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ABSTRACT

Thisarticlereportsontheimplementationofonlineproject-basedlanguagelearninginanon-formal
educationalcontext.Project-basedlearningmayenableadditionalout-of-classlanguagepracticeand
digitaltechnologiescansupportthisactivity,butlittleisknownaboutwhetherlearnerswillparticipate.
Twenty-onetertiarylearnersfromacrossIndonesiausedmultipleWeb2.0toolstocollaboratively
createEnglish learningmaterials forchildrenasaprojectover thecourseof fourweeks.Online
data,learners’reflections,andinterviewswereanalysedusingcontentanalysis.Thestudyexplores
participationlevelsamonglearnersandtheirteacher.Findingssuggestthatwhilelearners’participation
variedconsiderably,theteacher’sparticipationwasconsistentlythehighestinallplatformsexcept
GoogleDocs.Learnershaddifferentattitudestowardstheirownandtheirpeers’contribution,but
generallyvaluedtheteacher’sparticipation.

KEywORdS
Language Learning, Non-Formal Learning, Participation, Project-Based Learning, Web 2.0 Tools

INTROdUCTION

Awell-knownprobleminclassroom-basedlanguageeducationisthelimitedamountoftimeavailable
forpracticeusingthe target language.Thiscanbecompensatedbyvariousnon-formalactivities
outsideofclass.Onlineproject-basedlearning(PBL)facilitatedbydigitaltechnologiesisonesuch
option.PBLhasbeenwidelyexploredinsecondlanguageeducation.Itallowsstudentstopractiseand
developlanguageskills(Dooly&Masats,2011).Ithasalsobeenshowntopromotethedevelopment
ofnon-linguisticskills,suchascollaborativeskills (Elam&Nesbit,2012)and technologyskills
(Chang,2014).

ThestudyreportedinthispaperwasconductedamongEFL(EnglishasaForeignLanguage)
learners in Indonesia. Compared to ESL (English as a Second Language) learners elsewhere,
IndonesianlearnershavefeweropportunitiestousetheEnglishlanguagemeaningfully.Furthermore,
culturalinfluencesmeanthatlearnerswhoarekeentouseEnglishmaybeworriedthattheirpeers
wouldaccusethemof‘showingoffortryingtobeawesterner’(Lamb,2011:11).Atschools,teachers
oftenteachtothetestastheyfeelresponsibletohelpstudentspasshigh-stakesnationalexamspresented
inapredominantlymultiple-choiceformat(Furaidah,Saukah,&Widiati,2015).Thisleaveslittle
roomforinteractions,whichareconsideredcrucialforlanguagelearning(Ellis,2012).
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Indonesians’enthusiasmfortheinternetmayprovideanopportunitytoalleviatesomeofthe
aforementionedproblems.In2017,Indonesiahad143.2millionInternetusers,amountingto54.7%
ofitstotalpopulation(APJII,2017).ThemostpopularInternet-supportedactivityinIndonesiais
theuseofsocialmedia,withFacebookhavingthegreatestnumberofusers(APJII,2016).Facebook
hasbeenusedtocreatecommunitiesforlanguagelearningworldwide(AdiKasuma&Wray,2015;
Leier,2017;Lin,Kang,Liu,&Lin,2016).Thecurrentprojectoriginallysetouttoexaminetheuse
ofFacebooktofacilitatethedevelopmentofanon-formalEnglishlearningcommunityinIndonesia.
Duringthestudy,additionalWeb2.0toolswereintroduced,aswillbeexplainedlaterinProject 
Implementation.

Web2.0toolsofferaffordancesapplicableineducationalsettings(Koehler,Newby,&Ertmer,
2017);however,toensurelearnerssuccessfullyengageinonlineinteractionsitisofcentralimportance
thatappropriatelearningtasksareimplemented(Hampel,2006).Project-basedlearning(PBL),defined
as‘tasksandactivitiesthatsegueintoamainoutputandwhichhelpthestudentsworkondifferent
competencessimultaneously’(Barba,2016,p.60)isapromisingpedagogy.Itisastudent-centred,
collaborativeformoflearninginwhichallstudentsareexpectedtocontributetothesharedoutcome,
whiletheteacher’srolesaretoprovidescaffolding,motivation,supportandguidance(Kokotsaki,
Menzies,&Wiggins,2016).

InPBL,students’workduringtheproject(process)ismoreimportantthantheirfinalproduct
(Debski, 2006). Process can be assessed by examining students’ participation, which is also an
indicator of their ability to handle independent learning (Clark, 2017). Clark (2017) assessed
participationthroughteacherobservation,classobservationandaskingstudentstoratetheirown
andpeers’participation,whichthenmadeupthestudents’participationgrade.Suchasystemmaybe
subjective;forexample,ratingscouldbeaffectedbystudents’friendships.Nevertheless,Clarkfound
thatassigninggradestoparticipationaccountedforhigherlevelsofparticipationinherPBLclass.

PBL has mainly been incorporated in formal contexts. However, not much is known about
itsimplementationinnon-formalcontexts,i.e.“…educationwhichtakesplaceoutsidethesphere
ofcompulsoryschooling,butwherethereiseducationalintentandplanningofteaching/learning
activities…”(Lafraya,2011,p.8).Fewstudieshaveinvestigatedthelevelofparticipationofboth
learnersandteachersinvolvedinanonlinePBL,andlittleisknownaboutthereasonswhysome
onlinelearnersmightnotparticipatedespitebeingencouragedtodoso.Insightsfromthelearners’
perspectivecanshed lightonwhetherpedagogicalmodificationsareneeded toencourageactive
participationinonlinelearningenvironments.

Apreliminaryfeasibilitysurveystudy(Sampurna,2016)suggestedthatmanyIndonesianlearners
aregoodcandidatesforonlinePBLastheyareavidWeb2.0toolusersandshowattributessuchas
autonomy,motivation,andpositiveattitudetowardscollaboration,withacaveatthattheyareanxious
aboutmakingmistakeswhenusingEnglish.

Thepresentstudyattemptstofillgapsintheliteratureandthefollowingquestionsguidedthe
enquiryintoparticipationinonline,non-formalPBL:

1. HowisparticipationdistributedamonglearnersandtheteacheracrossdifferentWeb2.0tools?
2. Whatarelearners’viewsontheirownandpeer’sparticipationlevelsintheproject?
3. Whatarelearners’viewsontheteacher’sparticipationlevelintheproject?

LITERATURE REVIEw

Project-Based Learning (PBL)
ThebasicideaofPBLisderivedfromJohnDewey’sbeliefthatlearnersconstructtheirownknowledge.
Itshiftseducationfromthetraditionalteacher-centredapproachtoastudent-centredapproach.PBL
isalsorootedinsocialconstructivismasitadvocateslearnerinteractionandcollaborationtoachieve
asharedgoal(Peterson,2008).
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There isnooneuniversalmodelofPBLandthe literatureshowsvariationin itsdesignand
implementation.Forexample,itcanbeframedbyachallengingproblemorquestionassuggested
bytheBuckInstituteofEducation(2016),butmanypublishedPBLstudiesarenotframedinthis
way(Barba,2016;Dooly&Sadler,2015).Despitethesevariations,acentralcharacteristicofPBL
isthecreationofaconcreteartefact(Kokotsakietal.,2016),suchasreports,presentations,videos,
andmanyothers,whichdistinguishesPBLfromotherformsofcollaborativelearningsuchastask
basedorproblem-basedlearning.

PBL and web 2.0 Tools
Second language teachers have been integrating an assortment of Web 2.0 tools in their PBL
classroomswithmixedresults.InChang’sstudy(2014),sixAppliedEnglishstudents inTaiwan
wererequired touseFacebook todiscussandproduceacontract,a thesis,andapresentation in
English.Additionally,thestudentshadweeklyface-to-facemeetingswiththeirinstructor.Chang
concludedthatFacebookenabledstudentstosupporteachotherinsolvingproblemsandcomplete
theprojectsuccessfully.However,allstudentscommunicatedinMandarinunlessitwasnecessary
touseEnglish,soChangwasuncertainwhetherPBLwasusefulforimprovingEnglish.InKorea,
Elam&Nesbit(2012)asked21Tourismstudentsinablended-coursetouseNing,VoiceThread,
Jing,andScribdtodiscuss,shareblogpostsforreflection,andcollaborativelycreatepresentations.
Studentsfelttheyimprovedtheircollaborativeskillsandshowedahighinterestinthetechnological
aspectsoftheproject.Elam&Nesbitalsoarguedthat“…thecombinationsofusingWeb2.0tools
inPBLcertainlyshowspromise…”(p.125).Yet,theyquestionedwhetherPBLitselforthelarge
portionofgradesassignedtotheprojectassignmentmotivatedthestudents.Althoughthesestudies
haveexaminedhowWeb2.0toolswereusedinPBLinblendedcourses,noneoftheminvestigated
participationlevelsintheproject.

