students’ f

intrinsic motivation.

Personalization to supportompetence

Deci et al. (1991) indicated that perceived competence is linked to intrinsic motivation.
SDT emphasizes that educators should help students feel competent by providing optimal
challenge activities and performance feedback. Perceived competence is associated with

perceiving one’s own capabilitiesteddhatd capaci't

“capability is then the extension of one’s ow
be capabiQairtny "7an(dp.Jo5l)l.y (2013) stated that “fe
when learning environments differentiate tasks at theogpiate level of challenge for high

abil ity st bntherrexpsrimentalstudy, Cardova and Lepper (1996) investigated the
effects of contextwualization, personalized | e
competence; they found that statein the personalized learning group perceived their feelings

of competence to be significantly higher than the control group. Other studies found that higher

levels of intrinsic motivation resulted from positive and constructive feedback than from

providing negative feedback, which then correlated with perceptions of compdbEwie( al.,

1991;Vallerand et al., 1989 Positive feedback was found to enhance intrinsic motivation,

whereas negative feedback could decrease intrinsic motiv&tem €t al, 1991;Vallerand et
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al., 1989. In addition, giving students meaningful learning choices proved a supportive strategy
for feelings competenc&g@rn & Jolly, 2013 SDT emphasizes that when a learning

environment enhances learning interests, studenttikeiy feel supported in terms of their
relatedness and competenGa(n & Jolly, 2013 In conclusion, the strategies that scholars have
found to support perceived competence (i.e., learning choices, learning interests, task
differentiation, individualiation, optimal challenges activities, and constructive performance

feedback) are the core principles and strategies of personalized learning environments.

Personalization to supponmelatedness

According to SDT, supporting perceived relatedness faeiitattrinsic motivation (Deci
& Ryan, 1985, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000)fétctive communication among instructors and
students can support student s’ Gafn&dadly,20dn of r e
particular, communication inonlinelearmg i s critical to students’
dropout.Relatedness is a basic need for students to maintain their feelings of belonging to the
learning environment (Kowal & Fortier, 1999). Many researchers are investigating the sense of
relatedness online learning environments because of the inability to enhance this feeling to

support students success in such environment
environments when they are left without support and must interpret assignmeletsrand

independently (Howland & Moore, 2002). Instructors and educators should consider supporting
students’ feelings of relatedness to ensure t
that instructors must show interest in and supportfordvesyar ner t o mai nt ai n s
of relatedness. Sung and Mayer (2012) emphasized that educators should design online courses

to support social presence to engage students with each other and allow for better communication

and socialization; assigrents should not support isolation. In addition, Garn and Jolly (2013)
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stated that “learning environments that focus

more likely to produce feelings of relatedness than those that concentrate on sociakoompar
competition, and exclwusion” (p. 11). Peer
relatedness in learning environmeri2e¢i & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 20p@Personalized
learning emphasizes that instructors work closely with eveiyithdhl in the classroom and
maintain close relationships that support how students perceive relatedness within the learning
environment. Further, personalized learning can allow for cooperation and collaboration, which
can be effective strategies for sopjing relatednesg.herefore, the researcher in this study
investigated the effects of personalized |
perceptions of autonomy, competence, and relatedness and the relation of these three

perspectives to tlireintrinsic motivation.

Learning Choices and SeHDetermination Theory

Researchers have i-deteenmationgrdtthe posseitityuofl e nt s’
increasing their determination and intrinsic motivation by providing learning choices and
allowing leaners to control their behaviors and learning (Glynn et al., 2005). One of the most
critical components in SDT is giving learners choices to enhance their behaviors to support
autonomy, competence, and relatedness. SDT provides the framework for edacators
investigate the effects of supporting indi
This strategy can facilitate the process of internalizing extrinsic and intrinsic motivation to
synthesize and develop sektermined behaviors that letdfully integrated selfegulation that
supports lifelong learnersKatz & Assor, 200Y.

Personalized | earning encounters studen

their learning directions and pathways according to their interests and goals. Choices play a

ac
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critical role in enhancing st udasicpsgchologicalt r i nsi
needs within the social contexts: autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Katz and Assor (2007)
proposed this claim; they used seétermination theory as a framework to understand both
student s’ i ntrinsi c dfeaings of autonomyn cormpetdnce, dn@ i r per c
relatedness when given learning choices. They indicated that choices may improve the

performance of students who receive options that are relevant, are appropriate to their

competency levels, armbrrespond to thetultures.Moreover, learner choice has a significant
influence on students’ intrinsic motivation,
choices can increase individual performance and enjoyment (Cordova & Lepper, 1996;

Zuckerman, Porac, Lathinp@th, & Deci, 1978). Assor, Kaplan, and Roth (2002) indicated that
although providing meaningless choices may no
should address relevancy and personal interests to support autonomy. The authors elaliorated tha
the “extent to which one’s actions reflect on

effectively support autonomy (Assor et al., 2002, p. 273).

Engagement
Definition and Principles

Kuh (2003) defined student twentdegotetoent as *

educationally sound activities (p. 25). Thi s
of Student Engagement (NSSE), which provided the knowledge to the National Center for Public
Policy and Higher Education to issue the Natidenchmarks for Educational Practices as well

as the College Student Report. The premise of

study a subject, the more they learn about it . . . [and] the more students practice and get

feedback ontheirwrig, anal yzing, or problem solving, t
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2003, p. 25). Kuh (2003) also indicated that when college students are more engaged in learning,
they will likely develop lifelong learning habits and personal development. Kuh (2004diti

the “Seven Principles of Good RBhickedngandes i n Un
Gamson (1987) devel oped. T hfacultgoentaethcooperatiomc i pl es
among students, active learning, prompt feedback, time on task Xpgttations, and respect

for diverse talents and ways of Kuhg280lyusedg” ( Ch
these seven principles to develop the NSSE, which U.S. colleges and universities then used and

has become one of the most import surveysrieasuring student engagemdiite NSSE

survey was “specifically designed to assess t
empirically derived good edkKuel'ts o200 Py amai e
recommendation was for educators to pdevyjuality learning experiences and instruction that

includes effective activities to ensure student engagement.

Engagement Factors in Online Learning

Many researchers have confirmed that engagement relates to many factors that directly
affect students learning, and instructors should address these factors to ensure that the best
learning occurs. Major (2015) found that motivation, attention, involveraedtintellectual
effort assisted students as they engaged in learning and development. Other factors that
correlated with engagement include effort, ®elhfidence, attitude, personality, active learning,
commitment, involvement, and interaction (Coa307; Dixson, 2010; Gray & DiLoreto, 2016;
Kuh, 2003, 2009). In online learning environments, engagement relates to academic learning
achievements and outcomes and can be identified as the most critical factor that instructors and
designer pay attentido when designing online courses and programs (Dixson, 2010, 2015;

O’ Shea, Stone, & Delahunty, 2015). Supporting
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will also result in more connection as well as prevent isolation, which often occurs in online

learning environments (Hampton & Pearce, 2016).

Online Student Engagement Scale

Handelsman et al. (2005) developed the SCEQ to investigate engagement factors in
traditional classroom. The scale consists of four factors that explain student engagement in
traditional classroom. These factors were included to determine how students act and feel toward
their learning. The scale included

skills engagement (what students “do”); em

they feel to the course/content, which is esglscimportant in online courses;

how applicable they feel it is); participation/interaction engagement (interacting

with others, enjoying the content/ course);
desire/goal to succeed in the course). (Dixson, 2015, p. 5

The factors contain affective and behavioral components that reveal how students dedicate their

ti me and energy as they | eleldastrongartheoretical ( 201 5)
foundation about engagement and measured not just perceptiotimidéatut also perceptions

of behaviors” (p. 5); boeial eohsguntivistthéeogyandhat 1t al
Community of Inquiry ModelThereafter, Dixson (2010, 2015) adapted the SCEQ from

Handelsman et al. (2005, 2009) and modified the soaleasure online student engagement

(OSE). The author removed item that specifically measured engagement in traditional
classrooms(e.gcomi ng t o cl ass ever yda)yTheantdor examinedi ng o
the four factors and found that theignificantly explain student engagement in online learning
environments. Dixson (2015) indicated that using these four engagement factors can help
researchers investigate online course design
engagement leveilshen students receive choices. The author also mentioned that this scale

indirectly measures teaching effectiveness in online learning.
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Although student engagement consists of many factors that should be investigated in
online learning environments, thesearcher of this study focused on examining the four factors
of engagement that Handelsman et al. (2005) constructed and Dixson (2010, 2015) modified to
measure online learning engagement. Therefore, the purpose to investigate student engagement
using tle fourfactor OSE scale resulted from the gap that exists in the liter&thelars have
yet to investigate online learning engagement using these four factors when students receive a
personalized-éearning experiencd&.he researcher used the four fastas dependent variables
to examine personalizediearning effect on student engagement. In addition, the authors used
the OSE scale because of the vaEli/eloped items that were valid and reliable for measuring
online student engagement.

This personatied experience differs significantly from other online course designs that
focus primarily on texbased content or lectures. The hypotheses of this study stated that if
students receive personalizetearning courses, then they have the potential tease their
skills engagement, emotional engagement, participation engagement, and performance
engagement. Students received a personalized experience consisting of activities and content that
should enhance their connections and social interactions wvitifdomulty and other students.

The course offered many choices for learners to align the learning experience to their needs,
interests, and personal goals to enhance their emotional engagement, performance, and

participation. The course also offered a matkelevel of learner control over learning, which the

researcher hypothesized as to increase studen

in particular.
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Personalized ELearning Course Design

Educators can personalize online learning environsngy customizing the learning

content, activities, assignments, and assessments and differentiating instructional strategies to

address different | earners’ |l earning needs. T
learning choices, relevant materialdhhat al i gn with students’ prese
content that can be aligned to individual s’ [
maj ority of students’ backgrounds -sizéfitg-alli ng t he

course), students faced issues with instructional content that had been designed without any
flexibility that would have allowed students to personalize the content to their needs, interests,
and job practices. The course was initially designed using-gipeéts-all model. By

examining student s needs and interests in th
found thatthreedifferent learning pathways K2, higher educatiomndcorporate training)

were the foci of students who had enrdlie the course (See Figure 2.2).
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Therefore, the designer utilized personalized learning principles to redesign the course
and provide the needed learning content, assignments, activities, and assessment. Specifically,
the designer provided personalized content to meet the three difesreming needs for different
students in the learning design and technology field. The course designer also provided
flexibility for students who need to focus on different learning pathways to address their learning
needs (i.e., instructional design coltsnt). The designer provided personalized course content
that was tailored to theireedifferent pathways; it included different textbooks, case studies,
articles, instructional videos, and external links as well as a variety of learning resources. In
addition, the designer allowed students to substitute different learning content and resources for
the learning resources required in the course. The designer modified the course to include
personalized learning principles that give students the opportoretyhance their personal
experiences and learning choices. Generally, the designer embedded learning flexibility in the
course to address learning interests and needs so students can control and form their own online
learning experiences.

The interventionn this study provided a personalized course through two dimensions:
course curriculum (learning pathways, assignments, readings, and discussion boards, etc.) and
instructors (feedback, assessment and evaluation, interaction, and facilitation, etéiy(&ee
2.3). The course curriculum was personalized byd#sgnetusing thepersonalized to learner
strategy to sehreelearning pathways. These pathways included personalized content that would
suit every individual who might join the course. The secdimension was personalization
through instructors to facilitate and scaffol

every individual. Instructors were provided with a training plan and documents that explained
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how to implement personalizedal®ing and work with individuals to tailor the course to their

needgSee Figure 2.3).

Personalized E-Learning Course Design

Learning Choices

Supporting Student's Individual Feedback
Personalization of Scaffolding and Personalized to
Personalization
with Instructors Provide Instructors Providing Mest
Personalized Interactions with Individualized

Learning Preferences
Learning Needs
Learning Interests

Personalized E-Learning Personal Goals

Course Design
K-12 Pathway Students Support
Personalized Instruction Irgerle_adiuns: Autonomy

Personalized Curriculum - Limited Self-Pacing el Relatedness
T esTEE - Learning Control Boards

Corporate Training Pathway - Instructional Goals Seting |- Personalized Outcomes

- Learning Reflection Peer
Feedback Intrinsic Motivation

Consultancy Pathway Engagement
Positive Experiences

Figure 2.3 Personalized #.earning Course Design: Personalization through Curriculum and
Instructors

The reason for personalizing thislime course was to provide students with the learning
flexibility and choices that prior researchers have associated with greater learning engagement
and motivation Barr & Tagg, 1995Cordova & Lepper, 199@)eci & Ryan, 1985, 2000;
Demski, 2012; Glynnteal. 2005; Katz & Assor, 2007; NMC Horizon Report, 2016; Rickabaugh,
2012; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Watson & Watson, 2DTIhe designer focused on designing the
|l earning environment to enhance students’ | ea
environnent to address their needs and ensure that every learner could find what suited her or his
learning needs regarding the course content.

As defined in the personalized learning continuum, personalized instruction can be

“personal i zi ngonaol itzhien gl ewairtnhe rt,h ep elresar ner, or p
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(Bray & McClaskey, 2015Rickabaugh, n.d., 20)2See Figure 2.1)This theoretical
explanation guided the designer of this cours
Accordingto the literature, personalizing instruction can provide students with a learning

environment that offers them learning tasks, allows them to choose among activities, and gives

them some degree of sglacing and progress to address their learning needistnest. The

learner in this environment is a participant who can select from a learning menu that addresses
personal goals. This selection includes instructional strategies and materials that align the

learning to the personal level. Instructors sihtrol deadlines and some decisions (i.e.,

assessment and evaluation) to ensure that learning meets the course parameters, but learning
choices, preferences, and interests remain characteristics of this envir@aeeehigure 2).

At the beginning of the course, Instructors asked students to select the learning pathway
that best suited their learning needs and interests. Then, students were asked to share their
personal goals and why they selected their pathways. Students weaskalddo align their
personal goals with the course objectives, content, and assignments and the focal points of the
weekly discussions. Furthermore, the course was designe@mapteasize personal learning
goals and align with course objectives. Thipstas ensured through the weekly discussion
forums, which encouraged students to reflect on their own learning. The designer and instructors
ensured that the course provided students with full independency to select and work on what they
thought would suitheir learning within the course parameters to ensure that students could meet

the overall course objectives.
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Degrees of Personalizing E-Learning
Course Components

Personalized
with
Limitations

Fully
Personalized

Mot
Personalized

Course Assignments
Proposed Personalized Assignment Plan

Personalized Instructional Goals (Based on Course Parameters)

Instructor Feedback

Learning Control

Evaluation & Assessment

Figure 2.4 Degrees of Personalizedliearning Course Componentbhg extent of
personalizatiorof course components amdthin the coursgparametery

Learning Pathway

The main purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of personalized
learning as an instructional approach that uses pathway learning. The course designer mainly
focused onncorporatinghreed i f f er ent pat hways that encompass
interests preferences, and backgroun8students were given the option of selecting their
personalized pathways and progress according to their prior knowledge and expeEanhe
pathway provided relevant content and material that allows each student to gain the skills and
knowledge most applicable to his or her background and workgacé. pathway contained a
repository that included different learning resources for asek.Students were allowed to
select activities, readings, and final projects that meet their goals within the course parameters

and objectives. Every learning pathway had different discussion prompts that are personalized to
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the learning pathway topickut students discussed the prompts all together under one thread to

encourage greater engagement and interaction among students.

Personalized Assignment

Thecoursel e si gner i mplemented flexibility as tF
Students wergiven the opportunity to design their assignments based on their area of interest,
including the topic, context, assignment components, and associated learning content that will
help them complete the assignment. Futthert he desi gner PBPemonalizedl ed a “ F
Assignment Plan” that provides students with
course objectives and standards. Students can change the course assignments to different ones
that better suit their learning needs and inter@$is.proposed personalized assignment plan
description is as follows:

The LearneiCentered Pedagogies/Approaches Wealhanced Lesson is a three

part assignmentou may choose to create a plan for this assignment that aligns

more with your learning interessand needs than the project description and

requirements do. You may prefer to design and develop a different project that

aligns with the course objectives. With vyo
able to design and develop a modified project.

If you would like to design and develop a modified plan, we are providing
a “prepposedal i zed as s ito@ssistgautintajpolingthis t empl at
assignment to your learning needs, interests, and goals. The assignment
modification must meet theoarse objectives and must be submitted in three parts
for instructor feedback.

You must submit this plan to your instructor by the end of week 2 so your
instructor can provide feedback, potentially approve your plan before you start
your project, and emse that your project meets the course objectives. You will
need to modify or create rubrics for your project. Your instructor will evaluate
your proposed plan, including your assignment rubrics.
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Personalization in Online Discussion Board

Discussion forums were designed to include all students. Most of the discussion forums
and threads, however, were created according to the identified learning pathways, meaning that
students will join the personalized forums according to their learnimgvpgs to provide each
other with personalized feedback as well adepth insights and experiences. The purpose of
personalizing the discussions was to increase
other Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 20pard to enhance their learning engagement by

grouping them according to their learning needs and interests.

Personalized Feedback

Zheng (2018) mentioned that in fatmeface settings, teachers and instructors provide
personalized feedback to every indivijwahereas in online learning environments, feedback
tends to be fixed and predetermined to provide one form of feedback to all learners regardless of
their individual differences (prior knowledge, cognitive ability, efthe personalized feedback
principle indicates that within a personalization environment, students should receive
personalized feedback to optimally pace and enhance their learning. Instructors provide an
ongoing feedback cycle throughout the course. This process has a timeline tluds tomtact of
providing feedback, meaning that students will receive feedback on their assignments,
discussions, and activities within the same time frame for all students to ensure progression in
the course. The second feedback process was provideddeineneaning that if a student
designs his or her own pathway with due dates that differ from those of the initial course
assignments, the instructors provided feedbac
included this process in the coursestpport personalized feedback for every learner and

allowed learners to tweak the course content, due dates, assignments, and projects. Personalized
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peer feedback was another aspect of the course; learners were grouped by learning pathway and
obtain more prsonalized peer feedback. In this process, learners provided feedback to other

learners on the same pathway.

Personalized Learning Reflection

Apartof 1 mpl ementing these principles in the
metacognitive skills andllow them to think about their learningutler, 2003. At the beginning
of the course, students were asked to state their learning needs, interests, and personal goals and
the knowledge and skills they hoped to gain by the end of the course. Studendskest the
foll owing: “Reflect on your interests and you
knowl edge or skills you hope to gain in this
asked to think about those needs, interests, personal guakkills, and whether they had
achieved them within the course format. Stude
your goals from our week 1 discussion, do you feel you succeeded in meeting those goals? How
did the course format assist with thimcess? Do you feel that how you learned and what you

| earned align with your goal s?”

Personalized Learning Course Format

This personalized-karning course provided different format for the purpose of
including all st ud e edswithin anencbuese. @ tcoarsedfamntat | ear ni n
was as follow:

This course was designed to provide you with the most relevant learning

experience for meeting your goals, interests, and needs. Feedback from the

previous course offerings indicated that this costsmuld be redesigned to meet
student s’ needs and interests by tailori

ing
career goals. Therefore, the main goal of
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personalized | earning earpeeinterestaan@ t hat <cat e
provides an engaging and motivating learning experience.

This course provides three personalized learning pathwayi, Kigher

education, and corporate training. Please select the learning pathway that best
suits your learningnterests. For example, if your career is in-dLK setting or

you are thinking of joining that field, you may find theX pathway more

helpful and personalized to your needs than®pedfits all content. Each

learning pathway includes personalizeddiags, videos, case studies, and
discussion prompts that are relevant to the career interests of that pathway.

1 You needo select one pathway. The pathway you choose will be tailored to your
interests.

1 All required and optional readings are provided k& fearning pathways;
however, you can find and implement other readings (e.g., chapters and articles)
that assist you in meeting your personal goals and interests. You should cite
these readings in your discussion posts.

1 Although you each will have diffent pathways, we will all meet in the
discussion forums and discuss a variety of common topics and issues.

