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Abstract. The design of an online open and highly interactive language learning 
environment is quite challenging as it entails a variety of specific factors to be 
carefully considered. One of the main challenges of the OPENLang Network 
project is to create an open and collaborative language learning environment for 
networking between language learners and teachers across Europe. The 
OPENLang Network platform envisages to bring together Erasmus+ mobility 
participants that wish to improve their language skills and cultural knowledge as 
well as volunteer educators who would like to offer support to all learners and 
share open language learning resources. This initiative is funded by the Erasmus+ 
programme and aims at raising language awareness of mobility participants, as 
well as fostering the Open Education European multicultural and multilingual 
vision via Open Educational Resources (OERs) and Massive Open Online 
Courses (MOOCs). The development of the OPENLang Network language 
learning environment is based on the design of the OPENLang Network’s 
Pedagogical Framework. This paper first analyses the pedagogical theories, 
frameworks, and models applied in the Online Language Learning and Teaching 
context. Then, it presents the major research findings of the initial 
OPENLangNetwork’s needs analysis survey which aimed to map and analyse the 
language needs of the participants involved in long-term mobility activities 
supported under Erasmus+ Key Action 1. Finally, it presents and analyses the 
OPENLang Network pedagogical framework which drives the design and 
development of the OPENLang Network language learning environment. 

Keywords: Online Language Learning, Pedagogical Framework, OPENLang 
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1 Introduction  

Designing an open and highly interactive language learning environment is a big 
challenge. Interaction-based learning is a cornerstone of many socially oriented 
approaches to L2 learning  [1]. As it is known, increasing contact with the target 
language appears to be one of the most critical factors for successful Language 



Learning. Language is about communication and there is nothing more motivating than 
being able to use one’s newly acquired language skills in an authentic environment 
[2,3]. In fact, learner’s participation and interaction are at the center and of crucial 
importance for successful language learning, whether it involves face-to-face, blended 
or fully online teaching. This is because “language learning is a skill-based process 
rather than a content-based one. Skills’ development, such as the acquisition of 
speaking and listening skills, require constant synchronous interaction in the target 
language” [4]. In fact, fostering real-time synchronous interaction is an important 
principle in distance language teaching as synchronous oral and visual interaction is a 
crucial component in online language learning. Furthermore, a successful online 
language learning environment should support learners’ autonomy and should give 
them sufficient time for practice and the possibility to get feedback and guidance when 
they need them [5].  

Taking into consideration all the aforementioned factors a research has been initiated 
which aims at creating an open and collaborative language learning environment for 
bringing together language  teachers and learners from different parts of Europe who 
wish to learn and practice the European language of their preference as well as to ex-
plore its rich and unique culture. This research initiative is conducted in the context of 
the OPENLang Network project (https://www.openlangnet.eu/) which is funded by the 
Erasmus+ programme under the Key Action 2 (KA2).  Its main research goals include 
raising language awareness of mobility European languages, as well as fostering the 
Open Education European multicultural and multilingual vision via Open Educational 
Resources (OERs) and Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs). More concretely, the 
OPENLang Network project aims at developing the OPENLang Network platform 
which envisages to connect Erasmus+ mobility participants that wish to improve their 
language skills and cultural knowledge, as well as volunteer educators who would like 
to offer support to all learners and share open language learning resources. As it was 
aforementioned, designing an online open and highly interactive language learning en-
vironment is quite challenging as it entails a variety of specific factors to be care-
fully  considered. To that end, our research team explored first the pedagogical theories, 
frameworks, and models applied in the Online Language Learning and Teaching con-
text.  Based on the  outcomes of the literature review as well as on the research find-
ings  emerged by a needs analysis survey which was conducted in the context of the 
project, it was proposed a pedagogical framework which drove the design and devel-
opment of the OPENLang Network language learning environment. All these pedagog-
ical design process phases will be analysed in the following sections. 

2 Online Language Learning and Teaching Practice: 
Theoretical background 

2.1 Computer Assisted Language Learning theoretical overview   

During the last four decades there are a plethora of studies which attempt to address the 
pedagogical aspects of online, bended and hybrid language teaching. The research area 



which investigates in general the digital language learning and teaching is known as 
CALL and was defined by [6] as “the search for  an study of  applications of  the 
computer in language teaching and learning”. This area has undergone quite dramatic 
changes in pedagogical paradigms in the wake of technological changes first with the 
advent of the web, and later with the e-learning platforms and apps, and web 2.0 
technologies. 

But is there a CALL theory? Researchers have tried to define what is a CALL theory. 
Hubbard [7] emphasised the importance of deep understanding of the impact of tech-
nology on the learning environment and the learning process. He defined CALL theory 
as “the set of perspectives, models, frameworks, and specific theories that offer gener-
alizations to account for phenomena related to the use of computers and the pursuit of 
language learning objectives, to ground relevant research agendas, and to inform effec-
tive CALL design and practice.... a CALL theory is a set of claims about the meaningful 
elements and processes within some domain of CALL, their interrelationships, and the 
impact that they have on language learning development and outcomes [7]. On the other 
hand, Egbert & Hanson Smith [8] claimed that there is no need for a "CALL theory": 
“... educators do not need a discrete theory of CALL to understand the role of technol-
ogy in the classroom; a clear theory of SLA and its implications for the learning envi-
ronment serves this goal.  

The fact is that since 1960 there is a huge body of research in the field of CALL 
which shows that there are no prevailing CALL theories but only a group of theories 
which include a mix of the known learning theories, Second Language Acquisition the-
ories, linguistic theories, and human-computer interaction theories. Many researchers 
[1, 9-12] described how the different approaches such as behaviorist, cognitivist, and 
sociocultural (constructivist) have influenced theories and research on the second lan-
guage acquisition.  

In fact, Warschauer and Healey [13] classified the history of CALL in three main 
phases: a) First phase: “Behaviorist and later structural CALL” (1960s to 70s);  b) 
Second phase “Communicative CALL” (1970s to 80s); and c) Third phase “Integrative 
CALL”(2000 onwards).  

More specifically, the first phase was characterised by its focus on the behaviorist 
approach in language acquisition and has mostly promoted behaviorist language learn-
ing approaches such as practice tasks and drills. As Warschauer [13] sustained “Essen-
tial in behaviorist CALL is the understanding that repeated exposure to the same mate-
rial is beneficial or even essential to learning”. 

In the second phase, prevailed mostly the communicative approach in CALL which 
emphasized the important role of interaction and promoted the cognitivist approaches 
both in second language acquisition and learning theories. Such approaches focus on 
the importance of thinking processes in learning and language learning. In fact, lan-
guage learning is seen as a process which involves memory, thinking, reflection, ab-
straction, and metacognition. In this case, research has shown that the way the learning 
content and tasks are presented in the online environment can have a major impact on 
how this material will be stored in the learner’s long-term memory [14,15].  



Finally, in the third phase, the “Integrative CALL” phase [13], prevailed mostly the 
use of web, multimedia, Computer-mediated Communication (CMC) [12] and was en-
couraged both the project and task based language learning, as well as the tandem lan-
guage learning. Tandem learning is a very powerful use of CMC especially in second 
language pedagogy as it gives the opportunity of instant communication to two native 
speakers of different languages to communicate regularly with one another, each one 
with the purpose of learning the other’s language. In this CALL phase, it is also ob-
served the arrival of MOOs ("Multi-user domain, Object-oriented"), an online social 
community where you can interact with other users in a text-based virtual reality. It is 
clear that a MOO provides a potentially highly useful and cost-effective way of bring-
ing students together for tandem learning [16]. This offers the benefits of authentic, 
culturally grounded interaction, while also promoting a pedagogical focus among par-
ticipants. 

