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Social media and collaboration technologies are viewed as valuable tools for creating a new reality of
collaborative learning, particularly in higher education facing millennials growing up with various tech-
nologies in their daily lives. Using the example of an undergraduate course taught on-campus, this study
examines how millennial students in higher education use social media and other collaboration tech-
nologies in their collaborative learning activities to co-create new knowledge through the application of
existing knowledge and the sharing of ideas. A semi-structured survey-based qualitative research method
is used to reveal the primary decision factors driving students’ technology choice for use in their collabo-
rative learning tasks and to assess the impact of the use of such technologies on their learning experience
and performance.

The analysis reveals convenience as an important decision factor impacting millennial students’ choice
of social media and collaborative technologies to use in their team-based collaborative learning inter-
actions. In particular, the three salient types of convenience emerge that matter to millennial students:
convenient to everybody in the team, convenient to access and use, and convenient to collaborate with
each other privately within the team. The analysis suggests that the use of social media and collabora-
tion technologies chosen by students in their collaborative learning activities is more likely to result in
students with positive collaborative learning experience than otherwise. In addition, a moderately strong
correlation (r = 0.425, p < 0.01) is found between students’ learning performance and their perception
on the impact of the use of the technologies of their choice on learning experience. Based on the analysis,
this study proposes a student-engaged, technology-choice-and-impact framework that captures the rela-
tionship between millennial students’ convenience-driven technology choice and its impact on collative
learning experience and performance. Further efforts should focus on investigating pedagogic designs that
engage students in technology choice for improved collaborative learning experience and performance.
The results of this study can inform educators and education technology providers in tailoring their ap-
proaches to incorporating technologies with learners in mind, thus turning their engagement into improved
learning experience and performance.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Context

Fast commoditization in Information and Communication Technologies (ICTs) of-
fers an increasing range of opportunities to incorporate these technologies into teach-
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ing and learning activities in higher education contexts [66]. Higher education has ar-
guably entered a period of disruption, with potentially transformative change by new
technological capabilities allowing new ways of teaching and learning [14,68]. In
particular, social media are viewed as enabling tools for creating a new reality in ed-
ucation encouraging more active and proactive approaches to learning [10,37,40,51].
In contrast to personal computing which focuses on supporting a behavior of isolated
individual users, social media is a term used to broadly define a variety of Internet-
based social computing technologies with the emphasis on the social affordances
for communication, collaboration, and content co-creation and remixing [29]. Many
scholars noted the social affordances of social media to connect learners with one an-
other, which can allow them to interact and learn from each other in a participatory
and collaborative fashion. Combined with the pervasiveness of Internet and mobile
computing devices on college campuses, social media offers a potential to create new
instructional strategies for improved student engagement and collaborative learning
in higher education [53].

The use of digital technologies in classroom settings is still, however, primarily
relying on traditional learning management systems (LMS) without resulting in the
innovative educational improvement which might have been expected [17]. The lit-
erature review by Tess [64] on the role of social media in higher education concludes
that empirical evidence has lagged in supporting the claim of social media as tools
for bringing innovative ways of teaching and learning in classrooms. It is also noted
that the integration of traditional LMS and social media lacks connection between
formal and informal environments to improve learning processes for the final users,
in other words, learners [13]. In addition, the gap in attitudes towards technologies
is observed between students and faculty in higher education. Roblyer et al. [52]
found that in higher education, students are more positive about the potential of us-
ing Facebook and other new social computing technologies for supporting learning
than faculty who prefer traditional technologies.

1.2. Objectives

The field of social media and mobile computing devices in higher education con-
texts can be summarized as still new and evolving. The existing literature indicates
that most of the approaches to harnessing the technological resources in higher edu-
cation have been mainly teacher-manipulated, arguably better suited for generations
of students who tended to acquire knowledge more passively from authority figures.
However, demographics entering the higher education space are changing. Millenni-
als, born in the 1990’s, are the demographic cohort growing up with various digital
technologies in their daily lives, thus also known as tech-savvy digital natives. In-
dependence, autonomy, and social interactions in their learning styles appear to be
typical characteristics of how millennials tend to learn. Yet, little research has been
done in understanding how millennials decide which digital technologies to use in
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their learning activities for collaborative knowledge generation and learning experi-
ence.

