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language learning context
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1. Introduction
There is a consensus that digital technology has become an integral 
part of language acquisition and pedagogy. From computer-mediated 
communication to augmented, virtual and mixed reality, researchers have 
demonstrated the affordances and effectiveness of technology that enhances 
the experience of language learners and teachers (Klimanova, 2021). 
However, as noted in a large body of literature (Flavin, 2012), the disruptive 
potential of technology has not been maximised to empower pedagogy that 
is appropriate for facilitating learning both inside and outside classrooms 
(Reinders et al., 2022). In the context of higher education, for example, 
universities have promoted the use of uniformised digital platforms and 
technological tools as strengthening student–teacher interaction, student 
engagement and the overall tertiary learning experience (Flavin, 2012). 
However, integrating digital technology into teaching and learning alone 
does not necessarily lead to effective teaching and learning. This is partly 
because, often, technology is adopted for its own sake and teaching with it is 
not positioned in clear pedagogical goals or strategies. In other words, digital 
technology is often employed to facilitate reproducing existing pedagogical 
approaches rather transforming or innovating them (Aljawarneh, 2020; 
Fry & Love, 2011; Margaryan et al., 2011; Rapanta et al., 2021). This trend 
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is still relevant today, although some studies have reported practices 
transformed by capitalising on the affordances of enabling technologies, 
such as mobile technology (Lan & Tam, 2022; Stockwell, 2021), virtual 
reality (VR) (Lan, 2021) and robotic technology (Cheng et al. 2021).

The Australian tertiary sector has witnessed growing diversity in learning 
needs in different language learning environments. This diversity reflects 
the consequence of multifaceted globalisation and mobility—that is to say 
that everything and everyone, including language and culture, are mobile 
and fluid in real and virtual spaces (Benson, 2021; Kramsch, 2009). In this 
sense, finding ways to diversify learning opportunities and strategies becomes 
vital for frontline educators to meet individual learners’ needs. One possible 
way is to engage digital technologies in language education, which seems to 
have become a norm amid the COVID-19 disruption. Building teachers’ 
content and pedagogical knowledge to (continually) explore methodological 
innovations is essential (Qi, 2021). What is missing, though, is the lens of 
design for learning, which acknowledges that learning cannot be designed, 
but can be designed for (Goodyear & Dimitriadis, 2013). In considering 
teaching as a design science (Laurillard, 2012) that is multidimensional from 
a temporal perspective, design is part of the pre-active form of teaching and 
can be regarded as a type of planning, conceived as ‘the intelligent centre 
of the whole teaching–learning lifecycle’ (Goodyear, 2015, p. 32). Further, 
design often includes a process of (re)design based on the interactive forms 
of teaching (facilitation of learning in the formal educational setting with 
teachers and peers), the post-active forms of teaching (evaluation, reflection 
and assessment) and the analysis of data collected for subsequent design 
decisions (Goodyear & Dimitriadis, 2013). As Shuell (1986, p. 429) noted, 
‘what the student does is actually more important in determining what 
is learned than what the teacher does’. In other words, students possess 
agentive power to capitalise on learning potential in the process of task 
performance. It is essential for teachers to nurture this power through task 
design and facilitation—that is, to develop their capacity to design good 
learning tasks and to clearly communicate task specifications to  students 
(Goodyear, 2015). The concept of design for learning foregrounds teaching 
as a design science and a moral activity that:

intentionally shapes what other people do, in order to help them 
learn, and later in turn shapes their future actions, capabilities, 
dispositions, ways of comprehending themselves and the world, and 
so on.

(Goodyear, 2015, p. 27)
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Since design for learning is vital for transformative practices, this calls for 
the repositioning of teachers-as-designers.

This chapter draws on the nuances of disruption and diversification in 
language education and illustrates a design pattern developed in a pilot 
study. It is argued that the concept of design for learning must be integrated 
into computer-assisted language learning (CALL) and technology-enhanced 
language learning (TELL), leveraging the capacity of researchers, teachers 
and instructional designers and technological affordances to ultimately 
achieve transformative pedagogical practice. As exemplified in our case 
study, which pilots a robot-assisted language learning (RALL) task informed 
by research, a design-based practice that incorporates technology is urgently 
needed in Australian tertiary language programs and beyond. This is an 
essential first step for design for learning to become an integral part of 
tertiary language programs, reshaping student understandings of language 
learning and helping them to experience languages in new ways (Darvin & 
Norton, 2017; Norton, 2013).

2. CALL/TELL: Digital technology as an 
impetus for disruption
CALL/TELL research has experienced exponential growth and has explored 
various aspects of language teaching and learning. Gillespie (2020) 
presented the most researched and under-researched topics covered by 
777 articles published in highly ranked CALL journals between 2006 and 
2016. He found that writing, computer-mediated communication (CMC), 
vocabulary and teacher education were among the most active areas, whereas 
pedagogy, games and blended learning were the least active topics. CALL 
pedagogy, despite a temporarily strong focus in the 2016 literature, remains 
under-explored over the years. As Gillespie (2020) noted, most research 
focused on language skills, alongside vocabulary, grammar and CMC. 
Conversely, research into advanced language learning and integration of 
language, culture and context in learning and teaching was significantly 
lacking. Another synthesis review article, by Chen et al. (2021), investigated 
CALL research trends by drawing from 1,295 articles published over a 
25-year period ending in 2020. Also focusing on prestigious journals in 
the field, their findings revealed that the development of mobile-assisted 
language learning, blended learning and project-based learning has attracted 
the most interest. VR and virtual world games, the mixed use of mobile 
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and other applications in various contexts, and the integration of digital 
multimodality into project-based learning have also drawn attention from 
researchers and educators.

Both review studies revealed that CALL is a growing area of research. It has 
gone beyond ‘the search for and study of the computer applications in 
language teaching and learning’ (Levy, 1997, p. 1) and moved towards the 
exploration of the diversity of computer technology used in and integrated 
into ‘a language learning context’ (Hubbard, 2009, p. 2). The refreshed 
definition of CALL research by Hubbard (2009) considers not only 
‘the development and use of technology applications in language teaching 
and learning’ (Levy & Hubbard, 2005, p. 143), but also ‘learners learning 
language in any context with, through, and around computer technologies’ 
(Egbert, 2005, p. 4). We share Hubbard’s (2009) definition of CALL and 
make connections with what language learners do for their learning today: 
CALL has been part of their life and they now ‘have greater control over 
choices of what, why, where and when they learn’ (Sun, 2021, p. 1061).

However, not all teachers are tech-savvy, and they are often constrained by 
technology accessibility and affordances in the learning context (Sun, 2021). 
Face-to-face instruction therein remains a key and preferred teaching mode, 
with digital technology employed as an add-on tool for communications and 
collaborative learning in schools (Goldie, 2016). Even teachers who have 
envisioned the benefit of digital technology for learning appear reluctant to 
try CALL/TELL in most cases (Biesta et al., 2015).

