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OVERVIEW

1. Intentionality of informal 
learning

2. Fuzzy boundaries within the 
triadic classification

3. Individual versus social 
informal learning

4. Informal learning through 
human – machine interaction



ADULT EDUCATION SURVEY – IFL QUESTION

Question measuring engagement with informal learning in the Eurostat 
Adult Education Survey (AES) 2023



1. INTENTIONALITY

Classification of Learning Activities 2016
Eurostat Manuals and Guidelines

Kalenda, J., & Boeren, E. (2025). Revisiting the triadic classification of learning activities: rethinking their 
measurement. International Journal of Lifelong Education, 44(3), 257-272.



1. INTENTIONALITY

Requiring intentionality of learning 
represents a mis-alignment with 
theory

Schugurensky (2000): tripartite 
Bennett (2014): integrative learning
Role of tacit knowledge
Realisation of learning outcomes in due course

OECD (2016). Giving informal learning the recognition 
it deserves. Paris: Centre for Skills – p.89

AES question informal learning
During the past 12 months, have you 
deliberately tried to learn anything on a 
particular topic or area, or are you currently 
doing it 



1. INTENTIONALITY

The role of prompting



2. FUZZY BOUNDARIES

Complexity in real 
world learning 

scenarios!

Kalenda, J., & Boeren, E. (2025). Revisiting the triadic classification of learning activities: rethinking their 
measurement. International Journal of Lifelong Education, 44(3), 257-272.

Measurement continues to follow the categorical triadic classification
FORMAL – NON-FORMAL - INFORMAL 



2. FUZZY BOUNDARIES

Kalenda, J., & Boeren, E. (2025). Revisiting the triadic classification of learning activities: rethinking their 
measurement. International Journal of Lifelong Education, 44(3), 257-272.

AES question informal learning
Learning by guided tours in museums, 
historical, or natural, or industrial sites

Guided, so 
someone 

organised it?



3. INDIVIDUAL VERSUS SOCIAL

AES questions informal learning
With whom?

Where?
For what purpose?

GRANULARITY!!!

OECD (2016). Giving informal learning the recognition it deserves. Paris: Centre for Skills – p.87



3. INDIVIDUAL VERSUS SOCIAL

OECD (2016). Giving informal learning the recognition it deserves. Paris: Centre for Skills – p.97



3. INDIVIDUAL VERSUS SOCIAL

OECD (2016). Giving informal learning the recognition it deserves. Paris: Centre for Skills – p.100



4. HUMAN – MACHINE INTERACTION



4. HUMAN – MACHINE INTERACTION



4. HUMAN – MACHINE INTERACTION
Kalenda team Survey Czech Republic

Diversification

INDIVIDUAL

SOCIAL

OFFLINE

ONLINE



4. HUMAN – MACHINE INTERACTION
Kalenda team Survey Czech Republic

Diversification

Learners use a multitude of 
resources.

Learners are building ‘repertoires’ 
rather than consult sources in 

isolation

E.g. 28.8 percent of informal learners 
use ‘online’ content in combination 

with ‘printed’ materials



KEY TAKE AWAY MESSAGES
1. AES measurement starts from intentionality of learning, against theoretical knowledge 

2. AES continues to treat formal, non-formal and informal as distinct despite fuzzy 
boundaries between them 

3. AES does not explicitly diversify between individual and social learning, neither does it 
spell out learning settings or purposes for learning

4. AES does not diversify between distinct sources of human-computer interaction 

Consequences and Risks

Potential underestimation of engagement with informal learning  PROMPTING

Loss of granularity on ‘with whom’, ‘where’, and ‘for what purpose’  REPORTOIRE APPROACH

Risk of data becoming rapidly outdated  ADAPTABILITY VERSUS COMPARABILITY OVER TIME
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THANK YOU! 
GET IN TOUCH AT:

Ellen.Boeren@glasgow.ac.uk  
Kalenda@utb.cz   
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