This study attempts to reveal dominant patterns of interactions displayed among
students in team-based collaborative learning activities and their relationship with
the students’ technology choice and collaborative learning experience. Guided by
the research question of “Does the use of knowledge sharing and collaboration tech-
nologies in collaborative learning activities improve students’ collaborative learning
experience and performance?” the objectives of this research are twofold: (1) to iden-
tify principal factors that impact students’ decision on which technology tools to use
in their team-based collaborative learning activities (“technology choice”) and (2) to
assess the impact of their technology choice on their collaborative learning experi-
ence and performance (“technology impact”).

In particular, an on-campus course was designed in such a way that collaboration
among students is required in their learning activities to apply theoretic concepts and
frameworks to a real-world situation and problem solve together, i.e., co-creation
of new knowledge through the application of existing knowledge and the sharing
of ideas. A semi-structured survey-based qualitative approach is used for data col-
lection and analysis. Millennial students are familiar with various social media and
collaboration technologies with the same or similar social affordances. The study
identifies the key principal factor that impacts students’ technology choice, from a
pool of such technologies, for use in their collaborative learning activities – con-
venience. The analysis of the resulting survey responses provides an informed ba-
sis for proposing a student-engaged, technology-choice-and-impact framework that
conceptualizes the relationship between millennial students’ technology choice and
its impact on collative learning experience and performance.

2. Literature review

The push to innovate teaching and learning with the integration of Information
and Communication Technologies (ICTs) has been a clear theme in higher educa-
tion over the past decade. To understand the ways in which learning management
systems, social media, and various other forms of ICTs were approached for higher
education, two relevant streams of literature were reviewed: (1) literature on learn-
ing management systems and social media in higher education; and (2) literature
examining the attitude of teachers and learners toward the incorporation of ICTs in
educational programs.

2.1. Incorporation of learning management systems and social media in higher
education programs

A learning management system (LMS) is the most popular education technology
implemented in many higher education institutions with the goal of enhancing stu-
dents’ learning and developing teachers’ professional capability. The focus of learn-
ing management systems in academic institutional environments has been mainly
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on course delivery, providing teachers with tools to support the traditional concept
of classrooms and facilitate administrative tasks [6,35]. While learning management
systems are primarily teacher-centric, these systems also attempt to provide students
with virtual spaces in which they may perform their academic activities.

Another technology considered as valuable tools offering a transformative poten-
tial in education is social media, allowing users to create a new reality in education
encouraging more active and pro-active approaches to learning [10,37,40,51]. Even
though the term social media is often interchangeably used with Web 2.0, the lit-
erature differentiates it from Web 2.0 which is typically defined by technical design
patterns [47]. Social media is defined more as “a group of Internet based applications
that build on the ideological and technological foundations of Web 2.0, and that al-
low the creation and exchange of user generated content” [29, p. 61]. In contrast
to personal computing which focuses on supporting a behavior of isolated individual
users, social media is broadly defined as a variety of Internet-based social computing
technologies that emphasize the social affordances of the Internet. Recognizing the
social affordances of social media, many scholars argue for the integration of social
media as effective educational tools [22,59]. McLoughlin and Lee [39] identified
the following categories of social affordances associated with social media – con-
nectivity and social rapport, collaborative information discovery and sharing, con-
tent creation, and knowledge and information aggregation and content modification.
These social affordances suggest that social media can facilitate student engagement
and collaborative learning that is defined, at the broadest, as “a situation in which
two or more people learn or attempt to learn something together” [19]. Collaborative
learning involves not only individuals as group members but also social interactions
among them such as negotiation and sharing of meanings. In collaborative learn-
ing, learning occurs as they are actively sharing experience and ideas, asking one
another, and evaluating information together in the process of meaning sharing and
knowledge construction in a participatory and collaborative manner. Eijkman [20]
observes how social media could move education away from a knowledge-object
orientation of “what to know” toward process-driven, participatory knowledge con-
struction approaches of “how to know.” As the use of mobile technology grows in
college campuses, ways to purposively leverage social media and mobile computing
devices in structured formal learning are being investigated [43,55].