During the global pandemic, when teaching online became an 
unprecedented norm, teachers were forced to find ways of adapting 
pedagogical approaches, with the necessary support of digital technology 
(Le et al., 2022). A number of studies have brought teacher agency to the 
fore to explore language teachers’ emergency response to online teaching. 
Ashton (2022) examined the agency of four secondary school teachers in 
New Zealand and called for teacher professional development programs 
to better prepare teachers for different kinds of teaching environments 
in response to increasing demands in day-to-day teaching. Exploring 
teacher agency in a Chinese university teaching context, Chen’s (2022) 
study highlighted the important dynamics between digital affordances and 
teacher agency under pandemic situations. Her study offered some helpful 
teaching strategies, including better supporting students to understand task 
instructions by deconstructing and modelling task procedures in advance, 
and allowing for multiple submissions to lower the stakes of testing and to 
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nurture students’ self‑learning. Both studies have reinforced that teachers’ 
consistent exploration, practice, evaluation and reflection are crucial to 
better position themselves to positively cope with digital stress and to build 
confidence in using digital technology in teaching practice (Chen, 2022).

The aftermath of the pandemic has bolstered the growth of CALL/TELL, 
but it cannot guarantee transformative pedagogical practice. To effectively 
integrate technology into language teaching/learning, with the aim of 
innovating and transforming learning, rather than reproducing traditional 
teaching practices, as Flavin (2012) warned, it is time for CALL/TELL 
researchers and language teachers to rethink and redesign contemporary 
learning experiences that learners desire (eBeetham & Sharpe, 2013, 2020). 
Egbert et al. (2018) identified eight major gaps in CALL research, including 
a lack of information and understanding about implementing CALL tasks 
on a day-to-day basis in language classrooms. They urged CALL scholars to 
pay specific attention to how language teachers plan, implement, assess and 
think about CALL tasks both inside and outside the classroom, throughout 
the curriculum and school year, and how the process may affect learning 
progress and outcomes. This holistic approach to focusing on the process 
of CALL is essential to ensure optimal development and integration of 
CALL, which can significantly enhance the quality of language teaching 
and learning outcomes if teachers are supported throughout the design and 
implementation process (Rienties et al., 2018).

3. Design for learning in CALL and RALL

3.1. Design for learning in CALL research 
and practice

Connecting CALL to the theoretical concepts and approaches of design 
for learning could potentially address Egbert et al.’s (2018) concern that 
more CALL research is required to explore language teachers’ design, 
implementation and assessment process, and to relate that process to 
students’ learning progression and outcomes. Integrating CALL and design 
for learning requires ‘a shift of design thinking from the traditional design-
as-final products to design-as-ongoing process’ (Sun, 2021, p. 1066). 
Several studies have looked into the needs and challenges of preparing future 
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language teachers for evolving educational contexts and have advocated 
for more research and practice in forming teachers-as-designers (Colpaert, 
2010; Kuure et al., 2016; Mor & Mogilevsky, 2013; Qi et al., 2023).

Associated with teachers-as-designers, research has focused on interventions 
aiming to support teaching with technology. One well-known example is 
the technology, pedagogy and content knowledge (TPACK) framework 
developed by Mishra and Koehler (2006), which guides reflective practice on 
the equal relationship between technology, pedagogy and content as teachers 
create designs for learning (Rolf, 2021). However, undertaking reflective 
practice grounded in TPACK does not necessarily lead to good design, 
because design prioritises teachers’ ability to create and share their designs, 
with the emphasis on learners, the context and processes of learning (Law 
et al., 2017). Similarly, Puentedura’s (2014) SAMR model (substitution, 
augmentation, modification and redefinition) also consistently emphasises 
teachers using technology as a means of examining what they can and should 
do. While this focus allows teachers to progress through the hierarchy from 
substitution and augmentation to modification and redefinition, learning 
is highlighted as a product rather than as a process (Hamilton et al., 2016). 
Critical accounts of both TPACK and SAMR have highlighted the dynamic 
nature of teaching and learning with technology. As Koehler et al. (2014) 
noted, it is imperative for teachers to understand the relationships between 
teaching, technology and learning for nurturing students’ growth and 
achievement across space and time. According to Goodyear and Dimitriadis 
(2013), design for learning is a practical strategy, but also needs to be 
theorised, taking into account questions such as ‘who is doing the learning, 
why do they learn, and what do they learn and how do they learn?’ These 
questions encompass the three main components of design for learning: 
1) design of the task, 2) design of the physical architecture and 3) design of 
the social architecture for learning (Carvalho & Goodyear, 2013).

In considering teaching as design and teachers-as-designers (Goodyear, 
2015; Goodyear & Yang, 2009; Laurillard et al., 2013), it is important that 
teacher-designers are encouraged to learn from and build on the work of 
others to inform decisions they make in their design. This is often achieved 
through teachers sharing teaching ideas and good practices. Specifically, 
teachers are expected to develop knowledge and skills of design that have 
a positive impact on sharing, exchanging, discussing and improving their 
educational processes (Ghislandi & Raffaghelli, 2015). To achieve this, 
it is necessary to develop a structured, systematic design approach in a 
common, simple and accessible design language (Sun, 2021). This design 
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approach helps to bridge the proximity in testing, expanding understanding 
of the problem and finding ways of handling the problem; and support 
collaboration and meaningful conversations among instructional designers, 
researchers, and teacher-designers in the design process to achieve a shared 
goal. Alexander et al. (1977) suggested a patterns-based approach—or, put 
simply, design patterns. The benefits of implementing Sun’s (2021, p. 1064) 
design patterns include that they act as a ‘design tool’, mediate ‘concise 
and accurate communication’ among stakeholders in the design process, 
‘disseminate expert knowledge to novice[s]’ and offer ‘reusable solutions to 
commonly occurring problems at the very heart of sustainability of design’ 
(see Avgeriou et al., 2003; Frizell & Hubscher, 2008; Goodyear, 2005).

Design patterns are adopted to support e-learning (Goodyear, 2005), but 
they have not yet been widely used in CALL/TELL. Sun (2021) adopted 
the pattern by Alexander et al. (1977)—including problem, context and 
solution, and added pedagogical underpinning as the fourth dimension 
(Chatteur et al., 2010; Laurillard, 2012)—in developing her online Chinese 
language courses at a New Zealand university. She argues that pedagogical 
underpinning indicates pedagogical patterns that are powerful for teacher-
designers for not only narrating a sequence of teaching–learning activities, 
but also for relating and mapping them to pedagogical principles. Her 
creation of the fourth dimension is also inspired by Goodyear’s (2005) 
modelled design patterns in which design experience, educational values 
and research-based ideas are highlighted. When aiming for effective designs, 
according to Chatteur et al. (2010), it is crucial to embed pedagogical 
theories, case studies and teaching strategies and tactics.

Sun (2021) chose a number of design tasks that captured the pedagogy 
and learning principles informed by her design for learning. Adopting 
the format of the e-learning pedagogy-embedded pattern (Chatteur et al., 
2010), she incorporated six sequential components into her design pattern:

1.	 context
2.	 problem
3.	 literature search for solution (pedagogical theories, case studies, 

teaching strategies and tactics)
4.	 solution
5.	 consideration of other patterns
6.	 references (presentation of literature used in the design).
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Most worthwhile, as Sun (2021) noted, was her experience as a teacher-
designer in the process of design. The design patterns developed in her 
research gave her flexibility and space for reflection and improvements 
over time:

I felt that I was constantly prompted to reflect and connect 
pedagogical values and principles to the design patterns. I also found 
that the reflection was extremely helpful, e.g., it helped explain why 
some tasks had worked better or been favoured more by students. 
I also felt inadequate in trying to understand the pedagogical 
principles behind some of the tasks, and it was a valuable learning 
experience to research the related literature.

