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ABSTRACT

The study reports on the leaming outcomes of a thematic, task-based curricular
innovation in which paired Korean and English-speaking peers, each learning the
other’s language and culture, collaborate on chat homework assignments and related
classroom activities in an International Languages class. This study draws primarily on
sociocultural theory to investigate language learning through computer-mediated
communicative tasks as a socially mediated process. This ethnographically based
longitudinal case study follows principles of action research to identify contributions
each research tradition can make to our understanding of language learning through
interaction among learners within a learning community. In order to explore second
language acquisition during interaction, this study also employs an interactionist
approach to examine more specific linguistic and interactional features of learners’
online chat discourse in tandem.

Examination of the students’ online chat interactions and related tandem
classroom discussions and activities between experts and novices, with the tandem
partners fuffilling each role in turn, reveals how collaborative peer-peer dialogue
supports knowledge-building within this cross-linguistic learning environment. Data,
qualitative in nature, reveal how these students are able to learn and teach contextually
meaningful and appropriate linguistic and cultural behaviour through socially mediated
actions, using online peer-peer collaborative dialogue, computers and tasks as
meaning-making resources within their own cross-linguistic learning community. The
findings show that the online chat interactions contributed to the establishment of a

community of learners and supported effective second language learning. Specifically



they show the ways in which learmers appropriated a variety of language practices from
one another, developed awareness of self in relation to others, and participated in
expert and novice discursive learning practices in the construction of meaning. During
collaborative peer-peer conversations, they adapted their language and negotiated
meaning to facilitate communication and enhance their second language learning. Both
qualitative and quantitative data on their second language learning outcomes, including
growth of vocabulary and explicit learning of L2 cultural concepts from thematic tasks
show important learing outcomes for both groups. The findings of the study extend our

understanding of what it means to learn a language and engage with another culture.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

1 would like to acknowledge the influence, help and dedication of all those who
contributed to the completion of this thesis.

My gratitude is due first of all to my supervisor, Dr. Mari Wesche. | have benefited
enormously not only from her academic insight and experience, but just as importantly,
from her personal encouragement. She spent countless hours listening to my ideas and
engaging in dialogue, offering constant encouragement, reading and re-reading the
muiltiple drafts of this thesis, always showing positive attitudes and great interest in my
research. Her guidance and friendship have been invaluable to me. | would also like to
thank the other members of my committee, Drs. Barbara Graves, Marie-Josée Vignola,
Aline Germain-Rutherford and Kelleen Toohey for their constant support and thoughtful
critique of my work. Profs. Marion Barfurth and Susan Parks have also greatly
influenced my study. To all of them, | am grateful for engaging me in meaningful
interactions, which have led me to reshape and transform my ideas, and to create new
and deeper understandings. In addition, | want to express my special thanks to my
mentor, Dr. Kun Soo Chang who initially assisted me in studying abroad 10 years ago.
His dedicated efforts paved the way for me to pursue my studies in Canada. | am
grateful to Dr. Kyunghui Lee who persuaded and inspired me to enter the doctoral
program while working together as research team members. | also wish to express my
gratitude to Dr. Sima Paribahkt for her moral support throughout the process.

| want to thank my students who collaborated with me in this project. | am deeply

grateful for their cooperation, thoughtful insights and enthusiasm for sharing their



learning experiences with me. | am gratelful to Mr. Michel Brabant, administrator of the
Resource Centre for Research in Education (RCRE) for his timely help.

Finally, this thesis would not have been possible without the love, support and
patience of my family. The endless support and dedication of my parent-in-laws Hae
Taek and Soo Rean Chung have, as ever, been generous and encouraging. They have
always been near me to help with anything, including, looking after my two young
children, now eight-year-old daughter Cynthia and five-year-old son David from their
birth till the completion of the doctoral program. | wish to express hearfelt gratitude to
them. | thank my mother for giving me many wonderful opportunities to learn and for
trusting my ability. Her dedication and sacrifice while raising four kids as a single
working mother have been a constant source of encouragement and inspiration to my
life. My deepest gratitude goes to my husband, Jae, who has lived through every
moment of this thesis, sharing both joy and frustration, and offering on numerous
occasions, practical help. | dedicate this thesis to him with love and appreciation.

Above all, 1 thank my living, loving God, without whose help, this thesis would not

been launched or completed. To Him be the glory.



TABLE OF CONTENTS
ABSTRACT ...ttt ettt e eatesue e e bee et e n s e e e re e e s easaaesneeeas i
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ... ...ttt iii
TABLE OF CONTENTS ...ttt ettt reseeae e v
LISTOF TABLES ...ttt e vii
LISTOF FIGURES ...ttt e ae e viii
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION ...ttt e 1
Statementof the problem. ... e 2
Creating community across a linguisticdivide...................... 3
The Innovation: Internet Chatin Tandem........ ... ... 6
Rationale forthe study ... e 9
CHAPTER 2: FRAMING OF THE RESEARCH ..o 11
Research QUeStiONS. ... ... i e 1
Researcher's epistemological standpoint........................ 14
What is KnOWIEAGe™?........... it e et r e e s ae e e mn e e e e e nnnee 15
Ways of searching for such knowledge.................cooiiiiiiiii 16
Establishing trustworthiness in qualitative research........... ... 19
A sociocultural theoretical framework...............coooviiin i 21
The notion of culture in a second language acquisition context.......................... 25
Sociocultural theory applied to second language acquisition............................. 26
Interface with interactionist theory in second language acquisition................... 27
CHAPTER 3: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ........cccoiii e 33
Second language research with an interactionist approach................................. 33
Second language research with a sociocultural approach.................................... 38
A constructivist perspective of learning with technology................................. 40

Technology-supported learning communities................................. e 41



vi

CMC and language 1eaming.............coiiniiiiiiiii ettt e e 43
internet chat: Synchronous computer-mediated communication........................ 45
Tandem language learing. ... ... ... icicieaat e aaraearaaneaaaaanaann 48
Balanced use of L1 and L2 intandem leaming.................cocoiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnn. 49
Language learming and cross-cultural understandings in tandem....................... 50
Communication tools in tandem learning..............c.cooooiiiiiii i, 53
CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY ..ottt seerte e e enee s 55
ACHON T@SANCI. ...t e e e 55
Context of the study..........ooo e e 57
o110 T 3 (1 o 378 58
Part CipaNtS. ... e e et 60
Researchsites......................... et e ee et eeeeaeateaeataesateseeeaeeneteseatenaanns 63
Implementation of the curricular innovation..................cooiiii 66
JLIE 2T 7 66
Technical and fogistical iISSUeS............ .o 73
Toolof choice 1: ICQ......i e e e e e ee e 73
Tool of ChoICe 2: MSN. ... e e e e 76
Grouping and language USAQE.............ccoouiiiiiii it 79
Theteachers role....... .o e e e e e 81
Data collection. ..o e 82
Data analysis. ..o e, 85
Analytical procedure for transcript data..................o i 89
Analytical procedure for non-transcriptdata....................c. . 91
LIMIatioONS. .. ..o e e 92
CHAPTER B: FINDINGS ... e 94
Building a learning community through collaborative peer-peer dialogues................ 95
Initial attitudes and perceptions and changes overtime.........................ccooal. 96
Students’ attitudes and perceplions...........ccooiiiiiii i 96
Parents’ attitudes and perceptions........... ... .. 111
Peer-peer collaborative dialogues in building a learning community.................. 112
Learners’ ability to overcome lack of visual expression in online environments.. 114
Expressions of support, encouragement and evaluation among leamers......... 116

Minimized teacher’s intervention in online activities................c.oooi ... 120



vii

Second language learmning mediated by peer-peer coliaborative dialogues............ 122
Appropriating the words of others through peer-peer dialogue.......................... 123
Chat JargON. ... ..oe it et e e ee e et e e et e e e 123
Korean honorific diSCOUrSe........... ..o ee e 125
Awareness of self inrelationtoothers...................co 130
Expert and novice collaboration in second language leaming........................... 133
Orientation to expert and novice relationships.................ccooiiiiiiin.. 133
Scaffolding........cieiitiin i e e e e e e 150
Interactive learner adapted discourse for language learning............................ 154
Linguistic and interactional adaptations...................cooi i 154
Learning OULCOMIES. ... ...t et e et et e e e e 176
Second language leaming.......... ..o 177
Explicit learning of L2 culture through its key words..............ccooiiiiiini. 193
CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS ...ttt ete e e 201
Contributions and pedagogical implications................c..c.oiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 203
Leaming OULCOMIES. ...ttt et et iea e e e e et e nenens 210
Recommendations for future research........................iii 212
REFERENGCES ... .ot e et e e e s 215
APPENDICES....... ..ottt ettt ee et s e st e e e s senese s neeeannnan 228
Appendix A: Student participant consentform.........................L. 228
Appendix B: Student participant consent form for parent....................cccoeeineen 231
Appendix C: Topics for Internet chat in tandemtasks..................ccccoviinnni, 233
Appendix D: Chat activities cycle...................o 234
Appendix E: Pre-course questionnaire for English-speaking students.................. 236
Appendix F: Post-course questionnaire for English-speaking students................. 240
Appendix G: Pre-course questionnaire for Korean-speaking students.................. 245
Appendix H: Post-course questionnaire for Korean-speaking students................. 249
Appendix |: Focus group discussion tOpicCs............cc.vviiiiiiiiiiiiciicire e, 253
Appendix J: Self-assessment of L2 proficiency for English-speaking students........ 254
Appendix K: Self-assessment of L2 proficiency for Korean-speaking students....... 260
Appendix L: Examples of student vocabulary evaluation responses..................... 264
LIST OF TABLES
Table 1: List of participants.................oooooiiiiii i 62
Table 2: Transcript data collected from each topic................cooevveriiviviiieiiiiee 83
Table 3: Attitudes towards peer teaching and learning.........................c.co i, 97

Table 4: Attitudes towards using computer-mediated communication..................... 100



Table 5: Student experiences with tandem chat activities.....................c... 106
Table 6: L2 culture learmning experiences from their chat partner(s) from chatting...... 107
Table 7: What students liked most fromthechat.....................s. 108
Table 8: English-speaking students’ improvement of their typing skills.................... 108
Table 9: What students liked least fromthechat.................... 109
Table 10: Students’ overall experience in leaming through chat activities................ 110
Table 11: Students’ reports of parents’ attitudes toward online chatting................... 112
Table 12: Commonly used chat emoticons......... ..ot 114
Table 13: Use of chat jargon in chat room conversation...................c.ccocciiiiini. 124
Table 14: Students’ valued peer teaching and learning in chatroom....................... 141
Table 15: Specific vocabulary that students leamed..................c...ccn 179
Table 16: Pre- and post-course second language self-assessments....................... 180
Table 17: English-speaking students’ vocabulary evaluations before and after the chat
ACHVItY (TOPIC 1) ittt et e ee e e et e e e ra e e e e ennuae 186
Table 18: Korean-speaking students’ vocabulary evaluations before and after the chat
ACHVItY (TOPIC 1) et e et e e et e e e eem e aaa 186
Table 19: English-speaking students’ vocabulary evaluations before and after the chat
ACHVILY (TOPIC 3)... ettt et e et 187
Table 20: Korean-speaking students’ vocabuiary evaluations before and after the chat
ACHVIEY (TOPIC 3. einii et et et ra e e e e e e 187
Table 21: English-speaking students’ vocabulary evaluations before and after the chat
ACHVILY (TOPIC B). ..ot et et e e et et e e et e e ee e e 188
Table 22: Korean-speaking students’ vocabulary evaluations before and after the chat
= Lo (1Y oV [ T o1 ) T PP 188
Table 23: Students’ preference to direct error correction frompeers....................... 190
LIST OF FIGURES
Figure 1: Initial learning expectations from both groups (N=21) ............coccivvinicnnnnne 99
Figure 2: Students’ experiences in difficulties in setting up a suitable bilingual chat
ENVITONMMENL ... .o etieereeeeerie e e errresee s e eresaaeesnessaseaasneeseaensessaseensnneanns 102
Figure 3: Students’ expectations to teacher’s intervention in the chat room................ 121
Figure 4. Language learning outcomes from the chat activities..................ccccceeeeee. 178
Figure 5: Students’ noticing process through comparison and contrast ...................... 191
Figure 6: Self-perceived uptake and self-repair following peer feedback .................... 192

Figure 7: Students’ reports on learning about culture through cultural comparisons ... 194



CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The longitudinal study presented here reports on the design, implementation and
outcomes of a curricular innovation involving computer-mediated communication in
language learning. It investigates the processes of second language and cultural
learning in an International Languages Class' involving students with two different first
languages. Within this class, adolescent Korean and English-speaking students became
members of a knowledge building community (Wenger, 1998) in which members of
each group collaborated on fandem chat homework activities. In these activities, they
wrote to one another in their respective first languages and worked together to prepare
joint bilingual assignments for weekly class sessions. As a teacher-researcher, |
examined my students’ chat interactions and related tandem classroom activities
between novices and experts, with the tandem partners fulfilling each role in turn,
exploring how their online collaborative discourse supported knowledge building within
this cross-linguistic learning community. This chapter presents background information
and the rationale for such a study. It also introduces the curricular innovation which was

its main topic.

1 Heritage languages refer to the traditional languages of aboriginal and immigrant groups in Canada.
Federally funded “heritage language” programs were set up in recent decades in many parts of Canada to
support language leaming and maintenance for second generation immigrants and for aboriginal groups
whose traditional language was no longer the main language of schooling. Current “international
languages” programs for immigrant languages distinguish these programs from those serving the First
Nations communities. Societal maintenance of immigrant ianguages is assured in the homelands where
they are used, while continuing immigration to Canada from these areas brings many new school age
learners for whom they are native rather than second languages, resulting in linguistically heterogeneous
‘international languages’ programs. The former name, “Heritage” languages program, is still often used
generically to indicate the core second-generation student clientele.



Statement of the problem

One of the most controversial educational issues in North America today is the role
of education in a multicultural and multilingual society (August & Hakuta, 1997; Banks,
1993a & 1993b). The large number of recent immigrants to North America, and the
problem of educating minority students, especially the provision of language education,
has become a major concern (Cummins & Cameron, 1994; Duff, 2001; Kubota, 1998,
2003, 2004; Kubota, Austin, & Saito-Abbot, 2003; Roessingh, 1999; Taaffe, Maguire &
Pringle, 1996). Two main issues regarding the language education of ethnolinguistic
minority students in Canada are English learning by recently immigrated students and
mother tongue learning and maintenance by ethnic minority students who were born in
Canada or who immigrated as pre-schoolers?. One concern is that the majority of
recently immigrated students have limited proficiency in English, and are in many cases
not provided with enough ESL instruction and cultural orientation in their school
program (Roessingh, 1999; Taaffe & Pringle, 1988; Taaffe et al., 1996). While heritage
language classes are not designed to deal with issues like premature mainstreaming
and academic underachievement among ethnolinguistic minority students, they can
support immigrant students' transition into a new school and community, thereby,
increasing their self-esteem and confidence (International Languages Educators’

Association, http://www.ilea.ca). The second concern is that a substantial number of

second-generation students, children of immigrants who have spent all or most of their
lives in Canada, must often struggle to learn and/or maintain their mother tongue in

order to take full advantage of being bilingual or multilingual, as well as to maintain their

2 Participants in this study who were bomn in Canada or had immigrated from Korea as pre-schoolers, and
thus had native or near-native proficiency in English are to be called “second-generation students”



ethnic identity. Ontario’s only government funded mother tongue education program for
second-generation students of minority groups is the International Languages Program
(ILP), which covers over 100 different languages. Classes are offered every Saturday
for students of all ages, usually including a high school credit course in each language.
All the courses follow curriculum guidelines® from the Ontario Ministry of Education and
a maximum of four credits are accepted as credits towards a high school diploma.
Despite sustained e_fforts by the provincial government and ethnic communities to
initiate and maintain these programs, they frequently suffer from a lack of qualified
teachers, out-dated resources, insufficient funding (Taaffe & Pringle, 1993) and lack of
recoghnition as a regular educational program (Ministry of Education and Training,
Ontario, 1994). The International Languages Program is typically viewed as a frill or
extra, rather than being seen as part of formal schooling. However, since the
International Languages Program is the only government-supported mother tongue
education program, it is important to explore all possible resources and to pursue

ongoing educational innovations in order to maintain the program and improve its
quality.
Creating community across a iinguistic divide
The present study was conducted to investigate a curricular innovation which |

designed in response to an educational challenge that | faced as a language teacher in

an advanced, high school credit course in a Korean Community “Saturday” school. This

throughout the thesis.

3 http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/document/curricul/secondary/classic/classful. html

Each province has a different way of operating and funding this program, but generally the local ethnic
community must take the initiative in requesting such a program from the local school board. In Ontario,
the Intemnational Language Program can offer a credit language course in each language, but credit
courses are only offered where at least 25 students per class request them.



course had originally been developed specifically for second-generation Canadian-born
students to learn Korean and become more familiar with Korean traditions, history, and
cuiture. Beginning in the mid-1990s, however, the classroom population expanded to
include an increasing number of recently arrived Korean immigrant and visa students.
These new arrivals in Canada enrolled mainly to obtain high school credit toward
admission to Canadian universities. As a result, by 1998, this Korean credit class
consisted of approximately equal numbers of English-speaking Canadian-born students
and newly arrived Korean-speaking students, two groups who patrticipated for very
different educational purposes. The Canadian-born students wanted to learn the Korean
language and about Korean culture, while the newly arrived Korean students were more
interested in learning English.

This demographic change led to curricular reform in the International Languages
Program in 1999 (Ministry of Education and Training, Ontario, 1999). In recognition of
the changing student population, the program mandate was expanded and its objectives
were restated as follows:

. . . fo help students to develop the skills they would need to communicate

effectively with people from other countries and at the same time improve their

skills in the English language. . . and develop a deeper appreciation of and respect

for the identity, rights, and values of others. (p. 3)

Program planning points suggested in the curriculum guideline (Ministry of
Education and Training, Ontario, 1999) also included some considerations for English
as a second language (ESL) and English literacy development (ELD) students. The

guideline states that



...because classical and international language courses focus on the development
of essential language and communication skills, they can be of considerable
benefit to ESL/ELD students who are engaged in the task of developing these
skills in the English language. In addition to supporting ESL/ELD students in their
efforts to develop communication skills, classical and international language
courses also provide them with language knowledge that can be of great
assistance to them in understanding the fundamental principles that are operative
in the English language. Teachers of classical and international languages should
work closely with parents, fellow teachers, guidance counsellors, school
administrators, and community support networks to ensure that ESL/ELD students
derive maximum benefit from classical and international language courses. (p. 41)
Given these curricular changes, newly arrived ESL students now attend ‘Saturday’
schools with an expectation of learning English as well as maintaining their mother
tongue.

The initial strategy to handle the pedagogical challenges posed by the two
linguistic groups in the Korean credit program was to treat them separately, dividing the
class into two sub-groups. As the regular teacher, | instructed the Korean-speaking
students in Korean literature, advanced writing and basic English while an assistant
teacher worked with English-speaking second-generation students on intermediate
listening and reading skills in Korean. One result of this grouping strategy was that the
two groups had little interaction with one another and it was not uncommon for students
to graduate without knowing the names of their classmates from the other group. | found

this arrangement highly unsatisfactory.



Drawing on my understanding that interaction is an essential element in successful
learning (cf. Vygotsky, 1978, 1986), and especially, the importance for second language
learners of having many opportunities to interact with proficient speakers of the
language in real life communication situations, (Ellis, 1994; Larsen-Freeman & Long,
1991), | was convinced of each group’s capacity to provide potentially valuable teaching
resources for the other, and to support rich linguistic and intercultural exchanges among
all participants. As | experimented with curricular interventions that might achieve this
goal, the need to create a learning environment in which the two groups couid be
brought together became apparent. | believed that in such an environment members of
the two groups could become motivated to participate in pedagogical activities that
would provide the kinds of experiences each needed for further their second language
and intercultural development. | applied myself to finding ways to bring these two
groups together in a learning community that could promote sharing of their linguistic
and cultural expertise and ensure opportunities to practice new knowledge in
meaningful ways (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998). The characteristics of a
learning community which | wanted to foster included active interaction among learners,
collaborative learning exchanges, mutual subport and encouragement among learners,

and collective problem solving (Palloff & Pratt, 1999).
The Innovation: Internet Chat in Tandem

As a starting point to create a learning community in which the two groups could
teach and learn from each other, | Began to explore what these students had in
common. Members of both groups shared familiarity with and regular use of computer-

mediated communication (CMC) in the form of daily online chatting with friends.



Students in the 2001-02 class from both groups reported at the beginning of the year
that they chatted online with friends at least one hour and up to 10 hours every day.
They mainly did this in their first language, using /CQ (“l seek you”) or MSN chat
technology, the most common type of online synchronous communication tool. |
realized that information technology, especially online chat, offered the possibility of
peer-mediated learning among these students. Furthermore, they could be good
language models for one another, since each was a fluent speaker of the language that
members of the other group were learning. | saw my critical role as one of redirecting
some of the students’ chat into an ongoing academic activity that would engage them in
cross-lingual social interactions for language learning and development of cultural
knowledge*. Thus transformed, chat activity could provide a rich learning environment
as well as a tool for material development and research. For example, printed
transcripts of conversations could be used to develop instructional materials as well as
to study learners’ language use over time. The role of information technology is
emphasized in the Ontario International Languages curriculum guideline (1999):
Information technology provides a variety of resources that both facilitate and
enrich language learning in unique and important ways. These resources include
language programs that support specific learning styles as well as programs that

enable teachers to design individualized courses or courses for learners with

4 The definition of cultural knowledge within this study includes an understanding of embedded cultural
concepts, beliefs, attitudes, and ways of interacting and looking at the world of another culture which are
normally hidden. The process of developing this knowledge goes beyond just understanding a list of
proper nouns, phrases, concepts, expressions or experiencing cultural events within a second or foreign
language classroom. My students will develop their knowledge of the other cuiture by interacting with
each other within online tandem chat environment as well as within the classroom. They themselves will
construct new meanings and understandings of the other cuiture through peer-mediated cross-cultural
communication and negotiation.



similar needs. Technology also offers students a rich variety of experiences—both

linguistic and cultural — that they might otherwise not have access to. For example,

the Internet allows students to visit museums and cultural sites or to read the day's
news in the language under study. Students also have access to a wealth of
information and literary texts, all of which can enrich their projects and
presentations, and give depth and cbntext to their language learning. In addition,
students can contribute to electronic discussion sites... (Ministry of Education and

Training, Ontario, 1999, p. 40)

The ILP guidelines also emphasize that the programs should introduce students to
the heritage of other societies, and so increase their awareness and appreciation of
other cultures. Through learning languages, students will gain a greater understanding
of the perspectives of the other people who comprise Canada’s diverse society, and
develop a deeper appreciation of and respect for the identity, rights, and values of
others (p. 3).

Considering all of the above, | developed a new curriculum involving Korean—
English chat activities in tandem. Beginning in 2001-02, | developed a pilot project in
which Korean and English-speaking peers were paired to collaborate on theme-related
class activities and homework assignments. In particular, the homework assignments
were designed as computer-mediated activities for learning both language and culture.
Tandem language and culture leamning takes place “when two learners of different
native languages work together in order to learn their partner’s language and also to
learn more about his or her background” (Brammerts, 1996a, p. 121). Thus each

partner has the role of an expert in his/her first language and culture and a novice in



his/her second language and culture. In the context of the present study, learners were
encouraged to share with one another their cultural and life experiences in Canada and
in Korea as well as their language expertise. The pilot project proved successful and
was continued. In 2002-03, it became the focus of an in-depth longitudinal case study

described in this thesis.
Rationale for the study

The present study was needed in order to closely examine the nature of
collaborative peer-peer dialogue in online chat rooms. More specifically, it sought better
understanding of how technology-supported collaborative chat discourse and related
classroom activities among these two groups of students with different linguistic and
cultural backgrounds might contribute to building a learning community and support

" their construction of knowledge in their second language and culture. As participants in
this study, my students were explicitly introduced to and became familiar with the
concept of communities of practice and of their own roles within such a community
(Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998). Each of them participated in the process of
developing a knowledge building community, becoming an active member by fulfilling, in
turn, roles as both a teacher and a learner within it.

This study has implications for language teaching, especially English and
international languages education, as well as for the incorporation of information and
communication technologies (ICT), especially computer-mediated communication tools,
into the teaching and learning of a second language and its culture. This study can be
evaluated as valuable in the sense that a case study of this specific population (i.e.,

Korean students in Canada), and instructional situation (enhancing English as well as
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mother tongue education simultaneously using online communication), is unique. At the
same time, some of the findings are applicable to other intemational language classes.
As this study was conducted by the researcher as a teacher with her own students, its
detailed illustrations of the teacher’'s experiences with her students and insights into
their leaming practices illustrates the potential richness of the linguistic and cultural
diversity of an international languages class. In particular, it can make an important

contribution to the understanding of situated language teaching and learning.
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CHAPTER 2: FRAMING THE RESEARCH
Research questions

The main research questions addressed were:

¢ How do collaborative peer-peer dialogue in online chat rooms and related
classroom activities contribute to building a learning community?

e In what ways do collaborative peer-peer dialogue in online chat rooms and
related classroom activities mediate learners’ second language learning and their
understanding of cultural practice?

e What is the nature of collaborative peer-peer dialogue in online chat rooms?

o What are the learning outcomes in terms of learners’ second language learning
and development of L2 culture awareness in this context?

The first research question was illuminated through answering several
subquestions. In order to answer how collaborative discourse among second language
learners contributes to building a learning community, | had to define the characteristics
of a successful learning community, especially those of a technology-supported online
learning community. In order to examine the process of building a technology-supported
learning community, | used the socioconstructivist approach to teaching and learning
(Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998) as well as to integrating technology into teaching
and learning (Jonassen, Peck, & Wilson, 1999). Determining whether the characteristics
of a learning community were present within both online chat discussions and
classroom interactions among the leamners involved examination of students’ initial
beliefs and reactions with respect to the idea of peer-teaching and learning, and the use

of chat room discussion in learning a second language and its culture, because their
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initial attitudes and perceptions towards this new way of learning could positively and
negatively affect their ongoing understanding of what being a member of a learning
community means. After examining their initial attitudes and perceptions, | was able to
see how these changed over time and look for evidence of developing social relations
and a sense of membership among them. While | developed pedagogical applications
of communications technology, | tried to summarize what was involved in designing and
implementing an effective chat-supported tandem learning environment for language
and culture learning in a linguistically and culturally diverse classroom, so that the study
could contribute to pedagogical practice as well as to theory.

The second research question reflects the core of the study, since it implicates
several sub-questions which yielded important claims in findings. In order to describe
the ways in which collaborative peer-peer dialogue among the learners in a community
mediates their second language learning and their understandings of cultural practice, |
employed a sociocultural theoretical framework. This framework emphasizes the
fundamental role of social interaction in the development of cognition (Vygotsky, 1978;
Wertsch, 1991). Vygotskian theorists claim that dialogue can serve to mediate learning
through sharing and mutual re-shaping of interlocutors’ understandings, by requiring
individuals to focus consciously on their understandings, and by the dynamic, facilitative
support that one interlocutor may give to another in reaching new kinds of
understanding. Applying this theoretical perspective to the field of language learning, |
have employed Bakhtin's (1935/1981, 1953/1986) theories of the dialogic nature of
discourse and emerging selfhood, which provide an additional perspective for

conceptualizing language learning as sociocultural mediated activities that are always
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embedded in the language of others from previous contexts. In Baktin’s view, language
leamning is a social process of appropriating the words of others. The subquestions of
this question weré “How do learners appropriate a variety of language practices?”, “How
do they develop awareness of self in relation to others?”, “in what way do they
participate in expert and novice discursive leaming practices in the construction of
meaning?” These questions were emergent from complex research processes and led
to gradual but profound transformation of the research design.

In order to explore more specific interactional features and characteristics of
learners’ online chat discourse in tandem and their linguistic environment, this study
also employed an interactionist approach which examines detailed processes of how
second language acquisition occurs during interaction. Researchers in second language
acquisition who investigate learning from an interactionist perspective have examined
two main phenomena; “input’ or the language the leamner is exposed to, and the special
features of conversational interactions. Following an interactionist approach, this study
focused on “how learners use their linguistic environment, in particular, conversational
interactions to build their knowledge of the second language” (Gass, 2002, p. 171). The
interactionist hypothesis has claimed that conversational interaction provides
particularly useful input for second language learning (Gass, 1997; Long, 1996; Pica,
1994).

In terms of the learning outcomes of this study, participants’ year-long discursive
leamning processes were reported, within the framework provided by the research

questions. Evidence of their learning of second language and L2 cultural concepts is
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presented through both qualitative and quantitative descriptive data in order to illustrate
their leamning outcomes over time.

In this chapter, | will demonstrate how key aspects of sociocultural theories and
interactionist claims are linked to my research. To do so, 1 will first provide a summary of
my epistemological standpoint as a researcher with a social constructivist perspective,
to clarify my stance regarding what counts as knowledge and the ways of searching for
such knowledge. | will also discuss the strategies used to ensure appropriate standards
of quality and trustworthiness for my research and provide a rationale for the research

methodology that | used in my study.
Researcher’s epistemological standpoint

The main purpose of my study was to see how my participants’ computer- and
peer-mediated actions in a chat room environment may contribute to their construction
of knowledge in their second language and culture. During the study, | focused on my
students’ experiences in language learning and their development of cultural awareness
through the use of real-time Internet communication tools in the form of guided online
chatting. | examined the linguistic and social interactions that took place among Korean
and English-speaking peers within the collaborative discourse of a tandem learning
community. | also examined interactive features of their peer mediated teaching and
learning that were different from the face-to-face instructional conversations that occur
in a conventional classroom setting where a teacher has dominant power in relation to
his or her students. The ultimate goals of my study were to understand learners’
experiences and to interpret the meanings of what they expressed as language learners

in the situated learning environments of the chat room and classroom. Therefore, |
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designed my research as an ethnographically-based, longitudinal case study which
involved qualitative methodology using action research techniques.

While designing my research, | faced several epistemological questions, including
‘What is true knowledge?’, ‘How can | search for this knowledge?’, ‘How can | ensure
that my study is trustworthy?’ and ‘How should 1 verify the plausibility of my
representation of data and interpretation of findings?”". These represented the
fundamental epistemological issues that | had to think about when designing the
research, including trustworthiness, verification, plausibility, and verisimilitude of the
study, as well as how to ensure that my research methodology was appropriate for

carrying out my study.

What is knowledge?

Schwandt (1998) points out that constructivists are deeply committed to the view
that what one takes to be objective knowledge and truth is the result of perspective.
Constructivists, such as Berger and Luckmann (1967), and Bruner (1986), claim that
knowledge and truth are created, not discovered by the mind. In other words, human
beings do not find or discover knowledge so much as construct or make it. From
constructivist point of view, truth is created thorough dialectical processes between
human beings and their perceived reality. Therefore, reality is not completely given,; it
always involves construction and process.

Similarly, post modemn constructivism, such as the social constructivist
epistemological perspective, also supports this notion of knowledge construction.
Learning and understanding are regarded as inherently social and cultural activities and

tools are regarded as integral to conceptual development (Palincsar, 1998). The social
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constructivist perspective emphasizes the interdependence of social and individual
processes in the co-construction of knowledge and the contextual and interactional

dimensions of language in the knowledge building processes.

Ways of searching for such knowledge

Multiple realities. Constructivists also emphasize the pluralistic and plastic
character of reality - pluralistic in the sense that reality is expressible in a variety of
symbolic and linguistic systems; plastic in the sense that reality is stretched and shaped
to fit purposeful acts of intentional human agents (Schwandt, 1998). Guba and Lincoln
(1982) emphasize the pluralistic aspect in terms of “multiple realities”.

Naturalistic inquirers make virtually the opposite assumptions to positivistic,

scientific inquirers. They focus upon the multiple realities that, like the layers of an

onion, nest within or complement one another. Each layer provides a different
perspective of reality, and none can be considered more “true” than any other.

Phenomena do not converge into a single form, a single ‘truth’, but diverge into

many forms, multiple ‘truths’. (p. 57)

However, it is important to emphasize that these statements about multiple
‘realities/truth’ do not mean that all meanings and knowledge surrounding us are solely
based on individuals’ beliefs and interpretations. The point is rather that we should pay
more attention to how people make meanings, why people have different interpretations,
and how these meanings and interpretations change over time. As Schwandt has
observed, after Guba and Lincoln (1989), the question of which or whether

constructions are true is socio-historically relative, and truth is a matter of the best-
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informed and most sophisticated construction on which there is consensus at a given
time (Schwandt, 1998, p. 243).

Virtues of subjectivity and muitiple perspectives. Eisner (1998) claims that an
individual's perception of the world, or the way people make meaning, is influenced by
“skill, point of view, focus, language, and framework (p.46)". One’s perception depends
on one’s mental framework and each individual's perception is framed in his or her own
schemata. This framework-dependent character of perception is also strongly
influenced by culture. Eisner argues that as individuals and social groups, we should
therefore recognize our uniqueness and the virtue of our subjectivity and appreciate our
culture and its contribution to our way of seeing things. He further claims that we can
learn to shift perspectives and alter our frame of reference, and that each frame of
reference provides a different view and a different interpretation of a state of affairs. For
Eisner, taking various perspectives is a way of examining situations from different
angles. It is a matter of being able to handle several ways of seeing as a series of
differing views rather than reducing all views to a single correct one. He believes that “it
is far more liberating to live in a world with many different paradigms and procedures
than in one with a single official version of the truth or how to find it (p.48)."

Applying these ideas to research methodology, Kaplan (1999) criticizes the
limitations of scientific methods, especially in conducting educational research. He
criticizes the myth of methodology, the notion that if only the student of education could
find “the right way” to go about research, the findings would be undeniably “scientific”.
He points out that there is no single right way of doing research; in the conclusion, he

claims that each scientist must walk alone, not in defiance but with the independence
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demanded by intellectual integrity, and be open to different kinds of research
methodology. He argues that this openness is what it means to have a scientific temper
of mind. Based on his arguments, it is reasonable to believe that even in scientific
research, there is a necessary element of subjectivity, because the researchers
themselves are subjective beings with their own perceptions and descriptions. Eisner
(1998) also argues that descriptions and representation are usually done through some
symbol system such as a language, which is itself very subjective, representing a
culture, a society, a history and a value system.

Self as research instrument. Researchers can never be totally objective and

detached from their research, since they use themselves as a research instrument.
Guba and Lincoln (1989, p. 143), argue that the observer cannot (and should not) be
neatly disengaged from the observed in the activity of inquiring into constructions, but
must rather engage in the interactive nature of the observer-observed in a dyad. The
reason is that constructions are resident in the minds of individuals; they do not exist
outside of the persons who create and hold them, and they are not part of some
‘objective’ world that exists apart from their constructors. Guba and Lincoln (1994) claim
that “the notion that findings are created through the interaction of inquirer and
phenomenon (which, in the social sciences, is usually people), is often a more plausibie
description of the inquiry process than is the notion that findings are discovered through
objective observation. . .” (p. 107). Guba and Lincoln (1994) further claimed that the etic
theory brought to bear on an inquiry by an investigator (or the hypotheses proposed to
be tested) may have little or no meaning within the emic (insider) view of studied

individuals, groups, societies, or cultures.
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Establishing trustworthiness in qualitative research

Eisner (1983) points out that those who recognize that there are multiple ways of
looking at the world and many ways of describing it have not given up their rationality;
and that qualitative researchers do intend their findings to be credible to others. With
regard to the evaluation and interpretation of complicated and interactive constructions
of meaning, qualitative research methodologists have repeatedly pointed to the need for
methodological procedures to ensure this credibility, and have proposed strategies that
can be used to ensure that qualitative data and the interpretation of those data are
believable and trustworthy. Miles and Huberman (1984) presented the issue as follows:

The results [of qualitative research] are expected to be taken seriously, to be

accepted as plausible, even valid, beyond the corps of people using the critical

perspective. Otherwise, no one beyond the observer would be illuminated, and no
serious claims of connoisseurship could be made that other publics could

acknowledge. (p. 21)

Standards of quality and verification procedure. More recently, Guba and
Lincoin (1999) have emphasized that serious efforts by qualitative researchers are
needed to develop standards which are paralle| to those commonly used by rationalists’
standards of internal and external validity, reliability, and objectivity. They also suggest
alternative terms that adhere more to naturalistic axioms, such as “credibility”,
“transferability”, “dependability”, and “confirmability” instead of “internal validity”,
“external validity”, “reliability” and “objectivity”.

Creswell (1998) formulated the central epistemological issue in terms of the

question, “How do we know that the qualitative study is believable, accurate, and
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‘right'?” (p. 193), and synthesized current thinking about verification in qualitative

research by proposing eight procedures that qualitative researchers can use to enhance

the quality of their research (p. 201-202):

Prolonged engagement and persistent observation in the field include building trust
with participants, leamning the culture, and checking for misinformation that stems
from distortions introduced by the researcher and informants.

In triangulation, researchers make use of multiple and different sources, methods,
investigators, and theories to provide corroborating evidence.

Peer review or debriefing provides an external check of the research process, much
in the same spirit as interrater reliability in quantitative research.

In negative case analysis, the researcher refines working hypotheses as the inquiry
advances in light of negative or disconfirming evidence. The researcher revises
initial hypotheses until all cases fit, completing this process late in data analysis and
eliminating all outliers and exceptions.

Clarifying researcher bias from the outset of the study is important so that the reader
understands the researcher’s position and any biases or assumptions that impact
the inquiry.

In member checks, the researcher solicits informants’ views of the credibility of the
findings and interpretations. This approach involves taking data, analyses,
interpretations, and conclusions back to the participants so that they can judge the
accuracy and credibility of the account.

Rich, thick description allows the reader to make decisions regarding transferability

because the writer describes in detail the participants or setting under study.
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o External audits allow an external consultant, the auditor, to examine both the
process and the product of the account, assessing their accuracy.

Creswell recommends that qualitative researchers engage in at least two of these
eight procedures in any given study. Since my study was an ethnographically-based
longitudinal case study following an action research approach, extensive verification
was required. | therefore used the procedures of triangulation among different data
sources, prolonged engagement with the participants, writing with detailed and thick
description, and member checks as the most relevant strategies to establish the

trustworthiness of my study.
A sociocultural theoretical framework

in order to explore leamers' knowledge construction through computer- and peer-
mediated interaction while fulfilling communicative tasks in tandem, this research draws
primarily on Vygotsky's sociocultural theory (Vygotsky, 1978, 1934/1986; Wertsch,
1991), which emphasizes the fundamental role of social interaction in human
development. Within this perspective, knowledge and reasoning are understood as
primarily social activities and distributed nature of cognition are recognized. Important
for the present research is the understanding that development of cognition, such as
language learning does not take place exclusively within the individual's mind but is
understood as a socioculturally situated activity in a specific context, where interaction
among the learners is mediated by meaning-making resources such as language, tasks,
and computers (Wertsch, 1991). While language is perhaps the most powerful and
important of these tools (Lantolf, 2002; Vygotsky, 1934/1986), and is the “primary

medium for learning, meaning construction, and cultural transmission and
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transformation” (Lee & Smagorinsky, 2000, p. 2), other artifacts entail significant non-
linguistic features mediating human mental activity. More recent activity theory (e.g.,
Leontiev, 1981) stemming from Vygotskian framework has also informed research on
tool-focused group processes; specifically, the mediating role of non-linguistic tools or
artifacts in activity. These tools and artifacts act as bridges that link concrete actions
carried out by individuals or groups with larger cultural and historical settings.

in addition, Vygotsky (1978) highlighted the difference between what an individual
can accomplish independently and what he or she can accomplish with the help of a
more knowledgeable other. He termed this difference the zone of proximal development
(ZPD) and suggested that it constituted a generative potential for learning. The “more
knowledgeable other” refers to someone who has a better understanding or a higher
ability level than the learner with respect to a particular task, process, or concept. The
expert in an expert/novice pair is typically an adult, for example, a parent or a teacher.
However, the concept of more knowledgeable other has recently been expanded to
same age peers in peer-peer interaction, where they can concurrently be both experts
and novices, and this peer- peer interaction can foster learning (Wells, 1999). Vygotsky
believes that when a student is in his or her ZPD for a particular task, provision of the
appropriate assistance, also known as scaffolding, will give the student enough of a
"boost" to achieve the task. Once the student, with the benefit of scaffolding, becomes
more independent and self-directed, thus requiring less help, the scaffolding can then
be removed slowly and the student will be able to complete the task on his own. From a
sociocultural perspective, the expert-novice partnerships in a tandem language learning

environment can be expected to provide appropriate scaffolding in the learning
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engagements. Another important cognitive function related to the Vygotskian view of
cognitive development, as a byproduct of collaborative discourse, is the concept of
intersubjectivity. According to this view, in order for collaborative discourse to be
perpetuated, the development of social-relations among the interlocutors through
sharing of similar interests and background knowledge on a topic of conversation,
sharing learning goals, and establishing a shared perspective in a problem-solving task
are facilitative and conducive to language learning (Anton & DiCamilla, 1998; Darhower,
2002; Lantolf, 2000). This concept of a shared perspective was introduced and
constructed in communicative theory, and was first referred to as the notion of
“intersubjectivity” by Habermas (1984). For Lantolf (2000), “[hJuman communication
becomes intersubjective when interlocutors undertake not only to share a perspective
with regard to the reference of their talk but it also allows for the taking of the other
person’s perspective and the suspending of one’s own, at least temporarily, in order to
value the other person’s perspectives. Importantly, in coming to value the other person’s
take on things, one also comes to understand and even critique one’s own perspective
(p.85).”" Wertsch (1991, p. 73) pointed out that true intersubjectivity is, from a Bakhtinian
perspective, ‘two voices coming into contact and interanimating one another'.

At the same time, like Vygotsky, Bakhtin (1935/1981) emphasized the social
nature of language. However, Bakhtin formulated a more comprehensive sociocultural
approach to mental functioning by identifying the sociocultural situatedness of mediated
action such as language learning (Wertsch, 1991). He extended Vygotsky's ideas to
make a link between the cultural, historical, and institutional setting, on the one hand,

and the mental functioning of the individual on the other. Bakhtin ‘s (1935/1981,
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1953/1986) theory of the dialogic nature of discourse and emerging selfhood provides
an additional perspective for conceptualizing language leaming, which he saw as
occurring through socioculturally mediated activities that are aiways embedded in the
language and cuiture of others from the same or previous contexts. In his view,
language learning is a social process of appropriating the words of others. Norton and
Toohey (2002) noted that:
Rather than second language acquisition as a gradual individual process of
internalizing a neutral set of rules, structures, and vocabulary of a standard
language, Bakhtin's work offers us ways to think aboﬁt" the learning of language
within particular discourses and with particular interlocutors. Speakers need to
struggle to appropriate the voices of others and to “bend” those voices to their own
purposes. What others say, the customary discourse of any particular community,
may privilege or debase certain speakers. Finding answering words for the words
of others, joining the chain of speech communication, is as much a social as a
linguistic struggle. (p. 117)
Through this dialogic process with particular interlocutors in particular contexts,
individuals learn particular discourses. Through sbcialization with ‘others’ in the family,
school, and community, individuals construct perceptions of self and become aware of
themselves in relation to those around them. Through their interactions with others, the
students define their voices socially, culturally, institutionally and historically. Through
this process, they learn how to negotiate their social reality.
Similar to Bakhtin's notion of dialogism, Wertsch (1991) introduced the notion of

privileging, which states that an individual can judge which types of social language and
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speech genres are appropriate in a given sociocultural setting through social interaction
and guidance from others. Through the relationship between the language learners and
the social context, individuals’ dynamic and muiltiple perceptions of themselves are also
dialogically constructed in relation to others around them. A shift from seeing learners
as individual language users to seeing them as members of social and historical
contexts allows researchers to examine the conditions for learning, for appropriation of
practices, in any particular community. Lave and Wenger (1991) introduced the notion
of “legitimate peripheral participation” (p.29) to illustrate the processes through which
newcomers become part of a community of practice. In their view, communities are
composed of participants who differentially engage with the practices of their

communities and this engagement of participation in practice is learning.