Web2.0toolsallowPBLtobeimplementedfullyonline,connectinglearnerstonewpeople
beyondtheirexistingsocialcircle,andinnon-formaleducationcontextswithnogradesawarded
forparticipation.Innon-formalcontexts,theteacher’sroleisnotwelldefined:theteachermaybe
completelyabsent,ormaybelessinvolvedthanwhenteachinginaformalsetting.Thequestion
remainsunansweredwhetherinsuchcircumstanceslearnerswillparticipate.

Students’ Participation
Students’participationisoftenviewedasengagementwithwhatisbeingtaught(Granger,2012).
Researchonstudents’onlineparticipationhasuseddifferentmeasuringmethodsandshowedvarying
participationlevels.InanLMSsitewithmorethan600pre-serviceteachersworkingingroupsof20,
Park(2015)identifiedfivelevelsofparticipation,fromnon-activetoactiveparticipants,butfound
thatmanystudentsdidnotrecognisethemselvesas‘active’despitefinishingtheirgroupassignments.
Also,studentswerediscouragedbythelackofpeerengagementandteacherintervention.Park’s
studydidnotcrosscheckstudents’perceptionswiththeiractualparticipationactivityrecordedinthe
LMS,makingitdifficulttoascertainwhetherstudents’opinionsontheirparticipationlevelmatched
theiractualparticipation.

AdiKasuma(2017)andAdiKasuma&Wray(2015)measuredstudents’participationinan
informalFacebookgroup(withnocollaborativetask)createdtosupportMalaysianuniversitystudents
inlearningEnglish.Thenumberofparticipantsrosefromapproximately300inthefirstweekto
600inthesixth(final)week.Students’participationwascalculatedbyallocatingpointsfortheir
posts,e.g.multimediaposts(5points),text-basedposts(4points).Withthetotalpoints,students
weredividedintofourcategories:active,average,passive,andverypassive.Theincreaseinnumber
ofparticipantsmayindicatestudents’interestintheFacebookgroup;however,participationrates
wereactuallylow,withonlyabout20%ofstudents’participationvisibleandonly5%studentswere
consideredactivemembers.
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Kessler,Bikowski,&Boggs(2012)lookedatcontributionstogroupworkasoneindicatorof
studentparticipation.InvestigatinghowL2studentsworkingintriadsengageincollaborativewriting
processesusingGoogleDocs(GD),theyfoundthatacrossallgroups,thepercentageofparticipation
byindividualteammembersfellintothreelevels:onethatassumed45-50%oftheworkload;one
whowasresponsiblefor30-40%;andafinalmemberwhocontributed15-25%.Kessleretal.(2012)
wereuncertainwhyparticipationlevelvariedamongindividualstudentsandsuggestedthatfuture
researchshouldinvestigatethisfurther.

Inonlinelearning,participationmaynotbeobservablebecausestudentsmaybelearningpassively
byreadinginsteadofwriting(Hrastinski,2006).Evenso,activeparticipation,suchasbywriting
discussionposts, isfoundtocorrelatewithhigherexamscores(Wei,Peng,&Chou,2015).The
quantityofstudentparticipationisanimportantelementinonlinelearningandmeritsinvestigation.

Teacher Participation
Onlineteachingandlearningsettingshavechangedthenatureofteachers’rolesastheyneedtobe
visibleonlinetocompensateforthelackofface-to-faceinteractions.Thisso-calledteachingpresence
(Anderson,Rourke,Garrison,&Archer,2001)consistsofthreeelements:instructionaldesignand
organisation(e.g.settingcurriculum,deadlines);facilitationofdiscourse(e.g.promptingdiscussions,
encouraging,acknowledging,orreinforcingstudentcontribution);anddirectinstructionalactivities
(e.g.givingfeedback,assessingstudentunderstanding).ArmelliniandDeStefani(2016)suggest
thatteachingpresencecanalsolinktosocialdimensions;forexample,whenatutorexplicitlyshares
personalexperiencetotriggerresponsesfromstudents.

Teachers’onlineparticipationisnotalwaysseenaspositive.Itcouldnegativelyaffectstudents’
participation,resultinginthereductionofturnsorposts(Zhao&Sullivan,2017).However,Parks-
Stamm,Zafonte,andPalenque(2017)foundthatteachers’participationpositivelypredictsstudent
participationinsmallerclasses.Teachingpresenceisalsopositivelyrelatedtohigherperceivedlevels
oflearningandsenseofcommunity(Shea,Li,&Pickett,2006)aswellasstudentsatisfactionand
learningoutcomesmeasuredbycoursefinalgrades(Abdous&Yen,2010).AccordingtoPark(2015)
studentsviewedteacherinterventionascrucial,andthelackofitledtosomestudents’disengagement
ornon-participation.

Astheredoesnotseemtobesufficientresearchintostudentandteacherparticipationinonline
non-formalPBL,thecurrentstudyattemptstofillthisgap.

METHOdOLOGy

ThisstudyisconcernedwiththeimplementationofonlinePBLinanon-formaleducationcontext.
Consideringthepaucityofresearchonthissubject,thisresearchwasexploratoryinnature,andthe
firstauthorhadadualroleofteacher-researcher.Toincreasecredibility,tworoundsofinvestigation
werecarriedout,henceforthcalledStudyAandStudyB.

Participants
Theparticipantsofthisstudywerevolunteersrecruitedfromamong360Indonesiantertiarystudents
whorespondedtoaprecedingfeasibilityonlinesurveyandexpressedtheirinteresttoparticipatein
thepresentstudy(Sampurna,2016).Althoughtheuseofvolunteersmayresultinvolunteerbias,
thissamplingstrategyissometimesunavoidableinaresearchstudy(Brownell,Kloser,Fukami,&
Shavelson,2013).Sincethepresentstudyaimedtocreateanon-formalEnglishlearningcommunity
and non-formal education entails voluntary learning (Lafraya, 2011), the use of volunteers was
consideredappropriate.

Initially,26learnerstookpartinthestudy;however,attheendofStudyAandB,fivewere
consideredasdrop-outs1.Oftheremaining21learners,17werefemalesand4males,rangingfrom
19to23yearsinage.Theycamefrom13differentuniversitieslocatedineightcities.Participants
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majored invarious subjects, fromEnglish-relateddegrees, i.e.TESOLandEnglish literature, to
degreessuchasmathematicsandbusiness.Priortothestudy,themajorityoftheparticipantsdid
notknoweachother.Theresearcherhadlittleinformationabouttheparticipants,butfortheirnames
andemailaddresses.

Project design
The project was intended to support non-formal learning. It was not attached to an educational
institution,butitwasstructuredintermsoflearningsupport(EuropeanCommission,2001,p.33).
Inordertobeinclusiveofalllearnersregardlessoftheireducationalbackgrounds,theresearcher
decidedthatthemaintaskforthelearnerswastocreatethecontentofawebsiteaimedatchildren
wantingtolearnEnglish.Tomaximiselanguagepracticeopportunities,andalsotakingintoaccount
thelackofL2useinotherPBLresearch(Chang,2014),participantswereencouragedtouseEnglish
although the use of Indonesian was not prohibited. The designated platform for communication
wasFacebook,becauseithadbeenusedtoprovidediscussionandcollaborationspacessimilarto
aLearningManagementSystem(Mahmud&Ching,2012)andSampurna’s(2016)surveystudy
revealeditwasthemostpopularsocialmediaplatformintheresearchcontextwith94%respondents
alreadyusingFacebook.

Priortotheprojectcommencement,theresearchercreatedabasicprojectplan,whichconsisted
ofweeklyobjectivesandtasksforparticipants.

