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Abstract

This article reviews the literature on the implema¢ion of computer-mediated communication
(CMC) in language learning, aiming at understandhmmyv CMC environments have been
implemented to foster language learning. The pdpaws on 40 recent research articles selected
from 10 peer-reviewed journals, 2 book chapters @mel conference proceeding. It investigates
the studies that have dealt with the CMC envirorisi@ised for language learning, in particular
the benefits of CMC in language learning; factdfeaing the use of CMC in language learning,
and current CMC environments used for languagenilegr(such as emails, wikistouTube,
Facebook).

The review discusses the findings of these studies suggests guidelines for future
research studies in this area. It concludes thdhdu studies are necessary to investigate how
language teachers can integrate CMC environmerdsoaganize suitable tasks. Also, further
studies are necessary to determine the principbgsatre required to implement CMC in language
learning.

Keywords: computer-mediated communication (CMC), benefit&€MC, factors affecting CMC,
language skills, CMC environments

1. Introduction

Computer-mediated communication (hereafter CMCa ipowerful tool that has changed the
ways of people’s daily life, work, and learning.hiélps to communicate with people all around
the world. CMC activities can be asynchronous, inethe form of writing emails, or posting
responses to a discussion board online, or canrtu@lvsynchronous conversations held in chat
rooms, and so on. The developments of computentdoly have created new opportunities for
language learning that cannot be found in traddi@assrooms. Many environments have been

introduced to enhance language learning. One dfethe computer-mediated communication



Teaching English with Technology, 14(2), 68-87 http://www.tewtjournal.org 69

(CMC). CMC can be broadly defined as "human comigation via computer” (Higgins, 1991).
It involves interaction between humans using comsuto connect to one another and generally
refers to "any communication pattern mediated thhothe computer” (Metz, 1994Many
studies and books have been published about tleeafi<eMC in language learning. They have
discussed a wide range of topics such as the ker@fiCMC in comparison to traditional
classrooms, CMC environments used for languagaitegamand the factors affecting the uses of
CMC in language learning. These studies need t@dewed to help the researchers find out the
area that were not explored or fully examined.
Therefore, the present review tries to shed thhtlign the areas that require more

attention. The purpose of this review is to anstverfollowing questions:

1. What are the general factors affecting the implesateon of CMC in language learning?

2. What are the uses of CMC in teaching languagesskill

3. What are the current CMC environments used fordagg learning?

2. Reviewing CMC literature reviews

The implementation of CMC in language learning basn examined by many journal articles,
conference proceedings, and books. Some attempésimisoduced to review these studies. Cole,
Beam, Karn & Hoad-Reddick (1992) listed over 40f@mences regarding CMC, but only about
15% of them were empirical studies. Wallace (20@8)ewed more research articles to examine
the interaction among teachers and students irehigtiucation. Romiszowski & Mason (2004)
reviewed over 100 research articles published biwEO96 and 2003. They focused on the
recent growth in research on asynchronous texteb&MC. Luppicini (2007) reviewed 170
research articles selected from 78 journals to exanme recent developments in CMC research
for educational environments.

The major limitation of these reviews is that tHewve examined the uses of CMC in
general education, not language learning. On theeroband, Lin, Huang & Lion (2013)
examined the magnitude of the effect of text-basgmhchronous computer-mediated
communication (SCMC) on second language acquisifglnA). Ten experimental and quasi-
experimental journal articles and doctoral dissiema published between 1990 and 2012 were
analyzed. In yet another study, Abraham (2008) yaeal 11 studies of computer-mediated

glosses in second language reading comprehensidningidental vocabulary learning. He
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assumed that computer-mediated glosses had anllowerdium effect on second language

reading comprehension and a large effect on intdieocabulary learning. He found that mean

effect sizes varied from medium to large dependipgn the level of instruction, text type, and

assessment tasks.

Table 1. Reviews of the studies in CMC.