In “Integrative CALL” phase, sociocultural approaches, which draw heavily on 
Vygotsky and Bakhtin, are promoted in Second Learning Acquisition (SLA), which see 
language learning as an “interpersonal process situated in a social and cultural context 
and mediated by it” [17]. Vygotsky claimed that learning resulted from social interac-
tion rather than through isolated individual effort, and that engagement with others was 
a critical factor in the process [18]. Generally, when sociocultural theory is applied in 
CALL, it means that new and different forms of social interaction can occur, both online 
and in the classroom. The terms ‘situated learning’ and ‘communities of practice’ de-
rive from this perspective and are often used to highlight the importance of active 
learner participation in the community of the classroom or in online community settings 
[19]. Warschauer [20] also argued about cooperative or collaborative learning in online 
language classrooms where teachers could work with students on purposeful activities 
and could learn in social groups and communities of practice. 

In fact, Constructivist or Socio-Cultural Approaches in second language learning 
theories see as essential the possibility for learners to construct their own knowledge 
and the importance of social contexts as preconditions for learning a language. As a 
consequence, learners in online second language learning environments should be al-
lowed to construct knowledge rather than being given knowledge through instruction. 

Furthermore, learners should be given the possibilities to interact with both online 
teachers and other online learners [9, 14, 21]. Sociocultural SLA approaches encompass 
a number of known terms: Zone of proximal development (ZPD), scaffolding, media-
tion, identities, interculturalism, affordances, community of practice, participatory 
learning, situated learning theory, co-construction, ecology, dialogism, critical theory, 
discursive practices, activity theory, private speech, peer response, collaboration, net-
working, etc. [22]. The sociocultural approach to CALL has a better compatibility with 
the Web 2.0 tools. Of course, each technology has its own affordances that govern dif-
ferently the ways in which interactions occur [23,24]. The technology does not deter-
mine the interaction, but its attributes do help shape them. New emerging technologies 
of this new web era have opened new opportunities of interconnection and interaction 
and have brought new learning theories that apply to CALL. Recently, the connectivist 
theory was named as “the learning theory for the digital age” [25]. It perceives learning 
as a process that is not entirely under the control of the individual and occurs within 



complex and lacking definite form environments [25]. Downes [26] argued that “to 
learn in a connectivist course is to grow and develop, to form a network of connections 
in one’s own self. Connectivist learning is a process of immersion in an environment, 
discovery and communication – a process of pattern recognition rather than hypothesis 
and theory-formation”.  

This has led to the current phase of CALL as it brings new educational challenges in 
the area of online language learning in terms of the nature of networks connecting peo-
ple but also in terms of the quantity and the availability of knowledge. Examples of 
these new practices in online Language Learning are the Massive Open Language 
Learning Courses (LMOOCs or MOOLCs) which aim at unlimited participation and 
open access via the web and they are largely divided into behavioristic-based xMOOCs 
and connectivist-based MOOCs. According to the literature, the connectivist MOOC 
type (cMOOC) is ideal for language learning courses since cMOOCs encourage open-
ness, autonomy, interactivity, peer-to-peer learning, social networking, and emergent 
knowledge [2, 27]. Furthermore, it is worth mentioning that many advanced technolo-
gies (i.e., advanced computer-mediated communication tools, artificial intelligence, 
augmented reality, smart mobile apps) which have been used in the language teaching 
process during the last decade have also implemented known teaching approaches in 
innovative ways such as webquests 2.0 [28],  problem-based language  learning [29], 
mobile assisted language learning  [30], game-based language learning [31,32], aug-
mented reality in language learning [33]. 

2.2 Theories, frameworks and models in online language teaching and 
learning 

From the analysis of the evolution phases of CALL in the previous section, it is clear 
that there is no common CALL theory and that technology and pedagogy are closely 
interconnected and one drives the other.  

Recently, this was also confirmed by [34] who examined 166 research papers in 
order to detect the pedagogical theories used in the context of CALL. They found that 
there were no clearly ‘dominant’ theories showing up with any consistency except from 
a small number of general labels (SLA theory, learning theory, linguistic theory). They 
identified four primary sources for the theories: (1) language learning–centred exten-
sions of human-computer interaction or technology in education theories, (2) technol-
ogy-centred extensions of second language acquisition theories, (3) learning theories 
from psychology and education, and (4) linguistic theories. Across twenty-five years of 
articles, they identified just one solid reference to a theory developed specifically for 
this field [34]. Generally, literature reveals that there are a number of theories (Major 
theories, SLA theories, Foreign Language Acquisition theories, e-learning theories) 
that clash with one another and emerge in new combinations according to the af-
fordances of novel online language learning environments. 

In regards to frameworks and models which have been used in online language 
teaching and learning there is not so much research evidence. According to literature, 
there are not many frameworks and models which specifically addressed the needs of 
online language teaching and learning. On the contrary there are numerous models and 



frameworks (i.e., Merrill’s instructional design principles [35]; Kolb’s learning cycle 
[36]; Mayes & Fowler’s framework [37]; Laurillard’s conversational framework [38]; 
Community of Inquiry framework, Garrison and Anderson [39]; Collis & Moonen’s 
‘4Es’ pedagogical model’ [40]; Jonassen’s constructivist model [41]; n-Quire model by 
Dewey [42]; Activity Theory by Kuuti [43]; Wenger’s community of Practice [44]; 
Salmon’s 5 stage e-moderating model [45]; Connectivism by Siemens [25]; Preece’s 
framework for online community [46]; The 8 Learning Events Model (8LEM) by 
Leclercq & Poumay [47]) which were used for the design of online language courses 
and mostly adopted from the e-learning field. Each model has a particular focus and 
emphasis, and is aligned with a particular set of theoretical perspectives which are based 
on the major learning theories.  

As far as frameworks and models for online language teaching is concerned, there 
has been some research that addresses technology integration in language teaching from 
different perspectives and frameworks [48-53]. Technology integration is defined as 
‘the process of determining which electronic tools and which methods for implement-
ing them are the most appropriate responses to given classroom situations and prob-
lems’ [54]. For example, Hoven [55] offered theoretically grounded models for com-
puter-based listening. Salaberry [51] outlined the pedagogical principles of using tech-
nologies in teaching second language, while Bax [49] presented the process of ‘normal-
ization’ of CALL and ways of how ‘technology could become invisible and embedded 
in everyday practice’. Tudor [52]. on the contrary, proposed an ecological perspective 
of language teaching highlighting ‘the various human and contextual factors which in-
fluence the use and likely effectiveness of this technology’ [52] without addressing the 
role of technology. He emphasized that teaching and learning processes involve teach-
ers, students, and all others who influence the practices in each classroom, as well as 
the dynamic interaction between participants, methodology, and context. Later, Plass 
& Jones [50] proposed a model of cognitive processing in second-language acquisition 
supported by multimedia. This model provides only insights on how teachers can use 
multimedia to support language learners but does address the factors that could affect 
the use of technology by teachers. Hampel & Hauck [53] described a pedagogical 
framework for integrating audio-conferencing effectively in distance language courses 
at their institution. 

