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Digital workplace learning has become a central mechanism for supporting competence 

development in contemporary organisations. While such systems are often promoted as flexible 

and efficient, limited research has critically examined how they function as governance 

mechanisms shaping responsibility, participation, power, and the sustainability of workplace 

learning practices. 

The aim of this study was to critically examine how digital workplace learning is governed 

within an organisational context, with particular focus on responsibility, participation, power, 

and sustainable learning conditions. The study adopted a qualitative case study design within an 

interpretivist research tradition. Empirical data were generated through semi-structured 

interviews conducted via Zoom and written questionnaire responses involving six participants 

representing employee, managerial, and HR-related roles. The data were analysed using 

reflexive thematic analysis and an abductive approach. 

The findings demonstrate that digital workplace learning redistributed responsibility onto 

employees, structured participation through organisational conditions, and embedded power 

within digital systems and workplace infrastructures. Participation and engagement in digital 

workplace learning were shaped by both access to digital technologies and organisational 

factors such as workload, managerial support, time availability, and professional 

responsibilities. The findings further show that the sustainability of workplace learning 

depended on broader organisational conditions rather than digital technologies alone. 

This study contributes to a deeper and more critical understanding of digital workplace learning 

as a governance practice. By integrating perspectives from governance theory, workplace 

learning, digital infrastructure, and sustainability, the study provides insights into how 

organisations can foster more equitable and sustainable workplace learning environments. 
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1.Introduction 

1.1 Hook and Background  

Digitalisation has fundamentally transformed how learning is organised in contemporary 

workplaces. This study examines a single case organisation within the financial service 

sector, characterised by high regulatory demands, advanced digital infrastructures, and strong 

expectations for continuous professional development. Digital workplace learning is deeply 

integrated into everyday work practices through platform-based learning systems and 

organisational learning requirements. This context provides a particularly relevant case for 

examining how digital workplace learning functions as both a pedagogical practice and a 

governance mechanism shaping responsibility, participation, power, and sustainability. 

Previous research has highlighted both the flexibility and efficiency of digital workplace 

learning, but fewer studies have critically examined how such systems function as 

governance practices shaping participation, responsibility, and power. The selected financial-

service context therefore provides a particularly relevant case for exploring how digital 

workplace learning is enacted within highly regulated and digitally mature organisational 

settings. 

Organisations increasingly rely on digital platforms to support continuous competence 

development, often presenting these systems as flexible and accessible solutions. However, 

despite their growing importance, digital workplace learning cannot be understood as a 

neutral or purely technical tool. Instead, these systems are embedded within organisational 

structures that shape how learning is accessed, experienced, and valued. 

From a critical perspective, digital workplace learning can be understood as part of broader 

governance processes that regulate behaviour, expectations, and professional development. 

Drawing on perspectives from Stephen J. Ball and Neil Selwyn, digital systems enable and 

structure learning while also shap responsibility and performance within organisations. This 

highlights the need to move beyond functional interpretations of digital learning and instead 

examine how these systems operate as mechanisms of governance. A functional perspective 

views digital learning as a tool for improving efficiency and performance, whereas a 

governance perspective examines how such systems regulate behaviour, shape expectations, 

and structure responsibility. 
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While workplace learning has traditionally been shaped through social interaction and 

situated practice, digitalisation introduces new forms of visibility, monitoring, and 

standardisation, without entirely replacing existing organisational dynamics. At the same 

time, existing dynamics related to power, access, and participation remain. This study 

therefore examined both what is transformed through digital workplace learning and what 

persists, in order to better understand how governance is reconfigured rather than entirely 

replaced. 

1.2 Research Problem and Justification 

While digital workplace learning is widely promoted as a solution for supporting employee 

development, existing research has often emphasised its efficiency, flexibility, and potential 

for enhancing organisational performance (Noe et al., 2014; Salas et al., 2012). However, 

increasing attention has been given to how digital workplace learning extends beyond 

technical implementation and becomes embedded within organisational structures influencing 

participation and professional practice (Orlikowski, 2007; Leonardi, 2013). 

Existing research has primarily focused on technological implementation and performance 

outcomes, whereas fewer studies critically examine digital workplace learning as an 

organisational and governance-related practice (Selwyn, 2016; Fenwick, 2015). This creates 

an important research gap concerning how digital systems shape access to learning, distribute 

responsibility, and influence employees’ opportunities for participation within organisational 

contexts. 

Research increasingly recognises that digital workplace learning is not neutral but shaped 

through organisational priorities, structures, and expectations (Selwyn, 2016; Fenwick, 2015). 

As organisations increasingly expect employees to engage in continuous learning through 

digital systems, questions emerge regarding who is responsible for learning, under what 

conditions participation becomes possible, and how organisational arrangements may enable 

or constrain engagement. 

Despite the widespread use of digital workplace learning systems, limited research has 

critically explored how these practices function as organisational mechanisms shaping 

responsibility, participation, and power relations in everyday workplace contexts. These 
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issues are particularly relevant when considering long-term engagement, equitable access, 

and the sustainability of workplace learning opportunities. 

This highlights the need for a more critical perspective on digital workplace learning as a 

governance practice rather than solely a technical or functional solution. Accordingly, this 

study addresses this gap by examining how responsibility, participation, power, and 

sustainability are organised and experienced within digital workplace learning contexts. 

1.3 Aim, Objectives, and Research Questions 

This study addresses the growing importance of understanding digital workplace learning not 

as a technological or pedagogical practice but as a governance phenomenon shaped by 

organisational conditions, digital infrastructures, and workplace expectations. The study 

therefore aims to critically examine how digital workplace learning is governed and 

experienced within an organisational context. More specifically, the study seeks to explore 

how responsibility, participation, power, and sustainable learning conditions are structured 

and negotiated through organisational and digital practices.  

To achieve this aim, the study examines organisational practices, digital learning systems, 

and participants’ experiences across different organisational roles. 

RQ1. How is digital workplace learning structured and governed through organisational 

practices, HR processes, and digital platforms? 

RQ2. How do employees experience and interpret expectations related to responsibility, 

participation, and sustainable engagement in digital workplace learning? 

RQ3. What governance mechanisms, tensions, power relations, and sustainability challenges 

emerge through digital workplace learning systems? 

1.4 Scope and Limitations 

This study was conducted as a small-scale qualitative case study within a single 

organisational context. The study focused on digital workplace learning practices and did not 

aim to provide generalisable findings. Instead, the study sought to generate context-sensitive 

and analytically rich insights. 
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Given the ten-week timeframe, the empirical material was based on a limited number of 

semi-structured interviews and written questionnaire responses involving employees, 

managers, and HR representatives. While this allows for in-depth exploration, it also means 

that the findings should be interpreted within the specific context of the case. 

The case organisation operates in a context where digital workplace learning systems are 

actively used to support continuous competence development. This makes it a relevant setting 

for examining how governance is enacted through digital infrastructures, particularly in 

relation to how learning is structured, accessed, and evaluated in everyday organisational 

practices. This study contributes both theoretically and empirically. Theoretically, it advances 

a governance-oriented understanding of digital workplace learning by integrating 

perspectives from digitalisation, workplace learning, and sustainability. Empirically, it offers 

context-sensitive insights into how governance mechanisms are experienced and negotiated 

in practice.  

Practically, the study contributed by demonstrating how organisations can design more 

equitable and sustainable digital learning environments, particularly in relation to 

responsibility, participation, and access. 

This study adopted a qualitative case study design situated within an interpretivist research 

tradition. Empirical data were generated through semi-structured interviews conducted via 

Zoom and written questionnaire responses. 

The data were analysed using reflexive thematic analysis and an abductive approach, 

enabling a dynamic interplay between empirical findings and theoretical concepts related to 

governance and digitalisation. 
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2. Literature Review 

This section reviews existing research on digital workplace learning, with a particular focus 

on governance, participation, and sustainability. Building on the analytical framework 

presented earlier, the review examines how learning is shaped through organisational 

structures, digital infrastructures, and workplace practices. It further introduces the theoretical 

perspectives that inform the study’s analytical lens and guide the interpretation of the 

empirical findings. 

Existing research on digital workplace learning has been conducted across diverse 

organisational and national contexts, including public sector organisations, higher education 

institutions, and private corporations. These contexts differ in terms of governance structures, 

digital maturity, and organisational expectations, which shape how digital learning systems 

are implemented and experienced. For example, studies in public sector contexts often 

emphasise standardisation and compliance, whereas private sector organisations may 

prioritise performance and efficiency. This highlights the importance of considering 

organisational and contextual conditions when analysing digital workplace learning. 

Previous research has shown that digital workplace learning is often associated with 

increased flexibility and accessibility, but also raises challenges related to engagement and 

organisational support (Noe et al., 2014, Salas et al., 2012).  