(Sun, 2021, p. 1078)

Sun’s design patterns and her reflective account provide us with a holistic 
view embracing different models to inform effective pedagogical solutions 
foregrounded by the concept of design for learning. Keeping the sequence of 
problem, context and solution, we focus on the pedagogical underpinning 
of each of the three components. We also need to expand the pattern by 
adding diversification as a new component to emphasise our commitment 
to accommodating diverse learning needs. In addition, ongoing reflective 
practice is critical for learning designers as they progress through each 
step of the design process, following the design pattern and informed 
by practices from the classroom. We unpack the development of our design 
pattern below.

3.2. Considerations of design for learning in RALL

Despite growing academic interest in RALL, particularly in the context of 
young learners (Vogt et al., 2017), to our knowledge, few researchers have 
engaged with RALL as an emerging subfield of CALL/TELL and design 
patterns. Most studies in RALL have highlighted design-based research 
(DBR) as a widely accepted qualitative research approach, highlighting 
collaborations between researchers, practitioners and instructional designers 
(Belpaeme et al., 2018). The DBR approach poses a series of design 
principles, procedures and practices, mostly through various iterations of 
tests and refinements, that ensure that the design is constantly informed by 
the results of such tests (Cheng et al., 2021). Consequently, DBR allows 
and encourages a collaborative process of design, involving practitioners 
and researchers, to co-develop educational interventions to bridge the 
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theoretical research and educational practice (Getenet, 2019). Cheng et al. 
(2021) were one of the very first teams looking at learning design in RALL 
for young learners. As a collaborative team consisting of language teachers, 
instructional designers, and educational technologists and researchers, they 
created and designed an authoring system of robots and tangible objects. 
This authoring system enabled young learners to experience a scenario-
based interactive language learning environment. Their system design and 
development process included four cycles, each lasting 18 weeks. Each 
cycle was constructed in four phases: needs analysis, system prototyping, 
system evaluation, and improving system functionalities and usability. 
A  fifth phase, reflection, was added after all four cycles were completed. 
Their study revealed the following key findings:

1.	 Cross-disciplinary expertise is required, and factors concerning 
children’s language and cognitive development, child–robot 
interactions, and hardware and software design and evaluation should 
all be considered in a comprehensive design framework.

2.	 The design team needs to consider effectiveness-related issues to 
mitigate usability concerns, including what is the effective setting for 
learners, in their case, for child–robot interaction.

3.	 For child–robot effective interaction, the tablet should be smaller in 
size and attached to the robot’s hand or belly to avoid distraction.

Notwithstanding the difference in target learners, these results are worthy 
of note for our design patterns approach.

Focusing on adult learners learning Chinese as an additional language, we—
as a group of researchers, language teachers and instructional designers—
were inspired to work towards tasks designed to cater for different learning 
needs. Our design approach—adopting a socially embodied robot—
emphasises RALL as a viable means of facilitating adult learners’ language 
practice in a real-life context. This is especially important when learners’ 
opportunities and resources for acquiring and using the language they are 
learning are constrained, even in a multilingual and multicultural society 
such as Australia.
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4. The study
Informed by design for learning, this study developed a design pattern 
specifically for guiding RALL design. Through this pattern, we designed 
a multimodal language learning task for adult learners to complete, with 
the support of a suite of emerging technologies, including a robot, a tablet 
and tangible objects. This task focused on facilitating our intermediate-
level learners (second year) to acquire a Chinese sentence structure, the 
ba-construction, in a real-life context. It was evaluated by five participant 
learners in a Chinese language class at an Australian university. We received 
institutional human ethics approval to proceed with the pilot study in 2021. 
Five participant learners, two females and three males aged between 20 and 
25, volunteered for the study. They were the only five learners enrolled in the 
intermediate-level Mandarin course offered for non-heritage learners at this 
university. The following two sections explain how we developed a RALL 
design pattern and how this design pattern was implemented and evaluated.

4.1. Developing a RALL design pattern

As illustrated in Figure 7.1, our design pattern comprises four components, 
context, problem, solution and diversification, together presenting an 
overarching view of the design stages. Specifically, context refers to the 
situated design for learning, focusing on task overview and organisation; 
problem highlights why educational interventions are necessary; and solution 
presents the task designed for learning intervention. Instead of seeing the 
pedagogical underpinnings as an additional dimension, our design pattern 
allows teachers-as-designers to elicit details by inquiring into, and reflecting 
on, how targeted goals can be reached in each component, and incorporating 
context-dependent pedagogical values, factors and theories with evidence 
and visions (Goodyear, 2005). Additional factors such as people, things, 
place, information, ubiquitous technologies, space and time are considered 
in the reflection process (Benson, 2021). Following the solution stage, our 
design pattern presents pedagogical suggestions at the diversification stage 
to help diversify the design, potentially involving design modifications. 
Diversification is a featured component of our design pattern. Based on 
the research-informed piloting, the diversification stage provides space 
for ongoing (re)design that considers learners’ evolving learning needs 
(Goodyear, 2015) and is centred around design for learning.
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Figure 7.1. A design pattern for teachers designing for adult language 
learning at university
Source: Authors.

4.2. Implementing and evaluating the RALL 
design pattern

The design pattern discussed above can be further illustrated with reference 
to the design process of the pilot study (see Table 7.1). Aiming to evaluate 
the validity and effectiveness of the design pattern, the pilot study adopted 
a combination of qualitative and quantitative research approaches and 
involved a research team comprising two language teachers-as-designers 
and instructional designers, and five adult learners as the participants. 
Primary data gathered from the participants, who were enrolled in an 
intermediate Chinese course in an Australian university, include their 
responses to pre- and post-study surveys and their group discussions upon 
completing a learning task. The research and design teams undertook 
reflections throughout the design process, drawing on their observation 
of the participant learners taking part in the task and individual recounts of 
their experience. Descriptive statistics and thematic analysis were employed 
to analyse the data collected from the learner participants and reflective 
notes shared by the research team.
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4.2.1. Context
Context specifies where the task design was situated, the role of the class 
teacher and students, and the learning objectives. Two experienced language 
teachers of Chinese worked with an instructional designer specialising in 
research and practice on educational technology to brainstorm the key 
challenges adult learners face in learning. Both teachers had experience 
teaching Chinese as an additional language at Australian universities. They 
shared the view, supported by data from the pre-study survey discussed below, 
that students generally found the ba-construction challenging to master. 
This is mainly because there is no equivalent English structure that students 
can draw on or that teachers can refer to when explaining the construction. 
While the basic sentence structure seems to be straightforward, subject – ba 
– object – verb, indicating the result or influence of an action, most learners 
find it difficult to know when to use this construction. Learners become 
even more confused when encountering variations of this construction. 
In view of these difficulties, the research team decided to create real-life 
contexts for students to use the ba-construction, hoping to enhance their 
awareness of when and how to use it appropriately.