Known theories and concepts that have supported the process of designing instruc-
tional technology for language learning are the following: “The Content-Based Lesson 
Plan”, “Bloom's Taxonomy”, “Constructivism”,” Metacognition”, “Schema Theory”. 
Perhaps the most elaborated design framework is that of Colpaert (2004), which is ped-
agogy-driven and creatively blends engineering principles and pedagogical approaches 
and is specifically focused on the creation of language courseware.  As most of the 
pedagogy-driven approaches, this is also inspired by the learner centered or construc-
tivist pedagogical approach. Colpaert [56] has explored the boundaries of pedagogy-
driven research in the context of online language learning. This design framework con-
sists of two phases: (a) define first what is needed in terms of functionalities, and (b) 
evaluate to what extent available technologies allow them to be implemented. It is sim-
ilar to the instructional design model “ADDIE” (Analysis, Design, Development, Im-



plementation, Evaluation). In contrast to the other alternative approaches for the devel-
opment of an online learning environment (technology-driven, attributes-based and af-
fordance-based), this approach involves “a detailed specification of what is needed for 
language-teaching and language-learning purposes in a specific context, defines the 
most appropriate method, and finally attempts to describe the technological require-
ments to make it work”. The goal of this research was to try to prove that sufficient 
linguistic/ didactic functionality can be realized online by applying an adequate design 
plan. 

Furthermore, it is worth mentioning that there are also specific theories of Foreign 
Language Acquisition which have provided one rationale for instruction and for the 
design of online language learning environments such as the “Monitor theory” [57], the 
“Input Processing Model” [58], “Interaction Theory” and “Sociocultural Theory” [18, 
59-61]. “Monitor Theory” [57] emphasizes the importance of comprehensible linguistic 
input in the acquisition process. It proposes an initial silent period in which students 
listen, but do not speak, as a way to promote acquisition. “Monitor Theory” indicates 
that a series of activities emphasizing listening comprehension should precede even the 
most simple production activities. 

The “Input Processing Model” [58] differentiates between input (the language to 
which the learner is exposed) and intake (the language that actually gets processed by 
the learner). This model emphasizes the importance of binding the form of a word to 
its meaning. If it is used as a rationale, it would indicate that early input activities ought 
to be simple recognition activities that require students to attend to one important detail 
and connect form to meaning. Activities would progress from simple to complex activ-
ities along a continuum ranging from recognition to simple one word production to 
sentence level and discourse level production in a logical order. 

“Interaction Theory” and “Sociocultural Theory” emphasize the importance of the 
social aspect of language learning [18, 59-61]. Within these frameworks, language is 
negotiated and socially mediated or assisted. Paraphrasing, requests for repetition, clar-
ification requests, verification checks, and comprehension checks are tools used by the 
novice learner to achieve proficiency during interaction with an expert speaker. Pro-
moting social interaction through the computer and providing opportunities for the pro-
duction of both oral and written language that may be negotiated would be indicated in 
a design organized around these theories. These two theories also imply that a com-
pleted educational program should be designed so that paired and group-learning op-
portunities are afforded to the student. 

Theories are linked to a variety of language teaching methods (i.e., Community Lan-
guage Learning Method, Communicative Approach, Multiple Intelligences -Based  In-
struction, Content-Based Instruction, Task-Based Instruction, Interactive-Integrated 
Approach) which also influence the design of instructional material and of online lan-
guage learning environments. 

In conclusion, the literature reveals that there is a variety of theories such as Major 
Learning Theories, SLA theories, Foreign Language Acquisition theories, e-learning 
theories that are applied in different combinations to Online Language Learning and 
Teaching Practice according to the technical affordances and the pedagogical goals in 
every case. There are also interesting frameworks and models which can be applied in 



the context of Computer Assisted Language Learning (CALL), depending on different 
educational goals. Frameworks and models related to social constructivism theories and 
connectivism are preferred in the context of CALL, because they promote task based 
learning, social interaction, authentic learning, collaborative learning, personalised au-
tonomous and self-directed learning, social learning which are crucial for learning a 
second or a foreign language.  

3 OPENLang Network Needs’ analysis survey 

During the first semester of 2019, the consortium of the OPENLang Network Erasmus+ 
project (https://www.openlangnet.eu/) conducted a needs’ analysis survey in order to 
identify the language and cultural needs as well as the motivations of the Erasmus+ 
KA1 mobility participants who were involved or planned to be involved in an Erasmus 
+ mobility for at least one month. There were also taken several  interviews with a 
number of Erasmus+ stakeholders from 3 European countries (Greece, Cyprus, and 
Italy). The research findings of the survey have shown that learning a new language 
and exploring a new culture were the two main reasons for participating in an Erasmus+ 
mobility, as it was also mentioned by other researchers in literature [62]. Improving or 
gaining language skills for a fluent or at least basic communication level or even for 
specific purposes were the most important educational priorities for the participants. In 
fact, most of the participants characterised their communication with local people 
during their mobility as the biggest linguistic challenge. Other important linguistic 
challenges for them include the difficulty to understand the regional accents/dialects 
and the comprehension of the academic language. Though, for many of them, 
advancing their listening skills and enriching their general vocabulary was still a very 
important factor, while improving their reading and writing skills was a less important 
one [63, 64]. Participants also had different views regarding the language level needed 
by the Erasmus+ participants during their mobility. Based on their linguistic priorities, 
some participants claimed that the C1-C2 levels (based on CEFR classification) were 
the ideal language levels to have in order to cope with material that is academic or 
cognitively demanding, while for everyday communication a lower level was enough. 
Participants were also asked to express their preferences regarding the type of learning 
content, the online language learning environment and the mode of learning. Regarding 
the content, most of the participants preferred multimedia material (images, video, etc.) 
and an interactive user-friendly online language learning environment with less text and 
more visual representations. 

Regarding the mode of learning most participants preferred the social way of learn-
ing. Combining the results of questionnaires and interviews it was shown that there is 
a big need for linguistic support via training, seminars or language courses for both 
outcoming and incoming participants. Furthermore, there is a need for networking and 
collaboration between participants in the Erasmus+ KA1 mobility in order to achieve 
cultural understanding and intercultural communication, as well as to build friendships 
or even professional opportunities for the future. The findings of the OPENLang Net-



work survey have confirmed previous research findings that have shown that the devel-
opment of language proficiency and learning a different culture are the main reasons to 
participate in an Erasmus+ mobility [62, 65-68]. Other research findings, that were also 
really important for the design of the OPENLang Network Pedagogical Framework, 
were first that the participants gave priority in advancing specifically their listening and 
communication skills as well as their general vocabulary, and secondly that the partic-
ipants preferred social learning, intercultural communication and networking in an in-
teractive multimedia environment. 

4 OPENLang Network Pedagogical Framework: dimensions 
and process 

The OPENLang Network’s Pedagogical Framework is designed based on the question-
naire and interviews answers which were conducted to explore the language and  cul-
ture awareness needs of the Erasmus+ KA1 mobility participants involved in long-term 
mobility activities, as well as on the literature review on the theoretical background of 
the online language education.  