Recent research has increasingly examined digital workplace learning in relation to 

platformisation, governance, and post-pandemic work transformations. Studies highlight how 

digital learning platforms are not only tools for competence development but also 

mechanisms that structure organisational control and participation (e.g., Castañeda & Selwyn, 

2023; Decuypere & Landri, 2021). 

Furthermore, research on learning management systems (LMS) and digital platforms shows 

how algorithmic logics and data-driven monitoring influence how learning is tracked, 

evaluated, and legitimised within organisations (Williamson, 2021; Knox, 2020). These 

developments have intensified following the COVID-19 pandemic, where digital workplace 

learning became central to organisational resilience and continuous development. 
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This emerging body of research reinforces the need to understand digital workplace learning 

as a governance phenomenon, where technological systems actively shape organisational 

practices, expectations, and power relations. 

Digital workplace learning has increasingly been framed as a key mechanism through which 

organisations support competence development in contexts shaped by digitalisation. In this 

study, digital workplace learning is approached as a governance phenomenon that regulates 

how learning is organised and experienced within organisations, rather than being viewed 

solely as a pedagogical practice. 

A critical perspective on governance is central to this analysis. Drawing on Stephen J. Ball, 

governance is understood as operating through dispersed and often subtle mechanisms that 

regulate behaviour and expectations. Ball’s concept of performativity highlights how 

individuals are increasingly positioned as responsible for continuously demonstrating 

competence and improvement (Ball, 2003).  

This shift towards individual responsibility can be understood within broader neoliberal 

governance rationalities, where individuals are constructed as self-managing subjects 

responsible for their own continuous development and employability. In this sense, 

governance operates not only through external regulation but through the internalisation of 

expectations, aligning individual conduct with organisational objectives (Ball, 2003). 

Consequently, digital workplace learning can be seen as part of a wider transformation where 

organisational responsibility is partially displaced onto the individual. 

In digital workplace learning contexts, this shifts responsibility onto employees to actively 

engage with platforms and self-manage their learning trajectories. In this study, this 

perspective was used to analyse how digital systems function as mechanisms that align 

individual behaviour with organisational objectives, while simultaneously redistributing 

responsibility from organisational structures to individuals. 

This perspective is further developed through the work of Neil Selwyn, who argues that 

digital technologies should not be understood as neutral or inherently progressive. Instead, 

digital systems embed particular values and power relations that shape how learning is 

organised and experienced (Selwyn, 2016). From this viewpoint, digital workplace learning 

platforms can be understood as governance technologies that influence how employees 

access learning opportunities and how participation becomes visible within organisations. In 
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this study, Selwyn’s perspective provided a critical lens for examining how digital 

infrastructures may both enable and constrain participation, highlighting the tension between 

technological possibility and organisational control. 

To understand how these processes are enacted in practice, this study drew on workplace 

learning theory, particularly the work of Etienne Wenger. Wenger conceptualises learning as 

a process of participation within communities of practice, where access to knowledge and 

opportunities to engage are socially structured (Wenger, 1998). Similarly, Stephen 

Billett emphasises that workplace learning is inherently relational and dependent on 

opportunities for engagement provided by the organisation (Billett, 2001). These perspectives 

foreground participation as a central analytical lens. However, when read alongside 

governance theory, they also reveal a critical tension: while participation is often framed as 

an individual responsibility, it is in practice shaped and limited by organisational conditions. 

In this study, these theories were used to analyse how opportunities for participation in digital 

workplace learning are structured, enabled, and restricted within organisational contexts. 

The role of digital systems as organisational infrastructure is further illuminated by Susan 

Leigh Star, who conceptualises infrastructure as relational, often invisible, and embedded in 

everyday practices (Star, 1999). From this perspective, digital learning platforms are not 

merely tools but part of the underlying structures that shape what is possible within an 

organisation. Complementing this, Lucy Suchman highlights how technologies actively 

configure human action, emphasising that interactions with digital systems are shaped by 

design, assumptions, and embedded logics (Suchman, 2007). In this study, these perspectives 

were used to examine how digital infrastructures both enable certain forms of action while 

constraining others, thereby shaping how learning is enacted in practice. 

In addition, organisational learning perspectives provide insight into how learning is 

experienced and enacted within workplace settings. Victoria Marsick and Karen 

Watkins emphasise the importance of informal and incidental learning, which often occurs 

alongside formal structures and systems (Marsick & Watkins, 1990). This is particularly 

relevant in digital environments where learning is expected to be continuous and self-

directed. Furthermore, Donald Schön highlights how individuals engage in reflective practice 

to make sense of complex work environments (Schön, 1983). However, these perspectives 

also raise critical questions about the limits of individual adaptation in contexts where 

structural constraints remain unaddressed. In this study, they were used to analyse how 
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employees navigate and make sense of digital learning expectations within organisational 

conditions that may not equally support participation. 

Finally, the study was informed by perspectives on sustainability in education and workplace 

learning. Arjen Wals emphasises the importance of developing learning environments that 

support long-term, inclusive, and transformative learning processes (Wals, 2015). 

Similarly, Rolf Jucker argues that sustainable learning requires attention to systemic 

conditions rather than isolated interventions (Jucker, 2014). In this study, sustainability is 

therefore understood not only in environmental terms, but as the capacity of organisations to 

create equitable and enduring conditions for participation and competence development. 

Taken together, these theoretical perspectives form an integrated analytical framework for 

examining digital workplace learning as a form of governance. By bringing together 

governance theory, critical perspectives on digitalisation, workplace learning theory, and 

sustainability, this study analysed how digital systems operate as infrastructures of control 

and participation. More specifically, the framework is used to examine how governance 

mechanisms are enacted through digital systems and how they shape responsibility, access, 

and participation in workplace learning practices. These perspectives provide the foundation 

for the theoretical framework presented in the next section. 
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3. Background and Theoretical Framework 

Building on the literature reviewed in the previous chapter, this section develops the 

theoretical and conceptual foundations that guide the study’s analytical framework. The 

chapter clarifies how governance, participation, digital infrastructures, power, and 

sustainability are conceptualised and applied in interpreting digital workplace learning 

practices.  

3.1 Digitalisation and Governance 

To ensure analytical clarity, this study adopted specific definitions of its key concepts. 

Governance is understood as the mechanisms through which organisational behaviour, 

expectations, and responsibilities are structured (Ball, 2003). Participation refers to the 

conditions that enable meaningful engagement in workplace learning (Wenger, 1998; Billett, 

2001). Power is understood as embedded in organisational practices and digital 

infrastructures, influencing what becomes possible within everyday work (Selwyn, 2016; 

Suchman, 2007). Sustainability refers to the capacity to support learning over time and create 

conditions that enable continued participation (Wals, 2015; Jucker, 2014). These concepts 

guided the analysis and interpretation of the empirical material. 

Digitalisation has changed how workplace learning is organised in contemporary 

organisations. Rather than functioning as neutral tools, digital learning systems are embedded 

within organisational arrangements that influence how learning is experienced and how 

follow-up processes are carried out. From a governance perspective, digitalisation can be 

understood as a way of structuring expectations and responsibilities. Ball (2003) argues that 

governance operates through dispersed mechanisms that influence how individuals 

understand and perform their roles. In this context, employees are increasingly expected to 

manage their own learning and continuously develop their competence. Selwyn (2016) 

further argues that digital technologies are not neutral but reflect organisational priorities and 

assumptions. Digital learning platforms therefore influence employees' opportunities to 

participate in learning and affect what becomes visible within organisations. Together, these 

perspectives provide a foundation for understanding digital workplace learning as a 

governance phenomenon rather than merely a technical solution. 

3.2 Workplace Learning and Participation 
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Workplace learning is not solely an individual process but is shaped by social and 

organisational conditions. Opportunities to learn depend on access to resources and support 

within the organisation, while participation develops through practice. According to Wenger 

(1998), learning develops through participation in communities of practice, where 

competence is formed through engagement in shared activities. Similarly, Billett (2001) 

argues that opportunities for learning are influenced by organisational affordances, meaning 

that access to learning may vary depending on roles, responsibilities, and available resources. 

These perspectives suggest that participation cannot be understood simply as an individual 

responsibility. In digital workplace learning, opportunities for engagement depend on 

organisational conditions, including workload, support, and the time available for learning. 

This makes participation an important analytical concept in understanding how learning is 

experienced in practice. 

3.3 Digital Infrastructure and Power 

Digital workplace learning systems can be understood as organisational infrastructures that 

influence how learning activities are organised and implemented. Rather than functioning as 

neutral tools, these systems influence what employees are able to do and how learning 

activities are arranged. Star (1999) describes infrastructure as embedded in everyday 

practices and often invisible until it creates limitations or disruptions. From this perspective, 

digital learning platforms are part of the organisational environment that supports and 

organises learning activities. 