Reviewer Objectives Period Number diain findings
articles
Wallace To examine the interactionNo date 100 Little work done to examine the
(2003) among teachers and students ispecified relationship between social
higher education interaction and learning.
Luppicini  To examine the recentNo date 170 Partial advantages of CMC in
(2007) developments in CMC researctspecified writing, task focused discussion,
for educational environments collaborative decision-making,
group work, and active
involvement in knowledge
construction during group
interactions.
Lin, Huang To examine the magnitude 0fl990 and 2012 10 Text-based SCMC could make a
& Lion the effect of text-based larger difference on SLA than other
(2013) synchronous computer-mediated means of communication. Also,
communication (SCMC) on intermediate learners may benefit
second language acquisition more from SCMC tasks if they are
grouped into pairs or small groups
and participate  in SCMC
interactions on a weekly basis.
Abraham  To evaluate whether computerNo date 11 He found that mean effect sizes
(2008) mediated glosses had an overafipecified varied from medium to large

medium effect on second
language reading
comprehension and a large

effect on incidental vocabulary

learning

depending upon the level of
instruction, text type, and

assessment tasks.

However, the literature reviews so far have pass lattention to the principles that are

necessary to implement CMC in language learninger@fiore, a comprehensive review of
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research studies on the uses of CMC in languageitgpis needed. The present work tries to fill
in this gap regarding the current state of CMCaimgluage learning.

3. Methodology
This review has employed several procedures irctiiection and analysis of articles related to
CMC implementation in language learning. First,ey kvord search using “computer-mediated
communication”, “computer-mediated communicationiemments for language learning”, and
“online communication and language learning” wasfgened in Education Resources
Information Centre (ERIC), SCOPUS, EBSCO and Pregaeline databases. For the key words,
around 100 articles were found. The results ofdhstsidies were carefully checked. Then 40
studies were selected for the review since thegheat the key words of this article and covered
CMC for language learning. The criteria for selegtihese studies are:

* Only peer-reviewed studies were included.

* The objective of these studies is language leaymaggeneral education.

e Only empirical studies were included.

* No date restriction.

» Doctoral dissertations, master’s thesis, unpubtideehnical reports, non-refereed articles

and abstracts were not included.

The selected studies were published in 10 journaldook chapters and one conference
proceeding.

Table 2. Journal titles and number of studies.

Title of journal Number of articles

=Y
o

Computer Assisted Language Learning

ReCALL

Language Learning & Technology

CALICO

System

Australasian Journal of Educational Technology
Journal of Computer Assisted Learning
American Journal of Distance Education
Foreign Language Annuals

E-Learning and Digital Media

P P P dDNDN M O O
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Proceedings of World Conference on Educational Multimedia, Hypermedia and 1
Telecommuni cations

4. Classification of the studies
The studies of CMC implementation in language legyican be classified under the following
categories.

4.1 Benefits of CMC for language learning

This section summarizes the benefits of CMC in leg learning as examined by the selected
research articles in the review. Warschauer (2@@lnted out that the participation in CMC is
more balanced than in the face-to-face interaotbich is dominated by some students. Also,
Barrs (2012) examined the effect of CMC on learneteraction to maximize target language
interaction outside the classroom. The resultscatdid that CMC environment can offer students
a convenient and useful platform on which to camiio communicate in the target language
while outside of their classes. Blake (2000) anadythe discourse produced in the chat windows
to find out if they had a significant effect on ¢arage learning. The study found that CMC can
provide many benefits and increased possibilities &ccess outside of the classroom
environment.

Similarly, Zeng & Takatuska (2009) examined EFLrtes’'s dialogues in synchronous
task-based CMC. They found that CMC environmentsilifated learners' text-based
collaborative dialogue and enhanced their languegming. Pellettieri (2000) investigated the
potential of task-based network-based communicafdBC) to foster the negotiation of
meaning and form-focused interaction. The studyckated that task-based synchronous NBC,
such as chatting, can indeed foster the negotiatianeaning. Learners involved in NBC chats
negotiate overall aspects of the discourse.