Various evaluation studies on the use of these technologies in higher education
show, however, that empirical evidence has lagged in supporting the promise of dig-
ital technologies in higher education. Despite the fact that the majority of developed
countries incorporated learning management systems in their education systems, the
results are not what they had hoped for [17]. The use of a learning management
system is often limited to publication and consumption of course content in a broad-
casting mode where teachers publish content and students passively consume what is
published [30,35,56]. A key criticism of LMS includes that these systems are mainly
teacher-centric, being developed without learners in mind for their engagement, thus
making their adoption and use a difficult task [15].
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A literature review on the use of social media in higher education also indi-
cates that empirical evidence has lagged in supporting the promise of social me-
dia [64]. Factors investigated in the use of social media in the higher education con-
text include student engagement [23,26,62] and impact on student academic achieve-
ment [27,28]. The study by Junco et al. [28] showed that encouraging the use of
Twitter can improve undergraduate students’ engagement and semester grade point
averages (GPA). However, the other study [27] observed a significantly negative re-
lationship between the time spent on Facebook and undergraduate students’ GPA.
The increased ubiquity of social media, coupled with fast growing mobile comput-
ing devices on college campuses, offers the potential to explore new instructional
strategies [25]. However, the field is still new and evolving with the extant literature
being limited to the evaluation of the effectiveness of implementing these technology
devices [55].

The various studies indicate that simply implementing learning management sys-
tems, social media, mobile computing devices, and other new similar technologies in
educational programs do not automatically lead to transformational change in educa-
tion with any meaningful improvement in learning outcomes for students. A criticism
on learning management systems remains that these systems do not easily support
the integration of new technological trends such as social media and new mobile
app technologies to increase student participation and learning outcomes [2]. From
the perspectives of student learning, Chen and Bryer [13] observes that traditional
learning management systems are not integrated with social media in such a way
that students’ formal and informal learning environments are connected to improve
these final users’ learning processes. Formal learning is described as learning that is
institutionally sponsored or highly structured with materials developed by a teacher
within a program of instruction in an educational environment for a certificate or a
credit, whereas informal learning as unstructured learning that happens often through
observation, conversing with others, or using the Internet [36]. Oliver [46] argues
that the further research should be explored to develop a deeper understanding of the
relationship between technologies and learning in a pedagogical design of learning
activities.

2.2. Teachers’ attitude toward the integration of digital technologies and changes
in learners

Incorporation of technologies into teaching and learning is affected to a large ex-
tent by what expectations teachers have regarding the use of these resources [18,42,
69]. Frameworks such as Technological Pedagogical and Content Knowledge [44,67]
and decision models [7,8] were proposed to better equip teachers in designing, im-
plementing, and evaluating curriculum and instructions with technology. Yet, educa-
tional uses of technologies by teachers for classroom teaching and learning are spo-
radic. Studies were conducted to measure teacher attitudes toward the integration of
ICT into their daily teaching activities [11,65]. Roblyer et al. [52] found that in higher
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education, students are more positive about the potential of using Facebook and other
new social computing technologies for supporting learning than faculty who prefer
traditional technologies. Tess [64] concluded in his review of social media in higher
education that teachers are slow in adopting social media for educational purposes.

Sasseville [58] made the observation that “Teachers believe that they can con-
trol recent changes in education with knowledge accumulated over the years from
their professional experiences. They perceive professional knowledge as a way to
steer technological change in a direction they can understand and which they feel
is beneficial to their students.” However, the validity of this teacher-driven approach
to incorporating digital technologies in higher education should be challenged par-
ticularly with the change in demographic cohorts to tech-savvy millennials whose
characteristics include a significant increase in familiarity with, and use of, social
media and other digital technologies in their everyday lives [50,63]. In addition, in-
dependence, autonomy, and social interactions in their learning styles appear to be
typical characteristics of how millennials tend to learn, unlike previous generations
of students who typically acquired knowledge more passively from authority fig-
ures [32]. Demographic change, coupled with fast change in technologies, calls for
the in-depth investigation of pedagogic strategies for student manipulation of tech-
nology to achieve student engagement and educational goals [1,31,32,58].