Project Implementation
TheprogressionoftheprojectsinbothStudyAandBlargelyfollowedtheplan.Learnerstendedto
workontheprojectintheeveningsaftertheycamebackfromuniversity.Inthefirstthreeweeks,
learnerswereencouragedtofocusoncontentdevelopment,followedbybothcontentandlanguage
fromweekfouronwards.

Initially,inlinewithstudent-centredlearningassociatedwithPBL,theteacherhadplannedto
takeabackseat,aimingtoonlysetthetasks,letlearnersfollowthrough,andinterveneonlywhen
absolutelyneeded.Nevertheless,fromearlyonitwasevidentthatmoreteacher-ledpromptswere
neededtotriggerresponsesfromlearners,sosheendedupparticipatingactivelyinmostofeach
group’son-andoff-taskinteractions,atthesametimeencouragingcollaborationamongstlearners.
Essentially,shemanagedparticipation,interactions,tasks,andWeb2.0toolsatthesametime.Ifone
ormorelearnersinoneormoregroupswereonline(eitheronoroff-task)atthesametime,shewould
usuallyshowherpresence(forexample,bysayinghello,ortakingpartintheinteractions)toallof
thembyopeningFacebook,multiplechatplatforms,and/orGDsimultaneouslyonherlaptopand
mobilephone.Theteacheralsotriedtoencourageinactivelearnerstoparticipatemorebymentioning
namesandincludingthemingroupinteractions(e.g.byaskingquestions).Occasionallyshecontacted
themprivatelyonchattoolstoenquireabouttheirwell-being,giveupdatesontheirgroup’sprogress,
andsettaskstoencourageparticipation,whilstatthesametimeshowingunderstandingthatlearners
hadotherresponsibilitiesgoingonintheirlife.

Group Formation
Bytheendofweek1,Learnerswereaskedtogroupthemselvesintothreesorfours,resultingin3
triads(GroupA1,B2,B3)and3quartets(GroupA2,B1,B4)ascanbeseeninTable2.

Modification to Plan: Introduction of Additional Web 2.0 Tools
Astheprojectdeveloped,itbecamenecessarytoamendtheoriginalplanbytheadditionofthree
Web 2.0 tools: WhatsApp, GD, and LINE. This was not only in line with participants’ explicit
wishes,butalsoreflectsthenecessitytoadapttooluseaccordingtolearners’preferences(Stickler
&Hampel,2010).
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WhatsApp
Firstly,inStudyA,concernedbythelackoflearners’replieswhentheteacherattemptedtoengage
theminaconversationonFacebook,shedecidedtoconductapolltofindoutwhetherlearnerswould
havepreferredtouseanothertoolforcommunication.SincethemajorityoflearnerschoseWhatsApp,
onDay8,shecreatedtwoseparateWhatsAppgroups(GroupsA1,A2)hopingthatbyusingtheir
preferredmediumofcommunicationtheywouldbemoreresponsivetotheteacher’spromptsand
tasks.GiventhemanylearnersinStudyAwhoexpressedapreferenceforWhatsAppoverFacebook,
WhatsAppwasalsousedinStudyBfromDay6onwards.

Table 1. Project plan

Timeline Objectives & Activities

Week1
(day1-7)

Creating a Facebook group:
LearnersareinvitedtojoinaclosedFacebookGroup.

Getting to know each other:
Learnersdoicebreakeractivity.

Getting input:
Learners:
a.lookupexamplesofavailableEnglishlearningwebsitesforchildren;
b.chooseoneandsharethelinkonFacebook;
c.discusswithotherswhatfeaturesofthechosenwebsitetheylike/dislikeandwhy.

Preparing for collaboration:
Learnersputthemselvesintogroups.

Deciding on project artefact:
Learnersdiscussandagreeonwhatartefacttocreatefortheproject.

Reflecting on Week 1 experience:
LearnersreflectontheirWeek1experience.

Week2
(day8-14)

Producing output:
Learnersstartcollaboratingontheirchosenartefact.

Reflecting on Week 2 experience:
LearnersreflectontheirWeek2experience.

Week3
(day15-21)

Producing output:
Learnerscontinueworkingontheirchosenartefact.

Reflecting on Week 3 experience:
LearnersreflectontheirWeek3experience.

Week4
(day22-28)

Giving and receiving inter-group feedback:
Learnersgivepeerfeedbacktoothergroups.

Revising, editing, finalising output:
Learnersdofinalroundofeditingbeforesubmission.

Reflecting on Week 4 experience:
LearnersreflectontheirWeek4experience.

Week5
(day29-31)

Receiving final teacher feedback:
Learnersareaskedwhethertheywouldliketoreceivecorrectivefeedback.Ifso,theyreceive
correctivefeedback.

Scheduling interviews:
Learnerschooseaninterviewslot.

Within2weeks
aftertheproject
ended

Conducting interviews:
Learnersparticipateinaninterview.



International Journal of Computer-Assisted Language Learning and Teaching
Volume 8 • Issue 3 • July-September 2018

79

OneofthesuggestionsgivenbylearnersattheendofStudyAwasthatinadditiontothesmaller
separateWhatsAppgroups,abiggerWhatsAppchatcomprisingofallparticipantsshouldalsobe
createdsothattheycouldcommunicatemoreeasilywithpeersoutsidetheirowngroup.Thus,in
StudyB,therewerefiveWhatsAppgroups:oneforeachgroup(GroupB1,B2,B3,B4),andonefor
allparticipants(MixedGroup).

GD and GD Chat
ThesecondtoolwasintroducedafterbothgroupsinStudyAagreedonwritingastoryfortheirartefact.
LearnersdiscussedtheirstoryideasonWhatsApp,buttheteacherfeltthatthediscussionkeptgoing
roundincircles.Thus,shecheckediflearnersinbothgroupsthoughtitwouldbeusefultouseGD
astheirwritingplatform.BothgroupsthoughtGDwasmoresuitableforwritinghenceonDay12,
theteachercreatedtwoseparateGDdocumentssothattheyhadamoreprivatewritingspace.This
meanttheywouldnotbeinfluencedbywhattheothergroupwaswriting,andtheirdraftwouldbe
asurprisewhenshowntotheothergroupduringanupcomingintergroupfeedbacksession.Forthe
intergroupfeedbacksession,theteachercreatedoneadditionalGDdocumentineachstudy,which
containedacompilationofallgroups’drafts.Thiswaylearnerscouldreadwhatothergroup(s)had
createdandgivetheirfeedback.InStudyB,theteachercreatedeachgroup’sGDondifferentdays
(Day7forGroupB2andB3;Day11forGroupB1andB4)becauseshewaiteduntileachgrouphad
decidedonwhatartefacttheywantedtoproduce.

TheGDchatfeaturewasusedbyGroupA1fromDay16onwardsforsynchronousinteractions
in a sidebar whilst simultaneously working on their GD.The teacher also encouraged theother
groupsinbothstudiestousethisfeaturewhilstworkingontheiroutput.However,onlyGroupB1
followedtheteacher’ssuggestion.TheyonlytrieditforonedayandrevertedbacktoWhatsAppas
theirchatplatform.

LINE
OnDay11,LINEwasaddedtoGroupB4toaccommodateReiwhowasunabletoinstallWhatsApp
onhermobilephoneduetoinsufficientstorage.TherestofGroupB4werealreadyusersofboth
WhatsAppandLINE.AlthoughLINEwasGroupB4’smainchatplatform,theteacherkepttheir
WhatsAppgroupchatopenedasshewasnotsurewhichchatappwaspreferredbyeachlearnerin
GroupB4.LINEdatashowedthatGroupB4memberslastusedLINEonDay20,buttheteacher’s
entriesposteduntiltheendoftheprojectcontinuedtobereadbyallGroupB4learners2.

Alongsidethenewtool(s)whichmatchedlearners’preferenceandneeds,Facebookcontinued
tobeusedbytheteachertoprovideupdatesontheprojectandtoannouncetasksasshefeltitgave
asenseofpermanencyincaselearnersmissedwhatwashappeningonWhatsApporGD.Hence
theteachersometimesrepeatedwhatsheconsideredanimportantannouncementacrossFacebook,
WhatsApp,andLINE.