1 The WebEnhanced Lesson assignment can be modified if you would like to
personalize it to meet your interests. Specifically, you can tailor the Web
Enhanced Lesson assignment to your career setting and goals. Note: If you
decide to plan a modified Wdbnhanced Lesson assignment, you must (a) align
your modified assignment with the course objectives (see syllabus) and (b)
submit a plan for modifying thlessons using the template provided (see
assignment folder). Please submit this assignment plan to your instructor by the
end of week 2 for approvdlo not begin the assignment until you receive
feedback on your assignment plan

Chapter Summary

This chapter included a literature review of personalized learningds¢drmination
theory, and learning engagement within online learning environments. Prior researchers have
confirmed the effect of many learning strategies (e.g., learning choices, leatenmregts,
effective communicati on, and task differentia
competence, and relatedness. The present researcher implemented personalized learning
principles to provide students with learning pathways (e.qg., tracks)réhdesigned in online

learning course that was personalized, relevant, and flexible. The researcher investigated this
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environment to reveal its effect on students’
researcher structured the online learningseuo provide learning choices, enhance learning
interests, support students’ perceptions of t
competence, and relatedness), and engage students to learn better. Many scholars have associated
motivation in online éarning with engagement (Dixson, 2010, 2015; Kim & Frick, 2011; Kuo,

Walker, Belland, Schroder, & Kuo, 2014; Yoo & Huang, 2013). Therefore, the researcher
studiedseld et er mi nati on and its relation to studen
simultareously to reveal the possible effects of personalized learning on these two variables. The
researcher used SDT astheseé t er mi nati on | ens to i-nvestigat
determination and its relation to their intrinsic motivation through treeethsychological basic

needs Deci & Ryan, 1985; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2D0lhe researcher also used
behavioral engagement and affective engagemen
engagement during their enroliment in perseal learning courses (Dixson, 2010, 2015; Kuh,

2003; Kuo et al., 2014).
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLO GY

Introduction

This study applied a convergent parallel mixed methods design to investigate the effect of
personalized learning as an instructional approachocad u at e s-detemhmatians® s el f
intrinsic motivation, and online learning engagement. The subjects of this study were online
students who enrolled in an online graduate program at a large Midwestern university. The study
was conducted during the 264® academic year. Quantitative research using a-quasi
experimental design, including sedporting questionnaires, was applied to investigate the effect
of personalized | earning as an inst-ructional
determinatm, i ntrinsic motivation, increase online
positive online learning experiences, and positive perceptions toward online instructors.

The study also applied a qualitative research design to investigate the percapdions
experiences of the sample from the quantitative phase, including participants from both the
control and experimental groups, by applying adepth interview protocol to examine how a
personalized4¢ ear ni ng cour se c 0 n tdeernbnatiore(autonomy, t he st ud
competence, and relatedness), intrinsic motivation, online learning engagement, and online

|l earning experiences compared wit hsizeftsaad ¢ rfit s

course.

Mixed Methods Research Design

This mxed methods approach consisted of a geaperimental and qualitative research
design to explore the effect of -determisatomandi z e d

its relation to intrinsic motivation, using s&létermination theory persgeves (i.e., autonomy,
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competence, and relatedness) to understand how students feel when enrolled in a course designed
to enhance their learning choices, interests, needs, and preferences and treat them as adult
learners who can select their own and prefittasks (Deci & Ryan, 1985: Deci & Ryan, 2000;

Ryan & Deci, 2000). Online learning engagement was examined through behavioral and

affective engagement (Kuh, 2003; Handelsman et al., 2005; Dixson, 2010, 2015). Both

guantitative and qualitative methodsre@rioritized equally to answer the research questions

and determine accurate results that could contribute to understanding the effect of personalized
learning in the online learning environment.

Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) defined convergent parallel mixed methods as the
approach that ®“occurs when the researcher use
and qualitative strands during the same phase of the research processggribetinethods
equally, and keeps the strands independent during analysis and then mixes the results during the
overal/l i nt e+/h)rTais nmethodasran effiCigntdesigriywhich allows the
researcher to collect and analyze both quantitativegaalitative data concurrently and
separately (Creswell, 2014; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). It also treats both quantitative and
gualitative data as equally important and valuable for obtaininguaitiated findings for the
research questions (Cresw&lPlano Clark, 2011). Another strength of this approach is the
independence of the studies during the data collection and analysis, followed by mixing the
findings through triangulation to provide better interpretations that explain the research problem.
In addition, the convergent parallel mixed methods approach can be used to illustrate the
guantitative results through qualitative data, especially when the study is intended to explain and
provide an indepth understanding of the research problem. Comdpithie quantitative and

gualitative analyses provides insights, perspectives, and a broader understanding of the research
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problem (Creswell, 2014; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). The
guantitative findings provided answers to #tatistical effect of personalized learning on

s t u d e ndetsrminasom &nfd online learning engagement and its relation to intrinsic

motivation. The statistical analyses included inferences findings, trends and individual
differences, and relationshipsd correlations among the variables (Creswell, 2014; Creswell &
Plano Clark, 2011). The qualitative data provided personal experiences, perceptions, and insights
to help understand and explain the quantitative findings (Creswell, 2014).

The quasexpermental design was selected to examine the variables of this study. The
most critical assumption of true experimental design is the randomization of the participants.
However, in some research cases (e.g., classrooms), it is hard or inappropriate tdl@shieve
randomization. Hence, the quasiperimental design helps compensate for the lack of a
randomized sample (Isaac & Michael, 1971; Creswell, 2013; Campbell & Stanley, 2015). A
guastexperimental design feasibly eliminates the time and resource cotsstexqjuired to
conduct a true experimental design. It can provide real and authentic research results because the
participants sometimes react differently to the research environment (Isaac & Michael, 1971;
Creswell, 2013; Campbell & Stanley, 2015). Iquastexperimental design, the participants are
always not assigned to a research environment. In addition, theegpasimental design
provides the opportunity to investigate trends that emerge in social science research. Another
important benefit of th quasiexperimental design is the identification of potential threats to
validity, which is crucial to the design’s gr
design accounts for the effect of other variables on the groups; in other words, tbhkeatont
those variables increases the validity (Isaac & Michael, 1971; Creswell, 2013; Campbell &

Stanley, 2015; Bordens & Abbott, 2002; Bernard & Bernard, 2012). Moreover, a true
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experimental design does not always represent the real context. In thes¢heasgternal

validity increases when a tight variable control occurs in a gugrimental design. Finally, a

true experimental design may create different variations in the research, and bias can occur even
when the external and internal validity gmeved (Isaac & Michael, 1971; Creswell, 2013;

Campbell & Stanley, 2015; Bordens & Abbott, 2002; Bernard & Bernard, 2012).

Qualitative data was collected along with quantitative data to answer the questions of
“Why?” and “How?” ( Rodienrnoftthe qualifativé dada allowkeditke i ncor p
researcher to investigate students’ perceptio
courses and explain and illustrate the quantitative findings. Applying qualitative design can
permit the use of mufie sources of evidence, which results in methods and analysis
triangulation. Both triangulation types support the validity and reliability of the research
(Creswell, 2013; Creswell, 2014; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). Roberts (2010) stated that
qualitatv e research relies on “the philosophical o
focuses on people’s experi enc e-sttuctuednntéarview i r per
was applied to ask students about their perceptions of their experienceooéfised learning
as an instructional approach. This qualitative data validated and explained the quantitative results
in this study.

Figure 3.1 shows how convergent parallel mixed methods were designed and applied in
this study to investigate the resgaproblem. Each desigaquantitative and qualitativewill

be discussed in detail in this chapter.
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Convergent Parallel
Mixed-MethodsApproach

Quantitative Quaskxperimental Qualitative Research Design
Design Data Collection = Interviews

Data Collection = Questionnaires Data Analysis = Coding,
Data Analysis =nferential & Categories& Themes

DescriptiveStatistics

Merging andComparing

Results

Interpretation &

Discussion

Figure 3.1 Convergent Parallel MixeMethods Approach: Quantitative and Qualitative Designs
for Data Collected and Analyzed.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

The research questions were mainly focuseéhvestigating the effect of personalized
l earning as an i nst r uc-deteronmation, irdripgc motigatiom, amdn st ud
online learning engagement. The study began with an examination of the overall effectiveness of

the personalizedehrning approach to student learning within the online learning courses. Hence,
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the study investigated the effect of the pers
determination perspectives, which include their autonomy, competence, and relafEumess.
study also investigated the same independent
on students’ online | earning engagement to me
students and deepen their understanding of the course contaitica, and assessments. A
gualitative research question was included to obtain a deeper understanding of the quantitative
findings. Using the convergent parallel mixed methods design allowed this study to answer the
following research questions conamtly and separately:
1. What is the effect of personalized learning as an instructional approach on graduate
st u d e ndeteriminasiom Anf intrinsic motivation to learn?
2. What is the effect of personalized learning as an instructional approach on graduat
students’™ online |l earning engagement?
3. How did graduate students’ experiences di

sizefits-all approach and an online course with a personalized learning approach?

Self-Determination Theory Hypotheses

1 Ho1: Personbized learning as instructional approach will have no statistically
significanteffectonst udent s’ perceived feelings of

1 Ho.2: The intervention will have no statistically significaftectonst udent s’
perceived feelings of competence.

1 Hos: The intervention will have no statistically significaffectonst udent s’

perceived feelings of relatedness.
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Engagement Hypotheses

1 Hoa4: Personalized learning as instructional approach will not statistically
significantincreases t udent s’  Pdarticipatios, and @erformanaz n |,

engagement.

Online Learning Experience Hypotheses

1 Hoss There wild/ be no statistically signi
learning experiences in the personalized online learning course compared with
s t u d leamningekperiences in the orszefits-all course.

T Hoee There wild/ be no statistically signi
experiences with their instructors in the personalized online learning course

compared witls t u d expetiemces in the ormzefits-all course.

Quasi-Experimental Design

A guastexperimental design was considered for this study as the quantitative design to
examine the significant effect of personalized learning as an instructional approach implemente
in online learning courses. The quagperimental design consisted of a pretest, posttest, and
control group. This design was selected over a true experimental design due to the lack of
randomization when assigning samples to the experimental andlgyotrps and due to its
valid measurement of the intervention effect on the outcome variables (Cooper & Schindler,
2003; Creswell, 2002). The chosen method allows for investigating the effect of the independent
variable on the dependent variables (outcgméthin the targeted population.

Specifically, the quasexperimental design was used to determine the effect of the

independent variable (using personalized learning as an instructional approach in an online
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learning course) on the dependent variablest u d e-detesminatisngdutbnomy feeling,
competence feeling, and relatedness feeling), intrinsic motivation, and online learning
engagement). The method was also used to determine the effect of the same independent variable
on i ncr e a spositige ordirte learreéng éxperiences, and increase positive perceptions
toward online instructors as the students experienced different instructional methods of learning.
To ensure the validity and reliability of this research design, the study includedydhics

and pretest variables to control for variation in the findings and implications.

Settings and Participants

This study was conducted in the context of a distance learning program at a large
Midwestern university. It utilized an online coursartpplement a personalized learning
instructional approach to provide the opportunity for all students to design and follow their own
pathways that could lead to personalized content and assignments tailored to their learning needs.
The participants of thistudy were the graduate students enrolled in six sections of an online
course offered every semester. All participants were instructional designers enrolled in learning
design and technology master programs.

The four experimental groups were sampled during the fall and spring semesters of
2018-19, with a total of 40 students (n = 40). The experimental groups received a personralized e
learning course designed to be flexible and to provide more choices asélaglons for every
student—the opposite of the orgzefits-all course design (See Figure 2.2 and 2.3). The course
allowed students to select their own personalized pathways that determines the readings,
activities, assignments, assessment plans, aatdrojects that would meet their learning needs
and interests. The course was designed with three different pathways that addressed the content

of the course within grades&2, higher education, and corporate training, as well as allowing
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studentgo develop their own personalized pathways that could combine these pathways in any
way. In addition, the course allowed students to develop a consultation pathway that could
address their own interests and needs if they were interested in consultationudéstsSivere
asked to determine and select their learning pathways at the beginning of the course. They were
guided to choose what was most suitable for their learning needs and interests. The course
introduced and the syllabus included all elements thdests should know about their
personalization options. They were informed that the course was designed to enhance their
choices, interests, and needs to better engage them in the online learning environment.

The control group was sampled during the gpaamester of 2018 with 24 students (n =
24). The control group was enrolled in two course sections and receivegsiaefits-all course
design and delivery. This design only included content and assignments that addrd@sed K
settings. Students weretgiven the choices those in the experimental group received. The
course had predetermined assessment plans and readings and less interactive activities. The
course had one textbook that was assigned as the main reading for all students. Additional
readirgs were optional and focused orIR settings. This course was not desiginéehtionally
to provide one perspective of the topic, but rather the design existed and had been provided for

several years without c¢onsi dterests gl learting deeds.t s’ d

Sampling Procedures

A quastexperimental design was selected to compare the experimental group that
received the intervention (in the personalizddaning course) with the control group (in the
traditional, onesizefits-all online course), including the consideration of variations that may
have affected the external validity of the research. Without utilizing simple random sampling

(SRS), the study investigated the effect of the independent variable (the personalized learni



87

approach) on the dependent variables (student
Instead, convenience sampling was determined for two reasons. First, the researcher had no
control over assigning online students into the course sections, proiclematized a true

experimental design. Hence, it would have been difficult to utilize random sampling within

online courses. Second, convenience sampling was employed due to the geographical

accessibility of the online program. Gall, Borg, & Gall (2p8tated that convenience sampling

is used to “select the sample that suits the
Therefore, this study employed the convenience sampling method withrandomized,

controlled trial.

Thedatacolleci on t ook place at different ti mes.
during the spring 2018 semester. All participants were enrolled in the online course and could
decline their participation at anydurngthee. The
fall and spring semesters of the 2618 academic year for the purpose of collecting data from a
larger sample size as well as continuing to improve the course design. The Qualtrics system was

used to collect the survey data, which was useth®purpose of this study only.

Sample Size and Power

The study sample consisted of (n = 40) graduate students in the experimental groups (9
male and 31 female) and (n = 26) graduate students in the control groups (5 male and 19 female)
(See Table 3.1All participants majored in learning design and technology, and all were
enrolled in the masters’ program. Within the
participants aged between-35 (37, 57.8%) (See Table 3.2). The experimental groups

particp ant s previous online | earning experience

average was (M = 3.54). Moreover, both participants in the experimental groups (M = 3.63) and
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the control group (M = 3.75) heaiemty. Althoreghg good”
larger sample size would have increased the power of the study, online courses generally tend to
include smaller course sizes, which limited this study to only include a total of (N = 64)

participants. The study, therefore, investigdtedeffect of a personalized learning approach on

four experimental sections of an online course and two controlled sections of the same course

online course.

Table31Partici pants’ Gender

Gender
Gender Frequency Percent
Personalized Course Male 9 22.5%
(experimental group) Female 31 77.5%
Onesizefits-all Male 5 20.8%
course Female 19 79.2%
(control groups)
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Table32Par ti ci pants’ Age

Age
Frequency Percent

1824 3 4.7

Age category 25-35 37 57.8
3645 14 21.9

46-55 7 10.9

56 or older 3 4.7

Total 64 100

Instrumentation

The selfreported pretest instruments consisted of demographic items, the Basic
Psychological Need Satisfaction (BPNS) scale (Deci & Ryan, 2000;dbati 2001; Gagné,
2003) , and the online students’ engagement (O
conducted before course instruction. Participants were asked to report their perceptions regarding
their current basic psychological needd anline learning engagement (based on their previous
experiences with online courses). The posttest consisted of the above scales and items as well as
the personalized | earning items. These items

their experiences with the online personalized learning approach.

Demographics

Based on previous distance education literature, the demographics items were developed
to capture student s’ previous experiences as
engayement. Accordingly, the following items were included for demographic purposes: gender,
age, previous online experience, time spent studying for the course, experience with the course

instructor, anagducational technology proficiency.
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Personalized leanmmg items The researcher developed personalized learning items to
capture student s’ perceptions of their experi
approach in online learning courses. Hence, the items were devbékgestion the
personalization principles in the current literature (Watson & Watson, 2017; Rickabaugh, 2012;
Lessor, 2016; Redding, 2014b). The items were aligned with the course design elements to allow
students to report their opinions regarding theregiences of the approach. The items were
reviewed by two experts to ensure the items align with the personalized learning principles as

well as the clarity of the items.

BPNS

The BPNS scale has been widely used in numerous studies in different fikidgimc
education. It was developed by Deci and Ryan (2000) to measure the extent to which the
participant experienced and perceived satisfaction of general, basic human needs. For this study,
the scale was used t o meas utheselidetermidationtheoty i nnat
(SDT). The students’ three basic needs were a
consisted of 21-Likert scale items developed to capture basic human needs. It consisted of
three subscales as well. Hence, eadissale generated a score that can be used to interpret the
participants’ Dbasic needs. For this study, t
perceptions of their basic needs and intrinsic motivation when enrolled in a personalized e
learring course. The main goal of utilizing this scale was to examine whether the personalized
| earning approach could satisfy students’ bas

(Deci et al., 2001).
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This scale was scored from{/), where (7)re@msent s “very true”, (4)
and (1) to “true at all”. Some of the items n

worded (Appendix C).

OSE

The OSE scale-a modified version of the Student Course Engagement Questionnaire
(SCEQj)}—was consucted of four factors: skills engagement, emotional engagement,
participation engagement, and performance engageidanti€lsman, Briggs, Sullivan, &
Towler, 2009. The original SCEQ scale has 23 items that measure student course engagement in
general. Tk OSE scale was constructed based on the original scale and features 19 items on a 5
Likert scale that measure online student engagement. The scale focuses on both behavioral and
affective engagement. Dixson (2010) stated that the OSE scale was develogestre student
engagement in online courses. For this study, the OSE scale was used to measure online student
engagement in a personalizetbarning course and in the eeeefits-all course. In other
words, the scale was administered for both théroband experimental groups during the

pretest and posttest sampling.

Validation and Reliability

The instruments used in this study consist of a personalized learning items, the BPNS
scale, and the OSE scale. The personalized learning survey itengewel@ed based on the
personalized | earning principles to capture s
approach in online learnin@he personalized learning instrument was tested for reliability using
coefficient al phThe BANSarsdOEEhave been validabed @&ciet al.,

2001;Dixson, 2010; 2016 Author permissions were obtained to use and modify some of the
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items to the context of this study. Specifically, the BPNS was modified only as recommended by
Deci et al. (2001). Theehability of the BPNS was consistent with previous research findings

(Deci & Ryan, 2000; Deci et al., 2001; Dixson, 2015). The BPNS scale has been already

validated and tested in many settings, and many studies have reported significant validity and
reliability of the three subscales (competence, autonomy, and relatedness) as well as the overall
scale. Deci et al. (2001) reported the al pha

. 73), and relatedness (a = sci8(20L3) fouwndtide orR@IINVE , Wa
consistency of this scal e {Noumani,.N&Ojanis, Gagné ( 2
Cumming, and Chatzisarantis (2011) used and validated this scale as well. Constructs validity

were also reported by Gagné (2003) and Kashtidian, Merritt, and Uswatte (2006).

The OSE was modified and investigated by Dixson (2015) and reported strong
reliability of alpha (o = .91). Di xson (2015)
concluded that this scale is a valid and rédiab measure student engagement in online learning,
which consists of four constructsk(lls engagement, participation engagement, emotional

engagement, and performance engagement)

Independent vs. Dependent Variables

The personalized online learningurse and the orgzefits all course were applied as
the independent variable in this study (Intervention 1/0). Both SDT and online learning
engagement scales were used to measure the dependent variables. Creswell (2003) stated that
independent variabdechange the dependent or outcome variables due to causation, influence, or
effect. They are sometimes identified as treatment, predictor, antecedent, and manipulator
variables. Dependent variables are those that change based on the impact of the mdepende

variables. Creswel/l (2003) descr i bheidfluendee se v a
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oft he 1 ndependen inthisatudy, hdBPBS provideg scores #r)the three
perspective scores (perceived feelings of autonomy, competence, and relatedness), which were
examined as dependent variables to measure the effect of the interverdioé st udent s’ s
determination.