4.2.2. Problem
Part of a typical design approach, taking advantage of the practical 
experience of the two language teachers, is to see the problem as ‘a symptom 
of some larger problem’ (Goodyear, 2015). The account of both teachers 
at the initial brainstorming sessions initiated the problem dimension in 
the design pattern, identifying areas that needed educational interventions 
corresponding with research findings and visions. These suggested the need 
for enabling technologies to help solve the problem, given the constraint 
of class time, the feature of the ba-construction in using the language for 
communications and the need for technologies enabling multimedia as 
resources in support of learning.

A pre-design survey was administered to understand students’ general view 
of the difficulty level of the ba-construction and self-assessment of their 
acquisition of the construction after they had learnt it during the semester. 
The questions in the survey were multiple-choice, created by the research 
team based on the two language teachers’ experience and student feedback 
received in previous years of teaching. The questions aimed to capture a 
quick and spontaneous assessment of student understanding and mastery 
of the ba-construction. The research team sought external validation of 
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the survey questions from experts. The students were asked to provide 
their perception of the difficulty level of the ba-construction and identify 
support that could potentially help them acquire the construction. Four of 
the five students highlighted ways that could support them to confidently 
acquire the ba-construction. They nominated having more practice using 
the ba‑construction in ‘scenario-based activities with others in class’, or 
in ‘a real-life situation’, as the most favourable approaches. One student 
added other possibilities, such as ‘having more translation exercise’ and 
‘receiving more explanation about the use of the ba-construction’. Another 
student, who specifically indicated that the ba-construction was difficult to 
learn, wanted to ‘practise using the ba-construction in a real-life situation’. 
According to one student, the ba-construction ‘is not too difficult and not 
too easy. [I] understand most of the time but still need help sometimes.’

Based on the teachers’ feedback, the pre-study survey results and the research 
team’s assessment of the affordance of the authoring system developed by 
Cheng et al. (2021, see below), we created a ‘Making Dumplings’ task design 
as a solution to the problem. This solution presents a research-informed, 
data-based task design and evaluation process, supported by the research 
team’s ongoing reflection.

4.2.3. Solution
At the solution stage, our RALL design adopted an authoring system 
developed by Cheng et al. (2021) to facilitate task completion in an 
immersive Mandarin learning context. This system enables interaction 
between the learner, a robot named Kebbi, a tablet and tangible objects 
with barcodes attached. An example of such an interaction is presented in 
Figure 7.2. In this task design, Kebbi is a human-like social agent, facilitating 
the making and cooking of dumplings by two students. Each pair, with 
one student acting as head chef and the other as sous chef, carefully listens 
to Kebbi’s step-by-step instructions about how to make dumplings and 
scans the barcode of each food ingredient and piece of kitchenware using 
a barcode reader. The scanning of the barcodes provides the learners with 
hands-on experience of using the ba-construction, as it enables Kebbi’s 
recognition of the learners’ moves. Following Kebbi’s instruction, the head 
chef tells the sous chef what to do and how to do it step by step in Chinese. 
The system also allows learners to ask Kebbi to repeat an instruction that 
they fail to understand (see the interactions between the learners and Kebbi 
in Figure  7.2). The tablet is used to provide extra help with students’ 
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understanding of the robot’s speech by displaying images and texts. The task 
enables students to listen to the robot, speak with their peers and Kebbi in 
Chinese (English may also be used) and handle real objects, creating a real-
life context for making dumplings. The task design process following the 
proposed design pattern is presented in Table 7.1.

Figure 7.2. An excerpt of learner-robot interactions
Source: Authors.
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4.2.4. Diversification
Diversification, the final stage in the design process, provides an avenue 
for language teachers-as-designers to rethink and reconsider possibilities of 
redesigning the task for different learning needs. This includes inviting the 
class tutor to help diversify the design for learners needing more practice 
out of class, and having students, as co-designers, design new tasks that 
are of interest to them in real-life contexts. Our developed design pattern 
can serve as a useful guide, enriching diversification by facilitating either 
personalised or collaborative learning. It is crucial to consider various levels 
of diversity carefully. This may include accommodating different learning 
contexts and environments, as well as acknowledging the varying levels 
of language proficiency and experiences with language and culture.

4.2.5. Evaluation of the task design
During the design process, multiple tests took place, followed by rounds 
of refinement of the design, particularly the technical part, led by the 
instructional designer/researcher, as well as volunteer learners of Chinese 
at other institutions. The five students who completed the pre-study 
survey piloted the task with the authoring system installed, as shown in 
Figure 7.3. The design team observed the process together with the class 
tutor. Observation notes were recorded by the team, incorporating students’ 
interactions with the robot and their peers, and issues arising throughout the 
process. Upon completion of the task, an informal group discussion took 
place, and a post-study survey was distributed onsite to gather students’ 
immediate feedback on their experience.

Figure 7.4 presents selective findings from the post-study survey in which 32 
statements (Appendix 1) were provided for students to indicate their agreement 
from 1 (strong disagreement) to 5 (strong agreement). The statements were 
created based on the knowledge of the research team and their observations of 
the rounds of testing undertaken before the piloting. They were reviewed by 
external researchers who have knowledge of Chinese teaching and learning. 
Students indicated their level of consensus regarding the positive experience 
they had with the designed task. Specifically, they believed that the task 
provided them with a culturally immersive learning experience and allowed 
them to simultaneously listen to the robot, speak much more Chinese using 
the ba-construction and engage in the hands-on practice of making real 
dumplings. Most importantly, they strongly agreed that, after this task, they 
knew the ba-construction better and felt more confident using it. In terms of 
interactions with the robot, they showed a positive attitude towards the robot’s 
clear instructions that were easy for them to follow while accomplishing the 
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task. The task was designed in such a way that it not only encouraged the 
students to reproduce the ba sentences spoken by Kebbi in a meaningful 
context but also prompted the students to paraphrase the sentences they heard 
from Kebbi when interacting with their partner. Students’ overall experience 
of learning Chinese in this task was satisfactory. However, they also pointed 
out a few challenges they experienced in the task, for example, the lack of 
familiarity with certain key vocabulary items needed for completing the task, 
as pointed out by two participants, even though the vocabulary needed for the 
task had been taught in advance (mean = 2.80, standard deviation = 1.30). 
Although, overall, it was a positive experience for the students, the activity 
was challenging, as multiple actions were happening almost simultaneously: 
the students had to listen to the robot, understand its instructions, relay the 
instruction to their partner while scanning the objects needed for each step 
and performing the required actions, such as washing and cutting chives 
(see Figure 7.2) (mean = 3.8, standard deviation = 0.45).

Figure 7.3. Making dumplings with a robot, a tablet and tangible 
objects (food ingredients and kitchenware)
Source: Authors.
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Figure 7.4. Students’ positive perceptions of statements incorporated 
in the post-study survey
Note: Mean and standard deviation presented.
Source: Authors.

4.2.6. Reflections
The research and design teams shared reflective notes on LINE, a social 
media platform, the day after the students completed the task in class. 
Figure 7.5 demonstrates some of the key interactions between language 
teachers-as-designers and the instructional designer on LINE. The design 
team acknowledged the challenges students encountered as indicated 
in their post-study survey (see Figure 7.4).