The notion of culture in a second language acquisition context

The sociocultural notions of dialogism, situatedness and learning as a mediated
process in a social context have enabled second language researchers to understand
that language and culture are constantly intertwined and are inseparable, like two faces
of one coin. Recently second language researchers have begun to redefine the notion
of culture in a second language acquisition context in terms of these new
understandings (Byram & Morgan, 1994, Ellis, 1987; Gee, 1996; Holland & Quinn,
1987; Kramsch, 1998; Valdes, 1986). Research on language and culture teaching and
learning, and cultural models developed from such research demonstrate the ways in
which cultural knowledge is organized and reflected in everyday language use and how
such knowledge and practice are acquired in second language classrooms. For

example, Byram (1997) notes that the side-by-side viewing of similar items from two
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different cultures allows an observer to instantly see similarities and variations which, by
virtue of being deeply embedded in the respective cultures, are usually difficult to notice.
Bakhtin (1935/1981) also argues that “it is only in the eyes of another culture that a
foreign culture reveals itself fully and profoundly .... A meaning only reveals its depths
once it has encountered and come into contact with another foreign meaning.”

. Focusing more narrowly on the role of language in understanding culture,
Wierzbicka (1997) introduces the concept of “understanding cultures through their key
words” citing Edward Sapir’'s (1949) profound insights: “[L]Janguage is a symbolic guide
to culture” (p. 162), and “[V]ocabulary is a very sensitive index of the culture of a
people” (p. 27). Wierzbicka (1997) argues that words with special, culture-specific
meanings reflect and pass on not only ways of living characteristic of a given society but
also ways of thinking. Gee (2000) also agrees with this sociocultural view that meaning
construction is always situated in specific sociocultural practices and experiences.
Holland and Quinn (1987) likewise argue that words are tied to cultural models, story
lines, or theories that belong to socioculturally defined groups of people. It is noted that
these cultural models, story lines, or theories are usually not stored in any one
individual's mind, but are distributed across the different kinds of expertise and

viewpoints found in the sociocultural group (Shore, 1996).

Sociocultural theory applied to second lanquage acqguisition

The wide range of recent applications of sociocultural theory to second language
research has provided researchers with a theoretical expansion for understanding
language development and second language learning (see for example, the work of

Donato & Mccormick, 1994; Graves, 2003; Hall, 1997; Lantolf, 2000, 2002; Maguire &
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Graves, 2001; Moll & Dworin, 1996). By examining the interrelations between language
leamers and their language learning contexts, and the dialectical processes involved in
their discursive learning practices, this research emphasizes the complexity of second
language learning and focuses on the contextual and interpersonal aspects of language,
agency, and identity. A growing body of research now seeks to develop sociocultural
conceptions of identity and a textured understanding of the relationship between the
language learner and the sociocultural world (Cummins, 1996; Hall, 1997; Norton, 1995,
1997, 2000; Rampton, 1997). Norton and Toohey (2002) argue that “[ljanguage learning
engages the identities of learners because language itself is not only a linguistic system
of signs and symboils; it is also a complex social practice in which the value and
meaning ascribed to an utterance are determined in part by the value and meaning
ascribed to the person who speaks” (p.115). Their findings with respect to language
leaming and identity tell us that identity is multiple and dynamic rather than fixed and
static. This is in keeping with Bakhtin's view that through the relationship between the
language learners and the social context, individuals' dynamic and muitiple perceptions
of selves are dialogically constructed in relation to others around them. These aspects
are viewed as emergent and co-negotiated with others over time within specific
activities (Hall, 1995; Norton, 2000; Norton & Toohey, 2000, 2002; Ochs, 1993).

Iinterface with interactionist theory in second language acquisition

Within a sociocultural theoretical approach, the learner is seen as an apprentice in
a community of practice, which means that novice members learn from more expert
members how to use language accurately and more appropriately. A sociocultural

approach to research has advocated a model of language leaming that is “firmly rooted
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in contingent, situated, and interactional experiences of the individual as a social being”
(Firth & Wagner, 1998, p. 93). This approach has generated much interesting research
and has compelled second language researchers to think differently and more broadly
about the process of acquiring and using an L2. Recently, many L2 researchers are
seeking links between established second language acquisition research and social
constructivist, sociocultural and situated-learning perspectives (e.g., Ellis, 1997 & 1999;
Kasper, 1997; Lantolf, 2002; Nassaji & Swain, 2000; Ohta, 2000a & 2000b; O’'Rourke,
2002; Swain, 2000; Swain, Brooks & Tocalli-Beller, 2002; Wells, 1999 & 2000). For
example, Kasper (1997, p. 311, cited in Dantas-Whitney, 2003, p. 63) calls for more
studies which “establish links between the macrolevels of sociocultural and institutional
contexts and the microlevel of discourse”. Kramsch (2002) also notes that there is “a
common dissatisfaction with the traditional separation between language acquisition
and language socialization” (p. 4). She argues that there should not be such a
dichotomy between the two perspectives as she sees no clear dividing line between
them:

“The more the goal of language acquisition is expressed in terms of functional,

communicative competence and appropriate social and cultural performance, and

the more socialization is dependent on precise grammatical and lexical ability; the

more difficult it is to separate acquisition and socialization" (Leather and van Dam,

2003, cited in Kramsch, 2002, p. 2).

Kramsch (2002) and other researchers (Leather & van Dam, 2003) argue that a

new metaphor, which captures the dynamic interaction between individual language



29

users and the social environment, seems to offer a way of bringing together frames from
various disciplines to iluminate the complexity of this relationship.

Which theoretical framework serves best as a foundation of a specific research
inquiry depends on the questions to be answered. In some cases, multiple theoretical
perspectives are necessary. In this case, my initial research goal was to examine the
nature of learners’ discourse in the particular learning context of tandem online chat,
and the role of the immediate linguistic environment, particularly interactive discourse, in
learner's second language development. Communicative, cross-lingual chat discourse
that could support the learning of specific aspects of the second language was the
desired outcome of my curricular innovation and was thus foreseen as the primary unit
of data analysis. The initial research design, by L2 classroom research and second
language acquisition theory, involved close examination of features of my students'
interactive discourse while they accomplished guided online tandem discussions
together. Following the interactionist approach, which focuses on how learners use their
linguistic environment to build their knowledge of the second language (Gass, 2002;
Long, 1985; Pica, 1994), my pilot study analyses of chat transcripts revealed that
students used their respective languages to accomplish tasks collaboratively, and that
during such interactions, students negotiated meaning and engaged in activities which
have been shown to promote language learning. It was also revealed that they modified
their language in order to clarify messages for their partners. It was found that many
conversational adjustments such as clarification requests, confirmation checks,
comprehension checks, repetitions and extensions were present in their conversations

and these adjustments served to prevent communication breakdowns and to provide
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learners with the comprehensible input which traditional second language acquisition
researchers view as essential for successful language learning (Krashen, 1985; Long,
1983, 1985).

However, it soon became clear that the relevant learning context for these
students involved much larger and complex issues than just the nature of interactions in
the second language classroom. indeed, the study had been developed and was
transformed through working with a specific technology as one of the tools for mediated
learning activities. The curriculum innovation involved pedagogical applications in the
form of purposeful task-based communication contexts for learners involving two
languages, which would allow them to practice their respective second languages with
one another in a technology-supported language learning community. It became evident
that accomplishing this required consideration of the issue of participants’ integration
into a new culture in which such language use would be embedded; thus it was
necessary to explain the social and larger environmental conditions which could support
such integration. This heuristic, ‘research-and-development-then-theory’ approach
intersected in the fuliness of time with several more comprehensive learning theories, of
which sociocultural theory seemed the appropriate one within which to these conditions.
In other words, learners’ discursive interactions involved issues of culture in the
construction of meaning, identity, and learning to participate as members in a new,
cross-cultural social context. It was thus necessary to expand the theoretical lens to
look at this unexpected knowledge outcome which emerged from their social
interactions and other situated activities in the new learning community. Through this

additional theoretical orientation which became the primary one, my research became
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increasingly focused on the formation of a knowledge building community, both online
and classroom, and its effects on participants and the processes of computer- and peer-
mediated language teaching and learning within such a community. The study of the
discursive interactions among the learners remained a primary focus as well, but was
now framed within the context of a community in which the learners were strongly
motivated to become active participants, and whose shared goal was the construction of
knowledge.

Through this study, | attempt to employ an integrated approach to the environment
where dynamic and complex second language learning occurs. Its goal is thus to
examine both the linguistic environment (in particular, the linguistic and discursive
nature of conversational interactions) and the larger as well as immediate social
environment, in order to illustrate processes of both specific code-related language
learning by L2 learners and their language socialization as members in a L2 learning
community. Therefore, for my research, | try to look both at the linguistic and interactive
features of communicative tandem discourse among learners and at a broader range of
considerations of the way language practices are organized among members of this
community of language users. In this way it should be possible to achieve a more
comprehensive understanding of many aspects of discursive learning practices in this
tandem learning situation, including second language development.

A detailed microgenetic analysis of the way new linguistic forms and mea“nings
evolve in the students’ dialogue through chat and other related class activities will help
us to identify the nature of CMC discourse and the role of interaction in facilitating L2

acquisition. | believe that the input-interaction claims, as part of cognitive theoretical
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explanation of certain aspects of language acquisition, provide a plausible explanation
of certain language leamning outcomes. At the same time, the data that are interpreted
through a sociocultural framework will help us to provide a holistic picture of the
discursive situated learmning that occurred during dialogic interactions among learners
within their unique and complex social context. This analysis also help us to fully
understand the characteristics of real time, text-based communication és a tool for
mediated leaming, and the desired features of tandem learning pedagogy. In my view,
for this study, the sociocultural and interactionist perspectives, complement one another
and together provide valuable insights into the most complex of human achievements,

language learning, which is eminently social yet also psychological (Lantolf, 2002).
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CHAPTER 3: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
This chapter examines three research areas which are important to this study. The
first section describes second language research within an interactionist approach. The
next section examines second language research using a sociocultural approach
including ethnographic and action research. These are followed by research on

language learning using technology with a socioconstructivist approach.
Second language research with an interactionist approach

The interactionist perspective to second language acquisition research focuses on
the role of social interaction between leamers and more proficient speakers and the role
of negotiation of meaning in the language being learned. Krashen's (1982, 1985) input
hypothesis, which claimed that second language acquisition takes place when leamers
are exposed to and understand “comprehensible input,” or language that contains a
structure that is “a bit beyond” the learner's current level of competence (Krashen, 1982,
p. 21), is the foundation of the interactionist perspective. Language learners progress by
perceiving and gradually acquiring new form-meaning relationships, with the help of
extralinguistic context and language “input” that is adapted by their interlocutors for
comprehensibility. According to Long (1980, 1996), who extended Krashen’s hypothesis
by formulating the interaction hypothesis, the negotiation which occurs during
interactions between more and less fluent speakers to ensure that the learner
understands intended meanings can facilitate language learning by providing them with
optimal input. Over the past quarter century, second language acquisition researchers
have extended and elaborated these concepts, providing research evidence of both

one-way and conversational modifications, links between them and links between input



modification and message comprehension by learners (Ellis, 1994; Gass & Madden,
1985; Hatch, 1983; Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991; Pica, 1994; Wesche, 1994; Wesche
& Ready, 1985), and between comprehension and language learning outcomes (Gass,
2002; Gass, Mackey & Pica, 1998; Mackey, 1999).

Studies have shown that proficient speakers normally adapt their language to
support more effective communication when interacting with less proficient speakers,
and that certain conversational adjustments serve to minimize communication
breakdowns and to provide learners with the comprehensible input they need for
successful language learning. Research on the role of conversational interaction in
second language acquisition has generally shown these conversational adjustments to
be a highly accurate or grammatically correct version of the language (Long, 1985).
Learners are thus provided both with a well-formed model of the language being
learned, and with linguistic and conversational modifications to make it more easily
comprehended. These modifications and negotiations for meaning occur at all levels of
the communication system, including speech rate, phonology and prosody; morphology
and syntax; lexical choice, and at the discourse level — particularly in interactive
conversation. Three general processes are thought to underlie linguistic and some
conversational adaptations (Long, 1985; Ellis, 1994): simplification (e.g., shorter clauses,
familiar vocabulary), regularization (e.g., careful pronunciation, canonical word order,
avoiding contractions and ellipsis), and elaboration (rephrasing; exaggerated prosody,
use of gesture). Other adaptations in interactive discourse include both “management”
strategies to avoid communication breakdown (e.g., slower speech rate, communicating

less complex information, greater use of rhetorical, topic-initiating and yes/no questions,
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comprehension checks), and “repair” tactics to restore communication after breakdown
(e.g., requests for clarification, confirmation of or restating and correcting what the other
has said (recast), self and other repetitions) (See, for example Gass, 1997; Long, 1985,
1996; Mackey, 1999; Pica, 1994). Long suggests that interactive speech modifications
are more important for acquisition than one-way (e.g. teacher to leamer) modifications
that only result in simplified target language syntax and morphology. This is because

the modified interaction that occurs when learners and conversational partners are
highly motivated to negotiate their respective intended meanings, draws attention to
language issues of immediate interest and provides relevant feedback to learners (Long,
1985; Wesche, 1994).

While some adaptations such as slower speech rate and full, canonical forms
appear more related to acquiring knowledge of the linguistic code, a related body of
research on task-based learner-learner discourse in “communicative” language classes
has shown that second language learners can also improve their fluency and ability to
interact effectively in the language through motivated conversational practice with peers.
Language learners are generally exposed to well-formed, adapted discourse from their
teachers (“teacher talk™), other interlocutors (“foreigner talk™ and from pedagogical
materials. They are also exposed to another type of modified L2 discourse known as
“‘interfanguage talk’, i.e., the language of other non-native speakers. Research on the
role of negotiation in providing opportunities for learners to attend to language forms
and meanings has shown that learners do not, however, appear to internalize their
peers’ often non-standard linguistic models (Pica, Lincoln-Porter, Paninos, & Linnell,

1996) as long as they continue to have adequate exposure to accurate and appropriate
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language use, ideally from native speakers. The former point is important in the
rationale for chat rooms as potential social contexts for language learning, with their use
of chat abbreviations and emoticons, while the latter point underlines the potential
added value of tandem learning, which provides native speaker conversational partners.
One of the reasons that interactive discourse is thought to be particularly beneficial
for language leamning is that it focuses the learner's attention on the need to understand
and express himself or herself in the L2 in real time in a given context, requiring close
attention to the forms and patterns of the language and their meanings. As Gass (2002)
notes, for learning to take place, the learner must first notice some not-yet-known
aspect of the language-perhaps as part of an otherwise understood exchange, for
example, through intentional imitation or after misunderstanding and discourse repair or
feedback; only then can it serve as an initial step for learning. Along with the concepts
of input, attention, comprehension and noticing during learners’ interaction which is
central to the interaction hypothesis, Gass et al (1998, p. 300) notes that
“comprehensible input, in itself, was necessary but not sufficient to promote the
acquisition process”. Swain (1985) was the pioneer in proposing a link between “output”,
or language production, which requires attention to form, and language acquisition. She
continues to emphasize the role of learner production and conscious reflection on form
in more recent work (1995, 1998, 2000). Gass (2002) further introduces the ‘direct
contrast hypothesis’ arguing that “{a]ttention alone is not sufficient. A contrast must be
attended to, or, in SLA parlance, a gap must be noticed. And conversation provides a
forum for the contrast to be detected, especially when the erroneous form and a correct

one are in immediate juxtaposition.”
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Regarding feedback in language learning classrooms, research has shown that
different kinds of feedback have different effects on language learning. Lyster and
Ranta (1897) examined different types of feedback provided in French immersion
classrooms. They identified six different types of feedback: explicit correction, recasts,
clarification requests, metalinguistic feedback, elicitation and repetition. When they
examined the students’ language behaviour immediately after receiving the different
types of feedback, they found that students’ responses (called uptake) were least likely
to occur after recasts, and much more likely to occur when they received feedback in
the form of elicitations, clarification requests, metalinguistic information, and repetitions.
Moreover, elicitations and metalinguistic comments, which generally indicate that there
is an error somewhere, were most likely to lead to student production of a corrected
form of the original utterance.

Interactional language features in which meanings are negotiated and language
adapted for language learners in ways have been shown to facilitate language
comprehension and learning (Long, 1996; Mackey, 1999; Gass, 2002). Purposeful,
interactive conversation, which requires the learner to understand and to express
meaning using new language and which makes that language and its meanings
accessible, can be an ideal context for language learning. Also as mentioned, the
interactionist approach to second language acquisition has led second language
acquisition researchers to look at language learning in more social terms, and to pay
particular attention to language use and development during social interactions in the

classroom and eisewhere.
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Second language research with a sociocultural approach

As mentioned earlier, a growing body of second language researchers has
adopted a sociocultural theoretical framework (Cummins, 1996; Donato & Mccormick,
1994, Graves, 2003; Hall, 1997; Lantolf, 2000, 2002; Maguire & Graves, 2001; Moll &
Dworin, 1996; Norton, 1995, 1997, 2000; Norton & Toohey, 2002; Rampton, 1997).
Sociocultural researchers view second as well as first language acquisition as
socialization into communities of practice through the mediation of material signs
(Lantolf, 2000; Ochs, 2002; van Lier, 2002). Ochs’ (2002) examination of two autistic
children illustrates this concept. In Ochs’ study, one, Erin, was learning how to play
softball, and Karl, was learning how to do math. Ochs showed how these two children
and the people around them used language and other symbolic tools to construct social
situations and to develop the ability to signal the actions they were performing, the
stances they were displaying, the social identities they put forward, and the activities in
which they were engaged. She then concluded that learners’ failure to relate actions to
stances, or to associate actions and stances with particular social identities, leads to
miscommunication and, ultimately, to developmental dysfunction. Van Lier (2002)
argues for a view of language as a semiotic activity. It is a “nonlinear, emergent process
of meaning making, based on the relationality between signs and the triadic interaction
between the self, the other, and the environment, resuiting in various processes of sign
making (semiosis)” (Kramsch, 2002. p. 7)

Donato and Mccormick (1994), in their study of the socioculturally situated nature
of L2 classroom language instruction and its effect on the development of students’

language learning strategies, argue that sociocultual theory can provide an explanatory
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framework for understanding and refining the notions of how leamners become
competent members of a language leaming community. They provided evidence
supporting the notion that “the development of language leaming strategies is mainly a
by-product of mediation and socialization into a community of language learning
practice” (p. 453). Ohta’s (2000b) analyses of L2 learners’ mutual assistance in the ZPD
while completing classroom tasks revealed that interaction in the ZPD can result in
significant linguistic gain. Her earlier study (1997) also revealed how learners at early
stages of language development were able to distinguish language appropriate for use
in contexts in which they consistently participated. She concluded that analysis of data
which is grounded in a sociocultural theory confirms the important “role of collaborative,
meaningful interaction in L2 acquisition” (p. 223), and shows how learners may support
each other in their development of pragmatic competence. Swain and Lapkin (1998)
further illustrate that language use in collaborative tasks serves both as an “enactment
of mental processes and as an occasion for second language learning” (p.320).
Current sociocultural approaches view literacy as situated (Gee, 1996; Heath,
1983; Lemke, 1995), and within this view, there is a growing body of L2 research that
seeks to develop a textured understanding of the relationship between the language
learner and the sociocultural world (Cummins, 1996; Ivanic, 1998; Maguire & Graves,
2001; Norton, 1995, 1997, 2000; Norton & Toohey, 2002). Previous research into
writing and identity has focused on the types of identities that learners construct as they
write in higher education. In a case study involving mature, first language
undergraduate students, lvanic (1998) offered an analytical framework for research on

writing and identity. Maguire and Graves (2001) draw on lvanic’s (1998) framework of
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three way interplay among the writers’ life experience, the reality constructed through
their writing, and their personal sense of self in order to understand how writing
intersects with identity construction. By focusing on constructs such as the writers’
“agency, identity, voice, and reflexivity (p. 561)" while examining ESL learners’ journal
writing, they explore the complex relationship between L2 writing and identity
construction, and they present a multidimensional model that places a child's speaking
personality at the center of language leaming process. Norton's (1995, 2000) study of
five immigrant women in Canada focuses on the women'’s changing social identities
over time and their struggle to negotiate their “right to speak” (1995. p.14) in different
settings. Norton and Toohey (2002) claim that the goal for future research on identity
and language learning is “to develop understandings of leamers as both socially
constructed and constrained but also as embodied, semiotic and emotional persons
who identify themselves, resist identifications, and act on their social worlds” (p. 123).
They also argue that learners’ “investment” in learning languages, the ways in which
their identities affect their participation in second language activities, and their access to
participation in the activities of their communities, must all be matters of consideration in

future research on L2 development.
A constructivist perspective of learning with technology

In research on “how people come to know” through educational technology based
on a sociocultutral approach, there has been an attempt to answer questions like “How
can educators use technologies to support constructive learning?”, “How can
technologies be used as meaning-making tools?”, and “How can technology be used to

engage learners in personal and socially co-constructed meaning making?” (Jonassen,
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Peck, & Wilson, 1999). Traditionally, technologies have been used to teach students,
assuming that knowledge can be transmitted from the teachers to the student and that
knowledge can be embedded in technology-based lessons and transmitted to the
learner. The underlying assumption is that people learn from and through technology.
Similarly, the initial use of computers in language teaching was largely confined to
activities such as grammar exercises or spell check tutorials, in which language learners
acted in a principally consultative mode within a closed system and did not engage in
genuine negotiation of meaning with other human beings. However, a constructivist
perspective of learning with technology emphasizes its important role as a tool to
construct knowledge in collaboration with others (Jonassen et al., 1999). From this
perspective, language leamners should not interact with computers only but rather

interact with other people via computers in meaningful, authentic contexts.

Technology-supported learning communities

The concept of a learning community and the notion that learning resuits naturally
from becoming a participating member of a community of practice (Lave & Wenger,
1991) has redefined the role of technologies in education. Among the various kinds of
technologies, online communication technology plays a key role in building and
fostering a telecollaborative learning community by providing communication vehicles to
all learners. Online computer-mediated communication (CMC) takes a variety of forms,
including simple browsing of Web pages, electronic mail, use of listservs, electronic
bulletin boards and online chats, videoconferencing, MUDs (multi-user domains) and
MOOs (object-oriented MUDs). With these CMC tools, members of a tellecollaborative

learning community can guide and scaffold one another as they constructively converse
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by making comments, requesting and providing support, and archiving past
conversations for future use. In this way individual students can bring their knowledge
into their technology-supported leaming community, share their knowledge with others
and together construct new knowledge. Lantolf (2000, p.84) suggests that “dialogic
mediation among peers is likely to be more effective than the monologic mediation
displayed by teachers”, and some studies have shown improvement in target language
communication when learmners model their speech after that of peers rather than
teachers or other authority figures (Ellis, 1994). in comparison with the traditional
language classroom where oral interaction generally begins with and returns to the
instructor, conversations with peers using an on-line, real-time communication tool
encourage more interaction and participation among learners. In such a mode, the
instructor becomes a mediator and facilitator, no longer dominating the conversation.
This in turn promotes students’ engagement in the learning process as active learners,
team builders, collaborators, and discoverers (Kelm, 1996).

Some researchers have suggested criteria to determine whether online learning
community is working or not (Palloff & Pratt, 1999). The characteristics of a learning
community which | as the teacher wanted to foster included i) learners’ ability to
overcome lack of visual expression in online environments, ii) expressions of support
and encouragement between leamners, as well as willingness to critically evaluate the
work of others, iii) minimized teacher intervention and role as an online instructor, iv)
socially constructed meaning, evidenced by agreement or questioning, with the intent to
achieve agreement on issues of meaning, v) learning through collaborative problem

solving and vi) active interactions among learners.
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CMC and language learning

The most prominent feature of a sociocultural perspective of language leaming is
its emphasis on the social aspect of learning. In this view, learning a language is a
socially mediated process of apprenticeship (Lantolf, 2000, 2002) or as socialization into
particular discourse communities (Gee, 1996). New systems of information and
communications technology (ICT), especially CMC technology, can serve a critical role
in promoting social aspects of learning. CMC is seen by many L2 educators as a means
for establishing telecollaborative partnerships and enhancing social aspects of L2
learning (Belz, 2002; Chapelle, 2001; Meskill, 1999; Salaberry, 1996; Warschauer,
1998a, 1998b, 2000).

These new applications of technology in language teaching reflect both theoretical
and technological developments (Warschauer & Kern, 2000). According to their
argument, theoretically, there has been the broader emphasis on meaningful interaction
within authentic discourse communities for facilitating language leaming, and
technologically, there has been the development of computer networking, which allows
the computer to be used as a vehicle for interactive human communication. Unlike early
applications of computers in language teaching and learning, which were associated
with self-contained, programmed applications such as tutorials, drills and tests, current
approaches of language leaming with technology often support real-life communication
in the language among learners or with proficient speakers. CMC tools allow language
learners to communicate with other learners or speakers of the target language in either
asynchronous (not simultaneous) or synchronous (in real time) modes. Today,

thousands of people worldwide are involved in learning via the Internet using CMC.
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Language learners can have conversations with partners across a city or in any corner
of the world and at times that are convenient to them using CMC tools. The advent of
Internet and CMC technology offers new opportunities for ‘real’ interaction with native
speakers of the target language and this interaction can enable students to establish
interpersonal relations and thus raise their levels of interest, motivation and
achievement (Johnson, 1991). In such a communication environment, conversational
partners can be an effective source for natural language learning (Kelm, 1996). Bauman
(1994) argues that the conferencing type of CMC facilitates written communication by
building on the power of spoken conversation. in his view, students hunched over
keyboards, writing voluminous responses to others in the class, might not even
recognize that what they are doing is writing, because it doesn't get turned in or
evaluated, and because it is not painful to do. In the chat room environment, learners
think they are having oral conversations, like phone conversations; however, they are
actually reading what the partner says (writes) and then writing back. This mode of
conversation is unique in that, it involves authentic conversation, but the input and
output are written so that partners also have more time to digest and reflect than in
face-to-face oral communication. Studies also demonstrate that reserved and less
proficient students who might otherwise be ignored or excluded from class
conversations show higher participation in CMC than in face-to-face conversation, since
there is no pressure to speak in front of class or to a partner in the second language
unless they feel comfortable (Kelm, 1992; Kern, 1995; Meskill, Swan, & Frazer, 1997;
Warschauer, 1996, 1999, 2000). Ruhe (1998) points out that, because this type of

communication is a very private medium, there seems to be less of the anxiety that
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typically accompanies communication in a second language. As she notes, anxiety-
reduction is generally considered beneficial for language learning, and with email,
students can negotiate the meaning of language in use in an authentic context without
seeing their language errors put on public display. As Hatch (1992, p.13) points out, the
style of messages in a CMC situation is between that of a phone conversation and letter
communication, in that like oral interaction, the written forms of language are handled
simultaneously.

In the CMC mode, leamners are generally in a natural language leaming
environment, and focus on the content rather than the form of their conversation, which
is more advantageous for language learning (Krashen, 1982, 1985; Oller, 1993). In a
natural setting, in contrast to a formal language learning environment that allows the
teacher to focus on specific grammatical units, students are provided with the context
necessary to associate the language with the situation. Choi and Nesi (1999)
emphasize that their email “keypal” project between 42 Korean children, aged 9-10 and
17 Slovakian students, aged 11-12, which required children to communicate (read and
write) in English, was focused more on meaning than on language structure, allowing
the children to use their second language in a purposeful real-life situation. Liao (1998)
also emphasizes “fluency first, grammatical accuracy second” in his project in Taiwan to
improve university level EFL learners’ reading and writing abilities through the use of

email.

Internet chat: Synchronous computer-mediated communication

Even though all types of CMC share common features, each type of CMC has its

own unique features that affect research design, implementation, and outcomes. To
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date, there have been many studies of delayed conversation, such as email, among L2
learners, but there are few studies of real time chat activities (Warschauer, 1996;
Pellettieri, 2000). Research which focuses specifically on real-time Internet chat, one of
the forms of synchronous computer-mediated communication, reports that it is
increasingly used to support language learning communities where language learners
interact actively with other learners and with proficient speakers (Darhower, 2002, 2003;
Kitade, 2000; Negretti, 1999; Pellettieri, 2000; Sierra, 1999; Sotillo, 2000; Thorne, 2003;
Vick, Crosby & Ashworth, 2000). More specifically, Pellettieri (2000) examined the role
of chatting among non-native speakers of the target language in promoting negotiation
of meaning and their development of grammatical competence. Based on investigation
of the language of L2 Spanish learners in synchronous written communication in chat
sessions, he found that this medium supported tasks in which negotiation of meaning
occurred, and furthermore, that online chat led to enhanced grammatical competence in
their L2. Similarly other studies investigate whether learners engage in negotiation when
exchanging ideas in synchronous computer-mediated interaction. Analyses of
transcripts of the interactions in the studies showed that instances of negotiation did
occur in this electronic communication medium (e.g., Femandez-Garcia & Martinez-
Arbelaiz, 2002).

Vick, Crosby & Ashworth (2000) carried out a series of collaborative Japanese
language-learning sessions conducted via the Internet among globally distributed,
cross-institutional teams of students from two universities in America and one high
school in Japan. This virtual classroom design motivated students to adapt more readily

to interaction with peers in varied environments and provided students with the
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opportunity to engage in virtual teamwork with peers in challenging and enjoyable
problem solving and decision-making contexts. Darhower’s (2002) study of online chat
among two classes of university learners of Spanish also present similar outcomes
drawn from the supportive online discourse community formed by leamers, where
members interacted socially and helped one another’s language leaming. He concluded
that participating learners “appropriated the chat room environment, transforming it into
a learner-centered discourse community governed by communicative autonomy and the
use of language and discourse functions that go beyond those encountered in the
typical L2 classroom” (p.249). Their discourse community was characterized by
“discussion of topics of mutual interest, social cohesiveness and group belonging; joking,
teasing, experinenting with identities, role plays, and even playfully insulting each other.
The leamers in this study used their L2 in chat rooms for solidarity and enjoyment, while
at the same time developing their sociolinguistic competence” (p.273). In addition, other
research has investigated learner discourse in different types of web-based chat
facilities such as Internet Chat (Kitade, 2000), Internet Relay Chat (Sotillo, 2000) and
Webchat (Negretti, 1999).

The findings from these studies suggest that synchronous CMC provides potential
benefits for learning by facilitating comprehensible and contextualized interaction,
enhancing learners’ self-correction and establishing a collaborative learning
environment (Kitade, 2000). Overall, studies of Internet chat in L2 learning have shown
that Internet chat is helpful in creating linguistic interaction and offers the language
teacher a tool to “locate specific developmental episodes” (Thorne, 2003) and to create

different types of interaction between students (Sierra, 1999; Thorne, 2003).
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Tandem language learning

Tandem language leaming is based on face-to-face exchanges between two
learners with different first languages, each trying to communicate with the other by
understanding the other’s language and often leading to significant language learning
over time in ongoing relationships. Such arrangements exist naturally in multitingual
contexts in the form of reciprocal conversations. More intentional language learning in
tandem has become popular in European countries where many fluent bilingual or
trilingual learners learning an additional language live within physically close boundaries.
In recent times tandem language learning has become particularly interesting to
researchers in language pedagogy (O'Rourke, 2002), and a pedagogical strategy using
tandem learning has been put forth and elaborated by European researchers (Appel,
1999; Brammerts, 1996a, 1996b; Kotter, 2003; Little, 2001; Littie et al., 1999;
Schwienhorst, 1997). In the early 1990’s this approach incorporated computer-mediated
communication beginning with email (Brammerts, 1996a) and, soon after, the two major
principles of tandem learning — learner autonomy and reciprocity - were developed
(Little & Brammerts, 1996). The principle of learner autonomy holds that in a tandem
language learning environment, tandem partners must assume increasing responsibility
for the organization, monitoring, evaluation and ongoing reflection on their learning
partnerships. The principle of reciprocity is summarized by Brammerts (1996b):
“successful learning in tandem is based on the reciprocal dependence and mutual
support of the partners; both p»artners should contribute equally to their work together

and benefit to the same extent” (p. 11). This involves an equitable give-and-take in
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terms of contributions and benefits from each partner; learners should be prepared and

able to do as much for their partner as they themselves expect from their partner.

Balanced use of L1 and L2 in tandem learning

According to the principle of reciprocity in tandem learning, each student's learning
success in tandem relies on contributions from his or her partner. Therefore, some
researchers argue that promoting equally balanced use of L1 and L2 is vital to ensure
that both partners will receive mutual benefits from each other (Appel, 1997,
Schwienhorst, 1997). Schwienhorst (1997) and Appel (1997) suggest that each student
should use the same amount of L1 and L2 in each message not only for equal training
of receptive and productive skills but also for increased awareness of L1 structures by
correcting their partner’s output. However, such balance is often difficult to achieve. A
recurrent problem in the use of both languages in this model is that the more proficient
L2 tends to become the main or exclusive language of communication (Brammerts,
1996a; Schwienhorst & Borgia, 2003), or both partners only talk in a foreign language to
both, and therefore lose out on having the native speakers as an example (Brammerts,
1996a). A study by Schwienhorst and Borgia (forthcoming) describes and evaluates the
pedagogical implementation of using a Bilingual Tandem Analyser as a tool for allowing
students and teachers to monitor their use of both languages in their tandem exchange,
and suggests ways to create more balanced tandem partnerships. For example,
balanced bilingualism can be improved by technological supports such as periodic
“friendly reminders” to use both languages, default displays of statistics on the use of

each language, and more online support for the L2 in which the partner has “weaker”
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proficiency. Pedagogically, the statistical results from his research show that more 1+1
pair work produced more balanced bilingualism than 1+2 group work.

Even though balanced bilingual tandem discussion can be an ultimate objective in
the long run, many researchers do not define this as a prerequisite for successful
tandem learing (Brammerts, 1996a, 1996b; Kétter, 2003; Little, 2001; O'Rourke, 2002).
In the eTandem Europa guideline®, it is noted, for example, that “the most important
condition is the ability to communicate with your partner” and that it is perfectly
acceptable if a student is “able to understand his partner when he uses his native
language on a moderate level”. To make sure both partners benefit from each other, the
following is suggested as an ideal:

Half of the time is for you - your partner speaks and/or writes in his native

language, and you leam from him. Your partner can inform you of current events in

his country, can correct your mistakes and can give you various helpful tips.

During the other half of the time, your partner learns from you: now you

communicate in your native language and help him. (eTandem Europa guideline,

September, 2005)

Language learning and cross-cultural understandings in tandem

Due to tandem’s unique leaming environment, initiatives such as the International
Tandem Network®and recent research on tandem language leaming suggest there can

be substantive benefits from this mode of learning (Appel, 1999; Brammerts, 1996b;

5 hitp:/mww._slif.ruhr-uni-bochum.de/etandem/etdef-en.html

6 “eTandem Europa" (http:/www.slf.ruhr-uni-bochum.de/etandem/ethilfen-korr-en.html.) is a project
funded by the European Commission as part of the European Year of Languages 2001. Coordination of
the project is headed by the Ruhr-University Bochum (DE) in cooperation with the International Tandem
Network. The goal of this project is to introduce as many European citizens as possible to the opportunity
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Little, 2001; Little et al., 1999; O'Rourke, 2002; Schwienhorst, 1997). The researchers
agree that tandem leaming can support meaningful communication and that this
communication is highly authentic. O'Rourke (2002), in his study of a theoretical
argument for CMC based tandem leaming, suggests that a tandem language leaming
approach facilitates an autonomous mode of learning, since partners can negotiate the
desired balance between topical and pedagogical communication and choose
conversational and pedagogical topics, according to their needs and interests.

Schwienhorst (1997) emphasizes another important characteristic of tandem
learning involving partnership with native speakers in cultural learning:

“[Elvery learner is presented with a native speaker of his or her target language

who is not only fully acquainted with the language but also with the target

language culture. The fact that both partners depend on each other and are on the

same level as leamers and experts can increase motivation and puts both in a

similar position” (p.6).

Because each partner in a tandem partnership is an expert in culture as well as
language, tandem leaming can be expanded to promote intercuitural communication not
only for leaming a language but also for developing cultural awareness. Successful
examples of extended use of tandem partnerships in learning culture as well as
language through cross-cultural comparisons include the Cultura project (Furstenberg,
Levet, English & Maillet, 2001). In this project, French students learning the English
language and seeking better understanding of American culture and American students

learning the French language and seeking better understanding of French culture work

of leaming a foreign language with eTandem and to make it easy for these language learners to get
started. To this end, publicity campaigns were undertaken in all European languages and countries.
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together online from within their respective language classes. The objectives of the
Cultural project were “to bring the study of a foreign culture to the forefront in a foreign
language class, to develop students’ in-depth understanding of a foreign culture, to
provide the tools that allow students to access the dimensions of culture that are usually
left hidden, such as values, attitudes, beliefs, ways of interacting and looking at the
world, and to use the interactivity of the Internet and a cross-cultural comparative
approach to turn the leaming of culture into an interactive, constructivist process”
(Furstenberg, 2002, p. 1). In this project, students first compare and analyze similar
materials from American and French cultures that are presented side-by-side on the
web, for example, the words “individualism/individualisme” or the sentence “my greatest
fears/mes plus grandes craintes” or the situation about the mother who slaps her child
(Furstenberg, 2002, p. 3). They then enter online discussion forums which allow them to
exchange perspectives in a continuous process of collaboration. This collaborative
process served to reveal to students those “invisible aspects of a foreign culture”
(Furstenberg et al., 2001, p. 55) and to empower them to construct their own approach
to cross-cultural literacy. The authors provided several examples which could be bases
for their learners’ development of cultural literacy, derived from students’ personal
observations and collective class discussions. These demonstrated what students had
leamed and how cultural learning occurred. Some of the examples included; i) students’
associations of words that were embedded in the culture, ii) students’ mental
representations (schema) behind their interpretations of words, iii) students’ becoming
aware that a word could bring very different associations to mind, depending on the

context in which the user situated himself or herself, iv) the fact that a given word could
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carry contradictory opposite connotations in different cultures, v) the realization that the
same words did not necessarily cover the same semantic range, and vi) the notion that
what is regarded as perfectly acceptable within one culture can be perceived very
differently when seen through the eyes of another culture. Thus tandem language
learmning across cultures allowed them to become aware of those ‘invisible aspects of

culture’ that are so important in effective communications with its members.

Communication tools in tandem learning

The research to date on tandem learning, for the most part, is concerned with
tandem language learning in an asynchronous context, the most prevalent being email
exchanges (Appel, 1999; Brammerts, 1996b; Little et al., 1999). Even though tandem
partnerships can be established in any type of exchange where partners are specifically
asked to help each other and give each other feedback, findings from recent research
(Thorne, 2003) describe a generational shift in communication tool preference wherein
an ostensibly ubiquitous tool, email, is shown to be “unsuitable for mediating age and
peer relationships” (p. 38) because of the common perception among students that
“‘email is a tool for communication between power levels and generations (e.g., students
to teachers; sons/daughters to parent)” (p. 56). Participants of this study also reported
that email is inconvenient and effortful. More recently, a few studies have begun
examining the effects of synchronous tandem language learning. For example,
Darhower (2003) examined online chat involving bilingual tandem discussions between
university Spanish speakers learning English in Puerto Rico and English speakers
learning Spanish in North Carolina. In this study, the results show that the groups

together formed an electronic discourse community in which members felt a sense of



solidarity with their partners. In this online environment, they communicated with one
another in both languages and examined comparative cultural phenomena which led
them to better understanding of one another's culture. In other studies, object-oriented
multi-user domains, also known as MOOs, have been examined by Donaldson and
Kotter (1999), Kotter (2001, 2003) and von der Emde, Schneider and Kétter (2001).
Cziko and Park (2003) have been reviewing different kinds of audio and video
communication via the Internet for teaching and learning a second language. These
multiple initiatives provide important information on the ways in which CMC can be used
to support second language learning. Building on this work, the study reported in this
thesis describes tandem language learning in real-time exchanges in Korean-English

chat rooms.
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CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY
The research was primarily designed to examine how peer-mediated interactions
with use of technology as a mediational tool contribute to language learners’
construction of knowledge. The specific goal of this research was also to identify and
examine the outstanding features of students’ online chat interactions in a tandem
learning describe how these features contributed to the
establishment of a learning community, and how they supported learners’ developing
knowledge in their second language and their understanding of cultural practice. The
research questions guiding this study were:
o How do online chat interactions and related classroom activities contribute
to building a learning community?
¢ In what ways do online chat interactions and related classroom activities
mediate learners’ second language learning and their understanding of
cultural practices?
e What is the nature of collaborative peer-peer dialogue in online chat rooms?
¢ What are the learning outcomes in relation to learners’ second language

learning and development of L2 culture awareness in this context?
Action research

The recognition that teachers doing research in their own classrooms can bring a
unique perspective to our understanding of the learning process, has been
acknowledged and has received increasing attention in the last fifteen years (Bell, 1997).
Johnson and Chen (1992, p. 212) in their review of work in action research (following

Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1990, 1999; Miller, 1990; van Lier, 1990) conclude that because



“teachers are so close to students on a daily basis, their own inquiry from their unique
perspectives can make an important contribution to knowledge about teaching and
learning. In addition, teachers who conduct their own research build a richer
understanding of their work lives and gain the confidence, knowledge, and support
needed to make important changes”. These researchers suggested that such research,
called “action research”, will both provide insight into what is happening in the
classroom, and can eventually contribute to filling the gap between research for
rresearchetS/theories and research for teachers/practice. Coulter (1999) argues that in
order for the two solitudes of researchers and teachers to be brought together, the
emphasis needs to be changed from the generation of knowiedge to dialogue about
what counts as knowledge. He draws on the work of Bakhtin to argue for ‘dialogic
research’. Coulter (1999) agrees with Bakhtin's argument that the truth can be reached
through a dialogue rather than an epic monologue which is told from one point of view,
in only one language, outside of the consideration of time and particular places.

I believe that, in the process of action research, such dialogue can be constituted
by adding other voices from teachers, students, and the community, which reflect a
range of authentic individual experiences. Evidently, my involvement as a teacher and
researcher in this study meant that my own subjectivity influenced every aspect of the
research process, from designing the tasks and facilitating them, to collecting data and
analyzing results. 1, as a teacher-researcher, am a Korean speaker and English learner,
as well. | am fluently bilingual and at ease in both languages and cultures. Before
undertaking this study, | had earned teacher certification in Korea, completed a

graduate degree in North America in second language education and had taught in both
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Korea and Canada. Therefore, my own framework of knowledge perception and my
past experiences as a language learner and teacher have also directly impacted the
implementation and the interpretation of findings of this study. | have attempted to
explicitly reflect my subjectivity, personal insight and interpretation in making meaning,
believing that the best research instrument for my study is myself. At the same time,
however, through constant self-reflection, | have tried to become aware of my limitations
and of how my perceptions and beliefs have influenced my interpretations, and to share
these insights rather than excluding them.

As a form of action research, the study was designed around patrticular situated
activities with specific participants. My primary goal as a teacher-researcher was to
obtain localized and contextualised reflection and evaluation of the curricular innovation
that | developed for my class. Considering all the issues and factors described above,
and given my experience during the pilot study, | decided to use a qualitative research
approach in a descriptive, interpretative, exploratory, and longitudinal case study. Its
goal was to gather in-depth qualitative data from participating students and to achieve a
holistic and contextualized understanding of how CMC technology mediate learners’
second language learning and their understanding of cultural practices in a tandem
learning context. The context of the study, the curricular innovation and a full cycle of

tandem language learning tasks in online chat rooms are descibed below.
Context of the study

The study incorporated an ethnographically-based longitudinal case study design
over one school year to examine both the design and the implementation of Internet

chat in tandem in the International Languages Korean class. The research context
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offered a number of unique features that had to be considered in the curriculum design
and implementation. These features included participants with shared Korean ethnicity,
all of whom were fluent in either Korean or English with ability in the other language and
a desire to improve their proficiency. All the students were adept computer users with
chat experience and had access to computers and Korean and English software.
Course enrolment was voluntary, and students were motivated to fulfil the course
requirements to obtain credits. The curriculum innovation required the purposeful
creation of a language learning community in which students carried out tasks in pairs
and small groups with chat partners from the other language group. To engage in the

task activities the chat partners needed to share their knowledge and work together.

Pilot study

A pilot study was carried out during the school year of 2001/2002 in order to refine
the research context and to develop an adequate research methodology and data
collecting instruments. Of the 22 students in my class, ten were English-speaking
second generation Korean-Canadian students and twelve were recent immigrant
Korean-speaking students. Their ages ranged from 12 to 19 years old. The students
were paired or grouped across language groups, and each pair or group carried out
joint assignments involving cultural phenomena in Korea and Canada over the course of
the year.