Suchman (2007) argues that technologies influence human action through their design and 

the assumptions embedded within them. Features such as mandatory modules and predefined 

learning paths, together with progress tracking, influence how employees engage with 

learning and which forms of participation receive greater attention. These perspectives 

highlight how power operates through digital infrastructures and organisational systems. 

Digital workplace learning therefore involves access to learning resources as well as 

organisational mechanisms that influence employees' participation and shape what becomes 

visible within the organisation. 

3.4 Sustainability in Digital Workplace Learning 
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Sustainability in workplace learning extends beyond environmental considerations and refers 

to the capacity to create equitable and long-term conditions for learning and competence 

development. In the context of digital workplace learning, sustainability involves examining 

whether learning systems support continuous participation and meaningful engagement over 

time. 

Wals (2015) emphasises that sustainable learning requires environments that foster 

participation, critical reflection, and shared responsibility. Similarly, Jucker (2014) argues 

that sustainability depends on systemic conditions rather than isolated interventions. This 

perspective underlines the importance of organisational structures, access to resources, and 

supportive practices for sustaining learning over time. In digital workplace learning contexts, 

sustainability raises questions about whether digital systems create equitable opportunities for 

participation or reinforce existing inequalities. Although digital platforms may increase 

access to learning materials, they do not automatically ensure inclusive or sustainable 

learning conditions. Instead, sustainability depends on how these systems are embedded 

within organisational practices. Factors such as time allocation, support structures, and access 

to resources influence whether learning can be maintained over time. 

3.5 Analytical Framework 

The analytical framework developed in this study integrates perspectives on governance, 

workplace learning, digital infrastructure, and sustainability to support the interpretation of 

digital workplace learning as a governance phenomenon. Rather than functioning as isolated 

concepts, these perspectives are analytically combined to examine how responsibility, 

participation, power, and sustainability are experienced within organisational contexts. The 

framework supports analysis of how responsibility is distributed, how participation takes 

place, and how power is embedded in digital systems. In addition, it provides a lens for 

examining how these dynamics relate to sustainable learning conditions, particularly in terms 

of equity, inclusion, and long-term engagement. 

This integrated approach allows digital workplace learning to be understood as a complex 

governance phenomenon shaped by organisational structures, technological systems, and 

broader socio-material conditions, rather than being viewed solely as a pedagogical practice. 

This framework directly informed the empirical analysis and reflexive thematic interpretation 

of interview and questionnaire data, guiding the analysis of findings related to governance, 

responsibility, participation, power, and sustainability.  
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As illustrated in Figure 1, the analytical framework conceptualises digital workplace 

learning as a governance system shaped by organisational and digital conditions. 

 

Figure 1. Author’s analytical framework illustrating how digital workplace learning is 

conceptualised as a governance system structuring responsibility, participation, power, and 

sustainability, shaped by organisational structures and digital infrastructures. The 

framework was developed drawing on Ball (2003), Selwyn (2016), Wenger (1998), Billett 

(2001), Star (1999), Suchman (2007), Wals (2015), and Jucker (2014). 

The analytical framework presented in Figure 1 functions as an analytical model developed 

for this study, synthesising perspectives from governance theory, workplace learning, digital 

infrastructure, and sustainability. Rather than representing a linear process, the model 

illustrates how organisational structures and digital infrastructures interact to shape 

responsibility, participation, power, and sustainability within digital workplace learning. The 

framework provided an analytical lens that guided both the empirical analysis and 

interpretation of findings, helping to identify how governance mechanisms were experienced 

and negotiated within the organisational context. 
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4. Methodology  

4.1 Research Design 

This study adopted a qualitative case study design to examine how digital workplace learning 

is governed within an organisational context, with particular attention to responsibility and 

participation, together with the role of power relations and sustainability. A qualitative 

approach was considered appropriate because the purpose was to explore how individuals 

experience and interpret organisational practices rather than measure predefined variables 

(Bryman, 2021, pp. 399–400). 

A case study design provided a context-sensitive understanding of complex organisational 

phenomena and made it possible to examine the research questions within their natural 

setting. The focus was on how digital workplace learning is structured (RQ1), experienced 

(RQ2), and influenced by organisational power relations and sustainability concerns (RQ3). 

Since these dimensions are socially constructed and context dependent, a case study offered 

favourable conditions for holistic analysis. 

This methodological choice is supported by Flyvbjerg (2006), who argues that case studies 

generate context-dependent knowledge that is essential for understanding human practices. 

Such knowledge can contribute to analytical generalisation through the study of strategically 

selected information-rich cases (Flyvbjerg, 2006, pp. 223–229). In the present study, the 

selected case offered suitable conditions for examining governance mechanisms in digital 

workplace learning. 

The methodological approach is consistent with the study’s theoretical position. Drawing on 

Ball (2003), governance is understood as operating through dispersed and often subtle 

mechanisms. Selwyn (2016) and Suchman (2007) further suggest that technologies embody 

particular values and power relations rather than functioning as neutral tools. A qualitative 

case study therefore provided a suitable framework for exploring how governance 

mechanisms are configured and experienced in practice. 

The study was conducted within an interpretivist tradition that emphasises meaning-making 

and participants’ subjective experiences. This perspective corresponds with the study’s aim of 

understanding governance as something that is not only formally organised but also 

interpreted and enacted by organisational actors. 
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4.2 Research Context and Participants 

The empirical study was conducted within a single organisational context where digital 

workplace learning systems are actively used. The case organisation operates within the 

financial service sector, which is characterised by high regulatory requirements and strong 

performance expectations. It is situated in a digitally mature environment where platform-

based learning has become integrated into everyday work practices. 

The organisation uses a structured Learning Management System (LMS) to provide 

mandatory and self-directed learning modules, reflecting a high level of digital maturity. This 

setting was considered particularly suitable for examining governance processes because 

digital infrastructures influence how learning is accessed and monitored. In addition, the 

organisation’s reliance on compliance-driven learning, continuous professional development, 

and digital monitoring practices made it a relevant context for exploring questions concerning 

responsibility, participation, and organisational power relations. 

The organisation was selected as an information-rich case suitable for examining governance 

processes in practice (Flyvbjerg, 2006, p. 229). Participants were recruited through purposive 

sampling to ensure relevant experience of digital workplace learning. The study involved six 

participants representing different organisational roles, including employees, managers, and 

HR representatives, thereby providing perspectives from several organisational levels 

(Bryman, 2021, pp. 418–419). 

The participant group consisted of two employees, two managers, and two HR 

representatives. Although limited in size, the sample was considered appropriate for a small-

scale qualitative case study and provided sufficient depth for exploring participants’ 

experiences (Bryman, 2021, p. 436). 

4.3 Data Collection 

Empirical data were generated through a combination of semi-structured interviews 

conducted via Zoom and written interview questionnaire responses. This qualitative approach 

provided flexibility and made it possible to capture participants’ experiences of digital 

workplace learning. Combining synchronous Zoom interaction with written responses created 

opportunities for elaboration and individual reflection. 
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Semi-structured interviews conducted via Zoom gave participants the opportunity to 

elaborate on their experiences and allowed follow-up questions when clarification was 

needed. This proved particularly valuable for exploring complex organisational processes 

(Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015, pp. 150–151). Using Zoom as a digital medium corresponded 

with contemporary qualitative research practices and facilitated interaction with participants 

working in different organisational roles and locations. 

Written questionnaire responses gave participants time to reflect before answering and often 

resulted in more considered responses. Combining the two forms of data collection provided 

methodological complementarity, as different formats contributed to a richer understanding 

of the phenomenon (Bryman, 2021, p. 392). The approach strengthened the empirical 

material by combining real-time interaction with more reflective responses. 

The study involved six participants representing employee, managerial, and HR perspectives. 

Interview and questionnaire questions were open-ended and designed in relation to the 

research questions. They focused on participants’ experiences and views regarding digital 

workplace learning practices. The questions addressed: 

• How digital workplace learning is structured and governed (RQ1)  

• How responsibility and participation are experienced (RQ2)  

• How power relations and sustainability challenges emerge (RQ3) 

4.4 Data Analysis 

The data were analysed using reflexive thematic analysis, following Braun and Clarke 

(2006), which supports the identification and interpretation of patterns across qualitative 

material (p. 79). An abductive approach was applied throughout, involving a continuous 

dialogue between the empirical material and the theoretical framework. The interview and 

questionnaire data were revisited throughout the analysis and interpreted in relation to 

concepts connected to governance, participation, responsibility, power, and sustainability. 

This iterative process allowed emerging patterns and tensions to be explored while 

maintaining both empirical grounding and theoretical depth. 

The analysis focused on four themes: 

1. Responsibility and self-governance 
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2. Participation and access 

3. Power and digital governance 

4. Sustainability and long-term engagement 

Following Flyvbjerg (2006), the purpose was not statistical generalisation but analytical 

generalisation, where the findings contribute to broader theoretical understandings of 

governance in digital workplace learning (p. 227). 

