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Getting started 

Various	  technologies	  for	  language	  and	  culture	  exchange,	  telecollabora)on	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

CMC-‐based	  
interac/on	  

q  Email:	  (Belz,	  2002,	  Belz	  
&	  Hartmann,	  2003,	  
Vinagre,	  2005)	  

q  Asynchronous	  chat	  via	  
Moodle	  (O’Dowd	  &	  
Markus,	  2006)	  

q  Blogs	  (Lee,	  2009)	  

q Skype	  (	  Tian	  &	  Wang,
2010)	  

q Mobile	  applica/on??	  	  

Wri5en	  interac/on	   Oral	  interac/on	   Oral-‐visual	  
interac/on	  



Getting started 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



Research questions 

1.  What	  is	  the	  students’	  percep)on	  toward	  using	  mobile	  
phones	  for	  telecollabora)on?	  	  

2.  To	  what	  extent	  do	  students	  experience	  social,	  teaching,	  
and	  cogni)ve	  presence	  with	  a	  mobile-‐based	  
tellecolabora)on?	  	  



Theoretical background 

Research	  Q	  1	  
•  What	  is	  the	  students’	  percep)on	  toward	  using	  mobile	  phones	  for	  

telecollabora)on?	  	  
	  
•  Criteria	  for	  selec)ng	  technological	  tools	  for	  language	  learning	  (Levy,	  

1997;	  Hewer	  et	  al,	  1999;	  Wang,	  2007)	  

–  Prac)cality	  (Usability)	  
–  Reliability	  
–  Language	  learning	  poten)al	  
–  Posi)ve	  impact	  
–  Low	  cost	  



Theoretical background 

Research	  Q	  2	  
•  To	  what	  extent	  do	  students	  experience	  social,	  teaching,	  and	  cogni)ve	  

presence	  with	  a	  mobile-‐based	  tellecolabora)on?	  	  
	  
•  Community	  of	  	  
	  	  	  	  Inquiry	  (COI)	  model	  
	  



Participants 

•  Korean	  students	  (N=27)	  
	  

•  American	  students	  (N=27)	  
	  

Class	   English	  phone)cs	  (n=15)	  
English	  linguis)cs	  (n=12)	  

Gender	   Male:	  n=9	  
Female:	  n=19	  

Study	  
abroad	  

Never:	  n=8	  
Less	  than	  1	  year:	  n=9	  
1-‐3	  years:	  n=5	  
Longer	  than	  6	  years:	  n=5	  

Online-‐
based	  
exchange	  

Yes:	  n=7	  
No:	  n=20	  

Class	  
1st	  year	  Korean	  (n=12)	  
2nd	  year	  Korean	  (n=12)	  
3rd	  year	  Korean	  (n=3)	  

Gender	  
	  

Male:	  n=13	  
Female:	  n=14	  
	  

Study	  
abroad	  
	  

Never:	  n=8	  
Less	  than	  1	  year:	  n=11	  
1-‐3	  years:	  n=5	  
Longer	  than	  6	  years:	  n=3	  

Online-‐
based	  
exchange	  
	  

Yes:	  n=3	  
No:	  n=24	  
	  



Telecollaboration platform : Kakaotalk 

 

	  
	  
 

	  
1.  Interac)on	  )me	  :	  At	  least	  1	  hour/	  week	  
2.  Interac)on	  method:	  Students’	  choice	  of	  text-‐chat,	  voice	  call,	  or	  

video	  call	  
3.  Language:	  50%	  Korean,	  50%	  English	  



Research design 

O’Dowd	  &	  Riier	  (2006)	  



Research design : Preparation 

Introduc)on	  on	  
Facebook	  group	  

Submission	  of	  
partner	  

preference	  

Announcement	  
of	  the	  project	  

partner	  



Research design 

Week	   Partnership	   Topic	  &	  Task	  type	   Follow-‐up	  tasks	  

1	   Background	  ques)onnaire,	  Matching	  partners	  

2	   One-‐on-‐one	  
partner	  

Teacher-‐ini)ated	  :	  Interview	  partner Oral	  presenta)on	  	  

3	   Teacher-‐ini)ated	  :	  University	  life Reflec)ve	  wri)ng	  1	  	  

4	   Learner-‐ini)ated	  	   Reflec)ve	  wri)ng	  2	  	  

5	   Group	  of	  4	  
or	  5	  

Learner-‐ini)ated	  	   Oral	  discussion	  	  

6	   Learner-‐ini)ated	  	   Reflec)ve	  wri)ng	  3 

7	   Teacher-‐ini)ated	  :	  Hot	  trends	   Oral	  presenta)on	  	  

8	   Mobile	  usability,	  COI	  instrument,	  Interview	  



Examples 

 

	  
	  
 

	  
1.  Self-‐introduc)on	  video	  exchange	  before	  the	  1st	  interac)o	  



Examples 

 

	  
	  
 

	  
1.  Interac)on	  via	  Kakao	  



Examples 

 

	  
	  
 

	  
1.  Oral	  presenta)on	  



Examples 

 

	  
	  
 

	  
1.  Reflec)ve	  wri)ng	  



•  Age,	  Gender,	  Study-‐abroad	  experience,	  
Telecollabora)on	  experience,	  etc. 