Participants provided transcripts of their conversations from real time chat
activities for course assignments as a primary source of data. These data were
analysed to determine outstanding linguistic and interactive features of chat discourse

as well as for their content. Other sources of pilot data were students’ self-evaluation
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questionnaires of their L2 proficiency at the beginning and at the end of the school year
as a measure of L2 proficiency and confidence. Before and after each chat activity,
cultural vocabulary knowledge tests were administered, to gauge the growth of
students’ cultural vocabulary capacity. Essay writing assignments were collected as
final products for each task. The teacher's field notes, focus group interviews and
students' reflective notes were other data sources and these data were analysed to
determine the students' attitudes toward the bilingual chat room activities in learning
language and gaining cultural understanding of the other cuiture.

Pilot data showed that the students’ self-confidence in their L2 proficiency
increased over time. All 22 participants’ scores on the cultural vocabulary tests, after
having online chat activities with their partners, were notably higher than the scores
before the activities. In their bilingual written essay at the end of each task, the students
generally showed their understanding of main issues and concepts related to both L1
and L2 cultural themes. The students also demonstrated in their essays their ability to
use the L2 cultural vocabulary they had leamed from their partners, through online
conversations.

Several important pedagogical issues were noted from the pilot study. One was
student grouping. Many students showed greater participation and more positive
attitudes toward the activities when they worked within a small group as opposed to
working in pairs. They reported that when they worked in a group of three (mostly when
the third person was a bilingual fluent in both languages) they felt more secure and
comfortable, since another member provided a critical help when the other two failed to

successfully negotiate meaning. Working with more than five students in a group,
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however, seemed to cause difficulties in terms of turn taking, flow of conversation,
meeting arrangements and equal participation. Students also reported that by working
with an additional third member in a group, they could keep the conversation from
slipping into the weaker partner's native language.

The second issue was the teacher's role in maintaining learners’ motivation and
autonomy. Even though the students became more autonomous over time, they often
reported that they felt unmotivated during the activities because of the teacher's
absolute absence. Since the students are not trained teachers, they were not able to
provide explanations of certain grammatical or vocabulary usages when their partner
asked. The teacher needed to help the students overcome these problems by
communicating with them before and after their actual online conversations. Other
suggestions by students were to add a discussion board to the activities as an
alternative method for interaction, and to provide topics from more varied sources for
related cultural themes. These issues aided the teacher in designing a more effective
curriculum, in working out logistical procedures and in determining the theoretical

framework and research questions for the study.

Participants

in the 2002-03 class in which the study took place, all 26 students’ whose ages
ranged from 13 to 18 years old, agreed to participate in the study (See Appendix A & B

for sample consent forms). Nine of the 26 participants were born in Canada or had

7 Three of total of 26 students were returning students who participated in the pilot study from the
previous year. Since these retumning students already had prior experiences and knowledge of the use of
chat room discussions in leamning language and cuiture and in peer-mediated learning, it was expected
that some of them might present different data than the data from the new students who had not
participated in the pilot study. Therefore the parts of the returning students’ data related to ‘changes’ in
terms of initial attitudes toward the tasks were treated differently.
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immigrated as pre-schoolers, and thus had native or near-native proficiency in English.
They attended the language program to improve their Korean. Within the Korean
immigrant community in Canada, these participants were commonly referred to as “2nd
generation.” Of the remaining 17 students, 11 had been born in Korea and spent most
of their lives there before they came to Canada as high school students. Within the
Korean immigrant community in Canada, these participants were technically “visa
students” but were referred to as “1st generation.” Most of them attended the Korean
school in order to earn high school credits for university entrance and as a social activity.
There were an additional six students who were known as “1.5 generation.” These
students were bom in Korea and accompanied their parents in their passage through
immigration during the early stages of their lives (Choi, Cramley, & Nichols, 2001). For
the purpose of this study, they were defined as those who immigrated during
elementary school with their families. These 1.5 generation students were the ones who
could be considered bilingual, in that they were all quite fluent in both Korean and
English. They attended Korean school to maintain their Korean proficiency, concerned
that they were losing their Korean since so much of their effort following their arrival in
Canada had gone into learning English. In terms of L2 proficiency, all 11 Korean-
speaking students were notably more fluent in English than the English-speaking
students were in Korean, as confirmed by a diagnostic language proficiency test in

September 2002.
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Name Gender Status Strongest Language Length of stay in
M, F) | (2G, 1G, 1.5G) (E, K, B) Canada
Bonny F 2G E 18 yrs
Tyson* M 2G E 16 Y2 yrs
Mark M 2G E 17 yrs
Juliana* F 2G B 11 yrs
Esther F 2G E 18 yrs
Lily F 2G E 17 yrs
Ethan M 2G E 17 yrs
Samuel M 2G E 15 yrs
John M 2G E 15 yrs
Tom M 1.5G B 6 yrs
Dave M 1.5G B 6 yrs
Jeeyoung F 1.5G B 5 yrs
Soo F 1.5G B 7 yrs
Joon M 1.6G E 6 yrs
Younghee F 1.5G B 6 yrs
Dongjun M 1G K 3% yrs
Jaemin* M 1G K 3yrs
Hyung M 1G K 1%yrs
Jongwan M 1G K 1%yrs
Dongyung M 1G K 4 yrs
Jung F 1G K 2 yrs
Sang M 1G K 2 yrs
Kyungha F 1G K 1yr
Hyukjun M 1G K 2yrs
Kyuijin F 1G K 2yrs
Chul M 1G K 6 yr

All names are pseudonyms.
* denotes students who participated in pilot study.
F: Female (N=10)/ M: Male (N=16)

2G: 2nd generation students (N=9)
1G: 1st generation students (N=11)
1. 6G: 1.5 generation students (N=6)

E: English
K: Korean

B: English/ Korean bilingual
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Research sites

The research was conducted at two different sites. One was in the classroom of
the International Languages Program in Ottawa, and the other was the virtual online
chat room.

The school. The International Languages Credit program offers language
courses other than English and French to regular secondary school students for grades
9 to 12 (Levels 1-4) and to adults requiring language credits towards a high school
diploma. Current graduation requirements recognize at least one credit in a third
language. Due not only to these graduation requirements but also an increase in global
awareness and an increasing desire of many secondary students and adults to learn the
languages of the Canadian population, there is an increase demand for these courses.
For example, language instruction in the Ottawa program is provided in over 40
languages: Arabic, Bulgarian, Dutch, German, ltalian, Korean, Punjabi, Persian, Pilipino,
Polish, Portuguese, Russian, Spanish, and Turkish courses are operated by the
Ottawa-Carleton Catholic School Board under the Continuing and Community
Education programs, while the Ottawa-Carleton District School Board administers
Bengali, Bosnian, Cantonese, Dari, Finnish, German, Greek (Modern), Gujarati, Hebrew,
Hindi, Japanese, Khmer (Cambodian), Serbian, Mandarin (Simplified or Traditional),
Pashto, Somali, Spanish, Swedish, Tamazight (Berber), Tamil, Thai, Ukrainian,

- Vietnamese and Yiddish courses. Qualifications for International Languages Credit
teachers include proficiency in the language being instructed, registration with the
Ontario College of Teachers and a Certificate of Qualification or an Interim Certificate of

Qualification, preferably in the Intermediate/Senior area.



64

Many schools, community centres and also even private home owners across the
Ottawa region work in partnership with the school boards and rent their facilities for
children to learn a new language for enrichment purposes. Korean credit courses
operated by the Ottawa-Carleton Catholic School Board are offered at one of the
Catholic high schools in central Ottawa area each Saturday from September to June.

The classroom. The classroom setting for both the pilot study (2001/2002) and
the actual study (2002/2003) was that of a regular secondary school. Our classroom
was located on the third floor with two other Korean language classes and a Spanish
class. During the 20 minute mid-morning recess, students usually visit each other's
class or gather in the corridor to socialize. Since we were renting the school building,
there were certain restrictions on the use of some school facilities, for example, no
access to a computer-equipped classroom or a multimedia lab. However, in the
classroom, the teacher could control and have access to most facilities. The students’
seating arrangement was thus constantly being changed according to the nature of
class work (individual, pair, and group work, presentation with or without audio/visual
aids). It was easy to modify the seatting arrangements since each student had a
portable desk and a chair. The Korean Community School Board provided a lap top and
a projector for the class, so the entire class could use either the blackboard or the
projector for content delivery. The teacher used both Korean and English as a medium
of instruction.

During the classes, the teacher-researcher kept field-notes, she also administered
pre- and post-course questionnaires and several tests during class time, including

diagnostic language proficiency tests, self-assessments of L2 proficiency, and
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vocabulary evaluations. The end-of-course focus group discussions were also
conducted in the classroom.

The online chat rooms. The virtual chat room was another important research
site for the study, where students ‘met’ with their conversation partners and carried out
computer-mediated communicative activities related to each curriculum unit. Students’
online chat transcripts and online interview data were collected from this virtual research
site.

The main role of the chat rooms was to build and sustain a bilingual tandem
language learning community online. The teacher consistently reminded the students
that not participating in chat attending ‘meetings’ at the arranged time, not contributing
to discussion, or not accepting their share of the workload could make the learning
community fail. The teacher and the students together set up chat room rules based on
the common chat site etiquette (known as “netiquette”) used in most other online chat
rooms. These rules included no swearing, no inadequate user names, no “flooding” (the
repeated posting of the same message or posting of nonsense text that disrupts the
chat) and no typing all in capital letters, since typing all in capitals was considered
shouting and thus rude.

At the beginning of the pilot study, there were some students who played non-
productive group roles in the chat rooms, for example, blocking the flow of conversation,
expressing an aggressive tone of voice, dominating the conversation, or not being
tolerant to time delays. However, over time, with minimal teacher intervention in the chat

rooms, they began to play more productive roles by initiating topic-related discussion,
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sharing information, making an effort to relieve tension between themselves and

respecting other people’s time.
Implementation of the curricular innovation

Successful implementation of any curricular innovation depends on certain
conditions being met. Based on the pilot study results, the teacher realized that there
were two simple but important requirements for the implementation of Internet chat in
tandem. The first was an approximately equal number of students from each language
group, each with a minimum level of comprehension (reading/listening) ability in the L2
from each language group in order to set up tandem learning pairs. In each pair, one
would be a novice in Korean and Korean culture and an expert in English and English
culture, and vice versa. The second condition is an appropriate CMC tool, in this case a
chat tool which Internet users could use to locate and communicate with each other
online in a simple, straightforward manner. Students in the pilot study all reported that
they already used ICQ or MSN as a common chat tool with their friends, most on a daily
basis, so these were chosen. In order to develop a learning context to support
productive tandem chat learning for these students, specific challenges needed to be
addressed. These included designing appropriate tasks and online activities,
overcoming technical and logistical issues, creating effective learner groups and

modifying the traditional role of the teacher. These are addressed in turn.
Tasks

During 2002/2003, there were 32 Korean school classroom sessions of 3.5 hours
each, plus 12 required and optional chat homework sessions. The Internet Chat in

Tandem homework assignments took the form of pairs or small groups of students from
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each language group working bilingually on ‘Chat activities’ which supported theme
related classroom units spanning several class sessions. These tasks were organized
around cultural topics of interest to students which were identified during the first
session of the year through the survey questionnaire and subsequent class discussion.
Each involved a comparison across the two cultures, for example, the Korean Moon
Festival (Chu Suk) for English-speaking students and Canadian Thanksgiving for
Korean-speaking students, or the winter solstice celebration (Dong Ji) in Korea and
Halloween in North America (see Appendix C for all topics). From these, the teacher
selected a pair of related topics for each task and assigned the students to carry out
related chat activities. Often too, they would become engaged in conversations on other
topics — including current controversies such as interracial marriage or sex before
marriage. Not surprisingly, these digressions led to some of the most interesting and
engaged chat discussions.

As an initial classroom activity for each cultural topic, the Korean and English-
speaking students, with the teacher’s help, identified key concepts and terminology
which would be helpful for their L2 partners in understanding their discussion topic. In
addition, each language group prepared vocabulary lists for the other group. Between
classes, the partners from each language group scheduled online discussions to help
each other with topic-related class homework assignments. For each topic, students
also collected resource materials for their partners between the classes. During the
homework activities, they used Korean/English computers and keyboards to
communicate with their partners, each writing in his or her L1, while reading their

partners’ contributions in their L2. During the last classroom session for that task, as a
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final evaluation, they took the post-chat vocabulary test again and were strongly
encouraged, as they felt ready, to write topical essays and give oral presentations in
their L2 based on their online discussions. They prepared these final projects together
during class sessions, correcting each other’s errors, and assisting each other in
preparation of the formal presentations. Except for one student, all the students tried to
do their oral presentations in their L2 from topic 1 onward, even though they sometimes
needed to switch languages and requested help during the presentation from their
partners or teacher. In terms of the formal essay writing, they brought their L1 drafts to
the classroom and tried to rewrite them in their L2. With occasional exceptions, most
students wrote their essays both in their L1 and L2. Before submission, they
reformulated their partners’ L2 essays and together discussed the corrections and
reformulations that they had made. Four weeks of Saturday classes were spent on each
of the six cultural topics. Each theme-related task required four class-sessions and two
chat room sessions out of class as well as an optional chat session, and included a
sequence of learning activities in both settings. The detailed procedure of the task
related activities is described below and the summary outline of the sequence of
activities is also provided in Appendix D.

Task procedure. The sequence of activities for a topic, each covering four weeks
of Saturday classes and homework between classes, was the following:

1. Class session 1: The teacher explained the task in detail and distributed a
written outline of it both in Korean and English. She then assigned parallel topics to
each L1 group: a topic related to Korean culture for the English speakers to learn about

which the Korean speakers were to prepare, and a topic related to Canadian culture for
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the Korean speakers to learn about which the English-speaking Korean-Canadian
students were to prepare. All students then made individual lists of vocabulary (about 30
words) in their L1 that they considered important for their L2 counterparts to know in
order to understand the topic. The students then met in the two L1 groups to discuss the
lists, and with the teacher, finalized a combined list for the other language group. The
teacher made copies of the two lists to evaluate each student's pre-chat knowledge of
these culture-related words in his or her L2. For each word students were asked to write
a short definition in their L1 and to write a simple sentence using the word, so that the
teacher could determine whether and how well they knew the meanings of the words
with respect to the specific cultural phenomena and hidden meanings of the foreign
culture®. Students were then paired across languages by lottery for that task and
grouped with additional bilingual student as needed for both classroom and chat room
work. Members of each pair or small group then evaluated their L2 partners’ vocabulary
responses, in consultation with the teacher, who recorded the resuits. At the end of
class session 1, each student received his or her marked vocabulary list to take home
as a reference for the chat room homework for the week. These marked evaluations
were collected with other materials at the end of each four week task for purpose of
both instruction and research.

2. Chat session 1: Between class sessions 1 and 2, each group was assigned a
chat room homework activity for a minimum of one one-hour session (groups often had

more and longer discussions). The main purpose of the first chat discussion was for all

8 For example, a pilgrim should be defined not only as person who makes a journey to a holy place for a
refigious reason, but also as a type of historical figure who settled in North America, and who started the
Thanksgiving tradition. Likewise, a turkey should be defined not only as a bird and a food, but also as part
of a traditional Thanksgiving meal, with reasons why.
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students to learn from their partner(s) about the words on their lists, so that they could
correct and complete their vocabulary evaluation sheets. Their task was to ask their
partners the meanings of the words that they were not able to define and use correctly
during the in-class evaluation. This helped them prepare for the subsequent activities
and for the post-task vocabulary test in week 4. After the chat room discussion, students
printed out transcripts of the conversation for use in class session 2, and one group
member forwarded the electronic transcript of the conversation to the teacher, who
would analyse both the cultural content and language use as a basis for instruction in
class session 2.

3. Class session 2: During the second class, students met in their groups to go
over their transcript and reflect together on their chat discussion. They were asked to
share with each other their reactions, problems, concerns and experiences from the
discussion. One student took notes on this group reflection in a notebook provided for
this purpose. The teacher then provided corrective feedback to each group and to the
whole class on significant and consistent grammatical and spelling errors from the
transcripts, and clarified concepts that had been poorly understood. The teacher also
presented L2 exercises she had developed from the transcripts, which provided L2
practice and review of cultural information. These emphasized appropriate use of the
words in sentences, and dealt with the most important grammatical and spelling errors.
The exercises included a cloze test, correction of grammar and spelling errors, short
reading texts in the L2, and L2 to L1 translation of short paragraphs on cultural
connotations based on the students’ conversations. At the end of class session 2, the

teacher distributed discussion questions for the second chat room homework session.
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These questions required students to find specific information on the assigned L2
cultural phenomenon such as its origin, how it had developed and changed over time,
why people celebrated or commemorated it, what people did and how, and students’
personal opinions related to the phenomenon. Students were also asked to do both
online and offiine research related to the topic and the assigned questions for their L1,
as preparation for sharing their knowledge with their partners in the second chat room
discussion. This involved collecting and making a portfolio of topic-related information,
video or audio tapes, pictures, artifacts, magazine articles, and other documents in
either L1 or L2. The portfolio materials were also to be displayed in class session 3 and
as sources for oral presentations and written assignments for class session 4.

4. Chat session 2: Between classes 2 and 3, each group was asked to have at
least one chat discussion. Its main purpose was for students to find answers to the
assigned questions in their L2. They asked their partners these questions and
developed adequate answers through tandem discussion. This time the chat
discussions were necessarily deeper and more detailed, helping students to answer the
questions and prepare for later oral and written assignments. After the session, they
printed out their transcripts and one student sent a copy to the teacher.

5. Class session 3. The students brought their portfolios to share with the whole
class in either L1 or L2, but generally in their L1. The first part of class session 3 was
spent preparing brief oral presentations and writing a draft essay for the last class
session on a topic assigned by the teacher. Group members worked together and
helped each other in terms of reformulation, revision, and corrections. The second half

of the class was allocated for hands-on activities exploring cultural events. Class
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members watched short Korean and English films related to both cultural phenomenona,
read magazine articles, and looked through the pictures and artifacts from one another’s
portfolios during a “culture fair”, so that they were able to see how culture is reflected
and embedded in people’s lives.

6. Homework session 3 (optional chat): Between class sessions 3 and 4,
students prepared individually and with their partners for their group oral presentations
and final essay writing. They were encouraged to work on a draft copy of the written
essays in their L1 for class session 4. They were asked to audio-record their practice
oral presentations and bring the tape to the next class. They were also encouraged to
communicate with each other online and provide help as needed, but this time the chat
room activity was voluntary. At the beginning of the year, students did not utilize this
optional chat session as much as expected, however, over time more students tended
to meet in the optional chat sessions to clarify things related to their homework, ask
specific linguistic questions, and prepare presentations with their partners. Often, they
met with friends other than their assigned partners or somebody else’s partners for this
session since it was optional and voluntary.

7. Class session 4: The students started their last class session for each topic by
re-writing the post-chat vocabulary evaluation. Each group then performed its oral
presentations for the class, covering the assigned parts of the topic. All students
participated, and were encouraged but not required to use their L2 for this. Then, as a
final product, each student wrote a brief final essay in class based on the draft version

prepared during the chat sessions in the L1, and then if they wished in the L2. The rest
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of the class time, was devoted to a reformulation task®. The task involved i) discussing a
topic in the chat room; ii) writing, in their L2, an essay based on their L1 draft essay on
the discussed topic; iii) helping their partner by reformulating (rather than correcting) the
text that he or she had produced in language that a native speaker peer would use, and
iv) after comparing the reformulated version with the original, discussing what they had
changed in their partner’s text, focusing on language rather than content this time, and

why they changed it.

Technical and logistical issues

A successful implementaion of a curricular innovation involving integration of
technology heavily depends on the choice of ‘right’ technological tool. Within the broad
definition of ICT, a computer-mediated communication (CMC) tool through the Internet,
namely a chat tool, was employed to meet the requirement for implementation. Students
in the pilot study all reported that they had used either /CQ or MSN, or both as the most
common online chat tool with their friends on a daily basis. The students had talked with
their friends on a daily basis using these synchronous CMC tools. There is no charge
for registration and using /CQ or MSN.

Tool of choice 1: ICQ

ICQ was created in 1996 by four young Israelis who had observed the fast
deployment of the World Wide Web, noticed the mounting popularity of surfing and
browsing, and watched the growing number of people interacting with web servers.

They realized something more profound. While millions of people had been connected

9 The reformulation task was originally advocated by Thombury (1997) and modified and adapted by
O’Rourke (2002) for his study. | followed O’'Rourke’s modified version of task procedure for my study,
since its instructional techniques well fit into my curriculum innovation.
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via web servers to one huge worldwide network - the Internet, those people were not
interconnected with each other. The missing link was the technology which would
enable the Internet users to locate each other online on the Internet, and to create peer-
to-peer communication channels, in a straightforward, and simple manner. 1ICQ
technology enables the user to seek his designated contacts and be continually
informed of their on-line status. It enables the user to "dial" another user at his
discretion, to alert him that he is being called, and if the call is accepted, to launch any
kind of application over the established link. With ICQ, anyone can initiate online
communications with anyone else on the Internet at any time, by text, voice, video or
games.

ICQ description. In the /CQ user’s guideline (/CQ Inc., www.icq.com, 2002), ICQ
("l Seek You") is introduced as ‘a revolutionary, user-friendly Internet program that
notifies you which of your friends and associates are online and enables you to contact
them. . . Until now, the full potential of the Internet as a multi-user environment has not
been realized. To date Cyberspace is primarily a world of millions of disassociated
online computer users. ICQ takes advantage of new peer-to-peer and client-server
technologies, to turn the Internet into a global inter-personal communication tool, more
powerful than standard phone systems. This new product will enhance the Internet from
a one-way data-retrieval tool, to a truly synchronous communication channel'.

ICQ does the searching for users, alerting them in real time when they log on. The
need to conduct a directory search each time users want to communicate with a specific
person is eliminated. With 1ICQ, users can chat, send messages, files and URLs, play

games or just hang out with other fellow ‘Netters' while still surfing the net. It lets users
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choose the mode of communication they wish to employ. Regardless of the application,
be it chat, voice, whiteboard, data conferencing, file transfer or Intemet games, 1ICQ will
get entire message across in real time. ICQ supports a variety of popular Internet
applications and serves as a Universal Platform from which users can launch any peer-
to- peer application (such as Microsoft NetMeeting or Netscape CoolTalk). It can also
be used in a muitiple-user mode, so groups can conduct conferences or just ‘hang out’
online. The program runs in the background, taking up minimal memory and net
resources. While users work on other applications, ICQ alerts them when friends and
associates log in, allowing them to work efficiently while maintaining a wide range of
Iinternet functions. Among the functions available are: chat, message, e-mail, URL and
file transfer. All these functions are organized in one easy-to-use program that
integrates smoothly into desktop systems.

How does it work? When users install ICQ, the program asks users to register at
a server, which is connected to a network of servers spanning the Internet. At
registration, users receive a unique UIN (Universal Internet Number). In addition, 1ICQ
gives them the option of entering personal information along with their UIN. This allows
other ICQ users to recognize them when they log on. Once registered, users can
compile a selected list of friends and associates. ICQ uses this list to find their friends
for them. Meanwhile, ICQ waits quietly in the background without interrupting any other
applications in use. As soon as users log onto the internet, ICQ automatically detects
the Internet connection, announces their presence to the Internet community and alerts

them when friends sign on or off. Once users know who's on, they can click an icon to
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initiate chat, implement URL transfers, send messages, exchange files, or launch any
number of external peer-to-peer applications.
A free version of ICQ is available for download (for Windows 95 and WindowsNT
4.0 operating systems) from the company's web site (http://www.icq.com). The following
steps indicate how to get started on ICQ™.
1. Download - The ICQ software, is only about 4mb, it's free and compatible with
Windows environments as well as Mac, UNIX , Pocket PC & Palm OS. Find the
appropriate version for your operating system from the ICQ Download Directory
and follow the simple instructions. If you are new to instant messaging it's
recommended to download the ICQ Lite-version, or switch to this version in the
Main-menu of ICQ Pro.

2. Register - Get an ICQ number and fill in your details so that other ICQ users can
recognize you and communicate with you.

3. Find Friends/Contacts - Find old friends on the ICQ Network by entering their
name, e-mail address or ICQ number. Find new friends by searching by interest,
country, language, age, gender etc. Once you have a person's approval, add them
to your ICQ Contact List and start communicating.

4. Start Using ICQ - ICQ will alert you when your contacts are online and you'll be
able to send and receive instant messages in real time. If a contact is offline, or if

another method of communication is preferable, ICQ also enables you to make
contact by email, phone, sms or paging.

Tool of choice 2: MSN

MSN is another type of instant messaging system based on text messages that
users can send to other people who are online at the same time. The message is
delivered immediately, and can be responded to immediately—just as in a face-to-face
conversation.

MSN description. MSN Messenger provides multiparty text chat, file transfer,

allowing partners to share files (including photo files) without the size constraints
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encountered on most email systems. Windows Messenger (messenger.msn.com) for
Windows XP has all the features of MSN Messenger plus a number of useful additional
capabilities. For example, Windows Messenger can be used with a Webcam and allows
users to see each other in a small video window while talking. Its video, while limited to
a small video frame and moderate frame rates, was among the best of the programs
reviewed and permits senders to monitor their own video in a corner of their
correspondent's video image"'. Windows Messenger also provides several features
beyond text, audio and video, and file transfer. These include remote assistance,
application sharing, and a whiteboard. Remote assistance allows User A to give
permission to User B to see and control User A's computer, which can be particularly
useful for troubleshooting. Application sharing allows two connected users to share any
application located on either computer so that, for example, the two connected users
can work on the same document together. The whiteboard provides an environment for
collaborative drawing and graphics creation.

The steps to get MSN started* are as follows:

Step 1. Register with MSN Messenger

If you have a Hotmail or MSN e-mail address, go straight to step 2. If you do not

have a Hotmail or MSN e-mail address, you need to sign up for a Microsoft .NET

Passport with your current e-mail address, or sign up for a free Hotmail account.

Step 2. Sign in

Before you can use MSN Messenger, you must sign in. Double-click the MSN

Messenger icon at the bottom of your screen. Enter the e-mail address and
password that you registered with Passport.

10 The guideline for downloading ICQ was directly quoted from the ICQ user guide at http://www.icq.com.
11 Even though most of the participants in the study had a Webcam feature (especially all the Korean

visa students who used it for audio/video chat with their friends and families in Korea), this voice chat
feature was not used during their homework chat sessions due to the specific purposes of this study.

12 The steps to get MSN started were directly quoted from
http://messenger.msn.ca/download/getstarted.aspx
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Step 3. Add friends and family to your contact list

Now that you've got MSN Messenger, you can connect to your friends and family

who are online. Click Add a Contact. Type the e-mail address of your friend, family

member, or colleague.

Step 4. Send an instant message

You can now start chatting. To send an instant message: Double-click a contact.

When the conversation window pops up, just start typing.

It was fairly easy and straightforwad to ensure that the students had one of these
programs on their computer so that they could start the chat sessions. As mentioned,
many had already downloaded either software program, and had been using it
comfortably. The majority of the Korean-speaking students were using a regular English
keyboard to type both English and Korean, since they had already memorized ali the
Korean keystrokes. However, it was a challenge, especially, at the beginning, for the
English-speaking students to type in Korean. Many did not have a Korean keyboard,
and it was hard for them to type in Korean because they had never done it before. So
some of them would write the Korean characters on the corresponding English keys.

At the beginning of the implementation, there were a few problems in terms of
setting up a suitable environment for bilingual chatting on the computers of some of the
English students. While the Korean students already had a Korean version of the
operating system which also supported English, most English-speaking students’
computers could only be operated in English. Thus, they had to either run a separate
Korean version of Windows or download a foreign character input program needed. For
Korean character input, most of the students added ‘Window Korean IME’, which is

already installed in most of PCs these days, to Language Options in their computer. In

the Control Panel of their computers, there is Date, Time, Language and Regional
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Options, then they click Add other languages, choose Advanced tab, and add Korean.
The IME (Input Method Editors) program allows computer users to enter complex
character or symbols using a standard keyboard (e.g., Microsoft Global IME") without
installing a separate Korean PC operating system. IME program can be easily removed
or changed to another language. UnionWay" is another foreign character recognition
program that some of the students already had used. With the help of friends and
parents, everyone's computer was set up to function in both languages within the first
few weeks and solutions were found for those students who did not have Internet

access or whose parents objected to Internet use at home.

Grouping and language usage

Based on her pilot study, the teacher-researcher found that the most crucial
component in successfully implementing tandem leaming that conformed to the
principles of learner autonomy and reciprocity, was to set up effective chat groups for
each topic. There were several issues in grouping like ‘Should the students have the
choice of selecting their partner? Or should the teacher have 100% authority to match
partners to avoid conflict among them?’ ‘What about gender and age differences among
the students?’ Among these concerns, the most complicated but important issue in
grouping was to decide between a ‘“1+1’ pairing strategy and a ‘1+2’ grouping strategy.
Traditionally, tandem learning requires only two participants in pairs with half their

conversation ideally in L1 and the other half in L2. However, because of the following

13 More details about Window Korean IME can be found at http://webhard.daewoo.com/jsp/hangul.html.
or Microsoft Korean IME http://www.microsoft.com/downloads/details aspx?FamilylD=5B0BF 34F-2D58-
4334-A1AB-0B3B43D474A68&displaylang=en. Window IME is easier and faster to download than
Microsoft IME, so the teacher recommended her students use Window IME.

14 Union Way's Asian Suite software (http://www.gy.com/www/ww1/ww2/uniona.htm) offers muttilingual
Windows applications allowing the use of existing English based software, such as Microsoft Word, to
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learner characteristics of the class, the teacher needed to modify this 1+1 pairing
strategy and balanced language use structure: 1) there were not always equal numbers
of Korean and English speakers for each topic; 2) there was a large gap between the
English-speakers’ level of comprehension in Korean and the Korean students’ level of
comprehension in English that would result in dialogue only in the weaker L2, English; 3)
the English students’ level of writing in Korean, especially with a keyboard, was simply
not good enough to sustain long conversations; and 4) above all, most of the English
speakers had expressed concern that they did not feel ready to produce Korean yet. in
addition to the leamner characteristics of the class, the principles of comprehension-
based second language teaching (Lightbown, 1992) also suggest that comprehension
should precede production and that production should not be forced. According to its
principles based on Krashen's input theory (1985), development of L2 comprehension
skills and receptive language use will naturally aliow a higher level of communication
and will gradually lead to the development of productive language skills and. Productive
use will gradually emerge with time in interactive situations. The teacher also strongly
agrees with the principle which says learning takes place best when tension is minimal
and when learners are comfortable (Lightbown, 1992). The goal of the chat exchanges
in this context was to promote expert-novice collaboration in meaning construction
rather than to narrowly promote L2 production or bilingualism of an individual student.
The teacher guided them to focus on understanding the meaning of what was being
said, in order to sustain conversations.

For these reasons, the teacher decided not to only group the students in 1+1 pairs,

but in some cases to add a bilingual student as a third group member. The bilingual

process Asian languages, including Korean.
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student would contribute to the group as a translator when a Korean-English pair had a
large gap in L2 comprehension, as a mediator when there was a cultural
misunderstanding, or as a facilitator in the expert-novice conversation. Based on the
pilot study and the principles of comprehension-based second language teaching, the
teacher also decided not to force the students to produce L2, but encouraged them to
write in L1 and read in L2 during their chat sessions, and then produce L2 only when

they felt ready.

The teacher’s role

The teacher's role in implementing Internet chat in tandem was dynamic and
multiple, and it required that she expand her traditional teaching role to include the roles
of educational facilitator, social mediator, technical expert, and manager (Berge &
Collins, 1995). in this study, once the logistical and grouping problems were dealt with,
the teacher acted as an educational facilitator and social mediator as she focused on
the careful selection and sequencing of tasks and provided ongoing encouragement for
participation. Through the use of activities such as small group discussions, debates,
and teacher-learner message exchanges, she was able to help learners overcome
feelings of isolation within their online community. This often involved allowing
exchanges that were unrelated to the course content. Being responsive in a timely
manner to the students’ questions and requests for help also made them feel that the
teacher supported them in the task procedure. This support needed to be balanced,
however, with the understanding that the teacher’s intervention should be minimized at
the content level so that learners could continue their authentic conversations without

interruption and eventually become autonomous learners (Donaldson & Kétter, 1999).



82

La Ganza (2001) has described the appropriate teacher “presence” in an online
language teaching environment as one which allows maintenance of learner autonomy
by communicating to them that the teacher has them “in mind”". In this way, the teacher
can exercise restraint in intervening at the level of content whilst helping learmers
overcome the challenges of isolation, facelessness, and the lack of identity within the
online class. |

The teacher also needed to pay special attention not just to the implementation of
the innovation but to the complexity of the emotional relationships among the students.
She had to be sensitive to the tensions between the different language groups and
aware of the invisible wall between them. They were teens, so there was peer pressure
in almost everything that they did. The teacher had to help them to build friendships
among themselves before asking them to talk to one another. With time, students
overcame their feelings of uncertainty by sharing their positions as experts in one
language and novices in the other, each in turn being a teacher and at the same time, a

learner in a technology supported discourse learning community.
Data collection

In order to understand the complex data drawn from the situated activities in the
multiple contexts of the International Languages class, | employed multilevel data
collection from eight different sources and instruments over one full academic year.
These sources are described below.

1) Transcripts from online conversations: Transcripts from online conversations
during participants’ chat room homework session were the primary data source. These

text files that included all texts that students produced during the chat sessions.
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Between five to 12 transcripts per topic were received (see Table 2) for a total of 44
transcripts collected during the year. Transcript numbers varied according to the
number of working groups and incidental factors, as shown in Table 2. Transcripts were
automatically generated by the chat programs and at the end of each homework
session one student emailed the group’s transcripts to the teacher, with the consent of

the group.

Table 2: Transcript data collected from each topic

Topic 1 | Topic2 | Topic3 | Topic4 | Topic5 | Topic 6 Total

Number of 6 12 6 5 7 8 - 44
transcripts

2) Pre and post course questionnaires'®: Revised pre and post course
questionnaires (Appendix E, F, G & H), based on the pilot study, were administered to
explore students' initial attitudes towards peer-mediated learning through the chat
interactions and the related class activities, the use of CMC for learning a second
language and gaining cultural understanding, and any patterns of change in these
attitudes, beliefs and perceived experiences over time.

3) Online Interviews: Online interviews were conducted with all available students
(five English-speaking, three bilingual, four Korean-speaking students) and after classes
ended, in late June, to clarify and expand on issues and individual comments brought

up during the school year.

15 Some parts of the post questionnaires were adapted and modified from Darhower’s (2003) study on
Bilingual Chat Community. The sample questionnaires were retrieved May 27, 2003, from

hitp://social.chass.ncsu.edu/%7Emidarhow/CMC%20and%20National.../chatevalform.htmi
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4) Students' reflective comments: During the focus group discussions at the end of
the pilot study, several students had mentioned that they wished there had been an
electronic message board for the class where they could write comments to other
students as well as to the teacher and could respond to others' comments at any time.
At the beginning of the main study, a student who was an experienced computer user
volunteered to create a forum style message board for the class and successfully
designed a web page for the class. Most students were motivated to write their
comments on the message board most since the idea was initiated and implemented by
one of their peers. In my role as teacher, | also encouraged the students to express
their feelings, ideas and comments through email messages to me and during their
online interviews with me. Student generated emails to both the teacher and their peers
provided valuable information about their developing attitudes and skills, their language
use, and specific challenges they faced.

5) Notes from focus group discussions: Separate focus group discussions with the
Korean and English-speaking groups were held at the end of the school year, in which
the students shared their interpretations of their year long experiences with chat room
homework sessions and conversations with peers. Because each language group
shared certain characteristics which were different from the other (e.g., their L1 and
cultural background), it was important to have separate focus group discussions. Topics
for the focus group discussions are provided in Appendix |.

6) Self- assessments of L2 proficiency: Pre- and post-course L2 self assessment

questionnaires (see examples in Appendix J & K) for English and Korean'® were

16 The self assessment of English and Korean was an adapted translation of the Second Language
Institute’s English-assessment of receptive (listening and reading) skills, used for student placement in
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administered to gain information about students’ perceptions of their L2 proficiency at
the beginning and end of the curriculum innovation. it was not feasible to administer
proficiency tests as nothing appropriate exists for the second language leamers of
Korean. Previous studies have shown that self-assessment measures of language use
ability such as this self assessment measure a combination of learners’ ability to use the
language in given contexts and their level of confidence in doing so (Clément, 1986).
The validity of such measures varies, depending among other things on whether the
learners have actually experienced using the language in the contexts cited.

7) Field notes: The students’ behaviours were regularly observed by the teacher-
researcher during classes and other student-teacher interactions and detailed field
notes were kept on evidence of developing social relations and language use between
members of the two native language groups during classroom activities.

8) Other relevant documents: Students' essays and tests dealing with the related
topics were analysed for further evidence of their second language and cultural learning.
For example, L2 Vocabulary Evaluations were administered before and after each
cultural topic to determine and compare the level of vocabulary knowledge and related _

cultural understandings of the learners.

Data analysis

The purposes of the study were both to illustrate the language learning as a

socially mediated process in a situated context and to examine the nature of peer-peer

language courses (LeBlanc & Painchaud, 1985). Sections on speaking and writing were adapted from the
Post-Secondary French Study test battery (Wesche, 1993; Wesche, Morrison, Ready, & Pawley, 1990).
The questionnaires present 64 statements about language use in different contexts involving listening,



collaborative discourse. This study tried to answer the following research questions;
“How do online chat interactions and related classroom activities contribute to building a
learning community?, “In what ways do these online chat interactions mediate learners’
second language learning and their understanding of cultural practice?”, “What are the
linguistic and interactional features of learners’ interactive discourse generated from

- tandem online chat discussions, which might promote second language and cultural
learning?”, and “What are the leaming outcomes in relation to learners’ second
language learning and development of L2 culture awareness in this context?”. in order
to examine the complex combinations of social, individual-cognitive and affective factors
that are bound up in the phenomenon of collaborative discourse in computer-mediated
communicative activities, thoroughgoing qualitative research must play an important
role in such an analysis. However, employing single-mindedly qualitative methodologies
while claiming to take a holistic approach to analyzing their dialogue risks missing
important information which might be clarified through descriptive quantitative analyses
(O'Rourke, 2002).

The theoretical concepts of the sociocultural approach framed the data analysis
with regard to the overriding issues of my students’ discursive social leamning, including
development self-awareness, process of appropriation of words of others and expert-
novice peer mediation for language learning. Sociocultural theory emphasizes that
cognition is a situated social activity, thus cautioning us not to isolate the person from
his or her actions and not to ignore surrounding contextual factors. In my research,

findings and claims would be misleading if | looked only at my students’ interactions in

speaking, reading and writing skills. Students respond on a scale of 1 to 5. The Korean self-assessment
was a direct translation of the English version by the teacher-researcher.
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isolation without considering the social environmental factors such as chatting in a
computer mediated environment. Also | should not look at their discourse in isolation as
a mechanical analysis of a sign system abstracted from human action, without
considering relevant psychological factors such as their feelings and attitudes towards
using the other language interactively, use of the computer for learning and peer
mediated leaming. Sociocultural theorists further argue that the process of language
acquisition begins in our social practices before it is intemalized by our individual minds.
This shifted perspective moves researchers towards examining the conditions for
learning, for appropriation of practices, in any particular community and focusing on
human behavior; students’ learning experiences, which cannot be understood without
reference to the meanings and purposes attached by these human actors to their
activities (Norton & Toohey, 2002). My aim was then not to generalize my findings to
other contexts, but rather to understand more fully the learning that occurred among my
students within the situated activities. In summary, | designed my research primarily as
an ethnographically based longitudinal case study following principles of action research
and qualitative methodology in order to provide contextual information and identify non-
linguistic as well as linguistic variables that existed in the context. | sought to gain rich
insight into my students’ behaviour, to understand the deeper perspectives captured
through prolonged engagement and interaction among the students. Since human
behavior patterns, such as those of my participants, are diverse and constantly evolving,
recognition of the nature of qualitative research as emergent, rather than tightly

prefigured with a fixed method and limited hypotheses, was crucial in capturing some of
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these discursive processes. This approach also provided me with unanticipated
outcomes throughout the research process.

The interactionist approach to second language acquisition has led researchers to
increasingly look at language learning in more social terms, and to pay particular
attention to the environment where language use occurs (Gass, 2002) as well as to
learners’ linguistic development during social interactions. The rich body of data from
this research tradition has taught us a great deal about the nature of interactions among
language learners and between language learners and more proficient speakers. As
evidenced in the findings of the second language research following the interactionist
approach, leamners and their interlocutors actively negotiate through language in order
to achieve mutual understandings when engaging in problem-solving tasks, and these
negotiations provide learners with opportunities to develop their linguistic abilities. |
found the appropriate methodology for such activity to be focused description, broadly
within the discourse analytic model (Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991). Within this | chose
the interactionist framework within SLA to theorise the nature of my students’
interactions, to look for interactionist moves within their conversation and to classify
them. This detailed analytical framework, was used to seek evidence of interactional
language features in which meanings were negotiated and language adapted for
language learners in ways that have been shown to facilitate language comprehension
and learning (Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991; Long, 1996; Mackey, 1999, Gass 2002).

The issues discussed above thus led me to design my study employing
fundamental principles of qualitative methodology and, at the same time, trying to add

more detailed analysis of leamers’ linguistic behaviours. Likewise, | found it useful to
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present descriptive statistics, using paired samples t-tests in certain cases, to
summarize findings based on quantifiable self report data. A holistic approach was used
in analysing the rich body of data from transcripts and multiple other sources. Through
these sources | was able to explore the complex relational possibilities between the
learners and the learning activities, as well as their language use within situated
activities which occurred over a 10-month period. The multiple data sources allowed me
to triangulate the findings to identify both convergence and complementary practices
(Mathison, 1988). Also, the longitudinal design of the research, in keeping with
sociocultural practice, as well as detailed examination of linguistic and interactive
features of students’ peer-peer dialogue in computer-mediated communicative tasks,
allowed me to study processes of both language acquisition and language socialization

over time (Kramsch, 2002).

Analytical procedure for transcript data

Discourse analysis was the primary analytical approach for the transcript data,
which were main data sources for the study. According to Hatch (1992), discourse
analysis is “the study of the language of communication —spoken or written. The system
that emerges out of the data shows that communication is an interlocking social,
cognitive, and linguistic enterprise. . . There is no agreed upon set of analytic
procedures for the description of discourse. The units and processes defined in an
analysis depend on the goals of the study. " (p.1)

The specific goal of this research was to identify and examine the outstanding
features of my students’ online chat interactions in a tandem learning environment and

their contributions to the students’ developing knowledge in their second language and
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their understanding of cultural practice. Therefore, | chose to first follow the process of
content analysis, as one type of discourse analysis, for analyzing the discourse content
from the transcripts of chat room conversations, open answers in questionnaires, online
interviews, students’ email correspondence, and notes from focus group discussions. A
more focused analytical procedure based on interactionist approaches to second
language acquisition was then utilised for a closer look at interactional language
features which supported effective communication in students’ online chat discussions.

The transcript data were analyzed in cyclical fashion following the standard
qualitative data analytic procedures suggested by Marshall and Rossmann (1999). As a
first step, the voluminous online chat data were organized into files corresponding to the
task number and the group identification letter for the topic. For example, file 1A
consisted of the transcripts from the chat discussion on topic 1 from the group A which
indicates one of the randomly paired or grouped students. The interview data and
students’ emails were filed according to the date.

Much of the work in category construction was done by looking for recurring
regularities and evident patterns related to the research question and the theoretical
framework (Miles & Huberman, 1994). | also utilized categories which | had developed
during the pilot study. Within the identified categories, certain themes emerged. For
example, one category identified as “Appropriating the words of others” included the
following themes: “Korean honorific discourse” and “Chat jargon”. | then sought and
selected excerpts or segments which best fit the themes under the categories. As the
categories and themes were confirmed in the data, representative codes were derived

from the data as each related to the research questions. This repetitive, inductive
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analytic procedure allowed me to search for alternative plausible explanations, to
establish emerging themes and to create linkages between them which might include
individual characteristics, characteristics of subgroups, or social relations amongst the
participants. The coding categories were continuously re-examined and refined in order
to evaluate the plausibility and the usefulness of the emergent understandings. As a
consequence, | sometimes encountered new themes arising from the data analysis
procedure when | had already identified major categories and themes in the data. Then,
I created new codes for those concepts that emerged. In cases where individuals or
subgroups within the main groups showed clear divergence from the main patterns
identified, | represented this information by developing new categories and seeking
possible explanations as well.