Insum,Facebookplayedlittlepartintheactualcollaborativeprocesswhenlearnersworked
ontheirartefact.Facebookpostsconsistedofpreparatoryactivities(e.g.icebreakeractivity,group
formation),reflectionprompts,andprojecttasksandupdates.Collaborativeeffortsbeganaftergroups

Table 2. Group formation (names are pseudonyms)

Study A Study B

Groups A1(Ann;Vera;Pete)
A2(Heidi;Hector;Ivy;Rita)

B1(Roy;Bob;Naomi;Macy)
B2(Nada;Wina;Ava)
B3(Kerri;Prue;Devi)
B4(Amy,Daisy,Zoe,Rei)
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wereformedand tookplaceonchat tools (WhatsApp,GDchat,LINE)andGDas theirwriting
platform.Table3summarisesthedifferentWeb2.0toolsusedinbothstudies.

dATA COLLECTION ANd ANALySIS

Datawereobtainedfromonlinerecordsoflearners’postsonWeb2.0toolsduringtheentirestudy
period,post-projectone-to-one interviewswithall learners,and learners’ reflections.Onlyeight
learnerssubmittedtheirreflections:onelearnerprovidedweeklyreflections,onelearnerdidittwice,
andtherestdiditonce.

Counting Participation
Learners’andteacher’sparticipationwasanalysedbytallyingoutputvisibleonline.ForFacebook
data, the researchercounted thenumberofpostings,which included initiating/startingpostsand
comments/replyposts,madebythelearnersandtheteacher.Postscontainingonlyemojisorasingle
wordwithoutmuchmeaning,e.g.Hi,K,werenot tallied(Lai,2016).Facebook‘likes’werenot
regardedaspostings(Kamarudin,2015).Asforchatdata(WhatsApp,GDChat,LINE),theresearcher
countedthenumberofchatentries,whichwereidentifiedwhenparticipantspressedtheenterkey
andpublishedamessage(Cho,2017).GDdatawasanalysedintwoways.Firstly,revisionhistory
showingcolour-codedwordswrittenbyeachparticipantwerecountedattheendofeachwriting/
editingsession(Zheng,Lawrence,Warschauer,&Lin,2015).Theteacher’sGDwordcountexcluded
teachercorrectiongivenonthelastdayoftheproject.Sincenumerouslanguageerrorsmadeitdifficult
fortheteachertocommentoneachandeverycorrection,theteacherdecidedtorewritesomeorall
partsofthestorysolearnerscouldseehowtheirartefactcouldbeimproved.Thismeantifthefinal
teachercorrectionwasincludedintheGDwordcount,theteacher’sfigurewouldhavebeenvery
high,hencedistortingactualparticipationduringthecreationofthelearners’artefact.Secondly,GD
comments,consistingofinitiatingcommentsandreplies,weretallied.

Determining Participation Levels in Facebook
ThenumberofFacebookpostswasusedtocategoriselearners’andteacher’sparticipationintothree
levels.Thescalewasdeterminedbasedontheaveragepercentageofpostsassumingequalparticipation
permember.GiventhatinStudyA’sFacebookgrouptherewereatotalof8participants(7learners
andtheteacher),ifeachindividualparticipatedequally,theywereexpectedtomake12.5%ofthe
totalFacebookposts.Thisfigurewasroundedtothenearestwholenumber,i.e.13%.

Table 3. Web 2.0 tools used by different groups in two studies

Use of Web 2.0 tools Facebook WhatsApp Google Docs (GD) GD 
chat

LINE

Onebig
group

AllStudyAparticipants ✓ Intergroup
feedback

✓

AllStudyBparticipants ✓ ✓ ✓

Small
separate
groups

A1 ✓ Draftingand
revising

✓ ✓

A2 ✓ ✓

B1 ✓ ✓ ✓

B2 ✓ ✓

B3 ✓ ✓

B4 ✓ ✓ ✓
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LessthanaveragewaslabeledLow.TwicetheaverageormorewaslabeledHighbecausethe
datashowedthatotherthantheteacher,onlyonelearnerfromthetwostudiescouldbeplacedinthis
category,indicatingthatreachingthispercentageofFacebookpostswasanoteworthyachievement
forthisparticularlearner.Percentagesinbetweentheaverageanddouble(ormore)wereconsidered
Moderate.ThesameprincipleswereappliedtodetermineparticipationlevelsinStudyBasshown
inTable4,aswellasinotherWeb2.0tools.

Determining Participation Levels in Chat Tools (WhatsApp, 
GD Chat, LINE) and GD Document
Sincetheteacherplayedanimportantpartineachgroup’sinteractionandsometimesevenactedasa
co-collaboratoroflearners’artefacts,shewasregardedasateammemberineachgroup.Therefore,a
triadactuallyhadatotaloffourparticipants(threelearnersandtheteacher)andaquartethadatotal
offiveparticipants(fourlearnersandtheteacher).Afterlearners’andteacher’sentrieswerecounted,
theirparticipationwascategorisedintofivelevels insteadof threeas inFacebooktoshowmore
variationsintheamountofindividuals’entries.Sincemanylearnersdidnotreachtheexpectedaverage
percentageofchatentries,itwasnecessarytohighlightthedifferentdegreesofLowparticipationby
splittingitintothreecategoriesascanbeseeninTable5.

Analysing Learners’ Views on Participation Levels
Interviewdata(12inIndonesianand9inEnglish,rangingfrom37to73minuteswithanaverageof
50minutes)weretranslatedandtranscribedverbatim.Interviewtranscriptsandlearners’reflections
wereanalysedusingqualitativecontentanalysis(Elo&Kyngäs,2008).Theywerethentriangulated
withthedataregardingparticipation.

RESULTS ANd dISCUSSION

Research Question 1: Participation Levels
Onlinedatarevealedmarkeddifferencesinparticipationlevelsamongstlearnersandtheteacher.

Participation in Facebook
Besidestheteacher,onlyonelearnershowedahighparticipationlevelonFacebook.Fourlearners
showed moderate participation and 16 rarely made Facebook posts. Learners’ lack of Facebook
participationwasinlinewithAdiKasumaandWray’s(2015)findings.Nevertheless,inthisstudy
all(100%)learnersmadevisiblecontributiononFacebook,whileAdiKasumaandWrayfoundabout
80%oftheirparticipantsdidnotdemonstratetheirpresenceatall.

Onepossiblereasonforthelackoflearners’participationwasthefactthatFacebookwasmostly
usedtoestablishinfrastructure,suchasdoingicebreakeractivity,makingannouncementsandgiving
updates,allofwhichwereinitiatedbytheteacherandattractedfewcommentsfromlearners(except
fortheicebreakeractivity).Learners’Facebookpostspeakedinthefirstweekwhentheygottoknow
eachother,butsteadilydeclinedaftersmallerprivategroupchatswerecreated.

Table 4. Determining Facebook participation levels

Participation level 
(Facebook)

Study A 
(7 learners + 1 teacher)

Study B 
(14 learners + 1 teacher)

High ≥26%oftotalFacebookposts ≥14%

Moderate 13-25% 7-13%

Low <13% <7%
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Althoughtheteacher’sdominanceatthebeginningofaFacebookgroupiscommon(AdiKasuma,
2017;Leier,2017),theFacebookgroupsreportedinthispaperneverdevelopedintoamorelearner-
drivenlearningenvironment.Theteachersociallyfacilitatedlearnerparticipation(Linetal.,2016).
Meanwhile,learnersfollowedherinstructionandrespondedtoherpromptswithlittleinteractions
withtheirpeers,exceptforafewwhorespondedtopeercomments.

Participation in Chat Tools
Theteacherwastheonlyindividualshowingahighparticipationlevelacrossthechattoolsusedin
eachgroup.Fourlearnersshowedamoderateparticipationlevel,suggestingtheirparticipationwas
equaltoorhigherthanaverageinaparticulargroup.Chattools,especiallythoseavailableonmobile
phonessuchasWhatsAppandLINE,wereperhapspracticaltouseandhenceencouragedlearnersto
maintaincommunicationwithteammembersandtheteacher(Deng,Li,&Lu,2017).Nevertheless,
thefactthat17learnersonlyshowedloworverylowparticipationlevelssuggestthatneitherthe
practicalityofchat toolsnor the teacher’s frequentprompts to initiate interactionwasenough to
encourageparticipation.Otherfactorscouldhaveimpactedtheirparticipation,suchasreadinessto
‘livethesecondlanguageinasocialenvironment’andgroupdynamics(Lai,2016,p.287).