Particular attention was given to how governance mechanisms were experienced, negotiated, 

and sometimes challenged in practice, making it possible to examine both the opportunities 

and limitations associated with digital workplace learning. 

4.5 Validity and Trustworthiness 

To ensure the credibility and trustworthiness of the study, several strategies were employed 

(Bryman, 2021, pp. 393–394). 

First, triangulation of perspectives is achieved by including participants from different 

organisational roles. Second, the combination of interviews and questionnaire responses 

enhances data richness and allows for both depth and reflection. Third, a reflexive 

approach is maintained throughout the research process. As Flyvbjerg (2006) argues, case 

study research often strengthens validity by challenging initial assumptions through close 

engagement with empirical data (p. 237). 

The researcher acknowledges that prior academic knowledge and interest in digital workplace 

learning may influence both data interpretation and analytical focus. Rather than seeking to 

eliminate this influence, reflexivity is used as a resource to critically engage with the data. 

Throughout the research process, particular attention is given to how assumptions are 

challenged and how interpretations are grounded in empirical material. This reflexive stance 

strengthens the transparency and credibility of the study. 

4.6 Ethical Considerations 
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Ethical considerations are central to this study. Participants are informed about the purpose of 

the research and their right to withdraw at any time. Informed consent is obtained prior to 

participation. 

All data is treated confidentially, and participants are anonymised to protect their identities. 

The use of digital tools such as Zoom is managed in accordance with ethical research 

standards, ensuring secure handling and storage of data (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015, p. 95). 

4.7 Limitations 

This study was limited by its small-scale design and short timeframe. The findings are not 

intended to be statistically generalisable but rather to provide in-depth, context-specific 

insights. 

The combination of Zoom interviews and questionnaire responses may result in variations in 

data depth. While this represents a methodological limitation, an iterative and reflexive 

analytical approach was used to treat the different data sources as complementary and to 

support a richer interpretation of participants’ experiences. 

Use of AI tools 

AI tools (ChatGPT and Copilot) were used for language refinement and structural feedback 

during the writing process. All analytical decisions, theoretical framing, and final content 

remain the author’s responsibility.  
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5. Results 

This chapter presents the empirical findings generated through Zoom interviews and written 

questionnaire responses. The findings are organised around four interrelated themes 

identified through reflexive thematic analysis: responsibility, participation, digital systems 

and control, and sustainability. The chapter focuses on participants’ experiences and 

perspectives regarding digital workplace learning within the organisational context, while 

analytical interpretation is developed in the subsequent discussion chapter. 

5.1 Distribution of Responsibility  

This section presents how participants described responsibility for digital workplace learning 

within the organisation. The findings focus on how responsibility was distributed, 

experienced, and understood across different organisational roles. 

Participants generally described workplace learning as an expected and integrated part of 

professional life. However, participants differed in how responsibility for learning was 

understood and distributed. While some participants emphasised individual responsibility and 

self-management, others highlighted responsibility as shared between employees, managers, 

HR functions, and organisational structures. 

A recurring pattern across participant accounts was that responsibility for learning was 

understood as both an individual and organisational matter. Participants frequently 

emphasised that employees were expected to take initiative and complete required training 

while remaining engaged in competence development. At the same time, they stressed that 

organisations were responsible for providing learning opportunities together with the support 

needed to facilitate participation. 

The participant working within customer advisory services (P1) described workplace learning 

as an essential aspect of professional responsibility. Due to continuously changing banking 

regulations, customer expectations, and digital systems, the participant explained that 

employees must regularly update their knowledge and complete mandatory training activities. 

Learning was therefore described as a natural part of the professional role rather than an 

optional activity. The participant stated that it was “part of my responsibility to complete 

required training, stay updated regarding financial regulations, and continuously learn about 

new banking systems and services” (P1).  
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The Technology Specialist (P5) similarly emphasised individual responsibility for 

competence development. According to this participant, employees are expected to take 

ownership of their learning and actively engage with available learning opportunities. 

However, the participant also stressed that the organisation plays an important role in 

providing relevant training opportunities and guidance to help employees identify which 

learning activities are most valuable for their role and future development. Furthermore, the 

participant highlighted that workload and role-specific demands often influence employees’ 

ability to engage in learning activities. As the participant explained, “it is absolutely the 

individual’s responsibility to secure competence development” while organisational support 

remains important in guiding learning efforts (P5).  

At the same time, participants did not describe responsibility as entirely individual. Several 

participants explained that responsibility for workplace learning was shared between 

employees, managers, HR functions, and the organisation itself. 

The Client Executive (P2) viewed responsibility as distributed between employees and 

managers. According to this participant, employees are expected to actively prioritise 

learning and set aside time for competence development, while managers are responsible for 

following up participation and ensuring that learning remains a visible organisational priority. 

The participant described responsibility as “50/50”, emphasising that competence 

development depends both on employee engagement and managerial support (P2).  

A similar perspective was expressed by the Business Administrator (P3), who described 

responsibility as shared between the individual and the organisation. The participant 

explained that employees are expected to complete learning activities independently while 

managers, HR functions, and organisational structures provide support and create 

opportunities for development. This suggests that responsibility was understood as a 

collaborative process rather than belonging exclusively to either employees or the 

organisation.  

Participants in HR and strategic learning roles further emphasised the organisational 

dimension of responsibility. The HR/Learning Specialist (P4) described workplace learning 

as highly structured and continuously integrated into organisational life. According to this 

participant, employees are expected to complete approximately 42 hours of learning activities 

each year, supported by mandatory training modules, digital platforms, and organisational 
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resources. Learning was described as a central organisational priority intended to support 

continuous competence development.  

Similarly, the Strategic Learning Manager (P6) described responsibility as intentionally 

shared across different organisational levels. The participant explained that the organisation 

provides structures and learning opportunities, while employees are expected to engage with 

available resources and apply new knowledge in their daily work. According to this 

participant, effective workplace learning depends on maintaining a balance between 

organisational support and individual initiative.  

Although participants generally agreed that responsibility was shared, they also described 

challenges associated with maintaining engagement in practice. Several participants noted 

that digital workplace learning required active prioritisation and self-discipline, particularly 

when workloads increased. The Client Executive (P2) explained that digital learning offered 

flexibility but was often “easy to put it low on the to-do list” when other operational 

responsibilities became more pressing. This shows that responsibility for learning was often 

negotiated alongside competing workplace demands (P2).  

Overall, participants described responsibility for digital workplace learning as distributed 

across multiple organisational actors. While employees were expected to take ownership of 

their learning and development, participants consistently emphasised that meaningful 

participation depended on organisational support and managerial follow-up, together with 

access to relevant learning opportunities. Responsibility was therefore experienced neither as 

exclusively individual nor organisational. Instead, participants described it as a negotiated 

and shared process influenced by personal initiative as well as organisational conditions. 

5.2 Conditions for Participation 

This section presents how participants described conditions influencing participation in 

digital workplace learning. The findings indicate that participation in digital workplace 

learning depended on both digital access and organisational conditions, including workload, 

available time, and managerial support. 

Participants generally described digital workplace learning as accessible through digital 

platforms and online systems. Learning materials were available through organisational 

learning systems and could often be accessed during different parts of the workday. However, 
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participants consistently emphasised that access alone did not guarantee participation. 

Instead, engagement depended on organisational conditions and on whether employees had 

sufficient time and opportunities to prioritise learning within daily work. 

The Business Administrator (P3) described digital workplace learning as accessible and 

flexible because employees could access courses, webinars, and learning materials through a 

central learning management system. However, the participant emphasised that participation 

was influenced by several factors, including workload, available time, managerial support, 

access to suitable digital tools, and personal motivation. According to this participant, 

learning opportunities may be available to all employees, but actual participation depends on 

employees’ ability to engage with them in practice.  

Several participants viewed flexibility as one of the main advantages of digital workplace 

learning. The HR/Learning Specialist (P4) described learning as highly integrated into 

everyday work practices and explained that employees were generally allowed to participate 

in learning activities during working hours. Learning opportunities were described as 

continuously available and adaptable to departmental needs, making participation easier to 

combine with daily work responsibilities.  

At the same time, participants repeatedly highlighted workload as one of the most important 

factors influencing participation. The participant working within customer advisory services 

(P1) explained that digital learning was generally accessible but that practical opportunities to 

participate often depended on whether sufficient time could be created during the workday. 

Customer meetings, administrative tasks, and operational responsibilities frequently 

competed with learning activities, particularly during busy periods.  

A similar perspective was expressed by the Technology Specialist (P5), who explained that 

participation depended heavily on workload, managerial support, and the nature of 

employees’ work roles. According to this participant, employees with extensive client-facing 

responsibilities often found it difficult to allocate time for learning despite having access to 

learning resources. The participant therefore suggested that opportunities for participation 

varied considerably across different parts of the organisation.  