2.3. This paper

We can conclude from the literature review that while learning management sys-
tems, social media, and mobile computing devices offer potentials to innovate teach-
ing and learning, the results of teacher-driven approaches to integrating these tech-
nologies into educational programs are far from the realization of the full potentials
of these technologies in higher education. Digital-native, millennial students tend
toward independence, autonomy, and social interactions with instant gratification,
impacting their learning styles. Little research has been done, however, to under-
stand what drives students’ technology choice for use in their learning activities and
how the use of the technologies chosen by them impacts their learning experience
and performance. This paper aims to complement the existing literature by examin-
ing ways in which students decide to use these technologies in team-based collab-
orative learning activities and by proposing a student-engaged, technology-choice-
and-impact framework that captures the relationship between students’ technology
choice and its impact on their collaborative learning experience and performance.

3. Course design and method

Digital-native millennial students are familiar with, and use, various social me-
dia and other digital technologies in their daily lives. What drives them to choose
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a certain technology tool over other competing familiar tools, for use in their col-
laborative learning activities? And, how would students’ technology choice impact
their learning experience and performance? Using the example of an undergradu-
ate course taught in on-campus higher education, this study attempts to explain how
millennial students in higher education choose and use social media and collabora-
tion technologies in their team-based collaborative learning activities. The first part
of this section provides the description of the course developed for undergraduate
students in their final year. The development of the course was informed principally
by the educational principles of constructivism. The second section of this section
describes the qualitative research approach used in this study to explain students’
technology choice for collaborative learning activities and its impact on their collab-
orative learning experience and performance.

3.1. Course design

A course, offered within the area of Information Systems at the Faculty of Man-
agement in McGill University, was redesigned to incorporate collaborative learning
into the on-campus course delivery in 2013. The unit under discussion is a semester-
long elective course that, as described in its syllabus statement, allows students to
“examine how Information Technology (IT) is leveraged in various industries. The
course will draw from economic theories as well as from various IT management
concepts to help create a framework. We will then examine specific real-world case
studies to which we can apply these frameworks. Students will gain in-depth knowl-
edge and skills in analysing how IT can drive various types of innovation to create
value. Critical thinking, creative thinking, analytical skills, business writing and pre-
sentation skills, collaboration and team skills will all be part of the learning outcomes
as these relate to IT in business.” The course is studied by a mix of final-year students
majoring different business management disciplines – information systems, market-
ing, finance, accounting, and general management. Thus, the course has a diverse
cohort of students with different motives and expectations.

The key learning outcomes of the course consist of the two components – one is
“hard” domain knowledge relevant to information technology management and the
other “soft” skills that relate to IT in business and contemporary workplaces [4]. The
main domain knowledge covers IT management concepts and the economic theories
that help create the frameworks to systematically examine how organizations and in-
dustries can innovate to create business value from IT and to learn about how IT can
both drive and hinder innovations. The soft skills include critical thinking, creative
thinking, analytical skills, business writing and presentation skills, and collabora-
tion skills, as illustrated in Fig. 1. To help students to develop the complex skills of
critical thinking, creative thinking, and analytical skills, explicit expectations are set
to the students with the behavioral guidance. More specifically, critical thinking be-
haviors assessed in this course include evaluating how far information is appropriate
and relevant, determining how to interpret it, questioning evidence and assumptions,
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Fig. 1. Learning outcomes and teaching methods used.

checking whether evidence and arguments support the recommendations, and taking
outside information into account during the thought process to explore other ele-
ments that could be of influence. The behavioral guidance provided to the students
for creative thinking includes putting facts, concepts and conclusions together in new
and original ways, looking for multiple alternatives to a problem, and learning from
what has not worked (failures) as well as what did (successes). Analytical skills that
are assessed in this course include systems thinking [60], problem identification,
and problem analyzing and solving. Another soft skill component is collaboration.
Roschelle and Teasley [54] defined collaboration as follows:

“Collaboration is a process by which individuals negotiate and share meanings
relevant to the problem-solving task at hand . . . Collaboration is a coordinated,
synchronous activity that is the result of a continued attempt to construct and
maintain a shared conception of a problem.”