CMC creates new opportunities for language learttensteract with each other and helps
create a friendlier learning environment. Wang @0found that videoconferencing-supported
negotiation of meaning may facilitate second lamgguacquisition at a distance and has its own
distinct features. Young (2003) assumed that CMQ@Ildvanake learning English more socially
interactive and reduce students’ affective filteFee use of the Internet appeared to motivate
students and reduce their anxiety over languagdugtmn. Freiermuth (2001) inferred that the

students felt more comfortable in an online ch&eyrwere less concerned about any language
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deficiencies that might cause them to refrain frepeaking in a face-to-face setting. Kitade
(2000) explored to what extent CMC was actuallysaful device for L2 learning. The results
indicated that CMC provides potential benefits fearning: facilitating comprehensible and
contextualized interaction, learners' self-corattiand collaborative learning environment. Xiao
and Yang (2005) pointed out that students in an E#iting never have enough English native
speakers to practise their English. Their soluti@s the use of web conferences which can offer
EFL students a chance for interaction with natipeakers of English. The results of this study
found that CMC involving native speaking studentswguperior to face-to-face interaction with
nonnative peers in two regards: significantly im@ fluency for the experimental group, and,
to a lesser degree, improved accuracy. This stedyodstrated that CMC offers superior chances
for interaction and improvement to students in &h Betting where native speakers are few.

In sum, studies show that CMC is a useful envirammer language learning. It
facilitates interaction between the teacher andesits, and also between students themselves. It
also fosters the negotiation of meaning. The stisdfsel comfortable when CMC is used. With
the help of CMC, language learners can interadt nattive speakers of the target language easily

at anytime and anywhere.

4.2 Factors affecting CMC

It is not enough to implement CMC in language leagrand wish its success. There are many
factors to be considered to guarantee the sucéeSME implementation in language learning.
The context, modes or task type are some of thaserts. Also the methodology used for
language learning determines the success or faluBMC-based instruction, as do the teachers’
and learners’ perceptions of CMC. The technologglit linguistic features, curriculum and
social affairs are also important factors to deteenthe success of CMC. The factors that have
been examined by the previous studies can be studhder the following categories: the modes

of CMC, task types, students’ perceptions of CM@ smncial presence.

4.2.1 Modes of CMC
The modes of CMC (i.e., text, audio or video) hawmeinfluence on the ways language is learnt.
Some research studies were conducted to exploienffect of CMC mode on language learning.

Yanguas (2010) examined how learners in video aidibaCMC group negotiate meaning during
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task-based interaction. The participants of theystuere randomly assigned to one of the three
groups: video-conferencing, audio-conferencing, facd-to-face. The results showed differences
in the way audio and video groups carry out thegatiations. However, the results showed no
differences between video CMC and face-to-face ggoand video CMC interaction patterns
were shown to be more versatile.

Research studies on CMC have also investigatedirtigact of written CMC in
comparison to oral CMC, and face-to-face classro@ykes (2005) explored the strength of the
connection between synchronous CMC and pragmatsicuiction by measuring the effects of
three types of synchronous group discussion (writteat, oral chat and traditional face-to-face).
The study found that written chat groups outpertnthe others in terms of both complexity

and variety of strategies used.

4.2.2 Task types

The type of the task is also a crucial factor fétcts the use of CMC. Brandl (2012) examined
the effects of optional and required tasks on lea’'mquantity and quality of language use. The
results showed that the optional task yielded icamtly more learner output. However, students
produced fewer errors when performing the requiestts than they did with the optional ones.
Yilmaz & Granena (2010) examined the potential efrher-learner interaction through
Synchronous Computer-Mediated Communication (SCkCpcus learners’ attention on form.
The study compared two task types, jigsaw and dlicss. The study showed that task type could
affect learners’ linguistic behaviour. Yilmaz (2(Q1tied to see if task type had any effect on the
number and characteristics of focus-on-form in EMhglas a foreign language. The results
showed that the dictogloss task elicited a highenlmer of Language-related episodes (LRES)

than the jigsaw task.