The Client Executive (P2) also described time management as a key challenge. While digital 

learning was viewed as flexible and accessible, the participant explained that learning 

activities frequently competed with other business-related responsibilities. Participation 
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therefore depended not only on access to learning systems but also on employees’ ability to 

prioritise learning despite demanding workloads and competing expectations.  

Participants further highlighted that equal access to digital learning platforms did not 

necessarily result in equal opportunities for participation. The Business Administrator (P3) 

argued that differences in workload, job roles, digital competence, and managerial support 

created varying conditions for engagement, despite employees having access to the same 

learning systems. Similarly, the Technology Specialist (P5) stated that participation 

opportunities were not entirely equal because some employees worked in highly structured 

environments with predefined learning requirements while others had greater flexibility to 

allocate time for learning activities.  

From a strategic perspective, the Strategic Learning Manager (P6) argued that participation 

opportunities varied despite equal formal access to digital platforms. According to this 

participant, employees’ opportunities to engage in learning activities continued to depend on 

operational pressures, managerial support, and role-specific demands. This suggests that 

participation was shaped not only by technological access but also by broader organisational 

conditions.  

The HR/Learning Specialist (P4) acknowledged that the organisation actively worked to 

provide equal learning opportunities across departments and roles. However, the participant 

also observed differences in employees’ attitudes towards digital learning, suggesting that 

personal preferences, previous experience, and levels of digital confidence could influence 

participation. In particular, the participant noted that some employees adapted more easily to 

digital learning environments than others.  

Overall, participants described participation in digital workplace learning as shaped through 

the interaction between technological access and organisational conditions. Meaningful 

engagement depended on sufficient time, managerial support, and opportunities to integrate 

learning into everyday work practices. While digital systems enabled participation, 

meaningful engagement depended upon employees having sufficient time, support, and 

opportunities to integrate learning into their everyday work practices. 
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5.3 Digital Systems and Control 

This section presents how participants described the role of digital systems in workplace 

learning. The findings highlight how digital systems not only organised workplace learning 

but also shaped expectations, monitoring practices, and organisational control regarding 

participation and completion. 

Participants generally described digital systems as central to the organisation of workplace 

learning. Learning platforms were used to provide training materials and mandatory courses 

while supporting competence development and follow-up of learning activities. across 

different organisational roles. Participants viewed these systems as important tools for 

ensuring that employees remained updated regarding regulations, organisational procedures, 

and professional requirements. 

The participant working within customer advisory services (P1) described mandatory digital 

learning as an established and expected part of everyday work. According to this participant, 

learning activities were closely linked to regulatory requirements and organisational 

expectations, making participation an essential aspect of maintaining professional 

competence. Digital systems therefore functioned as important mechanisms for ensuring 

compliance and continuous updating of knowledge.  

Similarly, the HR/Learning Specialist (P4) described digital learning platforms as key 

organisational tools for supporting continuous competence development. According to this 

participant, mandatory training requirements, annual learning expectations, and progress-

monitoring systems helped ensure that employees remained informed about organisational 

changes, new regulations, and updated work processes. The participant viewed monitoring 

functions as supportive structures that encouraged employees to engage in workplace 

learning on an ongoing basis.  

Several participants highlighted the practical benefits of tracking and monitoring functions. 

The Client Executive (P2) explained that progress-monitoring systems helped employees 

organise their learning activities and plan competence development more effectively. 

According to this participant, tracking tools were particularly useful when they were intuitive 

and easy to use, making it easier to follow learning plans and monitor personal progress.  
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A similar perspective was expressed by the Business Administrator (P3), who described 

tracking and progress-monitoring functions as useful organisational tools that increased 

awareness of completed and outstanding learning activities. According to this participant, 

these features helped employees remain organised and complete required training within 

specified timeframes.  

At the same time, participants did not describe digital systems as entirely neutral learning 

tools. Several participants suggested that digital systems also shaped employee behaviour by 

defining what learning activities should be completed, when they should be completed, and 

how participation was monitored. In this sense, digital systems not only supported learning 

but also structured expectations and organisational control. 

The Technology Specialist (P5) explained that mandatory learning modules were generally 

viewed as requirements that employees simply needed to complete. While reminder systems 

and progress tracking supported compliance, the participant suggested that these functions 

did not necessarily increase engagement with learning itself. Instead, they primarily ensured 

that employees fulfilled organisational requirements and achieved expected learning targets.  

Several participants also described tensions between completion and meaningful learning. 

The participant working within customer advisory services (P1) explained that some 

mandatory learning activities risked becoming requirements to complete rather than 

opportunities for deeper reflection or professional development. Similarly, the Client 

Executive (P2) suggested that digital learning could sometimes be experienced as something 

employees completed to satisfy organisational expectations rather than as a meaningful 

learning experience. These accounts indicate that digital systems occasionally encouraged 

compliance-oriented behaviours more strongly than reflective engagement.  

From a strategic perspective, the Strategic Learning Manager (P6) highlighted both the 

strengths and limitations of monitoring systems. According to this participant, tracking 

functions and mandatory modules were important for ensuring accountability and 

maintaining organisational standards. However, the participant also argued that excessive 

focus on completion and compliance could reduce intrinsic motivation if learning became 

associated primarily with fulfilling requirements rather than meaningful development.  

The Strategic Learning Manager (P6) further described digital platforms as the operational 

backbone of workplace learning. Beyond providing access to learning content, the platforms 
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generated data that enabled organisational follow-up, evaluation, and decision-making 

regarding competence development. This illustrates how digital systems functioned not only 

as learning tools but also as mechanisms supporting organisational governance and oversight.  

Overall, participants described digital systems as both enabling and regulating workplace 

learning. While digital platforms improved access to learning resources, supported 

competence development, and facilitated monitoring, they also shaped participation through 

organisational expectations, progress tracking, and requirements for completion. Digital 

workplace learning was therefore experienced not only as a learning resource but also as part 

of broader organisational structures of coordination and control. 

5.4 Sustainability and Engagement Over Time 

This section presents how participants described long-term engagement and sustainability in 

digital workplace learning. The findings highlight how sustained participation in digital 

workplace learning depended upon organisational support, available time, and the extent to 

which learning remained relevant to everyday work practices. 

Participants generally viewed digital workplace learning as necessary and professionally 

relevant, particularly in relation to organisational change, digital development, and evolving 

workplace requirements. Continuous competence development was frequently described as 

an expected and important aspect of professional life rather than an optional activity. 

The participant working within customer advisory services (P1) described ongoing learning 

as essential for remaining competent within a rapidly changing banking environment. 

According to this participant, changing regulations, new digital systems, and evolving 

customer expectations required employees to continuously update their knowledge and skills. 

Learning was therefore viewed as an important part of maintaining professional relevance 

and ensuring high-quality service delivery.  

Similarly, the HR/Learning Specialist (P4) described continuous learning as a central 

organisational priority. The participant explained that learning activities were regularly 

updated in response to changes in legislation, digital tools, and organisational processes. 

According to this participant, long-term sustainability depended on maintaining employees’ 

competence over time and ensuring that learning opportunities remained accessible and 

relevant to changing workplace demands.  
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While participants generally recognised the value of continuous learning, they also 

emphasised that long-term engagement could not be taken for granted. Several participants 

explained that sustained participation depended heavily on organisational conditions rather 

than individual motivation alone. 

The participant working within customer advisory services (P1) explained that workload and 

competing responsibilities often affected opportunities to participate in learning activities. 

Although digital learning platforms offered flexibility, actual engagement depended on 

whether employees could realistically create time for learning during busy working days. 

According to this participant, sustainability therefore depended not only on access to learning 

resources but also on organisational support and practical opportunities to participate.  

A similar perspective was expressed by the Technology Specialist (P5), who described digital 

learning as highly flexible because training materials could be accessed from different 

locations and at different times. However, the participant also highlighted that long-term 

sustainability depended on choosing appropriate learning formats. The participant described a 

recent instructor-led programme conducted through digital platforms as particularly valuable 

because it created opportunities for networking, discussion, and sharing best practices across 

different parts of the organisation. This suggests that sustainable workplace learning may 

require a combination of digital and collaborative learning approaches rather than relying 

exclusively on self-directed online modules.  

The Client Executive (P2) also linked sustainability to employees’ ability to prioritise 

learning over time. According to this participant, digital learning offers considerable 

flexibility but requires self-discipline and clear organisational expectations. Learning 

activities were often easy to deprioritise when business demands increased, making 

managerial follow-up and organisational commitment important for sustaining engagement. 

The participant further argued that sustainable learning depends on creating long-term habits 

where learning becomes a normal part of everyday work rather than an additional 

responsibility.  