An additional discourse analysis based on interactionist tradition in second
language acquisition sought evidence of interactional language features. This additional
and more specific analytical framework was needed to explain specific language
learning outcomes, to further specify the nature of online chat discourse which supports
particular aspect of L2 learning. For example, through this focused analytical procedure,
it was possible to identify and describe the evidence for interactional language features
and modification made by more proficient speakers for language learners which

facilitate language comprehension and leaming.

Analytical procedure for non-transcript data

Frequency counts and summary descriptive statistics were calculated, as
appropriate, for the questionnaire responses that were relevant to the research

questions. Graphs and tables were generated to report descriptive findings.
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Questionnaire results were also used to identify subgroups of students for further focus
group discussion and interviews at the end of the year.

The results of students’ pre and post-course L2 proficiency self assessments were
calculated and quantified overall, and total scores were compared to determine any
changes in terms of students’ perception on their L2 proficiency over the year. The
Vocabulary Evaluations given before and after each topic were analyzed to determine
the extent of vocabulary learned in relation to a given topic and set of interactions.
Other classroom artifacts and related data sources were drawn upon when they
seemed to shed further light on issues raised by the primary data source.

| repeated this analytic inductive procedure several times, trying to develop an
understanding of how knowledge was constructed over time in this technology-
supported learning community. The analyzed data are reported in the findings mainly in
the manner of qualitative data representation, namely description and interpretation,
responding to each research question. Where possible and appropriate, | also present
descriptive statistics to demonstrate learners’ specific language learning outcomes and
their year long learning experiences. Quantitative descriptive data are thus presented
regarding growth of self-confidence in L2 use, vocabulary learning, and changes over
time in their attitudes and perceptions, as reported in the questionnaire data and other

related course materials such as tests and essays.
Limitations
This study was based on the experiences of 26 students while enrolled in an

International Languages Program in Canada. The findings described here represent the

results of these students’ participation in one year of research project. The research
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context was characterized by several unique features which were specific to the
participants, their learning context and the teacher-researcher. The participants were all
of Korean ethnicity and were adept computer users. The findings drawn from this
particular context with particular group of students cannot be generalized in other
second language teaching and learning situation. For this reason, | have provided
detailed description on the context and the methodology of this study, so that it can be
helpful for readers in deciding whether or how much of the findings reported here are

relevant to their own contexts and situations.



CHAPTER 5: FINDINGS
The study was guided by the following research questions:

* How do online chat interactions and related classroom activities contribute
to building a learning community?

e In what ways do online chat interactions and related classroom activities
mediate learners’ second language learing and their understanding of
cultural practices?

o What is the nature of collaborative peer-peer dialogue in online chat rooms?

o What are the learing outcomes in relation to learners’ second language
learning and development of L2 culture awareness in this context?

The findings report on the outcomes of a thematic, task-based curricular
innovation in which paired Korean and English-speaking peers, each learning the
other's language, collaborate on chat homework assignments and related classroom
activities. Examination of the students’ online collaborative chat interactions and related
tandem classroom discussions, in which the tandem partners acted in turn as both
experts and novices, reveals how collaborative peer-peer dialogue supports knowledge-
building within this cross-linguistic learning environment. The data show how these
students were able to learn and teach contextually meaningful and appropriate linguistic
and cultural behaviour through socially mediated actions, using online peer-peer
collaborative dialogue, the computer and CMC software, and tasks as meaning-making
resources within their own cross-linguistic learning community. The findings show that

the online chat interactions contributed to the establishment of a community of learners



95

and mediated effective second language leaming, including vocabulary leaming which

was an important learning outcome for both groups.
Building a learning community through collaborative peer-peer dialogues

This section explores how collaborative peer-peer dialogues as a mediational tool
that fosters building a learning community. According to Vygotsky (1978), language is
the main tool used to mediate knowledge construction. Peer-peer collaborative dialogue,
which occurs when learners encounter problems, attempt to provide assistance to each
other, and participate in collaborative problem solving, has particular significance in the
learning process. This process of collaborative dialogue not only mediates second
language learning (Swain et al., 2002), as will be discussed in detail in the later sections,
but also contributes to building a sense of membership in a knowledge building
community in the classroom (Dantas-Whitney, 2003).

The collaborative dialogue that occurred in both the online chat rooms and the
classroom enabled my students to gradually establish a shared perspective on both
online and classroom task activities, build social relationships among themselves and
eventually feel part of a knowledge building community. | will first present findings on my
students’ and their parents’ initial attitudes, perceptions, and expectations regarding
peer-mediated learning in tandem online chat community and changes over time in
order to provide an overview of their year-long experiences with formation of a learning

community and development of community membership.



96

Initial attitudes and perceptions and changes over time

Students’ attitudes and perceptions

Data on students’ attitudes and perceptions towards peer-mediated learning in
tandem online chat community came from the following sources: the student pre- and
post-course questionnaires (September and May), the students’ emails, the post-course
focus group discussions with the teacher, and transcripts of chat room sessions. The
questionnaires provided overall data about the students’ and their parents’ perceptions
of the value of online chatting and of learning through tandem chat homework, while the
other sources, such as transcript data of students’ online conversations and interviews
provided more detailed examples. Findings are presented below in the following order:
1) students’ attitudes and perceptions towards learning from peers in tandem chat
activities at the beginning of the course and at the end, including specific aspects they
liked and did not like, 2) students’ perceptions of the usefulness of tandem chat
homework for language learning in general and for vocabulary learning at the beginning
and end of the course, 3) parental attitudes toward internet chatting as reported by the
students at the beginning and end of the course.

Pre-course questionnaire data (N=21). The pre-course questionnaire included

multiple choice and open-ended questions and Likert scale questions', organized
around four themes (see Appendix E, F, G & H for sample questionnaires). Part One
included questions on ‘general participant information’, Part Two included questions on

their ‘computer uses in general’ and Part Three included questions on their ‘previous

17 An answer scale, usually with a range of 5 ordered categories, e.g. Strongly agree - Mildly agree -
Neutral - Mildly disagree - Strongly disagree. The participants in this study reported that they interpreted
‘Neutral’ as ‘so s0'.



97

and current chat experiences’. In Part Four, particular questions covered their initial
attitudes and perceptions on peer teaching and learning through chat activities.
Descriptive statistics for Korean and English speakers’ group responses to selected pre-
and post questionnaire items are provided in the following tables.

Pre-question 1 and 2 (see Table 3) asked about their attitudes towards peer

teaching and learning.

Pre-question 1: [ trust my partner’s L2 teaching ability or knowledge.
Strongly disagree 1 2 3 4 5 Strongly agree

Pre-question 2: | am glad | can teach my partner my own language and culture

and also can learn their language and culture.
1 2 3 4 5

Table 3: Attitudes towards peer teaching and learning

. Korean English
Questions (N=13) (N=8)
Mean| S.D. | Mean | S.D.
Pre-Q1. | trust my partner's L2 teaching ability or 4 .91 3.4 .52

knowledge.

Pre-Q2. | am glad | can teach my partner my own
language and cuiture and also can learn
their language and culture.

4 .76 3.8 .89

As shown in Table 3, overall, both Korean-speaking (N=13) and English-speaking
(N=8) students showed that they tended to trust their partners’ L2 teaching ability or
knowledge from pre-question 1 (4 out of 5 for the Korean-speaking group and 3.4 out of
5 for the English-speaking group) and held positive attitudes towards peer teaching and
learning from pre-question 2 (4 out of 5 for the Korean-speaking group and 3.8 out of 5
for the English-speaking group). In responses to pre-question 2, there were no answers
below 3 from either groups’ responses; i.e., all their answers were between neutral and

very positive. In their responses to pre-question 1, students in the two linguistic groups
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differed somewhat with repect to trust in partners’ L2 teaching ability, with Korean-
speaking students, although heterogeneous in their responses, tending to report more
positive attitudes toward peer teaching and learning than English-speaking students.
Pre-questions 3 and 4 asked about the students’ learning expectations from their
partners in the classroom as well as in the chat room. Figure 1 illustrates that students
from both groups had high expectations for learning L2 vocabulary and L2 grammar
from their partners during both classroom and chat room activities. The data from pre-
questions 3 and 4 did not reveal overall group differences in terms of their learning
expectations, however, they suggested different shared expectations from the two
groups depending on which learning context they were in, the classroom or the chat
room. For example, more respondents in both groups reported that they expected to
learn how to read and write from their partners during the chat room activities than from
the classroom activities. What they expected to learn from their partners during the
classroom activities but not the chat room activities were speaking, pronunciation and
culture. Interestingly, only one student out of 21 expected to learn about L2 culture from
his or her partner during the chat room activities while nine students expected to learn

about L2 culture mainly during their classroom activities.

Pre-question 3: What to you think you can learn from your partner in the

classroom?
1) How to read in Korean 2) How to write in Korean
3) How to speak in Korean 4) Vocabulary
5) Grammar 6) Pronunciation

7) Korean Cuiture 8) Other
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Pre-question 4: What to you think you can leam from your partner in the chat

room?
1) How to read in Korean 2) How to write in Korean
3) How to speak in Korean 4) Vocabulary
5) Grammar 6) Pronunciation
7) Korean Culture 8) Other

Figure 1: Initial learning expectations from both groups (N=21)
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Pre-questions 5 and 6 asked whether students preferred using computer-mediated
communication, namely chat or emails, to face-to-face conversation or phone
conversation when consulting with their friends or teachers in their L.2.

Pre-question 5: Using chat or email is easier and more comfortable than face-to-

face or phone conversation to consult something with my friends in

my L2.

1 2 3 4 5
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Pre-question 6: Using chat or email is easier and more comfortable than face-to-
face or phone conversation to consult something with my teacher
inmy L2.

1 2 3 4 5

Table 4: Attitudes towards using computer-mediated communication

Korean English
(N=13) (N=8)
Mean | S.D. | Mean | S.D.

Questions

Pre-Q5. Using chat or email is easier and more
comfortable than face-to-face or phone 28 | 134 28 | 1.28
conversation to consult about something
with my friends in my L2.

Pre-Q6. Using chat or email is easier and more :
comfortable than face-to-face or phone 3.0 91 20 .76
conversation to consult about something
with my teacher in my L2.

The most popular response to both pre-questions from the Korean-speaking group
was 3 (neutral), 6 out of 13 respondents for question 5, and 9 out of 13 respondents for
question 6, mostly because they did not see any difference between the two modes of
communication. However, four Korean speakers reported that they preferred face-to-
face talk to chatting when talking with their friends in their L2 (English), because they
reported “while chatting, there is no emotion, no body language”, and “it takes too long”.
In contrast, three other Korean students said chatting was their preferred
communication method for communicating with their friends. The reasons were that
they had time to think about what they were going to say while chatting, they used
computers all the time, and one student mentioned he liked chatting better than talking
to his friend in English because his spoken English was not good.

English speaking students’ answers to question 5 were quite heterogeneous, but

their answers to question 6 showed a clear tendency to prefer face-to-face conversation
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over chatting when consulting about something with their teacher. None of the English-
speaking students preferred chatting to face-to face talk when consulting with their
teacher in Korean, while Korean-speaking students held a neutral opinion. One of the
reasons given by English-speaking students was that ‘it is better to talk things out with
your teacher than depending on technology.” When consulting with their friends, though,
three English-speaking students preferred chatting to face-to face conversation because
it was less tiring and, similarly to the Korean students’ responses, they had time to think
about what they were going to say in a proper way during chatting. Four English-
speaking students also mentioned that even though they liked to chat using their first
language, they did not like chatting in Korean. Reasons given were that typing in
Korean is ‘less comfortable’ or ‘more of a hassle’ for them: ‘it takes longer to type in
Korean so it’s easier to say it.” As mentioned in Chapter 4, the students were not
required to produce (type) in their L2 unless they were ready and felt like doing it. The
teacher agreed that one’s ability to type in L2 should not be considered and evaluated
as their L2 production ability for the purposes of her study, even though it was an
important and useful skill for them to develop. Nonetheless, most English speakers

practiced and improved their typing during the course.™

Initial problems. The teacher” believed that it was important to help the students

to solve all their technical and other logistical brc;blems to support their initial positive

18 The English-speaking students’ improvement of their typing skills in Korean will be reported on in the
later section.

19 While presenting findings, | alternate my voice between the teacher and the researcher. When |
describe my actions in the classroom, | use the first person to represent my role as a teacher. However, |
use third person to refer to the teacher and the first person to refer myself as a researcher, when | adopt
the researcher's voice.
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attitudes towards peer learning through online collaborative dialogue, because such
problems could negatively influence their further experiences with the activities. Since
they could have a direct impact on the establishment of a successful learmning
community, these issues should be taken care of before beginning online computer-
mediated communicative tasks. Figure 2 presents several email messages from
students who were trying to make their computers functional for the tasks at the
beginning of the year to illustrate this process. With the help of classmates, the teacher
and parents, everyone's computer was set up to function bilingually within a few weeks.
A few students did not have Internet access at all, and in three other cases, Internet use
at home was sometimes banned by parents who worried that their children were
‘addicted’ to chatting. In some of the cases, students used an Internet Café or PC room;

in others, the teacher solicited parental cooperation so that students could work at home.

Figure 2: Students’ experiences in difficulties in setting up a suitable bilingual
chat environment :

Ethan’s experiences

October 2, 2002
“this is ethan. i downloaded korean IME but i still cant see korean in the icq screen. Please help me.

October 3, 2002

Im trying to download MSN right now but i my bwoser wont load the msn website. Im trying to get it
from a different source but it wont download. What should i do now? i dont think i will be able to use my
sister's computer because she has to do it too.

Esther's experiences

October 11, 2002
‘m having some problems with my assignment. First of all, i am having problems downloading a korean
program, and i am guessing it will take another day or two.

QOctober 18, 2002

my computer is really old, and really slow (i bought it for 25 dollars), so i was only able to download part
of unionway. Also the chat-mode was unavaitable for icq, so my partner and 1 had to do our
assignment through regular icq. Although it isn't exactly real time chat, the time delay was only a few
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minutes, so we though it would be all right.

October, 20, 2002

We spent about a half hour trying to get the icq working, and therefore | have cut that section out. The
attached is the topic related discussion.

Hyung's experience

October 17, 2002

HE oHIASHAIN... [Hi teacher]

A st2 8 w0l &GO .[This is Hyung from Korean school...]

QLE & FAIZHE Y Edlt msn Ol icqg & Sted 2 # =0l O 2&lCet+*K... [Foran hour, 1 tried to
do msn or icq with Tom, but | was not able to.] £0| St22 Ol 222 A AHLI 4 A= msn OILt
icq 2= 10l etECh stCi 2t R.... [Tom said he can write and reach emails in Korean, however he
can’t chat in Korean in msn oricq.] JcH A X132 KB 0l & HRI0] HAU=H AHER... [ can't
think of any other way todo it] S Al S HAM 0L HEYY 22 A28 X SHA Ol

Sl HHESR...[l am sending this email to ask f you have any other suggestions or solutions.)

Juliana’s experience

September 30, 2002

OHASIHIR AME .. N Zel0tLt 2IHIL.. IMECR2ZE =0 ICQEE ¢4YR..

Jel REEH HYE REUR. =20 F2HA 20R. SHE HEA x? 20T REBOI
IOl SO 28U =0l [Hi teacher, This is Juliana...] downloaded IME but | can not do
1CQ. And I can not send Kyujin an email. | think | have a wrong address. How can | do the homework?
Jung also said she can not do the homework since her partner does not have an Internet connection.]

*For all excerpts from the transcripts, the exact text is given in both Korean and English. All names are

pseudonyms. Korean texts translated in English by the teacher are in italics and placed between square
brackets.

Difficulty in arranging meetings with partners was one of the logistical problems
that all the students faced that might affect their atittudes in a negative way especially
students whose initial attitude towards learning from peers through chat tasks was
negative and learning expectations were low.

Ethan’s email to the teacher, October 11, 2002

my other problem is my partner, Kyu-Jin, never goes on icq or even checks her

e-mail. i've e-mailed her and talked to her, but i am not getting any

response. this is why i will be handing my dialogue in late.....i'm very sorry.

Another example was Samuel, a second generation English-speaking Korean-
Canadian student who attended Korean school mainly because his parents forced him

to. He expressed particularly negative attitudes towards almost everything happening in

Korean school, and his participation and class contributions were not up to the
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curriculum standard, and he was not very cooperative on the ‘chat’ tasks. His emails

early in the year showed his negative attitude and no interest in the tasks. One of them,

in fact, showed that he did not want to receive any mails from his classmates.
Samuel’s email to his classmate

September 5, 2002

Um, i don't care whether someone’s dilogue is good or bad.
every dialogue looks crappy to me stop flooding my inbox
September 7, 2002

ok, i'll flood your damned inboxes

It was difficult for his partner to arrange chat meeting time with him. His Korean-
speaking partner expressed his frustration in his email to the teacher:

Hyung’s email to the teacher, September 12, 2002

S oI BIAIE X S Ol0IOI.... [Hi teacher, this is Hyung.]

Ol Mot 2% Samuel 0|2 04D SHEH? HHEO... [I tred to talk to Samuel
yesterday and today.] :
HotOigs BEUF ei2H 20 &85 g7 [/ sent several emails and | am
sure he read them, but he does not respond.]

ICQ Ol SE02AUcH LAOBS LY S Ot8IUI01... [One time, he came to ICQ chat
room and | invited him, but he did not accept it.]

AW Ol MELICH 26 28w SEE M2ANX SUIO.... [| am so frustrated
that | want to drop the course.]

SUXMI EMAS A=01E ST 20| dtefstl] 28tAUIN... [/ can not do
this with him who has absolutely no interest in doing this.]

W 2SN MY BYLICH...[l am sending this email to you because | am so
concemed.]

However Samuel’s interest and participation in this task grew and his attitude
changed positively after he was paired with a more supportive and efficient Korean
partner.

Samuel’s email to the teacher, November 5, 2002

samuel here, anyways... the girl who sits left of me in class, i think her name is

young-hee, she is Esther's partner, can you get me her (young-hee's) e-mail
address? (preferable her msn one (@hotmail.com). thx. she's really helpful in
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korean. deserves a million credits, if there were that many to hand out. thx! bye
bye

Samuel’s email to the teacher, November 8, 2002
Hi Mrs. Teacher, guess what! i did one dialogue!
Samuel’s email to the teacher, November 14, 2002

Hey! 2nd dialogue done, Samuel and Younghee here.

Even though this was an extreme case, most students’ initial attitudes towards
peer teaching and learning were positive. Students trusted their partners’ ability to teach
L2 and L2 culture, and they had specific learning expectations from their partners during
the task activities both in the classroom and the chat room. With these initial positive
attitudes, once the system requirements were met, and their first meeting arrangement
was set up, most students were eager to begin. They then started to carry out the
bilingual chat activities autonomously and became proud of their ability to do so.

Post-course questionnaire data (N=21). At the end of the year, when the
students were asked about their reactions to chat activities with their partner(s) for
.Ieaming L2 and culture, both groups reported mostly positive experiences, citing many
of the same reasons but with some group differences. In response to post-question 1,
fourteen of 21 students (nine out of 13 Korean-speaking students and five of out of eight
English speakers) reported positive reactions to the chat assignments. One Korean
speakers reported negative reactions. The remaining six students reported either
neutral reactions (two Korean speakers) or mixed feelings (four English speakers).
Those who gave specific reasons for liking the tandem chat activities mainly cited their

value for learning from each other and for leaming the other language, as shown in
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Table 5. Logistical difficulties such as poor computer equipment or problems in meeting

arrangements with partners were the main reasons given for not liking or having mixed

feelings about chat activities.

Post-question 1: What is your experience with chatting with your partner(s) for

school assignments to learn Korean language and culture during

the year?

| liked it, because

| did not like it, because

Other

Table 5: Student experiences with tandem chat activities

Korean speakers (13)

English speakers (8)

| liked it (9), because

We could make friends in such a natural
way while learning.English and how to talk
properly. (2)

There are lots to learn from each other.

Chatting has features which are both
efficient for learning and fun.

“We can leam from each others’ different
culture and customs.”

“l just love chatting no matter what.”

‘I could improve my typing skill.”

| liked it (5), because

“I learned what they are like with
comparison to me.”

“I learned more vocabulary and it heiped
my writing.”

“I must understand in order to reply and |
leam more vocabulary.”

“I think | learn from it, like more Korean
language, if the other person is good.”

| did not like it (2), because

1 have a bad Internet connection and most
of all | am not good at the computer.

“There are limited topics that we can talk
about on Canadian culture. | think it is
better to study dealing with broader and
more various topics.”

1 did not like it (0), because

Other, neutral (2)

I don’t have any preference in the ways of
learning; | do not care.

Other, mixed feeling (4)

Sometimes, | like it, but sometimes it is hard
to even contact my partner.
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“A mix of both hate and like.... It is
frustrating sometimes.”

* Conventions: Comments in this and the following figures have been minimally edited for clarity
and brevity. Direct quotations are indicated with quotation marks. Numbers of respondents are indicated
in parentheses.

Post-questions 2 and 3 asked whether they thought they learned about the L2
culture from their chat partner(s) from chatting, since at the beginning of the year only
one student expected to learn about culture in the chat room. Their average group
answers to these questions related to cultural learning from their partners during chat
room activities ranged between neutral to agreement (3.2 to 3.8).

Post-question 2: | learned about L2 culture from chatting witn my chat partner(s).
1 2 3 4 5

Post-question 3: | understand the relationship between some aspects of Korean

culture and Canadian culture from chatting with my partner(s).
1 2 3 4

Table 6: L2 culture learning experiences from their chat partner(s) from chatting

Questions Korean English
(N=13) (N=8)
Mean | S.D. | Mean | S.D.
Post-Q2. | learned about L2 culture from my chat 32 | 90 3.8 | .89

partner(s) from chatting.

Post-Q3. | understand the relationship between
some aspect of Korean culture and Canadian
culture from chatting with my partner.

33 | 132 38 | .71

Open-ended post-questions 1 and 2 probed what students liked most and least
from the chat activities. This yielded more specific information, as shown in Tables 7
and 9. When asked what they liked most about the chat activities, the answers from
both groups emphasized its value for language learning and opportunities for social
relations and friendship. Also cited were the value of improving one’s typing in the

second language and issues of convenience and “easy work”.
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Table 7: What students liked most from the chat

Open-ended post-question 1: What did you like the most about the chat?

Korean students’ responses English students’ responses

Language learning (vocabulary and in | Language learning (reading and in

general) (4) general) (3)

Social contact / friendship: developing | Social contact / friendship (2): making
good friendship through chatting; new friends; being “able to talk with a
“sharing each other’s stories” (4) Korean guy”

improvement of typing in English Improvement of typing in Korean (2)
Challenge: “| was able to prove that | Convenience: “‘we don't have to meet”
did that”

The issue of typing was dealt with specifically in post-question 4. As shown in
Table 8, for most English-speaking students, improvement of their typing skills in
Korean was a valued learning outcome from chatting (6 out of 8 students answered with
3 or above), since their poor typing skills in Korean at the beginning of the year was one
of the main reasons why they had preferred face-to face conversation for consulting
with their Korean partners.

Post-question 4%°: | did not know how to type in Korean before, but now | know

because | learnt how to type in Korean throughout the course.
1 2 3 4 5

Table 8: English-speaking students’ improvement of their typing skills

Korean English
(N=13) (N=8)
Mean | S.D. | Mean | S.D.

Question

Post-Q4. | did not know how to type in Korean
before, but now | know because | learnt how
to type in Korean throughout the course.

17 | 85 29° | 1.36

20 This question was not applicable to Korean-speaking students since all of them reported in the pre-
course questionnaire that they already knew how to type in English and were comfortable with it. However,
they answered the question and their responses are provided in Table 8 for reference.



109

° The mean of 2.9 refiects the fact that the other two English-speaking students who aiready knew how to
type at the beginning of the year marked 1.

When asked what they liked least, most of the Korean students and several
English speakers cited difficulties in arranging meeting times while a few of the latter did

not like the tasks or chatting.

Table 9: What students liked least from the chat

Open-ended post-question 2: What did you like the least about the chat?

Korean students’ response English students’ responses

Difficult to set up the meeting time and | People not coming online on time (3)
meet the partner for the chat activity (6) | Homework (2)

”, «

“Since my typing in English is too slow, | “Other chat boxes distract you”; “other
chatting irritates my eyes.” friends bugging me online” (2)

That we just talked without rules, like
no limit to topic, etc

“The ‘CHAT”

Time issue. Some of the Korean students complained that having bilingual
conversations with peers online was too time consuming, especially when both partners’
second language proficiency level was low. They needed to ensure that they
understood what their partners were saying in their L2 in order to keep the conversation
going. Taking extra time to look up words in the dictionary or to revise their responses
was seen as beneficial by some students, but the time requirements for the chat
assignments were problematic for some, particularly at the beginning of the year, as

shown in the chat excerpt below.
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Conversation, Topic 1, Week 3

Samuel: This conversation has been taking a lot of time, because i was using my
dictionary to understand every korean word you have said in this
conversation. | have used a lot of my time for this Korean assignment, i
must be very devoted to Learning korean. But i must go now, This
conversation has taken far too fong.

Dongjun: 40t A2 OIEL2D HP LA E UL [Yes, | agree. We took tao
much time trying to understand each other.]

Samuel: I'll cyah at saturday school

Dongjun: & 2t0{ [OK]

**Conventions for examples from online transcripts: The exact text is given in both Korean and English.
Korean texts translated in English by the teacher are in italics in square brackets.

In post-question 5, students were asked to report their perceptions regarding gains
in confidence using their L2 during their year-long experience in learning through chat
activities in the course. All English-speaking students reported their agreement (with 3
or higher) that they felt more confident communicating in L2 because of the chat while
Korean-speaking group’s responses varied from strongly negative to strongly positive,
as shown in Table 10. The apparent difference between the group means may be
explained by the fact that chat was the main way in which English-speaking students
could improve their Korean, while Korean-speaking students were attending English
schools where they received English instructions and had English speaking peers. They
were also already stronger in English than their counterparts were in Korean.

Post-question 5: Because of the chat, | feel more confident communicating in L2.
1 2 3 4 5

Table 10: Students’ overall experience in learning through chat activities

Korean English
(N=13) (N=8)
Mean| S.D. | Mean | S.D.

Question

Post-Q5. Because of the chat, | feel more confident 3.0 1.2 4.0 .53
communicating in L2.
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Parents’ attitudes and perceptions

As shown in Table 11, at the beginning of the course students perceived their
parents as rather doubtful about the benefits of Internet chatting. Six of the 21 students
(3 Korean and 3 English) reported that their parents had positive attitudes toward their
Internet chatting with friends, 13 (8 Korean and 5 English) that their parents were
neutral, and two Korean speakers that their parents had negative attitudes. The Korean
and Korean Canadian parents appeared similarly diverse in their attitudes, although the
Korean Canadian parents appeared to be somewhat less negative. The end-of-year
responses about parents’ attitudes towards their chatting for Korean school
assignments showed quite a different pattern, with 13 positive, seven neutral and only
one negative rating. Ten of the 21 initial responses were in the same category as for the
pre-course question, while 11 were different. Of these, nine were more positive (seven
parents changed from neutral to positive, two parents changed from negative to
positive) and only two reported more negative views (one parent changed from positive
to neutral, one parent changed from positive to negative). Thus while most initially
positive parents remained so, on the end-of-course question, the nine who had initially
been rated as neutral or negative (6 Korean speakers and 3 English speakers) were all
rated positive.

Pre-question: What are your parents’ reactions to your chatting with your friends in
your first language?

Post-question: What are your parents’ reactions to chatting with your partners for
Korean language school assignments to leam your second
language and culture?



Table 11: Students’ reports of parents’ attitudes toward online chatting

Positive Neutral Negative
Korean English Total Korean English Total | Korean English Total
Pre 3 3 6 8 5 13 2 2
Post 8 5 13 4 3 7 1 1

The above data provide strong evidence that by the end of the course students in
both groups valued the chat activities for many aspects of language and culture leaming
as well as for developing social relations with their peers from the other language group.
The logistical difficulties, while problematic for some, were outweighed for most by the
positive aspects of chat tandem leaming. These positive attitudes were also seen in

their reports of changes in their parents’ attitudes toward chat and peer learning.

Peer-peer collaborative dialogues in building a learning community

The previous section provided an overview of the findings related to the students’
and parent’ initial attitudes and perceptions towards peer-mediated learning through
collaborative dialogue in the classroom and the chat room, and changes over time,
because these attitudes and perceptions had a direct impact on their behaviors and
learning activities which in turn were crucial for the establishment of a successful
leaming community. The results showed that the students’ as well as parents’ initial
attitudes were generally positive and that initially negative attitudes tended to become
more positive side as the year progressed.

With the advantage of these positive initial attitudes and perceptions of the
students and parents, the teacher sought to create ample opportunities for her students

to engage in an active interaction for knowledge construction. First of all, she utilized
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chat technologies and related task activities as tools to mediate their interactions. These
peer-peer interactions could contribute to establish a learning community, and enable
them to participate in knowledge construction processes. Secondly, in order to
determine whether the leaming community actually existed and was working, the
teacher sought to identify some of the characteristics of a successful learning
community within her own classroom and her studénts' tandem chat rooms. As
discussed earlier, the characteristics of a successful online learning community include
that i) learners are able to overcome the lack of visual expression in online
environments, ii) learners express support and encouragement among themselves, as
well as willingness to critically evaluate the work of others, iii) the teacher’s intervention
and her role as an instructor are minimized, iv) meaning is socially constructed, v)
students learn through collaborative problem solving and vi) learners engage in active
interactions among themselves (Palloff & Pratt, 1999). In the following section, data will
be provided as evidence of establishment of a learning community. These data show
how the unique features of collaborative peer-peer dialogue contributed to connecting
students in this context and establishing a leaming community among them. This
section will be followed by a section which describes how their dialogues mediated
students’ leaming, including second language learning. More specifically, it will
demonstrate how they socially constructed meaning through expert and novice
discursive learning practices, and how their collaborative peer-peer dialogue supported

their second language leaming.
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Learners’ ability to overcome lack of visual expression in online

environments

Since students did not use video features of the chat programs, there were no
visual cue such as facial expressions and body language to help communication among
them. However, their transcript data show that they frequently used emoticons to
express their feelings, emotions and gestures while conversing each other. They
expressed themselves in three ways: using visual emoticons, such as a smile :-),
character emoticons such as /ol (laugh out loud) and short-hand expressions such as
TNX (thanks). More detailed discussion about the use of chat emoticons and chat
jargons will be presented in the later section of this chapter. The emoticons most

commonly used by the students from their transcripts are listed in the Table 12.

Table 12: Commonly used chat emoticons

i-) or "6 wink AQA big laugh | :-) or =) or A-* smile | = giggle
e sadness .
-0- yawning | @~>~~~ ose | oo bye bye
A cryin . i
e g 1o SUIPNIS€ | AMnjp  noproblem | ==  big laugh
. - - thinking
>~( angry

The following online transcript data show how the lack of visual cues can in fact
support langage learning. A Korean student became frustrated when he was trying to
teach a Korean word (2 3 X|) for ‘heel’ to his English partner, because he could not
show his body part to him as a clear visual cue for the unknown word. He tried to

explain the word by constantly rephrasing his explanation with more details. Due to this

lack of visual cues in online conversations, they were forced to engage in more
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extended exchanges. Therefore, in this case lack of visual expression was not

necessarily a negative aspect but rather a positive one for their language learning in a

sense that they had to produce more language in order to make each other understand.
Conversation, Topic 3, Week 9, November 12, 2002

Tom: when a player is fouled, he goes to the free throw line to shoot free throws
Jaemin: 1@ &£2X| M ot A [He is not allowed to lift his heel up when he
. shoots free throws]

Tom: ?

Jaemin: &2 X| 22 & [You don't know the Korean word for heel, do you?]

Jaemin: 22 X [You know foof, don’t you?]

Tom: yes

Jaemin: 20l 81 0l BIS [the bottom part of the end of your foof]

Jaemin: 3 [giggle]

Jaemin: O & & Xl [that is heel]

Jaemin: & S = [backside of your foof]

Tom: backsude?

Jaemin: ——

Jaemin: U ”a‘gxl BHE = U2 FACL [/ wish | could show you my heel]

Jaemin: 20| UXl... [You know foof]

Jaemin: Ll & 20l [the bottom of your fool]

Jaemin: J} [is]

Jaemin: ZHI< .. [sole]

Tom: oh

Jaemin: 2HIS 2 HZ 0t 2B X [the end of the sole is heel]

Tom: heel

Jaemin: = = [laugh]

Jaemin: O| & OF Ot=-1C} [You finally got if]

Jaemin: 2B X| H X Bt [if the player lifts his heel, that is a foull

Tom: that means you cant lift your heel

Tom: when you have the ball

Jaemin: XI= 5§ €0 {when you get a free throw]

Jaemin: X =% [free throw]

Jaemin: = 2t? [You don't know what free throw is?)

Jaemin: freedraw...

Tom: freedraw?

Jaemin: 11 £33 Xl FH Bt [t is a foul if you lift your heel when you do free
throw]

Tom: i dont know freedraw

Jaemin: throw C}

Tom: oh
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Tom: yes

Jaemin: 0| 2t3tCt [/ am sorry]

Jaemin: 2 ¥ Lt [/ spelled it wrong]

Jaemin: = {giggle]

Tom: ok

Jaemin: 1@ Y2BXl HO 8=l gX| [Isn't it true that it is a foul if you lift your heel
up when you free throw]

Tom: i think thats true

Jaemin: 23| [ok]

As shown in the above data, students were able to solve most linguistic problems
and could continue and remain engaged in their conversations. in the cases where
students were not able to solve problems during online chat due to the lack of visual
cues and illustrations, they could do it in the classroom. The alternation of chat and
class sessions allowed them to verify any uncertainties face-to-face as they engaged in
related class discussions and other class activities.

Expressions of support, encouragement and evaluatidn among learners

The conversations below show the students’ practices of encouraging one another
in language learning, which also reflect the development of personal relationships
among partners.

Conversation, Topic 1, Week 3

Younghee: 8t H = & CHA .. ? [Did you have a good time at school?]

Tom: yes, and you?

Younghee: Lt 5 Lt S5~~ M [Me too]

Younghee: St=2 Ci~ 20LE Y. M [Oh, you are able to understand everything
that | say in Korean.]

Tom: yes

Younghee: 41| dlj~ B @~~** [That’s cool.]

Conversation, Topic 1, Week 3

Dongjun: & 12 & 20| Otul [Older brother, your level of understanding Korean
is a lot better than what | expected.]
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in the above two conversations, Younghee and Dongjun give positive feedback on
their English-speaking partners’ comprehension level in Korean. Similarly, in the
following three conversations, students provide immediate positive feedback on their
partners’ utterances, such as ‘very good’, ‘very good vocabulary’ ‘good answer’, ‘you're
already good at English, you're so good at both Korean and English’ and “You must
have studied hard, haven't you?’
Conversation, Topic 4, Week 18

Esther: oh yeah...well...some places, alcohol is a big important part of a culture,
and they don't view drinking as a sin. But other places are much more
Puritan, and they think drinking any alcohol at all is a sin. It depends on
the culture.
Jeeyoung: tiiel 2 =1~5lidll S 3R 20 O i [very good! Ha ha well | will ask
three more questions.]

Conversation, Topic 2, Week 7
Younghee: jack o lantemO| S0l £8 @ =H 2Lol=2101?7? [jack o lantem is a
pumkin with a candle light inside?]
Esther: yeah, the pumpkin with the scary face :-)
Younghee: O} [/ see.]
Esther: you're already good at English ...you're so good at both Korean and
English!

Conversation, Topic 6, Week 25

Kyungha: which job has a bright prospect for future?

Sang: ohhh very good vocab, | am thinking of a hotel manager or an accountant

Kyungha: | have a dictionary with me.. kk

Sang: being a doctor, lawyer would be stable because they dont get influenced
with the life system its something that is always needed in life but as the
technology develops further any job related to computer would be good

Kyungha: ok,, good answer :)

Conversation, Topic 3, Week 14

Soo: L 2R 80| Lt = === [You must have studied hard, haven’t you?]

Juliana: No No

Soo: 20 £0| Bt2HIZLI2t === [How come you can answer my questions
right away]
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The following conversation shows a Korean school graduate providing assistance
to her friend in accomplishing the chat homework by fulfilling her role as a substitute
conversation partner since her friend was not able to meet and talk to her original
partner.

Conversation, Topic 3, Week 14

Bonny: hey Junghee...i have a huge favour to ask you....since you took korean
school last year...you know the chatting drill...so yeah....my favour is if
you would chat with me about superstition and then a topic of
choice....my partner is James but because of communicative
difficulties...he never came online to do the homework and

assignment....do you have time to do the chatting drill with me?....hehe
Junghee: 230, =2t A-A [ok, | will help you]

The following example shows a Korean student apologizing for asking too many
questions to his partner, Soo and Soo responded to him with a supportive comment,
saying ‘I'm here to help.’

Conversation, Topic 2, Week 7

Soo: Nothing else?

Dongyoung: porch & turnip

Dongyoung: 22 =001 OtLLA Xi& & LICH-0-= [/ am somry that | have too many

questions to ask.]

Soo: OtLi~~AA [No problem.] i'm here to help!

Soo: porch.. &0l Al.. [It is porch.]

Dongyoung: & &..0}..%C}..— [/t is porch. You are right]

Soo: front of your house is a porch

in the next example, the English sfudent, Esther, expresses her appreciation to her
Korean partner, Younghee for being so patient with her taking too much time to set

things up for chatting. Younghee also shows her support and encouragement to Esther

who is struggling with setting up the Korean program before chatting. With the use of
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emoticons for smiling, Younghee tried to relieve Esther’s stress and tension while
dealing with a technical problem and making her partner keep waiting.
Conversation, Topic 2, Week 7

Younghee: hey yo~~~

Younghee: halloween!!

Younghee: happy!!

Esther: CANDY!!

Younghee: yuplil!

Esther: ii'll be back in three seconds
Younghee: } ~~~

Younghee: k~~

Esther: sorry i'm trying to set up the korean program
Younghee: ok~~ take your time~
Esther. thanks. you are awesome
Younghee: ** waiting for ya~~
Younghee: keep working!
Younghee: AA

Esther: my computer is soooo slow
Younghee: ** It's ok...

Esther: thanks for being patient
Younghee: yupyyupyl~~~

The next example shows a student providing a critical evaluation on his
classmates’ chat room assignments to spur them to improvement. Before Ethan sent
the email message below to the teacher, the teacher had sent everyone one group’s
transcript as an excellent example in order to encourage their active participation in their
task activities. Ethan replied to everyone with this email, which criticizes the example
with a critical view. His criticism was that first, the conversation was too short; second,
language use was not balanced, which means the conversation continued only in

English or in Korean, not both languages; and third, the conversation contained too

much irrelevant discussion. This critical peer evaluation to the group provided by a
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student -usually the teacher's job-shows the student’'s engagement in the learning
activities in the community. He then encourages his classmates to do a ‘real good job’.
Ethan’s email to the teacher, November 5, 2002
someone explain to me how that is an excellent example of the dialogue.
first off.... its pretty short. id say that it took 5 minutes max to get that much.
second. i always thought it was one korean chatter and the other automatically
english. or vice versa.
third. it took them quite a bit of lines to actually get to the topics. i mean id say a
forth of the chat was just "ssul ddae ob nun in-sa mar £04 8= UAY
[conversation which is imrelevant to the assigned topic] "
so if were to play the role as teacher id rate this chat session as 3 out of 5. (thats
being generous)

i just re-read the chat and im sorry. the "ssur ddae ob nun insa mar" took
approximately half the chat session. so id have to lower my grade to 2 out of 5.

good job guys... real good.

Minimized teacher’s intervention in online activities

Typically, in a successfully established learning community, especially where peer
students teach and learn from one another though the support of telecommunications
technology such as online synchronous chat, the teacher’s intervention and her role in
direct instruction should become minimal (Donaidson & Kétter, 1999; Kétter, 2003; La
Ganza, 2001). Post-question 6 asked whether they had ever wished fheir teacher was
there in the chat room with them while chatting to answer questions or help, solve
problems right away. The average response for both groups was 3.0 (neutral), although
individual responses were varied. Apparently, the lack of teacher online presence was
not a big issue for most students, as shown in Figure 3. Further evidence of the
minimized teacher intervention in later sections will describe how students socially

construct meanings among themselves, teaching and learning from each other through
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collaborative peer-peer dialogue, and how these active interactions mediate their
second language and L2 culture learning.
Post-question 6: Have you ever wished the teacher would be there in the chat rooms

with you, so you can resolve some problems or clarify things with her?
1 2 3 4 5

Figure 3: Students’ expectations to teacher’s intervention in the chat room
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The above sections presented data on students’ and their parents’ initial attitudes
and perceptions towards peer-mediated learning in tandem online chat community and
changes over time in order to provide an overview of their year long experiences with
the formation of a learning community and the development of community membership.
As reported in these sections, data from many different sources, for example, online

chat transcripts, students’ emails to the teacher, and questionnaire responses
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demonstrate that students from two different linguistic and cultural backgrounds felt
connected and were able to teach and learn from each other through collaborative
online peer-peer chat interactions. The teacher is confident in the claim that a learning
community was established and working because she could identify the main
characteristics of a well-established learming community from what was happening in
her class with her students. In their interactions, there was evidence of learner
engagement, development of social relations, student collaboration, students’ mutual
respect for peer teaching and leaming and their provision of encouragement and
support to each other as well as evidence of acceptance of a minimized teacher’s
intervention during chat discussions and her role as a instructor. All of these were part of

the creation and fostering a technology-supported knowledge-building community.
Second language learning mediated by peer-peer collaborative dialogues

This section will present findings related to the second research question: /n what
ways do students’ collaborative peer-peer dialogue in online chat rooms and related
classroom activities mediate their second language learning and L2 culture knowledge
development?

From the theoretical perspective of a sociocultural theory, cognition and
knowledge are dialogically constructed (Vygotsky, 1978; Wertsch, 1991), and the
knowledge construction processes, including second language learning, are mediated
through meaning making resources such as language, computers and tasks (Lantolf,
2000, 2002; Leontiev, 1981). Embedded in this theoretical framework, the following
sections will demonstrate how students socially constructed knowledge through their

collaborative peer-peer dialogue, and how their expert and novice collaboration in
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discursive leaming practices can support their second language leaming, including the
way they learn through problem solving processes and engage in extended active
interactions with one another. More specifically, data will be presented to show how
students were able to learn and teach contextually meaningful and appropriate linguistic
and cultural behavior, developed awareness of self in relation to others, and participated
in expert and novice discursive second language learning pracﬁcéés. In their dialogues
based on expert and novice relationships, they provided scaffolding, adapted their
language and negotiated meaning to facilitate communication and enhance their second
language learning. Learning outcomes related to their second language, including
growth of vocabulary and explicit learning of L2 cultural concepts from the thematic

tasks will be reported as important learning outcomes for both groups.

Appropriating the words of others through peer-peer dialogue

Data from chat exchanges show how these students are able to learn and teach
contextually meaningful and appropriate linguistic and cultural behaviour through
socially mediated actions, using the meaning-making resources within their own
learning community. This includes appropriating normative discursive practices within
the community and standard practices within a larger group of language users. The
processes of appropriating include generating novel approaches for specific
communicative contexts, such as using chat jargon in chat rooms, as well as
appropriating standard discursive practices, such as honorific forms of language use in
Korean.

Chat jargon

The global chat community has developed a jargon that is characteristic of the
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culture of online communication. Chat jargon is both an existing language and one that
is evolving through use; that is eminently transformable. In the study, most of the
students’ chat transcripts, both Korean and English, reflected the telegraphic nature of
chat, such as chat room abbreviations and emoticons. The abbreviations that English-
speaking students commonly used include TNX for thanks, CYALS8R for see you later,
and lol for laugh out loud. Emoticons are symbols that indicate emotions, for example,
TT.TT for crying and :-) for smile (More examples of the commonly used chat
emoticons among the students were listed in Table 12 in the previous section). Korean
students also used Korean versions of intemet jargon, such as Korean versions of

shorthand writings and reformulated words for easier typing (e.g., 00 vs. 0 R,
X0t vs. Z0I, 2 vs. 2tXl). Most Korean Internet jargon involves using completely

different vocabulary for given same meaning (see example 4 in Table 13), spelling
words the way which pronounced (4 clLt= HEZ HJ1) on purpose to make them funny
(see example 5 in Table 13), or ending sentences in unique ways only used in chat
room or emails (see example 6 in Table 13).