A week later, the research team gathered again on Zoom to reflect more deeply 
and critically on their observations, particularly of students’ experiences, and 
discuss possible improvements to the task design. The discussion focused 
on two aspects: task design and implementation. A thematic analysis of 
the Zoom interactions among the design team revealed concerns over the 
task design, including the necessity of using a tablet for supporting learners’ 
understanding, speech detection issues and the robot’s performance in the 
task operation. Although students found the tablet helpful for displaying 
images and texts that provided extra support for comprehension, the design 
team was reluctant to positively appraise this tool, reflecting instead on the 
fundamental purpose of the task. One of the teachers asked: ‘what was the 
task for? are we focusing on students’ language development or their [use] of 
the ba-construction for communications?’ The team felt that the tablet, while 
beneficial in terms of improving students’ understanding of the content, 
could be a distraction, diverting them from concentrating on listening, and 
delaying their response to the robot and performance of actions required to 
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complete the task. Part of the solution, the instructional designer suggested, 
was to reconsider the role of each device and its functionality in alignment 
with the purpose of the intervention that the task aimed to achieve.

Figure 7.5. The design team’s immediate reflection, shared on the social 
media platform LINE
Source: Authors.

As the design team pointed out, this meant rethinking ‘what might be the 
preferred way for learners to learn or practice’. The students involved in 
the task found the digital content on the tablet useful. It supported their 
learning, as the images of food ingredients and kitchenware and words 
spoken by the robot helped their comprehension of the task requirements. 
However, others might prefer practising with the robot only so that the 
robot becomes a more social, human-like figure. The chosen design was 
expected to support individual learners’ engagement in the task and bridge 
the gap for students progressing towards interacting with other people for 
meaningful and effective communication in various contexts. Our team’s 
critical discussion, reflecting on the design and implementation of the task 
and inquiring into each component of the design pattern, is fundamental 
to theorising the design for future learning. This practice-informed research 
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demonstrates teaching as a design science, in which research evidence 
and aims are taken into account to revamp students’ situated activity 
(Goodyear, 2015).

Students also mentioned seeking support from their class tutor when 
they encountered difficulties in accomplishing the task. The design team 
responded to this feedback by raising concerns about:

how might the class tutor think about their involvement in our 
RALL task? what about other teachers if they attempt to adopt our 
task for their learners and learning environments and contexts?

This reflection prompted consideration of the role of class tutors and 
potential pedagogical approaches in support of task design, as well as 
students’ ability to learn the content and apply it in real-life contexts. The 
two language teachers discussed the potential engagement of class tutors in 
the next round of the task redesigning process to better tailor the design to 
meet students’ needs more effectively. Both suggested that the interaction 
between the students and the robot should receive more attention in task 
design at the diversification stage.

The language teachers also reflected on their roles in the research-led design 
process. Similar to Sun (2021), one of them reflected:

I don’t know if I am a learning designer as the literature suggests. 
I know I am a teacher and a learning facilitator caring for my students’ 
learning progress and performance. I have to admit, though, this 
task design process with my fellow teacher and instructional designer 
helped me realise my accountability and professional identity 
in language education. I enjoyed brainstorming with my team 
members and came up with creative ideas that eventually became 
our creation of learning resources for students. Working along with 
the established design pattern provided me with a fresh insight 
into what learning design means to me, our team and students. 
Our collaborative process with the design team brings so much 
inspiration for me to carry on as a teacher, a facilitator, a researcher 
and possibly a designer.

Here we see this language teacher becoming aware of the multiple roles she 
had taken on in language education. Although her devotion to her role as a 
designer was emerging, she valued the experience of engaging with her fellow 
teacher and the instructional designer in the task design process. It might 
seem presumptuous for a teacher to claim a new professional identity after 
having a positive experience. Yet this teacher was clearly aware of, and had 
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considered the possibility of, having a new identity added to her other 
roles in her professional life in the foreseeable future (Ashton, 2022). Her 
growing sense of being a teacher-designer was seeded in, evolving through 
and situated in (ongoing) collaboration with her fellow teacher-researcher 
and instructional designer-researcher.

5. Discussion and conclusion
Drawing on the design patterns for CALL/TELL (Sun, 2021), we 
developed a design pattern consisting of four sequential stages for a RALL 
task design​—context, problem, solution and diversification. Within each 
stage, our design pattern enabled us to identify, explore and discuss possible 
design ideas and pedagogical underpinnings, alongside ongoing reflection, 
considering people, things, information, place, ubiquitous technologies, 
space and time in a sustainable, sequential manner. Our creation of the 
design pattern reflects design for learning in principle, highlighting 
language teachers-as-designers who are encouraged to explore ways in 
which they can design for students’ personalised and collaborative learning 
(Goodyear, 2015).

Piloting the task design with five students facilitated our further examination 
of the validity and effectiveness of the design pattern developed in this study. 
As confirmed by the students, the dumpling-making task allowed learners 
to fully engage in hands-on task completion in a real-life setting, mobilising 
their listening and speaking skills as well as grammatical knowledge about 
the ba-construction.

In addition, closely examining the task design process enabled the two 
language teachers to develop their awareness of, and strengthen their 
confidence in, their teacher-as-designer identity and capacity. Their agentic 
actions in taking the lead in designing, testing, refining and piloting the task, 
and observing and reflecting on the process of design and implementation, 
demonstrated that digital competence is one of the key design competencies 
needed for effective task design in RALL (Rolf, 2021). At the stage 
of diversification, we considered students’ feedback and the potential 
involvement of class tutors in task design refinement, as our design approach 
regards students as co-designers in the design process (see  Table  7.2). 
In fact, we regard such refinements as an ongoing endeavour, enabling us 
to work towards the best possible design and implementation of learning 
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tasks to meet the needs of learners in different learning contexts. This could 
involve multiple rounds of testing, feedback from learners and language 
professionals, and ongoing reflections from the research and design teams.

The design pattern developed in this study can be adapted by language 
teachers, instructional designers, researchers and students. It can be tailored 
to suit individual design needs and should be used as a springboard to 
embrace different ideas (Cross, 2023; Rolf, 2021). According to Goodyear 
and Dimitriadis (2013), the success of design for learning depends on the 
work of language teachers-as-designers, other professionals and learners. 
Learners who engage in the implementation of the design provide the design 
team with more understanding of their learning needs for better (re)design. 
This highlights that design for learning involves adaptation and fine-tuning, 
and that ongoing reflection is vital throughout the process. Collaboration 
is crucial. A collaborative and reflective design for the learning process 
is particularly important for RALL, as RALL tasks are often multimedia 
and multimodal, requiring the concerted efforts and expertise of a skilled 
research team. This collaborative process emphasises knowledge sharing 
and building that is also centred around a community of practice (Wenger, 
1998). As Carvalho and Yeoman (2019, p. 22) note:

successful collaborations of this nature depend on the materialisation 
and subsequent spatial orientation of information and ideas relevant 
to the task, and an ability to communicate and work with others to 
identify potential design solutions and converge on a single ‘good’ as 
opposed to ‘correct’ solution.