4.2.3 Students’ perceptions of CMC

Students’ perceptions and attitudes towards CMC afect its implementation. Some studies
have been conducted to examine this issue. Ngugéthl] examined Vietnamese learners’
reflections on and perceptions of the environmérdomputer-mediated communication (CMC)
into collaborative learning. The majority of paipiants enjoyed the technology-enhanced class in

general. There were approximately equal numbestuafents who preferred synchronous CMC,
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asynchronous CMC, or a combination of both. Thelestts reported that the course helped
improve their computer skills and collaborative esi@nce. More involvement in learning was
observed during and after the course. In additioa participants expressed confidence that they
would attend similar courses in the future and weiling to recommend this technology-

embedded course to the next generations of students

4.2.4 Social presence

Social presence is another factor in determinirggdfiectiveness of learning. It helps increase
social interaction, encourage learning satisfactioitiate in-depth discussions and promote
collaborative learning. Social presence means dgre# of feeling, perception and reaction of
being connected on CMC to another intellectualteiliu, 2002). Therefore, the uses of CMC in
language learning can be affected by the learpergeption of social presence in CMC. Ko
(2012) investigated the impact of synchronous CMfarding environments on learners’
perception of social presence. The participantghef study were divided into three groups:
video/audio, audio, and face-to-face. The studynébthat the learners’ perception of social
presence was higher in the video/audio group amerdn audio group. Yamada & Akahori

(2007) argued that social presence aids secondidgegcommunication in learner-centered

communication.

4.3 CMC and language skills
Language skills (i.e. listening, speaking, readamgl writing) can be taught and learnt with the
help of CMC. In the literature, many studies exadirthe impact of CMC on language skills.

This section summarizes some of these studies.

4.3.1 Listening

O’Bryan & Hegelheimer (2007) described a structuaitdmpt to integrate podcasts into English
as a Second Language (ESL) course on listeningegies. Preliminary evaluation of this project
suggested that both the teacher and the studamid the podcasts to be a positive component of
the course. Absalom & Rizzi (2008) described atiahexploratory study aimed at comparing
the effects of online listening and online textdxhdasks. They concluded that online listening

tasks in L2 required students to activate moreniegrresources than is the case with text-based
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tasks and adopted a deep, integrative approacharmihg. Also, online listening tasks in L2
could lead to greater retention of information armtabulary and this greater retention of
information and vocabulary can lead to noticeables€ modality gains. The listening group
participants were better equipped to respond otallguestions about the content of the weekly

tasks than the text group participants.

4.3.2 Speaking

Speaking is one of the most important skills tleeiguage teachers and students are concerned
about, therefore, it received most coverage irlitagture. Alastuey (2011) explored the benefits
and drawbacks of synchronous voice-based CMC iteadkd course of English for Specific
Purposes. The results showed that achievements sigmdicantly better in the experimental
group and that there was an increase in otheripedactors which may effectively contribute
both to second language acquisition (SLA) and teirsp many of the problems which make
speaking skills the weakest skill in foreign langeiacontexts. Shamsudin & Nesi (2006)
examined the effectiveness of the chat featurélatlows NetMeeting as a tool for developing
specified language skills. They found that studevite used CMC ESP tasks made significant
improvements in their oral communication skillsgaiso achieved higher scores than their peers

in a computer science project undertaken in theeseanfollowing the treatment.

4.3.3 Reading

Fuente (2003) examined the differential effecto@mputer-mediated interactions and face-to-
face interactions in the acquisition of L2 word miegs by learners of Spanish. Both receptive
and productive as well as oral and written measwe¥e used to assess acquisition and retention
of the target items. The study suggested that ctenpoediated interaction tasks where
negotiation of meaning took place clearly seemeambgreat benefit to help learners advance in
their L2 lexical development. Murphy (2010) exandir{a) whether the introduction of computer-
mediated feedback better promoted quality intevactand comprehension of a web-based
reading text and (b) whether CMC offered a suitabkans for generating quality interaction
between peers in remote locations. The results feorqualitative analysis of interactions

suggested that CMC is a suitable way of generafirgity interaction between students.
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4.3.4 Writing

Vurdien (2013) explored how a blog as a computedliated tool engaged a group of English as
Foreign Language learners at a language schoghamSn reflective and collaborative learning
within specific writing tasks. The study found ththe engagement in negotiation of meaning
between peers led to better planning and more atcohoice of the right register/style required
in each task prior to writing and submitting theiork. Collaborative skills were also fostered
through students’ regular interaction in the blogke study suggested that for meaningful
learning to take place, pedagogical interventionldencourage students to take their peers’
comments into account so that they can edit them avork with a view to enhancing their
writing tasks and producing mistake-free texts.rgh@007) examined the overall effect of using
email on the improvement of writing performance aspects of syntactic complexity,
grammatical accuracy and lexical density, as wslliravestigating the relation between the
number of email exchanges and writing performaibe. study demonstrated that students made
improvements on syntactic complexity and grammbhbtaiuracy as well as suggested that
exchanging email messages with their peers at keasttimes may have a greater overall

improvement on their writing performance.