The OSE scalerasused o i nvestigate students’ engagem
environment. Four subscales (skills engagement, participation engagement, emotional
engagement, and performance engagemes®® usedoscorest udent s’ engagement
personalized online learning course and thesrefits-all course. These score®re treate@s
dependent scores to measure students’ engagem
factorswere investigateds the indep&lent variables to test the differences and variability

among learners in both groups.

Quantitative Data Analysis

The experimental groupas comparedith the control group to investigate the statistical
differences between these two groups iafakm this studyon the effect of personalized learning
as an instructional approach in the online learning environment. The analysis of the quantitative
datawasguideby t he study’s hypotheses to better adc
Package for Soal Science (SPSS) was used as the software for analyzing the statistical models
in this study. The following sections will discuss the specific strategies and statistical models

appliedto examinethe quantitative data in this study.

Descriptive analysis

Descriptive datavas collected o i nvestigate the participant

online learning experiences, and educational technglogficiency. The descriptive statistics
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al so were applied to descri be peardonaizedretrsiigasper c e

instructional approach.

Inferential statistics

Inferential statistical models were utilized to test the hypotheses and investigate the effect
of the independent variable on the dependent variables (Creswell, 2002; Cooper &8chind
2003).General linear models (GLM) were analyzed to reveal the effect of a personalized
| ear ni ng ap p rseledetdrmimation, entine leéagnmd engagement, and online
learning experiences between the experimental and control gisaps &Michael, 1997. The
purpose of conducting thanalysiswas to set the pretests of each variable as the covariate
(ANCOVA) to provide accurate adjusted posttest estimates to compare between the groups and
identify the effects of personalized | earning
selfdetemination and engagemensdac & Michael, 1997). In additiomdependent sample t
test was performed to test the posttest differences between the two groups in online learning

experiences and students perceptions of the

Qualitative Research Design

A qualitative research design was applied in this study via-depth interview protocol
to examine students’ experiences and percepti
approach to obtain a deeper understanding of the tptargiresults (Patton, 2015; Creswell,
2013). In a personalized learning environment, every learner experienced the approach
differently. A personalized learning approach allowed students to select and decide their

learning. The design and implementatajrpersonalized learning as the instructional approach
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in an online cour se was -detaermimanod &d engagemenhdsaallc e s

as provide them with different methods of learning that could enhance their learning.

Participants

Thestudy included four participants from the esieefits-all course angdix participants
from the personalizedlearning course to compare their responses (See Table 3.3). The
interviews were conducted with participants from all course sections. Thegsnithiatemerged
from the qualitative data (themes) from the -sigefits-all course were compared with the
findings (themes) that emerged from the personalizedmaing course. The qualitative data
coll ection addr essed tdxperiepcasrottheicanmlimentisthe per cep
course. The participants were informed that their participation in the interviews were a

volunteering task and would not affect their course grades.
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Table 3.3 Demographics of Interview Raripants

Pseudonym| Group Learning Current Job Future Job
Interests
Sara OneSizeFits- Corporate | Corporate Trainer | Instructional Designer
All Course Training in Global Corporate
Pathway
Katherine | OneSizeFits- Corporate | Technology Trainer| LearningTechnology
All Course Training Trainer
Pathway
Emily OneSizeFits- Higher Faculty Member in | Faculty Member in a
All Course Education | a College College
Pathway
Kim OneSizeFits- Higher Media Instructional | Instructional Designer
All Course Education | Technology within the Context of
and k-12 Specialist Agriculture
Pathways
Emma Personalized Higher English as Second | English as Second
Course Education | Language Instructol Language Instructor
Pathway
Amelia Personalized Higher Instructional Instructional Designer
Course Education | Designer
Pathway
Maya Personalized Corporate | Trainer/Instructiona| Instructional Designer
Course Training Designer in the for a Consulting Firm
Pathway Corporate
Jessica Personalized Corporate | Trainer/Instructiona| Instructional Designer
Course Training Designer in the for a Nonprofit
Pathway Corporate Organizations
David Personalized Corporate | Learning and Instructional Designer
Course Training Development andlInstructor in the
Pathway Specialist Industry
Lisa Personalized Corporate | Learning, Instructional Designer
Course Training Development, and | andin the Industry

Pathway

Training Specialist
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Data Collection Procedures

At the final week of the course, the participants were invited to participate in semi
structured interviews to obtain their perceptions of their intrinsic motivation and online learning
engagement during their enrollment in the-sizefits-all course andhe personalized-e
learning course. All enrolled students were given the chance to share their experiences. A semi
structured interview protocol was used to interview the participants, including SDT, engagement,
and personalized learning terms and dafing to ensure the participants understood the protocol
content. During the interview, the researcher introduced the participants to the research topic,
objectives, terms, and definitions. The interviews were conducted via multiple mediums,
including phoneor WebEX. The interviews were audiotaped and transcribed verbatim. Each

interview lasted approximately 260 minutes.

Data Sources

Asemist ructured interview protocol was the m
perceptions, insights, and learning expnces within the implementation of the personalized
|l earning approach. Because the purpose of the
s t u d e ndeterininasiom,linfrinsic motivation, and engagement, these interviews served as an
effectiveinstrument to understand how students interpreted their experiences of the personalized
learning approach within the online learning context (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; Patton,
2015; Creswell, 2013). The development of the protocol was based on SEI'B(Rayn, 1985;
Deci & Rayn, 2000; Deci et al., 2001), engagement in online learning (Dixson, 2010, 2015), and
personalized learning principles (Appendix B). The interview protocol includedenmiad
guestions that allowed participants to share theiights and experiences regarding the

approach (Edwards & Holland, 2013). The protocol also included-is®ifluction; a
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description of students’ approach to | earning
motivation, participation, andvel of engagement; positive and negative aspects of the course;

and perceptions of course success. Moreover, the protocol featured intrinsic motivation prompts

and questions using SDT (i.e., feelings of autonomy, competence, and relatedness). Before
conduding interviews, experts in motivation, engagement, and personalized learning were

invited to review the protocol questions and prompts to address any issues in the development
process. Three volunteering experts (professors and instructional desigrtesipaped in the

review process of this protocol. Finally, the protocol was piloted with three participants to record

time and any issues that could affect the actual interviews.

Data Analysis

The researcher followed qualitative procedures to analyzettrgiew data (Saldana,
2009; Creswell, 2013). The researcher applied thematic analysis (BoyatzisBi®98&
Clarke,200p t o draw the themes and identify the fa
determination, intrinsic motivation, onlinearning engagement, and their online learning
experiences when enrolled in a esieefits-all course and the personalized course.

In the first analysis stage, the researcher audiotaped and transcribed the interviews to
prepare for the coding and anafydiultiple interview readings were conducted to deeply
understanding the participants’ thoughts and
interview was analyzed discretely to capture
coding tetinique to prepare the data to be categorized into themes (BoyatzisBi®98&

Clarke, 200Creswell, 2013). Then the researcher used coding to analyze the interview data and
develop coding schemas that answer the research questions. Séntehcedng was

conducted to identify the factors and themes. The codes were transferred to codebook in NVivo
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software, which utilized to create the data pattern, theme, and frequency displays (Creswell,
2013).

In the second analysis stage, the researcheraigplett dana’' s (2016) t hr ece
The first cycle was inductive coding to code
framework and theories. Inductive coding was the appropriate approach to code for the research
guestions because thetalavere collected for the purpose of this study, the data relate to every
research question that guided and directed this study, and the themes were not driven by the
researcher’s theoretical dispositi owenanddhed i nt
codes and themes were specifically related to the research questions and the purpose of this
study. Research questions guided the interview development, from which the codes and themes
were identified and extracted to answer th&he second ajte of coding was conducted
deductively to extract emerging themes that r
experiences in the ormzefits-all course and personalized course. The third cycle was
conducted to finalize the codes, fact@sd themes that were found in the first two cycles.

In the third stage, the researcher compared factors and themes between the two courses
(the onesizefits-all and personalized courses). This comparison was conducted to examine the
effectofpersonaled | ear ni ng as an i nst r-detetminational appr o:
intrinsic motivation, online learning engagement, and online learning experiéna#ss from
the participants’™ interviews from bthee h cour se
validity and dependability of the findingSinally, the qualitative analyses were compared with
guantitative results to assess whether the results from both research designs were divergent or
convergent to gain a de egblem(Creswdl&Plano larldi ng of

2011).
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Reliability and Validity

Qualitative researchers need to consider s
validity and reliability (Polit & Beck, 2010; Shenton, 2004; Creswell, 2013). The internal
validity concept is the approximate truth about the results of the relationships aneetf@atse
studies. Internal validity requires the investigation of the effects and relationships among the
variables or research claims, though it is not required in obserabsiuties. Because the
purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of the personalized learning approach on
s t u d e ndetsrininasiom,linfrinsic motivation, and engagement, it required internal validity.
Therefore, the research considered thetesgies recommended in the literature (Polit & Beck,
2010; Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007). The study followed multiple procedures to achieve internal
validity, including data triangulation, member checking, NVivo software database creation, and
pilot testing The study also followed reliability procedures to ensure the consistency of the
interview findings. The reliability procedures included a sstnictured interview protocol (See
Appendix B) and interrater reliability. For the dependability of the stilndyresearcher
considered all interview transcripts verbatim, including the positive and negative findings or
concepts regarding student s’ perceptismens of b

fits-all course.

Role of the Researcher and EthidaConsiderations

In qualitative research, the researcher can be the primary data collection instrument.
Therefore, 1t is highly Ilikely that the resea
personal values, assumptions, and biases can itttgasearch interpretations. The researcher
held a theoretical disposition toward the learcemtered paradigm and personalized learning

approach. This disposition was guided by the
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significantly increase learnes® mot i vati on and engagement. How
did not previously know the participants minimized the research bias, especially given that
participants with various levels of experience were invited from an online learning program
Creswel |l , 2013) . Further, the research foll owe
validity, reliability, and dependability as well as avoid such research bias. The researcher

reduced the biases that can subjectively impact the research interpsdigtionluding
participants’ quotations (Polit & Beck, 2010;
focused on the participants’ perceptions to p
from the quantitative design in this study. Thigdgtalso included questionnaires and interview

protocol that were driven by the SDT and online learning engagement framework to collect

different data types to ensure its credibility, which are additional steps to minimize the impact of

the resesaed hper ceptiiaons and personal experien
interpretations. Finally, Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was obtained before

conducting the research process (See Appendix A).

Methods Limitations

Every method has its owmlitations that can challenge the validity and reliability of any
study. Il n this study, the | ack of sample rand
generalizability. As a result, a quasiperimental design was applied to overcome this
limitation. As indicated, this study utilized a control group design to ensure the internal validity
of the research. The course sections were formed when students registered electronically, and the
researcher did not have control over assigning students intorsedherefore, random
selection was a limitation of this study. An external threat to the validity of this study was the

interaction of intervention, selection, and settings (Creswell, 2009). This threat may prevent the
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generalization of the findings, wdh could lead generalizability only to the same settings this

study investigated (online learning). In addition, generalizing only may occur for students who

hold the same characteristics as those who included in this stuolther limitation was the

sample size because it could have been challenging to examine all the variables that could have
been included in this study. However, the stu
which included less than 15 studentgach section.

Applying a qualitative method design can limit the generalization of the findings and
“cannot be extended to wider popul ations with
anal yses can” (Atieno, 20 GaBel mixpd methody desighlwag e v e r
applied to investigate both quantitative and qualitative data simultaneously to validate the

findings and better provide for the application of these findings to wider populations.

Chapter Summary

The purpose of this chagtwas to introduce and discuss the methodology used in this
study. The chapter was organized to introduce the mixed methods process, followed by
guantitative research design and qualitative research design sections to discuss the methods
thoroughly. Foucourse sections of online graduate students participated in the experimental
groups, and two sections participated in the control group. The study used a convergent parallel
mixed methods approach to collect both quantitative and qualitative data andtatatdu
analysis separately and concurrently (Creswell, 2014; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; Teddlie &
Tashakkori, 2009).

This quasiexperimental design (i.e., pretest, posttest, and control groups) study
investigated the statistical effect of personalilszining as an instructional approach on

graduate students intrinsic motivation via S
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relatedness). The study also investigated the effect of personalized learning approach on
student s’ onl i nandlordire tearning gxpeeences §hes nesearth design
investigated the effect of the intervention when there was a lack of participant randomization.

A qualitative research design using a seimniictured interview protocol was used to
collect and analyzqualitative dataThe study included four participants from the -Gimefits-
all course and six participants from the personalizEgming course to compare their
responsesThematicanalysis was conducted to find themes and factors from both cetitees
onesizefits-all course and the personalized course. The purpose of collecting qualitative data
was to deeply explain students’ experiences a
courses and reveal whether the personalized course increasedign¢p or t ed -student s’
determination, intrinsic motivation, and online learning engagement (Creswell & Plano Clark,

2011).
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

Introduction

This chapter presents the quantitative and qualitative findings of this study. Quantitative
datawere collected using setéported questionnaires, and qualitative data were collected using
semistructured interviews witken participants—four from the onesizefits-all course and six
participants from the personalizedearning courseGeneralinear modeling (GLM) and
independent sampletésts were conducted to analyze the quantitative data, and thematic analysis
was conducted to evaluate the interview dake main purpose of this study was to examine the
effects of the personalized learningas st r uct i onal a p-peteorénatbn on st ud
using the three SDT perspectiveteelings of autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Deci &

Ryan, 20003—and their relation tantrinsic motivation The study also intended to examine
graduates t u d enline lsarning engagement by providing them with an online course that
tailors learning toward personal goals, learning needs, and interests.

1. What is the effect of personalized learning as an instructional approach on graduate

St u d e n-deg@ninaienlarid intrinsic motivation to learn?

The researcher applied SDT to guide the re
selfdetermination and intrinsic motivatioBé¢ci, Ryan, & Williams, 1996). The researcher
intended to investigate the effect @rponalized learning as an instructional approach on
gr aduat eseldetarndiratiof(feelings of autonomy, competence, and relatedreess
intrinsic motivation The researcher applied the BPNS scale (Deci et al., 2001) to measure these
variablesgant i t ati vely. GLM was conducted to reveal

selfdeterminationAn independent samplddst was performed to test the posttest differences
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between the two groups. Then the researcher followed the survey procedhuriesamiews
with tenparticipants to collect qualitative data and applied thematic analysis to explain and
reveal the themes and f adetéermimagon andl iattinsicsmotvationr t e d

during their course experiences.

SDT Quantitative Results

Autonomy. The first SDT hypothesis stated: personalized learning as instructional

approach will have no statistically significaffectonst udent s perceived fee

An ANCOVA was performed to determine the effect efgonalized learning as an instructional

approach on student s feeling of autonomy af¢t
autonomy score was used as the covariate variable in the model to adjust thisaaeak (

Michael, 1997. Oneway ANCOVA assumptions were tested. There was a linear relationship
between preand posintervention, as assessed by visual inspection of a scatterplot. There was
homogeneity of regression slopes as the interaction term was not statisticaflgasigi (1,

60) = 3.092p = .084. Standardized residuals for the interventions were normally distributed, as
assessed by Shapivilk's test ¢ > .05). There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual
inspection of the standardized residuals plottexdresf the predicted values. There were no

outliers in the data, as assessed by no cases with standardized residuals greater than +3 standard
deviations After adjustment for the pretest of perceived feeling of autonomy, there was a

statistically significah  di f f erence i n the posttest between
the intervention group (personalized course)l, 61) =4.577p= . 036, partpal n 2
value(< 0.05) indicated the rejection of the null hypothesis, which means tisainadized

learning as instructional approach has a statistically signifeffedtons t udent s’ percei

feelings of autonomy. This result indicates that the intervention had an effect on increasing
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students’ feeling of austedandumadjusted mdannsértde. 1 s how

perceived feeling of autonomy.

Table41Adj usted and Unadjusted Means and Variahb

Autonomy
Unadjusted Adjusted
N M SD M SE
PL course 40 5.6071 .60067 5.437 117
Onesizefits-all 24 4.7202 1.17386 5.00% 154
course

*Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following valuesstPré.9576.

CompetenceThe second SDT hypothesis states: the intervention will have no
statistically significaneffectons t udent s’ perceived feelings of
performed to determine the effect of personalized learning as an instructional approach on
studens* f eeling of competence after controlling
was used as the covariate variable in the model to adjust the Is@an & Michael, 1997 One
way ANCOVA assumptions were tested. There was a linear relatianstween preand post
intervention, as assessed by visual inspection of a scatterplot. There was homogeneity of
regression slopes as the interaction term was not statistically signifiqdnt60) = .144p =
.706. Standardized residuals for the intetim1s were normally distributed, as assessed by
ShapireWilk's test p > .05). There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of the
standardized residuals plotted against the predicted values. There were no outliers in the data, as
assesselly no cases with standardized residuals greater than +3 standard de\Adteons.
adjusting for the pretest of perceived feeling of competence, there was no statistically significant

di fference Iin the posttest beR(Ww&lpmi479pkel9.groups
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Thep value(> 0.05) indicated the null hypothesis could not be rejected, which means that

personalized learning as an instructional approach has no statistically sigmfieahbon

student s’ per cei v e dbldie2ashHowsthg adjusitdd ancl anadjustédeneanse . T
for the perceived feeling @ompetence

Table42Adj usted and Unadjusted Means and Variahb

Competence
Unadjusted Adjusted
N M SD M SE

PL course 40 5.4958 .85941 5.302 .088

Onesizefits-all 24 4.8750 .95332 5.199 115

course

*Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following valuesstPre.3438

However, the posttest mean for the perceived feeling of competence has increased. These

results indicated that the intervention had a

competence, but the effect was not statistically significant. In additiorgrggiffom both

courses (the onsizefits-all and personalized courses) felt competent to complete the course

work. An independenttest was performed to compare the posttest of competence between the

groups as well as without the pretest. The resultwsti@ statistically significant difference

between the posttest with a higher mean for the students in the personalizedMcubsé95,

SD=.8594) and the orgizefits-all course 1 = 4.875,SD= .9533);t (62) = 2.685 value=

0.009 (See Table 4.3Jhese results showed that students in the personalized course felt more

competent to complete the coursework than they did in theiaaéts-all course.
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Table 4.3 Posttest Independent Sampkest of Perceived Feeling Gompetence Between

Groups
Dependent | Groups Independent Samplégest
Variable N M SD T DF Sig. (2-
tailed)
Perceived | PL Course 40 |5.495 .8594 2.685 62 0.009
Feeling of | OneSizeFits- | 24 | 4.875 9533
Competence All course

RelatednessThe third SDT hypothesis stated: the intervention will have no statistically

significanteffectons t udent s’

percei ved

feel.

ngs of relat

determine the effect of personalized learning as an instructional approach orsstudefite e | i n g

relatedness after controlling for the pretest. The pretest of the relatedness score was used as the

covariate variable in the model to adjust the mean-\2meANCOVA assumptions were tested.

There was a linear relationship between ared pstintervention, as assessed by visual

inspection of a scatterplot. There was homogeneity of regression slopes as the interaction term

was not statistically significank (1, 60) = .934p = .338. Standardized residuals for the

interventions were normglidistributed, as assessed by Shap¥itk's test p > .05). There was

homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of the standardized residuals plotted against

the predicted values. There were no outliers in the data, as assessed by no cases with

standardized residuals greater than +3 standard deviaW#dtes. adjusting for the pretest of

perceived feeling of relatedness, there was no statistically significant difference in the posttest

bet ween t

he

groups F@mBl)s t20)d=.66t Thep valueg>0DF) e d ne s s

indicated the null hypothesis could not be rejected, which means personalized learning as an

instructional approach has no statistically signifiesffectons t udent s’

percei ved

(



109

relatednesslable 4.4 shows thedpusted and unadjusted means for the perceived feeling of

relatedness.