Background	   
Ques)onnaire 

•  Items	  adapted	  from	  Wang	  2003,2007 
Mobile	  usability	  	  
insturment 

•  Items	  developed	  and	  adapted	  from	  COI	  
framework	  (Arbaugh	  et	  al.,	  2008,	  Swan	  
et	  al.,	  2008) 

COI	  instrument 

•  Content	  analysis	  based	  on	  COI	  coding	  	  	  	  
scheme Chat	  script 

•  Qualita)ve	  analysis Interview 

Data analysis 



RQ1 Results 

 

	  
	  
 

Item	   Frequency	  (%)	  

1.	  Experience	  with	  
Kakao	  

1.  Yes	  
2.  No	  

44	  (81.5%)	  
10	  (18.5%)	  

2.	  Used	  method	   1.  Text	  
2.  Voice	  talk	  
3.  Video	  call	  

48	  (90%)	  
6	  (11%)	  
0	  

3.	  Preferred	  method	   1.  Text	  
2.  Voice	  talk	  
3.  Video	  call	  

29	  (53.7%)	  
20	  (37%)	  
5	  (9.3%)	  

4.	  Contact	  hours	   1.  Less	  than	  1	  hour	  
2.  1-‐2	  hours	  
3.  2-‐3	  hours	  
4.  3-‐4	  hours	  
5.  4-‐5	  hours	  
6.  More	  than	  6	  hours	  

3	  (5.6%)	  
30	  (55.6%)	  
13	  (24.1%)	  
4	  (7.4%)	  
3	  (5.6%)	  
1	  (1.9%)	  



RQ1 Results 

 

	  
	  
 

Criteria	   Mean	  (SD)	  

Usability	   1.  Kakao	  talk	  was	  easy	  to	  use.	  	  
2.  The	  quali)es	  of	  the	  video	  and	  	  audio	  were	  good.	  	  
3.  It	  was	  easy	  to	  complete	  weekly	  tasks	  via	  Kakao.	  	  

5.56(.60)	  
4.67(1.0)	  
4.74(1.0)	  

Reliability	   4.  	  I	  had	  technical	  difficul)es	  (such	  as	  glitches,	  lag,	  crash,	  etc.)	  with	  Kakao.	   2.15(1.4)	  

Language	  
learning	  
poten)al	  

5.  I	  	  felt	  comfortable	  collabora)ng	  with	  my	  partner(s)	  using	  Kakao.	  
6.  	  Kakao	  was	  an	  excellent	  medium	  for	  collabora)ve	  language	  learning.	  	  
7.  The	  Kakao	  project	  offered	  more	  communica)ve	  opportuni)es	  than	  tradi)onal	  

language	  classroom.	  
8.  It	  would	  have	  been	  beier	  if	  computer-‐based	  communica)on	  methods	  had	  been	  used.	  	  

4.64(1.2)	  
4.78(1.0)	  
4.76(1.02)	  
	  
3.02(1.4)	  

Posi)ve	  
impact	  

9.  I	  enjoyed	  the	  intercultural	  project	  using	  Kakao	  talk.	  	  
10.  I	  feel	  that	  the	  following	  skill	  is	  improved.	  	  

•  Oral	  fluency	  
•  Pronuncia)on	  
•  Listening	  
•  Vocabulary	  
•  Grammar	  
•  Reading	  	  
•  Wri)ng	  
•  Conversa)onal	  tac)cs	  
•  Spontaneous	  reply	  

4.74(1.1)	  
	  
N=21	  
N=12	  
N=24	  
N=39	  
N=14	  
N=24	  
N=29	  
N=36	  
N=27	  



 

	  
	  
 

	  
1.  Benefits	  of	  using	  mobile	  phones	  for	  the	  telecollaboraiton	  

–  	  Easy	  of	  use	  
–  Various	  func)ons	  (text,	  voice,	  video,	  sharing	  photos,	  emo)cons,	  etc.)	  
–  Authen)c	  communica)on	  	  (fast,	  real-‐)me	  communica)on)	  
–  Informal	  seqng	  
–  Omnipresence	  	  