Participants also highlighted differences in how employees experienced digital workplace 

learning. The HR/Learning Specialist (P4) observed that employees adapted differently to 

digital learning environments. While some employees embraced digitalisation and new 

learning technologies, others preferred more traditional approaches to learning and workplace 



 

27 
 

development. According to this participant, these differences influenced how employees 

engaged with learning opportunities and therefore affected the sustainability of digital 

workplace learning initiatives over time.  

The Business Administrator (P3) similarly argued that the current approach to digital 

workplace learning was not equally sustainable for all employees. According to this 

participant, employees with sufficient time, digital competence, and organisational support 

were generally better positioned to engage in continuous learning. In contrast, employees 

experiencing heavy workloads or limited flexibility faced greater challenges in maintaining 

long-term participation. The participant suggested that if such differences remained 

unaddressed, they could contribute to unequal participation and learning fatigue over time.  

From a strategic perspective, the Strategic Learning Manager (P6) argued that sustainability 

depended on the continued development of digital workplace learning systems. According to 

this participant, organisations must reduce unnecessary learning activities, improve relevance 

and personalisation, and integrate learning more effectively into everyday work processes. 

The participant emphasised that learning should not be experienced as an additional task but 

as a natural and meaningful part of professional practice.  

Overall, participants described sustainability as dependent upon organisational support, 

managerial encouragement, available time, relevance of learning content, and the extent to 

which learning could be integrated into everyday work practices. While digital technologies 

enabled continuous access to learning opportunities, long-term engagement depended on 

broader organisational conditions rather than digital systems alone. 

5.5 Summary of Findings 

This chapter has presented the empirical findings concerning digital workplace learning 

within the organisational context. Across participant groups, digital workplace learning was 

described as embedded within organisational expectations, professional responsibilities, 

digital systems, and everyday workplace practices. The findings demonstrated that 

responsibility for workplace learning was experienced as a negotiated and shared process 

involving employees, managers, HR functions, and organisational structures. While 

employees were expected to take initiative and actively engage in competence development, 

organisational support, guidance, and managerial follow-up were consistently described as 

important conditions for learning participation. 
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The findings further showed that participation in digital workplace learning depended on 

more than formal access to digital systems. Workload, time availability, managerial 

encouragement, professional responsibilities, and role-specific conditions strongly influenced 

employees’ opportunities to engage in learning activities. Participation was therefore 

described as shaped not solely by technological access but by broader organisational and 

professional conditions that enabled or constrained engagement in practice. 

Participants also described digital workplace learning systems as central organisational tools 

used to organise learning, monitor participation, and support competence development. 

Mandatory learning modules, digital tracking systems, and organisational learning 

requirements shaped how learning activities were carried out and followed up within 

everyday work practices. Digital systems were therefore described as both enabling and 

regulating workplace learning activities, supporting access and development while 

simultaneously structuring expectations, accountability, and participation. 

Finally, participants highlighted that long-term engagement in digital workplace learning 

depended upon organisational support, available time, manageable workload conditions, and 

meaningful connections between learning activities and professional practice. Sustainable 

engagement was not viewed as a consequence of digital technologies alone but as dependent 

on how learning was integrated into everyday work and supported by organisational 

structures. Taken together, the findings illustrate that digital workplace learning was 

experienced as socially and organisationally embedded rather than individually or 

technologically determined. Learning participation, engagement, and sustainability were 

shaped through interactions between organisational expectations, digital systems, managerial 

support, and everyday work conditions. 

These findings provide the empirical foundation for the discussion chapter, where the results 

are interpreted in relation to governance, participation, power, and sustainability. 
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6. Discussion 

6.1 Digital Workplace Learning as Governance 

The findings of this study suggest that digital workplace learning should not be understood 

merely as a neutral learning resource or technological support tool. Rather, it functions as a 

form of governance that shapes how learning is organised, prioritised, and enacted within the 

organisation. Participants consistently described learning as embedded within organisational 

expectations, digital systems, and professional responsibilities, indicating that workplace 

learning was governed through a combination of technological, organisational, and social 

mechanisms. 

This interpretation supports and extends the study’s theoretical starting point and aligns with 

Ball’s (2003) argument that governance increasingly operates through dispersed and often 

subtle mechanisms rather than direct managerial control. Rather than relying primarily on 

supervision or enforcement, governance appeared to operate through expectations that 

encouraged employees to take responsibility for their own learning and competence 

development. Although participants frequently described learning as an individual 

responsibility, the findings demonstrated that this responsibility was continuously shaped by 

organisational structures, managerial expectations, and digital learning systems. The findings 

further suggest that governance was embedded within everyday work practices through 

processes of self-regulation. Participants described learning as something that employees 

were expected to prioritise, manage, and integrate into their daily work, even when workloads 

were high. This indicates that governance operated not only through formal learning 

requirements but also through expectations concerning self-discipline, accountability, and 

continuous professional development. In this sense, employees were encouraged to regulate 

their own behaviour in ways that aligned with organisational goals and expectations. 

At the same time, the findings support Selwyn’s (2016) critical perspective on digitalisation. 

Rather than functioning as neutral infrastructures, digital learning systems appeared to shape 

participation, visibility, and recognition in ways that reflected organisational priorities and 

embedded power relations. Participants described how digital platforms organised learning 

opportunities, monitored participation, and structured expectations regarding competence 

development. These systems therefore functioned simultaneously as support mechanisms and 

governance technologies, enabling learning while also influencing how employees 
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understood and enacted acceptable professional conduct. The findings also indicate that 

governance within digital workplace learning extended beyond formal policies and 

procedures. Organisational expectations became embedded within digital platforms, 

mandatory learning requirements, managerial follow-up processes, and everyday work 

routines. As a result, governance appeared less as an external force imposed upon employees 

and more as a set of practices integrated into daily professional life. Learning was therefore 

not only organised through digital systems but also through the norms, expectations, and 

values that these systems helped to reinforce. 

Taken together, these findings suggest that digital workplace learning should be understood 

as a governance technology embedded within organisational life. Digital systems structured 

not only access to learning but also employees’ priorities, responsibilities, and professional 

identities through subtle yet influential processes of regulation and self-management. This 

reinforces the argument that digital workplace learning is not simply a matter of technology 

adoption but a governance process through which organisational objectives, participation, and 

professional conduct are continuously shaped and negotiated. 

6.2 Self-Governance and Distributed Responsibility 

The findings illustrate how responsibility for digital workplace learning was distributed 

across both individuals and organisational structures. Although participants frequently 

described learning as requiring personal initiative and active engagement, responsibility was 

not experienced as entirely individual. Instead, responsibility emerged as negotiated and 

shared between employees, managers, HR functions, and organisational systems. 

This finding aligns closely with Ball’s (2003) concept of performativity and dispersed 

governance. Rather than relying primarily on direct managerial supervision, governance 

operated through expectations encouraging employees to continuously maintain competence, 

adapt to organisational change, and actively manage their own development. Digital 

workplace learning therefore functioned not merely as a support mechanism but as part of 

broader organisational governance shaping how professional responsibility was understood 

and enacted. The findings suggest that employees increasingly internalised responsibility for 

learning as part of professional identity and everyday work practice. Participants frequently 

referred to discipline, prioritisation, and the need to independently manage learning alongside 

competing responsibilities. 
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This was reflected in participants’ descriptions of responsibility as “50/50” (P2) and “clearly 

shared” (P3), illustrating how responsibility for learning was experienced as negotiated and 

distributed across employees, managers, HR functions, and organisational systems. Rather 

than being understood as either an individual or organisational responsibility, learning 

emerged as a relational process requiring continuous interaction between different 

organisational actors. This reflects Ball’s (2003) argument that governance often operates 

through self-regulation and internalised expectations rather than explicit control alone. At the 

same time, the findings reveal important tensions within this shift towards self-governance. 

While employees were expected to regulate and prioritise their own learning, their 

opportunities to do so remained strongly influenced by organisational conditions, including 

workload, time availability, managerial support, and access to learning resources. 

Responsibility therefore emerged as simultaneously individualised and organisationally 

conditioned. 

This interpretation further resonates with Selwyn’s (2016) critical perspective on 

digitalisation. Digital learning systems did not function as neutral infrastructures but 

contributed to shaping how responsibility, participation, and professional competence were 

understood within organisational contexts. Governance therefore operated simultaneously as 

support and regulation, creating opportunities for development while also structuring 

expectations regarding acceptable professional behaviour. The findings therefore suggest that 

self-governance in digital workplace learning should not be interpreted simply as autonomy 

or empowerment. Instead, it reflects a negotiated and organisationally embedded process in 

which employees are encouraged to regulate their own learning while remaining dependent 

upon broader organisational support and working conditions. 