4.4 The current CMC environments applied for langu@e learning

Nowadays, many CMC environments are introducedpleecan communicate via computer in
many ways (i.e. written, audio and video). SkyptN, Facebook, YouTube, and Twitter are
some examples of CMC environments used for commatinit by a large number of people
around the world. These environments can be apptiethe field of language teaching and
learning. The integration of these environmentsite® new opportunities for language teachers
and learners to be in contact even if they areobtlie classrooms. Technically, each environment
has its own unique features which can create songgttifferent from other resources. This
section deals with different applications of CMAdanguage teaching and learning. It reviews the
previous studies that examined how these envirotsngare applied in language teaching and

learning.
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4.4.1 Skype

Sype is an Internet service that provides audio aneéwidhatting windows. Users can set up
conference calls with many people at the same tigpe is a useful tool for language learning.
Robert (2005) found thakype offers fascinating opportunities for language pssionals and
learners, as they provide additional channels fal communicationSype is also an effective
tool for language teachers. Suk, Young & Vrongstin(2012) examined the nature of the
Blackboard andSkype-based electronic mentoring system for beginniaghers. They found that
using Blackboard and Skype together was beneficial to beginning teachergcéiffe teaching of
English language learners. Develotte, Guichon &¥mt (2010) explored how language teachers
learn to teach with a synchronous multimodal sétggype’, with a particular focus on the
application of a webcam during the pedagogicalraugon. The study presented five degrees of
webcam utilization (i.e. from non-utilization tolifwse of webcam). The results suggested that
the last degree (full use of webcam) allowed foemse interaction and augmented the feeling of
co-presence. Yanguas (2010) examined how leametideo and audio CMC group negotiate for
meaning during task-based interaction ustkgpe as a tool to carry out the studkype was
used by students to carry their conversationsencttimputer lab. The results indicated that using
Kype for the oral CMC group created turn-taking patsetimat were very close to face-to-face

turn-taking.

4.4.2 Facebook

Facebook is a social networking service launched in Felyu2004. In language learning it
facilitates the interaction between the studentd @re instructors and between the students
themselves. The uses Bacebook in language learning were examined by a numbestuafies
(e.g., Kamarul, Norlida & Zainol, 2010; Mitchell022). Kamarul, Norlida & Zainol (2010)
investigated if university students considéacebook as a useful and meaningful learning
environment that could support, enhance and stnengtheir learning of English. The study
found that the students believedcebook could be utilized as an online environment tolftate
learning of English. Nevertheless, teachers havategrateFacebook as an educational project
with pre-determined learning objectives and outconfier the learning experience to be
meaningful. Mitchell (2012) explored the studemsbtivations for joiningFacebook. The

students in this study joindéacebook for social reasons. Their use over a four-weekopeand
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the interview data showed that they were able tmmanicate with existing friends, learn
English, and learn about American culture throkkgbebook. They were able to accomplish their

goals onFacebook with few difficulties.

4.4.3 YouTube
YouTubeis a video-sharing website, created in Februar@520vhich can also be used for
language learning purposes. In the literature, sstogies were conducted to examine the impact
of YouTube in language learning. (e.g. Hafner & Miller ,20Mijler, Hafner & Fun, 2012).