Designing an open language learning environment which could provide multiple 
types of interaction for the learners is a challenging task. Interaction-based learning is 
a cornerstone of many socially oriented approaches to L2 learning” [65]. As it is known, 
increasing contact with the target language appears to be one of the most critical factors 
for successful Language Learning. Language is about communication, and there is 
nothing more motivating than being able to use one’s newly acquired language skills 
in an authentic environment [69,70]. In fact, learner’s participation and interaction are 
at the center and of crucial importance for successful language learning, whether it is 
face-to-face, blended or fully online teaching. This is because “language learning is a 
skill-based process rather than a content-based one. Skills’ development, such as the 
acquisition of speaking and listening skills, required constant synchronous interaction 
in the target language” [4]. In fact, fostering real-time synchronous interaction is an 
important principle in distance language teaching since synchronous oral and visual 
interaction is a crucial component in online language learning. A successful online lan-
guage learning environment should support learners’ autonomy and should give them 
sufficient time for practice and the possibility to get feedback and guidance when they 
need them [2, 27, 69]. Each learner of the OPENLang Network is seen as an autono-
mous learner but also as a learner who can interact with other peers and/or the teacher 
in pairs or in small groups or even in a big community.  

One of the main challenges of the design of the OPENLang Network’s Pedagogical 
Framework was to provide the opportunity to each learner for social interaction, Lan-
guage Learning input/output, authenticity, exposure, feedback, and learner autonomy 
which are key factors for a successful language learning [70]. 

More concretely, the philosophy behind the design of the OPENLang Network’s 
Pedagogical Framework was inspired by a learner-centered, social-constructivist and 
connectivism pedagogical paradigm blending a variety of pedagogical approaches and 
instructional strategies derived from the areas of CALL, elearning, SLA and FLL (i.e. 



Autonomous learning, Self-regulated learning, Personalised learning, Collaborative 
learning, Cooperative learning, Community learning, theory of transactional distance, 
Language Communication theory, Second Language Acquisition theories, Interaction 
and Socio-cultural theory, Social Constructivism and Connectivism, Activity theory, 
Situated Learning theory, Language Acquisition Theory, Tandem Learning theory, 
Wenger’s Theory of communities of practice).  

The OPENLang Network open and collaborative language learning environment is 
designed to provide multiple types of interaction to learners who belong in a community 
of language practice. Each learner of this environment is seen as an autonomous learner 
who can use the open educational material content (OERs), but also as a learner who 
can interact with other peers and/or the teacher in a one-to-one pair or in small groups 
or even in a big community. Learners are placed at the center of the OPENLang Net-
work online language learning environment and are free to take their own personalised 
learning paths as it presented in the following diagram below which showcase the 
OPENLang Network Pedagogical Framework  (Fig.1). 
 

 
Fig. 1. OPENLang Network Pedagogical Framework 

The learners can select the mode of interaction and collaboration that they prefer 
(autonomous, one-to-one, pair-to-pair, one-to-many), choose among the available tools 
and services offered by the platform, and control the amount of open material (OERs) 
they want to use, reuse, share as well as the duration of time that they need to spend for 
studying or practicing the target language or exploring a new culture. Each learner can 



practice the language of his/her choice by choosing a language partner such as a peer, 
a group or a teacher. A learner in the OPENLang Network belongs to a large community 
and has access to an open forum where he/she can start an interesting discussion about 
any topic he/she likes. This aspect is very important because the target group of users 
are Erasmus+ students who face many challenges and difficulties in every phase of their 
mobility. Teachers play also a significant role in this network as they can support the 
community with their contribution either as language partners, or as members of the 
discussion area or as content contributors as they can create, share, evaluate or 
recommend their language OERs. The following diagram (Fig. 2) presents the active 
role of the OPENLang Network learner.  

 
Fig. 2. OPENLang Network Language Learning Environment (Phase 1). 

In general, the learning process is in accordance with the principles of the self-paced 
self-regulated learning and autonomous learning, personalised learning, tandem learn-
ing, cooperative and collaborative learning, community learning, social constructivism 
and connectivism.  

4.1 Self- Paced, Self-Regulated & Autonomous Learning 

Each learner of the OPENLang Network is seen as an autonomous learner who is at the 
center of the learning process. A number of known theories are connected to 
autonomous learning and the learner-centred approaches. According to the literature, 
in a learner-centered approach the learner is considered as the key agent of the learning 



process [71], and a defining element in online learning [4]. The choices regarding the 
pedagogical design of the OPENLang Network language learning environment were 
driven by the learners’ interests and needs. From this pedagogical perspective, our 
research team aims to create a diverse learning environment which could enable 
personalized learning that could allow learners to make decisions about how to choose 
tools and configure the learning environment to best suit their learning goals and needs 
[72]. Personalised and autonomous learning are in line with self-paced and self-
regulated learning (SRL). Naidu [73] defines self-paced learning as “a mode of learning 
that enables individuals to study online or with the help of portable technologies in their 
own time, at their own pace, and from their own place” (p. 260). Self or learner paced 
distance and e-learning courses are based on increased learner independence and 
flexibility, as learners can start their courses at any time during the year, and complete 
them at their own pace [74]. Self-regulated learning (SRL) is a known distance 
education theory, which is defined as the ability of learners to control the factors or 
conditions affecting their learning [75]. Pintrich [76] defined self-regulated learning as 
"an active and constructivist process whereby learners attempt to monitor, regulate, and 
control their cognition, motivation and behaviors after setting goals for their learning, 
are guided and restricted by their own goals and the learning environment they are in". 
Social context plays an important role in self regulated learning [77]. Instructors or 
peers are external factors who become models to guide learners in self-regulation 
activities and provide feedback [78]. Because of the social processes, learners can 
develop their competencies to meet challenges, for content and context. Consequently, 
they become self-regulated learners [78]. 

The OPENLang Network language learning environment aims to be a social lan-
guage learning environment where each learner is a self-paced and self-regulated 
learner who can have multiple opportunities for authentic interaction (input and output). 
This pedagogical approach offers also other important opportunities to learners such as 
the free choice to set their own goals, their own learning strategies, the time of study, 
with whom to study and the possibility to monitor and reflect on their learning progress 
[77]. Some studies have shown that self-regulated learners are more successful in dis-
tance learning [79] sustained that distance learning is more flexible, learner-centered, 
and autonomous than face-to-face as it requires learners to be self-regulated and use 
their self-regulated learning skills more frequently. In general, self-regulated learning 
skills are critical for success in self-paced distance learning environments where learn-
ers study on their own. 

4.2 Peer-To-Peer or Tandem Learning 

Following the needs of the OPENLang Network’s survey participants, about multiple 
opportunities for interaction, we have introduced tandem learning services in the 
OPENLang Network Platform as it was originally planned. Tandem language learning 
has a lot to do with collaborative language learning. This type of learning takes place 
when two people share the idea of improving their communicative competence in the 
target language, and establish a negotiation to reach an agreement on how they will deal 
with the tasks they have to face together [80]. The overarching principles of tandem 



learning are: a) The principle of autonomy: Being responsible for your own learning; 
and b) The principle of reciprocity: Being responsible for ensuring mutual benefit [81]. 
More specifically, “Autonomy” implies that both partners are responsible for their own 
learning, so they decide “what they want to learn, how and when, and what sort of help 
they need from their partner”. “Reciprocity” means that each partner brings certain 
skills and abilities which the other partner seeks to acquire and in which both partners 
support each other in their learning in such a way that both benefit as much as possible 
from their working together [81]. Both principles are closely related to the views some 
scholars have on autonomy in foreign language learning [82-84], as a mutual collabo-
ration among students with a view to improving their linguistic competence in the target 
language but also their intercultural communicative competence by learning of the way 
people live and behave within the target language community [85]. 