Our attempt at task design is consistent with this view, centring on human 
agency, language teachers-as-designers and students; utilising the support 
of instructional designers and researchers; and interacting with ubiquitous 
technologies in the constantly evolving arena of spatial-temporal language 
learning. We acknowledge that having such a strong learning design team 
is a luxury often unattainable in real life. However, our findings indicate a 
growing need for such a team to narrow or bridge the gap between what is 
needed in teaching and learning and what technological affordances we can 
tap into to meet such needs. Not every teacher is tech-savvy, and not every 
technical expert has a good knowledge of classroom needs.

We also acknowledge that there are limitations in this study, as data 
generated from one task design and one round of task implementation with 
a small number of student participants cannot be generalised. However, this 
study provides useful insights into how a design pattern can be developed 
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that supports language teachers in designing for personalised and/or 
collaborative learning. Although our pilot study took place in a classroom 
setting with a small number of participants and under the supervision 
of the class tutor, the same or similar tasks and the RALL environment 
could be scaled in different ways and at different levels. For example, the 
task environment can be replicated in a computer lab where a number of 
robots and tangible objects can be installed. Students could complete the 
task with the robot and their peers outside class time (that is, in their own 
time without the supervision of the class tutor). The recent development of 
generative AI unleashes endless opportunities for RALL task design to be 
executed beyond the confines of the classroom and classroom times.

Finally, our design pattern, drawing on the literature and expanded in our 
RALL task design, should be seen as an iterative process that has the potential 
to inform any task design undertaken by language educators. Focusing on 
classroom learning task design at a tertiary level, this case study provides a 
starting point for examining how design for learning can be implemented 
in RALL task design, and how this process can help language teachers 
to become confident designers for learning. We see language teachers as 
learning designers by the nature of their profession; however, they need 
ongoing support and collaboration with instructional designers and RALL 
researchers to effectively integrate design for learning into their day-to-day 
design practice.

Acknowledgements
This research was supported by the National Science and Technology 
Council, Taiwan, under project numbers MOST 111-2410-H-003-028-
MY3 and 109-2511-H-003-053-MY3. This work was financially supported 
by the Institute for Research Excellence in Learning Sciences of National 
Taiwan Normal University from the Featured Areas Research Center 
Program within the framework of the Higher Education Sprout Project by 
the Ministry of Education in Taiwan.



171

7. DESIGNING FOR ADULT LANGUAGE LEARNING IN A ROBOT-ASSISTED LANGUAGE LEARNING CONTEXT

References
Alexander, C., Ishikawa, S., Silverstein, M., Jacobson, M., Fiksdahl-King, I. & 

Angel, S. (1977). A pattern language. Oxford University Press.

Aljawarneh, S. A. (2020). Reviewing and exploring innovative ubiquitous learning 
tools in higher education. Journal of Computing in Higher Education, 32(1), 
57–73. doi.org/10.1007/s12528-019-09207-0.

Ashton, K. (2022). Language teacher agency in emergency online teaching. System, 
105, 102713. doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2021.102713.

Avgeriou, P., Papasalouros, A., Retalis, S. & Skordalakis, M. (2003). Towards a 
pattern language for learning management systems. Educational Technology & 
Society, 6(2), 11–24. jstor.org/stable/jeductechsoci.6.2.11.

Beetham, H. & Sharpe, R. (Eds.). (2013). Rethinking pedagogy for a digital age: 
Designing for 21st century learning. Routledge.

Beetham, H. & Sharpe, R. (Eds.). (2020). Rethinking pedagogy for a digital age: 
Principles and practices of design (3rd ed.). Routledge.

Belpaeme, T., Vogt, P., van den Berghe, R., Bergmann, K., Göksun, T., de Haas, M., 
et al. (2018). Guidelines for designing social robots as second language tutors. 
International Journal of Social Robotics, 10(3), 325–341. doi.org/​10.1007/​s12369-
018-0467-6.

Benson, P. (2021). Language learning environments: Spatial perspectives on SLA. 
Multilingual Matters. doi.org/10.21832/BENSON4900.

Biesta, G., Priestley, M. & Robinson, S. (2015). The role of beliefs in teacher agency. 
Teachers and Teaching, 21(6), 624–640. doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2015.104
4325.

Carvalho, L. & Goodyear, P. (Eds.). (2013). The architecture of productive learning 
networks. Routledge.

Carvalho, L. & Yeoman, P. (2019). Connecting the dots: Theorising and mapping 
learning entanglement through archaeology and design. British Journal of 
Educational Technology, 50(3), 1104–1117. doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12761.

Chatteur, F., Carvalho, L. & Dong, A. (2010). Embedding pedagogical principles 
and theories into design patterns. In P. Goodyear & S. Retalis (Eds.), Technology-
enhanced learning: Design patterns and pattern languages (pp. 183–199). Brill. 
doi.org/10.1163/9789460910623_012.

http://doi.org/10.1007/s12528-019-09207-0
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2021.102713
http://jstor.org/stable/jeductechsoci.6.2.11
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12369-018-0467-6
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12369-018-0467-6
http://doi.org/10.21832/BENSON4900
http://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2015.1044325
http://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2015.1044325
http://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12761
http://doi.org/10.1163/9789460910623_012


DISRUPTING, DECENTRING AND DIVERSIFYING LANGUAGES AND CULTURES IN AUSTRALIAN UNIVERSITIES

172

Chen, M. (2022). Digital affordances and teacher agency in the context of teaching 
Chinese as a second language during COVID-19. System, 105, 102710. doi.org/​
10.1016/j.system.2021.102710.

Chen, X. L., Zou, D., Xie, H. R. & Su, F. (2021). Twenty-five years of computer-
assisted language learning: A topic modelling analysis. Language Learning & 
Technology, 25(3), 151–185. hdl.handle.net/10125/73454.

Cheng, Y.-W., Wang, Y., Yang, Y.-F., Yang, Z.-K. & Chen, N.-S. (2021). Designing 
an authoring system of robots and IoT-based toys for EFL teaching and learning. 
Computer Assisted Language Learning, 34(1–2), 6–34. doi.org/10.1080/09588
221.2020.1799823.

Colpaert, J. (2010). Elicitation of language learners’ personal goals as design 
concepts. Innovation in Language Learning and Teaching, 4(3), 259–274. doi.org/​
10.1080/​17501229.2010.513447.

Cross, N. (2023). Design thinking: Understanding how designers think and work 
(2nd  ed.). Bloomsbury Publishing.

Darvin, R. & Norton, B. (2017). Identity, language learning, and critical pedagogies 
in digital times. In J. Cenoz, D. Gorter & S. May (Eds.), Language awareness 
and multilingualism (3rd ed.). doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-02240-6.

Egbert, J. (2005). CALL essentials: Principles and practice in CALL classrooms. TESOL.

Egbert, J. L., Shahrokni, S. A., Zhang, X., Yahia, I. A., Borysenko, N., Mohamed, 
A. F. S., Herman, D., et al. (2018). Planning for future inquiry: Gaps in the 
CALL research. International Journal of Computer-Assisted Language Learning and 
Teaching, 8(2), 39–59. doi.org/10.4018/IJ​CALLT.​2018040103.

Flavin, M. (2012). Disruptive technologies in higher education. Research in Learning 
Technology, 20, 102–111. doi.org/10.3402/rlt.v20i0.19184.