Collaboration involves working together, in which parties are not necessarily
bound contractually or hierarchically. As a result, effective collaboration requires
self-regulation of behavior to coordinate with others, with joint attention to main-
tain shared focus. Various studies show the benefits of collaboration in work-
places [34,38,49,61]. Collaboration is also considered as an essential twenty-first-
century skill [16,41].

In designing the course, a formative approach was used for both assessment and
evaluation. Much has been written about assessment and evaluation – two concepts
that are complementary and necessary in education. Assessment is the term used to
look at how learning is going and provide feedback on knowledge, skills, and work
products for the purpose of improving the level of quality of a performance or out-
come [48], while evaluation is the term used to describe the determination of the
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level of quality [5]. The summative approach, taken at the conclusion of an educa-
tional process, is often used in evaluation. However, both assessment and evaluation
can be summative or formative, i.e., undertaken while an educational process is on-
going. A formative assessment and evaluation approach is used in this course to keep
track of how students are learning throughout the semester.

The question that was faced in designing teaching methods was how to incorporate
collaborative learning in such a way that the soft skills can be developed and used
in connection with the learning of the domain knowledge, to achieve both of the
learning outcomes. Influenced by the educational principles of constructivism, the
multi-dimensional teaching method is designed in which lectures are complemented
by various opportunities for students, individually and in teams, to apply the con-
cepts and the theories taught in class to real-world situations. Honebein [24] defines
social constructivist learning contexts as places “where learners may work together
and support each other as they use a variety of tools and information resources in
their guided pursuit of learning goals and problem-solving activities.” A key premise
of social-constructivist pedagogy is that instead of knowledge being transmitted by
teachers to be passively acquired by learners, learners participate in constructing the
means by which they create new knowledge and integrate it with existing knowl-
edge [3,24].

Thus, a 10-week team project assignment is designed as a part of the course’s
teaching methods. The execution of the team project assignment requires collabo-
ration with each other, as students perform learning activities together outside the
classroom. This team project not only involves students as team members but also
involves interactions among them to solve real-world problems together. The objec-
tive of this team project is to apply the knowledge that students acquire through the
lectures, in-class case analyses and discussions, guest lectures by industry practition-
ers, and individual independent research, to 1) critically analyze how the structure of
an industry has transformed over time and how IT has been a part of this transfor-
mation, 2) to identify the IT challenges that companies within an industry are facing,
and 3) to make substantiated and implementable recommendations to address the
IT challenges. The two key project deliverables that each team is required to com-
plete are a written report summarizing their findings and recommendations and three
in-class presentations of their work. Teams are formed during the second week of
the semester. Students’ team activity starts with the selection of an industry and a
company in the industry to investigate. The first presentation occurs during the third
week after the team formation. Each team shares, with other students in class, the in-
dustry and the company that they choose to investigate and the plan describing how
they plan to execute the project as a team. Students in other teams can ask questions
and provide feedback to the presenting team. The second team presentation occurs
in class during the mid-term period to share their research effort to gather and an-
alyze the data on the industry and the company that they are investigating. Other
students in class can ask questions and provide feedback to the presenting team. Stu-
dents conclude their 10-week-long team project activities by making the final, third



82 Y. Jang / Convenience matters

team presentation in class. As each team shares their findings and recommendations,
students in other teams again can ask questions, challenge the team’s analysis and
recommendations, and provide feedback on what they have learned from the presen-
tation.