Vari ab

Table44Adj usted and Unadjusted Means and
Relatedness
Unadjusted Adjusted
N M SD M SE
PL course 40 4.8554 74239 4.75F 111
Onesizefits-all 24 4.4948 98734 4.66F 144
course

*Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following valuesstP4.5988

In addition, the posttest mean for the perceived feeling of relatedness has not increased

significantly. An independenttest was performed to compare the posttest of relatedness

between the groups as well as without the pretest. The results did nat sketvgtical

significant difference between the two groups posttests, personalized dduwge85,SD=

.742) and the onsizefits-all course 1 = 4.49,SD= .987);t (62) = 1.65% value= 0.10 (See

Table 4.5). These results indicated that the intgree did not have an effect on supporting

student s’

f eel

ng of

rel atedness.
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Table 4.5 Posttest Independent Sampkest of Perceived Feeling of Relatedness Between

Groups
Dependent | Groups Independent Samplégest
Variable N M SD T DF Sig. (2-
tailed)
Perceived | PL Course 40 |4.85 742 1.659 62 0.10
Feeling of | OneSizeFits- | 24 | 4.49 .987
Relatedness All course

SDT Qualitative Results

The first qualitative major theme in this study was the deiérminationyhich includes
feelings of autonomy, competence, and relatedness (Deci & Ryan, 2000). The three SDT
perspectives were applied as the framework and the subthemes to investigate the factors that
support ed -detenohaiontard intrirssie iadtivatiom both course typesthe one
sizefits-all course and the personalized course (See Table 4.10). Within the major themes,
subthemes were defined to analyze the factors that supgettetbterminatiorand intrinsic
motivation. The subthemes.(, feelingof autonomy and feeling of competence) and factors
(e.g, course project and instructor facilitation) were then compared between the two courses to
reveal the effect of personalized learning as an instructional approach in online learning courses
(See Take 4.10). The purpose of this comparison was to determine the factors that affected
student s’ daeenlination istrinsid motsvationf and online learning engagement
and whether personalized learning as an instructional approach contribsiggdoot those

variables within online learning courses.
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Autonomy

Intervieweedrom both courses (the ors&zefits-all and personalized courses) were
asked during the interviews to report the factors that supported their feeling of autonomy during
their murse experiences. Findings showed thatthese projecc upport ed student s’
autonomy in both courses. However, ihiervieweedrom the onesizefits-all course indicated
thateffective facilitation from their instructosupported their fdmg of autonomy when
completing thecourse project assignmertervieweedrom the personalized course indicated

that thecourse projecandpersonalized course desigrere the factors that supported their

feeling of autonomy.

Course project

Studentsvere asked to select a topic and design the project to produce a lesson that could
be taught to learners. The personalized course provided students with the option to modify the
assignment to meet their needs. More than half of participants from botesoepsrted that
the design of the course project supported their feeling of autonomy. Those participants (in both
courses) also indicated that the project was set up to select whatever they were interested in with

flexibility to adapt the focus of the gext toward their learning needs.

Course project design

The course project design included three sequential parts to allow students to progress
throughout the course time with instructor feedback. The interview findings showed that the
course projectdegin  was effective at supporting student
design flexibility and ability to select the topic of their projects. When asked about the factors

that supported feeling of aut onomyprpjecthiasn s ai d,
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as well as the flexibility,” and Emily said,
that we were doing helps with the sense of autonomy, of the ability to pick which technology |

wanted to investigate, that helped.”

Instructa support

Instructors supported students individually, provided instructions that helped students
feel confident, and personalized the course focus toward their needs. Therefore, parftioipants
the onesizefits-all course reported that they felt aubomous when instructors were flexible and

supportive to their work on the course project. Sara mentioned

|l i ke with the big project .there were some
exactly work for .. my.. team |[d]ibsdftbuthwaas f ocus
able to find ways to adapt both the assignment and what my team needed to meet all of

those needs.. [and by] reaching out to my p

Personalized course design

Interviewees from the personalized course indicated that the cosiga dself was a
contributor to their feeling of autonomy. The larger course design as a whole supported this
feeling. The interviewees reported ease with aligning the course project to their learning needs
and preferences and found the course contenpatfvays supported their learning and helped
them complete the course project. When Emma was asked whether she felt autonomous in the
personalized course, she said

| think the course was definitely set up to [support autonomy], you could be as engaged

or disengaged as you wanted. The pathways were nice because | could follow my path. |

also was able to read about workplace, designing for the workplace, which | did. | felt
that was really helpful and interesting.

When Maya was asked about the supporatdgonomy in the personalized course, she said
| think it did create autonomy for me to be able to go and teach myself how to use

s o me t hi ntpinknt enest definitely did because of learning, going out and
deciding what web 2.0 tool that | wantedtmve st i gate for my | essor
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specifically helped me determine and align course content with initiatives that | needed to
accomplish at my job too.

Competence

Interviewees from both courses were asked whether the course supported theiofeeli
competence. The researcher also investigated the specific factors that contributed to support this
feeling with respect to completing the course assignments. Amealarticipant from the
personalized coursestated that the completing the courseeéased her feeling of competence
by challenging her to work on certain tasks. She explained:

| think that my confidence increased significantly because of this course. | feel

like it also challenged my competence. Where | was a little bit more confident

that | would be able to do certain tasks, it kind of humbled me a little bit to realize

that Iwasn't as good at it than | had thought | was. Overall, my confidence

increased because of this course and, in a sense, it brought to light what | needed
to work on.

David—another participant from the personalized coursaid the course provided enough

assgnment instructions that supported his feeling of competence. When asked him about his
feeling of compet enc e yeam the ifsirustions fonall asssgnmehte r e s p
were clear for the most part. And they were thorough. So as long agowddiread the
assignments carefully, you could understand w
Participants from the orgizefits-all course mentioned they felt competent when completing the

course projectln comparison, interviewees from the personalizedsmindicated that the

personalized course desigras the factor that supported their feeling of competence.

Course project

Participants from the orgizefits-all course indicated that because the course project
was designed so that they had flexibilibycreate their project based on their interests, it

supported their feeling of competence. Participants mentioned that the course project assisted
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them with progressing consistently throughout the course and increased their confidence in
completing their pjects. For example, when asked about her feeling of competence, Emily
explained that t he enorldsitsationpso tbat readetme feal aospetet r  a
in instructional design.” Those pawdaicipants
authentic, relevant, and flexible in both courses (thestrefits-all and personalized courses).

Kim said, “I think that the three part projec

do, that free choice allowed me to pick somethingwhats r el evant t o me. "’

Personalized course design

Interviewees from the personalized course explicitly stated that the personalized course
design (including the learning pathways) supported their feeling of competence. They indicated
that they felt competenthen they found the learning pathways were providing content that
aligned with their learning needs and interests. They mentioned that such course design increased
their competence significantly. Emma said:
| really liked the idea of the pathways. | féiat was really helpful and most of
the articles were [focused on her topic of
those articles and being able to discuss those with my colleagues, that's kind of
like a success for me because | feel like, "Oh, 'mdne r i ght path” ... | f
was able to demonstrate to myself that | have learned something, so | feel more

confident in a sense, and even a little bit more confident in my abilities to even
talk about things or suggest things.

When Maya was asked alidbe support for competence in the personalized course, she
s a i ldq, be€ause | think it added to my ability to think about what | can use to engage the
students in my classes.” She also mentioned t
compet@ce because it provided her with the opportunity to meet other students from the same

|l earning pathway to provide personalized feed
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because people in my same pathway were able to provide feedback. &tileacle could be

more specific because it's coming from someon

Relatedness

Interviewees from both courses were asked to reveal the factors that supported their
feeling of relatednes3he findings showed thatvel of relatedness varied among them. While
some interviewees reported they felt related during the course, others did not feel connected or
that they belonged to the environment. Most of the interviewees did not feel related and lacked
connection with dters within their courses. Interviewees who felt related and connected socially
reported thainteraction with their instructorplayed an important role with respect to this type
of feeling. These findings did not reveal whether personalizing the ceugseérsonalizing
di scussion boards and peer feedback) supporte
also did not reveal different themes between the students from the two courses. However, the
theme oflack of interaction between studest®erged from interviews and course reflections

from both courses.

Interaction with their instructors

Interviewees from the orgizefits-all course revealed that they felt related to the

instructors. Interaction and communication with the instructoggeplan important role with

respect to this feeling. Emily said, “to my o
instructor | did feel very connected to, very
asked how the instructor helped heo f e e | related to the soci al e
definitely felt |Iike | belonged .. [the instru

those, answering my questions, and making me
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personalized aarse indicated similar findings because they felt connected with their instructors.
Maya said
yeah. She was great. She was very open and very quick to reply whenever you had a
guestion, and especially since the way she delivered her beginning weeklgengasa

either voiceover PowerPoint or voiceover with a video and stuff. So you really got to feel
connected with her too.

Interaction between students

Interviewees from both courses indicated a lack of interaction with other students. Most
of the intervievees did not enjoy the interaction and communication strategies that were
implemented in these two courses.

Onesizefits-all course.Interviewees from the orgizefits-all course indicated that the
course did not support their feeling of relatednesd,they lacked interaction. When Katherine

was asked about her feeling of relatedness in the course, she said she did not feel related to her

peers, stating, “no, not really, the discussi
itshardtofindc o mment s t hat you made to somebody”. Em
instructor | did feel very connected to, very

Personalized course

Interviewees from the personalized course felt the pathways were helpful to their
learning, but unfortunately, they noted that the design of the course pathways lead to a decrease
of interaction with other students from other pathways. Students felt ldek af interaction
with their peers led to a lack of relatedness/connectedness to others in the course. Emma
explained, “1 would say in the sense that may
but on a soci al | edv,e |“, 1 ndoitd nr'etalrleyal”l yA nkenl oiwva asnay

connected [related] in that sense.” Personal.
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pat hways did not contribute to increasing stu
Both Emma andmelia indicated that they enjoyed the personalized pathway design, but they
were the only learners in each pathway. Amelia said:

It was a motivating factor and a challenge in that you were able to tailor the

course to your specific interests. It was aiwating factor because | was able to

immediately apply the concepts learned under a higher educational setting which |

then took to my current position. But it was a challenge because no one else chose
that track.”

Intrinsic motivation

Intrinsic motivation was investigated qualitatively in this study. The researcher
specifically asked interviewees from both courses whether were intrinsically motivated and the
contributing factors that supported and enhanced that motivation. Interviewees from-the one
sizefits-all course found nst r uct o rtshbe a maiating factomand ao influencing
factor that motivated them. Interviewees from the personalized course conpeE@aialized
readingsto be motivating factors because they could conceptualizpttiecation of those
readings to their current job practic€urriculum relevanceéended to be a factor in both
courses. Interviewees from the esieefits-all course described the contentalgevantbut with
instructor support and facilitatignwvhile interviewees from the personalized course found the

curriculumpersonalizedndrelevantto their learning without assistance from instructors.

l nstructorso facilitation

Interviewees in the orsizefits-all course indicated that they felt motivated whiggy
receivedeffective facilitation from their instructar§ hey thought their instructors were flexible
enough to modify the course to meet their needs and interests. They mentioned that the
instructors provided support that helped them remain motivatedghout the course. Some

interviewees mentioned that without the instructor facilitation, they almost dropped the course.
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Kat herine said her instructor “was the most d
me motivated to keep going becaugept telling him, 'mnotakKL 2 t eacher ”. Sar a
professor was super forthcoming about that, very helpful in finding how to adapt the project, like

the standards of the assignment and the rubric, finding ways to adapt that to what my actual job
needed.” Thus, instructor facilitation and int

the onesizefits-all online course.

Personalized readings as a motivating factor

Personalized reading content in the personalized course wastfolb@e motivating
factor for students. Surprisingly, interviewees from this course mentioned they wanted more
personalized readings that targeted the pathways. This factor did not emerge indize fiise
all course, where all readings were focusetkeh 2 t eaching and | earning.
also motivated because | could directly apply what | was reading in these articles to my daily
practice.” Emma works as an instructional des
developing lesson ptes for classrooms in higher education settings. She indicated that the
personalized readings assisted her with applying knowledge {mafay practices. She said,
“[the course] showed me my gaps, It waless moti v
that we read, | tell my boss about them like, you should read this, because it's first of all,
devel oping our curriculum and stuff.” David f

training pathway) t o blewasaintemesting, ivwag relavant f act or .

Curriculum relevance

Curriculum relevanceneans that students receive learning content and materials that are

aligned with their needs and interests. The tasks must meet theiragHortg-term goals. In this
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study,curriculum relevanceavas found to be a motivating factor for most interviewees from both

course types.

Onesizefits-all course

Even though the orsizefits-all course did not include a relevant curriculum for students
with interests in other areas tharl® teaching and learning, instructors did successfully help
students to engage during their learning in the course and feel motivated. Findings showed that
instructors assisted and facilitated their learning, and they did successfully bring the readings,
assignments, and focus of the course toward their learning needs and interests. Students indicated
that instructors motivated them to learn by engaging with them in the discussion boards and
helping align the materials, content, and assignments towardeeimg preferences.
Katherine—who enrolled in the onsizefits-all course—did not enjoy the course focus and
mentioned that the instructor helped her align the course focus toward her needs, which

motivated her to work on the course assignments. Sard sa my professor was
how to adapt the project, finding ways to ada
mentioned that the orgzefits-all course provided her with relevant learning materials that met

her needs and interestghich were to teach inKL2 settings.

Personalized course

Participants from the personalized course indicated that the curriculum was successfully
personalized to their learning and provided relevant learning content that can be applied in their
workpla@ . Amel i a said, “we |ike things to be rele
motivating factor. I'm also motivated because | could directly apply what | was reading in these

articles to my daily practice. Emma sai d:
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I'm satisfied with what learned in the course. | think it was designed well in the

sense that it was manageable. | felt like | was able to learn that things that |

wanted to |l earn.. |l work with college stude
their learning.

When Maya was asked @it her intrinsic motivation in the personalized course, she responded
that course provided relevant materials that assisted her learning and professional experience.
She said, “1 really, really enjoyedystihe sect.i
thought that was a great idea because that way we got to experience material that was
specifically for, in my case, the corporate pathway and share with the other people that are in the
corporate pathway.”’

By comparing theurriculumrelevanceghemefrom both course types, the findings
showed that even without intervention and help from the instructors, students in the personalized
course found the curriculum to personalizecdindrelevantto their learning needs. The
interviewees indicated that théelt motivated and engaged when they found the learning
materials to be aligned with their learning needs and interests.

2. What is the effect of personalized learning as an instructional approach on graduate
studentsé online | earning engagement ?
Theresearcher intended to investigate the effect of personalized learning as an

instructional approach on graduate students’
OSE (Dixson, 2010; 2015) to measurevelgtudents’
including four engagement constructki(ls engagement, emotional engagement, participation
engagement, and performance engagemé&niyl was conducted to reveal the effect of this

approach on students’ engage newndatacollebtienwthe s e ar ¢

teninterviews to collect qualitative data that explained and revealed how students were engaged
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during their course experiences. Thematic analysis was applied to investigate the themes and

factors that emerged from the intervidata.

Engagement Quantitative Results

The online learning engagement null hypothesis stated, personalized learning as
instructional approach will not statistically significantreases t udent s’ skil |l s, em
participation, and performance engagem@ntANCOVA was performed to determine the
effect of personalized | earning as an instruc
controlling for the pretest. The pretest of each score was used as the covariate variable in the
model to adjust the mea®neway ANCOVA assumptions were tested for each hypothesis.
There was a linear relationship between prel postintervention for all four variables, as
assessed by visual inspection of a scatterplots. There was homogeneity of regression slopes as
the irteraction terms were not statistically significant, skills (1, 60) = .586p = .447, emotion
=F (1, 60) = .005p = .94, participation ¥ (1, 60) = .573p = .452, performance E (1, 60) =
.567,p = .454. Standardized residuals for the interventions were normally distributed for skills,
emotions, and participation, as assessed by Sh#fiikss test p > .05). However, performance
as dependent variable was not normally distributed as assesseapinp-8Vilk's test p > .05).
There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by visual inspection of the standardized residuals
plotted against the predicted values. There were no outliers in the data, as assessed by no cases
with standardized residuals greatearth+3 standard deviations. However, there was two outlier
cases with standardized residuals slightly greater than = 3 standard deviations, and they were not
removed as they did not have significant impact change on the results. After adjusting for the
preest skills, emotion, participation, and performance engagement, there were no statistically

significant differences in the posttests between the groups, skilld61) = 3.61p = .062,
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emotion =F (1, 61) = 1.24p = .26, participation ¥ (1, 61) = 185,p = .66, performance E (1,

61) = 1.51p = .22. Thep value(> 0.05) indicated the null hypothesis could not be rejected,

which means that personalized learning as an instructional approach has no statistically
significantincrease os t u d e me Isarning emdagement. However, the results showed that
students in the personalized course had almost identical mean scores for the four engagement
variables to students in the esigefits-all course. The posttests and pretests were almost the
same foboth courses. This means that the personalized learning approach neither increased nor
decreased students’ engagement, which indicat
effect to the onaizefits-all course. These results indicate that stuslanboth courses were

already engaged in online courses before joining the experimental courses, and they then found
both courses (the personalized and-sizefits-all courses) engaging as well. Table 4.5 shows

the adjusted and unadjusted means foottime learning engagement.
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Table 4.6 Adjusted and Unadjusted Means and Variability for Online Learning Engagement

Unadjusted Adjusted

Engagement Groups
N M SD M SE
Skills Eng. PL course 40 3.8 .76 3.8 .08
Onesizefits all course| 24 4.1 57 4.1 .10
Emotion Eng. PL course 40 | 4.56 43 4.54 .06
Onesizefits all course| 24 | 4.38 46 4.42 .08
Participation Eng. PL course 40 | 3.77 .86 3.7 .09
Onesizefits all course| 24 | 3.67 .79 3.7 A2
Performance Eng. PL course 40 4.4 .73 4.5 .08
Onesizefits all course| 24 | 4.64 | .47 4.6 A1

*Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: Skiistpr4. 05
*Covariates appearing in the model are evaluateatie following values: Emotion pest= 4.46
*Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: Participatist—i8e7 9

*Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: Performaesepgré3

Engagement Qualitative Results

The second major theme in this study is online learning engagement to investigate how

students perceived their online learning engagement in theinsfit-all course compared with

the personalized course. (See Tabl®}.Within the major themes, subthemes were defined to

anal yze t

he factors

t hat

supported

student s

subthemesq.g, engagement and disengagement) and faaays ¢ourse project, personalized

readingsand instructor facilitation) were then compared between the two courses to reveal the

effect of personalized learning as an instructional approach in online learning courses (See Table

4.10). The purpose of this comparison was to determine the factoesfthite c t e d

student

feelings of seHdetermination, intrinsic motivation, and online learning engagement and whether
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personalized learning as instructional approach contributed to support those variables within
online learning courses.

Interviewees from both courses were asked to report the factors that contributed to their
engagement in these two types of online learning courses. In particular, interviewees were asked
whether thecourse design, instructors, learning content, teachindjlaarning strategiesand
course activities and assignmentstributed to their online learning engagement or
disengagement.

Onesizefits-all course Findings from onesizefit-all course showed thatstructor
facilitation, course projectandfeedbak appeared to be engagement factors that contributed to
students’™ |l earning.

Personalized cours&indings from the personalized course revealedpéestonalized
readings, instructor facilitationgourse projectandfeedbaclkappeared to be contributingdtors
to engaging students. Interviewees from this course showed evidences that the readings engaged
and motivated them to accomplish their learning needs. However, findings showed that the

online discussion boardas a disengaging factor in both coungees.

Instructors

Instructor facilitation in these two online courses appeared to contribute to engaging
learners. This theme appeared in almost all interviews from both courses. Interviewees found
that the instructor s’ commnuigation styleienggged tlremmore t y, a
than anything else in the course did. Sara sa
reached out and they've also been really flexible. | think their organization, clarity, and flexibility
has been the mostimpc t f u | |l evel s of support for me”. Em

al ways a prompt with their feedback.” Kim men
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discussion could direct, engage, and assist students with learning, which shoulidlergdo
leading discussions in fate-face courses. Emmaan interviewee from the personalized
coursesmenti oned that instructors’ I nteraction he
seems that has a lot to do with the way that the instructors er act and their per
an interviewee from the personalized course,:said

my instructor was excellent. She did a veige job of communicating information at the

beginning of the week or before for us to look at the beginning of the. Werjoyed the

fact that she did either video or audio messages for us to be able to listen to her
expectations of the week, so that was really good.