Frizell, S. S. & Hubscher, R. (2008). Using design patterns to support e-learning 
design. In L. Lockyer, S. Bennett, S. Agostinho & B. Harper (Eds.), Handbook 
of research on learning design and design objects: Issues, applications and technologies 
(pp. 144–166). IGI Global.

Fry, N. & Love, N. (2011). Business lecturers’ perceptions and interactions with the 
virtual learning environment. International Journal of Management Education, 
9(4), 51–56.

Getenet, S. (2019). Using design-based research to bring partnership between 
researchers and practitioners. Educational Research, 61(4), 482–494. doi.org/​
10.1080/00131881.2019.1677168.

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2021.102710
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2021.102710
http://hdl.handle.net/10125/73454
http://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2020.1799823
http://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2020.1799823
http://doi.org/10.1080/17501229.2010.513447
http://doi.org/10.1080/17501229.2010.513447
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-02240-6
http://doi.org/10.4018/IJCALLT.2018040103
http://doi.org/10.3402/rlt.v20i0.19184
http://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2019.1677168
http://doi.org/10.1080/00131881.2019.1677168


173

7. DESIGNING FOR ADULT LANGUAGE LEARNING IN A ROBOT-ASSISTED LANGUAGE LEARNING CONTEXT

Ghislandi, P. M. M. & Raffaghelli, J. E. (2015). Forward-oriented designing for 
learning as a means to achieve educational quality. British Journal of Educational 
Technology, 46(2), 280–299. doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12257.

Gillespie, J. (2020). CALL research: Where are we now? ReCALL, 32(2), 127–144. 
doi.org/10.1017/S0958344020000051.

Goldie, J. G. S. (2016). Connectivism: A knowledge learning theory for the digital 
age? Medical Teacher, 38(10), 1064–1069. doi.org/10.3109/0142159X.2016.​
1173661.

Goodyear, P. (2005). Educational design and networked learning: Patterns, pattern 
languages and design practice. Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 
21(1). doi.org/10.14742/ajet.1344.

Goodyear, P. (2015). Teaching as design. HERDSA Review of Higher Education, 2, 
27–50. herdsa.org.au/herdsa-review-higher-education-vol-2/27-50.

Goodyear, P. & Dimitriadis, Y. (2013). In medias res: Reframing design for learning. 
Research in Learning Technology, 21, 1–13. doi.org/10.3402/rlt.v21i0.19909.

Goodyear, P. & Yang, D. F. (2009). Patterns and pattern languages in educational 
design. In L. Lockyer, S. Bennett, S. Agostinho & B. Harper (Eds.), Handbook of 
research on learning design and learning objects: Issues, applications and technologies 
(Vol. 1, pp. 167–187). IGI Global.

Hamilton, E. R., Rosenberg, J. M. & Akcaoglu, M. (2016). The substitution 
augmentation modification redefinition (SAMR) model: A critical review and 
suggestions for its use. TechTrends, 60(5), 433–441. doi.org/10.1007/s11528-
016-0091-y.

Hubbard, P. (Ed.) (2009). Computer assisted language learning: Critical concepts in 
linguistics. Routledge.

Klimanova, L. (2021). The evolution of identity research in CALL: From scripted 
chatrooms to engaged construction of the digital self. Language Learning & 
Technology, 25(3), 186–204. hdl.handle.net/10125/73455.

Koehler, M. J., Mishra, P., Kereluik, K., Shin, T. S. & Graham, C. R. (2014). 
The technological pedagogical content knowledge framework. In J. M. Spector, 
M. D. Merrill, J. Elen & M. J. Bishop (Eds.), Handbook of research on educational 
communications and technology (pp. 101–111). Springer. doi.org/10.1007/978-
1-4614-3185-5_9.

Kramsch, C. (2009). The multilingual subject. Oxford University Press.

http://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12257
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0958344020000051
http://doi.org/10.3109/0142159X.2016.1173661
http://doi.org/10.3109/0142159X.2016.1173661
http://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.1344
http://herdsa.org.au/herdsa-review-higher-education-vol-2/27-50
http://doi.org/10.3402/rlt.v21i0.19909
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-016-0091-y
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11528-016-0091-y
http://hdl.handle.net/10125/73455
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-3185-5_9
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-3185-5_9


DISRUPTING, DECENTRING AND DIVERSIFYING LANGUAGES AND CULTURES IN AUSTRALIAN UNIVERSITIES

174

Kuo, J. Y. (2015). Cognition-based multimedia classifier learning. CASLAR, 4(1), 
23–45. doi.org/10.1515/caslar-2015-0002.

Kuure, L., Molin-Juustila, T., Keisanen, T., Riekki, M., Iivari, N. & Kinnula, 
M. (2016). Switching perspectives: From a language teacher to a designer of 
language learning with new technologies. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 
29(5), 925–941. doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2015.1068815.

Lan, Y.-J. (2021). Language learning in virtual reality: Theoretical foundations and 
empirical practices. In Y.-J. Lan & S. Grant (Eds.), Contextual language learning: 
Real language learning on the continuum from virtuality to reality (pp. 1–21). 
Springer. doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-3416-1_1.

Lan, Y.-J. & Tam, V. T. T. (2022). The impact of 360° videos on basic Chinese writing: 
a preliminary exploration. Educational Technology Research and Development, 71, 
539–562. doi.org/10.1007/s11423-022-10162-4.

Laurillard, D. (2012). Teaching as a design science: Building pedagogical patterns for 
learning and technology. Routledge.

Laurillard, D., Charlton, P., Craft, B., Dimakopoulos, D., Ljubojevic, D., Magoulas, 
G., Masterman, E., Pujadas, R., Whitley, E. A. & Whittlestone, K. (2013). 
A constructionist learning environment for teachers to model learning designs. 
Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 29(1), 15–30. doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-
2729.2011.00458.x.

Law, N., Li, L., Herrera, L. F., Chan, A. & Pong, T.-C. (2017). A pattern language 
based learning design studio for an analytics informed inter-professional design 
community. Interaction Design and Architecture(s), 33, 92–112. hdl.handle.net/​
1783.1/88860.

Le, V. T., Nguyen, N. H., Tran, T. L. N., Nguyen, L. T., Nguyen, T. A. & Nguyen, 
M. T. (2022). The interaction patterns of pandemic-initiated online teaching: 
How teachers adapted. System, 105, 102755. doi.org/10.1016/j.system.​2022.​
102755.

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

Levy, M. & Hubbard, P. (2005). Why call CALL ‘CALL’? Computer Assisted 
Language Learning, 18(3), 143–149. doi.org/10.1080/09588220500208884.

Margaryan, A., Littlejohn, A. & Vojt, G. (2011). Are digital natives a myth or 
reality? University students’ use of digital technologies. Computers & Education, 
56(2), 429–440. doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.09.004.

http://doi.org/10.1515/caslar-2015-0002
http://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2015.1068815
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-16-3416-1_1
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-022-10162-4
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2729.2011.00458.x
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2729.2011.00458.x
http://hdl.handle.net/1783.1/88860
http://hdl.handle.net/1783.1/88860
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2022.102755
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2022.102755
http://doi.org/10.1080/09588220500208884
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.09.004


175

7. DESIGNING FOR ADULT LANGUAGE LEARNING IN A ROBOT-ASSISTED LANGUAGE LEARNING CONTEXT

Mishra, P. & Koehler, M. J. (2006). Technological pedagogical content knowledge: 
A framework for teacher knowledge. Teachers College Record, 108(6), 1017–1054. 
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9620.2006.00684.x.