Other studies [86, 87] have explored the application of Tandem learning by Erasmus 
students. In the first study [86] Erasmus students preferred Tandem learning to other 
ways for practicing the language and learning the new culture. The students from other 
European Union countries, studying under the Erasmus scheme, reported that tandem 
learning was a real opportunity for them to get to know English students and to practice 
English as this was the best way to socialise closely with them since it was much more 
difficult to make English friends when they came to study in the UK. According to the 
findings of another study [87], Tandem learners may gain almost as much as learners 
immersed in the L2 environment, in this case Erasmus Tandem students. Interactive 
situations such as Tandem learning, which are typically friendly and of low anxiety, 
assist the development of automaticity in second language use, and thus the ability to 
produce longer and more fluent speech units. For the Erasmus students, who were im-
mersed in the L2 environment, tandem learning has activated and automated some of 
the language that had been learnt formally in their country. 

During the last 20 years, many researchers [88-92] have explored the potentials of 
tandem learning in the area of language learning. Tandem learners have practiced a 
variety of languages such as English, German, Spanish, Japanese, Chinese, Russian, 
Brasilian using first the traditional email and later several Web 2.0 tools such as Skype, 
Adobe Connect, Google instant messaging, QQ, WeChat ,wiki, etc. 

All these researches on tandem learning practices have explored mostly the use of 
tandem learning between specific groups of learners such as two university language 
classes [91] and usually on the acquisition of two specific languages. Rarely, we have 
seen a web-based tandem language exchange environment in which more than two lan-
guages were practiced such as the ETR web based tandem learning environment which 
included three languages [88]. 

Based on the research findings aforementioned, Tandem Learning was selected by 
the OPENLang Network team as an ideal pedagogical approach for Erasmus+ students 
to acquire linguistic and intercultural competence by interacting in synchronous and 
asynchronous ways in pairs or in small groups of tandem pairs. The research in this 
area is quite limited and the OPENLang Network team aims to explore the benefits of 
tandem learning practices in an open multilingual European community which is not 
limited to few languages but it will support and promote every European language. The 
research will focus first on finding ways to support the tandem pairs and at a later stage 



will research small groups of participants. One idea would be connecting tandem pairs 
participating in a common discussion and debate on specific topics that a teacher or a 
peer would propose. Discussion topics for the Tandem communication could be also 
proposed in the discussion area by the OPENLang Network community. Learners’ lin-
guistic or intercultural needs that may emerge during the different phases of the Eras-
mus+ mobility could be discussed in the discussion area and in this way could enrich 
the linguistic and intercultural competences of all the participating learners. Small 
group learning is based on a cooperative learning approach while community learning 
promotes collaborative learning and is based on social-constructivism learning theories 
and the connectivism theory. 

4.3 Small group Learning: Cooperative & Collaborative Learning 

More specifically, the pedagogy which lies behind the small group learning is cooper-
ative learning which shares the same basic set of principles with the widespread Com-
municative Language Teaching. Cooperative language learning responds to the trend 
in foreign language teaching methods with focusing on the communicative and effec-
tive factors in language learning because language learners need to know how to use 
the knowledge in practice and to express or narrate their thoughts and ideas. Coopera-
tive learning can create an effective learning climate as it offers a relaxed climate in the 
classroom, can increase student motivation [93, 94] and increase learner’s self-confi-
dence and self-esteem [95]. It also provides various chances of Input and Output as it 
creates natural, interactive contexts, where students listen to each other, ask questions, 
and clarify issues and this is valuable in the oral practice and listening comprehension. 
They also produce more accurate and appropriate language, which itself provides input 
for other students [95]. Cooperative learning also increases a variety of language func-
tions as it creates a real-life social setting in which language is normally used (i.e., 
clarifying, making suggestions, encouraging, disagreeing, negotiating of meaning, 
etc.). Furthermore, cooperative learning promotes learners’ responsibility and inde-
pendence to help students become more autonomous and self-controlled [96].  

In the case of the OPENLang Network, the project’s team will explore informal co-
operative learning tasks where in each task there will participate up to three (3) tandem 
pairs, preferably with the support of the language teacher who could guide the specific 
task. In traditional class, the informal or formal group works are supported by the 
teacher in multiple ways via specific activities (i.e., webquest, think-pair-share, peer 
instruction jigsaw, etc.). In the context of the open language learning community we 
will explore how language learners could work either in one tandem pair, or in two or 
three tandem pairs together. Cooperative learning in an online context has different 
challenges and can be facilitated also by various advanced technologies. 

4.4 Community Learning: Communities of Practice & Connectivism 

Additionally to tandem learning and small group learning, learning in an online 
community is also a challenging opportunity for OPENLang Network learners. Social 
constructivism, situated learning, communities of practice and connectivism are 



theories which lie behind learning in an online community. Since 2005, most of the 
Second Language Acquisition (SLA) research explored sociocultural and social 
cognitive theories such as “activity theory, socio-constructivism, community of 
practice, social cognitive theory” [1]. Social constructivism conceptualises learning as 
participation in shared activities where the context and the situated nature of learning 
are integral considerations. From this perspective, knowledge is distributed among 
members of a community, and learning involves individuals’ abilities to participate 
successfully in community of practices [44]. Wenger [44] describes Communities of 
Practice (CoP) as “groups of people who share a concern or a passion for something 
they do and learn how to do it better as they interact regularly.” This learning that takes 
place in a CoP is not necessarily intentional as it occurs in a community. Situated 
Learning Theory also emphasizes that learning is unintentional and situated within 
authentic activity, context, and culture, known as the “process of legitimate peripheral 
participation” [97]. It occurs when students work on authentic tasks that take place in a 
real-world setting [98]. Social interaction is a critical component of situated learning 
— learners become involved in a “community of practice” which embodies certain 
beliefs and behaviors to be acquired [44].  

Social interaction is also a critical component in connectivism, the theory of the dig-
ital world according to Siemens [25] who argues that what is more important is the 
ability to learn (create and understand connections) than the current amount of 
knowledge. Connectivism is a logical development of social constructivist theory in a 
digitally-mediated world that views learning as a process of developing networks of 
information, contacts, and resources that are applied to real problems [25]. According 
to the theory of Connectivism, learning occurs when a learner connects to a learning 
community and feeds information into it. Connectivism “is built on an assumption of a 
constructivist model of learning, with the learner at the centre, connecting and con-
structing knowledge in a context that includes not only external networks and groups 
but also his or her own histories and predilections” [99]. 

Connectivism, outlines four foundations for learning, which include autonomy, con-
nectedness, diversity, and openness [100]. According to Nattoch Dag [101] connectiv-
ism has similar principles with adult learning and “the main difference between adult 
learning and connectivism, however, is that whereas adult learning principles focus on 
the individual learner, connectivism focuses on the aspect of connectivity, and how the 
learner himself or herself connects the nodes”. 