Miller, Hafner & Fun (2012) presented a new appho&cEnglish for Academic Purposes
(EAP) course design. The students carried out alsiracientific experiment, documenting
procedures, results and interpretation in the fofra digital video uploaded and shared through
YouTube. This use of multimodal scientific documentaries aa pedagogical tool in EAP was
reported with reference to data drawn from a studaestionnaire, interviews with the students,
and students' comments in a course weblog. Thenfisdhowed that the students perceived both
linguistic and technical value in the constructaord sharing of their multimodal documentaries.
Hafner & Miller (2011) created a student-centeragital video project, in which students created
and shared a multimodal scientific documentary.aAge of new technologies and Web 2.0
platforms (includingYouTube and Edublogs) were integrated into the project process in otder
create a technologically rich learning environm@rttey drew on the students' accounts (from
questionnaires, focus group interviews, and Weldomments) to evaluate the digital video

project and associated technological environment.

4.4.4 Wikis

The implementation of wikis in language learning ladéso received some attention in the recent
years (e.g., Castaneda, 2011; Mak & Coniam, 2008 2009). Castaneda (2011) investigated
the differences in levels of achievement betweadestts who used instruction with video/photo
blogs and wikis, compared to those who used instruevith traditional text-based technologies.
The results revealed that there were no signifidéférences at the production level between the
students who used video/photo blog and wiki teabgies vs. those who used traditional
technologies. However, significant differences wienend at the recognition level for the group

that used video/photo blogs and wikis when companeth those who used traditional
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technologies. The general mean results revealedtiieagroups using video/photo blogs and
wikis outperformed those who used traditional tedbgies.

Mak & Coniam (2008) investigated authentic writithgough the use of wikis. The wikis
were used as a collaborative writing platform toduce content that describes the different
facilities and features of their school. The studefinal draft became a printed brochure of their
"new" school to be distributed to parents. In tigatl of this real "outcome", the paper discussed
the place of authentic writing, situated within th@mains of creativity and task-based learning,
in a school's ESL programme. The results indic#tatiwiki could have two significant impacts
to improve writing skills. First, the task’s realitoome boosted students’ confidence as writers.
Second, it tapped students’ creative skills. Anothietcome worthy of note was that of peer
review in writing — a novel concept for the studewho participated in the project.

Zorko (2009) explored the factors that affect theysvstudents collaborate in the wiki
environment. A qualitative exploration of studemstceptions of collaboration in the wiki was
carried out among sociology students at univelsiwgl who used this environment in blended,
problem-based learning as part of their "English $pecific Purposes” course. The research
showed that the wiki promoted much collaborativeas@our among students, such as learning
from each other and communicating with the teadHewever, the data indicated that the wiki
was less successful in facilitating other typesaifaboration, such as communicating with peers
and co-constructing products. Overall, the resoitttained here confirmed that the wiki can be
used to enhance effective collaboration in a caostrist approach to language learning.

Stickler & Hampel (2010) asked some learners te fa&rt in an intensive online course
offered to intermediate level students. The copweted the use of &Moodle-based virtual
learning environment and a range of new onlinestediich lend themselves to different types of
language learning activities (e.g. wikis for cothaétion and blogs for reflective learning).The
study showed that an online language course caricentifferent approaches to learning and
teaching, such as using language communicativelyff@susing on form and language practice.

Elola & Oskoz (2010) explored L2 learners' apprescto the writing task in wikis. They
also examined learners’ collaborative synchronateractions when discussing content, structure
and other aspects related to the elaboration oWtiteng task. Analysis of the data showed that
while statistically significant differences weretnevident in terms of fluency, accuracy and

complexity, the comparison of individual and cobative assignments revealed observable
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trends that indicated how learners’ interactionghie text differ when working individually or
collaboratively. Furthermore, a closer analysideafrners’ approaches to collaborative writing
through the use of social tools showed that wikig &hats allowed them to concentrate on
writing components in a different, yet complemeyptananner depending on whether they
interacted in the wikis or in the chats.

Lund (2008) found that wiki held the potential fanllective knowledge advancement and
language development. Bradley, Lindstrom & Rys{@0t.0) investigated what wikis could do as
a means to enhance group interaction when studeete encouraged to participate in
constructing text and exchanging peer response.stiy showed that collaboration became
specifically interesting from a language learnirgygpective. On the student wiki pages there
were numerous contributions relating to both ldealguage and global content. Pellet (2012)
proposed a social-constructivist model that integtaCMC and collaborative learning to teach
content-based courses using wiki as a medium. Ty suggested that the “read-and-write”
Internet offers a unique medium for constructivarméeng approaches, which together can help

students develop learner autonomy and metacogsiivs.