2.  Challenges	  of	  using	  mobile	  phones	  for	  the	  telecollaboraiton	  
–  No	  possibility	  for	  group	  video	  call	  
–  Bugging	  with	  voice	  call	  when	  there	  are	  more	  than	  3	  
	  

RQ1 Results 



 

	  
	  
 

Rotated	  factor	  loading	  for	  the	  21-‐item	  COI	  instrument	  
	  

RQ2 Results 

Item	   Social	  
presence	  

Teaching	  
presence	  

2. I felt comfortable interactiing with my Korean partners via Kakao.	 .797	 

7. I felt comfortable participating in the discussions.	 .759	 

9.Kakao talk was an excellent medium for social interaction.	 .716	 
8. I felt comfortable disagreeing with my Korean partner(s) while still maintaining a 
sense of trust.	 .654	 

10. I felt that my point of view was acknowledged.	 .621	 
24. My Korean partner(s) helped to focus discussion on relevant issues in a way 
that helped me to learn.	 

.522	  	   .868	 

12. My Korean partner(s) clearly communicated important due dates/time. 	 .749	 

23. My partner(s) provided clear ideas on how to complete the weekly tasks.	 .718	 

3. My Korean partner(s) shared pictures, videos, or useful materials.	 .707	 

5. My Korean partner(s) clearly communicated important weekly task goals.	 .521	  	   .686	 



 

	  
	  
 

	  

RQ2 Results 

Item	   Cogni/ve	  
presence_	  
Linguis/c	  
event	  

Cogni/ve	  
presence_	  
Linguis/c	  
resolu/on	  

Cogni/ve	  
presence_	  
Culture	  

15. I found the new words/expressions that my partners used 
interesting.	 .818	 

13. I noticed new words or expressions.	 .800	 

14. I noticed new grammatical structures.	 .792	 

21. I think I can use the new grammatical structures I learned from my 
partner(s) in practice.	 .941	 

20. I think I can use the new words/expressions_resolution	 .932	 

17. I used a variety of sources to understand linguistic aspects. 	 .677	 

33. I think I gained better understanding about Korean culture.	 .867	 

26. I found cultural differences interesting._triggering event	 .850	 

25. I noticed cultural differences between my partner(s) and 
me._triggering event	 .761	 

32. I think I can use what I learned in the intercultural project in other 
classes or situations._resolution	 .666	 

29. The intercultural project was valuable in helping me appreciate 
perspectives of Koreans._exploration	 .600	 



 

	  
	  
 

Descrip)ve	  sta)s)cs	  of	  COI	  
	  
	  
	  

RQ2 Results 

Factor	   M	  (SD)	  

Social	  Presence	   4.61(.70)	  

Teaching	  Presence	   4.60	  (.90)	  

Cogni)ve	  Presence_Culture	   4.98	  (.60)	  

Cogni)ve	  Presence_	  Linguis)c	  event	   4.8	  (.95)	  

Cogni)ve	  Presence_	  Linguis)c	  resolu)on	  
	  

4.3	  (1.0)	  

Note.	  N=54,	  point	  Likert-‐type	  scale	  1=	  strongly	  disagree,	  2=disagree,	  3=somewhat	  disagree	  
4=somewhat	  agree,	  5=	  agree,	  6=	  strongly	  agree	  
	  



 

	  
	  
 

	  
1.  Social	  presence	  example	  

	  
	  

RQ2 Results 



 

	  
	  
 

	  

2.  Teaching	  presence	  example	  

RQ2 Results 



 

	  
	  
 

	  
3.  Cogni)ve	  presence	  example	  

	  

RQ2 Results 



 

	  
	  
 

	  

1.  Some	  of	  the	  successful	  aspect	  of	  the	  present	  research	  	  
–  Constant	  contact	  between	  learners	  
–  High	  social,	  cogni)ve,	  teaching	  presence	  
–  High	  sa)sfac)on	  &	  increased	  mo)va)on	  

2.  Design	  aspect	  
–  	  Mandatory	  Voice	  talk	  &	  Video	  call	  
–  1:1	  design	  rather	  than	  group	  interac)on	  
–  Explicit	  language	  feedback	  
–  Evalua)on	  
	  

Discussion & Pedagogical Implications 



 

	  
	  
 

	  
1.  Different	  modes	  (e.g.,	  voice	  vs.	  chat)	  and	  mo)va)on	  or	  achievement	  

2.  Rela)onship	  between	  contact	  hours	  and	  level	  of	  presence	  
	  

3.  Rela)onship	  between	  level	  of	  presence	  and	  actual	  outcome	  
	  

	  

Future Research 



송자영	  
Jayoung.song@utexas.edu	  

Questions 