While students were using these novel communication approaches in the specific
context of a chat room, they sometimes created new emoticons, as illustrated in Table
13, example 3. In this case, when one of the Korean students sent the teacher an email,
she wanted to bow to the teacher before getting into the message, so she created an

emoticon for a bow which was culturally appropriate.

Table 13: Use of chat jargon in chat room conversation

Example 1: Excerpts from | Example 2: Email to the Example 3: Email to the
chat conversation teacher teacher

Ethan: you (*.*)o«(“."Q) me | Dear teacher;;, | can't &M d[Teacherl~~
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Dongjun: lol download the files none of ot 61 Ml R[How are you?]
Dongjun: 21 &0{? [Are them are working..;; whatami | pti{pow}~ (AAN=N_N-N*Y)
you alfight?] going to do?? TT.1T

Dongjun: *6

Example 4: Excerpts from | Example 5: Excerpts from Example 6: Email to the

chat conversation chat conversation teacher

Dongjun’s use Dongyung’s use Jaemin's use

SHLUIAIR. [2HE BHAI Q] Il 28 #AEHD OHASIAIAE ... X KO0,

=H O #@sa.
[B&LI]

= A [ZAH

o = [230]]

o o (2]

CH DI [212U01)

5124 [81]

di [AFH]

Oictd 112 013 &
Otd Gt
SaR-1lts

Kyujin's use
OlAEM Bl E0| 2
BS0l sHe= =2

HEIHEN XXM o B~

& o158 012 Je U

g E018 s720 2 A
HHEN...

8 ovE3| HAY...0f. 20
S assignment= DX
o ot=2010d

Ot LI StHOIA Hid M A
We 20010 HJIDH goid
oHOlotH... & =AY

While the students often used chat jargon in the chat room, they generally did not

use it in their formal school work which would be evaluated for their final marks. For

example, at the end of each chat session, when the English and Korean students had to

work together for essay writing and oral presentations, they used standard language

and fixed each other's grammar and spelling mistakes through peer correction and

reformulation of their partners’ writings. This showed their awareness of genre

differences in appropriate language use in their own language which they considered

important for their conunterparts to learn.

Korean honorific discourse

In terms of how students appropriated language over the year, one important

aspect which emerged from the analysis of the chat transcripts pertains to Korean
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honorific discourse. Honorific in Korean language may refer broadly to the style of
language or particular words used, or, to specific words used to show respect to one
perceived as a social superior. When talking about someone superior in status, Korean
speakers or writers have to use special nouns or verb endings to indicate the subject's
superiority. It is important to learn how to use these salient markers which reflect a
hierachical Korean culture. Generally, someone is superior in status if he/she is an older
relative, a stranger of roughly equal or greater age, or an employer, teacher, customer,
or the like. Someone is equal or inferior in status if he/she is a younger stranger,
student, employee or the like. The proper use of honorific is a social norm and is
considered as standard form of language. The following chat exchange between two
students, paired together for the first time, reveals how the Korean student prepares to
use the appropriate forms of address in Korean.

Conversation, Topic 4, Week 14

John: whos this?
Jaemin: X ¢! [Jaemin]

John: wha??

Jaemin: LI 2t &0} Al.. [You are John, right?]

John: ya

Jaemin: L{ 2 41?7 [How old are you?]

John: 14

Jaemin: 1. [Oh, yes] 4 &t=22d 2 £'0i0F [How old are you in Korean
age?]

John: 15

Jaemin: 1 23 T 0l €l 01 < H 2+? [Then which year were you bomn?]

John: 87

Jaemin: LI = 859 [/ was bom in 85.]

John: oh

The Korean student, Jaemin asks the age of his partner, John three times, which
to a non-Korean seems an awkward question to ask someone he has never talked with

before. Since Korean is an honorific language, a speaker can not utter an appropriate
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sentence without knowing the relative social status or age of the addressee. Without
this knowledge, it may sound rude or inappropriate. Using honorifics correctly involves
understanding how one addresses a person in accordance with an appropriate honorific
system. Sometimes, one must use a completely different word in order to be "honorific"

in one's speech. For instance, a regular Korean word for an English word eat is 2 Ct
(meokda) while an honorific Korean word for eat is & 2~C} (japsuda). So, for Jaemin, it

was necessary and normal to ask John his age in order to talk appropriately with him.
However, John did not yet understand the significance of these questions. The fact that
Jaemin was older required John to use appropriately respectful forms of address, which
is a Korean nomm.

At the beginning of the year some of the English-speaking students did not use
honorifics in Korean and were excluded by the Korean-speaking students who found
them very rude and disrespectful. However, during the year, as their desire to be seen
as members of the community grew, the Canadian-born students gradually all adopted
the honorific forms of address to show respect for older students. The following
conversation demonstrates one English student's understanding of this concept and his
effort to use appropriate language in the context where he belongs.

Conversation, Topic 6, Week 25

Tyson: HI|.........cc..... SR R? [Well, Who is this?]
Jongwan: — —;;8t=28t W = M| [Korean school homework]

Tyson: OtOFOFOLOLOF + OFOLOLOL [Oh, I see.]

Tyson: 2tE oAl K [How are you?]

Jongwan: E2U1 2 oM & & =0l... [You don't need to use honorifics with me.)
Jongwan: 10&tH 0| R... [ am grade 10.]

Tyson: 00} 89 O} 88?77 [Were you born 89 or 887)

Jongwan: 88...{88]

Tyson: OO0} & Ol U|......At&! 8901 E & St=Ul... [Oh, you are older brother.|
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thought you were born in 89.]
Jongwan: 18 “1X 2 89 [Then you were bormn in 897?]
Tyson: WUl [Yes]
Jongwan: £ 2 M X| 2H0tS T =Ul... [As | said, you don't need fo use
honorifics to me.]
Tyson: € HH XX HIE =L CH= = [Well, then | will use regular Korean when |
feel comfortable, if it is ok with you.]
Jongwan: _13H [Sure.]
Tyson: 201 Al &8 30l2l= ALE & 88?7 [By the way, then Chul was also
bom in 887?]
Jongwan: 875 211 A=0l [Oh, he was bom in 87.]
Tyson: &-_-[Oopsl]
Tyson: =21 Lt [l am dead.]
Jongwan: &l [Why?]
Tyson: & BH Gt 13 =0|+vrr [l spoke regular Korean to him.}
Jongwan: I Ot=JHOL.. [/t will be alright.]
Tyson: .7rrror 212 O =0). 77 [Better to be.]
Jongwan: M E SH o0k LI2H.22= Ho { UB S0 [Let's do the
homework, ask me if you have any words that you do not know.]

The following conversation demonstrates a Korean student’s consistency in using
appropriate honorific language to his English-speaking partner who is older than him,

even though she said it is not necessary.

Conversation, Topic 5, Week 21

Soo: U EUY AMSEH *;; [You don't need to try to use honorific to me that
rigorously.]
Jaemin: el & S 01O [But you are a big sister.]
Soo: E%... 1A ¥ X.. [Laugh...ltis true]
Transcript data also show that English students began to use the Korean honorific
salutations with older students and the teacher instead of using their names, for

example, ‘Onnie’ (means older sister to a younger sister in Korean), ‘Obba’ (older

brother to a younger sister), ‘Nuna’ (older sister to a younger brother), ‘Hyung’ (older
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brother to a younger brother), or Sunsangnim (‘teacher’; Koreans don’t call teachers by
their first or last name).
Conversation, Task 3, Week 14

Esther: Hi Onnie... we have to do our homework -.-;;
Kyujin: i know eh;

Esther's email to the teacher, December 12, 2002

Hi Sun-seng-nim! | had to manually cut and save it in word, but here is the
dialogue.

Conversation, Task 4, Week 17

Juliana: 2 it [Obba] Did you make a voca list for me?
Dongjun: 2 2~

As explained by Wertsch (1991), in interactions mediated by language, certain
discourses, genres and registers are privileged in different contexts. An important
aspect of Ieaming a language is to know which types of social language and speech
genres are appropriate in a particular sociocultural setting. Evidence from the chat
conversations suggests that both groups of students struggled over the year to
appropriate the voices of others and the tandem partners were able to acquire
knowledge of discourses that are privileged in certain new contexts. in the above
examples, the need to use chat jargon within chat exchanges and honorifics arose in
specific contexts and was effectively learned through meaningful interactions with peers
in the Internet chat room. Through this peer mediated learning process, over the year,
they gradually understood how to talk in a culturally meaningful way and learned that
appropriate speech is dependent on the context. it can be argued that this implicit social
learning process occurred from peer-peer collaborative discourse among leamers is

one of the most valuable potentials of a successfully established learning community.
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Awareness of self in relation to others

As part of the students’ developing comfort in interacting with each other and in
discussing topics of shared interest, their conversations began to reveal their reflections
on their own identities. In particular, many showed increasing awareness of their
identities in relation to the others in the community, and also in relation to their own
ethnicity in the Canadian context. The following excerpt from the end-of-year online
interview between the student and the teacher touches on self-identity with respect to
ethnicity. In this conversation the teacher and the student first discussed the different
motivations of 1st, 1.5 and 2nd generation students for coming to the Korean school.
Following this, the teacher attempted to get the student to clarify how she viewed her
ethnicity.

Online interview, June 2003

Teacher: when you say 1.5 gen, who are they?

Bonny: 1.5 gen. in regards to the new korean kids

Bonny: well i guess in retrospect...in broad terms it might be the same....

Bonny: however it varies in degrees

Teacher: oh according to my definition new korean kids are visa students. You
are 2™ gen. and maybe Joon is 1.5gen. what do you think? how do you
describe you? Korean or Korean Canadian, Canadian Korean or
Korean Korean, or ....How can you identify yourseif?

Bonny: ok...i agree...to what you have said....

Bonny: i would be 2gen. can-kor.

Teacher: It is interesting to see that you use can-kor instead of Korean Canadian
which most other 2nd gen use.

Teacher: could you tell me why?

Bonny: there really is no reason why...i guess it takes on after the americans...

Bonny: patriotism first then culture

Bonny: not sure

Bonny: didn't really think of that

Students in this study developed their awareness of themselves, which was

embedded in the fact that they were becoming comfortable in interaction with others.
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For the student in the previous excerpt, exposure to both real and virtual contexts in
which visa students, 2nd generation, and 1.5 generation students from Korea interacted
provided her with an opportunity to think about who she was in relation to them and
perhaps also provoked a need to do so that had not been there before.

The next example of changes in self identity is from a Canadian born Korean
student's essay on the topic of ‘Tensions in identity’ towards the end of the school year.

There is a joke around American bomn second or third generation Asian immigrant

kids who lost their language, ethnic identity and culture. They are called ‘Banana’,

because even though, from outside they look yellow, from inside they are white.

Black Americans in this case, they are called ‘Oreo’, now you can guess why

without my explanation. The first time | was called a banana, | was offended

because of the expression and tone of voice that my friend used. | feit as if she
was trying to make me feel ashamed of being a banana. Later on however, |
learned to accept myself as a banana as | was bomm and raised in Canada but |
came from a Korean background. Students who come straight from Korea or any

Asian country to North America are stereotyped as a FOB (Fresh Off the Boat). In

order to break the barrier between F.0.Bs and bananas, between the first and

second generation Koreans, both group need to have the right attitude. The barrier
is caused by language, cultural and individual differences (Lily’s essay excerpt,

E12, Task 6, May, 2003)

At her subsequent interview with the teacher, Lily said that she had been told by
Korean students that because she could not speak Korean, she did not deserve to call
herself Korean, even though she was born and raised in a Korean family and identified
herself as a Korean. As shown in her essay, she accepted being a ‘banana’ and she
comfortably perceived it as perhaps her identity at that time. She even started to use
‘banana’ as her user ID for online chat.

Further evidence of this growing awareness can be seen in some of the students’
comments on the questionnaires: such as “| learn what they are like with comparison to

me". These reflections on identity took place in other contexts as well. During the year,

many of the newly arrived Korean-speaking students expressed their frustration with



132

being ESL students in their regular high schools. For example, Jung mentioned that she
was losing her confidence in her day school classes and got frustrated when she could
not contribute or was not welcome to participate in group work only because she could
not speak English. She felt scared when she realized that she, who used to be a very
active and outgoing person, had become a more reserved and quiet student who stayed
in a corner of her classroom. Not only were these interactions changing how she saw
herself but she was also explicitly aware of these changes. At the end of the year,
however, in the focus group discussion, she described the process of recovering her
self-confidence and personality by attending Korean school where she could contribute
her knowledge of Korean language and culture to the class:

| was very scared the fact that my personality was changing. My broken English
made me feel | am a language impaired person. Because of my English, | was
never able to fully contribute to the group work even though | know a lot. . . The
best experience about Korean school for me was that | gained my confidence
as a good student. | can share what | have with English-speaking students. |
was able to find space for myself in Korean school. | am not ashamed any more
only because | can not speak English well, because | am an expert in Korean
and | can help English-speaking 2™ generation students. (Jung’s comment,
Excerpt from the focus group discussion with Korean-speaking group, June 06,
2003; translated by teacher)

Many of the students recognized that their sense of self was continuously shifting
as they participated in particular discourse contexts or with particular interlocutors
(Norton, 2000). The following excerpt from a focus group discussion with English-
speaking students illustrates this understanding.

It was interesting that Jung mentioned to me that she feels much more
comfortable to speak English with me than her other Canadian friends, because
I am a Korean-Canadian who looks like other Koreans and who needs her help
to finish the assignment. She also told me that she becomes a much more
fluent English speaker when she talks to other ESL students than regular
Canadian students or her teacher. | never really thought about that Korean
students can become more fluent or less fluent depending on who they talk to...
| am glad that she feels comfortable talking with me. (Ethan’s comment, Excerpt
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from the focus group discussion with English-speaking group, May 31, 2003)
The above excerpt demonstrates how this English-speaking Canadian-born 2™
generation student came to be aware of the fact that different interlocutors could affect

his Korean partner’s sense of her own communication skills in the second language.

Expert and novice collaboration in second language learning

Orientation to expert and novice relationships

In tandem language learning, one of the expectations is that the partners will serve
as experts for each other, each assuming the expert and novice role in turn (Donaldson
& Kétter, 1999; Kotter, 2003; Schwienhorst, 1997). This reciprocal nature of teaching
and learning promotes the students’ ongoing coliaborative relationships in solving
problems and constructing meanings together. To accomplish meaningful collaboration,
however, requires that the pariners clearly understand their unique roles and that both
accept their own and the other's expertise as an instructor. Even though most students
reported that they trusted their partners’ L2 teaching ability or knowledge before the
course began, it took a while for the students actually accept each other as experts, and
for them to understand this unique expert and novice relationship in tandem learning. In
the beginning of the year, they were sometimes doubtful about their own ability to teach
and learn from their peers, and were not ready to trust their partners’ ability either.

Defining their roles. While observing students’ conversation transcripts and

emails to the teacher in the beginning of the year, the researcher noted that they
needed quite a lot of time, before actually engaging in topic related conversation, to
figure out their roles, define which language they should use, and reach agreement

about the shared goal, of their chat room activities.
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Conversation, Topic 1, Week 2

Kyungha: 20l 84 40| 5tAl= 250] SURA S LE? [What did teacher say we
should do?)

Jeeyoung: Atal, & QEAEUICH[Frankly, | don't know.. |22 = H U8 A =2

ot FetE H 220l [/t seems like we were supposed to teach each
other what we don’t know if there is]

Kyungha: 20 A4Y 0|22 & 322l ... [But her instruction was not clear...]

Jeeyoung: o A<2? .- -.......... i [Um..]

Kyungha: Ci2+g 04 °*E°’§ E} 1otE SOl el AE= HOIZ2 & s SFot1??
[While chatting, | should type in Korean, but | have lo learmn the English
words in the list?272]

Jeeyoung: 1 LI2H & KHAISI LE AN [That part is not clear to me..}

Kyungha: Lt= Q02 & QO E S2olA HOla 2 =077 [/ already studied
all those English words so | don’t need to know more]

Jeeyoung: S22 Z EIAUSIE H0jct..;; HME2 0HY ERUHE LT M=
S$OZ o A Al A 2200 20IX;; [Typing in Korean, but learning
English??? | think her intention was to make us to use both English
and Korean in balance}

Kyungha: 18 LDt 82 CHOIE B2 0F StCh= S£CIDIR? [Then | have to
leamm Korean words???)]

Jeeyoung: Lt HA| S =2HOU0A 22= l US 2L U= HI[ I am going fo be
in trouble if | don’t know those Korean words..so | also have to know
those Korean words.] 302 & X2 S5 0olct&0t.-=-;;[She said |
should leam English words, though. ]

Kyungha: 20| 9l S8 S ST E S256t2t1 6t XI? [Then why she said we
should study English??7?]

Jeeyoung: - -0 2 Ol HIOIE M Otoll Al ? [Maybe it is because we have to write an
Essay in English???]

Kyungha: 118 2 A2 SAJIH A 1 SFUiet &€ G0 E T 2010k stlh= 201
Z 0| . [Then, in conclusion, we should help each other and leamn
both Korean and English .. ]

Kyungha: 0l diOl = 2| 201 &OL...;; St=220l= U E; [Itis up to us to decide
which language we are going to use when we write an essay, either in
English or Korean... ]

Jeeyoung: oll. IRUUAEI-_-; [Is it??]

After the discussion, they reached an agreemeni that Jeeyoung should type in

English while she explains English words to her Korean partner Kyungha, and Kyungha

should type in Korean while she explains Korean words to her English partner Jeeyoung.
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They clarified and defined the purpose of the chat activity by themselves; ‘Then, in

conclusion, we should help each other and leam both Korean and English...’

The next conversation also demonstrates that the Korean student K1 was able to

figure out one of his roles as a Korean expert, which was to create a Korean vocabulary

list for his English partners. This specific role was not clear to him, however. Then, after

discussing with his partners, it became clear and they could collaboratively accomplish

their tasks.

Conversation, Topic 2, Week 5

Juliana: Voca list 2UZE+ A2 N0 ? [Can you send us a vocabulary list?]

Dongjun: Ot& A¢Z| et =0l..—0—;; [/ haven’t made it yet.]

Juliana: o= 18 Y EZ0|| 612 2@ AL [ok, 1 think | can do it on Saturday.]

Dongjun: &£ Z i Xl oll 71Okl [We have fo have a list for the class by Saturday.]

Juliana: 18 sEMX BEUW = JAL MO ? [Then, can you send it by Friday?]

Dongjun: LHJt Otct A 612 Ot =21J1?- -; [Can | just do it by myself?]

Juliana: | OtL) ... M3t LW vocab list 1S 0{F1 QM H& LISt
vocab list 8 StS0 HOIZI O [No it's not that We have to make a
vocabulary list for you and you have to make one for us.]

Juliana: Z1L| 2} vocab listct 271 [So we need to make 2 vocabulary lists.]

Dongjun: 212{?-_- [Oh yes?]

Juliana: 0il...[Yes]

Dongjun: i will send it

Juliana: ok

Bonny: when can you send it by?

Dongjun: today

Bonny: oh cool that is awesome

Juliana: lol

Dongjun: maybe tomorrow...-_-

Bonny: ok asap is much appreciated....

Dongjun: ok

Bonny: your list is in korean right?

Dongjun: it is english

Bonny: you are suppose to do it in korean

Juliana: 8= 2 ollOk&l=¥... [You are supposed fo do it Korean.]

Dongjun: L= 011 HUli= 820l X<~ [I am supposed to make an English list

and you are supposed make a Korean one.]

Bonny: no....
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Juliana: no no... we make an english vocab for you so u can leamn those english
words

Dongjun: i mean

Dongjun: i make mine by myself

Juliana: and then u make us korean vocab list so we can leam those hard korean
words

Dongjun: so mine is english

Dongjun: urs is Korean

Juliana: we already made u one tho

Dongjun: -_-;

Dongjun: did u?

Dongjun: but

Juliana: the thing | sent to you was the vocab list

Bonny: yeah

Dongjun: we have pull the words from the movie what i watched or u watched

Bonny: you form your movie ours form our movie

Dongjun: O}2f~ 3 2t - -; [Gees, it is confusing..]

Juliana: we pull out words from our movie and give it to you, and u pull out things

from ur movie and give it to us

Dongjun: okok-_-

Bonny: but yours has to be in korean

Dongjun: ok

Dongjun: i will change it to korean

Bonny: ok...cool!

Dongjun: umum-~

Dongjun: i will send it tomorrow

Kyujin's email to the teacher, October 10, 2002

OIHGINIR AN ALICE..

F=H0lE thanksgiving S HI20l0IR.

H= st22 61 Samuel2 AU Z ol=H SFUR?
OHLIZ HIJI A2 St1] Samuel0] 8122 otUIR?
2H4l5] olD] AoHA SMEYMN o Z=0isLIC.

=2 ol HaAN2L.

[Hi, This is Kyujin. About the homework on Korean and Canadian thanksgiving...
Do | have to do it in Korean and Samuel has to do it in English? Or | have to it in
English or Samuel has to do it in Korean. | am asking you to clarify this. Have a
good day.]
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Developing confidence in teaching and learning. The following exchanges

illustrate a lack of confidence on the part of the L1 experts with respect to their
knowledge of their own L1 cultural phenomena.

Conversation, Topic 1, Week 3

Kyungha: =30l A= F4 0l £ rice moon cake (not sure what you call this
ask your mom or something) £ 11 A0 Sl s HO
[Koreans eat rice moon cake and new harvest crops and fruits at
Korean thanksgiving.]

Samuel: Hey, that sounds yummy, what is rice moon cake made out of?

Conversation, Topic 1, Week 3

Esther: ok well... Thanksgiving is a holiday/celebration where u give thanx
and um.... u eat turkey and mashed potatoes with gravy.. 7?

Kyujin: Aok~

Kyujin: but give thanx to who?

Esther: | dunno... haha... just to give thanx about wut had happened during your
life or something.. | dunno... -.-

Kyuijin: ung~cool! never knew

Esther: oh.. I'm not sure if that's right either.. haha but oh well~

Conversation, Topic 2, Week 5
Jongwan: 2 & LI S0 SO0IC} [These are the Korean words from my list that |

am going to teach you.]
Joon: wow 20 words.... howd you manage that?4*

Jongwan: Ot~! L}& R AIGt=21J1? = = [hey, are you underestimating my
Korean ability?]

Early in the year, the combination of their lack of confidence in teaching and in
accepting their partners as an expert/ teacher made learners often turn to their parents
or siblings rather than their partners if they had questions or did not understand what
their partners had said. Also, they sometimes wanted to refer to other sources like
asking parents, using a dictionary, or searching for information by themselves on the

Intemet during or after the chat. Even though it was sometimes helpful to refer these
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teacher cautioned them not to rely too heavily on these other sources, and rather
encouraged them to solve any linguistic and other problems together through
collaborative dialogue.

Conversation, Topic 1, Week 3

Younghee: Ct 2 01? {Do you understand everything?]

Tom: um, im going to ask my parents or cousin

Younghee: SRl &2 F OtLl =%.. ——; [/ was supposed fo help you to do
homework]}
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Tom: how about you say stuff about thanksgivng, and if i dont understand, ill ask

my parents and cousin...
Younghee: LI R2= S0 Z2H 2101? [Isn’t there any word that you don’t
know?]
Tom: i copyed everything, i understand some of it, butll im going to ask my
cousin or dad to translate it
Younghee: L} 8tH| = 01 Bt~~ [Ask ME!!!]
Younghee: Ol =L1DJF S0HLE S H & MO H~~ [ am an excellent teacher)

Tom: um, im too lazy and tired right now to read korean, ill just ask my parents or

something, its not because you are a bad teacher
Conversation, Topic 1, Week 2

Dave: | don’t know those...
Dongjun: ask to ur parents, it is a Christian stuff
Joon: oh
. Dongjun: k?
Dongjun: cause i really don’t know what it is
Joon: ok, so are u going to send this to the teacher?
Dongjun: yeap
Joon: dave... what are you doing?
Dave: what? just looking up in the dictionary for definition
Dongjun: | will send it
Dongjun: k?
Dave: ok

Conversation, Topic 5, Week 20

Kyungha: O}, J2ARE,, =22 ST OHLIJID 5 HOI A SHUCHOIA &8

2L 0N R? O, 20 M0 ol A0 220, AIBIA

MNS St AISIA JHE 5 ALE??? [We have fo live in Canada for five
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years to get Canadian citizenship, | think. We should not leave the
country during those five years, | am not sure. Can we have Canadian
citizenship as well as Korean one?]

Sang: S..[Well]

Kyungha: £ Al 2 0}? [Do you know by any chance?]

Kyungha: 8.0 E& MW HHE == [/ am asking my parents.]

Kyungha: ?2lUct= OI|S=2XE 5l S8t 2~[Yes, we can.]

Conversation, Topic 1, Week 2

Kyungha: 20|, 5% 2 o{ ¥ MY stX|? O2{11 ct2Fd? [/ don't know how to
explain census registration and diversity in Korean)] it's too general

Soo: & F# 55 census registration; % 5 a census register; a family
register - S X1 0f| A} have one's name entered]listed] in the census
register{record] - X & = A}SiC} check up one's family register - S %10l =

Soo:-_-we have K-E dic.

Kyungha: do you have it with you right now?

Soo: W 0|t HSHAIM LojtH StH AL - - [Naver English-Korean dictionary and
Korean-English dictionary]

Kyungha: 2,, 1% *..very nice~ [Oh, | see]

Conversation, | Topic 2, Week 6

Soo: okay, um what is 2 2? [misfortune]

Jaemin: 2?7 F 20K [misfortune? Hold on.]

Soo: yeah, okie

Jaemin: 22 HE G ZH) MUS 25 &2 SlUlH [ltsaysitis
something very undesirable that happens to our lives.]

Soo: did you just copy that out of a dictionary or somethin?

Jaemin: UIUl Q=0 [Yes, | did.]

Soo: hahahaha you're suppose to say in your own words

Jaemin: &&= Q02N NS SA S [I've never heard of this word, so even |
did not know what that means.]

Soo: okie~~

Whereas in the early conversations, students tended to rely on their parents and
other sources for assistance, with time, they became to understand that the chat
assignments were designed for more than just getting correct answers to questions. As
they came to engage in the building of tandem partnerships, they began to increasingly

value peer teaching, refer to each other's teaching expertise, and feel confident in
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fuffilling their role as experts participating in the expert and novice partnership. Positive
feedback received from their partners was also helpful for them to maintain their
confidence. The development of these understandings is expressed in the following
examples.

Conversation, Topic 2, Week 7

Younghee: sooo.. any other question u wanna ask me?

Samuel: this conversation has been so good, if we make it any better, i think itd
turn sour, i suggest we finish up now b4 my fingers fall off from
exhaustion. This is the best example of super dialogue, the teacher
better send it to everyone in the world, aka, just the people in our class.

Samuel: i think were done for now, dont u?

Conversation, Topic 5, Week 18

Tom: How is your assignment for Saturday school, going?

Dongjun: & SiJt= 010 LIJHE=? [/t is going well, what about yours?]

Tom: It is going really good, thanks to you.

Dongjun: & 80l [You are very welcomel

In the above conversational excerpts from students’ online chat, it is evident that
the students valued peer teaching and leaming, referred to each other’s teaching
expertise, and had developed confidence in teaching and learning from peers.

In post-questions 7 and 8, students in both groups also agreed that the chat had
been a valuable part of their experiences in the course, and based on their experiences,
they planned to chat with L2 partners again in the future. While group means for both
groups were positive for both Korean and English speakers, the English speakers

tended to report a stronger intention to continue the practice, perhaps because for them,

it was a major source of Korean language practice and contact with Korean peers.
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Post-question 7: The chat was a valuable part of my experience in this course.

1 2 3 4 5
Post-question 8: As a result of this experience, | plan to chat with L2 partners in
the future.
1 2 3 4 5
Table 14: Students’ valued peer teaching and learning in chat room
. Korean English
Questions (N=13) (N=8)
Mean | S.D. | Mean| S.D.
Post-Q7. The chat was a valuable part of my 3.6 .96 3.8 1.16

experience in this course.

Post-Q8. As a result of this experience, | plan to

chat with L2 partners in the future. 34 | 96 | 4.1 .64

At the end of the course, further evidence of the students’ appreciation of and
positive experiences with peer teaching and learning through online chat and other
related class activities was found in students’ responses to the open questions in the
post-course questionnaire and online interviews. Examples, including an excerpt from
an interview between an English-speaking student and the teacher, are given next.

Post-course questionnaire, June 2003

¢ |liked the Internet chat in tandem activities, because we could make friends
in such a natural way while learning English and how to talk properly.

There are lots to learn from each other.

Chatting has features which are both efficient for learning and fun.

Through chatting, we learnt from each other’s different culture and customs.
I learn what they are like with comparison to me.

In the following example, an English student emphasizes the value that she sees

in the expert and novice relationship for teaching and learning.
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Online interview, June 2003

Teacher: There are some parents who see mixing these two groups of students
as a bad idea.

Bonny: well.... no matter what happens parents are going to have their
worries....i think it would be more beneficial for both teacher and student to
mix ...visa students with the 1.5 and 2gen

Bonny: In my opinion the parents are focusing more on their child's weakness as
their downfall...however...if you took the child's strength (english) and
combined them with another child's strength (korean) it will both be
benefical...

Bonny: that is one creative interactive way that i think i benefited most from...
and it is more casual then interacting with a teacher... no offense.

The above conversation suggests that this type of leamning is taking place in a
larger context which is still fairly traditional, as evidenced in the teacher’s saying “some
parents who see mixing these two groups of students as a bad idea.” Interestingly, the
student in the exchange is able to appreciate the benefits as well as to understand how
interaction among them leads to learning. From her experience, she can see the value
- of the powerful role of peer-mediated interaction to further her learning (Vygotsky, 1978)
and particularly sees the role of peer-peer interaction as different from teacher-student

interaction.

Reaching intersubjectivity. At the beginning of the year, many students were

unsure about chatting online with someone they did not know. For example, some of
them expressed reluctance at conversing online with their partner because they did not
know much about him or her and sometimes it was difficult to begin the conversation.
For the teacher, helping learners feel comfortable in a new situation and become
members of a community was an important goal. To promote this goal, it was important

to allow off-topic conversations during the chat activities. Many students reported that at
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such times they could talk about ‘real fun stuff, and got to know each other better. The
chat data revealed that some of the most extended and engaged chat discussions
resulted when students digressed from the assigned topic and became involved in
another topic, such as on a current social controversy.

Conversation, Task 5, Week 25

Ethan: where are you going with this......

Ethan: You have lost......

Jaemin: ' = [No, Noj

Jaemin: we~~~

Ethan: Anyway, | agree with International marriage. surrender now or else.....I'm
just gonna have to criticize you even more
Ethan: okay

Jaemin: 22t Xig 1B GIJI1DEXIZXI? [I have no idea how our conversation
ended up here.]

Ethan: | think this is good.......

Ethan: man | never chatted so much in my entire life

The development of intersubjective understandings among the interlocutors by
sharing of similar background knowledge and interests on a topic of conversation,
sharing learning goals, and establishing a shared perspective in a problem-solving task
are facilitative and conducive to language learning (Anton & DiCamilla, 1998; Darhower,
2002; Lantolf, 2000). Allowipg off-topic conversation helped the students to attain
intersubjectivity which is one of the important cognitive functions occurring in the
process of socially mediated peer learning. As claimed in other studies (Antén &
DiCamilla, 1998; Darhower, 2002), establishing and maintaining intersubjectivity
throughout communications among the students was important since it directly affected
their engagement with and sustainability of their communication. The next example

illustrates how intersubjectivity was developed and maintained or subsequently lost over

a conversation. In conversation A, intersubjectivity appears to be established and
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maintained throughout the majority of the discussion, and is subsequently lost. In part
one in the conversation A below, Jaemin is persistently trying to invite his partner Tom
to participate in the conversation in lines 1-9. Jaemin seems to have a clear goal and
knows what he should do for this assignment. On the other hand, Tom does not seem
to know what he is supposed to do (e.g., in line 22 ‘what do you want me to do?’) and
he seems to be reluctant to chat with his partner. The purpose of the chat is not clear to
Tom, therefore, the conversation is not meaningful, and it continues mechanically (e.g.,
in line 29 ‘there are basketball players and they all play on a team to try and....’). During
this beginning part of conversation, they have not had a shared learning goal or interest
on the topic of conversation. Therefore, intersubjective understanding has not
developed yet between the two.

Conversation A, Topic 3, Week 9, November 12, 2002

Part 1

Jaemin: 2+ [hi]
Jaemin: &.... [Tom]
Jaemin: 2 & ol ... [Say something)
Jaemin: —;
5 Jaemin: L} T 2!....21 Ol [It's me, Jaemin]
Jaemin: —;
Jaemin: 8t28&'H = HI6li Ok Xl [We have to do Korean school homework.)
Jaemin: —;
Tom: just one second
10 Jaemin: ——;
Tom: ok
Jaemin: & 0{oll O} & [We are supposed to work on the vocabularies.]
Tom: ok
Jaemin: LIJt 2K S0 & ... [You ask me first]
15 Tom: ok
Jaemin: ——;
Tom: oh
Tom: i have all of the words
Jaemin; ——;
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20 Jaemin: 112l 5 SHOLEZ... [We still have to do it, 1 think]
Jaemin: 12l =20l 21 A Oll 216l OFA [We still have to talk about
basketball.]
Tom: what do you want me to do?
Jaemin: ——;
Jaemin: =20ll 2ol A 001 E o OkSH=0l... [We are supposed to talk about
25 basketball ]
Tom: do u want me to say everything that i know?
Tom: about basketball
Jaemin: i W 3... [Yes, I guess.]
Tom: there are basketball players and they all play on a team to try and win
30 the NBA championship
Jaemin: & [whaf]
Jaemin: NBA 2] 2t X0} 9 < [What does NBA stand for?)
Tom: National Basketball Association
Jaemin: Of... [/ see.]
35 Jaemin: 23| [ok]
Jaemin: & [nexf]
Tom: they go into the arena, full of fans and spectators and they practice
and the coach tells them some strategies
Jaemin: | =5.. [continue]
40 Tom: when the game starts with the opening tip-off, the players on the team
dribble, pass and shoot the ball to score 2 or 3 points
Jaemin: ..
Tom: each player wears a uniform (jersey and short) and basketball shoes

In part two in the conversation A below, Jaemin again keeps trying to make his
partner, Tom engage in a more meaningful conversation. As the conversation moves on,
establishment of a shared perspective between the two, and Tom’s engagement in the
shared topic of interest appears through Jaemin’s series of questioning in line 3, 12, 15,
17, and through sharing of similar perspective, background knowledge and interest.
From line 12 to 49, their conversation develops related to the shared interest on Slam
Dunk Contest in North America and Korea, and their favorite player, Vince Carter and

Michael Jordan. For example, in line 21, Tom shows his engagement in this

conversation by expressing his personal interest (‘My favorite player!’) to Jaemin. In the
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next line, Jaemin shares the same interest with Tom (‘/ love Vince Carter, too’). Both of

them continue to have conversation on the shared topic of interest until line 49 where

Jaemin decides to go back to his role in teaching history of Korean basketball.

10

15

20

25

30

Conversation A, Topic 3, Week 9, November 12, 2002
Part 2

Tom: in the middle of the season, there is an NBA ALL-STAR game
Jaemin: 2.. [hold on]
Jaemin: 1 Lt 280 [/ don't know that]
Tom: it is when all of the Top players of the East play against all of the Top
players of the West
Tom: like hockey
Jaemin: Ot [Ah]
Tom: and the night before the all-star game, there are contests for some players
to play in...like the Slam Dunk Contest
Tom: 3-Point Shooting contest
Jaemin: 2 [oh]
Jaemin: 2e|Li2t0S &t A JLI?? [Is there a Slam Dunk Contest in Korea,
too?]
Tom: i dont think so
Jaemin: 1€ 7 Ot OtO} [/ don't think so.]
Jaemin: 2ciLicttl= & AH 21Xl [/ don't think we have that in Korea.]
Tom: there is only ONE Canadian team in the NBA
Jaemin: RclLidt s0l= SAEE X CHLE? [/ don't think we have an all star
game in Korean basketball.]
Tom: no i dont think so
Jaemin: 23| [ok] 81 =1 OF O} G} [probably nof]
Tom: the 2000 Slam Dunk champion was Vince Carter (My favourite playert)
Jaemin: L5 BI &I F016H=0l [/ love Vince Carter, too.)
Jaemin: L} JJALE ZAH UCH.= [/ have his poster haha.]
Jaemin: L &t 0ff [in my room]
Tom: thats cool
Jaemin: 11 Ci2l ALOI & & 3A38H=A [the one that he is doing dunk between his
legs]
Jaemin: Ci2lAOl2] BE 2030 g 3Adct=H UE O [you know the one that he
catches the ball between his leg and then dunks]
Tom: yes
Tom: that was when he won the silam dunk contest
Jaemin: X2 0ll LA 01D} R S6HAl & ALE?? [Didn't LA win last time?)
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Tom: yes

Tom: LA Lakers were 12-1 in the playoffs

Jaemin: KM= o OOI2XH . .= = SOILAH &H&. . HelCt. [There is so
much excitement about Michael Jordan's retum to basketball these days.]

Tom: yes

Jaemin: 20 8§ 2o+ U=H ZEl [but he is not doing very well]

Tom: but he plays for the Washington Wizards.....

Jaemin: 1€ Y &0 [itis not a good team)

Tom: they're not good at all

Jaemin: = = [haha]

Jaemin: LI0|Jt S 20 [he is old]

Tom: yah

Tom: hes ok

Jaemin: ??

Tom: he plays ok

Jaemin: O} [aha]

Jaemin: & &0l OiCIJILE..= [his skills are always within him any ways, they are

not going anywhere)

Jaemin: O| & WD RclLict s A0 2o A 242t LS. [Now, | am going
to talk little bit about history of Korean basketball]

Tom: ok

In the part 3 of conversation A below, Jaemin initiates a new topic in line 1 and 2 to

continue the conversation, but the suggested new topic is ignored by Tom. Tom

addresses a different question about the assignment and subsequently they lose

intersubjective understandings and the conversation ends.

10

Conversation A, Topic 3, Week 9, November 12, 2002

Part 3

Jaemin: & =52 & Z6tXl= =0l [/ am not a very good player ]

Jaemin: 2.2 H 0Jl= & S s HES5F U=H ZE [oh yes, | heard, in
Canada | can take lessons on how to play basketball, if | pay money.]

Tom: when is our project due?

Jaemin: 3 [well]

Jaemin: 1 H WHNLXI Q1L [I think it is due tomorrow.]

Tom: uh oh

Jaemin 2: AA

Jaemin: L} ol OkSHCH [/ have to do it ]

Tom: thats ok

Jaemin: otLS QFULL [/ have not even touched it.]
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Jaemin: W CHO|Z 232 MM EHHI 2 M [/ will send this dialogue to the
teacher.)

Tom: ok
16 Jaemin: 118 = = 2 [then bye bye]

Tom: ok bye

In conversation B below, the partners had a technological problem; Esther’s
extremely slow computer (e.g., in line 10 ‘dumb computer) and time constraint that Chul
has (in line 9 ‘i have to leave at nine’) to begin with. Both of them seem to have no
tolerance with each other's time delays (in line 11 and 12 ‘are you there, stupid Chul’),
and Chul is not prepared to do the chat homework (in line 21 ‘i dun have anything wit
me... and i'm kinda late for a meeting..’). Chul does not seem to know what he is
supposed to do for this chat session (in line 29 ‘just ask me quick questions’ and 30 ‘no
because we're supposed to work on yours’). Esther gets frustrated since she can not
set up an alternative schedule for chatting to finish the homework due to unavailability of
both sides (from in line 23 to 27). The conversation clearly illustrates that

_ intersubjectivity has never established between Chul and Esther and consequently, the

conversation breaks off shortly after it begins.

Conversation B, Topic 4, Week 12, December 2, 2002

Esther: can we meet at 8:307?

Chul: sure, it's better for me too

Esther: okay good, thanks@

Chul: A* welcome

[30 minutes later]
5 Chul: hey hey let's do this

Chul: Esther 11111 nooooooooo!!!

Chul: why r u not available??
Chul: Esther~~~ i have to leave at nine

10 Esther: sorry, dumb computer. hil
Esther: are you there?
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Esther: stupid Chul

[five minutes later]

Chul: whateva

Esther: are you there?

Chul: yeah

Chul: hey hey hey

Chul: what u doing now?

Chul: geeezzzuzzzz... gottttttttittt.....

Esther: do you want to start working now? do you have your vocabulary sheet?
let’'s work on yours

Chul: i dun have anytnhing wit me... and i'm kinda late for a meeting..

Chul: is this week last week for this assignment?

Esther: oh you're stupid! when can we meet then?

Esther: YES

Chul: okay, meet me tomorrow??

Esther: no i can't, stupid

Chul: stop callin me stupid

Chul: shittty... aight.. just ask me quick questions
Esther: no because we're supposed to work on yours
Chul: okay i'll ask u questions than?

Esther: yes. stupid.

Chul: aight... what the hell is mistle toe?

Chul: and... jinx

Esther: jinx is a curse. mistletoe is a little plant that people hang
Chul: that's all | want to ask, i gig.

In the conversation given below, both partners do not have a shared goal of the

task, consequently the conversation ends shortly after starting.

Conversation, Topic 2, Week 6

Samuel: hey

Hyung: hey

Samuel: what are we supposed to do

Hyung: chat

Hyung: about the dongji and holioween

Samuel: oh man

Hyung: what?

Samuel: i don't remember anything about dongji
Hyung: so...do you not understand any stuff about dongi;i?
Samuel: i understand

Samuel: but i forgot
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Hyung: ok

Hyung: so...what do you want me to explain you about?

Samuel: um

Samuel: let me think

Samuel: dongji had a lot about red bean soup

Samuel: you had to spray it on your front entrance to keep the evil spirits out
Samuel: and you ate it too

Hyung: yup

Samuel: ok i remember everything

Samuel: do you need any help with halloween?
Hyung: ummm let me see....

Hyung: not really so far

Samuel: ok so then we both know everything then
Hyung:ok

Samuel: cya

Hyung: c ya

Scaffolding

One of the tenets of sociocultural theory addresses the processes by which
learners may be assisted by more capable others to further their understanding through
scaffolding (Vygotsky, 1978). Based on the analysis of the transcripts of students’
collaborative dialogue in their expert and novice partnerships in tandem learning, it was
concluded that learners came to scaffold the learning of their partners. To illustrate more
specifically how leamers were variously implicated in this process, several examples will
be discussed. In the following example, it can be seen how a Korean-speaking student
provided scaffolding in the form of guiding questions and contextualization, thus creating
a meaningful context for both the content and the language being taught to his partner
who was a novice in Korean.

Conversation, Topic 3, Week 10
John: this is a long one._.ill iry my best to write it in english

Sang: S [ok]
John: nweh seh po pa gwueh.. like something has to do wit brain damage but i
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dont know exactly
Sang: & Ml 1t 3 ..[Brain cell destruction}
John: ya
Sang: &l = 02 A XI? [What is ‘brain’ in English?]
John: brain
Sang: M X =? [What is ‘cell’ in English?]
John: is it cell?
Sang: 2..[yes] W= E? [What is ‘destruction’ in English?]
John: ok, destroy, someting like that
Sang: -_-, CI &dlltt..[Now, combine these all together.}
John: brain cell destroy
Sang: S...80l <2 121U. [Yes, the word meaning is something like that.]
John: so brain celles getting destroyed from alcohol?
Sang: %0L...[Thatis right], 2 28t81 S0 J1A...5 S51H . .[When you get hung
over after drinking alcohol]
John: ok
Sang: ‘Aot 20001 D} T 1l & .. [almost 20,000 brain cells are destroyed.]
John: holyl@!
Sang: but thats nothing
John: right?
Sang: 2|10, JH WS S CHAl 8150 2tsl [Moreover, once destroyed, they
can not be recovered.]
~ John: oh..

Sang: 12{UI2t R Xl. [That is a real problem.]