Effective planning and execution of this team project requires collaboration – in
other words, students self-regulating their behavior to coordinate with their team
members, with joint attention to maintain shared focus. The performance of the team
project is evaluated at a team level, not at an individual level. A team’s in-class pre-
sentations are evaluated based on content quality and coherence, coordination be-
tween speakers, question responsiveness, and the ability to stay within time frame,
as well as speaking skills (poise, clear articulation, proper volume and pace, good
posture, eye contact, enthusiasm, and confidence). A team’s written report is eval-
uated for comprehension, clarity, conciseness, critical thinking, creative thinking,
relevance of the IT management concepts and economic theories applied to their
analysis and synthesis, and coherence of the report.

The university’s LMS (hereafter, referred to as my courses) was used in this course
throughout the semester. This LMS provides the discussion forum feature which is
an online message board where students can post, and respond to, messages. Upon
the completion of the team formation, a discussion forum dedicated to each team
was created in my courses. Students were informed of the availability of these LMS
discussion forums for use as their virtual team interaction sites. Students were em-
powered to pick and choose any type of digital technologies to use, including the
LMS discussion forums, in their team collaboration – with the project objectives,
evaluation criteria, and deadlines in mind. There was no teacher’s intervention to
mandate any particular technologies to use in their team collaboration.

3.2. Methodology

Since this research attempts to explain how millennial students in higher education
choose and use social media and collaboration technologies in their team-based col-
laborative learning activities and reveal a relationship between the students’ technol-
ogy choice and learning experience and performance, a qualitative-method approach
was deemed appropriate.

A semi-structured survey was developed to collect data on the technology tools
that students used to do their team assignment together with their team members and
on how the use of the technologies impacted their collaborative learning experience.
The initial list of technology tools that students were familiar with were collected
from the students at the beginning of the course. The initial list consisted of Face-
book, Dropbox, Google Drive, Google Doc, Google Presentation, Google Spread-
sheet, wikis, Twitter, Skype, email, and texting. The discussion forum in mycourses
was added to this initial list to construct the final list of technologies for use in the
semi-structured survey. All of these tools offer, at differing degrees, the social affor-
dances identified by McLoughlin and Lee [39] – connectivity and social rapport, col-
laborative information discovery and sharing, content creation, and knowledge and
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Table 1
Study cohort: Team size and within-team diversity

Average Standard Median Minimum Maximum
deviation

Team size 4.1 0.4 4.0 4.0 5.0
Within-team diversity: % of female
students in a team (Gender diversity)

56% 24% 50% 20% 100%

Within-team diversity: The number
of business management disciplines
in a team

2.3 0.9 2.0 1.0 4.0

information aggregation and content modification. In the semi-structured survey, the
following questions were asked for each technology tool in the list:

– Did you use it in doing your team project together with your team members?
– If used, why did you and your team choose this tool? Where and how did you

and your team members use this tool for what purposes?
– If used, would you say that this tool helped you to have positive meaningful

learning experience? If so, how did it help? If not, why not?
– If not used, why did your team not use this tool?

If students used any technology tool that was not on the list, they were asked to
specify. A student was also asked to evaluate to the overall impact of the use of the
technology tools on overall collaborative learning experience. For this, the following
summary question was asked:

– Overall, would you say that the technology tools that you and your team mem-
bers used to do this team assignment helped you to interact better with your
team members and learn from each other, thus helping you to have positive,
meaningful learning experience?

The survey was conducted at the end of the semester. Total 58 students, with the
composition of 26 male students and 32 female students, took this on-campus course
for credit. The course had a diverse cohort of students majoring different business
management disciplines – information systems, marketing, finance, accounting, and
general management, as summarized in Table 1.