Course project

The course project contributed to students
types. All interviewees had positive experiences with the course project. Interviewees indicated
that the course project was the most effective and positive learning experience for them. Three
reasons emerged from the interviews that support the courset@ejen engaging factor in both
course types: (lthe topic of the course project was engaging for the lear2ythe course
project all owed pr ogr e(8)she dnars prdjectaliowed leaneris®ar ner
control their learning progres and (4)breaking the course project into smaller assignments
with insdbackotbddébotigbout the course time was

when the projects are broken down in smaller pieces and the instructors take the timgda give

feedback on each step.” Amelia said, “1 did f
parts.” As a result, the course project remai
students’™ |l earning in both dthaengagementyfgrters, she Wh e n

menti oned that t he c o uthexlass projectjwasgdod. hoaking one. Sh

through and learning how to include the web 2.0 tools within a lesson that really engaged the
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l earner . ” Davi d fextwasdn dndaging fattdr becacse it provided @ topec |
that is interesting to him and his profession. He said:

| probably would go back to the concept of focusing on the learner when you're

putting together design. That to me was engaging and interestwagise it's

something that | 've only become aware of r
the course project was an exercise in doing that.

Feedback

Feedback was found to be a supporting fact
courses. Paxipants from both courses indicated that providing consistent feedback throughout
the course helped them engage in learning. They felt that learning occurs when instructors
provide consistent feedback on their assignments. Further, the findings shovatddbiats
were supported by peer feedback, which enhanced their learning.
In the personalized course, students were directed to provide personalized peer feedback
to each other based on their learning pathways, which was effective in the sense that they
provided feedback from the same perspectiees, (higher education perspectives). When
Amelia was asked about the personalized feedback that she received in the course, she responded

as actually, the weekly di scawgotiealdsackweiher e we
that, that was huge because now I've put the time and effort into this project. I've thought about

it, I've pulled in from the readings. I've really applied it and now I'm getting your feedback. That

was probably the other strategythawas most hel pful .” Emma said,
project because that's actually when somebody gives me feedback on something that I'm actually
working on, then | feededpkreddd m Hatarinn atgr unotr
engagedheni t he course. She said, “[the instructor

as responsiveness and appropriate feedback.
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feedback, he said *“I got a | ot oflybuass f eedba

honest . "

Personalized readings as an engaging factor

As the personalized course provided personalized readings to students, the researcher
investigated whether those readings engaged learners cognitively and enhanced their online
learning enggement. While the orsizefits-all course provided readings that supported the
learning of students interested irK, the personalized course provided readings that address

di fferent | earners i nterests aantialstudetds. The
interests in K12, higher education, corporate training, and instructional designing consultancy.
Therefore, interviewees from the personalized course indicated that the readings engaged them
and assisted them so that they avoided huntingdditional readings that addressed their
interests and learning needs. The personalized readings successfully engaged learners, especially
when they found alignment among their pathway selection, course project, and the readings
given in the course. Emnsaid:
|l |l i ke the readings especially to support
with what | want in my career, | really liked the project because | can take
something that we were reading about and it'd be turn around and think about
what it wouldlook like in my classroom.
Amelia indicated that the personalized readings (articles and case studies) were helpful and
personalized to her learning needs, which engaged her effectively. She said:
When | had to actually do the project, then I pulled more into the reading and how
I could apply them and what | needed to do
hel ped too because that was application.. W
and ideas, butthink when we had a case study, we were able to look at a specific

situation and then apply, it wasn't a huge project, it was just looking at one. | think
that course component made it more personalized for me.
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Maya indicated that the readings in thego@alized course supported her learning preferences

and engaged her. Shesdidt he readings were appropriate and
ma t e rnicanlparidon, reading as an engaging element did not emerge in tbieesfits-all

course, and findingshowed that students were not reading at the required level and were

complaining about the quantity and quality of the readings.

Disengagement

Interviewees from both courses identified the discussion board as a disengagement factor.
Most of the interviewees revealed their negative experiences with the weekly discussion
assignments. It was assumed that the interactions and communications aments stould
occur through the discussion board, which would enhance their feeling of relatedness and
increase interaction. However, it was found that online discussion board was a disengaging
factor that negatively afdnessitbotdcomses Emmatandent s
interviewee from the personalized course, sai
Emily and Katherine were interviewees from the-simefits-al | cour s e. Emily sa

most of the discussion boardsitbhat's not unique to this course, a lot of the discussion boards

just felt | i ke busy work throughout the whol e
di scussion board.” Sara said, *“I1 dpasonr find |
di scussions.” These findings revealed that st

disengaging and considered it a negative experience.
3. How did graduate studentsd experiences dif
sizefits-all approach and an onlhe course with a personalized learning approach?
The researcher intendéalinvestigate how students experienced and perceived the

personalized | earning approach in an online ¢
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experiences of a ormzefits-all approachQuestionnaire items to capture learning experiences

and experiences with the course instructors were developed to collect data from both courses. In
addition, the participants in the personalized course responded to 11 questionnaire items (on a
five-Likert scale) developed to capture their experiences of the personalized learning approach in
the online course. These items were only administered to students who received personalized
learning experiencg@ppendix C) Independent sampleéstsanddescriptive statistics were

applied to investigate the experiences and perceptions quantitatively. Then the researcher
followed the quantitative data collection witminterviews—four from the onesizefits-all

course and six participants from the paa@ed elearning course-to help explain the themes

and factors that supported students learning in the two online courses. During the interview, the
researcher asked students in the personalized course additional questions that were developed to
investicate their experiences with personalized learning approach. These questions were added to
the interview protocol to further explain their responses to the survey items and help understand

their experiences with the personalized learning approach qualygmendix B).

Perceived Learning Quantitative Results
Online course experience

The null hypothesis statettiere will be no statistically significant difference between
student s’ |l earning experiences iredwithe persona

s t u d leamning éxperiences in the esrefits-all course An independent-test was

performed to compare students experiences in

experiences in the ormzefits-all course. This comparison betwebe groups sought to explain

student s ratings of their experiences during

di fference Iin students’ |l earning experience s
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(the personalized learning dwonesizefits-all courses), with a higher mean for students in the
personalized cours®] = 0.600, 95% CI [0.077, 1.123](62) = 2.294, p = .02%] = .57.There

was a homogeneity of variances for students’
asessed by Levene’' s t pss.i71)Stadentsaaded thdiriearningmthe v ar i
personalized course to be higher and more satisfying than students in-8ieeditg-all course

did. Table 4.6 shows the independent sanyist of onlinecourse experiendesetween groups.

Table 4.7 Independent Sampletest of OnlingCourse ExperiencBetween Groups

Dependent Independent Samplegest
Variable Groups N M SD t DF | Sig.(2- | Cohen's
tailed) d
Online Course | PL Course 40| 4.10 |.928 2.294| 62 | 0.025 0.576
Experiences OneSizeFits- 241350 |1.142
All course

Perceptions toward instructors

The null hypothesis statetthere will be no statistically significant difference between

student s experiences with their instructors
withs t u d expetiences in the ormzefits-all courseBoth instructors taught the oisize

fits-all and personalized courses. At the end of each course, students were asked to rate their
experiences with their instructo’s Welch ttest was run to determine whether there were

di fferences i n students I nomageneity af variancast i ngs d
being violated, as assessed by.00B)eTherermeremso t es't
outliers in the data, as assessed by the inspection of a boxplot, and the rating scores for the two

groups were normally distributeds assessed by Shap¥dilk's test p > .05). The instructor
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rating scores in the personalized course were higher4.50,SD= 0.68) than in the orsize

fits-all course i1 = 3.75,SD= 1.113), which presented a statistically significant differekte,

0.75, 95% CI [0.239, 1.261{(33.444) = 2.984p = .005,d = 0.81.The results indicated a
significant increase in students’ rating of t
personalized course, which indicates the personalized learning dppras@ solution that
enhanced instructors’ teaching ability to acc
preferencesTable 4.7 shows the independent sanyplee st of student s’ I nstr

between groups.

Table 48 WelchT-t e s t of Studentsd I nstructor Rat
Dependent Welcht-test

Variable Groups N M SD t DF | Sig.(2- | Cohen's
tailed) d
Online Course | PL Course 40| 4.50 | 0.68 |2.984|33.444|0.005 |0.813
Experiences OneSizeFitss | 24| 3.50 |1.113

All course

Personalized course

Descriptive statisticerere examinel o assess students experi el
course. The participants in this course agreed that the course was personalized to their learning
needs {1 = 4.35, SD =.80), and they enjoyed learning through the personalized pathways (

4.68, SD = 0.62 The participants also reported that the personalized approach supported their
learning choicesM = 4.45, SD = .7%, learning preferenced/(= 4.45, SD = .6(, and leaning

interests in the subjedii(= 4.40, SD = .78 Most found the course contents to be aligned with

their learning goalsM = 4.30, SD = .88 Almost all participants reported that they received
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personalized feedback to their learniy£ 4.55, SD = .@). The participants also found

personalized learning as an instructional approach to be supportive and effective at leading

toward deeper learning(=4.55,SD=6p) . One of the study’s goal s
opportunity for learners to be independand control their learning, and the results showed that

most indicated they were independent learners in the personalized ddw<e55, SD = .6).

Additionally, the participants found the online learning discussion assisted them with reflecting

on ther learning M = 4.30, SD = .79. Finally, the participants indicated they had met their

specific personal goals for joining the course< 4.25, SD = .98 Table 4.8 shows the

descriptive statistics of studeurse.s’ experienc
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Personalized Learning Participants

Personalized Learning Items (n =40)

Min. Max. M SD
This course was personalizedmy 2 5 4.35 .802
learning needs.
I |'i ked the “three 2 5 4.68 .616
design.
The course content supported my learni 2 5 4.45 749
choices.
The course used instructional strategies 3 5 4.45 597
facilitate my learning preferences.
The course content supported my learni 2 5 4.40 778
interests in the subject.
The course contents were aligned with n 2 5 4.30 .883
personal learning goals.
| received personalized rapid cycle 2 5 4.55 .639
feedback.
The course helped me to progress towa 3 5 4.55 597
deeper learning.
| was an independent learner in this 3 5 4.55 597
course.
The weekly discussions helped me to 2 5 4.30 791
reflect on my learning.
I met my personal learning goals during 2 5 4.25 981
this course.

Note. Reponses ranged from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree).

Expel
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Perceived Learning Qualitative Results

The third major qualitative theme in this studpéceived learningThe purpose of this
theme was to investigate how students perceived the personalized learning approach compared
with the onesizefits-all approach in an online course (See Table 4Tl).researcher examined

intervi ewees p e r dramboth course type$. Seivanakthemes lereeagedrthatn g
represent how students perceived their learning in these two courses. The researcher intended to
compare themes that emerged from both courses to reveal whether the personalized learning
approach affectest udent s’ |l earning and provided positi
Onesizefits-all course Interviewees from this course indicated tiezd to personalize
this course to address their learning needs and meet their educational backgrounds. When the
researchr asked interviewees how they perceived their learning during the course time, Emily,
Katherine, and Sara mentioned that the-sizefits-all course did not meet their expectations or
learning needs. Th&tudents unsatisfied with the course content anulse approactheme
emerged from these three interviews. This theme showed that most students who took this course
did not have interests or needs IR settings, which led to negative learning experiences.
Finally, this theme indicates that the couskeuld be designed with multiple pathways that
address individual learning needs and career interests.
Personalized cours&rom the personalized course interviepsisonalized learning
approach, learning choice, learning interest, learning control, peas goals, and deeper
learningappeared to be the pieces of evidence showing positive student experiences. These

themes revealed that personalized learning provided a positive learning opportunity and

enhanced student s’ | e a redleamigg imeegtsi and allawed foc hoi c e s
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more learning independence. Interviewees from this course found the course design

(personalized learning) supported their online learning and was more effective.

Students unsatisfied with the course content and coursgproach

This theme emerged from interview analysis from thespefits-all course.
Participants were asked to describe their learning in this online course. The results showed the
need to personalize this parrhingoaedsamdinterastsi ne co
They also showed pieces of evidence for the need to incorporate more learning choices to
address student s’ |l earning needs that align a
indicated that she joined the course based oddheription that was listed on the program
website. Even though Katherine works at the corporate training sector as a technology trainer,
she had to complete the-kK2 learning focus. She said:

| didn'tknow when | signed up for it that it was based ehZ | have no desire to

beakl2 teacher .. But | just kind of Iike, o

something with it. What was interesting, not having-aXbackground, | was
literally making stuff upas to what | would put in my lesson plan.

Sara mentioned that she wanted to make the co
profession. She said, *“for me, it was finding
my pr of es s iemdicateéd thatdhle mstrictorSrianaged her choices and allowed for
more flexibility in the course. Sara mentioned that the instructor was providing her with relevant
reading materials even though the course focused only on-t2déntext.

Emilyhadan nt erest in higher education, and she
enhance her knowledge in higher education tea
higher education because | work at a community college, so anytime we could takeehé con

and engage in it in a way that was personal,



136

wi t h t-dizefitsadmé course assignments. She indicat
toward her interests and needs as well as with the ctdribe assignments. She also
complained about the focus of the materials in the course-b t€aching and learning.

Unsur pri si sigefitsa | It 'hec d wrnee was hel pf ul pri me
focusing on K12 settings. Kim was interestedinstructional design for both higher education
and K=12 settings and mentioned that she successfully managed to use the course materials and

content to work on the course projects and assignments.

Personalized learning approach

The personalized course prded personalized pathways/tracks that allowed students to
align the course content toward their learning needs and interests. Interviewees were asked to
share their experiences regarding the pathway design and whether this design addressed their
learningneeds and expectations from the course. The results showeghénabaalized to
learner strategyusi ng a pat hway design was effective fc
with their needs and interests. To compare this theme wititudents unsatied with the
course content and course approdbkme it was revealed that students needed personalized
learning as an instructional approach to provide a flexible course aligned with their learning
needs. The results also showed that students likguetisenalized pathwayesign and enjoyed
learning from this method, but it was challenging for some learners who were the only learner in
that pathway. A participant such as Emma felt motivated and engaged when she found the

pathway that met her learningeds and interests. She said:

|l think the most meaningful thing for me w
didn't want to spend time for using K through 12 things that I'm just never going
to use .. you don't have to rdadmgporgo hunti ng

information.
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Therefore, Emma indicated that the course successfully provided the needed learning pathway

that helped her to focus on what she needed from the course. Amelia indicated that readings
(textbook, articles, personalized case studis) and assignmentsg@urse projegtwere

personalized components for her learning. Maya found that the course was personalized and
aligned with her | ear ni n dgthimké¢hetas a eallystrongngoiatr e st s
of this class is the pathways because it did allow us to focus on real world problems that we

know and that we experience. | think that was
effective and with the potentiad be developed and implemented in his context. He said:

| would design something similar, yes. | think the pathways were good. | know,

for example, for the pathway that | was in, it was really appropriate and helpful to

have that pathway. | think possif | were a decision maker in creating a

program like this, | might consider more or different pathways and | don't even

know if | can say what they would be, but | would possibly consider maybe

having a couple of more pathways that would more persenaliz he | ear ni ng... |
definitely learned a lot. Not only from my corporate perspective that I've been in

for so long. But as | mentioned, also interacting with students who were in other

pathways. We were in the same course, but we were in different pathwedlys a

can say | learned a lot from my interactions with students in other pathways too.
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Table410l nt er vi ewees0O0 Perceptions of
Interviewees PL Definition
(Pseudonym)
Sara “ Hefinitely think this approach can be helpful. | personally think it's a
(OneSizeFits- | necessity for students to feel like that learning applies to them and the
All Course) around them”.
Katherine “Personalized trai ni mgngtodlowdspécidid
(OneSizeFitss [curri cul um”
All Course)
Emily “1"m a big advocate for cust omi
(OneSizeFits- | that. I'm just thinking about my situation. | am particularly interested in
All Course) online science education. I\ea very strong background in science, so
would be kind of hard for an instructor who wasn't as comfortable in
science to advise and to work with me. It is very nice in theory, but har,
I mpl ement " .
Kim “1 t hi waduld he wveayteffective, personalized learning is really [a
(OneSizeFitss ([key to the transfer of knowledg
All Course)
Amelia “Personalized | earning in a for

(Personalized

still have the structure of the formal environment and hdjyethe

Course) guidance, but you're able to take what you need to from the course an
how to apply it to your own work environment...| think it's a huge
motivating factor for people”.

Emma “1 think that it 'inkthattkesels tefinitealymp or

(Personalized | movement in education to look more at [personalized learning] rather {

Course) treating students all the same”

Per so
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Table 4.10 continued

Maya “1 think 1it's really great becaud

(Personalized | need to learn things. They may need to learn for a different reason than
Course) others. | think personalizing the learning is really good because that wa
more relevant to what theustent needs. And in this case, | was a corporg
learner, so it was more about doing the corporate pathway. It was more
relevant to my world, more realistic for me so that would go for everyon
else. My conversation is about corporate, and what we do tompany

wouldn't necessarily apply to wh

Jessica “1 think it is great when whenev
their assignments, but | question how personalizing can be because if y

developingtraining r | essons for thousands

David “1 think personalized learning is great. It's a newer concept if I'm not
(Personalized | incorrect about that. It's a newer concept in instruction. IAhohk it's good.
Course) It presents a lot of challenges, but I think if it can be done properly, it's

good' .

Lisa “1 think it is a great i1idea, it

Learning choice

Interviewees from the personalized course weredsk describe how the personalized
learning approaches met their learning choices. Findings revealed that the course successfully
provided more | earning choices that directed

personalized their learnifgy selecting the focus of the course and progressed toward meeting

their personal |l earning goals. Amelia said, *
said, for seven or eight years, higwasr educat
absolutely spot on”. Emma said, “I think it w

bet ween what I needed to | earn and what I cou
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provided learning choices that met her learning néeldse c thay svexe focused ... corporate

was a pathway, and since that's where my |job

Learning interest

Supporting student s interests was one of the
learning as instructional approach. Therefore, this theaseexamined from both the eeze

fits-all and personalized courses. Interview results showed that personalized learning increased
and enhanced students’ l earning interests whe
content to address individuale ar ni ng needs. Amelia said, “my i
because I'm already in that area of higher education being in continuing education. My interest

|l evel was piqued. Emma indicated that person
thatnt erests her. She said, “1 think | just fol
David indicated that the course allowed him to follow the focus he wanted (corporate training).
He said:

Well, it allowed me to focus on what I'familiar with and comfortable with. At

least as a starting point, so it focused on what | do in my everyday career now, but

also it allowed me, by interacting with students who are on different pathways, it

allowed me to explore other ways of lookinglad same question.
In comparison, interviews from the esiefits-all course did not show any pieces of evidence

that the course enhanced their interest in the course topic.

Personal goals

The personalized course was designed to provide the opportuaitystudents to meet their
own learning goals. Students in the personalized course were asked to set their personal goals
and identify what they aimed to learn from the course topic during the first week of the course,

and they were asked to reflect ughnse goals and whether they met them at the end of the
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course. All interviewees revealed that they met their personal goals and that the course assisted
them with meeting those goal s. Maya said, *“I
class beause | see a new and larger picture now of what the 21st Century Classroom will look
l' i ke (thinking outside the box).” David state
My main goal, overall, is to become a true instructional professional. That means
everything from the analysis phase te tlelivery phase and beyond. This course
focused on all phases of instruction and taught me a great deal about each one.
The flow of the course, along with the comprehensive project due at the end,
definitely helped with my learning of the material andithportant lessons. |
have already begun using some of what we learned in this course and it's made me
more professional and knowledgeable.

Learning control

One of the personalization goals is to enh
independence (Bray & cClaskey, 2016; Watson & Watson, 2017). Interviewees from the
personalized course mentioned that this course allowed for both. Emma said

| definitely feel like | was able to sort of take control of my learnings, to determine how

much | wanted to investr learn more or dig deeper. | think | had a lot of control for the

most part. Obviously, | could design the project | wanted, do readings that | wanted.
When Maya was asked about controlling here 1| e
didjbecause it was very focused on what the need
also agreed that the course provided the opportunity to take control of ledmrgngiparison,

interviewees from the orsizefits-all course indicated they were indglent learners, but there

was no evidence that the course design supported their learning control and independence.