As far as language learning is concerned, it is important to use a variety of infor-
mation resources (books, Internet, mass media, ICT, etc.) and this is in line with con-
nectivism which defines learning as a process of creating connections among the nodes 
or information resources. Language learning is also a long-life activity and it cannot be 
learnt just as a set of words and phrases and this follows into the principles of lifelong 
learning in adult education and connectivism’s connectedness. A connectionist-based 
course is based on autonomy, diversity (different countries, different cultures and back-
grounds) connectedness and interactivity. 'Autonomy' gives priority to learners' own 
goals, purposes, objectives or values. 'Diversity' ensures that creativity is fostered 
among members of a community. 'Openness' emphasizes the lack of barriers, ensures 



the free flow of ideas and content sharing and gives freedom to choose between differ-
ent technologies. A connectionist-based course which promotes connectedness, inter-
activity, autonomy, diversity, and openness are also highly important characteristics for 
an efficient online language learning environment because they are key factors for a 
successful language learning [2, 69, 70]. 

To sum up, a number of learner-centered and social-constructivist & connectivist 
learning theories and pedagogical approaches have inspired the design of the OPEN-
Lang Network’s Pedagogical Framework. 

5 Conclusions and future steps 

The research findings of the OPENLang Network’s needs analysis survey as well as 
the literature review on existing pedagogical theories, frameworks and models applied 
in Online Language Education led to the creation of the OPENLang Network’s 
Pedagogical Framework. Based on this framework the OPENLang Network team has 
also developed the OPENLang Network’s Design Framework and the OPENLang 
Network online platform which will be presented in future publications.  

One first conclusion that the literature review revealed is that there is not a single 
CALL theory which is applied to Online Language Learning and Teaching but a variety 
of theories such as Major Learning Theories, SLA theories, Foreign Language Acqui-
sition theories, e-learning theories that are applied in different combinations to Online 
Language Learning and Teaching Practice according to the technical affordances and 
the pedagogical goals in every case. Furthermore, it was found that the pedagogical 
models and frameworks which are applied for the design of online language learning 
environments are mostly adopted from the field of e-learning and inspired by a blend 
of theories as it was aforementioned. The major conclusion here is that the design of a 
highly interactive online language learning environment is quite challenging as it en-
tails to take under consideration a number of factors such as the needs of the target 
group, the pedagogical implications and the technical affordances of the online envi-
ronment. 

Furthermore, the findings of the OPENLang Network survey shown that the devel-
opment of language proficiency and learning a different culture are the main reasons to 
participate in an Erasmus+ mobility and that Erasmus+ participants need to be able to 
have access to a continuous language training before, during, and after their mobility. 

Currently, the OPENLang Network team is getting prepared for piloting the OPEN-
Lang Network platform and all its available services. The team is organising a 4 weeks 
MOOC which will offer a full training course to language teachers with a focus on the 
use, creation, and share of language OERs. This course also aims to test the multilevel 
interaction scenarios of the OPENLang Network’s Pedagogical Framework and, addi-
tionally, to explore the possibility of creating small working language groups in which 
a teacher could facilitate the discussion of max 6 students (or 3 tandem pairs). Based 
on the valuable feedback that will be received by all the participants, the OPENLang 
Network team will make all the changes needed. 



Acknowledgements. This work has been partially funded by the European Union’s 
ErasmusPlus programme, grant agreement: 2018-1-EL01-KA203-047967 (Project: 
OPENLang Network). This publication reflects the views only of the authors, and the 
European Commission cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of 
the information contained here. 

References 

1. Wang, S., Vasquez, C.: Web 2.0 and second language learning: What does the research tell 
us?. CALICO Journal, 29(3), 412-430 (2012). doi: 10.11139/cj.29.3.412 

2. Perifanou, M. A.: How to design and evaluate a massive open online course (MOOC) for 
language learning. In let’s build the future through learning innovation!, 1, 283–290 (2014). 

3. Perifanou, M. A.: Key factors for designing a successful massive open online interactive 
language learning environment (MOILLE). IX(1), 89–104 (2016). 

4. Wang, Y., Chen, N.-S.: Criteria for evaluating synchronous learning management system: 
Arguments from the distance language classroom. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 
22(1), 1-18 (2009). 

5. Perifanou, M.: Designing strategies for an efficient Language MOOC. In: Proceedings of 
the EUROCALL 2016 conference, pp. 380-385, Limassol, Cyprus, (2016). 
https://doi.org/10.14705/rpnet.2016.eurocall2016.592 

6. Levy, M.: Computer-assisted language learning: Context and conceptualization. New York: 
Oxford University Press (1997). 

7. Hubbard, P.: Developing CALL theory: A new frontier. In: Thomas, M. (ed), New Frontiers 
in CALL: Negotiating Diversity, Japan: JALT CALL SIG: 1–6 (2009). 

8. Egbert, J., Hanson-Smith, E.: CALL environments: Research, practice, and critical issues. 
Alexandria, VA: Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages. (2007). 

9. Chapelle, C.A.: The relationship between second language acquisition theory and computer- 
assisted language learning. The Modern Language Journal, 93, 741-753 (2009). 

10. Gass, S. M., Selinker, L.: Second language acquisition: An introductory course (3rd ed.). 
New York and London: Routledge (2008). 

11. Warschauer, M.: Computer assisted language learning: An introduction. In S Fotos (Ed.), 
Multimedia language teaching. Tokyo: Logos International (1996). 

12. Warschauer, M., Foreword. In: Thomas, M. (Ed.), Handbook of research on web2.0 and 
second language learning. Hershey, NY: Information Science Reference (2009). 

13. Warschauer, M., Healey, D.: Computers and language learning: An overview. Language 
Teaching, 31, 51-71 (1998). 

14. Ally, M.: Foundations of educational theory for online learning. In: The Theory and Practice 
of Online Learning (2nd ed., pp. 15-44). Athabasca, Alberta: Athabasca University Press. 
(2008) http://www.aupress.ca/index.php/books/120146. 

15. Mitchell, R., Myles, F.: Second language learning theories. Second edition. London: Hod-
der Arnold (2004). 

16. O’Rourke, B.: Form-focused interaction in online tandem learning. CALICO Journal, 22(3), 
433–466 (2013). https://doi.org/10.1558/cj.v22i3.433-466 

17. Lamy M.-N., Hampel R.: Online communication in language teaching and learning, Basing-
stoke, Palgrave McMillan (2007). 

18. Vygotsky, L.: Mind in society. The development of higher psychological processes. Cam-
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press (1978). 



19. Donato, R., McCormick, D.: A sociocultural perspective on language learning strategies: 
The role of mediation, The Modern Language Journal, 78(4), 453–464 (1994). 

20. Warschauer, M.: Sociocultural perspectives on CALL. In: Egbert, J., Petrie, G. (eds.), CALL 
Research Perspectives, Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum: 41–52 (2005). 

21. Thomas, L.: Improving student retention in higher education: Improving teaching and learn-
ing. In: Australian Universities' Review, 51(2) (2009). 

22. Zuengler, J., Miller, E. R.: Cognitive and sociocultural perspectives: Two parallel 
SLAworlds? TESOL Quarterly, 40 (1), 35-58 (2006). 

23. Hutchby, I.: Conversation and technology: From the telephone to the Internet, Malden, MA: 
Blackwell (2001). 

24. Smith, B.: Computer-mediated negotiated interaction: An expanded model, The Modern 
Language Journal, 87, 38–57 (2003). 