4.4.5 Blogs

Blogs have some benefits to language learning, whave been examined by some studies (e.g.
Hsu, Wang & Comac 2008). They investigated howuse of audio blogs can help to meet the
instructor's need to improve instruction in Englesh a second language (ESL). The instructor
used audio blogs to manage oral assignments, ahtesigh learners, and evaluate performance
outcomes. The results indicated that the use abaudgs met the instructional needs, providing
an efficient and effective way to evaluate studerdsal performance and permitting
individualized oral feedback. In addition, learnergoyed the ease of using audio blogs and
believed that audio blogs assist their languagetieg experience.

Recently, almost every month new technology isoshticed. This creates challenges for
researchers to pretend that one can capture thpeshimd of the area. New technology, issues,
methods, and topics are constantly emerging. Héreze is no denying that there are many other
environments that can be used for language learflingy are not extensively discussed in the
present paper yet some of them are mentioned aspdes Emails MSN, Twitter, Flicker,

MySpace, and much more are used for communication andearaluable for language learning.
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5. Discussion and suggestions for future research

The first question of this study addressed the iggrfactors affecting the implementation of
CMC in language learning. The studies reviewed hare explored the factors that affect CMC
implementation in language learning. Looking batkhe previous studies, one can notice that
they have generally neglected the ways in whichhegs can integrate these CMC environments
and organize suitable tasks or principles of usiMC. Instead, these studies focused on the
benefits and factors affecting CMC. As Chapelle 0@0 points out, the profession needs
principles that can be applied, studied, and deesloTherefore, further studies are necessary to
determine the principles that are required to im@et CMC in language learning.

The second question of this study addressed treeaiSeMC in teaching language skills.
This review shows that some of the previous stuti@#e examined the benefits of CMC in
comparison to traditional face-to-face classroomigese studies have examined the benefits of
CMC in teaching language skills (listening, spegkieading, and writing).

The third question of this study addressed theeotirCMC environments used for
language learning. Such examples of CMC environsnas¥ouTube, wikis, andFacebook and
their use in the field of language learning werespnted in a considerable body of research.
However, some issues are still not fully examin&dcording to Chapelle (2003), there is
potential for studies that would provide some ewntde about the design of the software, the
learners’ use of CALL, or the way that the teadies organized the task.

In the literature, each environment was examinedsatation in terms of its uses and
benefits for language learning. Therefore, the @udif this review suggests that there is a need to
examine how language teachers can actually uttliee CMC environment effectively. The
current CMC resources can be compared in ordeintb dut which ones can be useful for
language learners and assist the instruction @hallanguage skills. In other words, which CMC
environment can be used for all language skillser&fore, this review suggests that future
research should be conducted to find out whichrenment will be more useful for language

learning.
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6. Conclusions

Studies on CMC have contributed to the body ofditere which indicated the benefits of CMC
in language learning. These studies have shown@M& environments can be used to enhance
language learning. The factors affecting the us€MC in language learning were explored by a
good number of studies. Current CMC environmentsevegamined to find out how they can be
integrated into language teaching and learning. él@w the literature paid no attention to some
specific topics. This review suggests further stadio investigate how language teachers can
integrate CMC environments and organize suitaldkstaAlso, further studies are necessary to
determine the principles that are required to im@et CMC in language learning.

The findings of this review will help language le@ng researchers to find out the areas
that were not fully examined in the literature. Hawgr, there are certain limitations. The first one
concerns the topics discussed in this review. Alioit has discussed many topics under five
major categories, it fails to mention some reseasshes, for example, the theories used to
explain the nature of CMC (i.e. cognitive and semudtural). The second one concerns the period
of the studies reviewed. All studies were publishetiveen 2000 and 2013 and it would be better
if no specific period of time was determined. Intsf these limitations, this review hopefully
makes a sound contribution to the field of CMC.
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