Deeper learning

The personalized course provided | earning
engagement to result in deeper learninterviewees from the personalized course were asked

whether the course assisted them with learning deeply about the topics in which they were
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interested. The results showed that the personalized learning approach successfully helped
students learn deepby directing them to focus on what they needed to learn and providing
personalized content. The course provided learning content that discussed authentic learning in
corporate training, K12, and higher education. This alignment between the course cantent
student s’ |l earning backgrounds and interests
I've really been interested more in authentic learning and then, | think this class, the idea
of the partnering and stuff really started to talk about more of what that looks like. | felt
like | was learning about this more deeply about this topic
Amelia al® indicated that she learned deeply in the personalized course, and it occurred through
the course project. Maya indicated that the personalized course helped her learn deeply, saying,
“With deeper learning, yeah, | think with that one it's learning airauging new ways to do
something with the | earner being fdmteredf ocus, a
approaches and what way we can engage the léarnerDavi d f ound the cour s
structure provided him the opportunity to learn deeplyriderstand the content. He explained:
| think it, the course really dove into the subject matter in a pretty thorough way
and it seemed like we were going over certain things week after week, but it was
progressing as the course went on to really take a deeper dive into the subtopic.
And thatwas helpful. It really, it wasn't just, like one week, we talked about one
thing. And then another week, we talked about another thing. But it seemed to

progress down a line of progression that made sense and that helped solidify the
understanding of theubject.
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Table 4.11 Comparison Between Qualitative Themes and Factors from Both Courses

Factorssubfactors from

Factorssubfactors from

Major Themes Subthemes onesizefits-all- course | personalized-¢earning
(Interviews N = 4) course
(Interviews N = 4)
Feeling of Course Project Personalized Course
Autonomy - Course project design | Design
- Instructor support - Learning pathways
- Content alignment
SDT _ ) _
(Research Question #1 Feeling of Course project Course project
Competence - Flexibility - Flexibility
-Authenticity -Authenticity
-Relevance -Relevance
Personalized Course
Design
- Learning pathways
- Challenging Content
Feeling of Interaction with Interaction with

Relatedness

instructors
Lack ofinteraction

between students

instructors
Lack of interaction

between students

Intrinsic

Motivation

l nstructors

Curriculum relevance

Personalized reading

Curriculum relevance




144

Table 4.11 continued

Engagement Online instructors Online instructors
Online Learning Course project Personalized readings
Engagement (Research Feedback Course project
Feedback

Question #2)

Disengagement | Online discussion board| Online discussion board

Online Course Design Perceived Students Unsatisfied wit|] Personalized learning
andInstructional Learning & [ the Course Content and| approach
Approach experiences | Course Approach. Learning choice
(Research Question #3 Learning interests

Personal goals Learning
control

Deeper Learing

Merging and Comparing Results

A convergent parallel mixethethods design was applisdmerge and compare
guantitative and qualitative findings to achieve convergent or divergent conclusions that explain
the effect of the personalized | earning as an
determination and online learning engagat (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). Both data sets
were treated as equally i mportant to answer t
comparison and the merged quantitative and qualitative findings. The quantitative data consist of
hypothess testing using means and GLM. Qualitative data analysis revealed tleegies (
students unsatisfied with the course content and course appaoakcfactors€.g, course
project) and were compared between the two courses to understand the effectsafipeds

learning.



Table 4.12 Comparison Between Quantitative and Qualitative Results (Questionnaires and

Participant Interviews)
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Dimension Quantitative Qualitative
(n=64) (n=8)

Methods & Course Themes, subthemes, and
St udy| Subthemes| Hypotheses Types factors.
variables

SDT Significant Personalize¢ Personalized Course Design
Autonomy | effect and Course - Learning pathways
increase - Content alignment
Onesize Course Project
fits-all - Course project design
SDT course - Instructor support
(Research | SDT Not Personalizeq Course project
Question #1)| Competence| Significant Course - Flexibility
(neither -Authenticity
increase o -Relevance
decrease) Personalized Course Design
- Learning pathways
- Challenging Content
Onesize Course project
fits-all - Flexibility
course -Authenticity
-Relevance
SDT Not Personalizeq Interaction with instructors.
Relatedness | Significant Course Lack of interaction between
(neither students.
increase o Onesize Interaction with instructors.
decrease) fits-all Lack of interaction between
course students.
Online Engagement| Not Personalizeg¢ Online instructors
Learning | (skills, Significant Course Personalized readings
Engagement| participation,| (similar Course project
(Research | emotion, and| mean) Feedback
Question #2)| performance Onesize Online instructors
fits-all Course project
course Feedback

(Disengagement) Online
discussion board
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Significant Personalizeq Personalized learning approa
Online Online increase in Course Learning choice
Course Learning student Learning interests
Design and | Experience | experiences Personal goals
Instructional Learning control
Approach Deeper Learning
(Research Onesize Students Unsatisfied with the
Question #3) fits-all Course Content and Course
course Approach.
Experiences | Significant Personalize¢| nstructor s’
with course | increase in Course
Instructors | students Personalize¢l nstructor s’
experiences | Course
with
instructors

The comparison between the quantitative and qualitative findings indicated convergence

and divergence between the st udfortlefediagioh set s.

autonomy, positive learning experiences with the personalized learning approach, and

satisfaction with the online instructors’ t ea

sets indicated that personalized learninghadasi f i cant ef fect on suppor

perceived feeling of autonomy. Divergent results were identified for the perceived feeling of

competence. The quantitative data did not reveal a significant effect of the personalized learning

approach on supportimgt udent s feel of competence. The

ng
students in the personalized course had a higher mean of feeling of competence in the posttest
comparing with the control group, but it was not significantly increased when contfolitige

pretest as the covariate. However, the qualitative data showed that the personalized course design

supported student s feel of competence and

ng

results were found for the feeling of relatedness. Bwhguantitative and qualitative results
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revealed that personalized | earning did not s
learning courses. The students felt frustrated about their connections with other students in the
courses. They thougttteir feeling of relatedness was only supported by the instructors but not

their peers.

The convergent parallel findings also revealed divergent results on the effect of
personalized | earning as instructionhal approa
Quantitative data did not reveal significant increase of personalized learning approach on
increasing students’ online | earning engageme
|l evel of engagement t o -sieéfits-dlecoutsesds wedl asgimitaetone nt i
their pretests engagement. This indicates that students had higher engagement in their online
course prior joining the orgizefits-all course or the personalized course. Although the
guantitative results did not showed effe of per sonali zed | earning aj
engagement, the qualitative findings suggeste
learning engagement. Particularly, personalized readings was found to be engaging for students
in online coursesStudents also indicated that they were engaged because of their instructors, the
effective feedback, and the course project (See Table 4.10).

The convergent parallel findings also revealed that the quantitative and qualitative data
sets were convergerit r eveal the effect of the personal.i
learning experiences. Both data sets indicated that students perceived a higher positive learning
experience in the personalized course comparing with students in tseefits-all course.

Students in the personalized course had higher mean (M = 4.10) than students irsthe one
fits-all course (M = 3.50) did. The qualitative findings also revealed that the personalized course

supported student s’ | e stsrandialioged hleanniegeantrol. iheye d s ,
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indicated that the personalized course met their personal learning goals and supported their
deeper learning. Finally, both data sets indicated that students had positive perceptions toward
instructors in the peomalized learning course. Quantitative findings showed students in the
personalized course had a higher mean (M = 4.50) of perceptions toward their instructors
comparing with students in the eseefits-all course (M = 3.50). Both instructors taught the

course as a ongizefits-all course and as personalized course.

Chapter Summary

This chapter presented the analysis and findings from both the quantitative and
gualitative analyses using parallel mixed methods to reveal whether the findings converge or
diverge. The researcher applied a gueagierimental design to set the experimental groups and
collected pretesposttestand controlled data to investigate the effect quantitatively. At the end
of the course, the researcher conducted-seémctured interviews of both the experimental and
control groups to investigate studmesMeals per ce
and general linear modeling (GLM) were performed to test the hypotheses. Themes were
analyzed qualitatively to co-sgefasatcowdewithent s’ p
their perceptions from the personalized cou@&mmparing the cantitative findings with the

qualitative findings revealed both convergence and divergence.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of personalized learning as an
instructi onal easgfgateorenatibn, iotrmsicanotivati@ nohliae’ learning
engagement, and online learning experiences. The researcher studied personalized learning as the
intervention that could motivate and engage learners in online learning courses. This chapter
presets the discussion of the findings that were presented in Chapter 4. It also presents practical
implications for how personalized learning can be designed and implemented effectively.

Finally, the chapter presents the results conclusion and recommendatfioiuse research.

Discussion
Personalized Learning

The personalized learning approach derived its principles from theories that support
learner control and independence of learning, and it focuses on the-leamtexed paradigm
(Watson & Watson, 201'Rickabaugh, 2012). Personalized learning provides a customized
learning environment in higher education and online learning environments (Lessor, 2016;
Reddi ng, 2014b) . It prioritizes every | earner
adjustng the learning experiences to meet their personal learning goals. Personalized learning
principles can be implemented to design and develop a course curriculum that allows students to
learn independently and progress on their own. Personalized learnoga&ges students to be
active learners and allow for learning control. The approach also emphasizes setting personal
learning goals and progressing independently by coauthoring with instristatsof &
Watson, 2017Rickabaugh, 2012; Watson, Watson, &igeluth, 2012; Lessor, 2016; Redding,

2014b).
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In this study, both the quantitative and qualitative findings showed the effectiveness of
implementing personalized learning principles in online learning courses. Otlerajljalitative
results showed that the personal idetegntinatoo ur se ¢
(autonomy and competence), intrinsic motivation, and online learning engagement. The
guantitative results showed that the personalized leasnmgp r oach supported stu
autonomy, increased their positive learning experiences, and increased their positive perceptions
toward the online course instructof$ie participants found the personalized course to be
effective because it met their leargineeds, provided instructional content that aligned with
their learning choices and interests, enhanced their interest in the topic, and engaged them during
the course time. Thereforthe resultshowed that personalized learning as an instructional
apppach contributed to students’ l earning in ol

The personalized course allowed students to select their own learning direction and
project topic as well as the readings that suited their needs and interesesultseclearly
indicated thathis course was helpful because it differentiated between what they needed to learn
and what they could optionally learn, which was one of its goals. This finding aligns with what
the literature discussed: the lackobibices in a learning environment igaator that weakens
student s’ percei ved f ee l|CbrdogaaondfLeppen(l996) o my ( Har t
recommendegp r ovi ding choices to support students’
and increase their saffetermination and especially their feelings of autonomy and competence.

The results also showed that tilandmasur se en
importantly allowed them to follow the course pathway that interested them. Research has shown
that aligning the content wit hHid, 1990]Renninger, i nt e

Hidi, & Krapp, 1992; Schank, 197%ngagementinley et al., 2002, and motivationDeci &
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Ryan, 200Das well as increased cognitive and affective functionigléy et al., 2002 These
findings align withWat son’ s and Watson’'s (2017) theory t|
learners by meet@qtheir learning interests.

Watson and Watson (2017) indicated that personalized instruction helps learners meet
their personal goals. In this study, the results showed that the personalized course assisted
students in meeting their own learning goald.sflidents were encouraged to set their personal
goals at the beginning of the course and revisit them at the end of the course to see whether the
course design and content helped the students meet thos€Zgria)$Vygotsky, 1978. It was
found that thepersonalized course can help students set goals and plan their learning effectively
by working with clear vision toward their achievements.

Theresultsshowed that students agreed that the personalized @lowed them to be
independent and take contadltheir learning—and leag—the learning process. They reported
that the coursallowed them to select the pathway, assignments, and readings that suited their
learning interests and choic&ersonalized learning literature suggested that providing
persom | i zed i nstruction and experiences enhances:s
(Barr & Tagg, 1995Demski, 2012Watson & Watson, 2017), which the results of this study
confirm. While some researchers suggested allowing students full contréhewdearning,
others suggested providing limited control instead (Barr & Tagg, I3&®iski, 2012Watson &
Watson, 2017). In this study, the researcher providedderate level of contrébd students, and
the instructors were in charge of assessmeaheaaluation to ensure the learners remained
within the course parameters and met the course objediives.though the personalized course
only offered a moderate level of control, students felt they had the opportunity to control their

learning and bendependent learners.
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Finally, deeper learning was one of the critical goals the researcher aimed achieve in this
personalized course design. The results showed that most students agreed that the personalized
course helped them learn deeply. The resuiis stiowed that the learning pathway design
assisted students with learning deeply by aligning the content with their needs and interests.
Interviewees similarly mentioned that tbeurse projectvas another factor that facilitated their
deeper learning. his e resul ts align with Zheng’'s (2018)
personalized learning experieneegs hances students’™ deeper | earni
processing.

In an online learning environment, students typically come from different bacidgo
and with different learning needs and interests. Accordingly, treating those students as if they all
have one focus is not an effective teaching approach. The findings showed thatshze tise
all model can be effective when there are no differens b et ween students’ b a
learning needs. When students with different learning backgrounds, focuses, and needs are
included in a course, instructors and instructional designers should create courses that are
personalizedtothelearnémadde ss st udents’ | ear ni reigefite-@leds . | |
course was effective and provided positive experieansfor students who had interests and
needs in K12 settings. However, the results clearly indicated the difficulty of aligning the
course focus witlotherstudentslearning needs and personal gpalpeciallyfor those who hé
interests in higher education or corporate training

Personalized learning courses are ineffective without instructors who facilitate the
students’™ |l earning. The researcher drew a pl a
personalized-#earning course. The plan detailed the following: instructorsldh@) support

students’ personalization of their assignment
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provide individual scaffolding and facilitation as well as interact with individuals; and (3)
provide feedback and evaluation personalize@aoners in the course. Therefore, the
guantitative findings revealed significant di
instructors in each course, even though the same instructors taught both courses. This indicates
that students in the pensalized course held higher positive perceptions toward their instructors
because they felt supported in meeting their personal learning goals and that their learning needs
and interests were valued.

The qualitative findings showed that instructors fiooth courses were flexible, aware
of students’ interests and | earning needs, an
sizefits-all course showed that the instructors assisted students with aligning the course project
to meet their needs, wigeflected on their setletermination and engagemehhe students
unsatisfied with the course content and course apprt@mie presented evidence that most of
the interviewees remained in the esieefits-all course because of the effectiveness df the
instructors’ teaching and facilitation and th
provide feedback and guidance on completing the course effectively. This indicates that the
instructors played a critical role in engaging and motiggl@arners in the online courses.
Conversely, Hartnett ( 2nbuffiGent gdidancenand feetibatkm “ per c e
the lecturers in the online environment emerged as a highly salient theme that undermined
sever al particapamltes” (hp.ed92). feel c

Even though online courses are designed to give independence to students, instructors
still play i mportant r ol e sdeterminaianpm motivaton.g st ud
Instructors also were found to be an important facoehgaging students in online learning

cour ses. Even the personalized course was des
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feelings of autonomy, competence, and relatedness; and engage them more effibesively
cannot occur without effectivend skilled instructors who maintain strong relationships with
students and pay attention to their learning needs and interests. It was found that the level of care
instructors demonstrated for studentasd | ear ni
relatedness, which in turn reflected on their intrinsic motivation and led to better and more
effective learning

Deci et al. (1996) discussed that the instructor should incorporate informational feedback
in the |l earning c o elingokselfdétasminatiorpambtietr leasningiid e nt s’
general. In both course typepersonalized and orszefits-all—the instructors provided
feedback on the assignments. However, in the personalized course, instructors were guided to
provide students withgrsonalized feedback to address their learning differences and
backgrounds, which Zheng (2018) discussed. Therefore, the results showed that instructor
feedback was a really important factor for online learning in both codrsesesults from the
personéized course showed that most students were satefiddared a lot about the feedback
they received from instructors, and they showed evidence of their understanding of that
feedback’s impact on their onl i nspeclfietpstthatt ng. P

address their needs and interests has a higher impact on their learning.

Self-Determination Theory

One of the main purposes of this research was to identify the potential of personalized
learning as an instructional approach to prolé@eners with relevant and personalized learning
experiences that address their interests and needs, which reflect on supporting-their self
determination (feelings of autonomy, competence, and relatedbexs)& Ryan, 1985, 2000;

Ryan & Deci, 200D ltwas t he researcher’s hope to see an
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autonomy, competence, and relatedness, which would reflect on their intrinsic motivation that
should lead toward effective and positivéearning experiences. These three SDT components
are additive and correlate with each other to
(Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2Q008upporting these three components can increase
intrinsic motivation Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 200@hich was a goal of this
study.

Autonomy and competenceAutonomy is the feeling associated with the amount of
learning control students feel within a learning environmBet{ & Ryan, 1985, 2000; Ryan &
Deci, 2000. This type of feeling associatesth learning performance and intrinsic motivation
(Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2Q0The perceived feeling of autonomy null
hypothesis was:personalized learning as an instructional approach has no statistically
significanteffect ons t u d jperceived feelings of autonomylhe results showed that
personalized learning as an instructional approach could significantly increase and support
students’™ perceived feeling of autonomy.

Competence is the feeling of confidence when a student hasd¢teadskills to work and
complete an assigned learning taBle¢i & Ryan, 1985, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2Q0The
perceived feeling of competence null hypothesis Wastsonalized learning as an instructional
approach has no statistically significaftect st udent s’ perceived feeli.:
The results showed thpérsonalized learning as an instructional approach could not significantly
increase and support cempateneenhissnightipdecatectieat students f e e |
did not undestand the new structure of the course (personalized learning course), which was
completely differed from other online courses in their online degree program. Similar to previous

studiesJang, Reeve, and Deci (2010) and Rienties et al. (2012) founddbsitise structure
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that deals with the amount of quality, quantity, and clarity of information and instructions in the
|l earning environment can support students’

However the qualitative findingshowedhatcourse projecivas a weldesigned
assignment to support students’ feelings of
types (onesizefits-all and personalized). The interviewees from the personalized course
mentioned that thpersonalized leaing componentsd.g, personalized learning pathways,
personalized readings, and personalized feedback) supported their feelings of autonomy and
competence. Therefore, the qualitative findings showed that the personalized course was
successfulatsupportng st udents’ feelings of autonomy
the opportunity to think about their learning focus and follow the pathway that addressed their
learning needs, which supported their feelings of autonomy and competence. The findings
showed that students enjoyed their learning in such an environment and felt autonomous and
competent due to their control over their online learning. It was also found that personalized
learning as an instructional approach in online courses provided opitied for students to be
independent learners who perceived their learning to be personalized.

Themes that appeared from the @meefits all course confirmed that these kinds of
online courses can only be effective for those whose learning needdenedts they meet; the
rest of the students are left to learn about topics and areas for which they have no potential
interests or needs. Thus, the findings showed that students in tsgefits-all course felt
autonomous and competent with only supfimm the instructors, but they were not supported

by the course design or learning content. Previous research has shown that a lack of alignment

e

a

bet ween student s’ personal goals and interest
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their perceivd feeling of autonomyHartnett, 2013 which result in demotivatiorDeci &
Ryan, 1985, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000).

RelatednessRelatedness is the feeling of belonging to the social environmentan
online learning environment) and maintaining a efaglationship with other students or
instructors Garn & Jolly, 2013; Kowal & Fortier, 1999The perceived feeling of relatedness
null hypothesis was:personalized learning as an instructional approach has no statistically
significanteffect onstudens ’ per cei vrelatedrfess.&he resulgsshowel that
personalized learning as an instructional approach could not significantly increase and support
student s’ perceived feeling of relatedheess.
extracted themes from both courses. The emerged thelaekadf interaction between students
indicated that students did not feel related to others in the course environment because of their
interactions with other students in th@urse. SimilarlyHartnett (2015) found that students
lacked interaction in online learning courses because they tended to interscret! out to
other students if they saw them as potential study parfhieesefore personalizing the
discussion board might isolateidents and limit their interactioBtudents felt that their
interactions with their peers lacked meaning, and they did not feel engaged in discussions
(How!l and & Moore, 2002; Sung & Mayer, 2012).
is requiredor enhancing their intrinsic motivation and supporting their avelhg within the
social learning environmenbDéci et al., 1991Cordova & Lepper, 1996; Stefanou, Perencevich,
DiCintio & Turner, 2004), and a personalized learning approach can be theesailutions for
achieving this, especially within online learning courses.