25. Siemens, G.: Connectivism: A learning theory for the digital age, International Journal of 
Instructional Technology and Distance Learning, 2(1), (2005) Available at: 
http://www.itdl.org/Journal/Jan_05/article01.htm 

26. Downes, S.: Connectivism and connective knowledge: Essays on meaning and learning net-
works. National Research Council Canada (2012). http://www. downes. ca/files/books/Con-
nective_Knowledge-19May2012. Pdf 

27. Perifanou, M., Economides, A.: MOOCs for language learning: An effort to explore and 
evaluate the first practices. In: Proceedings of the INTED2014 conference, pp. 3561-3570, 
Valencia, Spain (2014). http://library.iated.org/view/PERIFANOU2014MOO 

28. Perifanou M., Mikros G.: 'Italswebquest': A wiki as a platform of collaborative blended lan-
guage learning and a course management system. International Journal of Knowledge and 
Learning 5(3-4), 273-288 (2009). DOI:10.1504/IJKL.2009.0312 

29. Sy-Ying Lee, Yi-Hsuan Gloria Lo , Ting-Chin Chin: Practicing multiliteracies to enhance 
EFL learners’ meaning making process and language development: a multimodal Problem-
based approach, Computer Assisted Language Learning (2019)., DOI: 
10.1080/09588221.2019.1614959 

30. Morgana, V., Kukulska-Hulme, A. (eds).: Mobile assisted language learning across educa-
tional contexts. Routledge Focus on Applied Linguistics. Routledge (2021). 

31. Perifanou M.: Language micro-gaming: Fun and informal microblogging activities for lan-
guage learning. In World Summit on Knowledge Society, 1-14, (2009). DOI: 10.1007/978-
3-642-04757-2_1 

32. Godwin-Jones,  R.: Augmented  reality  and language learning:  From annotated vocabu-
lary  to place-based mobile games. Language Learning & Technology 20(3), 9–19 (2016).. 
Retrieved from http://llt.msu.edu/issues/october2016/emerging.pdf 

33. Fan, M., Antle, A. N., Warren, J. L.: Augmented reality for early language learning: A sys-
tematic review of augmented reality application design instructional strategies, and evalua-
tion outcomes. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 58(6), 1059-1100 (2020). 

34. Hubbard, P.,  Levy, M.: Theory in computer-assisted language learning research and prac-
tice. The Routledge Handbook of Language Learning and Technology. (2016). Accessed 
on: 26 Feb 2021 https://www.routledgehandbooks.com/doi/10.4324/9781315657899.ch2 

35. Merrill, M.D.: First principles of instruction. Educational Technology Researchand Devel-
opment, 50(3), 43–59 (2002). 

36. Kolb, D.: Experiential learning: Experience as the source of learning and development, Eng-
lewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall (1984). 

37. Mayes, J. T., Fowler, C.J.H.: Learning technology and usability: A framework for under-
standing courseware. Interacting With Computers 11, 485-497 (1999). 



38. Laurillard, D.: Rethinking university teaching: A framework for the effective use of educa-
tional technology. Routledge/Falmer: London (1993). 

39. Garrison, D. R., Anderson, T.,  Archer, W.: Critical inquiry in a text-based environment: 
Computer conferencing in higher education model. The Internet and Higher Education, 2(2-
3), 87-105 (2000).  

40. Collis, B., van der Wende, M.: Models of technology and change in higher education: An 
international comparative survey on the current and future uses of ICT in higher education. 
University of Twente: CHEPS (2002). 

41. Jonassen, D.: Designing constructivist learning environments. In C. M. Reigeluth (Ed.),In-
structional theories and models (2nd edition, pp. 215-239) Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates (1999). 

42. Dewey, J.: Democracy and education. An introduction to the philosophy of education. New 
York: The Free Press (1916, c. 1966). 

43. Kuutti, K.: Activity theory as a potential framework for human-computer interaction re-
search. In: B. Nardi (Ed.), Context and consciousness: activity theory and human-computer 
interaction, 17-44. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press (1996). 

44. Wenger, E.: Communities of practice: Learning, meaning, and identity. Cambridge Univer-
sity Press (1998). https:// https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511803932  

45. Salmon, G.: E-moderating: The key to teaching and learning online (2rd ed.) New York: 
Routledge (2003). 

46. Preece, J.:  Online Communities: Designing Usability, Supporting Sociability. Chichester, 
UK: John Wiley & Sons (2000). 

47. Leclercq, D., Poumay, M.: The 8 learning events model and its principles.. LabSET. Uni-
versity of Liège (2005), available at http://www.labset.net/media/prod/8LEM.pdf 

48. Hoven, D.: Improving the management of flow of control in computer-assisted listening 
comprehension tasks for second and foreign language. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
University of Queensland, Brisbane, Australia (1997). 

49. Bax, S.: CALL - Past, present and future. System. Elsevier Ltd (2003). 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0346-251X(02)00071-4 

50. Plass, J., Jones, L.: Multimedia learning in second language acquisition. In:  Mayer, R. (ed), 
The Cambridge Handbook of Multimedia Learning, Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University 
Press (2005). 

51. Salaberry, M. r.: The use of technology for second language learning and teaching: A retro-
spective. The Modern Language Journal, 85, 39-56 (2001). 

52. Tudor, I.: Learning to live with complexity: Towards an ecological per- spective on language 
teaching. System, 31, 1-12 (2003). 

53. Hampel, R., Hauck, M.: Computer-mediated language learning: Making meaning in multi-
modal virtual learning spaces. Language Learning & Technology (2004). 

54. Roblyer, M. D., Doering, A. H.: Integrating educational technology into teaching. Allyn & 
Bacon, 5th ed. (2010). 

55. Hoven, D.: A Model for listening and viewing comprehension in multimedia environments. 
Language Learning & Technology, 3 (1), 88-103 (1999). 

56. Colpaert, J.: Editorial: Transdisciplinarity, Computer Assisted Language Learning, 17(5), 
459–472 (2004). 

57. Krashen, S.M.: Principles and practice in second language acquisition. Oxford:Pergamon 
Press (1982). 

58. Lee, J. G., VanPatten, B.: Making communicative language teaching happen. New York: 
McGraw-Hill (1995).  



59. Doughty, C. J., Long, M. H.: Optimal psycholinguistic environments for distance foreign 
lan- guage learning, Language Learning & Technology, 7(3): 50–80 (2003). 

60. Long, M. H.: Input, interaction, and second language acquisition. Annals of the New York 
Academy of Sciences, 379, 259-278 (1981). 

61. Lantolf, J.-P.: Sociocultural theory and second language learning. Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press (2000). 

62. Gallarza, M. G., Fayos-Gardó, T., Arteaga-Moreno, F., Servera-Francés, D., Floristán-Imiz-
coz,  E.: Different  levels  of  loyalty  towards  the  higher education  service:  Evi-
dence  from  a  small  university  in  Spain.  International Journal of Management in Educa-
tion, 14(1), 36-48 (2019). 

63. Kosmas, P., Parmaxi, A, Perifanou, M., Economides, A. A.: Mapping   the language learning 
profile of  the Erasmus+ KA1 Mobility Participants. Research report, OPENLangNet Eras-
mus + project (2020). https://www.openlangnet.eu/outputs/ 

64. Kosmas, P., Parmaxi, A, Perifanou, M., Economides, A. A.: Creating the profile of partici-
pants in mobility activities in the context of Erasmus+: Motivations, perceptions, and lin-
guistic needs. In: Proceedings of the 22nd International Conference on Human-Computer 
Interaction (HCII 2020), Copenhagen, Denmark (2020). https://link.springer.com/chap-
ter/10.1007/978-3-030-50513-4_37 

65. Van Maele, J., Vassilicos, B., Borghetti, C.:. Mobile students’ appraisals of keys to a suc-
cessful stay abroad experience: hints from the IEREST project. Language and Intercultural 
Communication, 16(3), 384-401 (2016). 