Participation in GD
LearnersshowedmorevariedparticipationlevelsinGD.Withregardstowordcount,fifteenlearners
contributedinsomeway,showinghightoverylowparticipation,butsixneverwroteanythingat
allonGD.AlthoughpreviousstudiesusingGDasacollaborativewritingplatformhaveidentified

Table 5. Determining chat tools and GD participation levels

Participation Level 
(chat entries*, GD word counts and 

comments)

Triads 
(3 learners + 1 teacher): 

Group A1, B2, B3

Quartets 
(4 learners + 1 teacher): 

Group A2, B1, B4

High ≥50%(oftotalchatentries,andof
totalGDwordcountsandcomments

**inaparticulargroup)

≥40%

Moderate 25-49% 20-39%

Low 12-24% 10-19%

Verylow <12% <10%

None 0 0

*As there were three types of chat entries, an individual’s percentage was calculated by averaging that person’s chat entries across all chat tool(s) used 
by their group. For example, Group A1 (triad) chatted on WhatsApp and GD chat. Thus, a team member who made 24% of Group A1’s total WhatsApp chat 
entries and 16% of GD chat entries had an average of 20%, which would then be categorised as ‘Low’ participation level in chat entries.

** GD word count participation levels were determined in the same way as chat entries participation. GD comments participation levels were determined 
by taking an average of comments percentage initiated by each participant in their own group (during the drafting and revising sessions) and comments 
made in other groups (during the intergroup feedback session).

Table 6. Participation in Facebook

Facebook

Participation level High Moderate Low

Learners 1* 4 16

Teacher** 2 0 0

*The figure denotes the number of individuals categorised into a specific Facebook participation level across both studies.
**The teacher was treated as a separate individual in each study and thus counted twice.
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unequalparticipationamongstlearners(Kessler,Bikowski,&Boggs,2012),alloftheirparticipants
contributedinsomeway,howeverlittle.TheexistenceoflearnerswithzeroGDparticipationinthis
studycouldperhapsbeattributedtovariousfactors.First,thenon-formalnatureoftheirinvolvement
withtheproject–i.e.thelackofconsequence(e.g.lowgrades,teacher’sirritation)and/orlearners’
otherresponsibilitiesoutsidetheproject(e.g.universityassignments,extra-curricularactivities)–
couldhavenegativelyaffected learners’participation.Second, learnersmaynotbe familiarwith
GD,oratleastlessconfidentinusingitcomparedtochattoolsintheirdailylife.Dengetal.(2017)
recommendedtoaccommodatestudents’habits,preferencesandeducatethemaboutthereasonsfor
usingdigitalcollaborativetoolstoensuretheiracceptance.

Tenlearnersgavecommentseitherintheirowngrouporothers’,butelevenlearnersdidnot.Not
surprisingly,learnerswhonevermadeanycommentswerethesamelearnerswhoshowedlow,very
low,ornoparticipationinGDwordcount.Nonetheless,itwouldbeinaccuratetosaythatlearners
whohadzeroparticipationinGD,beitinwordcountorcomments,didnotinanywaycontributeto
theirgroup’sartefact.Theycouldhavejoinedartefact-relateddiscussionononeormoreofthechat
tools,therebycontributingideasalbeitwithmakingnovisiblecontributiononGD.Thiscouldnot
beascertainedwithoutanalysingthecontentorqualityofparticipation.

Theteacher’sGDwordcountrangedfromlowtonone,indicatingseeminglylittleinvolvementin
learners’creationoftheartefact.However,GDcommentsdatarevealedtheteacher’shighparticipation
rate,whichmeanssheactuallyplayedanimportantroleduringthedraftingandrevisingstagesbecause
shegavenumerouscommentstohelplearnersimprovetheirartefact.Sheprovidedguidance,feedback,
andwhennecessary,interventiontohelplearnersreachtheirlearninggoalsinPBL(Mergendoller,
Markham,Larmer,&Ravitz,2006).TheteacheronlyshowedlowGDcommentsparticipationinone
group(B3);thisparticulartriadwasquiteactiveinWhatsApp,withtwolearnersshowingmoderate
andonelearnershowingverylowparticipationlevel.Observingthis,theteacherwrotethemajority
ofherfeedbackonGroupB3’sWhatsAppinsteadofGD.

PaststudiesoncollaborativewritingonGDmostlyfocusedonlearnersinformalcontextsand
paidlittleattentiontotheteacher.Findingsfromthisstudysuggestthatinanonlinenon-formalPBL,
theteacherwasthedrivingforcebehindtheconstructionofthelearners’artefact.Itisworthnoting,
however,thatinthepresentstudytheteacher’shighparticipationlevelmightalsobeattributedto
thedualteacher-researcherrole.

Table 7. Participation across chat tools

Participation level Chat entries (WhatsApp, GD chat, LINE)

High Moderate Low Very low None

Learners 0 4 7 10 0

Teacher* 4 2 0 0 0

*The teacher was treated as a separate individual in each group and thus counted six times.

Table 8. Participation in GD

Participation 
Level

GD Word Count GD Comments

High Moderate Low Very low None High Moderate Low Very low None

Learners 5 4 3 3 6 2 2 3 3 11

Teacher 0 0 1 4 1 5 0 1 0 0
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Research Question 2: Learners’ Views on Their Own and Peers’ Participation Levels
Learners’viewsontheirownandpeers’participationlevelcorrespondedtotheonlinedata.Thatisto
say,passivelearnersidentifiedbytheanalysisofparticipationinresearchquestion1recognisedtheir
lackofparticipation.Theywereoftenapologeticaboutitandattributedtheirlackofparticipationto
externalprivatereasonsbeyondtheproject:

I didn’t think my schedule was going to be this packed, so I was rarely active. (Devi). 

Fourlearnersstatedthatparticipationinthisprojectwasnotapriorityeitherforthemselvesor
theirpeers:

… I wait when I can contribute to the group because I should prioritise my work [at university] first 
then the group project. (Roy).
... because each team member were busy with their own things so they focused on their own assignment, 
so the project was not a priority. (Prue). 

Twolearnersrevealedtheyavoidedbeingaskedtoparticipatebydeliberatelynot tellingthe
teacherthattheyhadissueswithGD.Forexample,Daisymentionedshehaddifficultydownloading
GD,butwhenaskedwhyshedidnotinformtheteacher,whooftencheckedwhetheralllearners
hadaccesstotheWeb2.0toolsused,herreplyindicatedconcernsoverbeingaskedtoparticipate:

I wanted to tell you, but I was worried I couldn’t keep my promise to do or edit team’s work, because 
I was busy preparing my [university] research. (Daisy).

Thisfindingsuggeststheprojectortaskscouldhavebeendeemedtootaxingbylearners,to
theextentthattheyrefusedtotelltheteacheraboutissuestheyhadwithGDinordertoavoidbeing
askedtoparticipate.Itmightalsobeanattempttosaveface,asnothavingaccesstoaWeb2.0tool
canbeseenaslegitimateexcusefornotparticipating.

Manylearners,sometimesincludingthosewhoconsideredthemselvesinactiveparticipants,felt
therewasnotenoughparticipationfromtheirpeers.Thisresultedinlearnersfeelingdemotivatedor
reluctanttoinitiateinteractions.

The group itself was not very active. Actually if I were to start a chat, I was shy, I was afraid that 
nobody would respond. (Rei). 

Similarly,Park(2015)foundthatthelackofpeerengagementmaydiscourageparticipationin
collaborativetasksandfurtherimpedemorefrequentcommunicationwithpeers.

Learners who believed they had made a contribution had different feelings towards non-
contributors.InlinewithZhang,Peng,&Hung’s(2009)observationthatactivelearnersresenttheir
peer’sinactivity,fivelearnershadnegativeperceptionsofinactiveparticipants:

Actually I’m disappointed because I look forward to work together with them. (Bob).

Nevertheless,othersdidnotharbourresentmentandrationalisedthepassivelearners’lackof
participation:

For me, it’s ok. I don’t really mind it (laughed), yeah, I don’t really mind at all…They all have a 
choice, so I don’t really find it annoying. (Pete).
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Learners’acceptanceofunequalparticipationcouldbeattributedtotheirpreviousgroupwork
experienceatschool/university,whichwasoftenplaguedwiththesameissue:

It happens all the time when there is a group assignment I would be the one who did it, who did the 
project. (Nada). 