However, thecommunication with instructotieme suggested that instructors were

successfully able to communicate and enhance
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environment. Almost all interviewees mentioned that the instructors supported this type of
feelingThe i nstructors’ communications through vi
strategy to support student s’ ructereflomimoths of r el
course types recorded videos to share the weekly announcements and requirements. Students
reported that the videos explained the assignments and the learning expectations, which

enhanced their feeling of relatedness and increased tekngf@f competencdhis result aligns

with Howland and Moore (2002), whsuggested that students feel isolated when they are left

without supporfor interpreting the course assignmemtscordingly,instructors must show an

interest in supporting studers l earning, which wil!/ i ncrease
will in turn result in increasing their intrinsic motivation (Connell & Wellborn, 1991).

Based on this finding, the researcher attempted to reduce the quantity of the online
discussiobmoar ds to minimize the workload of weekly
engagement on other activities that might enhance their feeling of relatedness. The researcher
continuously tried to improve the design of this course until achieving a verstaothd
support the three basic psychological needs (autonomy, competence, and relatedness) and engage
learners much effectively.

Intrinsic motivation. Students always lack higher intrinsic motivation to achieve better
learning Decietal., 1991 Thers ul t s showed that both courses |
intrinsic motivation but with different factors. In the esigefits-all course, the curriculum was
not relevant to most of the students, who had interests in areas otherfizarHdwever, irthis
course, the instructors tried to assist with
they completed the course. Some students benefited from this course and aligned the project and

assignments to their learning needs, while othedgtgo through the course without aligning



159

the course project or content and just finished outittoearncredits t r uct or so6 f aci |
played a critical role in motivating the learners in the-sizefits-all course. It was found that
theinstructo s attempted to provide support and alig
enhance their learning experiences. Thismeansthas t r u c t o r, which dmarged &siat at i o
motivating factor, was ef f ecttionvfremlaothcosirsep.por t i n
In the personalized course, the learning pathways provided a relevant curriculum that
addressed individual s’ | earning needs without
the course delivery, which r ed@densanthesdoursen st ude
found the curriculum to be relevant for their learning needs and interests and that it successfully
met their personal choice3ersonalized readinggas anot her factor that s
intrinsic motivation. It was found tharovidingpersonalized reading®r online learners was
effective and critical for students’ | earning
engagement. Students liked the idea of personalized readings that aligned with their learning
needs ad personal goals. In addition, interviewees indicated that the readings were motivating
because of the direct applications of those readings to their workplaces.
Students in this study had different backgrounds, learning needs, and interests, which
required a personalized course that included a relevant curriculum. A relevant curriculum is a
critical factor in an online learning environmeR&(k & Choi, 2009 and students lose interest
and motivation when they find the assigned tasks are not nelevtheir learning needs or lives
(Park & Choi, 2009 When learners do not find the course content and assigned tasks to be
relevant to their learning needs or to represent what they want to learn, they easily lose interest
and motivation. In this studyhe effect of a relevant curriculum appeared to be a critical factor

for intrinsic motivation which might lead to poor learning and students focusing only on earning
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course credits and grades. Qualitative findings from thesaedits-all course showethat

students might just learn things for the sake of grades and finish the course to earn credits rather
than seeking to align the course materials and assignments to their needs and Ihteassts.

found that participants from this course lacked evaht curriculum, but the instructors helped

to align and adjust the course content to their needs, which assisted them with completing the
cour se. Park and Choi (2009) found that | ack
lives might lead to tem dropping out of online courses, which confirmed the findings of this

study.

Online Learning Engagement

Student engagement comprises the time and energy students devote to their learning
(Kuh, 2003).The quantitative findings did not reveal a significafiect of the personalized
|l earning approach on increasing online studen
onesizefits-all online course. Students in the personalized course had almost similar means for
their engagement, and they had simiteeans to their pretests. These results indicated that
students were engaged in other courses as well as this course. Even though the personalized
| earning approach did not increase students’
engage learnme as much as orgzefit-all model in addition to meeting their learning needs and
interests.

The qualitative findings revealed several themes identifying the course components that
engaged learners in both courses. Interviewees from the personalizeel icolicated that
personalizatiorwas an engaging aspect for them in online learning. Specifically, they found the

strategy ofpersonalizing the curriculum to their learning needs using the pathway stretedy

successfully provide the content they dee to learn, which engaged them in the course. A
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couple interviewees mentioned they might try to implement the idea of personalization in their
instructional designing and teaching to provide relevant learning pathways for their learners.
They indicatedhat the idea of personalization in this course engaged them, especially when they
found the readings that were provided for their learning needs and interests. In comparison,
interviewees from the orgzefits-all course only mentioned how the course g@cbpnd
instructors’ interactions contributed to thei

In a personalized course, it is difficult to implement personalized learning principles in
online learning without instructors who are willing to devote time and effort to facilitate
studen s’ | —eeapeanally mndnigher education. The design of the personalized course was
only intended to provide content aligned with
instructors still play important role in facilitating these courses. ifugnigs showed that flexible
instructors contribute to students’ engagemen
engages students in both courses.

Most students from both courses did not enjoy the discussion boards. Even after
personalizinghem, students reported the same perspectives regarding their engagement.
Lessening discussion assignments and increasing student communication through different
strategies such as grouping students by their interests and learning needs might befeffective
engaging learners. This strategy was implemented in the second iteration of the personalized
course to engage students with each other so they could feel related and that they belonged to the
environmentHampton and Pearce (2016) indicated thatsuppo ng st udent s’ rel a
connection prevents feeling of isolation and disconnection within online courses.

The discussion board was not perceived to

feeling of relatedness. When designing a discudsoand, it is assumed that students will be
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connected and feel related to the environment. However, the quantitative and qualitative results
of this study indicated that students did not feel related to the learning course environment, and
the discussiondmrd was not an effective strategy for engaging learners socially and supporting
their feeling of relatedness. Unfortunately, online courses are being designed with many
discussion boards that overwhelm students with the workload.

Most interviewees and p&ipants also reported that working on the course project
(individually) was the most engaging course component to them. The findings showed that all
students from both courses preferred the individual project over all course assignments and
activities.These findings indicated that learners preferred interacting with each other in online
context, but not working together on a group project for submission as a single project. This
finding supports the idea that personalization within online courses psoaiieneficial learning
environment for students. In most cases, students do not know each other personally, and
grouping them in a project might not work effectively. Therefore, it is advisable to design
personalized online courses that include indivigwajects from which students interact and

share their perceptions rather than assigning students to work together on group projects.

Implications

This study provides implications for implementing personalized learning as an
instructional approachtospp r t s t uddterminasoh and iacreése their intrinsic
motivation and engagement in online higher education. These implications apply to online
learning course design and delivery methods. The implications can also be applieede face

face courselesign and teaching strategies in higher education.
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Personalized Learning

Thepersonalized learning approach can provide graduate students with unique learning
opportunities by allowing them to focus on their personal goals and learning needs.
Personakzationprinciples can be utilized and implemented to design, develop, and deliver an
online course to provide relevant and tailored online learning content that can intrinsically
motivate students and engage them through personalized learning paffiveaysrsonalized
|l earning principles that were I mplemented in
determination and online learning engagement, and they provided students with the opportunity
to meet their own learning goals, interests, and legméeds. These principles also assisted the
researcher with providing learning choices to students and allowing them to follow whatever
suited their learning needs.

The intervention in this study provided a personalized course through two dimensions:
course curriculum (learning pathways, assignments, readings, and discussion boards, etc.) and
instructors (feedback, assessment and evaluation, interaction, and facilitation, etc.) (See Figure
2.3). The course curriculum was personalized by the researchethespegsonalized to learner
strategy to sahreelearning pathways. These pathways included personalized content that would
suit every individual who might join the course. The second dimension was personalization
through instructors to facilitate asedorscaff ol
every individual. Instructors were provided with a training plan and documents that explained
how to implement personalized learning and work with individuals to tailor the course to their
needs. These two dimensions were effective at providingymkarning experiences for all
learners in the course. Therefore, students turned to instructors when they need help, and

instructors responded to every individual and worked closely with them to meet their learning
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needs and interests. The results skimat instructors play an important role in personalized

learning implementation. Without effective instructors who are willing to devote time and effort

to every individual in the course, personalized learning is not an effective approach to delivering

ol i ne courses. Il nstructors’ communication and
personalized learning courses. In addition, instructors must be available to provide ongoing

cycles of feedback and assessment to ensure students are on the kigbtrivaet the course

objectives.

When a course includes students from different at€asZ higher education, and
corporate), it should be designed using personalized learning as the approach to address their
differences. Online courses should berelevanand al i gn wi th student s’
interests, so they can represent the reality of their future. Personalized learning emphasizes that
students should be at the center of the learning process and create opportunities for them to take
control oftheir learning. The intervention in this study aimed to provide this opportunity to
learners, and the design of this intervention relied on encouraging students to take control and
direct the focus of their learning toward their needs.

For online educatst this study informs us that personalized learning can increase
students’ positive online | earning experience
instructors.The results also suggest that personalized learning as an instructional approach
provide a flexible course that meets individual learning needs and interests. It was found that
personalized | earning supported students’ fee
drive their own learning. Students in the learning design amaéagy fields come from
different areas with different interests and learning needs. Therefore, the results of this study

suggested that providing a esrefits-all course that focuses or-k2 context is ineffective for
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many students who join it. A sdlan to this issue is to provide a personalized learning course
that can be aligned with all students’ l ear ni

In the personalized course, students were motivated and engaged because of the
personalized readings that were providethea. The results imply that personalizing the
readings can motivate learners and increase their reading engagement. Many of the participants
explicitly stated that they were going to apply the course readings in their professional settings
immediately, ad the results showed that students could see the alignment between their learning
and their job contexts, and that they found the readings could be applied easily in their teaching
and designing practices.

Finally, the results showed that personalizediieg as instructional approach can
support | earners’ interest, needs, preference
must be treated as independent learners who are able to drive their learning choices. Thus,
allowing for learning contrahnd independent learning opportunities can lead to more effective

learning environments that result in motivated and engaged learners.

Self-Determination Theory

For online educators, the qualitative results suggestegensnalized learning as an
instrct i onal approach c an-deempnptiorand indrinsicimatieation.t ud e nt
The results of this study inform online instructors and instructional designers about the
implementation of personalized learning as an instructional approachptosupt st udent s’
feelings of autonomy and competence. Utilizing personalized learning principles to design online
| earning courses was found to contribute to s
which increased their intrinsic motivation. For exdenphis study found that theersonalized

course desigmas a wholealigned contenthrough multipldearning pathwaysand allowing
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students to select what suited their learning contributed their feelings of autonomy and

competence. The course projeatvhen broken into smaller pieces and with support from

instructors €.g, feedback and assessment)an contri bute to students’

and autonomy, which results in their successful completion of the project and the course. Finally,

personaling the readings contributed directly to motivate learners intrinsically. Online learning

stakeholders might implement personalized learning principles to design online courses that

incorporate those instructional activities and strategies, which was ifotimd study to support

students’ feelings of competence and aut onomy
In both online courses, the students did not feel connected and related to each other. The

personalization of the course contributed to student isolation. The researcher assuomdith¢hat

di scussion boards would contribute to student

they could work closely with each other. But the students did not find the personalization of

discussion boards to support their feeling of relatedidégsefore, online discussion boards

were not an effective strategy to increase st

courses. A solution to this issue is to eliminate discussion boards and provide different strategies

thatcanincreasestd ent s’° f eeling of relatedness. For ex

alternative strategy such asaea of interactiorwhere students can interact and communicate

with each other without the obligations of completing weekly discussion posts. Stwtients

enjoy interacting with others will do so, which could increase their feeling of relatedness.

Another alternative strategy is to provide optional discussion threads for those who enjoy

interacting through them but without requiring them for each leamrtee course. Most

participants did not like the online discussion boards, which led the researcher of this study to
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reduce the amount of the posts to increase interaction and the feeling of relatedness to the

learning environment.

Online Learning Engagement

Foronline educators, he study’ s results suggested that
instructional approach has an effect on online learning engagerhenjuantitative results
suggested that the personalized learning approach can engage stidanth as the orgze
fits-all approach does but without a significant increase. The qualitative results suggested that a
personalized course design using learning pathways engages learners under one condition:
effective i nstThesstmltyo rf o@u nfda dihlaitt atnisam uct or s’ f |
personalize the course to learners played a critical role in providing personalized courses to
engage online learners. Instructors were supposed to communicate and interact with individuals
and prowde personalized learning experiencesg ( feedback, assessment, additional resources,
facilitation, and scaffolding). Learners could modify the course assignments and focus on what
best suited their learning, and the instructors supported them irgs@itinmeeting their
personal goals. Therefore, these instructional strategies and activities were found to be effective
at engaging learners in online courses and resulting in positive learning experiences. Most
participants indicated that the course wa®sitive experience that engaged them effectively.

Additionally, instructors interacting and
constructive feedback contributed to students
gualitative results alsosuggst t hat personalized reading cont
Finally, the qualitative results indicated that the course project was a contributing factor to

engage learners for three reasof$a({lowing learners to progress based on their tirf®)

allowing learners to control their learning progresnd (3)breaking the course project into
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smal |l er assignments with i ns tThequalitativedirdingse edb ac
revealed that the quantity and quality of the online discussiardb should be managed to the
appropriate level to engage learners. The results suggested that overwhelming online students
with discussion boards for the sake of engagement or increased interaction may not be effective
and should be reduced to a minirtelel to avoid creating obligations to participate in those
assignments.

Finally, the study findings suggest that when educators allow for more learning control
and independeneewhich are the core principles of the personalized learning appraaih
highly likely that students will be engaged in their learning. The participants enjoyed the course

design and felt that it engaged them throughout their learning in the personalized course.

Limitation and Delimitation

Implementing personalized learning principles in a structured online learning program
that provides only onsizefits-all courses was the foremost challenge to this experimental
study. The online courses that were investigated in this study were pant®wline learning
program that provides orszefits-all courses that focus on one direction of the course despite
di fferences in students’ Dbackground | earning
course format during the entire program, ara/jating a different format could have confused
them. However, the researcher worked closely with the instructors to address these challenges
and provide a personalized course that provided different learning pathways that included
multiple reading optionsnodality of learning materials, personalized assignments, and rapid and
personalized feedback.

Another challenge to implementing a personalized course was the instructors, who were

used to teaching ormzefits-all courses. However, the researcher and the leading professor for
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those courses provided training sessions for the instructors on heactogersonalized courses
and deal with students’ differences within on
the instructors played a critical role in implementing this personalized course. Instructors must
under st and t h eovidetindideatizedsféedback that meets them, and care about
their feelings to engage and motivate them.

It was also difficult to implement a sgdfcing principle in online courses. The program
does not allow for course designs that are not mainly-tiased. However, the researcher
devel opPedptolsee d” Per s on al termpiate for’ssmdentguwmoweamed toP | a n ”
personalize the course assignment and adjust the focus and the due dates based on their learning
needs but within the course parameterd overall course time. This way, students could work
collaboratively with their instructors to negotiate their learning and tailor the course to their
learning needs.

Individualizing the instruction could have been a negative experience for somedearne
who enjoy learning from others. Some students in the personalized course indicated that they
enjoyed learning from other students, but the course did not focus on collaborative work because
most students identified their individual projects to be thetraffective strategy for supporting
their learninglnterviewees from the personalized course found the learning pathways to be
effective and helpful for their learning, but this might decrease their interaction with other
students from different pathway&/hen the enroliment in the course is low, it results in fewer
students in each | earning pathway. This decre
negative impact on their feelings of relatedness and belonging in the course. However, in the

secom course implementation, the researcher attempted to register more than two students in the
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course sections with same learning interegy,(K—12, higher education, or corporate training)
to increase interactions among them.

The researcher is the insttional designer who designed the personalized course and
accordingly holds theoretical dispositions toward personalization. This theoretical disposition
might have caused bias and influenced the interpretations toward positive results that favor
personalzation in online learning, which threatens the validity of the results. However, the
researcher used waleveloped scales to measure the effect of personalized learning in online
learning courses. The researcher also used verbatim quotations fromrthevirstéor both
courses to objectively present students’ perc
learning. The researcher included both negative and positive experiences to reveal how students
experienced these two courses.

Researchers lia not extensively investigated the effectiveness of personalized learning
as an instructional approach in online | earni
lack of empirical studies, which it identified as a research gap that shouldtessed. In the
beginning of this study, it was challenging to base the instructional design decisions on empirical
studies. Therefore, the researcher investigated the literature and used the theoretical studies that
supported the design, development, enplementation of personalized learning in online

learning courses.

Recommendations for Future Research

Little empirical research has been conducted to investigate the effect of personalized
learning as an instructional approach on online learning coursissstudy aimed to examine
the effect of personalized learning@rr a d u a t eintr;idicundtigatidn and online learning

engagement. The study utilized STD to investigate their intrinsic motivation from three
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perspectives (autonomy, competence, rfatedness). It also intended to investigate the level of
online learning engagement that personalized learning may support during one online course.
However, because personalized learning is still emerging in higher education, it requires further
invest gation to develop effective course designs
and backgrounds.

Because this study was conducted to examine the effpersdnalized to the learner
online course design, further studies should be condtwiamine the effect glersonalized
with the learnermandpersonalized by the learndesigns on the same dependent variables that
were investigated by this study. These different learning environments have different effects,
which should be investigatddrther. In addition, it would be advisable to investigate the effect
of personalized learning on other outcome varialdas, (earning achievements, cognitive
engagement, se#fficacy, and learning independence).

This study was conducted in an onllearning program that offers os&zefits-all
courses in which students are treated as if they all have similar interests, backgrounds, and
learning needs. The orsizefits-all courses require students to progress at-based rather
than selfprogresgaces. This design model does not many learners needs, interests, and
backgrounds. Thus, personalization can be a solution to such design issue to allow higher
education learners to control their learning and progress based on mastering their competencies
rather than progressing in a tirhased manner.

The researcher could not provide a fully personalized online course that allowed students
to progress on their own time. It is recommended that this obstacle be addressed to allow
students to control thelearning to support learning choices, interests, and needs and align with

their learning backgrounds. It is also recommended that this study should be replicated in an
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online program that allows for full control of learning progress and investigateststaden
learning achievement, motivation, engagement, and other outcome variables associated with
personalized learning.

This study was conducted in an online learning program, and it is recommended that the
personalized course design model be implement&teto-face course for both graduate and
undergraduate students. In addition, this study could only include a small sample size to
investigate its variables quantitatively, so it is recommended that the study should be replicated
with larger sample sizée validate the results and generalize the design model findings to
settings other than online learning.

This study did not focus on investigating personalized learning approach implementation
challenges in online learning programs. Therefore, persoddéaening challenges should be
researched and addressed to achieve a personalized course design that can be applied in online
learning courses. Finally, implementing a personalized learning approach with appropriate
learning technology (adaptive learniteghnology, competendyased technology platforms,
digital badges, etc.) might provide different learning experiences for online learners, and it must
be investigated to reveal the best practices of this approach with instructional technology

support.

Conclusion

The researcher conducted a convergent parallel amegtiods approach to investigate
the effect of personalized learning as an instructiapptoacto n gr aduat e students
determination, intrinsic motivation, online learning engagementpalide learning experiences.
Comparing the mixed methods, results showed that the quantitative and qualitative data are

convergent and divergent. The two data set results converged to confirm that the personalized
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learning approach can increase and supgpdrtu d ent s’ autonomy, i ncrease
learning experiences, and increase their perceptions toward their online instructors. The two data
sets diverged on students’ feelings of compet
engagenent.

The quantitative results suggested that personalized learning as an instructional approach
had a significant effect on students’ feeling
experience significantly, and increased positive perceptions tdahairdnline instructors. The
gualitative findings showed that students felt autonomous and competent when they received
personalized learning as an instructional approach. The interviewees revealed that they did not
feel connected to their peers and ¢desed the online discussion boards to be disengaging and
demotivation factors. However, students felt connected and related to their instructors. They felt
that the instructors were motivating and contributed to their feeling of relatedness. The study als
concluded that personalized |l earning as an in
intrinsic motivation. The quantitative results did not reveal any significant effect of the
personalized | earning appr oac hative nesults suggestedt s’ e
that the approach had an effect on engaging online learners effectively when the aligned the
course content with their learning needs and interests.