In this exchange, in the beginning of the conversation, it was difficult for John to
understand the meaning of the biological term, brain cell destruction, in Korean.
However, after asking for help from his partner, Sang, an expert in Korean, he was able
to understand and internalize the abstract scientific concept through a more concrete
explanation. In order to achieve this, Sang broke down the biological term into its base
words (brain, cell and destruction) and confirmed with John that the meaning of each
word, individually, was understood. Then, Sang asked John to combine these meanings
together so that the biological term could be understood. This was successfully
achieved so that they were able to share further insights and reactions on the topic

using the term.
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Other examples show how leamers can develop and redefine their own language
learning strategies through scaffolding and expert/novice collaboration among peers
(Donato & Mccormick, 1994). In the example below, Juliana requested her Korean
partner, Soo, to make an example sentence in Korean using the Korean vocabulary that
she was leamning. One of her Korean vocabulary leaming strategies that she developed
through this expert and novice teaching and learning was to study the usage of the L2
vocabulary in sentences which were produced by her fluent Korean-speaking partner. it
was easier for her to understand the meaning of the unknown Korean words if she could
see how those words were being used in actual sentences. These model sentences
could be easily and quickly produced by fluent L1 partners during this expert and novice
dialogue. As one of the students expressed, it was like ‘a live dictionary.’ This way she
could learn Korean L2 vocabulary in a more meaningful way r'atﬁér than memorising
isolated lists of L2 vocabulary items.

Conversation, Topic 5, Week 21

Juliana: what is Ct 2F& [What is diversity?]

Soo: ltis

Soo: um

Soo: variety

Juliana: oh...so how would you use that in a sentence, can you make a sentence

with that for me, because when | see the sentence, it is easier to
understand.

Soo: oh, 2t Udte 32 U2 HE S 2 A/UL [Each country has cultural diversity.]

Soo also reflected upon this strategy used by her partner, then she started to use
that strategy for her own English vocabulary leaming.

Conversation, Topic 6, Week 25

Soo: resentment toward parents

Esther: ummm...your parents did something to annoy you, or something that you
didn't like
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Esther: so & &t {[resenment] against parents

Soo: can u make a sentense?

Esther: i harbored a resentment against my parents because they wouldn't let me

marry a white man. :

Soo: oh

Esther: A

These examples illustrate how partners provide scaffolding for one another leading
to mutual understanding.

The analyses and data in the above sections, from a sociocultural theoretical
perspective, have shown how the nature of the students’ collaborative dialogue was
linked to culturally framed and discursively patterned communicative activities (Hall,
1997). Over time, members of the two groups overcame their initial uncertainty, built
relationships with one another and increasingly drew upon one another’'s expertise in
developing their knowledge of the other language and the cultural ways of their partners.
Learners appropriated the words of others and developed awareness of self in relation
to others through peer-peer dialogues. Their unique roles as expert as well as novice in
these collaborative dialogues were defined and became clearer to the learners.
Intersubjective understandings were reached so that they could engage in extended
meaningful conversation. While providing scaffolded support and assistance to one
another, the learners gained confidence in their ability to teach and learn from tandem
chat conversation.

With the growing prevalence of sociocultural theory in educational research,
second language researchers have become increasingly aware of the need to
understand sociocultural theory as it relates to the tradition of second language

acquisition studies within an interactionist approach based on cognitive theory. In this

study | have primarily used a sociocultural approach, given the research context and its
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requirements. | also recognize the value of the interactionist tradition, more specific to
second language learning, which focuses on specific linguistic and language related
elements of discourse. In the following sections, more specific detailed analyses of
these students’ collaborative dialogues using an interactionist’ approach to discourse
analysis will be provided, with the goal of clarifying ways in which such dialogue can
specifically serve L2 learning. Such an analytical approach seeks to examine linguistic
and interactionist characteristics of discourse as these contribute to a more detailed
understanding of the process of second language learning and may help explain specific

language learning outcomes.

Interactive learner adapted discourse for language learning

Discourse analysis in the tradition of interactionist studies revealed that L1
messages in the chat room discussions were almost always tailored so that the L2
partners could understand them. Both linguistic and interactional adaptations were
frequently made by both partners, and when using their L1, students used discourse
management strategies to avoid communication problems and discourse repair tactics
to restore communication after misunderstandings and breakdown. While L1 partners
often took the lead in tailoring their language for greater comprehensibility, L2 partners
also initiated language explanations and adaptations.

Linguistic and interactional adaptations

Linguistic adaptations occurred when learners needed help with specifics of the
messages they received in order to comprehend them both semantically and
syntactically. Expert students’ adapted language features consisted of simplification,

elaboration and regularization, which among other factors made linguistic features more
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salient to the leamers (Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991). Examples of these adaptations
will be provided in the following sections.

Similar to linguistic adaptations, interactional adaptations were motivated by the
attempt to simplify or clarify the discourse so as to avoid communication problems
between partners. The process of negotiation for meaning occurred when some form of
communication breakdown had taken place or in response to a leamner utterance that
contained an error of some kind (Long, 1983). Examples of interactional adaptations by
L1 speakers to promote understanding that will be presented in the following sections
illustrate slower speech rate, requests for clarification, comprehension checks,
confirmation of or restating and correcting what the other had said (recast);all of which
in some cases were prompted by L2 partners. (For related examples from the
interactionist literature, see, for example, Gass, 1997, Long, 1983, 1985, 1996; Mackey,
1999; Pica, 1994.)

Simplification. The following examples illustrate how the expert student in English

ensured that her partner understood what was being said during the conversation by
simplifying her question so that they could continue.

Conversation, Topic 2, Week 5

Bonny: would you recommend this movie to anyone?

Dongjun: - -?

Juliana: 0| E3E It 8tHl F& 8201 01 ? [Would you recommend this

movie to anyone?)
Bonny: did you like the movie?
In the above conversation, the bilingual student translated what the English-

speaking student had said after realizing that the Korean-speaking student did not

understand the sentence (Dongjun: -_-?). Bonny also reformulated her question from
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“Would you recommend this movie to anyone?” to “Did you like this movie?” This lexical
and conceptual simplification was done so that her partner could understand and
continue to participate in the conversation.

Elaboration.

The excerpt below shows the Korean partner provides a step-by-step explanation
and reformulation of the Korean words that he is using to explain the cultural concept of
sesi food. The expert elaborated on the key word seasonal, used in his definition of
sesi food: “The definition of sesi food is that the seasonal food that we eat depends on
which season of the year we are in." He then explained that seasonal refers to the four
seasons of the year (spring, summer, fall and winter) and that the food eaten by
Koreans depends on tﬁe season. In this example, the English partner, Mark not only
learned the concept of sesi food but expanded his Korean vocabulary with the words
seasonal, fall, winter, spring and summer.

Conversation, Topic 1, Week 4

Dongjun: Al Al S 2! 0l &t [The definition of ‘sesi food’ is that . .]

Dongjun: 23 = HZ2MetA HH = S4I2 Lol [the seasonal food that we eat
depends on which season of the year we are in.]

Mark: huh? i dont get it

Dongjun: 0] A Z 0|0} [# means season] $ciLict= 40 E 0] UKL [We
have four seasons in Korea.]

Mark: oh ok

Dongjun: 8, 01 8§, Jt2, A2 [spring, summer, fall, winter] 18 AZE 0T} [Then
in each season]

Dongjun: 11 SAI9 el 9 &It LA CH= HOL [we have different types and
kinds of food.]

Mark: ok. i got it

In the following conversation, Jongwan, a Korean-speaking student elaborated the

meaning of the word ‘Xl =’ [a talenf]’ by providing several sample sentences containing
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the word. This example furthermore illustrates syntactic simplification through repeated
use of the same sentence structures, both generally used to give definitions. He gave

two examples for °...0ll Xl 50l ULt [if someone has a talent in...} and two with a
second structure to express that ‘... 11 6t [that means...}. Through repetition of

standard syntactic structures, he is providing repeated exposure to the correct forms
that can be used in these cases and that are also very useful in other cases.
Conversation, Topic 3, Week 12

Jongwan: Ms2... [Atalentis ...]

Jongwan: H & & 6l= & 0l 0L. [power given to you so you can do well in
something]

Jongwan: E320)|l S0l UCH 1B [if somebody has a talent in soccer...}

Jongwan: =+ & Z ol [that means he is really good at soccer]

Jongwan: =710l 01 UL 53 _[if somebody has a talent in basketball.. .}

Jongwan: =& Z ol [that means he is really good at basketball]

Mark: ya | see.
The conversation given below shows that, in order to elaborate on the meaning of
the word ‘dispute’ for Kyujin, a Korean-speaking student, Jeeyoung, a bilingual student

first gave a definition of the word ‘dispute’ using a more commonly used word ‘argue’,

and then, provided an L1 translation of the word, ‘2 [} &’. Finally, she used 'dispute’ in

a sample sentence to make sure Kyujin understood it. In the process she repeated the
new word three times.
Conversation, Topic 4, Week 17
Kyujin: what is dispute
Jeeyoung: it is to argue with someone

Jeeyoung: in korean it is called 2 Ct & [dispute]
Kyujin: Ot~~[/ see.]
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Jeeyoung: a dispute leads into a bad relationship with people

In the excerpt given below, Jeeyoung provides an elaborated explanation plus
example on the word ‘racist’, then checks Kyujin's comprehension.

Conversation, Topic 4, Week 17

Kyuijin: racist

Jeeyoung: ummm..a person who is against a certain race of people

Jeeyoung: hitler was racist against the jews

Kyujin: ¢ C} [right]

Jeeyoung: do you get it?

Kyuijin: ya!

The conversation given below, Kyujin, a novice English learner explicitly asked
Jeeyoung to formulate an English sentence using the word that she was leaming;
‘homesick’. As Kyujin said in the conversation, she knew the meaning of it, however,
she did not know how to use the word in a sentence. Kyujin inmediately received a
model sentence from her bilingual partner, Jeeyoung.

Conversation, Topic 4, Week 17

Kyujin: ma tumn!

Jeeyoung: okay

Kyujin: homesick

Kyujin: | noe this word's meaning

Kyujin: but | can't make a sentence

Jeeyoung: when i came to canada, i was very homesick
Kyujin: oh.. dat duz make sense haha

The frequently used interactionist tactic of slowing speech rate in the L2.

Conversation which appears in written chat has its own rate of exchange. Among native

language users, conversation partners who respond too quickly, not allowing their
partner time to comprehend their message, formulate and type a response, are accused
of flooding. These data often show expert partners taking more and longer tums, which

while appropriate for explanations, is not appropriate in non-instructional exchanges in
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which both wish to participate freely and equally. In the following example of discourse

management, a Korean speaker recognized the issue of speech rate and expressed her

readiness to adapt her messages and discourse rate to ensure that her English-

speaking partner could understand her and to avoid further communication problems.
Conversation, Topic 1, Week 3

Tom: whats korean thanksgiving

Younghee: &t WA & 40| Xl..[Korean thanksgiving is called Chu Suk.}

Tom: yes

Younghee: =L} 2 Ololl 2 St HLE & &l LolH HlF Loll~~ UM ? [If you
can not understand what | say or if | speak too fast, tell me right
away, all nght?]

Tom: ok.... its too hard on msn.

Younghee: OlOI M 2L} {29 [/t is easier than ICQ.] %0} 0124 RA?? [Is it too
hard?)

Tom: kind of

Younghee: 18 & &3]... M ol 2 A LI~ [Then let’s do it slowly.]

In the next example, a Korean student, Kyungha, first offers an abstract
explanation using difficult terminology and long sentences. When her partner does not
respond, she shows her willingness to adapt her language in order to help his
comprehension, and proceeds to offer examples, using a shorter tum and simple
sentences.

Conversation, Topic 5, Week 22

Kyungha: JHLICHOIA S & XS0 20| Y& A 224, S5l Hol=
multicultural =JHUt,, #2810 S0 2= immigrants £ 918t AbBI A}
F UL A & ?? [/ believe these jobs are promising also in Canada.
Especially, since Canada is a multicultural country, jobs to serve these
growing immigrant populations are promising.]

Kyungha: ZtAIGHH 20 L6 Z 0?2 [Do you want me to explain step by step in
more details?]

Sang: S.. [Well]

Sang: HSIZOZ StAMlKR~{it is up to you ]



160

Kyungha: S... S iLIN,, & CIXI0IU4,, OIEY HHEBE. 22 ZHY? [Jobs like
hotel manager, web designer, marketing consulftant...]

Providing translations and temporary use of partner’s L1. Altemative methods

that some of the more fluent L2 speakers and the bilingual students used to make sure
their less fluent L2 partners understood their L1 utterances included attaching L2
. translations of their L1 next to their L1 text and temporarily typing in the less fluent
partner’s language in order to prevent the conversation from breaking down and support
L2 acquisition. Enhancing comprehensibility through well-timed linguistic modifications
helped maintain the conversation and keeping it flowing, while providing key topical
information and overall topic comprehension (Wesche, 1994), as illustrated in the
following examples of word translation and temporary code-switching (see bolded
items).

Conversation, Topic 2, Week 7 (code-switching by both partners)

Samuel (E): yep, hmm... hey, bad luck is on the vocabulary list, wats so bad luck,

about korean halloween?

Younghee (B): bad luck? what is it in Korean?

Samuel (E): wat do u mean?

Younghee (B): -.-

Samuel (E): im lost

Younghee (B): what word are you talking about?

Samuel (E): aigk uhn

Younghee (B): oh..
Samuel (E): its like

Oj4 O
7 --—- [instead of typing in Korean, which was difficult for him, Samuel
l provides a creative graphic to represent the Korean word %=
L

Samuel: hehehe
Younghee: cool~ | got it
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Conversation, Topic 3, Week 14 (translation)

Esther: what is 0| &!? [What is superstitions?}

Younghee: O{ & Hl & & 3t XI?? [How should | explain this??]
Esther: heehee... use it in a sentence

Younghee: 20 £ = Ot=4..[/ know what it is in English.]
Esther: okay so what is it in English?

Younghee: superstitions

Conversation, Topic 3, Week 14 (code-switching)

Jung: 20 8 M0iJt X 20t? [By the way, do you know what a ‘fortune teller’
means?)

Joon: O...2 0| 2= FAO? [What is in English?]

Jung: prognosticator, 01 & Ct-_-;; [prognosticalor, it is a difficult word.}

Joon: HS 02 =NUL...[I've never heard of it.]

Jung: 0.4 2 22 fortune teller [Well, the easier one is a fortune teller.]

Joon: @< [/ see.]

Conversation, Topic 2, Week 5 (code-switching)

Younghee: 0l A £ 0[LI?? Can you read me? Esther?
Esther: yup!

Younghee : 2} Ol~~ [0K]

Younghee: J1& Al Zoll £71?? Shall we start?

In the following conversation, transiation helps the learner connect a meaning to

the Korean word form, ‘&’ he already knew. When it is apparent that the Korean

speaker does not understand the expert's English explanation to his question about the

meaning of ‘code of conduct, the English speaker provides a Korean translation

followed by a comprehension check. The Korean speaker confirms that he understood

in Korean, then uses an English phrase to again confirm his comprehension.

Conversation, Topic 5, Week 22

Hyukjun: ... code of conduct = § L}? [What does ‘code of conduct’ mean?)
Tyson: hmm how to explain in english clearly to you is going to be hard... but ill
try its like the rules in the gang... or H[/aw] if you dont follow the Ei[/aw]
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then you suffer punishments

Hyukjun: Ot~.. { &} Ol2tEJ1Dt.. [Gees, it is too hard to understand.]

Tyson: S 18 st & ...[Then [ will explain in Korean.] Z42H0fl 0| A=
OZ o2AONHEL SS20tE =2 0istHl... X3 OloHot M 0 ? [There are
certain rules to follow among gang members. If you break them, you will
be punished by the gang leader. Did you get it?]

Hyukjun: 2~ 230l~ [OK] I got it~ A+

Request for clarification. The next example includes a ‘clarification request’ by
the English speaker leading to reformulation in Korean by the L1 partner. The English-

speaking student, Mark did not understand the meaning of the Korean word ‘11 5=’ from

his partner’s sentence, so he asked for the Korean student, Dongjun, the meaning of the
word by sounding it out using the English alphabet (‘go yu’). Dongjun then reformulated
his statement and Mark confirmed his understanding.

Conversation, Topic 1, Week 3

Dongjun: =0l & = [There are games.]

Dongjun: 2] X4 11129 =012 NE, 22 =ci S2 otULt [We played
traditional games like wrestling and a circle dance.]

Mark: whats go yu?

Dongjun: ¢l 22| [exclusively for Koreans]

Dongjun: 2| X 402 EY §t [exclusively for our ancestors]

Mark: oh ok

In the next example, the English-speaking student, Tom, requested a clarification
of the meaning of a Korean word ‘& ¢ll [commuting]. Then the Korean student, Jung,
provided both an explanation and further clarified the meaning with a list of jobs that

require commuting between the countries, such as a dipilomat given in Korean or

businessman given in English.
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Conversation, Topic 3, Week 11
Jung: FHLICIS} 8t 2 &G0 E2U=2 [Jobs that require commuting
between Korea and Canada}
Tom: &It A0l R? [What is ‘commuting’?]
Jung: 8 U2 SI0AM S L& 5 HUCHOI A < [Well, things like we
can work in both Korea and Canadal]
Jung: like 2|1 & [like a diplomal] or business man
In line 9 of the following conversation, Juliana triggered a negotiation of meaning
by requesting a clarification of the word ‘phantomfan’ after her partner, Dongjun had
used the word four times during an exchange in which he wrote in English, his L2.

Dongjun provided an equivalent Korean word for it (‘&%) in line 10; however, the word

‘phanthomfan’ remained unclear to Juliana as shown in lines 11 and 12. Then Dongjun
checked the dictionary and in line 13 and 14, provided the correct English word as
“phantom”. According to the retrospective comment from Dongjun after the chat, he said
he got the word ‘phantomfan’ from a dictionary. In the dictionary, it was written as
‘phantom,- fan’ that means it can be written either ‘phantom’ or ‘fantom’ but he
interpreted that as one word, ‘phantomfan’, and had taken it as a word and used until
Juliana requested clarification. This exchange illustrates the value of negotiation of
meaning in calling the learner’s attention to correct form as well as meaning, and led to
his learning of the word. It also shows that dictionary entries can be misleading, but that

dictionary use for verification during chat can also be useful.

Conversation, Topic 2, Week 5

Dongjun: he sees phantomfan
Dongjun: but he didn't realize it was phantomfan
Dongjun: then he go to a mental hospital
Dongjun: then he got out of there after 1 year

5 Dongjun: and try to heal by himself..
Dongjun: even he still see phantomfan
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Dongjun: he ignore phantomfan

Dongjun: in 1994, he got a novel prize

Juliana: phantomfan Ol 010l 01?? [What is a phantomfan?]
Dongjun: & %[a phantom]

Juliana: * [What]

Juliana: 83 ? [a phantom?]

Dongjun: Ot..Z2 2 X 0} [/ typed wrong.] [Dongjun checks the dictionary.)
Dongjun: phantom

Dongjun: ??

Juliana: 7 & 010{? [Are you saying ghost?]

Dongjun: @ < <[Groaning]

Dongjun: he was crazy

Juliana:© =.. [0k]

Dongjun: so it is not really ghost

Dongjun: he had problem with his brain

Dongjun: cause he was too smart

Juliana:s&s L2 [Laugh.. | got it]

In the following conversation, Kyujin, a novice English learner indicated that she

did not understand what her partner Jeeyoung said in line 10. She then suggested a

strategy which would help her to learn the word, asking Jeeyoung to make up an

sample sentence in line 12. Jeeyoung then gave a sample sentence using the word

‘ethnic’ in line 16, then checked Kyuijin's comprehension in line 17.

Conversation, Topic 4, Week 17

10

Kyujin: I'm gonna ask first

Kyujin: can I?

Jeeyoung: ok

Kyuijin: ethnicity

Kyujin: this one

Jeeyoung: wait..

Kyujin: ok

Jeeyoung: like..

Jeeyoung: 21 E 2| £J1? [Uniqueness of each race?)
Kyujin: 1 dunt understand.

Jeeyoung: i don't know..its not a word really
Kyujin: give me a example

Jeeyoung: ethnic is a word..
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Jeeyoung: umm to use ethnic..
15 Kyujin: oh
Jeeyoung: “my ethnic background is Caucasian”
Jeeyoung: do you get it?
Kyujin: oh
Kyujin: 1 got it
20 Jeeyoung: okay

Expert’s comprehension check/ Novice’s signalling of nhon-comprehension.

As a management strategy to avoid communication breakdown, both Korean- and
English-speaking students often used comprehension checks, i.e., inquired whether
their partner had understood something they had just said. Most of the time, experts
checked their novice partners’ comprehensions; however, they also relied on their
partners to take the initiative if they did not understand something. In other cases, the
novices pre-empted a comprehension check and overtly indicated their lack of
understanding, triggering repairs and thus avoiding conversational breakdown.

in the following conversation, Jung is checking Juliana’s comprehension by asking
whether her explanation was too difficult to understand. Juliana indicated that she had
understood everything that Jung said, then summarized Jung’s opinion with one
sentence; ‘so you don't like dual citizenship’.

Conversation, Topic 5, Week 22
Jung: LH20! 012 B LI???7-_- [Was my explanation too difficult fo understand?]
Juliana: no its okay, i get what you mean
Jung: 8,,, [0k}
Juliana: so you don't like dual citizenship
The conversation given below shows that Jeeyoung, a Korean and English

bilingual student, is trying to check her partner’s comprehension of what she had said.

Jeeyoung suspects that, since the only thing Kyujin keeps saying during conversation is
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‘o = o =’ which means ‘OK OK’, Kyujin is not foliowing her. Jeeyoung did not overtly

ask Kyujin whether she understood what she had said or not, but rather, subtly

expressed her concern about Kyujin's apparent lack of comprehension. This

conversation management strategy that Jeeyoung used helped Kyujin to confess that

she did not understand and was only pretending that she did. After this, Jeeyoung

elaborated on what she had said one more time by paraphrasing and using simpler

structures and vocabulary in order to make sure Kyuijin could understand.
Conversation, Topic 3, Week 13

Kyujin: @ = © 3 [0k 0k]

Jeeyoung: (£ 2 0tE = & 0I) [There is Kyujin who doen’t understand.}

Jeeyoung: (11 A o= o= 0t5t=71 T 01) [ Therefore, there is Kyujin who keeps
saying ok ok only. ]

Kyujin:—-

Kyujin: & L 9 LE~~?7? [What are you, really??7?]

Jeeyoung: & 010 M~ 7rr[/ was joking. (She pretends to cry.)}

Jeeyoung: 3tLI M ?~ [Are you upset?]

Kyujin: OtUI OF [No] &l H 2 A [ knew it was a joke.]

Kyujin: Ata! Z20IS0 M o= o =38t [Frankly to say, | just said ok ok

because [ did not get what you were saying.]

Jeeyoung:= = = 3 A 3 3 [laughing]

Jeeyoung:.o= M S S0l LY S A [ok, then what is the second word from
your list?].

Kyujin: regret

Jeeyoung: & QX OtAIR? [Do you know the meaning?]

Kyuijin: & & ? [feel sorry?]

Jeeyoung: OtL]1 &3] 6ti=H Ot [That means you regret something.}

Kyujin: £3l, Ot~~ [regret? | se€]

Jeeyoung: to feel sorry for something that you have done

Kyujin: OF 12132 Lt [/ got if]

The conversation below is another example of signaling of non-comprehension by

novice Korean leamer, Samuel, which elicits an explanation in English.
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Conversation, Topic 1, Week 3

Samuel: the pilgrims came to america in 1620,

Younghee: LI Al $2E ? [Where did they come from?]

Samuel: and they made a village in plymouth on december 21 1620
Younghee: & =0| & J}? [Did they come from England?]

Samuel: i dont understand & = [England]

Younghee: oh they came from england?

Confirmation of what the other has said. The next example shows ‘confirmation
checking’ by the Korean-speaking partner who proposes an incorrect meaning for a new
English word. This is corrected by the English speaker as part of an example. The
Korean speaker then offers a further, inaccurate elaboration of the meaning, then
understands and accepts the one offered by the English speaker, who confirms it.
Again, what is prominent is the collaborative, negotiated nature of the repair. In fact,
these repairs were often initiated by the novice speakers who indicated their lack of
understanding, then later confirmed their understanding of what their partner had said.

Conversation, Topic 4, week 20

Hyung: approvalO| & JIZ 0| & 22 H &? [‘Approval’ means same as family’?]

Esther: approval is like getting permission...for the parents to accept your
boyfriend or girifriend

Hyung: O} [/ see.]

Hyung: 21 A|31= 0F? [You mean ‘introduce’?] 31 &2t i=21D}..? [Or getting
pemmission?]

Esther: yeah! That is exactly what it is A*

Hyung: A4;;0t~~[ I see.]

Hyung: LH Xl = 202 2~~ [l think | know the rest.]

The next example of a confirmation check by an L2 English partner involves a

correct guess which is confirmed by the L1 (Korean) partner.



168

Conversation, Topic 1, Week 3

Dongjun: ZAHS 0| Al HIAHE XIUH [We perform an ancestral rite.]
Dongjun: Rl Al [an ancestral rite]

Samuel: Is that ancestor Worshipping?

Dongjun: 01 [Yes]

The following example, also of a correct confirmation check by the L2 (Korean)
partner, led to a confirmation check and further discussion and elaboration of ‘jack o
Lantern’. Younghee checked her understanding of a word ‘jack o lantern’ with Samuel,
asking ‘Is a jack o lantem a pumpkin with a candle inside?’ Then Samuel confirmed her
understanding was right saying ‘yeah, the pumpkin with the scary face.’ Younghee
asked further questions about the uniqueness of a jack o lantern; and why people
always carved pumpkins with scary faces, considering that there are lots pretty faces.
Samuel then paraphrased Younghee's question and tried to confirm whether his
understandihg of Youghee’s question was right or not. Younghee simplified her question

by replacing the £ 2/[carving] with the easier word 2/ &' [} [draw], and by using

simpler sentence structure.
Conversation, Topic 2, Week 5

Younghee: jack o lantenO] ...

Younghee: S20j| £2 S =H YSt=2I1?? [Is that a pumpkin with a candle
inside?)

Samuel: yeah, the pumpkin with the scary face :-)

Younghee: O}...[/ see]

Younghee: 20| ol SHll= RA2 =2 X277 012 =5 U=0. [By
the way, why do people engrave only scary faces? There are lots of
prelty faces???]

Samuel: are you asking why they have ugly faces and pretty faces?

Younghee: OtL].. &}l 2421 =& 1d EUL+.. [No, why do people draw only
only ugly faces on pumpkin?]

Samuel: probably because most things about halloween are supposed to be

scary

Younghee: Ot... ok~
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In the following conversation, Soo first confirmed her understanding of the
meaning of ‘being bullied by proposing a synonym, ‘teased’ with her partner, Juliana.

She then used ‘being bullied’ in a sentence, and Juliana confirmed that it “works”.

Conversation, Topic 5, Week 20

Soo: being bullied

Soo: =& 2=[}117? [Being teased?)

Juliana: yup

Soo: so

Soo: ‘| was being bullied by other people.’ Is this sentence ok?
Juliana: that works

In the following conversation, Soo first told her partner, Esther, that she did not
understand the meaning of the phrase ‘acceptance of interracial marmiage’. Following
Esther’s different uses of the phrase, Soo checked her understanding of ‘acceptance’
with Esther, who confirmed it.

Conversation, Topic 6, Week 25

Soo: acceptance of interracial marriage

Esther: do you need the meaning or the sentence?
Soo: ya | dunt get it

Soo: | need meaning

Soo: actually both of them

Esther: this means you accept interracial marriage
Esther: some people accept interracial marriage while others don't
Soo: oh

Soo: so it means

Soo: like

Soo: | agree with it

Soo: right?

Esther: yup

Soo: oh | got it



In the following conversation, Jongwan did not understand the meaning of the

English slang word, ‘busted’; used by his partner Mark. He then made a confimmation

check of his understanding with Mark, who confirmed it.

Conversation, Topic 5, Week 21

Mark: I'll try to do the chat with Chul too but he said his computer is busted

Jongwan: 2 [whaf]

Jongwan: tH? {what?]

Jongwan: 11 & S CH2? [You mean it is broken?)
Mark: its broken he said

In the following conversation a Korean student Dongjun confirmed his

understanding of the meaning of the word ‘plot’ with his partner Bonny by asking the

question ‘u mean story [,] right?’

Conversation, Topic 5, Week 22

Juliana: 18 2& Y 31?? [Then what movie should we talk about?)
Dongjun: beautiful mind

Juliana: 2.. ic

Bonny: do you know what the plot of that movie is?

Dongjun: yes

Dongjun: u mean story right?

Juliana: Ul [Yes]

170

In the following conversation, Younghee asked Esther about Halloween customs in

North America, regarding what Christians do on Halloween, and about Halloween

costumes. Esther (a novice in Korean) was not quite sure that she had fully understood

the questions, so she initiated a confirmation check by paraphrasing Younghee’s

questions. Younghee then confirmed Esther’'s understanding; and the conversation

proceeded.
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Conversation, Topic 2, Week 5

Younghee: 0|2 Q!B o g 238N w3 Tl= AR ES 220 MEISHD
=12? [l have been always curious to know about this. Do Christians
also go to those Halloween parties and have fun?] S A& OlOIE X<
tric or treating & 7?7? [Even do children of pastors go out for tric or
treating?]

Esther: hold on....are you asking if people who go to church do all these things too?

Younghee: & [Yes]

Esther: i dunno...a lot of churches hold parties that kids can go to instead of trick-
or-treating. i was never allowed to go trick-or-treating, my family sat in the
dark pretending not to hear the door bell it sucked

Younghee: Ot.. & +L}......[oh | see]

Younghee: 20l.. A&I2 Z)| | Ad 2F S ot=dl. AL 23 618 .. A 40|
T gt 2 D~1? [We disguise ourselves with a ghost costume in order to
chase ghosts. Then is it going to work if we disguise with an angel
costume??)]

Esther: what? oh....asking if all those tricks would scare the demons

away...heehee

Younghee: M Z.. [Yes]

In the next example, following a stated misunderstanding of Korean by the English-

speaking partner, both students participated actively in collaborative repairs and

negotiating a mutual understanding of the topic, so that they could continue the

conversation.

10

Conversation, Task 1, Week 3

Younghee: FHLICH ®A DI 2 & =56161J] # 8 HOF?? [What do we celebrate
in Canadian Thanksgiving?]

Tom: i dont understand

Younghee: A NLICH A A2 ff 421 HLESL. [Why did Thanksgiving in
Canada start?]

Tom: y did thanksgiving happen in canada? how did thanksgiving start?

Younghee: 2.. £Cl.. [Yes, both] @A D812l A AL... [History of Thanksgiving]

Tom: one second

Younghee: 2~~ A [what?]

Tom: [after looking up ‘history’ in English-Korean dictionary] history of thanks

giving
Younghee: S.. A MALEL. [Yes, why did it start?)
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The above collaborative repair was triggered by Tom's statement that he didn't
understand in line 3. Younghee tried lexical and conceptual reformulations of her
question in line 4, followed by Tom'’s restatement of what he thought Younghee meant
in line 6, which the latter confirmed in line 7. Younghee then offered a “history” of
Thanksgiving (in Korean) as a cover term for what she wants to discuss. Tom looked up
the Korean word for ‘history’ in a dictionary in line 8, and gives the English meaning,
which was confirmed by Younghee. The repair accomplished, they returned to the initial
discussion. This written chat discourse repair differs from oral examples in the literature
in that the L2 (English) speaker was able to take the time to check a dictionary for a

critical word meaning.

Recasting (corrective reformulation) of what the leamer has said.

Important insight about teaching how to provide feedback during the chat room
conversations and the communicative classroom activities was the role of different types
of corrective reformulation, ‘recast’. In a recast, expert students implicitly reformulated
all or part of their novice partners’ utterance, without error. The participants in this study
used this implicit feedback more frequently than explicit correction when they comrected
their partners’ errors during online conversations.

In the conversation below, Korean-speaking student, Jaemin asked the meaning of
a ‘headstone’ to his partner, Soo. She asked her father an equivalent Korean word in
line 4 (in line 26, she mentioned that she asked to her dad), so she couid provide an
explanation in Korean to Jaemin. However, she misheard her dad and used the wrong

word ‘Bl Al [a secretary]’ in stead of ‘H| &l [a tombstone] from line 5 to line 31, when she

realized that she had misused the word. In line 7, Jaemin recast her phrase using the
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right word and in line 24, he also provided ‘elicitation’ feedback indicating that there was
an error in Soo's sentence, ‘Then, are you sure it is called ‘secretary’? in line 24. He
tried to elicit correct form from Soo through this question; however, Soo was not able to
self-repair her word, so he provided the correct word form explicitly in line 32. He

confirmed it again in lines 37 and 38.

Conversation, Topic 2, Week 5

Jaemin: headstoneOl F 0l 01 [what is a ‘headstone’?]
Jaemin: &4 5] S0 [/ am not sure exact meaning.]
Jaemin: S0 21?? [Stone head?]
Soo: OtLl, 27 [No, hold on.]
5 Soo: headstone 0| & 0i 2| ¥ 0llCt == BI A O [A ‘secretary’ is a large
tombstone which is placed at the back of the tomb.]

Jaemin: ——; 2|0 &= HI & ?2? [A tombstone at the back of the
tomb?]
Soo: & U O 2 H0F MOt =dl...;; [Oops, | am supposed to
10 explain this in English.]

Soo: Hl Al [a ‘secretary’]

Jaemin: Ul A ?? [a ‘secretary’?]

Soo: St 2E A0 =X HII=HINE PE AZ0 = &O0L[A
‘secretary’ is usually placed in front of the tomb in Korea, but in

15 Canada it is opposite. They are placed at the back of the tomb.}]

Soo: 28 A0 = SALO0L[A tombstone’ in front of a grave.]

Soo: L} XI=z 2 H S0 ZCt 8t} 22| S0 st=2 A0 GHIHE.;; [lam
going to speak in English only from now on. We should not use Korean
only.]

20 Jaemin: WUCHHI= S E..AZE0l H0i?? [Is it placed at the back of a fomb
in Canada?]

Soo: yep, pretty much

Jaemin: Of.._1¢& 21422 [Is it nght?]

Jaemin: 20| & Hl A ct=2 22 0{?? [Then, are you sure it is called ‘secretary’?)
25 Soo: i think so )

Soo: i just asked my dad

Jaemin: H| 40| OtLI20{?? [Isn't it a ‘tombstone’?)

Jaemin: HI A...?? [A ‘secretary’??]

Soo: one or the other...

30 Jaemin: Ul... [Yes]
Soo: oops, maybe it is that
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Jaemin: Of... HI & 0] &= Z20l.. [Well, | am pretty sure it is a
‘tombstone’.]
Soo: whatever heheh
Jaemin: 5} 5l [laugh]
Soo: k, i have a question now
Jaemin: 13 ...headstone 2 2|10t &= HI&?? [Then, a headstone
is a stone that is place in front of a tomb?]

In regard to Soo’s use of crazy, the example below shows how the expert student

in English tried to help her partner expand his English vocabulary by providing a lexcical

reformulation, 'mentélly handicapped’, which was a more appropriate word for this

context.

Conversation, Topic 2, Week 5

Soo: yes, | like the main character in the movie, he exists, he was really smart
Juliana: o =... [OK]
Soo: and he was like crazy

-Bonny: well mentally handicapped...but yeah...same thing

In the conversation below, Juliana recast Kyujin's ungrammatical use of tense in

the sentence ‘Samuel arrives in 1750 immediately after her utterance.

Conversation, Topic 1, Week 2

Kyujin: so confusing ~when did the Thanksgiving started? after Samuel arrives or
in 17507

Juliana: Samuel arrived

Juliana: it started a long time ago (dunno when it started bcuz it wuz so long ago)
but it started to become big in 1750

Kyujin: oh~ok**

Juliana: if u dunno understand other stuff u can ask me.. it's no prob A*
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As shown in the conversation below, there were some cases where expert
students immediately corrected their partners spelling mistakes, however, most of the
spelling corrections were done during classroom activities.

Conversation, Topic 4, Week 17

Joon: 2 XM= AKX NIIFZ FC R0ICh. [Kimeh stew is made of Kimch
and meat.)

Jung: JHOF JHf [/t should be spelled ‘4]
Jooon: 23|~ [0K]

Conversation, Topic 2, Week 7

Dave: 11 & 2 ¥ [a fixed idea]

Dongjun: 2t&? [(He raises a question about misspelling of ‘a fixed idea’.))

Dave: =< 23 [a moral principle]

Dongjun: isn’t it &3 ? [(He suggests the correct spelling of ‘a fixed idea’.)]

Dave: 18l W U=0l... 28Dt [It is written this way in my list. You might be
right.]

Dongjun: it should be 28

Dave: @ = [0k]

The above examples illustrate the process of lexical recast, which was very
frequently used type of correction in students’ meaning oriented interactions. Recast
and other semantically contingent responses, such as comprehension checks,
confirmations and clarification requests for negotiation of meaning, also allow learners
to focus on form and to infer negative evidence in ways that may facilitate language
development (Long, 1996). While explicit error correction or immediate corrective
feedback was rare in students’ online chat room discourse, it occurred frequently during

classroom reformulation of essays, where the task was focused on sentence structure,

paragraph order, and attention to form. More details on peer-error correction and other
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forms of feedback in the classroom will be reported below in the section describing the
reformulation tasks.

From the above excerpts, we can see that in these task-oriented conversations,
proficient speakers readily adapt their language to support more effective
communication with their partners who are less proficient in their L2, and in the process
provide precise and timely information and feedback about their partners’ L2 use, which
leads to evidence of learning element of the L2 code. Analysis of chat discourse
features revealed that they used both discourse management strategies to avoid
communication problems and discourse repair tactics to restore communication after
misunderstandings and breakdown. Even more striking is the way that the less
proficient speakers often took the initiative in signaling their misunderstanding and
actively seeking confirmation, correction and elaboration of their understanding. It
appears that the task structure, the peer relationships and some of the characteristics of
chat discourse (written, slower pace) may encourage this within the tandem chat

learning community context.

Learning outcomes

Several kinds of data provide evidence on student learning outcomes during the
course. Indications of language learning include post-course Questionnaires, the pre-
and post-course Self-Assessments by students of their L2 use capability in different
contexts, the Vocabulary Evaluations at the beginning and end of each task, and the
Essays students wrote at the end of each task, as these revealed language

development over the year. The chat transcripts also provided information about
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leamers’ use of their L2 over time. All these sources also provide information about
students’ leaming of topic-related cultural content during the course.

Second language learning

Questionnaires. Responses to the post-course questionnaires provide an

overview of language learning outcomes as perceived by the participants (Appendix F &
H). In these, students identified the areas of their L2 leaming promoted by the chat
activities. As a group, the Korean students, who were more proficient in English than
their conterparts in Korean, were more aware of their language leaming in specific
contexts. This awareness may also have been due to their continual sensitivity to their
gaps in English knowledge due to their position as ESL students. More detailed
questions about their language learning outcomes from the chat activities revealed the
specific L2 skills the students (including both groups) believed they had learned (See
Figure 4).

Post-question 9: | believe that the chat has improved my ability to write in L2.
1 2 3 4 5

Post-question 10: | believe that the chat has improved my ability to read in L2.
1 2 3 4 5

Post-question 11: | believe that the chat has improved my ability to speak in L2.
1 2 3 4 5

Post-question 12: | have learned new grammatical structures from the chat.
1 2 3 4 5

Post-question 13: | have learned new vocabulary from the chat.
1 2 3 4 5
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Figure 4: Language learning outcomes from the chat activities
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Among these L2 skills, vocabulary learming was an iniportant outcome and that this
learning included, but was not restricted to, the task-related word lists. This finding
confirms tﬁose expectations reported in the pre-questionnaires where students from
both groups had high expectations for learing L2 vocabulary and L2 grammar (see
Figure 1 in the earlier section). As shown in Table 15 below, both groups were able to
specify the kinds of vocabulary they had leamed through the chat sessions in the open-
ended question. This included culture-related vocabulary from their word lists but also
slang, teen talk, and daily life vocabulary. One student commented that, because there

was no pressure in leaming from peers, he wasn't nervous, and confirmed that his
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partner had helped him a lot to expand his vocabulary. Another English-speaking
student mentioned that leamning how to ‘type’ in Korean from his partner had very much

helped him to leam the Korean characters and how to put them together to make words.

Table 15: Specific vocabulary that students learned

Post course questionnaire, June 2003
« What specific vocabulary did you learn from the chat?

Korean students’ responses™ English students’ responses

- topic and Canadian culture-related - culture related and other
vocabulary (4) vocabulary (4)

- slang, trendy talk among teens in English | - slang, school culture-related
(2) words (1)

- new words that | did not know before (1) - | can't say specific words but |

- vocabulary for everyday life (1) leamed a lot from it. (1)

- advanced vocabulary related to difficult - ‘interracial’, ‘lots of power’ (1)
topics (1)

*Numbers of respondents are indicated in parentheses.

Self-assessments of second language proficiency. Self-assessments of their

second language Listening/Speaking and Reading/Writing use ability in different
contexts were completed by 11 Korean-speaking students for English and nine English-
speaking students for Korean in September 2002 and May 2003. Sample
questionnaires are given in both English and Korean in Appendix J and K. The results
are presented in Table 16. Self-Assessment data must be understood not as a pure
measure of proficiency, but as a combination of proficiency and confidence (Clément,
1986). Furthermore, an important factor in accurate self-assessment is that the
individual has actually had the experience described in the item (LeBlanc & Painchaud,
1985).
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Table 16: Pre- and post-course second language self-assessments

English-speaking Korean-speaking All Students in
Students Students L2 (N=20)

Self-Assessment Scores In Korean (N=9) | in English (N=11)

Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Pre- Reading/Writing 113 18.6 96 255 104 23.7
Post- Reading/Writing 124 242 105* 21.8 114* 243
Pre- Listening/Speaking 183 13.7 144 40.5 162 36.7
Post- Listening/Speaking 177 20.7 161 401 169 33.0
Pre- Total Score 296 31.6 241 59.5
Post- Total Score 301 30.6 266* 48.7

*p < .05 (one tailed t-tests of significant pre-post score differences)

The purpose of the self-assessment was to determine students’ relative levels of
proficiency in their L2, English and Korean, at two points of the year, at the beginning
and end of the curriculum innovation, and to establish whether there was any
measurable improvement in their own perception of their L2 skills in four areas, reading,
writing, listening, speaking, over the one year period. Interestingly, the English-speaking
students rated their abilities higher for both Reading/Writing and Listening/Speaking
item sets on both pre- and post course Self-Assessments than did the Korean-speaking
students, although the observations of the teacher and transcript data indicated that the
Korean students initially had and maintained through the year a notably higher
proficiency in English than did the English-speaking students in Korean. Furthermore,
the English speakers’ average ratings in Listening and Speaking were six points lower
at the end of the year. This finding, while not statistically significant, goes against other
kinds of evidence of their improvement. These group results thus require careful

interpretation.
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Paired samples t-tests were calculated for each group and the combined groups to
determine whether students’ self ratings of proficiency in their second language showed
statistically significant improvement over the year. In fact, the English speakers’ self
rating changes were not significant (although their average gain in Korean
Reading/Writing on the post-measure was 11 points), but the Korean-speakers’ self
rating changes in English Reading/Writing (on average 9 points higher on the post
measure), were statistically significant. The Korean speaking students’ combined post-
course self ratings for Reading/Writing and Listening/Speaking in English were also
significantly higher than pre-course ratings. (It is not possible to know the extent to
which Korean students’ self-assessment gains were due to Korean school.) The
Reading/Writing scores for the combined groups were also significantly higher at the
end of the year, indicating a group tendency in this direction for the English speakers as
well. The lack of statistically significant positive changes in the English speakers’ self-
ratings, taken alone, while disappointing, may be understood in terms of the small
sample, their high pre-course self-ratings and heterogeneous post-course ratings, and
the dual nature of L2 self-assessment as a measure of confidence as well as language
proficiency.