Theyoftenchosenot to reportnon-participants inorder tomaintaingood relationshipwith
theirpeers.Somelearnersalsostatedthattheirteachers’laxattitudestowardsequalparticipation
exacerbatedtheproblem:

Actually my teacher didn’t really care about the process they only care about the result what can we 
give to the teacher. Usually they ask who in the group that didn’t do the work, but usually… I felt 
uncomfortable reporting that a friend had not done any work to the lecturer. (Roy).

Research Question 3: Learners’ Views on the Teacher’s Participation Level
Learnersgenerallyvaluedtheteacher’scontinuousefforttofacilitatetheprojectdespiteoccasionally
beingignoredbylearners:

We often did not respond to your messages in group chat, but luckily you’re patient and keep 
encouraging us to do this project. (Vera). 

Socialdiscourseincludedintheteacher’sparticipation(Armellini&DeStefani,2016)helped
tobuildrelationshipswithlearners:

I also appreciate when you give comment on FB like we just give a Like and then you directly give a 
comment for us. Like you really pay attention for each participant. (Zoe). 

Teacherinterventionalsoencouragedlearners’participations,corroboratingpastresearchfindings
(Park,2015;Parks-Stammetal.,2017):

Warms up the situation… Like “Hi this is Sunday, are you doing something nice?” Makes the situation 
better because without that nobody said anything. (Wina). 

Althoughmostlearnersviewedthehighlevelofteacherparticipationfavourably,twolearners
inStudyBhadsomereservations:

That’s good but it’s kind of hunted… It’s like you really encourage us but you give it every day I 
think you have to give like one or two days off to the participant so they can have a time off from the 
project. But I think it’s also good because you also remind us what should we do. (Zoe). 

There was no evidence to suggest that teacher participation had a negative effect on Zoe’s
participation,butherreservationhighlightsthecomplexityinsettingtheappropriatelevelofteacher
participation.Ontheonehand,learnersvalueteacherparticipation(Leier,2017;Park,2015),buton
theotherhand,itcouldbeperceivedassuffocating.Perhapsinnon-formalcontextslearnerscoulddo
withlessteacherinterventiontomaketheirlearningexperiencemoreenjoyable;howeverasmentioned
before,withoutteacher’spromptsandguidance,mostlearnersinthisstudyhardlyparticipated.
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CONCLUSION

TheresultsofthisstudygaveinsightintoparticipationlevelsonmultipleWeb2.0toolsinonline
non-formalPBL.Thelackoflearners’participationobservedearlyoninthestudyforcedtheteacher
tointerveneextensively,whichresultedinhighteacherparticipationrateinallWeb2.0toolsexcept
forGDwordcount.ThismeansthatalthoughGDhistoryshowedlearnersasthecreatorsoftheir
artefact,theprocessthroughwhichtheartefactswerecreatedwasinfactteacher-centredratherthan
learner-centred.Theteachershapedlearners’artefactswithherprompts,guidance,andfeedbackand
largelydeterminedwhatandhowlearnersusedWeb2.0tools.Teacherparticipationledtoengagement
fromsome,butnotalllearnersasevidencedbythegenerallylowlearnerparticipation.

This non-formal, voluntary project failed to engage the majority of participants in active
productionoftheprojectoutput.Somelearnerswerekeenandparticipatedactively,buttherestoften
citedhigh-stakeuniversityassignmentsasthemainbarrierforcontributingtotheirgroupartefact.
Bearinginmindthatalllearners,activeandinactive,hadothercommitmentsoutsidetheproject,it
seemsthatindividualfactors,suchasmotivation,willingnesstointeractwithrelativelyunknownpeers
andteacher,Englishproficiency,confidenceinusingEnglish,orfamiliaritywithGD,couldhave
affectedlearners’participationlevel.Perhaps,formanylearnersexternalmotivators(e.g.grades)are
moreattractivethanintrinsicmotivators(e.g.beingabletopractiseusingEnglish,orknowingthat
theirartefactwouldbepublishedandviewedpublicly).Consideringthepurposeofconductingthe
researchwastocreateanEnglishlearningcommunityoutsideschool,thelowstudentparticipation
inthisstudycastsdoubtonthesustainabilityofsuchcommunity.

Learnershadanaccurateviewoftheirownandpeers’levelofparticipation.Thedifferingattitudes
ofactivelearnerstowardstheirinactivepeersmaybeinfluencedbythecontextofthisstudy.Although
somelearnerswereunderstandablyupset,manyexpressedunderstandingandempathy.Thiscouldbe
duetothecollectivistcultureofIndonesiaorevengeneralacceptanceofunequalcontributionasthe
normofgroupworkbecauseofpreviouscollaborativeexperiences.Althoughteacherparticipation
waslargelyviewedpositively,onlineteachersneedtofinetunetheirparticipationleveldepending
ontheteachingcontext,learners’responsesandpreferences.Thiscanbechallengingwhendealing
withagroupoflearnerswithdifferentviewsandneedsofteacherparticipation.

Thestudyhasseverallimitations.First,generalisationoftheresultsislimitedduetothesmall
samplesize.Alargergroupofparticipantsmayhaveledtomorevariedparticipationlevels.Second,the
dualteacher-researcherrolecouldhaveaffectedtheteacher’sparticipationlevel.Inaddition,learners
mayhavehadadesiretopleasetheteacher-researcher;however,theirgenerallylowparticipation
levelsintheprojectaswellassomenegativeviewsandconstructivecriticismgivenintheinterviews
indicatedthatadesiretopleasedidnotplayasignificantpartintheresults.

Thestudyhighlightsseveralpossibilitiesforfutureresearch.Measuringlearners’participation
canhelpPBLteachersassesslearners’engagementinaproject,butitdoesnotgiveacompletepicture
ofthecollaborationamongststudents.Thepresentresultssuggestthatlearnersmaybemoreinclined
toparticipateinFacebookandchattoolsthanGD.Futureresearchmightfocusonthecontentof
participation,whichmayenableteacherstoinvestigatewhyGDparticipationwasparticularlylow
anddevisestrategiestoencouragemorelearners’participationinGD.Insightsintothecontentof
participationmayalsoallowteacherstoprovidebettersupportforlearnersthroughoutthedifferent
PBLstagesandtoolsusedintheproject.

Futureresearchneedstoconsiderhowtoincreaselearners’motivationsothattheirparticipation
levelcouldbeimproved,andtheprojectcouldbemoresustainable.Thisstudyusedwritingasthe
onlymodeofcommunication.Intheinterviews,somelearnersinthepresentstudyexpressedtheir
desiretopractiseandimprovetheirspeaking.Thus,futureresearchmaywanttoincludespeaking
activities,whichcaneasilybefacilitatedbyWAandLINE.Asotherresearchhasshownthedifficulty
inmaintainingstudents’interestinnon-gradedlearningactivities(cf.AdiKasuma&Wray,2015),it
mayalsobenecessarytoprovidesmalltokenstobedistributeduponthecompletionoftheproject.
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Forexample,oneof thelearnersinthecurrentstudysuggestedthatacertificateofparticipation
wouldbehighlyvaluedasitcouldbeaddedtotheircurriculumvitae.

Finally,itmaybeusefultoconductalongitudinalstudyofsimilarprojects.Thepresentstudy
lasted for a month, with only the first week allocated for getting to know unfamiliar peers and
teacher.Alongerstudywouldallowformoresocialinteractiontobuildrapport,whichcouldhelp
buildasenseofcommunityandenhanceparticipation.Alongerstudymayalsoreducethepressure
ofcollaboratingaseffectivelyaspossiblesothatartefactscanbefinishedwithinatightdeadline.
Thismayresult inaproject that ismoreenjoyableandbettersuited to thenon-formalaspectof
learning,wherebylearnerstendtoworkontheirartefactintheeveningsaftertakingcareoftheir
otherresponsibilities.Furthermore,participantsinthepresentstudywereallnewtoonlinePBL,and
thiscouldhaveaffectedtheirparticipationlevelsandcontributedtotherelianceonteacher’shand-
holding.Interviewdataindicatesthatexperiencegainedfromthisprojectcouldhelpthemparticipate
betterinfutureprojects.Forexample,Ivystated“…thiswasmyfirsttimeparticipating.Iseeoh
thisishowitworks.IfIgetotheroffers,IcantryhardertohelpifIjoinfutureprojects.”SinceIvy
wasoneofthepassivestudents,itwouldbeinterestingtoconductafollow-upstudythatcanreveal
whetherfamiliaritywiththeonlinetoolsandPBLmodifiesparticipationlevel.