The qualitative results also showed that when provided with online courseddregsa
students’™ individual | earning needs and inter
feelings of autonomy and competence, which will increase their intrinsic motiviitaas
found that providing an appropriate amount of online discus®ands might engage learners in
online learning courses. Requiring weekly discussion posts might disengage learners and distract

their efforts.Online discussion boards were not a successful factor for engaging learners, and
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even personalizing the discussiboard did not help to connect students with each other. It was
concluded thatveekly announcements and instruestdents communicatiomere factors that
supported students feeling of relatedness and competence.

The study concluded that the implemehpersonalized learning principles showed a
positive eff ect -detarmioatioh,iintrirsic sdtivatbe and snline leagning
engagement. The study also concluded that personalized learning as an instructional approach
can provide positivenline learning experiences and support positive perceptions toward online
instructors. When the participants found that the course was designed to meet their interests and
needs, they were engaged and motivated to learn and perceived higher positevkeaniing
experiences. Students were satisfied with their learning experiences because they met their
learning needs and interests during the personalized cédmsast all students enjoyed their
personalized learningxperiences, which indicates students like this approach if it is
implemented accurately and effectively. However, more research investigating the effectiveness
of this approach on other dependent varial®eas, (selfdirected learning) is warranted.igt
recommended that online course designers consider designing online courses using personalized
|l earning as instructional approach to support

choices that will result in higher learning engagement acr@é&se motivation.

Chapter Summary

This chapter presented the results discussion, implications for educational practices,
limitations and delimitations, recommendations for future research, and results condlhsion.
study concluded that personalized learning as an instructional approach has an effect on graduate
s t u d e ndetsrininasiom,linfrinsic motivation, and online learning engagement. The study

concluded that the personalized course design model hpettdial to change the ois&ze
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fits-all course design that has been dominant in online learning programs. The findings of this
study have educational implications for online learning course design, personalization in higher
education, SDT in higher edaton and online learning courses, and online learning
engagement. The findings can inform online instructors and administrators about implementing

the personalized course design model that was investigated in this study.
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APPENDIX B. INTERVIE W PROTOCOL

Exploratory Questions:

1. Tell me about yourself.

What are your dreams for your career?

How would you describe yourself as an online learner?

Describe your learningpproach in online courses?

What are some challenges you have faced as a learner in higher eduoatioiiz
learning in particular?

What helps you succeed as an online learner?

How have instructors helped you engage with online learning?
What role dgpeers play in online learning?

What role does instructional content play in online learning?

10 Can you describe your learning experience in the EDCI 568 course?

absown

© 00N

Motivation , Demotivation, and Engagement:

1. Were there any motivating factors for you in this course?
a. What were those factors?
b. How were these factors motivating for you?

2. Were there any factors in the EDCI 568 course you found engaging?
a. What were those factors?
b. How were these factors engaging you?

3. Were there any factors of the course that were demotivating to you?
a. What were those factors?
b. How were these factors demotivating for you?

Self-Determination Theory Questions:
Terms and Efinitions:

During this part of the interview, | am going to provide you with a few terms and their

definitions and then ask you a few questions related to those terms.

1. Term and dfinition: Autonomy is a term that refers to the feeling that you have control
over you learning and you are an independent andrsgifilated learner.
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a. Do you think that the EDCI 568 course supported this feeling and allowed you to
take control of your learning and to be an independent andesgifated learner?

b. How did the EDCI 568 course support or how did the EDCI 568 course not
support your control and independence of learning?

2. Term and definition: Feeling of Competence refers to feeling confident in your capacities
and abilities to work in an environment.
a. Do youthinkthe EDCI 568 course supported your feelings of competence when
working on the course activities and assignments?
b. How did the EDCI 568 course support or how did the EDCI 568 course not
support your feeling of competence?
3. Term and definitionFeeling of relatedness refers to feelings of belonging to an
environment and connected with others in the course.
a. Do you feel that the EDCI 568 course supported your feeling relatedness
(belonging and connected)?
b. How did the EDCI 568 course or did naeipport your feeling of relatedness?
c. Were there any activities that helped you to feel relatédetinstructor? To
classmates? To the world around you?

Personalized Learning:

1. Term and definition: Personalized learning refers to instruction in which the pace of
learningand the instructional approach are optimized for the needs of each learner.
Specifically, the learning experience is tailoredetrningpreferences and the sjec
interests of differentearners

a. What do you think about the term “perso
b. What do you think about the term personalized learning in formal education?
c. What do you think about the term personalized learning in online learning?

Experience with Personalized Learning Course{Experimental Group only)
You already responded to 11 questions about your personalized learning in EDCI 568 course,
and here are several questions that will rely on these responses,

1. How did you learn what yoneeded from the 568 course?

2. You said this course did/did not help you to learn deeply, can you explain that further?

3. Can you think of the course activities or teaching strategies that supported your learning

preferences (e.g., videos, readings, weekly discussions, individual project)?

What do you think about the feedback that was provided in this course?

Did you find hat the course components were personalized to your learning needs?

6. How did the personalized learning options in this course meet/or not meet your learning
choices and interests?

ok
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7. You mentioned that you liked/disliked the three pathways design, so caxpiain why
did you like/dislike this design?

8. How did the course content align with your personal goals?

9. Did this course help you to take control of your learning? How?

10.Did you meet your personal goals for learning during this course?

Do you have any gigestions to improve this personalizskkarningcourse?
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APPENDIX C. SURVEYS

Pre-Control Questionnaire

What is your first name ?
What is your last name ?
What is your student ID number ?
Who is your instructor?

a. Dr. XXXXX

b. Dr. XXXXX

N .

Online Student Engagement
Please think about your engagement in pdsarningcourses and answer the following
guestions:

The response is a five LikerScale

1. Making sure to study on a regular basis

2. Putting forth effort

3. Staying up on the readings

4. Looking over course notes between getting online to make sure | understand the
material

5. Being organized

6. Taking good notes over readings, PowerPoints, or video lectures

7. Listening/reading carefully

8. Findingways to make the course material relevant to my life

9. Applying the course material to my life

10.Finding ways to make the course interesting to me

11.Really desiring to learn the material

12.Having fun in online chats, discussions or via email with the instroctother
students

13. Participating actively in smatiroup discussion forums

14.Helping fellow students

15. Getting a good grade

16.Doing well on the projects

17.Engaging in conversations online (chat, discussions, email)

18. Posting in the discussion forum regularly

19. Getting to know other students in the class
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Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction
Feelings | Have
Please read each of the following items carefully, thinking about how it relates to your
experience with pagtlearningcourses, and then indicatevhtrue it is for you. Use the
following scale to respond:

1. |feellike | am free to decide for myself how to learn what | needed from the

learningcourses.

| really liked the students | interacted with in #akearningcourses.

Often, | did not feel vy competent during the-learningcourses.

| felt pressured in the-learningcourses.

Students in the-learningcourses tell me | am good at what | do.

| got along with students | came into contact witle-learningcourses.

| pretty much keeptomysef and didn’'t have ealednmg of s

courses.

8. | generally felt free to express my ideas and opineslesrningcourses.

9. I consider the students | regularly interact with to be my friends.

10.1 had been able to learn interesting rekils in thee-learningcourses.

11.In thee-learningcourses, | frequently had to do what | was told.

12. Students in the-learningcourses cared about me.

13.Most days | felt a sense of accomplishment from what | did.

14. Students | interacted with in tledeaming courses tended to take my feelings into
consideration.

15.In thee-learningcourses, | did not get much of a chance to show how capable | am.

16. There were not many students that | was close to in-kb@reing courses.

17.1felt like | can pretty much be yself in my elearning courses.

18.The students | interacted with in théearning course regularly did not seem to like
me much.

19.1 often did not feel very capable.

20. There was not much opportunity for me to decide for myself how to do activities in
thee-learningcourses.

21. Students in the-karning courses were generally pretty friendly towards me.

NoakwnN

Demographics Items

1. What is your gender?
1 Male
1 Female
2. What is your age group?
1 1824(1)
1 2535(2)
1 3645(3)
1 46-55(4)
1 56 or older(5)



3. What is your graduate school level?
1 Ph.D. Level
1 Master Level
4. If you are working, what is the title of your current position?
5. What is the format of your program?
1 Faceto-face program
1 Online program
6. How many formak-learningcourses have you taken?
T 13(1)
135()
157(@3)
1 7-9(4)
1 9 or moreg(5)
7. How many LDTe-learningcourses have you taken?
T 13(1)
1 35(2)
157@3)
1 7-9(4)
1 9 or more(5)
8. How do you rate your PREVIOUS online learning experience?
1 Excellent
1 Very good
1 Good
1 Fair
1 Poor
9. How do you ratgzour educational technology proficiency?
1 Excellent
1 Very good
1 Good
1 Fair
1 Poor
Instructional Strategies Items

10. What were the most impactful assignment/strategies to your learning?
Readingg1)

Online discussioi2)

Individual project(3)

Group Project4)

Videos/medig5)

Video Tutorial(6)

= =42 =4 -8 -8 -9

PostControl Survey

5. What is your first name ?
6. What is your last name ?
7. What is your student ID number ?
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8. Who is your instructor?
a. Dr. XXXXX
b. Dr. XXXXX

Online Student Engagement
Please think about your engagement in your EDCI 568 course and answer the following
guestions:
The response is a five LikerScale

1. Making sure to study on a regular basis

2. Putting forth effort

3. Staying up on the readings

4. Looking over class notes between getting online to make sure | understand the
material

5. Being organized

6. Taking good notes over readings, PowerPoints, or video lectures

7. Listening/reading carefully

8. Finding ways to make the course material relevant to fay li

9. Applying the course material to my life

10.Finding ways to make the course interesting to me

11.Really desiring to learn the material

12.Having fun in online chats, discussions or via email with the instructor or other
students

13. Participating actively in smatiroup discussion forums

14.Helping fellow students

15. Getting a good grade

16.Doing well on the projects

17.Engaging in conversations online (chat, discussions, email)

18. Posting in the discussion forum regularly

19. Getting to know other students in the class

Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction
Feelings | Have
Please read each of the following items carefully, thinking about how it relates to your
experience with your EDCI 568 course, and then indicate how true it is for you. Use the

following scale to respond:

1. | feel like | am free to decide for myself how to learn what | needed frone-this
learningcourse.

| really liked the students | interacted with in thikarningcourse.

Often, | did not feel very competent during theikearningcourse.

| felt pressued in thise-learningcourse.

Students in thig-learningcourse tell me | am good at what | do.

abrwn



6.
7.1 pretty much keep to mysel f amianihgdn’t

8.
9.
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| got along with students | came into contact with in gilisarningcourse.

course.
| generally felt free to express my ideas and opinionsethlgarningcourse.

| consider the students | regularly interact with to be my friends iredleigrning
course.

10.1 had been able to learn interesting new skills in¢dearnirg course.

11.In thise-learningcourse, | frequently had to do what | was told.

12. Students in theourse cared about me.

13.Most days | felt a sense of accomplishment from what | did.

14. Students | interacted with in theslearningcourse tended to take my fewjs into

consideration.

15.In thise-learningcourse, | did not get much of a chance to show how capable | am.
16. There were not many students that | was close to iretleigrningcourse.

17.1 felt like 1 can pretty much be myself in tredearningcourse.

18.The students | interacted with in tledearningcourse regularly did not seem to like

me much.

19.1 often did not feel very capable.
20. There was not much opportunity for me to decide for myself how to do activities in

this e-learningcourse.

21. Students in thig-learningcourse were generally pretty friendly towards me.

Demographics ltems

How many hours did you spend per week on preparing/doing assignment for your
EDCI 568 course?

1 0-2 hours(1)

1 3-5 hours(2)

1 6-7 hours(3)

1 8-10 hourq4)

1 10 or more hourés)

How do you rate your CURRENT experience with #ilearningcourse?
1 Excellent

1 Very good

1 Good

1 Fair

1 Poor

How do you rate your educational technology proficiency?

1 Excellent

1 Very good

1 Good

1 Fair

1 Poor

h
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10.What is your last name
11.What is your student ID number

O) =A = —a —a —a —a (]
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How do you rate the course instructor of thisrse?
1 Excellent

1 Very good

1 Good

1 Fair

1 Poor

Instructional Strategies Items

What were the most impactful assignment/strategies to your learning?
Readingq1)

Online discussioii2)

Individual project(3)

Group Project4)

Videos/medig5)

Video Tutorial(6)

Are you willing to participate in an interview to discuss your experience further?
If you are, please provide your email address and we will contact you within the
next week.

Pre-Experiment group Questionnaire

What is youffirst name

12.Who is your instructor?

a. Dr. XXXXX
b. Dr. XXXXX

Online Student Engagement

Please think about your engagement in pdsarningcourses and answer the following

guestions:

The response is a five LikerScale

PwpnPR
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Making sure to study on a regular basis

Putting forth effort

Staying up on the readings

Looking over class notes between getting online to make sure | unddfstand
material

Being organized

Taking good notes over readings, PowerPoints, or video lectures
Listening/reading carefully

Finding ways to make the course material relevant to my life

Applying the course material to my life

O Finding ways to make the cournsgeresting to me
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11.Really desiring to learn the material

12.Having fun in online chats, discussions or via email with the instructor or other
students

13. Participating actively in smatiroup discussion forums

14.Helping fellow students

15. Getting a good grade

16.Doing well on the projects

17.Engaging in conversations online (chat, discussions, email)

18. Posting in the discussion forum regularly

19. Getting to know other students in the class

Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction
Feelings | Have
Please read each of the following items carefully, thinking about how it relates to your
experience with pagtlearningcourse, and then indicate how true it is for you. Use the
following scale to respond:

1. Ifeel like I am free to decide for myself howléarn what | needed from tlee

learningcourses.

| really liked the students | interacted with in #akearningcourses.

Often, | did not feel very competent during takearningcourses.

| felt pressured in the-learningcourses.

Students in the-learningcourses tell me | am good at what | do.

| got along with students | came into contact witledearningcourses.

| pretty much keep to myself aeldarnthg dn’ t h

courses.

8. | generally felt free to express ngeas and opinionslearningcourses.

9. | consider the students | regularly interact with to be my friends.

10.1 had been able to learn interesting new skills inetlearningcourses.

11.In thee-learningcourses, | frequently had to do what | was told.

12. Students in the-learningcourses cared about me.

13.Most days | felt a sense of accomplishment from what | did.

14. Students | interacted with in tledearningcourses tended to take my feelings into
consideration.

15.In thee-learningcourses, | did not getuh of a chance to show how capable | am.

16. There were not many students that | was close to in-kb@&eing courses.

17.1 felt like I can pretty much be myself in mylearning courses.

18.The students | interacted with in thdée@arning course regularly did not seem to like
me much.

19.1 often did not feel very capable.

20.There was not much opportunity for me to decide for myself how to do activities in
thee-learningcourses.

21. Students in the-learning courses were generally pretty friendly towards me.

NookwnN
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Demographics Items

. What is your gender?

1 Male

1 Female

. What is your age group?

1 1824

1 2535

1 3645

1 4655

1 56 or older

. What is your graduate school level?

1 Ph.D. Level

1 Master Level

. If you are working, what is the title of your current position?
. What is the format of your program?

1 Faceto-face program

1 Online program

. How many formak-learningcourses have you taken?
7 1-3

1 35

1 57

1 79

1 9 or more

. How many LDTe-learningcourses have yotaken?

7 1-3

1 35

1 57

1 79

1 9 or more

. How do you rate your PREVIOUS online learning experience?
1 Excellent

1 Very good

1 Good

1 Fair

1 Poor

. How do you rate your educational technology proficiency?
1 Excellent

1 Very good

1 Good

1 Fair

1 Poor
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Instructional Strategies Items

10.What were the most impactful assignment/strategies to your learning?
1 Readings

Online discussion

Individual project

Group Project

Videos/media
9 Video Tutorial

11.Please rank the most impactful assignments/stratégigsurlearning inEDCI
568based on the options below?

Readings

Online discussion

Individual project

Group Project

Videos/media

Video Tutorial

12. Are you willing to participate in an interview to discuss your experience further? If
you are, please provide your emaildress and we will contact you with in the next
week.

1
1
1
1

= =4 =4 -8 8 -9

PostExperimental Questionnaire

13.What is your first name ?
14.What is your last name ?
15.What is your student ID number ?
16.Whois your instructor?

a. Dr. XXXXX

b. Dr. XXXXX

Personalized Learning Items
Personalizede-learning rate items: Five Likert-Scale
Please think about your experiences in your EDCI 568 course and answer the following
guestions:

1. This course was personalizedmy learning needs.

2.1 liked the “three | earning pathways” des
3. The course content supported my learning choices.

4. The course used instructional strategies to facilitate my learning preferences.

5. The course content supported my learning interegtseisubject.

6. The course contents were aligned with my personal learning goals.

7. | received personalized rapid cycle feedback.

8. The course helped me to progress toward deeper learning.

9. | was an independent learner in this course.

10.The weekly discussiortelped me to reflect on my learning.
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11.1 met my personal learning goals during this course.

Online Student Engagement
Please thik about your engagement in your EDCI 568 course and answer the following
guestions:
The response is a five LikertScale

20.Making sure to study on a regular basis

21. Putting forth effort

22.Staying up on the readings

23.Looking over class notes between getting online to make sure | understand the
material

24.Being organized

25.Taking good notes over readings, PowerPoints, or video lectures

26. Listening/reading carefully

27.Finding ways to make the course material relevant to my life

28. Applying the course material to my life

29.Finding ways to make the course interesting to me

30.Really desiring to learn the material

31.Having fun in online chats, discussions or via email with the instructor or other
students

32. Participating actively in smafiroup discussion forums

33. Helping fellow students

34.Getting a good grade

35.Doing well on the projects

36.Engaging in conversations onligghat, discussions, email)

37.Posting in the discussion forum regularly

38. Getting to know other students in the class

Basic Psychological Need Satisfaction
Feelings | Have
Please read each of the following items carefully, thinking about how it relatearto
experience with your EDCI 568 course, and then indicate how true it is for you. Use the
following scale to respond:

| feel like | am free to decide for myself how to learn what | needed from this course.
| really liked the students | interacted withthis course.

Often, | did not feel very competent during this course.

| felt pressured in this course.

Students in this course tell me | am good at what | do.

| got along with students | came into contact with in this course.

| pretty much keep to myself and didn’
| generally felt free to express my ideas and opinions in this course.

| consider the students | regularly interact with to be my friends in this course.

©CoNo,rwNhE
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10.1 had been abl® learn interesting new skills in this course.

11.In this course, | frequently had to do what | was told.

12. Students in this course cared about me.

13.Most days | felt a sense of accomplishment from what | did.

14. Students | interacted with in tloeurse tendetb take my feelings into consideration.

15.1In this course, I did not get much of a chance to show how capable | am.

16. There were not many students that | was close to in this course.

17.1 felt like | can pretty much be myself in this course.

18.The students | ieracted with in this course regularly did not seem to like me much.

19.1 often did not feel very capable.

20. There was not much opportunity for me to decide for myself how to do activities in
this course.

21. Students in this course were generally pretty frietolyards me.

Demographics Items

1. How many hours did you spend per week on preparing/doing assignment for this
course?
1 0-2 hours
1 3-5hours
1 6-7 hours
1 8-10 hours
9 10 or more hours
How do you rate your CURRENT experience with this online course?
1 Excellent
1 Very good
1 Good
1 Fair
1 Poor
3. How do you rate your educational technology proficiency?
Excellent
Very good
Good
Fair
Poor
ow do you rate the course instructor of this course?
Excellent
Very good
Good
Fair
Poor

no
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Instructional Strategies Items

. What were the most impactful assignment/strategies to your learning?
Readings

Online discussion

Individual project

Group Project

Videos/media

Video Tutorial

. Please rank the most impactful assignments/stratégigsur onlinelearningbased
on the opions below?

Readings

Online discussion

Individual project

Group Project

Videos/media

Video Tutorial

. The overall quality of the of this course was:

1 Excellent

1 Very good

1 Good

1 Fair

1 Poor

. Do you have any comments that may improve personalized |leappaytunities
and practices in this course?

= =4 =4 -8 -8 9

= =4 =4 -8 8 -9
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