The English speakers’ individual data was quite variable, with some students
reporting strong gains and others the opposite. A reasonable interpretation for the fact
that some of them rated themselves as low or lower post-course is that as long-time
Korean school students in highest class, they initially saw themselves as successful
Korean L2 learners. During the course, direct interaction in a school context with native

speaker peers in Korean, possibly for the first time, may have led some of them to less
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confident, possibly more realistic, appraisals of their L2 abilities on the post-course Self-
Assessment, even though logic and other evidence indicated that their actual L2
proficiency, particularly in Reading and Writing, was higher at the end of the course. A
more realistic appraisal vis-a-vis native speakers was probably already in place at the
course beginning for most Korean-speaking students, but a few newly arrived ones may
have undergone a similar shift from high initial to later more realistic self-appraisal of
their L2 skills. The high within-group variability of responses on almost all measures and
the lack of significance of rather substantial group differences in pre-post scores also
indicate that group patterns do not capture what was happening with all individuals in
terms of language gains.

L2 vocabulary evaluations. Through learners’ comparative vocabulary
knowledge on the pre- and post-chat L2 Vocabulary evaluations for each topic, the
teacher was able to determine and compare the level of their vocabulary knowledge and
related cultural understandings with respect to the word lists for each topic before and
after the relevant chat activities. Without exception and throughout the year, learners
demonstrated knowledge of many more of the words from the Iistg and far greater
understanding of relevant background information after the chat activities with their
partners. The students also became aware of the cultural connotations of the words in
specific cases and were able to elaborate more on them using their L2.

A detailed comparison of learners’ individual and group performance on the
vocabulary evaluations for Topic 1, which dealt with Korean Moon Festival and
Canadian Thanksgiving, is provided in Tables 17 and 18. (See Appendix L for examples

of student vocabulary evaluation responses.) Results for each student in both language



183

groups are provided, as well as total pre- and post- chat scores. As seen in Tables 17
and 18 for Topic 1, given in the beginning of the year, the number of words students
could define before the chat session on that topic was quite variable, with very low
scores of only four to seven words out of 36 for about 35% of the English-speaking
students and only nine words out of 44 for one Korean-speaking student. High scores
ranged from 25 to 28 words out of 36 for about 35% of the English-speaking students
and 38 to 39 words out of 44 for about 25% of the Korean-speaking students. On
average for that topic, the English-speaking students answered 16 out of 36 words
(44%) correctly while the Korean-speaking students answered 27 out of 44 words (61%)
correctly. Interestingly, only five out of 22 students (22%) from either group were able to
elaborate on word meanings in either L1 or L2 and only two (9%) were able to elaborate
in L2. As expected, as a result of the chat activities, every student improved in both |
definition of words and elaboration of meaning. However, the surprise was in the
magnitude of improvement. The average number of words correctly defined doubled to
32 (88%) for the English-speaking students and increased to 42 (95%) for the Korean-
speaking students. Also, more than half (six of the eleven) of the English-speaking
group were able to score at least 90% (33/36) on the definitions and ten of the eleven
from the Korean-speaking group achieved at least 90% (40/44). Regarding the
elaboration of meaning, the results showed that all students were able to elaborate the
words in L2 after the chat. Five out of eleven for the English-speaking group and six out
of eleven for the Korean group were able to achieve at least 90%. Considering the fact

that initially, only two out of the 22 were able to elaborate in L2 at all, this is a dramatic
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increase. The ability to memorize terms in L2 is one thing but to be able to write
sentences on the cultural meanings of words in L2 is a much more difficult task.

As shown in Tables 19 and 20 for Topic 3, which was given 4 months after Topic 1,
both language groups improved in both definition of words and elaboration of meaning
for this topic after the chat activity. However, the following differences from Topic 1 were
noted. fhe range of correct answers for word definitions before the chat activities were
roughly the same for the English-speaking students, but had dropped significantly from
an average of 27 words out of 44 words (61%) to 13 words out of 37 words (35%) for
the Korean-speaking students with two students unable to define any words correctly.
This result might be due to Korean-speaking students’ unfamiliarity and lack of prior
knowledge about this topic, “Canadian superstitions” compared to the English-speaking
students. As a result, the average number of correctly defined words on the pre-test
went down, which then translated to a much larger increase in percentage improvement
between the pre- and post- test averages. The other main difference was that only five
of the 23 students were unable to elaborate in L2. This was almost the complete
opposite from Topic 1 where only 2 of 22 were able to elaborate in L.2.

As shown in Tables 21 and 22 for Topic 6, the last topic, given 4 months after
Topic 3, both language groups improved in both definition of words and elaboration of
meaning for this topic. However, the following differences from Topic 3 were noted. The
sample size for the English-speaking students went down from 12 to 6 because some of
the students, including bilingual students who defined themselves as ‘English-speaking’
at the beginning of the year wanted to transfer to the Korean-speaking group due to

their increased confidence and their desire to challenge themselves to produce Korean
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in the chat room. For this topic which was the last one, the teacher let them try to serve
as a Korean-speaking partner in the chat room, therefore their test results on the
English vocabulary list were not included for evaluation. The percentage of the average
number of correctly defined words in the pre-test was high, at 80% for both the English-
speaking and Korean-speaking groups. This might be explained due to both groups’
familiarity and interest to the topic, “Teen culture in Korea and Canada” . This then
translated to a much smaller increase in percentage improvement between the pre- and
post- test averages on word definitions. The other main difference was that many more
students from both the Korean-speaking (5) and English-speaking (3) students were
able to elaborate on ALL the words in L2 in the post-test.

The Vocabulary Evaluations were also a source of information about students’
understanding their L2 culture through key words related to the cultural phenomena of
the task topics. In fact, of greatest interest was cultural knowledge related to effective
and proper language use, understanding ‘deeper’ meaning of the culturally loaded
words, and students’ increasing awareness of their own culture and L2 culture as well
as of their identities as bilinguals with cultural roots in both Korea and Canada. More

details on their explicit leaming of L2 cultural concepts given illustrated in a later section.
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Table 17: English-speaking students’ vocabulary evaluations before and after the
chat activity (Topic 1)

Before chat (September 28/02) After chat (October 19/02)
English-speaking Number of Elaboration of the Number of Elaboration of the
Learners correct L2 words cofrect simple L2 words
N=11 simple definitions In L4 inL2 definition in L1 In L2
E1 4 27 27
E2 27 2 2 36 36
E3 13 30 30
E4 6 27 1 26
E5 25 5 2 36 34
E6 7 26 17
E7 13 27 27
E8 28 35 35
E9 18 1 36 2 31
E10 5 34 2 32
E11 27 36 36
Total 173 8 4 350 5 331
Average 15.7 318

* Korean word list: 36 words

Table 18: Korean-speaking students’ vocabulary evaluations before and after the
chat activity (Topic 1)

Before chat (September 28/02) After chat (October 19/02)
Korean-speaking Number of Elaboration of the Number of Elaboration of the
Learners cofrrect L2 words correct simple L2 words
N=11 simple definitions In L1 InL2 definition in L1 In L2
K1 24 44 42
K2 15 44 44
K3 32 44 43
K4 28 42 13 29
K5 27 43 42
K6 39 6 44 2 39
K7 9 32 29
K8 21 11 29
K9 22 1 43 43
K10 38 44 44
K11 38 43 43
Total 293 7 0 464 58 384
Average 26.6 421

* English word list: 44 words
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Table 19: English-speaking students’ vocabulary evaluations before and after the
chat activity (Topic 3)

Before chat (January 18/03) After chat (February 22/03)
English-speaking Number of Elaboration of the Number of Elaboration of the
Learners correct L2 words correct simple L2 words
N=12 simple definitions In L1 InL2 definition In L1 In L2
E1 18 19 27 38
E2 21 4 2 41 4 15
E3 19 18 32 34
E4 21 29 37 32
E5 22 22 41 40
E6 24 24 30 42
E7 30 33 38 43
E8 24 33 42 43
E9 24 24 24 12 31
E10 8 26 27
EN 7 28 11 43
E12 7 1 18 8
Total 225 5 232 367 24 388
Average 18.8 193 30.6 323

* Korean word list: 43 words

Table 20: Korean-speaking students’ vocabulary evaluations before and after the
chat activity (Topic 3)

Before chat (January 18/03) After chat (February 22/03)
Korean-speaking Number of Elaboration of the Number of Elaboration of the
Learners correct L2 words correct simple L2 words
N=11 simple definitions In L1 in L2 definition in L1 In L2
K1 6 10 28 30
K2 10 34 35
K3 8 26 : 26
K4 19 18 23 21
K5 7 5 25 23
K6 21 22 37 37
K7 10 8 34 33
K8 24 10 37 35
K11 2 19 20
K12 19 21 37 37
K13 24 7 30 22
Total 140 12 99 330 0 319
Average 12.7 9.0 30.0 29.0

* English word list: 37 words
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Table 21: English-speaking students’ vocabulary evaluations before and after the
chat activity (Topic 6)

Before chat (May 17/03) After chat (June 14/03)
English-speaking Number of Elaboration of the Number of Elaboration of the
Learners correct L2 words correct simple {2 words

N=6 simple definitions In L1 InL2 definition In L1 In L2

E2 28 22 29 30

E3 22 25 24 26

E4 27 12 30 29

E7 21 17 30 30

E8 23 23 30 30

E9 27 21 29 29

Total 148 34 86 172 174
Average 247 143 28.7 29.0

* Korean word list: 30 words

Table 22: Korean-speaking students’ vocabulary evaluations before and after the
chat activity (Topic 6)

Before chat (May 17/03) After chat (June 14/03)
Korean-speaking Number of Elaboration of the Number of Elaboration of the
Learners correct 1.2 words correct simple 1.2 words

N=11 simple definitions In LA InL2 definition in L1 inL2

K1 20 26 26

K2 25 30 30

K3 22 22 27 27

Ka 16 16 24 . 24

K5 25 25 26 26

K6 30 30 30 30

K7 29 29 30 30

K8 30 30 30 30

K9 30 30 30 20

K10 26 26 30 - 30

K11 22 22 29 29

Total 275 52 178 312 0 302
Average 250 16.2 28.4 27.5

* English word list: 30 words
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improvement in L2 essay writing through the peer-reformulation activity.

For each topic, as a final assignment, students were asked to write an essay in class
based on a draft version prepared in their L1 between that task’s class sessions 3 and 4.
They were encouraged to also rewrite their draft essay in their L2. In fact, most students
did this, because they wanted to receive feedback on their essays in L2 during the
reformulation activity with their partners. In class 4 if each task cycle, students
performed a ‘reformulation’ task (Thornbury, 1997), through which an expert user
provides a more target-like reformulation of a less proficient user’s writing, rather than a
conventionally marked-up script. The benefits of this task are that meaning is generated
by the learner and that ‘the leamers are predisposed to look out for and notice those
features of the modeled behavior that they themselves had found problematic in the
initial trial run or first draft’ (Thombury, 1997, p. 328). During the reformulation tasks in
this study, students took the role of a writing teacher with their L1 partners. They were
asked to exchange their L2 drafts and each partner was to reformulate the other's whole
text in language that a native speaker would use, but without comment. The changes
they made involved restructuring sentences, correcting spelling or grammar, and
choosing different words. Some also provided extensive reorganization of the originals.
After reformulation, they then retumed the reformulated essay and the original essay to
their partners, and together discussed each other's reformulations. They each explained
in tum why they had made certain changes and together more closely compared the
draft versions with the reformulated versions of their respective writings. They then
rewrite their own L2 drafts for the teacher. This culminating activity for each topic

provided opportunities for learner's development in L2 metalinguistic knowledge as well
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as awareness of L1 structures over the year, as evidenced in other studies (Appel,
1997; O’Rourke, 2002).

The effectiveness of reformulation in bringing students’ attention to accurate and
appropriate L2 formulations is reflected in students’ questionnaire data as well as in
their final L2 essays produced during the reformulation tasks. In the post questionnaire,
students were asked several questions related to this activity as shown below.
Post-question 14: | like having my partner(s) directly correct my language errors.

1 2 3 4 5

Table 23: Students’ preference to direct error correction from peers

Korean English
(N=13) (N=8)
Mean | S.D. | Mean | S.D.

Question

Post-Q14. | like having my partner(s) directly correct | 4.0 | 1.1 40 | .76
my language errors.

Both groups equally responded that they liked to have direct corrections of their
linguistic errors, spelling mistakes and improper word uses from their partners. Most
error corrections occurred when they marked their partners’ vocabulary evaluations and
when they discussed each others’ reformulations together. This led then to conclude
that they appreciated their partners’ reformulations and follow-up feedback and error
corrections of their L2 writings. During the reformulation process and subsequent
discussions, they drew each other’s attention to form.

A further question asked about their ‘noticing’ of their linguistic errors and mistakes
through the ‘comparison’ and ‘contrast’ of their L2 drafts with their partners’ versions

during the reformulation activity.



Post-question 15: | noticed my mistakes when | saw my partner(s)’ use of modeled

structures or words.
1 2 3 4

5

Figure 5: Students’ noticing process through comparison and contrast

Number of responses
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H Korean
HE English

Post-course Question 15

Korean English
(N=13) (N=8)

Mean | S.D. | Mean | S.D.
36 .96 |38 .89

As shown in Figure 5 above, most students from both groups reported neutral
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responses of 3.0 (7 out of 21) or agreement (12 out of 21) with this statement. A further

question was asked to probe students’ perceptions of their uptake and self-repair after

receiving feedback, corrections and reformulated texts from their partners.



192

Post-question 16: | picked up words and structures used by my partner(s) and began to

use them my self.

1 2 3

4

5

Figure 6: Self-perceived uptake and self-repair following peer feedback
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Overall, the English speaking students tended to respond more positively and
more consistently to this question than did the Korean speaking students, whose neutral
average score reflected considerable variation.

As shown in Figure 6, Korean-speaking students’ responses were distributed in a
wide range from disagreement to strong agreement. On the other hand, English-
speaking students’ answers ranged from neutral to strong agreement with the statement.
These responses showed that English-speaking students perceived that they did more
uptakes and repairs based on partners’ reformulated texts and follow-up feedback than
Korean-speaking students.

These findings were further confirmed through examining students’ final essays for
each topic. Comparison of the earlier and later essays generally demonstrated great
improvement over time in terms of sentence structure, paragraph and essay length and
vocabulary use. With time, most students tended to increasingly use the words they had
learned from the vocabulary lists and the chat activities in their writings.

Explicit learning of L2 culture through its key words

Chat transcript data showed that students explicitly taught and learned L2 cultural
concepts through cultural comparisons during chat conversations. They came to better
understand hidden dimensions of L2 cultural concepts as these were revealed through
their tandem discussions about word meanings. Helping each other with the L2 word
lists developed for each topic was not as much about acquiring a set of definitions as
about becoming aware of relationships between the L1 culture and L2 culture. Students

came to realize that their development of L2 cultural knowledge was grounded within
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their own L1 culture. As shown in Figure 7, students responded positively to a post-
course question on learning about culture through cross-cultural comparisons.
Post-Question 17: | came to understand something about the concept of culture by

comparing the culture of the partner(s) with my own.
1 2 3 4 5

Figure 7: Students’ reports on learning about culture through cultural
comparisons

Number of responses

. H Korean
H English

7 < I 4 S

Post-Course Question 17
Korean English
(N=13 (N=8)

Mean | S.D. | Mean | S.D.
33 131133 71

There were six cultural comparison topics assigned throughout the year as the
basis for each Task and its communicative activities. The ultimate goal of the activities

was for students to learn to understand each other’s cultural phenomena each through
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the eyes of the other, in an interactive process of reciprocal co-construction. Students’
development of awareness and knowledge of L2 cultural concepts are illustrated below
through transcript data from chat conversations about the words lists for the topics
which had been prepared by each L1 group for the other to leam. The transcripts reflect
the chat partners’ active engagement in these cross cultural discussions and show how
they came to see one another’'s ways of interpreting reality, identify different underlying
connotations, and uncover hidden meanings of the culturally embedded words.

Culturally-loaded words and their different connotations.

The chat transcripts show how students became aware through their tandem
discussions that the translation equivalents of the words they were working on had
different connotations within the L1 and L2 cultures. These key words had been chosen
for each topic by the L1 speakers, individually and then as a group, to enhance their L2
partners’ understanding of their culture in general as well as of the specific cultural
phenomenon. It was easily observed from the vocabulary lists the individual students
had prepared as input to the group lists that the associations among words were
embedded in their L1 culture. For example, in the conversation below from Topic 3,
where a pair of students compared “police” in Korea and Canada, the English-speaking
student had listed words embedded in the Canadian context, like ‘RCMP’, ‘Tim Hortons’,
and ‘donuts’ among the many more universal words associated with police, like ‘arrest’,
‘night stick’, ‘handcuffs’, and ‘ticket’. When the Korean-speaking partner, Jaemin, saw
words like ‘tim hortons’, he said, “So what? What do these have to do with police?”
Mark’s explanation showed that the same words carried different connotations for each

of them. Their different interpretations of a word came from their mental representations
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behind the interpretations and the context in which they situated themselves. In other
words, Jaemin interpreted ‘donuts’ only as a type of food, while on the other hand, Mark
associated them with his personal observation and interpretation of the culture of
Canadian police around him.

Conversation, Week 14, Topic 3

Mark: i'll show you my list

Jaemin: J1cli [ok]

Mark: court, arrest, police, rcmp, juvenile, judge, lawyer, jury, prison, night stick,

handcuffs, sentence, jurisdiction, theft, robbery, ticket, horse, blue, pursuit,

donuts

Mark: ask me which ones you don't know

Jaemin: rcmp, juvenile, jury, night stick, sentence, jurisdiction, pursuit, donuts

Mark: u want me to explain these ones?

Jaemin: 2, 1} L2 &= S0 S [These are the words that | don’t know.]

Mark: RCMP=royal canadian mounty police

Mark: its a type of police that represents canada

Jaemin: &.. 23| [OK]

Mark: juvenile is the jail that young people go to, i think if they're under 18

Jaemin: 2.. [/ see.]

Mark: night stick is the "mak deh gi” police carry around, the long black stick

Jaemin: O}...1Z 2 AE M2l X, next [Oh yes, they heat people with that,aren’t
they? next.]

Mark: ok...pursuit is a car chase, when a police car chases another car if they are
speeding or running away

Jaemin: 23| [OK]

Mark: donuts is donuts, haha, the food, u know tim hortons? they have those
bread things?

Jaemin: 181 0|? [So what? What do these have to do with police?)

Mark: because everybody thinks all police eat donuts, that's why some are so fat,
like in the simpsons

Jaemin: —;;

Mark: do u get it?

For Topic 2, the students exchanged their respective viewpoints and perspectives

on Korean winter solstice celebration (Dongji) and Halloween in North America.
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Readers may need some background information on Dongji*' before proceeding to
further discussions on these exchanges to help them to more fully interpret these
exchanges. The winter solstice celebration used to be a very important Korean custom,
since the annual lengthening of daytime that begins starting on this day meant a lot to
people in an agricultural society. Nowadays, Dongji is not considered as important as
holidays like Korean thanksgiving (Chu suk) and Lunar New Year's Day (Seolral), but
one custom is still observed: eating a red-bean cereal soup (Patjook). The reason why
Koreans eat Paljook on Dongji is that most Asian people, including Koreans, believe
that the colour red has a significant and mysterious power to chase evil spirits away. In
the old days, people thought evil spirits hated anything that was bright, particularly the
color red, so they often sprinkled red bean cereal soup around the house and any large
trees nearby. For the same reason, Korean women who gave birth to a boy hung red
peppers on the main gates of their homes, and some people favored plants with red
flowers or leaves.

There is a common belief that evil spirits are most active during the longest night
of the year, which is Dongji night in Korea and Halloween night in North America. In
their Topic 2 assignment, students juxtaposed these two cultural phenomena and
compared their similarities and differences during their conversations in order to
understand hidden dimensions of each others’ culture, beliefs and attitudes.

The conversation below illustrates that how the word ‘& = [red bean soup], which

was a key word for understanding the Korean winter solstice celebration, ‘Dongji, could

be interpreted differently depending on the context in which the users situated

21 This information given here is the combination of my personal cultural knowledge as a Korean and
information extracted from the Click Asia website at http://iwww.clickasia.co.kr/fabout/h1222_htm.
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themselves. Samuel, an English-speaking student was interpreting red bean soup as

only a type of food that Koreans eat at Dongji “That sounds yummy. I've got to try

some.” (line 10). Samuel brought a different association of the word to his mind in line

15, i.e., another type of healthy Korean soup: “Does it make people live longer like sea

kelp soup?” On the other hand, Younghee, a bilingual student, was trying to show its

meaning beyond the food-related semantic range that Samuel was covering. In line 18,

she explained how and why Korean people used red bean soup to chase any evil spirits

away on Dongji night, the longest night of the year. She interpreted red bean soup as

not only a type of food but also more importantly as a tool that was used at the

traditional Dongji ritual ceremony.

10

15

20

Conversation, Topic 2, Week 9

Younghee: do u know how to make & =? [red bean soup]

Samuel: umm.. nope, how do u? smash those red beans?

Younghee: u boil the red beans.. until they got smooth.... once they became
smooth u mash them..

Samuel: hey cool, ok

Younghee: and the water that coming out of the mashed red beans and
some of mashed red beans...

Younghee: that's the base of the soup... and then.. u make A & [little

round rice cake] with rice..

Samuel: that sounds yummy, ive g2 try some

Younghee: some people put same number of M| 2t 4! [little round rice cake]
as their age..

Samuel: hey, thats neat

Younghee: yeah~ u should..

Samuel: makes them live longer?, like mee uck guk? [Sea kelp soup]

Younghee: when we made a soup on dong ji

Samuel: yeah.

Younghee: we put one bowl of red bean soup in the little house where we
pray for the ancestors.. and the rest of it, we throw at the wall or
main entrance

Samuel: hey, that sounds like alot of fun

Samuel: koreans seem to have all the fun, in canada, we just get candy.

Younghee: candy is better isn't it?

Samuel: id rather throw food at my walls
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25 Samuel: that seems like a heck of a lot of fun
Younghee: do you know the history of the & =.. [read bean soup]
Younghee: 22 0I& 11 OI=0I 2.1 01081 J124Lt? [Do you remember the
story of Kong Kong and his son?]
Samuel: oh the story abuot the sick boy in china?
30 Younghee: 3..[Yes]
Younghee: _1 0| OtJ| C}t 2 XI? [You know the story, don’t you?]
Samuel: yeah! he was afraid of pat chook [read bean soup]

o

Younghee: S.. %0lt..[Yes, you are right.]
Younghee: 12iA 11 230] 22 UE01&8 20 22l O =&
35 3 AH40l Chat LEEFLERT 2% CH=.. O[0FD1..[So Kong Kong
sprayed the read bean soup onto the main gate of his village, and
after that the sprit of his sick boy did not show up to harm the
people in the village.]

Following this episode, the partners continued to compare the Korean Dongji with
Halloween in North America, and were able to see the different traditions from each.
One Korean student commented that Koreans are more serious about the ‘evil spirits’
around them and take a more defensive mode than Americans, who are more fun-
oriented and do not really believe in the existence of evil spirits. He further observed
that in olden days, those people who believed there were bad spirits walking around on
Halloween night to possess people’s bodies simply disguised themselves as one of the
evil spirits and made their houses look haunted, so those spirits would skip them.
Through such discussions and cultural comparisons, recent immigrant Korean students
came to understand the Halloween customs in Canadian context. The following
example illustrates a case when the partners realized that a word, “razor blade”, could
bring different connotations in different contexts.

Conversation, Topic 2, Week 9
Younghee: razor blade in the candy bar??
Esther: do you know what that's about?

Younghee: OtL].. [No]
Esther: some people found razor blades in the candybars that they got from trick
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or treating
Esther: so everyone got worried about what was inside their candy...

Younghee: razor bladeJt &2 U|?? [What is a razor blade?]

Esther: razor blade is the knife thing you use when you shave

Younghee: Of..LH2 AL S0l AFE 0 D& H EO{ILXI EHO0E? [You mean bad
peopie put them inside candies and gave them out?]

Esther: yeah bad people...

Younghee Of.... 2 ULt [/ see.]

Esther: :-)

in the final example below, an English-speaking student, Tom, expresses his
awareness that he has been able to learn L2 cultural concepts thorough peer dialogue
during online chat.
Conversation, Topic 1, Week 3
Younghee: 0| Al 40| | X| 2% 0{? [Now do you understand what the Korean

harvest moon festival is all about?]
Tom: Yes, perfectly, because you explained it thoroughly to me over instant

message program.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSIONS

This research reported on the discursive learning practices of Korean adolescent
language learners who participated in Intemet chat in tandem in an Intemnational
Languages Korean credit course in Ontario. The tandem language learning environment
(Brammerts, 1996a) consisted of Korean-English chat discussions in which speakers of
each language adapted their conversational discourse for their other-language
conversational partners. The research was framed primarily within a sociocultural
tradition in order to examine how peer-mediated interactions using communications
technology as a mediational tool contributed to the establishment of a learning
community and language learners’ construction of knowledge. It also explored the link
between the sociocultural approach and interactionist research within cognitive theory,
which in recent years has provided a rich data base on second language acquisition
tying pedagogical conditions to features of interactive leamner discourse and to learning
outcomes. Thus an interactionist analysis, which lends itself to precise explanation of
linguistic discourse processes and outcomes for learners was also employed. While the
emphasis of the study was on issues most appropriately considered through a
sociocultural framework, | also consider an interactionist analysis of the tandem chat
room discourse to be a valuable means of identifying the outstanding linguistic and
interactional features of students’ online chat discourse in a tandem learning
environment and describing language-code related processes and outcomes. By linking
such analysis with an understanding of the discursive practices and values present in

the social and cultural environment and by exploring how they interface with the lived
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experiences of individual language users, we can expand our understanding of what it
means to learn a language.

This ethnographically based longitudinal case study followed principles of action
research to identify contributions each research tradition can make to our understanding
of language leaming through interaction among leamers within a leaming community.
Data from many different sources, including online chat transcripts, students’ email
messages to the teacher, teacher-student interviews, and students’ responses to pre-
and post-course questionnaires were collected to determine whether and identify the
ways in which students from two different linguistic and cultural backgrounds might
teach and learn from each other through guided tandem chat interactions. Both
languages were further supported through task design, student grouping and ongoing
initiatives from the teacher. With each tandem partner acting as expert or novice,
managing and repairing their discourse in an ongoing effort toward mutual
understanding, their discursive interactions supported language learning and cultural
understandings by both groups. The findings also showed that the online chat
interactions contributed to the establishment of a community of learners. Data,
qualitative in nature, revealed how these students were able to learn and teach
contextually meaningful and appropriate linguistic and cuitural behaviour through
socially mediated actions, using online peer-peer collaborative dialogue, computers and
tasks as meaning-making resources within their own cross-linguistic learning community.
Specifically, the data showed the ways in which learners appropriated a variety of
language practices from one another, developed awareness of self in relation to others,

and participated in expert and novice discursive leaming practices in the construction of
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meaning. During collaborative peer-peer conversations, they adapted their language
and negotiated meaning to facilitate communication and enhance their second language
learning. Both qualitative and quantitative data on their second language leaming
outcomes, including growth of vocabulary and explicit learing of L2 cultural concepts

from thematic tasks showed important leamning outcomes for both groups.
Contributions and pedagogical implications

While this research builds on previous studies that examined tandem language
learning and other forms of online group activities (Appel, 1999; Belz, 2002; Brammerts,
1996a, 1996b; Cziko & Park, 2003; Darhower, 2002, 2003; Donaldson & Kotter, 1999;
Kotter, 2001, 2003; Little, 2001; Little et al., 1999; O'Rourke, 2002; Schwienhorst, 1997;
Thome, 2003, von der Emde, Schneider & Kotter, 2001), it was influenced most
‘particularly by studies which have drawn on a sociocultural theoretical framework (e.g.,
Belz, 2002; Darhower, 2002, 2003; O'Rourke, 2002; Salaberry, 1999; Thorne, 2003).
Several researchers in the latter tradition have pointed out that research on network-
based language learning needs to extend its focus from the primarily linguistic
characterization of networked discourse and the pedagogy of technology in the
language curriculum to examining the relevant cultural, historical, and social dimensions
of language learning with technology. Lantolf (2002) also points out that a much work
remains to be done within resegrch following a sociocultural theoretical framework, and
suggests particular research areas ghat should be examined within this approach, such
as the effectiveness of peer mediation in the learning and use of mediational tools such
as computers and tasks. The present study looks at all of these aspects and other

emergent areas of interest. It explores not only the nature of interactive discourse which
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promotes language acquisition, but also the sociocultural dimensions of Korean-English
bilingual chat and the ways in which an examination of these dimensions expands our
understanding of language leaming.

Of particular interest is how the ideas and language of one partner can become
the ideas and language of the other. Drawing on Vygotsky (1978, 1986) and Bakhtin
(1935/1981, 1953/1986), each of whom examines how social forms of meaning
influence individual development, | was able to investigate the process of meaning
construction understood both as mastery of cultufal tools and as appropriation (Wertsch,
1991). The online chat episodes described in the thesis provided the data for exploring
the relationship between discourse and knowing. By examining the partners' talk as they
interacted in online chat activities, | was able to understand how khowledge can be
created and appropriated through patrticipation in the interactions. At the same time,
Bakhtin's theory of discourse and the self guided me in considering how the self is
formed in dialogic response to a social world. From this theoretical perspective, it made
sense for me as a teacher to provide my students with access to the words of others by
explicitly establishing leaming environments which would capitalize on these principles.
Therefore, both the context of the research changed and the pedagogical approach for
the teacher were modified. The synchronous online chat environment was one
important component of this transformation. Since this research was undertaken as
action research in which as a language teacher occupying a position as an insider in the
classroom, | was able to pay close attention to the “agent in mediated activity” (Wertsch,
1991), giving importance to each leamer’s history, lived experiences, and personal

characteristics in my pedagogical decision-making.
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The study is aimed at building localized theories of particular classrooms and at
generating practical knowledge. It was one of the very first in the field situated in an
International Languages Program context, whose goals included promotion of
multiculturalism and multilingualism. In Canada, the leaming and maintenance of
heritage languages is encouraged and supported by the federal and provincial
governments as a way of supporting its multilingual society. The Canadian government
has long funded Intemational Languages schools, which taken together include the
teaching of over 100 languages. The stated purpose of intemational languages
education in Ontario is to promote the values of one's inherited language and culture, to
promote communication among parents and children as well as between the family and
the community, and to prepare bilingual people to deal with a multi-cultural society.
Language and culture inherited from parents are seen as part of children's personal
values and unique characteristics, and people who understand their heritage languages,
in addition to English (and/or French), are considered to be an asset to Canada.

For students who attend an International Languages Program, access to speakers
from many different linguistic and cultural backgrounds is already naturally available.
However, unless intemational languages educators and program facilitators recognize
the value of peer teaching and learning from each other’s expertise through interactions,
allow linguistically and culturally diverse classrooms, and provide curricula that build on
the strengths of this diversity, these invaluable resources cannot be utilized.

While the pedagogical strategies related to tandem language leaming are not yet
widely known in North America, the findings of this study provide several kinds of

localized and practical knowledge to language educators who are interested in this
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teaching and learning pedagogy. For example, one of the difficulties in creating an
effective tandem leaming environment has been matching tandem partners. The
Intemational Tandem Network provides a centralized service to find eTandem partners
from all over the world; however, for certain languages the demand for eTandem
partners is consistently higher than the supply. This means that in such cases leamers
may have to wait weeks or even months. They note that in rare cases involving less-
commonly spoken languages, it may not be possible to find an eTandem partner.

Unique tandem partnerships, as in this study, are novel and effective ways to
engage tandem language partnership. They already have direct contact among
themselves within their ethnic communities, community churches and language schools,
and in some cases informal tandem partnerships are naturally being initiated among
them in non-classroom settings. As the findings of this study suggest, it is no longera
proper solution to separate students such as these who attend Intemational Languages
Programs according to their linguistic backgrounds and teach them in separate classes.
Their linguistic and cultural diversity is an asset for leaming language and development
of cultural awareness, not a hindrance. For example, as the International Languages
school population becomes ever more linguistically and culturally diverse, teachers
need to pay special attention to students’ complex social learning, their emotional
challenges, and the power relationships they face between the 1% generation and 2™
generation students.

In contrast to studies which have involved tandem partners in distant locales
(Appel, 1999; Belz, 2002; Brammerts, 1996a, 1996b; Darhower, 2003; Donaldson &

Kétter, 1999; Kotter, 2003; O'Rourke, 2002), in this study, both tandem partners
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coexisted in the same community and in the same class within an International
Languages Program. With this advantage of being closely connected, they were able to
build strong partnerships based on ownership of their tandem responsibilities and on
sustainable social relationships, which in many cases have lasted beyond the
completion of the school work. While combining their online tandem learning activities
with face-to-face classroom activities, they were also able to overcome uncertainty,
clarify ambiguity, and solve outstanding problems that arose during their chat
discussions.

As a result of my theoretical and language teaching background and prolonged
engagement with my students, | became aware that modification of certain accepted
structures of tandem learning may be needed, depending on the situated learning
context and learner characteristics. Being present over time to monitor activities and
give feedback, | was able to pair the students in such a way as to increase the
advantage of tandem language learning online. In some cases, this meant that | had to
depart from some of the generally accepted standard rules of grouping in tandem
partnerships. For example instead of always adhering to the recommended 1+1 pairing,
| sometimes formed groups with 1+2 (1+1+1) students. A bilingual student as the third
group member resulted in generatively dynamic conversations beyond what could have
been reasonably expected from pairs with widely divergent L2 proficiency levels.

The data from this study indicate that correcting the partner's written output
through reformulation tasks leads to increased awareness of students’ L1 structures, as
evidenced in some previous studies (e.g., Appel, 1997). However, teachers should not

structure balanced L1 and L2 use by forcing students to produce their L2 from the
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beginning stages of tandem chat. It is not suitable to ask them to fix each other’s chat
errors, which is very time consuming and complicated, in this active, rapid real time
online chat environment. Instead, | found that teachers need to first promote meaning-
focused interactions and real-time communication in online tandem chat, with each
partner using his or her L1. Then, as a follow up activity, students can be encouraged
(as they are ready) to perform form-focused linguistic activities to increase their
language awareness, such as preparing oral or written presentations in the L2 with the
help of their partners, correcting each other’s errors, or reformulating each other’s
essays then discussing the reformulations with them face-to-face in the classroom
setting.

During the pilot study, when | gave students the liberty to use either their L1 or L2,
the conversation always ended up only in English, which was the stronger L.2 and thus
the optimal language for communication between partners. The English-speaking
students tended to slip into English because of their low proficiency in Korean.
Therefore, in the actual study, my students and | decided that all students should
primarily use their L1 for chat in order to take full advantage of having an L1 language
model for chat conversations. They were, however, encouraged to use their L2 in the
classroom activities. This way they had an opportunity to speak and write in their L2 if
they desired. They could ask for specific help and correct each other in their
assignments involving writing, translation, and oral presentations, while providing an
equal amount of L1 exposure to each other. | also found that productive language use is
not something that the teacher should try to completely control. | could not force them to

produce their L2 unless they were and felt ready to do so. It also took a great deal of
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time and effort for the English-speaking students to learn how to type in Korean, which
was something other than development of their language abilities, but an important tool
to support it. Because the tandem activities extended to the classroom they could
nonetheless produce their L2 in classroom talk and writing by hand with the help of their
partners.

This pedagogical application of information and communications technology was
successfully used to reveal invisible aspects of |2 culture, empowering students to
construct their own approach to cross-cultural understanding. The cross cultural
curriculum in this study placed value on the role of diversity in culturally diverse
language classroom and sought to bring awareness of culture to the forefront of the
language class. Given an understanding of the notion that culture and language are not
separable, it was necessary to redefine what it means to ‘teach’ and ‘learn’ language,
which is embedded within culture. One of the important goals of teaching and learning
in this context was to reveal less visible, abstract, hidden dimensions of culture,
including cuitural attitudes, concepts, beliefs and perceptions.

When analysing the chat transcripts for evidence of social learning, culturally
appropriate language use and development of cultural awareness, | tried to answer
questions like ‘what does it mean to be a member of a language learning community?’
or ‘what does it mean to have peer learning within a learning community which is
supported by technology, particularly ICT?’ While doing so, | noticed that important
understandings and findings were emerging from the data. | had to be more sensitive to
issues like the ‘invisible wall’ between 2™ generation students and 1% generation

students, which was caused by cultural misunderstanding. Sometimes English-speaking
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students who did not want these new types of challenges wanted their own sheltered
class back. They expressed their reluctance to make an extra effort to become part of
the Korean-speaking community. To separate these two groups and teach them
separately might be a ‘safe’ or easier way to deal with the issues, but it is a superficial
and temporary solution, and definitely not an ultimate solution that addresses the
deeper goals of the International Languages Program nor the needs of a multicultural
society. We as language educators should not ignore challenges that are emerging in
the culturally and linguistically diverse classes we face. We have to acknowledge that
these classes can be places for social experimentation that aims to help students to
become socially capable and culturally competent persons with effective interpersonal
communication skills, who are prepared to function in a multicultural and multilingual
society.

Learning outcomes

The data from the study show that the students participated not only in the social
experiment of developing their cultural awareness, but they also met all the standard
objectives of language teachers (i.e., vocabulary is leamed, sentence structures are
acquired, communication is increased). In order to explore the extent to which the
computer-mediated communication (CMC) activities contributed to the L2 vocabulary
learning and cultural knowledge by each L1 group, | administered pre and post-chat
vocabulary tests for each topic and compared the scores as an indication of their
dévelopment of vocabulary knowledge. Students’ essays, published at the end of each
task in a book of bilingual cultural reports, provided a documentary of their writing

progress over the year. Their scores on self-evaluations of L2 proficiency at the
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beginning and end of the year indicated how their own perceptions of their L 2
proficiency developed over time. Based on the outcomes of this evaluation, the teachers
in the International Languages Program will be able to determine to what extent and in
what ways this innovation is successful in meeting the Program'’s goal, which is to
promote learning of communication skills in the L2 and broaden students’ knowledge
and understanding of the L2 -and their own- culture. After they evaluate the innovation,
they may choosé to apply this teaching innovation to their teaching practice of other
languages and cultures.

| also see that the ways in which these learning goals are accomplished differ from
traditional classroom practice. The learmers themselves are not unaware of the
generative nature of the learning environment and demonstrate their comfort with
notions of autonomy and reciprocity, as the following quotation from a chat discussion
with the teacher illustrates:

...chat is one creative interactive way that i think i benefited most from . . . and itis
more casual then interacting with a teacher... no offense. (Online interview, June 2003)

This study provides evidence of ways in which information and communication
technologies, when thoughtfully integrated into given instruc.tional contexts, can serve a
critical role in promoting many aspects of leaming. The outcomes of this study,
considered within a sociocultural theoretical framework, inform our understanding of
how CMC interventions can be designed and implemented for particular contexts and
goals. In this case, familiar chat practices and available computer resources were
redirected towards purposeful activities within an instructional program. Over time,

through guided collaborative activities online, facilitated by the teacher, members of the
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two groups built relationships with one another and increasingly drew upon one
another's expertise in developing their knowledge of the other language and the cultural
ways of their partners. Considered from an interactionist perspective, the outcomes of
this study also help clarify how the broader social and cultural conditions for language
learing may interface with the immediate linguistic and discourse characteristics of
learners’ exchanges with speakers of the language they are leaming and potentially
with more specific leaming outcomes. Evidence of interactionist moves such as recast,
elicitation or repetition of structures and responses by learners in these naturalistic
exchanges have important implications for language instruction, providing useful
guidance for teachers, curricular and materials design and for the use of mediational
tools in contexts where conditions such as fluent and culturally knowledgeable

interlocutors are lacking or where specific language learning objectives are the goal.
Recommendations for future research

Warschauer and Meskill (2000) point out that much research in the early stages of
computer assisted language learning involved comparative studies based on the use or
non- use of computers, in order to determine if given types of applications of technology
truly worked in language teaching. When these comparative studies were conducted,
the computer was considered to be a teaching method which could be evaluated. They
ignored the fact that the computer is only a machine, namely, just another teaching tool.
This early form of research, heavily relying on quantitative methodology, was product
oriented and mainly focused on comparing the language performance of students with
or without computer use. Now that CMC technology is considered as a mediational tool

to connect language learners and promote their interactions with one another via
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computers (not with computers), future research in this field must go beyond just looking
at the outcomes of a certain pedagogical application of technology. In the present study
it was, in fact, the combination of the whole set-up, including the teacher’s initiatives, the
learners’ unique characteristics and the social and cultural environment that made the
curricular innovation successful, not just the ‘magical power’ of technology.

More research needs to be done using a holistic research approach that goes
beyond inventories of linguistic features. We need to account for how information and
communications technology can be successfully implemented to promote social and
linguistic interaction among language learners to enhance their learning of the target
language. At the same time, we need to design studies which can link the social and
cultural conditions for successful language learning with the needed linguistic conditions,
and all of these with more specific leaming outcomes. The analysis of collaborative
discourse using both sociocultural and cognitively based interactionist understandings
and methods offers a path for exploring this critical interface and making progress
towards an integrated, comprehensive theoretical basis for interpreting past research
and for future studies of second language learning in both natural and instructed
contexts.

More specifically, we need to further study the possibilities of the ‘tandem’ mode
of bilingual online NS-NS conversation, using ‘chat room’ technology, which has
particular potential in contexts of minority learners who wish to learn an L2 as well as to
maintain their mother tongue and develop cultural knowledge and who can linked with
counterparts from the other L2 group. The role of the teacher and of different elements

of curriculum design, including the issue of how online chat and classroom instruction
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can support one another, also deserve further investigation. The principles of tandem
language learning will need to be defined more flexibly as technology develops, as
shown by changes from simply using emails to many different types of synchronous
media. Online voice chat and online audio chat combined with video features make it
possible for technology supported tandem language leaning to be expanded to the area
of listening and speaking. Research on these and related issues can provide a basis for
creating successful and effective ICT applications for diverse groups of language

leamers, including those in International Languages Programs.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Student participant consent form

Researcher: Name: Yang-Gyun Chung
Department/School: Graduate Studies/ University of Ottawa
Faculty: Education

Addres ON, K2S 175, Canada
Phone: o
Email: \ =G, COM

Preferred language of correspondence: English

Research supervisor : Name: Dr. Marjorie Wesche
Department/School: Graduate Studies/ University of Ottawa
Faculty: Education
(Home department, Second Language Institute, Facuity of Arts)
Phone: (613) 562-5800 Ext. 3467
Fax: (University, SLI) 562-5126
Email: mwesche@uottawa.ca

Title of the research project:
Bilingual chat rooms as a context for learning language and culture among newly-arrived
Korean adolescents and their second-generation Korean-Canadian peers

1 ( ), agree to participate in the research conducted by Yang-Gyun Chung
for her doctorate thesis from the Department of Graduate Studies, the Faculty of Education at
the University of Ottawa. The project is under the supervision of Dr. Marjorie Wesche. Its main
purpose is to explore the use of bilingual, network-based homework assignments with
adolescent learners as a vehicle for peer-mediated second language (L.2) and culture leaming.
It will document and describe the nature of the interactions that occur in small-group "chat room"
discussions of course assignments among students in a Korean language and culture class who
are native speakers of English or Korean, each using his or her native language (L1). The areas
to be explored include a) the characteristics of the English and Korean language used online in
terms of the input and interactions it provides for second language acquisition; b) evidence of
developing social relations between speakers of the two languages that may support ongoing
opportunities for language learning in Korean and English; and c) both assignment-related and
implicit cultural content which may help students to develop their knowledge of the other culture.
A second purpose of the study is to describe leamers' reactions over time to their experiences
with respect to peer-mediated leaming and the use of network-based language teaching in
learning language and gaining understanding of the other culture.

What will you be asked to do?

My participation will consist essentially of

e downloading free Korean text encoding software from the Intemet on their home computer.
(Most already have this. It is also highly encouraged for the course itself.),
providing transcripts of small-group online “chat" homework discussions to the teacher,

¢ filling out extra items on the regular questionnaires used by the teacher to gather general
student information.
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e allowing the teacher to anonymously use their data from focus group discussions to be held
as class activities after the first task and at the end of the course.

The homework is part of regular course assignments. A minimum of 12 transcripts will be

requested. (Students are free not to submit any transcript or part of transcript.). The 12

transcripts correspond to 12 required group homework sessions. Homework discussions will

require approximately one hour each.

My rights:

| understand that the contents will be used only for the research purposes and only the
researcher will be allowed to see the original data. | have received assurance from the
researcher that the information | will share will remain strictly confidential. To assure anonymity
in this research, the researcher will not release my name and personal information under any
circumstances. The researcher will use pseudonyms on all written documents, in discussions
with her supervisor with regard to this research, as well as in her writing of the thesis.

| have been told that transcripts of online chat room discussions and other data collected will be
kept in a secure place in the researcher's home and in secure computer word-processing files.
The data will be conserved for 5 years after her thesis defense.