The survey participation was on a voluntary basis at an individual level. The re-
sponse rate was 88% (51 out of 58). The analysis of the data collected began after the
team project grading was completed, in order to ensure the complete independence
of team assignment grading from survey responses. Following the data collection
process and after the completion of the team project grading, the survey data was
analyzed in two stages. Both of the research interests (technology choice and tech-
nology impact) shaped our interpretations of the semi-structure survey responses that
we collected and the explanations that we advance in this paper. We first performed
an analysis to allow for common patterns to emerge, in order to explain students’ pri-
mary decision factors in choosing certain technology tools for use in their collabora-
tive learning activities. For the coding and analysis of survey responses, we followed
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Table 2
Tools chosen by students for use in their team-based collaborative learning activities

Used extensively Used but not so much Not used at all
Facebook 100% − −
Dropbox 3% 15% 82%
Google Drive 51% 22% 27%
Google Doc 78% 15% 7%
Google Presentation 51% − 49%
Wikis − 2% 98%
Twitter − − 100%
Skype 28% 72%
Google Hangout 14% 86%
Emails 14% 86% −
Texting 14% 86% −
Discussion forum in mycourses − − 100%

a grounded theory approach for data analysis and conceptual development [12,21].
We then proceeded to a team-level analysis, applying the statistical analysis, to reveal
the relationship between students’ technology choice and its impact on collaborative
learning experience and performance

4. Findings

4.1. Technology choice drivers: Why do students choose certain technology tools
over other competing familiar tools, to use in their team-based collaborative
learning activities?

Millennial students are using various social media, mobile computing devices, and
other digital technologies in their daily lives. Our finding shows that even without the
instructor’s intervention, these students autonomously and collectively chose partic-
ular technology tools to use in their team collaboration, as summarized in Table 2.

To gain insights on what drives students to choose certain technology tools for
use in their team collaboration, we analyzed the survey responses to “If used, why
did you and your team choose this tool?” and “If not used, why did your team not
use this tool?” The theme that emerged is convenience, i.e., a quality of being easy,
useful, or suitable to proceed with something without difficulty (Oxford Dictionary).
In particular, the analysis identifies the three salient types of convenience that appear
to play a critical role in impacting students’ technology choice for use in their team
collaboration: convenient to everybody in the team, convenient to access and use,
and convenient to collaborate with each other privately within the team.

4.1.1. Convenient to everybody in the team
The analysis of the responses reveals that students pick a certain technology tool,

mainly because their team members are already using it:
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“Everyone in my team has a Facebook account. It is convenient to all.”
“It’s convenient because everyone already knows how to use it.”
“We all have a Facebook account. It’s easy to create a private group and com-
municate without leaving anyone out in the team. We check Facebook all the
time.”
“Facebook is a social network that all of our team members use, whether it’s
for class or personal. It is checked more often than emails, and easier/faster to
respond to than emails.”
“Everyone is on Facebook – when we’re doing group projects, we want to get
a response within a reasonable amount of time; we know our peers will be on
Facebook so they’re more likely to see it and respond in less time.”
“We all have access to the Google Doc. It’s convenient. We can work on the
same document simultaneously, and it is easy to see the progress of other team
members as well as what they are doing.”
“I never used Google Doc before, but some of my team members did. They told
me it is easy to work on documents simultaneously with no version control prob-
lem. So I said yes to it. I had a frustrating experience before in another project
because one of the team members emailed me wrong versions all the time.”

Wiki was not used much because not everybody in the team was familiar with it.

“I tried to use wiki in document collaboration, but not everybody in the team was
familiar with it. So we didn’t use it.”
“We all are more familiar with Google Doc and have used it before. Some of us
have not used wikis, and thus do not feel comfortable using them.”

Being convenient to everybody in the team implies a strong adoption of a technol-
ogy tool, in the sense that everyone in the team already uses it, or is open and willing
to learn to use it for the team. Our finding shows that Facebook has the strongest
adoption among the respondents. 100% of the respondents said that they used Face-
book in their team collaboration.