6.3 Participation, Access and Organisational Conditions 

The findings demonstrate that participation in digital workplace learning cannot be 

understood solely in terms of access to digital systems. Although employees formally had 

access to digital learning platforms, meaningful participation remained strongly influenced by 

organisational conditions, professional responsibilities, and everyday work demands. 

This finding aligns closely with Wenger’s (1998) understanding of learning as participation 

within socially and organisationally structured practices. Participation emerged not simply as 

an individual choice or matter of motivation but as dependent upon opportunities created 
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within organisational environments. Employees’ experiences suggest that participation was 

negotiated within workplace conditions rather than equally guaranteed through technological 

access alone. 

Similarly, Billett’s (2001) concept of organisational affordances provides an important 

analytical lens for understanding the findings. Organisational environments offered different 

levels of support, flexibility, and opportunity for learning participation depending upon 

professional role and workplace context. Participants working in HR-related and strategic 

roles generally described stronger integration between learning and daily work, whereas 

employees in customer-facing and operational roles more frequently experienced tensions 

between learning expectations and workload pressures. This unevenness highlights an 

important distinction between formal access and practical participation. Digital platforms 

technically expanded access to learning opportunities, yet participants consistently described 

how meaningful participation remained dependent on workload, managerial support, 

professional responsibilities, and available time. This suggests that equal access did not 

necessarily translate into equal opportunities for engagement. Instead, participation continued 

to be shaped by organisational conditions that enabled some employees to engage more easily 

than others. 

The findings therefore challenge assumptions that digital learning systems automatically 

promote inclusion and equal participation. This was reflected in participants’ descriptions of 

participation as dependent on workload, managerial encouragement, and whether time could 

realistically be created during the workday. As participants working in customer-facing roles 

explained, flexibility often existed “in theory” rather than automatically translating into 

meaningful participation. While digitalisation may broaden formal access, employees’ 

experiences suggest that organisational structures continue to shape who is able to engage 

meaningfully and under what conditions. This interpretation also resonates with Selwyn’s 

(2016) critical perspective on digitalisation. Digital technologies did not eliminate 

organisational inequalities but often reflected and reproduced existing workplace conditions 

and power relations. Consequently, digital workplace learning should not be understood 

solely as an inclusive technological solution but as a practice embedded within broader 

organisational realities. The findings therefore suggest that participation in digital workplace 

learning was structured, conditional, and organisationally situated. Meaningful engagement 
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depended not merely upon digital access but upon supportive organisational conditions and 

equitable opportunities for participation. 

6.4 Digital Systems, Infrastructure and Power 

The findings demonstrate that power within digital workplace learning operated not primarily 

through direct managerial control but through digital systems, organisational routines, and 

embedded learning infrastructures. Digital workplace learning systems structured how 

learning was organised, monitored, and prioritised within everyday organisational practice. 

This interpretation aligns closely with Selwyn’s (2016) critical perspective that digital 

technologies are never neutral but embed organisational values, assumptions, and power 

relations. The findings suggest that digital learning systems shaped not only access to 

learning but also visibility, participation, and recognition of competence. Learning platforms 

therefore operated as governance technologies influencing how employees engaged with 

organisational expectations. The findings further resonate with Suchman’s (2007) perspective 

that technologies actively configure human action. Digital systems did not merely support 

learning activities but contributed to shaping behaviour through predefined learning paths, 

mandatory modules, progress monitoring, and compliance-related expectations. Employees’ 

learning practices were therefore organised through technological arrangements that 

structured possible actions and participation patterns. 

The findings also revealed a tension between compliance and meaningful learning. While 

monitoring systems, mandatory learning modules, and progress tracking supported 

accountability and organisational oversight, participants also suggested that learning activities 

could sometimes become associated with completion rather than reflection or professional 

development. This indicates that digital systems may simultaneously enable and constrain 

learning experiences, directing attention towards measurable participation while potentially 

limiting opportunities for deeper engagement. From this perspective, digital workplace 

learning systems function not only as infrastructures for learning but also as mechanisms that 

shape what forms of learning become visible, valued, and recognised within the organisation. 

Similarly, Star’s (1999) understanding of infrastructure provides an important lens for 

interpreting the findings. Digital workplace learning systems appeared embedded within 

everyday organisational routines and often became visible primarily through their organising 

and monitoring functions. Rather than functioning as external tools, learning platforms 
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operated as infrastructural elements shaping how workplace learning was enacted and 

experienced. 

The findings therefore suggest that power within digital workplace learning was exercised 

through subtle and embedded mechanisms rather than explicit supervision alone. Governance 

operated through organisational systems that structured participation, monitored engagement, 

and defined what counted as legitimate learning and professional competence. At the same 

time, participants largely accepted these systems as normal and necessary, particularly within 

a highly regulated organisational context. This highlights how governance through digital 

infrastructure may become normalised within professional life, shaping behaviour and 

expectations without necessarily being experienced as coercive. The findings therefore 

reinforce the view that digital workplace learning should be understood not simply as a 

learning support system but as an organisational infrastructure through which power, 

regulation, and professional conduct are structured and maintained. 

6.5 Sustainability and Organisational Learning Conditions 

The findings suggest that sustainability in digital workplace learning depended on 

considerably more than technological access or the continued availability of digital systems. 

Long-term engagement emerged as closely connected to organisational support, manageable 

workload conditions, and opportunities for meaningful participation over time. 

This interpretation aligns closely with Wals’ (2015) perspective that sustainable learning 

environments require participation, organisational commitment, and supportive conditions 

rather than isolated learning interventions. Participants’ experiences suggest that 

sustainability was not automatically achieved through digitalisation itself but depended upon 

how learning was integrated and supported within organisational life. Similarly, Jucker’s 

(2014) argument concerning sustainability and systemic conditions becomes particularly 

relevant. The findings indicate that employees’ opportunities to sustain engagement were 

strongly shaped by broader organisational arrangements, including workload distribution, 

managerial encouragement, available time, and access to relevant learning opportunities. 

Sustainability therefore emerged not as an individual achievement but as an organisational 

condition requiring ongoing support. This became visible in participants’ descriptions of 

sustainability as dependent on workload management, managerial support, and the possibility 

of allocating dedicated time for learning. Rather than emerging automatically through digital 
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systems, sustainable participation depended upon organisational conditions that enabled 

learning to be maintained over time. 

The findings further suggest that sustainability depended upon employees’ ability to balance 

learning expectations with everyday work responsibilities. Participants frequently described 

situations in which learning competed with operational demands, indicating that long-term 

engagement could not be maintained through motivation alone. Sustainable workplace 

learning therefore required organisational conditions that allowed learning to be integrated 

into daily work rather than positioned as an additional responsibility alongside existing tasks. 

The findings also reveal important differences between employees’ experiences of long-term 

engagement. Participants with greater flexibility, stronger digital confidence, or more 

supportive organisational conditions generally experienced digital workplace learning more 

positively, whereas employees facing operational pressures and competing demands appeared 

more vulnerable to disengagement and learning fatigue. This unevenness highlights that 

sustainable workplace learning cannot be reduced to the technical functionality of digital 

systems alone. Digital platforms created opportunities for continuous competence 

development, but meaningful and sustained engagement depended upon organisational 

environments capable of supporting participation over time. 

This interpretation further resonates with Selwyn’s (2016) critical perspective on 

digitalisation. Digital systems did not automatically create equitable or sustainable learning 

conditions but operated within existing organisational structures that could either support or 

constrain participation. Sustainability therefore depended not only upon technological design 

but also upon organisational priorities and workplace realities. The findings therefore suggest 

that sustainability in digital workplace learning should be understood as an organisational 

achievement rather than a technological outcome. Long-term learning depended upon 

supportive leadership, equitable participation conditions, manageable workloads, and 

continued organisational commitment to professional development. 

6.6 Overall Interpretation 

Taken together, the findings demonstrate that digital workplace learning operates as a 

complex organisational phenomenon shaped through the interaction between governance 

structures, digital infrastructures, and employees’ everyday professional practices. Rather 

than functioning merely as a neutral learning support tool, digital workplace learning 
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emerged as a governance practice influencing how responsibility, participation, competence 

development, sustainability, and professional behaviour were organised and experienced. 

The study illustrates how governance operated through both explicit organisational 

expectations and more subtle mechanisms of self-regulation embedded within digital systems 

and workplace culture. Employees were expected to remain continuously competent, 

professionally updated, and responsible for managing their own learning while 

simultaneously navigating organisational pressures and unequal participation conditions. At 

the same time, responsibility for learning was not experienced as entirely individual but 

emerged as negotiated and shared between employees, managers, HR functions, and 

organisational systems. The findings further reveal important tensions within digital 

workplace learning. While digital platforms created opportunities for flexibility, accessibility, 

and continuous competence development, they also generated expectations concerning 

responsibility, monitoring, compliance, and self-management. Similarly, while learning 

opportunities were formally available to employees, meaningful participation remained 

strongly dependent upon workload, managerial support, available time, and broader 

organisational conditions. Digital learning therefore functioned simultaneously as both 

support and regulation within organisational life. 