ACKNOwLEdGMENT

ThisresearchwassupportedbytheLeverhulmeTrust[grantnumberDS-2014-077].



International Journal of Computer-Assisted Language Learning and Teaching
Volume 8 • Issue 3 • July-September 2018

88

REFERENCES

Abdous,M.,&Yen,C.(2010).Apredictivestudyoflearnersatisfactionandoutcomesinface-toface,satellite
broadcast,andlivevideo-streaminglearningenvironments.Internet and Higher Education,13(4),248–257.
doi:10.1016/j.iheduc.2010.04.005

AdiKasuma,S.(2017).FourCharacteristicsofFacebookActivitiesforEnglishLanguageLearning:Astudy
ofMalaysianUniversityStudents’NeedsandPreferences.Advances in Language and Literary Studies,8(3),
155–171.doi:10.7575/aiac.alls.v.8n.3p.155

AdiKasuma,S.,&Wray,D.(2015).AninformalFacebookgroupforEnglishlanguageinteraction:Astudyof
Malaysianuniversitystudents’perspectives,exeriences,andbehaviours.In5th Annual International Conference 
on Education & e-Learning(pp.1–10).doi:10.5176/2251-1814_EeL15.4

Anderson, T., Rourke, L., Garrison, D., & Archer, W. (2001). Assessing teaching presence in a computer
conferencingcontext.Journal of Asynchronous Learning,5,1–17.Retrievedfromhttp://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/
viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.95.9117&rep=rep1&type=pdf

APJII.(2016).BuletinAPJII.IndonesiaInternetServiceProviderAssociation.Retrievedfromhttps://apjii.or.id/
downfile/file/BULETINAPJIIEDISI05November2016.pdf

APJII.(2017).Hasil survei penetrasi dan perilaku pengguna internet Indonesia 2017 [Penetration and the use 
of Internet in Indonesia 2017].Retrievedfromhttps://apjii.or.id/content/read/39/342/Hasil-Survei-Penetrasi-
dan-Perilaku-Pengguna-Internet-Indonesia-2017

Armellini,A.,&DeStefani,M.(2016).Socialpresenceinthe21stcentury:AnadjustmenttotheCommunity
ofInquiryframework.British Journal of Educational Technology,47(6),1202–1216.doi:10.1111/bjet.12302

Barba,J.(2016).EXPRESSART:AProject-BasedLanguageLearningExperience.Bellaterra Journal of Teaching 
& Learning Language & Literature,9(4),59–81.doi:10.5565/rev/jtl3.689

Brownell,S.,Kloser,M.,Fukami,T.,&Shavelson,R.(2013).ContextMatters:VolunteerBias,SmallSample
Size,andtheValueofComparisonGroupsintheAssessmentofResearch-BasedUndergraduateIntroductory
BiologyLabCourses.Journal of Microbiology & Biology.

Chang,W.(2014).GroupCommunicationandInteractioninproject-basedLearning:TheUseofFacebookina
TaiwaneseEFLContext.International Journal of Learning, Teaching and Educational Research, 1(1),108–130.
Retrievedfromhttps://www.ijlter.org/index.php/ijlter/article/view/6/19

Cho,H.(2017).Synchronousweb-basedcollaborativewriting:Factorsmediatinginteractionamongsecond-
languagewriters.Journal of Second Language Writing,36,37–51.doi:10.1016/j.jslw.2017.05.013

Clark,B.(2017).Projectbasedlearning:assessingandmeasuringstudentparticipation.Research and Evaluation 
in Literacy and Technology, 39,1–29.Retrievedfromhttp://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cehsgpirw/39

Debski, R. (2006). Project-based language teaching with technology. Sydney: National Centre for English
LanguageTeachingandResearch.

Deng,L.,Li,S.,&Lu,J.(2017).SupportingcollaborativegroupprojectswithWeb2.0tools:Aholisticapproach.
Innovations in Education and Teaching International,1–11.doi:10.1080/14703297.2017.1321494

Dooly,M.,&Masats,D.(2011).Closingtheloopbetweentheoryandpraxis:NewmodelsinEFLteaching.
ELT Journal,65(1),42–51.doi:10.1093/elt/ccq017

Dooly,M.,&Sadler,R.(2015).BecomingLittleScientists:Technologically-EnhancedProject-BasedLanguage
Learning.Language Learning & Technology,20(1),54–78.Retrievedfromhttp://llt.msu.edu/issues/february2016/
doolysadler.pdf

Elam, J.,&Nesbit,B. (2012).Theeffectivenessofproject-based learningutilizingWeb2.0 tools inEFL.
JALTCALL Journal, 8(2),113–127.Retrievedfromhttp://journal.jaltcall.org/articles/8_2_Elam.pdf

Ellis, R. (2012). Language Teaching Research and Language Pedagogy. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons.
doi:10.1002/9781118271643

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2010.04.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.7575/aiac.alls.v.8n.3p.155
http://dx.doi.org/10.5176/2251-1814_EeL15.4
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.95.9117&rep=rep1&type=pdf
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.95.9117&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://apjii.or.id/downfile/file/BULETINAPJIIEDISI05November2016.pdf
https://apjii.or.id/downfile/file/BULETINAPJIIEDISI05November2016.pdf
https://apjii.or.id/content/read/39/342/Hasil-Survei-Penetrasi-dan-Perilaku-Pengguna-Internet-Indonesia-2017
https://apjii.or.id/content/read/39/342/Hasil-Survei-Penetrasi-dan-Perilaku-Pengguna-Internet-Indonesia-2017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12302
http://dx.doi.org/10.5565/rev/jtl3.689
https://www.ijlter.org/index.php/ijlter/article/view/6/19
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2017.05.013
http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cehsgpirw/39
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2017.1321494
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccq017
http://llt.msu.edu/issues/february2016/doolysadler.pdf
http://llt.msu.edu/issues/february2016/doolysadler.pdf
http://journal.jaltcall.org/articles/8_2_Elam.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781118271643


International Journal of Computer-Assisted Language Learning and Teaching
Volume 8 • Issue 3 • July-September 2018

89

Elo,S.,&Kyngäs,H.(2008).Thequalitativecontentanalysisprocess.Journal of Advanced Nursing,62(1),
107–115.doi:10.1111/j.1365-2648.2007.04569.xPMID:18352969

EuropeanCommission.(2001).MakingaEuropeanareaoflifelonglearningareality.Retrievedfromhttp://
viaa.gov.lv/files/free/48/748/pol_10_com_en.pdf

Furaidah,F.,Saukah,A.,&Widiati,U.(2015).WashbackofEnglishnationalexaminationintheIndonesian
context.TEFLIN Journal,26(1),36–58.doi:10.15639/teflinjournal.v26i1/36-58

Granger, C. (2012). Silence and participation in the language classroom. In C. A. Chapelle (Ed.), The 
Encyclopaedia of Applied Linguistics.,doi:10.1002/9781405198431.wbeal1070

Hampel,R.(2006).Rethinkingtaskdesignforthedigitalage:Aframeworkforlanguageteachingandlearning
inasynchronousonlineenvironment.ReCALL,18(01),105–121.doi:10.1017/S0958344006000711

Hrastinski,S.(2006).Therelationshipbetweenadoptingasynchronousmediumandparticipationinonlinegroup
work:Anexplorativestudy.Interactive Learning Environments,14(2),137–152.doi:10.1080/10494820600800240

Kamarudin,N.(2015).TheuseofFacebookgroupasaninformalplatformtosupportlearnersofEnglishas
asecondlanguageinahighereducationalcontext.Unpublisheddoctoraldissertation,UniversityofBristol.