There is no risk involved in this study. However, | am free to withdraw from the project at any
time, and refuse to participate and refuse to answer questions. | am aware of that participation
in the research is fully voluntary, and non-participation will have no bearing on my course mark
or opportunities to participate fully in the course.

The contribution and potential benefits of the study:

My participation will contribute to language teachers’ and learners' understandings of the use of
computers, especially chat room discussions, and language leaming. Summary report of the
research will be sent to all participants after the study is completed. The potential benefits of the
study will be | will get to know the target language speakers as conversation partners, learn
about how language can be learmned through chat room discussions, and eventually develop my
own target language and cuitural knowledge.

Any information about my rights as a research participant may be addressed to Catherine
Lesage, Protocol Officer for Ethics in Research, 30 Stewart Street, Room 301, (613) 562-5387
or clesage@uottawa.ca .

There are two copies of the Consent Form, one of which | may keep.

If 1 have any questions about the conduct of the research project, | may contact the researcher
or her supervisor. (Their phone numbers and addresses are provided on top of this form.)

Agreement to participate:
| understand the above conditions and agree to participate for the research.

Researcher's signature: Date:

Research Subject's signature: Date:
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Appendix B: Student participant consent form for parent

Researcher: Name: Yang-Gyun Chung
Department/School: Graduate Studies/ University of Ottawa
Faculty: Education
Address: N, K2S 1Z5, Canada
Phone: ((
Email: yc L
Preferred language of correspondence: English

Title of the research project: Bilingual chat rooms as a context for leamning language and
culture: qualitative examination of computer-mediated communication among newly-arrived
Korean adolescents and their second-generation Korean-Canadian peers

| am the Korean Language Program teacher in International Languages Program. | am
conducting my thesis research and | intend to invite your child as the subject for my research
project.

This research will be conducted in the class time of the course as well as out of class time from
September 2002 to June 2003. It will not interfere with their schoolwork. Your child is free to
withdraw from this research whenever he/she feels burdened of interrupted with his/her
schoolwork. If you agree with your child’s participation in this research, please sign the following
consent form.

Thank you for your consideration.

Research Conductor
Yang-Gyun Chung

Agreement of my child to serve as a subject in research

| agree my child to participate for the research, “Bilingual chat
rooms as a context for learning language and culture: qualitative examination of computer-
mediated communication among newly-arrived Korean adolescents and their second-generation
Korean-Canadian peers” conducted by Ms. Yang-Gyun Chung and consent that she has the
right to use data which my child perform in her research.

Parent/ or guardian’s signature
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Appendix C: Topics for Internet chat in tandem tasks

Topic 1: Korean Moon Festival (Chu Suk) and Canadian Thanksgiving

Topic 2: The winter solstice celebration (Dong Ji) in Korea and Halloween in North
America

Topic 3: Korean and Canadian superstitions

Topic 4: Religions in Korea and Canada

Topic 5: Korean and Canadian perceptions of interracial marriage

Topic 6: Teen culture in Korea and Canada

Additional topics suggested by the students
e Traditional food in Korea and Canada
¢ Education in Korea and Canada
¢ Interesting places to visit in Korea and Canada
o Looking at how 2™ generation Korean-Canadians have adjusted to Canada
 The invisible wall between 1% and 2™ generation immigrants
¢ Reasons to recommend Korean language school to my future children

e Reasons not to recommend Korean language school to my future children
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Appendix D: Chat activities cycle

Class session 1

Teacher explains task, distributes bilingual
outline, and assigns Korean and Canadian
cuttural topics.

Korean- and English-speaking students list
30 L1 words related to C1 topic.

Students meet in L1 groups to finalize
Korean and Engilsih lists.

Teacher copies word lists for students (in
L2).

Vocabulary test: Students define L2 words
(in L1) and try to use them in sentences
showing topic knowledge.

Korean and English pairs/ small groups are
chosen by lottery for task.

In small groups, students evaluate L2
partners’ vocabulary answers with
teacher’s help; teacher records results.
Students receive their own marked word
lists for chat homework.

Small groups are assigned one-hour chat
session for week.

Chat session 1

Small groups meet online to work
together on correcting and
completing their respective word
lists by ask partners about word
meanings (preparation for Week 4
vocabulary test).

Following the chat, each student
prints the small group transcript for
class. One student sends the
transcript to the teacher.

Teacher analyses transcripts’
language/cultural content and
prepares exercises for class 2
(cloze, grammar, reading texts,
translations, related to topic and
words).

Class session 2

Small groups meet to review transcript and
share concems. One S takes notes in a
provided notebook.

Teacher works with small groups and
class, giving cotrective corrective feedback
on language errors from transcripts and
clarifying concepts.

Students work on teacher’s transcript-
based exercises (L2 practice & cultural
information).

Teacher distributes Korean and English
questions for Chat session 2: a) in 1.2
students are to find specific information
about topic (e.g., its orgin, why people
celebrate it, what people do). b) in L1
students are to do online and offline
research on their L1 topic to share with

Chat session 2 (at least one chat
discussion)

Small groups meet online to work
together on assigned questions.
After the chat discussion, each
student prints a transcript of it for
class session 3, and one student
forwards the transcript to the
teacher.

Teacher analyses the cuiltural and
language content of the transcripts.
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Class session 2 (continued)

their partners in chat session 2, and to
make a portfolio of L1 and L2 information
on it (e.g., tapes, pictures, artifacts,
articles). The portfolios are also for use in
class and for oral and written assignments.

Class session 3

Students, in small groups, prepare brief 1 2
oral presentations on their research and
write draft L2 essays on an assigned topic
for class 4, helping each other with
formulations and fanguage.

Students share their portfolios with the
class (generally in L1) in a ‘hands-on’
cultural fair (e.g., looking at over the
pictures, articles and artifacts from the
portfolios, watching short Korean and
English films related on the Korean and
English topics).

Homework session 3 (optional chat:
chat room activity is voluntary but
encouraged)

e Students, individually and with
partners, prepare for their group
oral presentation and final
(individual) essay writing. They
were encouraged to work on a draft
copy of the written essays in their
L1 for class session 4.

¢ Students audio-record their practice
oral presentations and bring the
tape to the next class.

Class session 4

Students take the post-chat activity
vocabulary test.

Small groups perform their oral
presentations, with all students
participating in L2 (encouraged) or L1.
Each student writes a brief final essay
based on the draft version prepared during
the chat sessions in the L1, and then if
they wish in the L2. Both partners
reformulate each other’s L2 essays,
compare that with their original writing, and
discuss about the changes that they make.




Appendix E: Pre-course questionnaire for English-speaking students

Pre-Questionnaire: Bilingual Chat in Korean School, 2002-2003

Part I: Participant Information
Name (First and Last):

Date of Birth:

E-mail Address:

Status in Canada:

1)__Canadian citizen 2)_Landed immigrant 3) ___Visa student 4) _ Other

How long have you been in Canada? (When did you come to Canada?)
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Which language do you feel more comfortable to use for reading, writing, speaking

and listening?
1) Korean 2) ____ English

Who do you live with at home?
1) Parents and siblings 2) ___ Siblings 3)
4) __ Other students

Which language(s) do you use in your residence?
1) Korean 2) English 3) Other

Part II: Computer uses in general
Do you have your own computer?

Do you have an access to Internet?

Do you have both English and Korean access to your computer?
If not, which language do you use in your computer?

Do you want to have both languages available in your computer?

Why or why not?

Homestay family
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Part III: Chat
Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
5 = Strongly Agree, 4 = Agree, 3 = Neutral, 2 = Disagree, 1 = Strongly Disagree

I am comfortable with typing in Korean?
5 4 3 2 1

Using chat or email is easier and more comfortable than face-to-face or phone
conversation to consult something with my friends in Korean.

5 4 3 2 1

Why?

Using chat or email is easier and more comfortable than face-to-face or phone
conversation to consult with my teacher in Korean.

5 4 3 2 1

Why?

I like to chat with my friend in Korean.
5 4 3 2 1

I like to chat with my friend in English.
5 4 3 2 1

How many hours each day to you chat after school?

With How many hours? in what language
What do you use to chat?
1)___ICQ (No. )2)__MSN 3) Others

What do you chat about with your friends? What topic?

What topics are interesting to you for chat assignments?
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What are your parents’ reactions to chatting with your friends in your first
language?

1) ___They are ok as long as I chat for homework related.
2)___They do not like if I chat with friends no matter what. Sometimes I am not
allowed to chat.

3)____They do not care.

4)___They like it.
5)___ Others

Part IV: Learning from your partner

I want the teacher to assign the partner.

5 4 3 2 1

I want to choose my own partner.

5 4 3 2 1

Who do you want to work with as a partner (Check as many as you want)?

1)__ older than me 2) younger than me 3) sameage 4) ____same
gender 5) ___ different gender 6) fluent in Korean 7) fluent in English
8) fluent in both Korean and English 9) others

I trust my Korean partner's Korean teaching ability or knowledge?

5 4 3 2 1

I am glad I can teach my partner my own language and culture and also can learn
their language and culture.

5 4 3 2 1

Which language do you want to speak in pair work in the classroom?
1) __ Korean

2) _____ English

3) __ Both

What to you think you can learn from your partner in the classroom?
1) How to read in Korean 2) How to write in Korean
3)____How to speak in Korean 4) Vocabulary

5)__ Grammar 6) Pronunciation

7) ___ Korean Culture 8)____ Other
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What to you think you can learn from your partner in the chat room?

1) How to read in Korean 2) How to write in Korean
3) How to speak in Korean 4) Vocabulary
5) Grammar 6) Pronunciation

7) ___ Korean Culture 8) Other

Which class format do you prefer?

1) Teacher gives us a lecture.

2) Partners teach their language and cultural experiences in the pair work or
group work.

3)____ Independent work with work sheet.

4)___ All of above mixed

5) Other suggested methods:

Part V: Heritage school information
Why do you come to Korean school? (Mark numbers.)

1) to learn Korean.

2) _____tolearn English.

3) ____toget acredit

4) ___ tointeract with other Korean friends

5) _____ tointeract with other English friends

6) _____because my parents want or force me to go
7) ____ other

What do you expect most from Korean school?

Thank you for your co-operation.
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Appendix F: Post-course questionnaire for English-speaking students

Post-Questionnaire: Bilingual Chat in Korean School, 2002-03
Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
5 = Strongly Agree, 4 = Agree, 3 = Neutral, 2 = Disagree, 1 = Strongly Disagree

Have you ever wished the teacher would be there in the chat room with you, so you
can resolve some problems or clarify things with her?
5 4 3 2 1

I wanted to type in my second language during chat, so I switched over to type in
Korean.
5 4 3 2 1

When did you switch to type in Korean to chat?

I never typed in Korean. I always typed in English.
5 4 3 2 1

I do not know how to type in Korean.
5 4 3 2 1

I did not know how to type in Korean before, but now I know because I learnt how
to type in Korean throughout the course.
5 4 3 2 1

Do you chat except for Korean language school assignments?
1) _Yes 2)__No
If yes, in what language? With whom? How often a week? How long for a day?

What are your parent’s reactions to chatting with your Korean partner(s) for
Korean language school assignments to learn Korean language and culture?
1)___They like it, because I chat for homework and I learn Korean from my
partner(s).

2)__They do not like it, because it is still chat. They do not believe I will be able
to learn something from my partner doing chat.
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3) ____They do not care. They do not know what I am doing in Korean school.

4)  Others

What is your reaction to chatting with your Korean partner(s) for Korean language
school assignments to learn Korean language and culture?

1)___ T like it, because

2)___ T do not like it, because

3)__ Other
Before starting Korean school, I had chatted online: often sometimes never

Before starting Korean school, I had chatted online with someone who speaks
Korean: often sometimes never

I currently do chat: often sometimes never

I provided information to my chat partner(s) in English.

5 4 3 2 1

I provided information to my chat partner(s) in Korean.

5 4 3 2 1

I obtained information from my chat partner(s) in English.

5 4 3 2 1

I obtained information from my chat partner(s) in Korean.

5 4 3 2 1

I exchanged opinions with my chat partner(s) in English.

5 4 3 2 1

I exchanged opinions with my chat partner(s) in Korean.

5 4 3 2 1

I was able to understand and interpret what my partner(s) said on topics in Korean.
5 4 3 2 1

I learned about Korean culture from my chat partner(s) from chatting.

5 4 3 2 1

I understand the relationship between some aspect of Korean culture and Canadian
culture from chatting with my partner(s).

5 4 3 2 1



I came to understand something about the concept of culture by comparing the
culture of the partner(s) with my own.

5 4 3 2 1

Chatting with partner(s) enabled me to use Korean for personal enjoyment and
enrichment.

5 4 3 2 1

The majority of the discussions were superficial.

5 4 3 2 1

I believe that the chat has improved my ability to write in Korean.

5 4 3 2 1

I believe that the chat has improved my ability to read in Korean.

5 4 3 2 1

I believe that the chat has improved my ability to speak in Korean.

5 4 3 2 1

Because of the chat, I feel more confident communicating in Korean.

5 4 3 2 1

I picked up words and structures used by my partner(s) and began to use them
myself. |

5 4 3 2 1

I have learned new grammatical structures in the chat.

5 4 3 2 1

I have learned new vocabulary in the chat.

5 4 3 2 1

Chatting with partner(s) enabled me to use Korean both within and beyond the
school setting.

5 4 3 2 1

Having assigned topics helped to guide the chat sessions.

5 4 3 2 1

The instructor should not assign chat topics.

5 4 3 2 1

I like having my partner(s) directly correct my language errors.

5 4 3 2 1

I noticed my mistakes when I saw my partner(s) model the structures or words
correctly.

5 4 3 2 1

I noticed many of my partner(s) Korean included many spelling mistakes.

242
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5 4 3 2 1

I noticed my Korean partner(s) used too much slang and Internet jargons.
5 4 3 2 1
For example?

The chat sessions were more interesting when we talked other than the assigned
topic.

5 4 3 2 1

I believe that we should stay on the assigned topic, and not to talk about anything
else.

5 4 3 2 1

As a result of this experience, I plan to chat with Korean speakers in the future.
5 4 3 2 1

I would not like to chat in Korean again in the future.

5 4 3 2 1

The chat was a valuable part of my experience in this course.

5 4 3 2 1

Chatting is the only activity that I do in Korean in terms of reading and writing.
5 4 3 2 1

If we can have an access to a computer lab, so if we can do chat sessions during
the class hours, not after class hours as an assignment, it will be much easier for
us.

5 4 3 2 1

Because,

Open-ended Questions:
Please answer the following questions as completely as possible.

1. What did you like the most about the chat?

2. What did you like the least?
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3. What aspects of the chat were most helpful in your learning of your second
language?

4. What specific vocabulary words did you learn in the chat?

5. What did you think about the time that your group spent chatting about

something that had no relevance to the assigned topic?

6. What other comments do you have about the chat experience?

7. What are your suggestions to the teacher to improve Korean school classes?

8. What are your suggestions to the students to improve Korean school classes?

Thank you for your co-operation. Have a great summer!



Appendix G: Pre-course questionnaire for Korean-speaking students
Pre-Questionnaire: Bilingual Chat in Korean School, 2002-2003

Part I: Participant Information

018 (First and Last):

MEg el

E-mail Address:

Status in Canada:

1)__Canadian citizen 2)___| anded immigrant 3) __ Visa student 4) ___ Other

HUHCHO 20tS e AASUIM? GHLICHON SR SSUUM? )

21 ML) A5t E=U 22N HO 5 0. Z0| O BHELDPR
1) Korean 2) ____English

S EW AU
) ¥REX2)___#H3I)___ BAB0 IE4)__[IE &2 st
© 5)__ LTI BHOIE 6) ___ Other

oA F2 8223 Ol = 0l X2 ¢ 0| SUP
1) Korean 2) English 3) Other

Part II: Computer uses in general

A=

"

Of 2AEEHIUSUM?
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J&X &08% 1 0lre?

Part III: Chat
Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
5=0tx &d,4=&4d,3=0H &0, 2= B, 1= OF= BHH

0|2 Etglol= 22 Uil o8 A &0

5 4 3 2 1

S22 HYdls X2 U o8 X &0

5 4 3 2 1

HOZ A2 A0 2o 2l=olioF 2 M 2F SHLIH 2atAHL H3t2 otl= ARD
MEOILL ol = 6t= 2101 O 0 o NN

5 4 3 2 1

A 0lRE?

o2 _ dldn SAO0f 2ol 2f=oli0F 2 M G GHUA ot HUL HatE ol
A20 MEOoIL Ol = ot= A0l O &0 B6H “HELCH

5 4 3 2
1 0lsE?

[ry

5 4 3
stw OHX S0l oL20 28 & A2 SOt JESLNP
FE 512 Z AlI2H SI=2 OHL8 Fol2

MEE O 2ARE MEEUIR

1)___IcQ (No. )2)__MSN 3)___ Others
M T2 200 BAHA SUN? T FHE SLAUN
525tm HEOA HOIROZ 510 M2 FHE HEN ASUI

SLEHMAE st= JARSH S22 0F JHE = 240l 2ol 62N M2totd U2
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)___=HU stuil 2aE A0IH AFCH Mot

2)  ME2 X2 &0 ol o2 W WHE SXNA 61 = stk
3B MAMT] GNL

4)____E0totaltt.

5)__ L& Bts:

Part IV: Learning from your partner
HYUENA IMEHE Eaoll FAID| Higth.

5 4 3 2 1
UOtU MEHE 38 5= AT SAULL
5 4 3 2 1

O MEUHA SN XHE =HE ol ASLIN?

1)___ UE0 LoD B Al ) L}EE} 01?4 A3 S22 4) gi=
sA0lcl Ok oiXniel 22 4 5) ___

6)__  sins O EBol=AMET7)_____ 01 O Zol= Alg 8) st
o O Z28t= A2 9)______ 0Ol 20012

B2 2= 2K A TS0l LI FOIS II2E £ U= 52D NA0| YD

5 4 3 2 1 '

Wt IIEHZSH Ho{ MU 23S 2 4 UL T W 21 &= 2318
IIEH £ += UACH=0 CHaH D188 A 218t

5 4 3 2 1

et2stu A2 S0 TIEHU OECE 2R&8 [ 52 0z LS} st=222
aratu e

1) "~_Korean

2) ____ English

3) ____ Both

0

st=2sty =N S0l MEHU OELZFH SRS S = JACHD H2EUN?
1) Sz ei=82) oz M=H

3)__ Z0olZ Zot=H 4)____ H0l S0l

5)__ S0l 2¥6)____ HO ¥S

7)____ JHutie) 23t S5 8) Ol 210 CHE 2101 ACHSH?

MEHZ HE olB A 2AS B2 &= AT B2&UN?
1) oz =" 2)_ oz MEsH
3)___dolz 2ot= & 4)___ A0 &0l

5)___ S0 2¥e6)_____ A0 ¥S
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7)___ WUt 23 & 8) Ol 2i0il ChHE 2101 ACHEH?

st=25tn +=ALA0l HEN 0IFO RS FASUIN?
MENA LXHO 2 st A2 E ol= WA
2___ IIEHU 1822 A2 e 20l 2AE JIZNH =1 FJ8S UsE
A (02 =S0ILI0H B S &+ ULCE)
3 _FSHEZASINL EX S50 AL = WAl
4 A AAS ZSH U HONA

5) g dAalE HieretCid?

SRS DN Q= IHE 2 SRS SAUZ N0l BHR.
1) s2g oD

2) ___ R0/2 9D AN ¢oHD

3)__ S I % YA
4____3yvswoyn

5) CE 8t= A= 022 == AO0A
6)____ UE 0l =S 0= == UOA
7) £24d0] JtoF =0 stulat

8) OE Olse=2

rot
ul
s

tu (B2 d4E)Z5H JHE Hiek= 201 ACHSH?

1>
i
52
£Q

SULCH 2PALELICEH
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Appendix H: Post-course questionnaire for Korean-speaking students

Post-Questionnaire: Bilingual Chat in Korean School, 2002-03
Indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.
5= oF 24, 4= 24, 3= 14 23k, 2= Wi, 1= o} v

HEY S AGstE ¢ B € Aol JTAY AT A o] Y& Witk A=
AF A Yo FAG B |
5 4 3 2 1

ARG $F Gol 2 Baha YoiA G2 5] Az
5 4 3 2 1

AARE Fo) 2 B DAL

THE o2 B9 @ Aol flot. T d27 AA HEU S AL A o
5 4 3 2 1

o2 el & 2Ean.
5 4 3 2 1
AR BRI & St dE ot A Bol vifA & 3HAl HAT
5 4 3 2 1

FSA QY SAE AHMA o= L& F7?
1) _Yes 2)__No

T F7F Arht A5 Joi 2 ohW R 5ol B A AE YU

FEEAME 9ol ATSERE Fold AUt E3H9 THS Mt ST SAE
A8 AGsl=Al @3 o9 A AzsA Y72

1) __ =AY stald #dH3 GolE wie 4 Jod WFoha Azl
2)___AY2 T2 do] sHth AY S stHA StEHRREH 7

23 e

3)___HEE AA2A o W7t 2 ad A 7oL dte A 22Xt
4)___oe kg
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AL G0 ATEFE Foi¢} At Boet 52 w9 24T SAE A3
AYsH=R) B o9 AP

1)___Folgr}. dArisidd

2)__&Aol@. Avstd

3)___ Other

#28E 7] Aol AL 1)___AF Atk 2)___7HE4 4. 3)__ A8 8
akgket.

F2eE 7] Aol 9ol g Dot FASH AP L )___AF A 2) s}
Pk 3) A3 A gk

ALES D_AF . 2)___7ha 3ok 3) 32 tul A9l A A

0 SHEUZ AEol gom o2 =R FU.

0 SHEYL ARl Yow FFo 7 st= A FUT.
5 4 3
W HEYZRE ol JRE B}

5 4 3 2 1

W HEYERY @22 Aus ve

5 4 3 2 1

W et oz A2 AL i

5 4 3 2 1

B HEUYG IR AR AL R

5 4 3 2 1

oj2) Al Tt gol MAXS ol a|ata W5t
5 4 3 2 1

N
(WY
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AP & A HEURZTE Fold L85 Wle T AU

5 4 3 2 1

AL e SUA B3 25} et £5E v 1 BAE ols g - A

5 4 3 2 1

AY ¢ B @3 2o AU ERE vwsE 239 AdL ol 5 Ao
5 4 3 2 1

FEUS AYL Fo2H I8 F O A8 Z718A AT 5 A HATh,
5 4 3 2 1

5o st Aol QA Soi7kd Raich,

5 4 3 2 1

AP S Fo2H Fof dAo] 2 FHo] Y HA-
5 P 3 2 1

AL & FozM Jo= g vl F& HJh

5 4 3 2 1

AR S Tz Fo= Fat= T FF AU
5 4 3 2 1

AP Yol o2 AataT sl A7) A
5 4 3 2 1

Ul St EV7E ARR S o] Dol 38 B A U7t AHE 5 QA HA.
5 4 3 2 1

A" & A Az SFD Fo BEAAE ¢A HA

5 4 3 2 1

AP S shHA Ao E5tE Fo] Bl & wjA HAUA

N

5 4 3 2 1

FAZEFol A= Aol APt 8ol 9.

5 4 3 2 1

Aol AY FAE vE] Al 52 & Aol vt st

5 4 3 2 1

U gojoll Z2xo] & W W) BEYIL A AHAHoR uX F4 vt}

5 4 3 2 1

W tEW 9] o] @olst £F & A& o2 U gojd Ao e A& wAT

F7h 192t
5 4 3 2 1

g shEU 9] Gojo] BY AR} Bl AT

5 4 3 2 1

0 HEU7E &3 ol AE Y §01 UT AT 2
5 4 3 2 1
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2
]
il
e

?

Zold FA| ool the Wizt wa ot APalel o Av gl
5 4 3 2 1

Folzl FA) 9lo] The U5 WA @tk Aztdct
5 4 3 2 1
W AR AL ROR B v GORE ol E Wak Fuist AP Assn At

5 4 3 2 1
FoZ Goig et Fuish AP S H3 2 gt
5 3 2 1

4
sEvel YL & Aol F2TAAE thid F FL AolATL AT
4 2

AYE F3o) B0 FA FYAL F AREFS G AFEHRANA T 5 Yok
SEEERE % Ei

5 4 3 2 1

kst

Open-ended Questions:
Please answer the following questions as completely as possible.

LAYE Fo2H 1Y FUE FL FAIUTR

2. ARE Fo2A A1 AYT AL FAAUA

3. A" 9 ojd ol ol & w-¢=H 7MY =80l HAva A7
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5. 38R A9 A8 B Y= W2 AP} WFo] AL © o9
QS &I

6. ARl &3 O 20| JIoH?

7.%

il

o] M-S A3l AAGA A3t A2 Ho] Aohd?

8. @2 3tule] FYMAE s tBENA A A2 o] dh?

rlo

dQd S gREFUT EAL A F HE BliAlL. AR O
Appendix I: Focus group discussion topics

Focus group discussion topics: Their reactions to the chat room activities, experiences
with leaming from peers

Discussion topics will deal with the following issues:
The best and worst experience with chat room activities

The advantages/disadvantages of chat rooms for doing class assignments, what
~worked and what did not?

Their evaluation of chat room as a place to learn L2, to learn about the other culture, to
make friends from the other culture

Their level of respect and trust peers from the other language group as language
models as sources of language information and for cultural information

Any changes of their previous belief and perceptions about learning from peers through
chat room activities

Any suggestions to their partners and the teacher
Any other reflective comments on their year long experiences

Any recommendations to the improvement of the curriculum
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Appendix J: Self-assessment of L2 proficiency for English-speaking

students

This questionnaire will allow you to determine your level of proficiency in Korean. The
questionnaire is made up of 68 statements, 40 on listening and speaking comprehension and 28
on reading and writing comprehension. Should some statements describe situations which are not
familiar to you, try to imagine how you would function in such an environment and give yourself
the corresponding score.

Read each statement on the questionnaire carefully. Circle the appropnate answer according to
the following key:

Remember to read each statement carefully because the level of difficulty varies from one
statement to the next.

= 1 cannot do this at all.

I can seldom do this.

I can do this about half the time.

I can often do this.

I can do this all the time.

Reading and Writing

1 |1 understand what is written on a in Korean when it is also ABCDE

illustrated by some form of picture.

2 [ When I see a Korean poster advertising a show, I can figure out the ABCDE
artists/group’s name, the place and the time of the show, and the price of
the tickets.

3 |1 can understand unilingual traffic signs in Korean. ABCDE

4 |In short text in Korean, I can recognize names and numbers. ABCDE




5 |If the menu at the cafeteria is written only in Korean, I can order ABCDE
knowing what I will be eating.

6 {When I get a postcard in Korean, I understand the usual formulae people | ABCDE
write on post cards.

7 |When I see a notice in Korean on a classroom door, I understand what ABCDE
course has been cancelled and when it will be rescheduled.

8 |I can understand a one page text in my field of specialization whenthere | ABCDE
are useful titles and subtitles to guide me.

9 | When I read a short report on an accident written in Korean, I can tell ABCDE
how many persons were injured and what their general condition is.

10 {If I have to fill out a detailed unilingual bursary form I Korean, I ABCDE
understand most of the information requested.

11 | When I read a detatl course description, I can understand how the course | ABCDE
will be organized.

12 |In a 2-3 page text, I can find the details that I need to answer specific ABCDE
questions.

13 | When I read article I Korean on budget cuts at the school, I understand ABCDE
what they are and what their effect will be.

14 | From an interview written in Korean in the student newspaper, I can ABCDE
understand the thrust of the answers and draw some personal conclusions
from the content.

15 [When I look at a well detailed table of contents of a book written in| ABCDE
Korean, I can tell whether the book will be useful to me or not.

16 | When I get unilingual third class mail in Korean, I can tell what it is ABCDE
about at first sight.

17 |I can understand a telegram written I Korean even though many words ABCDE
are omitted in telegraphic style.

18 |{If a unilingual administrative memo in Korean on exam regulations is ABCDE
distributed in my class, I will understand most of the regulations.

19 {If I borrow a friend’s course notes written in Korean, I am able to use ABCDE

them efficiently to do the homework assignment for that day.

255
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20 |I understand written Korean well enough that if exam questions for a ABCDE
course were written in that language only, I would have no problem.

21 |1 can read an adventure story in Korean (about 5 page long) and rarely ABCDE
have to use a dictionary.

22 {I can read an editorial in Korean and determine the areas of agreement ABCDE
and disagreement between the author’s views and mine.

23 {Faced with a new proposal for changing academic regulations writtenin | ABCDE
Korean and distributed on the spot during a meeting, I understand enough
at first reading to know what it is all about.

24 |1 know written English well enough to be able to spot mistakes and ABCDE
misprints in a text.

25 |1 can write a business letter in Korean and am familiar with the formal ABCDE
conversations of salutation and address.

26 |1 can easily write a five page essay in Korean on a subjectrelatedtomy | ABCDE
field.

27 {1 can write a lengthy research paper in Korean on a topic related my ABCDE
field.

28 |I find it just as easy to write in Korean as I do in English. ABCDE

peo s oreign anga around me, can tell those

Listening and Speaking

speaking in Korean.
2 |When I hear two people speaking in Korean I can catch a few words here] ABCDE
and there.
In Korean, I can distinguish between a question and an order. ABCDE
4 ]I understand when someone gives me the time in Korean. ABCDE
I understand a teacher who tells me in Korean at what page to open my| ABCDE
book.
6 |I understand questions in Korean, about my name, my address, my phone{ ABCDE

number,
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7 |If someone makes an appointment for me in Korean, I understand details | ABCDE
such as the place and the time of the appointment.

8 | When someone is introduced to me in Korean, I understand hisnameand{ ABCDE
the kind of work he does.

9 {I understand when someone explains to me in Korean how to get to a ABCDE
school building.

10 | Over the phone I can understand some basic information in Korean such | ABCDE
as the name of the caller and the number where he can be reached.

11 {If a course announcement is made in Korean over the school radio, I ABCDE
understand the title, the place and the time of the lecture.

12 |In the usual exchange or greetings between two people, I understand| ABCDE
every thing spoken to me in Korean.

13 |In a set of directions given in Korean at normal speed, Icancatchafew | ABCDE
details which will help me orient myself (the name of a building, an
office number...).

14 | If someone comments in Korean on the food quality in the cafeteria, I ABCDE
understand the general meaning of the remarks and some details.

15 |If I phone a friend and someone else answers in Korean, I understand ABCDE
what [ am being told about my friend’s absence.

16 | As long as the teacher is willing to repeat once in Korean, I can ABCDE
understand the instructions given in class.

17 |If someone addresses me in Korean and allows for the fact that I am an ABCDE
English speaker, I can understand the gist of what I am being told.

18 {In radio advertising in Korean, I understand the main details (who is ABCDE
selling what, where, when and at what price.)

19 |I can understand several sentences in a row during a conversation in ABCDE
Korean provided they are short.

20 |If someone describes the school to me in Korean, I will understand where] ABCDE
the main buildings and services are located.

21 |If an advisor explains to me in Korean how to register for a course, Iwill | ABCDE

understand provided some details are repeated.
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22 |If I am asked for my opinion in Korean in an opinion poll,  understand | ABCDE
enough to be able to answer all the questions.

23 |If I attend a lecture given in Korean in my field of specialization, I ABCDE
recognize most of the technical words.

24 |From detailed explanation given in Korean in class, I can get the main ABCDE
idea and one or two supporting ones.

25 {From the content of a discussion in Korean recorded on tape, I can ABCDE
determine the psychological state of the participant (anger, sadness,
happiness, etc.)

26 | When I watch a movie with a lot of dialogues in Korean, I understand ABCDE
enough to determine each of the main character’s roles in the story.

27 {If I hear a conversation in Korean where two teachers are being ABCDE
compared, I understand enough to choose the one I would prefer.

28 {During discussions in students’ meetings, I understand enough to make aj ABCDE
judgement about some of the ideas expressed.

29 | If I need help with an assignment, and the only help available is in ABCDE
Korean, | understand enough for it to be useful.

30 {If a professor who is replacing my usual professor states that he will give | ABCDE
his course in Korean, I expect I will understand a good portion of it.

31 | When a course is given in Korean in my field, I understand enoughtobe | ABCDE
able to do the work related to that course.

32 |1 understand a speaker giving a lecture in Korean on a familiar topiceven| ABCDE
when his sentences are very long.

33 {If I happen upon a round-table discussion in Korean concerning fee ABCDE
increases for visa students, I understand each contribution despite the
diversity of accents.

34 |1 am sufficiently fluent in Korean to understand most of the popular ABCDE
expressions used by today’s teenagers.

35 |1 understand spoken humor in Korean, including refined plays on words. | ABCDE

36 {1 understand discussions in Korean just as well as those in English. ABCDE
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37

I would be comfortable taking part in a discussion group with Korean
native speaker students in Korean on a subject related to my field of
study.

ABCDE

38

I would have no trouble with vocabulary or expression if I had to provide
detailed information in Korean on what there is to see and do here to a
visiting tourist.

ABCDE

39

No matter what the topic, I have a good enough vocabulary in
Korean so that I am able to express myself fluently.

ABCDE

40

I speak Korean as well as I speak English.

ABCDE

To calculate your score

Name:
Date:
A's xl=
B's =~ x2=
C's x3=
D's x4=
E's x5=

Total:
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Appendix K: Self-assessment of L2 proficiency for Korean-speaking

students

B HEAE AHEEY Fo58 £FE 222 YrE £ AxF 47 27 28 £, £7] 2] 40
i o

AANEHE A7 FEF d-Hs R & TUT g3 FA7]

 EEEEEEE

A9 2¥8A” g

8171, 27] 37}

1] 2t 190 @7 Fol A lchel Jol= eld E2EE ol ¥ + Aok,
2 [9o1= 9 79 3 ELHE B W 2AA% 189 olF, 44, A3 M4 5& E 5| ABCDE

At
3 |92 8 RFEAVE ol 5 Ut} ABCDE
4 [FA= A BS =22 AL olBH 24 5 W F Ak ABCDE
5 | AN doi2 @ RS dn U7l g3 AE AL FEY F AT ABCDE
6 | 3oI= 247 GNE THE A AdE0] T2 2= BENAL oJaT 7 AT ABCDE

7 {24 A7t AxANT A 2ZFE Folagte Furt wd § gl oYW 1| ABCDE
WE-& o3 F Ao

8| ole =& T AR $A5 Ao A ) 9ol 999 @ F 459 JEo=| ABCDE
A= W8S ek 4 Ao

9 | Aol BT GOI= @ HE ANE 92 @ § 30 OA=A 159 FUC 4| ABCDE
of@x & + k.

10 | goi= 8 538 343 APA A 7198 sloked o Fo& ojcioir} Hojofst=x| ABCDE

dEE & 4 9ok
1 [533% 2F GoI= 8 AT 43¢ 913 1 #50| FO2 97 A48~ &| ABCDE
% glet.
2 |54 dE 09 92 5/ 9 4@ A4 W8S TAF A= FoIARAN| ABCDE
Fohd % ok

13| ate] AR Aziol FF 1AE G2 | Aol BT WEoW FoE olF §¥&| ABCDE
" QA ¢ 4 ek
14 |4 A%0 FoI= 290 AHF NS A2 299 T W80l Folx 1| ABCDE
gt YEuz Al 2Ee WY 5 At
13 | 9ol2 294 Al AANA 240 AAE B3 o] Ho| FohA § 48X GTAE| ABCDE
woE 4 Ao




261

16 | 9o § F12¢ RS W deol Ho 2o 8¢ AU E 20T F Ak, ABCDE
17 | 301= @ AR " 2RE AT BE Toi7t AL Qo= 5= 49X & & F. | ABCDE
18| 79%, N8¢ 2 1 798 V3% FoI= BRe A, 789 A& olMe &+ 9| ABCDE
19 | D750 FO-EE Une d 79U S48 24 5 1€ 98 1 902 @ xE8| ABCDE
Z§Fo2 44T 5 ek
20 | GoIZ © G AGEAE I oo 9ol oIsher & & ATk, ABCDE
21 | 9912 8 o O3 39 ARHE LA A5 A8 9H F1 € & A |- ABCDE
22 | 9012 | AAE A= A9 927 0 SaAeld dAHE A7 594 9= 48| ABCDE
Ed £ o
23 | 9ol= @ dsray B3¢l B¢ AGAE, Hojol AT I APAN THE W #L| ABCDE
A @ AT QAT Foo) B AAAE T ¢+ AT
24 | Qo= S AEE A%e @ I3 o AE AFE 5 AT ABCDE
35 | Go1= 7433 UNE 2 & A, BA LA Eol 2E AEEAE T O ABCDE
2% |0 AT HaW A0 8% 08 A5 AR E AA & & A ABCDE
27 | 0 AT BaH A0 Bl 7991 1 AFRINE & &+ AT ABCDE
78 | BOIZ AMOE 2= o] U ESoZ 2= AN A “AD. ABCDE

€71, %371 37}

2 | F Aol ol dE3E g 55 9, d7]A7IM B dojAxE dolE g & Ak ABCDE
3 | 9ol 4P & A ES FEY 5 Ut ABCDE
4 | #2717t 4oz ARLE T3l 2 o Lol & $ Ut ABCDE
5 | 27wt B HolAE Hatn ¥ P3¢ deten ¥ 5 Ak ABCDE
6 | U olE, T4, ARYUEE EE JolAEES Yol Uk ABCDE
7 | o= ¥V FEE T A 454, AR} 5L AGEA SolES 5 AT ABCDE
8 | 4ol FIVIENE L2708 BE A Ao o5t 45 S YolE& 5 9lh.| ABCDE
9 | Y= ¥ Uit U Fobrtke 4& U8 F A gorES 5 AT ABCDE
10 | A28 2L B¢ Yugo] o2 Wl ol F, AFHUS F9 78 FrE=| ABCDE

Tobe g +
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L | 723454 a¢ A7t G 35¢ 59 o= QUd A5 49 429, 29] 44,| ABCDE
7ol Az 5 FoleL 4 A

2[5 AFdol wt A= QA4E U @ Fu3e] JolA o= A4Ad AA4WE o| ABCDE
goleg % 9ok,

13 [ 2% 25fc 352 g0 4% QUIRS AT, d %, U908, A4 Uss| ABCDE
23AE Fobhed B8] BV AT YUE FolES 5 AT

14 | 2701 oIz of® 439 SAof @s) 2 A& B1E 45 o 9% & A9A| ABCDE
AR} A4S ARE FoIEL & At

I5 [ A7 A5rE Acd TE Agol Fo1= aT A5 A7 of 498 £ Wex|| ABCDE
4E FolEe 5 At

16 | 2571 128 RE0lE A5t @ +9A0% o= AR Z9E o9& 5 .| ABCDE

17 [ W7 AZAL AL gL Fabt JolA FoI= 43S o £ A5 84S Hof@| ABCDE
4 .

18 [ 2 E 59 JoI= @ Bu8 S& W 771 SRS UA, oldA, Aojol =7} al=| ABCDE
78 UEE FopEe 4 At

9 |&& £39 A3l FAA A5F Agol 99 Aol 240l A% oAdFE tf| ABCDE
golE g + Aok

20 | 27t ft #A2E Golz 294 & AT 78 137 78 QU= ool A=A| ABCDE
& % ik,

20 | AFRATE FoI= WFAEE OB/ SHereviol el A9 W, WEH= 32| ABCDE
AV E o8 g % itk

2 [Folz @ 2NN | 242 B8 A%, LE A& ¢ Folex 0¥ & A, ABCDE

23 [0 250l A8 H5E GoI= 9SS AY, UG LS AL SoI5¢ oIEE +| ABCDE
gt}

24 [ 5N 5 90| FAFA 7914 AT FAN 1 TAE AASE @7 49| ABCDE
2AE Fohd 5 Utk

25 | FIoI=o] 55€ Jo] EES 52 AT, EEAS0 AAA F0-5Y, 2%, 3595.| ABCDE
g shobet %= 9lo

26 [ FOlUAT BE 9318 B 4+, 79 Nes9 98 Aotas] 398 A== | ABCDE
gole ).

27| 599 w5g ulwstc UsE 5 AT & 3994 Ut Ass: w4 E 9& +| ABCDE
Ag g Fopstrt.

28 | 543 R9d% EE8 E3 W 97930l 09 5 18& AT 4+ & JE£| ABCDE
E9ugg FobeETt

29 [UI7F %AE = £8o 98T A% Jolow 588 Wolol @@ 1 A=9]| ABCDE
golt 323 o & At

30 [ 5571 QOI=% 208 A5 F TR L) FoF AT, ABCDE

31 [0 A% vad 3o/t 9oI= Fold A% 1 Zrof #dd A4S o4 wa| ABCDE
F¥3] ol

32 [U7F 2 o AN B9l Fol= Bt 7oA A5 £49] ofF AOAKE Fo8| ABCDE

ol ¥ 5 gt
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33 {95 FHAEY FHEIUEA Bt Yojz EFo] Wolzg wf o o]l ABCDE
SHEQ Fol HET} Gtk O FHPE] FFo] FAUA et & Ak

34 | &F AdEo) AHRSHE 30l QYRS Gl S 5 UL UF Gl 5535 ABCDE

35 | gol= 8 i} o3 E o] 8P FHE S W oHE + Yok ABCDE

36 | 4ol B2 Wl 0|2 ¥ o} vpR/AE & ojf ¥ + At ABCDE

37 | Foi7t Yol AR EH Ul AFH FAY 2FEN FA4E AL AFHA =t ABCDE

38 | RE}IE WEW AFEZNE JF B9 X, HEUE A 58 dol= A4 ddsl| ABCDE
AL 2% WL ¢ dojatgoly R ofF ol {0 gk

39 ;F;M BB Ul AZHS 38 A ZET & Y& B9 43 ol 482 7iAn| ABCDE

40 | 'd GolE EJoRF HFsHA 28 5 Aok ABCDE

A ALt

] =3
g

A's xi=

B's =

C's x3=

D's x4=

E's xX5=

Total:



Appendix L: Examples of student vocabulary evaluation responses

Voc abulary knowlodgo (o<
“eptember 29, 2002

The nuder of questions that you answered: | S
If vius know the meaning of the words listed Lelow. describe the
meneog of them. If you don't know, just leave it blamnk for now. You
will Lol the answers from corversations with your partner during the
chat v tivity,
L. harvest crops 24
2. celebrate  Hip
3. roasted turkey
U, pumpkin pie vy el
S. gravy
b. stuffing
7. mashed-potatoes
8. cranberry SaUCE 4 YAA
9. corrucopia
10. relatives
11, long weekend 7 b g

1 2. settlers i

13. Pilgrim

\
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21 Vocabutary knowledge tost
ey SO0 002
L R

Fie nunder of aguestiors that YLD DOSWEY @il _%
Thise e et vooabUion y of L anmdran Ttankwawvirg Hhint vou weed for
Inder s Chat Activitics, TF you krow the meani a of the words Listed
balow, deacribe the mearng GF - Hhem, and make o shert senferce

tearatts word e Lealich, oF you can,

L harvest crops: B4 2K
ex. (anadians give tharks for a abundant harvest crops.
2. celebrate  3Fabet
L celebrate my friend’s  bivithday
3. ruasted turkey G3 waqia
J don't fike oasted tuvkey
L. pmpkin pie z9t o)
I vea“\j don t ik e Puw‘kfn Pi€.
coraw g
i
7he gravy (S the gaae that uses to foud.
b. stuffing FExod WAt M Asd Yrck
p3 ann s+vf(:n\> \_!,

7. mashed-potatoes 2 skAb

7he “rashed Pofu(’oes taste awsful
8. cranberry sauce L;!}_%i ﬁf_

I Row ¥ Lkuew, what C\«‘a\nbevvj cau e .
. cornucopia %m{ Maab gl 71‘.‘01 "%-'E"'\’.

I have Unew idea gbowut (obmutopra.
{O. relatives @

u’““‘uj . MYy fﬂM;lﬁ visi & DAy yeiatives

W11

0

own Satu r—JOﬂ'

L. tong weekend
J Jowe lona v eekend.
12, settlers ’"53,‘7‘5’
Britisk gettievs
1 3. Pilgrim —’3"‘}‘
Pd]rim has similor meaning wikh s ettlevs

J;An'{ 9“{({9910\/*{ in Canad @ .