Mor, Y. & Mogilevsky, O. (2013). The learning design studio: Collaborative design 
inquiry as teachers’ professional development. Research in Learning Technology, 
21. doi.org/10.3402/rlt.v21i0.22054.

Norton, B. (2013). Identity and language learning: Extending the conversation. 
Multilingual Matters.

Puentedura, R. (2014, 20 February). Learning, technology, and the SAMR model: 
Goals, processes, and practice. Ruben R. Puentedura’s Weblog: Ongoing thoughts 
on education and technology. hippasus.com/rrpweblog/archives/2014/06/29/
Learning​TechnologySAMRModel.pdf.

Qi, G. Y. (2021). COVID-19 underlines the importance of learning languages 
via emerging technologies. Melbourne Asia Review, 7. doi.org/10.37839/MAR​
2652-550X7.16.

Qi, G. Y., Sun, S. Y. H. & Carvalho, L. (2023). Designing for diversity in Aotearoa/
New Zealand Chinese language classrooms. Language Teaching Research. doi.org/​
10.1177/13621688231167933.

Rapanta, C., Botturi, L., Goodyear, P., Guàrdia, L. & Koole, M. (2021). Balancing 
technology, pedagogy and the new normal: Post-pandemic challenges for higher 
education. Postdigital Science and Education, 3(3), 715–742. doi.org/10.1007/
s42438-021-00249-1.

Reinders, H., Lai, C. & Sundqvist, P. (Eds.). (2022). The Routledge handbook of 
language learning and teaching beyond the classroom. Routledge.

Rienties, B., Lewis, T., McFarlane, R., Nguyen, Q. & Toetenel, L. (2018). Analytics 
in online and offline language learning environments: The role of learning design 
to understand student online engagement. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 
31(3), 273–293. doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2017.1401548.

Rolf, E. (2021). Teachers as designers: Analyses of pedagogical patterns and their use. 
Stockholm University. su.diva-portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2%3​A160​2​
9​28&​dswid=-3647.

Shuell, T. (1986). Cognitive conceptions of learning. Review of Educational Research, 
56(4), 411–436. doi.org/10.3102/00346543056004411.

Stockwell, G. (2021). Living and learning with technology: Language learning 
with mobile devices. English Teaching, 76, 3–16. doi.org/10.15858/engtea.76.
s1.202109.3.

http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9620.2006.00684.x
http://doi.org/10.3402/rlt.v21i0.22054
http://hippasus.com/rrpweblog/archives/2014/06/29/LearningTechnologySAMRModel.pdf
http://hippasus.com/rrpweblog/archives/2014/06/29/LearningTechnologySAMRModel.pdf
http://doi.org/10.37839/MAR2652-550X7.16
http://doi.org/10.37839/MAR2652-550X7.16
http://doi.org/10.1177/13621688231167933
http://doi.org/10.1177/13621688231167933
http://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-021-00249-1
http://doi.org/10.1007/s42438-021-00249-1
http://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2017.1401548
http://su.diva-portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2%3A1602928&dswid=-3647
http://su.diva-portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2%3A1602928&dswid=-3647
http://doi.org/10.3102/00346543056004411
http://doi.org/10.15858/engtea.76.s1.202109.3
http://doi.org/10.15858/engtea.76.s1.202109.3


DISRUPTING, DECENTRING AND DIVERSIFYING LANGUAGES AND CULTURES IN AUSTRALIAN UNIVERSITIES

176

Sun, S. Y. H. (2021). Using patterns-based learning design for CALL tasks. Computer 
Assisted Language Learning, 34(8), 1061–1084. doi.org/10.1080/09588221.​
2019.​1657902.

Vogt, P., De Haas, M., De Jong, C., Baxter, P. & Krahmer, E. (2017). Child–robot 
interactions for second language tutoring to preschool children. Frontiers in 
Human Neuroscience, 11, 73. doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2017.00073.

Wang, Y. & Qi, G. Y. (2018). Mastery-based language learning outside class: 
Learning support in flipped classrooms. Language Learning & Technology, 22(2), 
50–74. doi.org/10125/44641.

Wenger, E. (1998). Communities of practice: Learning, meaning, community. 
Cambridge University Press.

Yang, Y. (2020). Acquisition of the Mandarin ba-construction by Cantonese 
learners. Macrolinguistics, 8(1), 88–104. doi.org/10.26478/ja2020.8.12.6.

Appendix A: Post-activity survey on 
learning experience with the robot
Your experience with the robot in practising 把. Please indicate the level of 
your agreement with each of the following statements. 1 = strongly disagree 
and 5 = strongly agree.

1.	 I like the activity because it is hands-on.
2.	 I like the activity because it relates to real life.
3.	 I spoke a lot of Chinese using 把 in this activity.
4.	 I now know better when to use 把.
5.	 I now know better how to use 把.
6.	 把 seems easier to use than before.
7.	 I still think 把 is difficult after the activity.
8.	 I think activities like this can help me learn Chinese better.
9.	 I like listening to the robot’s instructions.
10.	 The robot’s instructions are clear.
11.	 The robot’s instructions are easy to follow.
12.	 The robot’s instructions are hard to follow because there were lots 

of words I did not know.
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13.	 I did not understand the robot’s instructions because it spoke 
very fast.

14.	 I don’t mind repeating myself to get my sentence right.
15.	 I like speaking after the robot (following the robot’s instructions) 

because I could be sure my sentences were correct.
16.	 I didn’t mind when the robot didn’t understand me.
17.	 When I did not understand the robot, I touched the robot’s head to 

ask it to repeat what it had said.
18.	 I found the activity challenging because I had to listen, speak and act 

at the same time.
19.	 I found this activity engaging because I had to listen, speak and act at 

the same time.
20.	 The contents on the tablet (e.g. images and texts) are helpful.
21.	 When I didn’t understand the robot, I referred to the contents on the 

tablet for clarification.
22.	 The contents on the tablet (e.g. images and texts) should be displayed 

on the robot’s face.
23.	 When I didn’t know what I should do in the activity, I sought help 

from my teammate.
24.	 I sought help from my teacher when I did not know how to proceed 

with the activity.
25.	 The repeat function is helpful.
26.	 The robot spoke too fast to follow.
27.	 Making real dumplings helped me understand 把 better.
28.	 I hope to have more rounds of the same activity.
29.	 I hope to learn Chinese with a robot outside the classroom.
30.	 I like learning Chinese with the robot together with my peers in class.
31.	 I hope to learn Chinese with the robot by myself in my own time.
32.	 Robot-assisted Chinese learning has great potential.



This text is taken from Disrupting, Decentring and Diversifying Languages and 
Cultures in Australian Universities, edited by Adriana Díaz, Barbara E. Hanna, 
Samantha Disbray, Anna Mikhaylova and Grace Yue Qi, published 2025 by 

ANU Press, The Australian National University, Canberra, Australia.

doi.org/10.22459/DDDLCAU.2025.07

http://doi.org/10.22459/DDDLCAU.2025.07