Kessler,G.,Bikowski,D.,&Boggs,J.(2012).Collaborativewritingamongsecondlanguagelearnersinacademic
Web-basedprojects.Language Learning & Technology,16(1),91–109.Retrievedfromhttp://llt.msu.edu/issues/
february2012/kesslerbikowskiboggs.pdf

Koehler,A.,Newby,T.,&Ertmer,P.(2017).ExaminingtheroleofWeb2.0toolsinsupportingproblemsolving
duringcase-basedinstruction.Journal of Research on Technology in Education,49(3–4),182–197.doi:10.10
80/15391523.2017.1338167

Kokotsaki,D.,Menzies,V.,&Wiggins,A.(2016).Project-basedlearning:Areviewoftheliterature.Improving 
Schools,19(3),267–277.doi:10.1177/1365480216659733

Lafraya,S.(2011).Intercultural learning in non-formal education: theoretical frameworks and starting points.
Paris:CouncilofEurope.

Lai,A.(2016).Mobileimmersion:Anexperimentusingmobileinstantmessengertosupportsecond-language
learning.Interactive Learning Environments,24(2),277–290.doi:10.1080/10494820.2015.1113706

Lamb,M.(2011).A“MatthewEffect”inEnglishlanguageeducationinadevelopingcountrycontext.InH.
Coleman(Ed.),Dreams and cealities: Developing countries and the English language(pp.186–206).London:
BritishCouncil.Retrievedfromhttp://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/75468/17/Combine.pdf

Leier,V.M.(2017).LearninglanguagethroughFacebook.International Journal of Computer-Assisted Language 
Learning and Teaching,7(3),40–57.doi:10.4018/IJCALLT.2017070103

Lin,V.,Kang,Y.,Liu,G.-Z.,&Lin,W.(2016).Participants’experiencesandinteractionsonFacebookGroupin
anEFLcourseinTaiwan.The Asia-Pacific Education Researcher,25(1),99–109.doi:10.1007/s40299-015-0239-0

Mahmud,M.,&Ching,W.(2012).FacebookdoesitreallyworkforL2learners.Education in Science,3(2),
357–370.Retrievedfromhttp://www.savap.org.pk/journals/ARInt./Vol.3(2)/2012(3.2-47).pdf

Mergendoller,J.,Markham,T.,Larmer,J.,&Ravitz,J.(2006).Pervasivemanagementofprojectbasedlearning:
Teachersasguidesandfacilitators.InC.Evertson&C.Weinstein(Eds.),Handbook of Classroom Management: 
Research, Practice, and Contemporary Issues(pp.583–615).Mahwah:LawrenceErlbaum.

Park,J.(2015).Studentinteractivityandteacherparticipation:Anapplicationoflegitimateperipheralparticipation
inhighereducationonlinelearningenvironments.Technology, Pedagogy and Education,24(3),389–406.doi:
10.1080/1475939X.2014.935743

Parks-Stamm,E.,Zafonte,M.,&Palenque,S.(2017).Theeffectsofinstructorparticipationandclasssizeon
studentparticipationinanonlineclassdiscussionforum.British Journal of Educational Technology,48(6),
1250–1259.doi:10.1111/bjet.12512

Peterson,C.(2008).Project-basedlearningthroughtheeyesofteachersandstudents:Investigatingopinionsof
PBLinAdultESL.Unpublisheddoctoraldissertation,UniversityofVictoria.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2007.04569.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18352969
http://viaa.gov.lv/files/free/48/748/pol_10_com_en.pdf
http://viaa.gov.lv/files/free/48/748/pol_10_com_en.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.15639/teflinjournal.v26i1/36-58
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781405198431.wbeal1070
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0958344006000711
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10494820600800240
http://llt.msu.edu/issues/february2012/kesslerbikowskiboggs.pdf
http://llt.msu.edu/issues/february2012/kesslerbikowskiboggs.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2017.1338167
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2017.1338167
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1365480216659733
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10494820.2015.1113706
http://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/75468/17/Combine.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.4018/IJCALLT.2017070103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40299-015-0239-0
http://www.savap.org.pk/journals/ARInt./Vol.3(2)/2012(3.2-47).pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1475939X.2014.935743
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12512


International Journal of Computer-Assisted Language Learning and Teaching
Volume 8 • Issue 3 • July-September 2018

90

Jessica Sampurna is a PhD candidate in receipt of a Leverhulme Doctoral Scholarship in Open World Learning at 
The Open University, UK. Her research focuses on online collaborative language learning in a non-formal context.

Agnes Kukulska-Hulme is Professor of Learning Technology and Communication in the Institute of Educational 
Technology at The Open University and Past-President of the International Association for Mobile Learning. Her 
research spans a number of inter-related fields including knowledge acquisition, linguistics, language learning, and 
technology-supported learning. Recent projects have included the MASELTOV project on personalized technologies 
for social inclusion, the British Council sponsored research on Mobile Pedagogy for English Language Teaching, 
and the SALSA project on language learning in the next generation of smart cities. Professor Kukulska-Hulme’s 
publications include over 130 articles, papers and books. She has published widely on mobile learning and is the 
co-editor of three leading books in this field, including Mobile Learning: The Next Generation. She has produced 
commissioned reports for UNESCO, the British Council, the Commonwealth of Learning, the International Research 
Foundation for English Language Education, and Cambridge University Press.

Ursula Stickler is Senior Lecturer in German in the School of Languages and Applied Linguistics at the Open 
University, UK. Her research focuses on independent and technology-enhanced language learning and teacher 
training. She has also published widely in the areas of Tandem learning, qualitative methods for Computer Assisted 
Language Learning (CALL) research, and eyetracking. She is co-editor of the System Journal.

Sampurna,J.(2016).Indonesianlearners’readinesstolearnEnglishbydoingprojectsonsocialnetworking
sites.InT.Soedrajat,N.Kurniasih,S.Dewayani,L.Nurani,&S.Rahmansyah(Eds.),Bandung International 
Conference on Language and Education(pp.164-167).Bandung:TheLanguageCentreofBandungInstitute
ofTechnology.

Shea,P.,Li,C.,&Pickett,A.(2006).Astudyofteachingpresenceandstudentsenseoflearningcommunityin
fullyonlineandweb-enhancedcollegecourses.The Internet and Higher Education,9(3),175–190.doi:10.1016/j.
iheduc.2006.06.005

Stickler,U.,&Hampel,R.(2010).CyberDeutsch:LanguageproductionanduserpreferencesinaMoodlevirtual
learningenvironment.CALICO, 28(1),49-73.Retrievedfromhttp://libezproxy.open.ac.uk/login?url=https://
search-proquest-com.libezproxy.open.ac.uk/docview/760884775?accountid=14697

Wei,H.-C.,Peng,H.,&Chou,C.(2015).Canmoreinteractivityimprovelearningachievementinanonline
course?Effectsofcollegestudents’perceptionandactualuseofacourse-managementsystemontheirlearning
achievement.Computers & Education,83,10–21.doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2014.12.013

Zhang,K.,Peng,S.,&Hung,J.(2009).Onlinecollaborativelearninginaproject‐basedlearningenvironment
in Taiwan: A case study on undergraduate students’ perspectives. Educational Media International, 46(2),
123–135.doi:10.1080/09523980902933425

Zhao,H.,&Sullivan,K.(2017).Teachingpresenceincomputerconferencinglearningenvironments:Effects
on interaction, cognition and learning uptake. British Journal of Educational Technology, 48(2), 538–551.
doi:10.1111/bjet.12383

Zheng,B.,Lawrence,J.,Warschauer,M.,&Lin,C.-H.(2015).Middleschoolstudents’writingandfeedback
inacloud-basedclassroomenvironment.Technology.Knowledge and Learning,20(2),201–229.doi:10.1007/
s10758-014-9239-z

ENdNOTES

1 Reasonsfordrop-out:twolearnersneverparticipatedinanyway;twolearnersstoppedparticipatingand
didnotrespondtoqueriesabouttheirinvolvementintheproject;andonewithdrewbecauseofaheavy
universityworkload.

2 LINEapplicationautomaticallyshowsthenumberofpeoplewhohavereadeachpost.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2006.06.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.iheduc.2006.06.005
http://libezproxy.open.ac.uk/login?url=https://search-proquest-com.libezproxy.open.ac.uk/docview/760884775?accountid=14697
http://libezproxy.open.ac.uk/login?url=https://search-proquest-com.libezproxy.open.ac.uk/docview/760884775?accountid=14697
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2014.12.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09523980902933425
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12383
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10758-014-9239-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10758-014-9239-z