By integrating governance theory, workplace learning perspectives, and critical 

understandings of digitalisation, this study contributes to a deeper understanding of how 

digital workplace learning is organised, governed, and experienced within contemporary 

organisations. The findings demonstrate that digital workplace learning cannot be fully 

understood in technical or pedagogical terms alone but must be interpreted in relation to 

organisational power relations, participation structures, responsibility arrangements, and 

broader working conditions. 

Taken together, the study reinforces the view that digital workplace learning should be 

understood as a governance practice that simultaneously enables, structures, and regulates 

workplace learning within contemporary organisations. Sustainable participation and 

competence development depended not only on digital technologies but also on 

organisational conditions that supported meaningful engagement, equitable participation, and 

long-term learning over time. 
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6.7 Limitations of the Study 

While this study provides valuable insights into digital workplace learning as a governance 

practice, several limitations should be acknowledged. 

First, the study was conducted as a small-scale qualitative case study within a single 

organisational context. Although this design enabled detailed and context-sensitive 

understanding, it also limits the transferability of the findings beyond the specific 

organisational setting. The relatively small number of participants restricted the breadth of 

perspectives represented and may not fully reflect the diversity of experiences across wider 

organisational contexts. 

Second, the combination of Zoom interviews and written questionnaire responses created 

variation in the depth and detail of the empirical material. Interviews generally provided 

richer and more nuanced accounts, whereas questionnaire responses sometimes offered 

shorter and less detailed reflections. Although both methods contributed valuable 

perspectives, differences between data sources may have influenced the level of interpretive 

depth. 

Third, the study focused primarily on participants’ experiences and interpretations of digital 

workplace learning. Consequently, the analysis reflects subjective organisational experiences 

rather than objective measurements of learning outcomes, organisational effectiveness, or 

performance indicators. Alternative methodological approaches may therefore have produced 

different forms of knowledge and interpretation. 

These limitations should, however, be understood in relation to the study’s interpretivist and 

qualitative orientation. The purpose of the research was not statistical generalisation but the 

generation of theoretically informed and context-sensitive understanding of how digital 

workplace learning is organised, governed, and experienced within a specific organisational 

setting. Despite these limitations, the study contributes important analytical insights into 

digital workplace learning as a governance practice and highlights relevant directions for 

future research. Future studies could examine how governance mechanisms operate across 

different organisational sectors, compare how responsibility, participation, and learning 

conditions are organised across organisational contexts, or explore how digital workplace 

learning governance develops over time through longitudinal research designs. 



 

38 
 

7. Conclusion 

This study examined how digital workplace learning is governed within an organisational 

context and how employees, managers, and HR representatives experience and interpret 

governance practices related to workplace learning. Through an interpretivist qualitative case 

study, the study explored how digital workplace learning is organised, experienced, and 

sustained within everyday organisational life. 

In relation to RQ1, the findings demonstrate that digital workplace learning was governed 

through a combination of digital systems, organisational structures, managerial practices, and 

workplace expectations. Rather than functioning merely as a technological tool for 

competence development, digital workplace learning operated as a governance practice that 

shaped how learning was organised, accessed, monitored, and enacted. Digital learning 

platforms, mandatory learning requirements, organisational expectations, and managerial 

follow-up processes collectively influenced employees’ learning experiences and professional 

development. 

Regarding RQ2, the findings revealed that employees increasingly experienced responsibility 

for learning as part of their professional role and everyday work practice. Employees were 

expected to take initiative, manage their own learning, and continuously maintain 

competence in response to changing organisational demands. However, responsibility was 

not experienced as entirely individual. Instead, learning responsibility emerged as negotiated 

and shared across employees, managers, HR functions, and organisational systems. 

Employees’ opportunities to engage in learning were strongly influenced by organisational 

conditions such as workload, managerial encouragement, available time, and access to 

learning opportunities. Consequently, employees were not able to exercise fully autonomous 

control over their learning despite expectations regarding self-management and continuous 

development. 

In relation to RQ3, the findings demonstrate how governance mechanisms and power 

relations were embedded within digital workplace learning practices and infrastructures. 

Digital systems contribute to shaping visibility, participation, monitoring, and professional 

expectations within organisational life. While participants generally perceived digital 

workplace learning positively and as professionally relevant, the findings also revealed 

underlying tensions concerning responsibility, monitoring, compliance-related requirements, 
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and unequal participation conditions. Furthermore, the findings showed that equal access to 

digital learning opportunities did not necessarily result in equal participation. Employees’ 

opportunities to engage in learning remained dependent upon workload, available time, 

managerial support, and broader organisational conditions. 

The findings therefore illustrate how power within digital workplace learning functioned less 

through direct managerial control and more through embedded organisational systems, digital 

infrastructures, and workplace expectations. Governance operated through both explicit 

organisational requirements and more subtle forms of self-regulation integrated into everyday 

work practices. 

Taken together, the findings reinforce the view that digital workplace learning should be 

understood as a governance practice rather than simply a learning support tool. Digital 

workplace learning simultaneously enabled, structured, and regulated workplace learning 

while distributing responsibility across organisational actors and shaping opportunities for 

participation, competence development, and sustainable learning over time. 

By integrating governance theory, workplace learning perspectives, and critical 

understandings of digitalisation, this study contributes to a deeper understanding of how 

digital workplace learning is organised, governed, and experienced within contemporary 

organisations. The findings demonstrate that digital workplace learning cannot be fully 

understood through technical or pedagogical perspectives alone but must be interpreted in 

relation to organisational power relations, responsibility arrangements, participation 

structures, and broader workplace conditions. 

7.1 Future Research and Implications 

This study contributes to the understanding of digital workplace learning by focusing on 

governance processes and organisational experiences. The findings suggest that digital 

workplace learning extends beyond technological implementation and should be understood 

as a complex organisational practice shaped by governance arrangements, participation 

conditions, responsibility structures, and organisational cultures. 

Future research could examine how governance mechanisms operate across different 

organisational sectors and contexts. Comparative studies could explore how responsibility, 

participation, and workplace learning conditions vary between organisations with different 
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structures, cultures, and digital learning strategies. Such research would contribute to a 

broader understanding of how governance practices shape learning opportunities and 

professional development across organisational settings. 

Future studies could also investigate how digital workplace learning governance develops 

over time through longitudinal research designs. Examining how employees’ experiences of 

responsibility, participation, and competence development evolve would provide valuable 

insights into the long-term sustainability of digital workplace learning initiatives. 

Furthermore, research could explore how different groups of employees experience digital 

workplace learning under varying organisational conditions. Factors such as workload, 

professional role, managerial support, and digital confidence may influence opportunities for 

participation and sustained engagement. A deeper understanding of these differences could 

contribute to the development of more equitable and sustainable workplace learning 

environments. 

From a practical perspective, the findings suggest that organisations should not assume that 

access to digital learning systems automatically leads to meaningful participation or 

sustainable learning outcomes. Instead, organisations should recognise the importance of 

supportive leadership, manageable workloads, equitable participation conditions, and 

opportunities to integrate learning into everyday work practices. Digital workplace learning 

initiatives are more likely to be successful when responsibility is understood as a shared 

organisational process rather than solely an individual obligation. 

Overall, this study highlights the importance of viewing digital workplace learning as a 

governance practice embedded within organisational life. Understanding the relationships 

between governance, responsibility, participation, power, and sustainability provides valuable 

insights for both researchers and practitioners seeking to create effective and sustainable 

workplace learning environments. 
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Appendix 

Governing Digital Workplace Learning: A Qualitative Case Study of Responsibility, 

Participation, and Power 

Respondent Profile: 

_______________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________ 

1. 

How is digital workplace learning structured and organised in your organisation? 

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________ 

2. 

What roles do organisational policies, HR practices, and digital platforms play in shaping 

how learning is managed? 

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________ 

3. 

How would you describe your responsibility when it comes to engaging with digital 

learning systems? 

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________ 



 

 
 

4. 

To what extent do you feel that responsibility for learning is placed on you as an 

individual versus supported by the organisation? 

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

5. 

What factors influence your ability to participate in digital workplace learning (e.g., time, 

access, support)? 

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

6. 

Do you think all employees have equal opportunities to participate in digital learning? 

Why or why not? 

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

7. 

How do digital learning platforms influence how you learn and perform your work? 

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 



 

 
 

8. 

How do features such as tracking, progress monitoring, or mandatory modules affect 

your behaviour or engagement? 

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

9. 

Digital workplace learning is often described as flexible—how do you experience this in 

practice? 

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

10. 

Do you think the current approach to digital workplace learning is sustainable in the long 

term for all employees? Why or why not? 

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________ 