66. Aslan,  B.,   Jacobs,  D.  B.:.  Erasmus  student  mobility:  Some good practices according to 
views of Ankara University exchange students. Journal of Education and Future, (5), 57 
(2014). 

67. Borghetti,  C.,   Beaven,  A.:  Lingua  francas  and  learning  mobility: Reflections on stu-
dents’ attitudes and beliefs towards language learning and use. International Journal of Ap-
plied Linguistics, 27(1), 221-241 (2017). 

68. Llanes, À., Tragant, E., Serrano, R.: The role of individual differences in a study abroad 
experience: The case of Erasmus students. International Journal of Multilingualism, 9(3), 
318-342 (2012). 

69. Perifanou, M.: PLEs & MOOCs in language learning context: A challenging connection.  In: 
Proceedings of the PLE Conference 2014, Tallinn, Estonia, (2014). http://ple-
conf.org/2014/files/2014/06/paper-34.pdf 

70. Perifanou, M.: Personalized MOOCs for language learning: A challenging proposal, Elearn-
ing papers, Vol. 45, pp. 1-13 (2015). 

71. White, C.: Language learning in distance education. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press (2003). 

72. McLoughlin, C., Lee, M.J.: Personalised and self-regulated learning in the Web 2.0 era: 
International exemplars of innovative pedagogy using social software. Australasian Journal 
of Educational Technology 2010, 26(1), 28-43 (2010). 

73. Naidu, S.: Enabling time, pace, and place independence. In: Spector, J.M.,  Merill, M.D., 
Merrienboer, J., Driscoll, M.P. (Eds.), Handbook of research on educational communica-
tions and technology (pp.259-268). New York: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates (2008). 

74. Anderson, T., Annand, D., Wark, N.: The search for learning community in learner paced 
distance education: Or, 'Having your cake and eating it, too!' Australasian Journal of Edu-
cational Technology, 21(2), 222-241 (2005).  

75. Dembo, M.H., Junge, L.G., Lynch, R.: Becoming a self-regulated learner: Implications for 
web-based education. In: O’Neil, H.F., Perez, R.S. (eds.), Web-based learning: Theory, re-
search, and practice, 185-202 (2006). 



76. Pintrich, P. R.: The role of goal orientation in self-regulated learning. In: Boekaerts, M., 
Pintrich, P.R., Zeidner, M. (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation, pp. 451–502. Academic 
Press (2000). https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-012109890-2/50043-3 

77. Zimmerman, B. J.: Self-regulatory cycles of learning. In: Straka, G.A. (Ed.): Conceptions 
of Self-Directed Learning. Münster: Waxmann, 221-234 (2000). 

78. Hadwin, A. F., Oshige, M., Gres, C. L. Z., Winne, P. H. : Innovative ways for using  gStudy 
to orchestrate and research social aspects of self-regulated learning. Computers in Human 
Behavior, 26(5), 794-805 (2010). 

79. Kuo, Y. C., Walker, A. E., Schroder, K. E. E., Belland, B. R.: Interaction, Internet self-
efficacy, and self-regulated learning as predictors of student satisfaction in online education 
courses. Internet and Higher Education, 20, 35 (2014). 

80. Alonso, C.: Learning diaries to foster learner autonomy in mixed-ability groups.Tejuelo, 11, 
47–63 (2011). 

81. Brammerts, H.: Autonomous language learning in tandem: The development of a concept. 
In Lewis & Walker (eds.), 27-36 (2003). 

82. Benson, P. and Voller, P. (Eds.): Autonomy and Independence in Language ... Classroom, 
Cambridge University Press., Cambridge (1996). 

83. Little, D.: Learner autonomy 1: Definitions, issues and problems. Dublin: Authentik (1991). 
84. Nunan, D.: Research methods in language teaching. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press (1992). 
85. Byram, M.: Teaching and assessing intercultural communicative competence. Philadelphia: 

Multilingual Matters Ltd (1997). 
86. Woodin, J.: Cultural categorisation: What can we learn from practice? An example from 

tandem learning. Language and Intercultural Communication. 10. 225-242 (2010). 
10.1080/14708470903348556. 

87. Morley J.,  Truscott S.: Incorporating peer assessment into tandem learning, The Language 
Learning Journal, 33:1, 53-58 (2006), DOI: 10.1080/09571730685200111 

88. Appel, C., Mullen, T.: Pedagogical considerations for a web-based tandem language learn-
ing environment. 34, 291–308 (2000). 

89. Appel, C., Mullen, T.: A new tool for teachers and researchers involved in email tandem 
language learning. ReCALL, 14(2), 195–208 (2002). 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S095834400200022 

90. Nazarenko, A.: Learning languages via telecollaboration: “Variation on the Theme.” In 12th 
International Conference Innovation in Language Learning (pp. 160– 164). Filodiritto Edi-
tore (2019).  

91. Pomino, J., Gil-Salom, D.: Integrating E-tandem in Higher Education. Procedia - Social and 
Behavioral Sciences, 228, 668–673 (2016). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2016.07.102 

92. Telles, J. A., Zakir, M. de A., Funo, L. B. A.: Teletandem e episódios relacionados a cultura. 
DELTA Documentacao de Estudos Em Linguistica Teorica e Aplicada, 31(2), 359–389 
(2015). https://doi.org/10.1590/0102-445084549183239327 

93. Brown, H.: Principles of Language Learning and Teaching (4th ed.). London: Longman 
Pearson Education Limited (2000). 

94. Crandall, J.: Content-based Instruction (CBI). Concise Encyclopedia of Educational Lin-
guistics (pp. 208-604). Oxford, UK Cambridge University Press (1999). 

95. Zhang, Y.: Cooperative language learning and foreign language learning and teaching. Jour-
nal of Language Teaching and Research, 191), 81-83, ACADEMY PUBLISHER Manufac-
tured in Finland (2010). doi:10.4304/jltr.1.1.81 



96. Johnson, D., Johnson, R.: What we know about cooperative learning at the college level. 
Cooperative Learning , 13(3) (1993). http://www2.emc.maricopa.edu/innovation/CCL/ 
whatweknow.ht 

97. Lave, J., Wenger, E.: Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation. Cam- bridge & 
New York: Cambridge University Press (1991). 

98. Winn, W.: Instructional design and situated learning: Paradox or partnership?. Educational 
Technology, 33 (3), 16-21 (1993). 

99. Anderson, T., & Dron, J. (2012). Learning technology through three generations of technol-
ogy enhanced distance education pedagogy. Cognitivist / behaviourist pedagogy. European 
Journal of Open Distance and E-Learning, 2, 1–14. 

100. Corbett, F., & Spinello, E. (2020, January 1). Connectivism and leadership: harnessing a 
learning theory for the digital age to redefine leadership in the twenty-first century. Heliyon. 
Elsevier Ltd. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2020.e03250 

101. Natt och Dag, K., 2017. A scholar-practitioner perspective on a leadership development pro-
gram in health care: integrating connectivism theory. Adv. Develop.Hum. Resou 
 

 
 