4.1.2. Convenient to access and use
Being convenient to everybody in the team appears to be necessary but not suffi-

cient for a particular technology tool to be chosen by students for team use. All the
students have an account in my courses, the University’s learning management sys-
tem. They have to access and use it regularly to download course materials, submit
assignments, and see course-related announcements. However, none of the partici-
pants chose to use the my courses discussion forums in their team collaboration:

“My courses is not easy to use. It requires logging in, which takes long time.”
“It is not an alternative that popped into our minds to use – Facebook is just much
simpler and easier to use. We can also access Facebook from our smart phones
so any time anywhere, which is not true for my courses.”
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“My courses is slow and not easy to use. It is annoying because it disconnects
me frequently. We all are on Facebook, always connected, so why bother with
my courses?”
“Everyone has a smart phone and would most likely be on Facebook, but not on
my courses.”

Being convenient to access and use means a tool’s ubiquity, ease of access, and
ease of use.

4.1.3. Convenient to collaborate with each other privately within the team
Another factor that is identified as a factor impacting students’ technology choice

is convenient to collaborate with each other within the team. We analyzed the survey
responses to “If used, where and how did you and your team use this tool for what
purposes?” to identify a relationship between students’ technology choice and types
of collaborative interactions. The coding process revealed the two types of interac-
tions that occur, as students collaborate to do the team project together with their
team members: activity coordination and content co-creation, as illustrated in Fig. 2.

The activity coordination type of interactions is a type of interactions that occur as
students attempt to coordinate activities required to do the team assignment together,
with the evaluation criteria and deadlines in mind. These collaboration activities
include diving up work, identifying and selecting, scheduling, sharing, discussing,
confirming, and informing each other. The content co-creation type of interactions
is a type of interactions that occur as students attempt to co-produce content in the
form of a report or presentation slides, with the evaluation criteria and deadlines
in mind. The collaboration activities revealed through the analysis include collect-
ing, sharing, putting together ideas, discussing, organizing, working on documents
simultaneously, updating, and tracking shared ideas.

4.1.3.1. Convenient for activity coordination type of interactions
Students used Facebook as a primary tool for the activity coordination type of in-

teractions. They took advantage of Facebook’s rich set of easy-to-use functionalities
to facilitate interactions with their team members:

“We used Facebook to schedule meetings, to post a link to information to discuss
relevancy, to communicate whenever we had problems or questions, and to give
feedback.”
“We are much more comfortable using Facebook to communicate. We get quick
notifications from Facebook when someone posts like a change in the meeting
location or the meeting time.”
“Planning a meeting could be a hard task. All the members have a different sched-
ules and priorities. Hence, we used Facebook groups to facilitate the communi-
cation among us, in order to ease the planning of meetings. It allowed everyone
in the team to give his/her thoughts.”
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Fig. 2. Types of collaborative interactions that occur in team collaboration.

“Since everybody is on the Facebook, it is convenient to discuss and set meeting
times and locations, and share links when we found something interesting to
discuss.”
“We used Facebook to schedule meetings, share ideas, talk about issues we were
having, share what we were working on, and keep in contact.”
“We used Facebook to schedule meetings, split parts, ask each other small ques-
tions while each of us worked on individual parts, as well as to post links to the
versions of presentations and documents so that we can edit them all together.”
“Skype and Google Hangout are all good tools to use to interact. But, Facebook
already did that for us so we didn’t need redundant tools.”
“Facebook makes everything simpler. Everybody is on it. Everything is in one
place.”
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“We used Facebook to schedule meetings, select topics, discuss feedback, con-
firm analysis and report details. If there is any change, I am notified real time.”

The analysis reveals that millennial students can put boundaries in sharing. They
limited the scope of sharing to the members within the team, by creating private
groups within Facebook. They share project-related matters openly with their mem-
bers, while keeping team communications and activities private to themselves within
the team. Students have accounts with Twitter that is convenient to access and use
with the affordances to support the activity coordination type of interactions. How-
ever none of the teams used Twitter, mainly due to Twitter’s public nature:

“Twitter is not a good team communication tool since it is public. Besides, we
wouldn’t be able to write much.”
“Twitter is not fast enough and too public to use to communicate with team
mates. Much less effective than specific group posts on Facebook.”
“Twitter is too public with lots of noise. In Facebook, we can keep team inter-
actions to ourselves within my team. It is also convenient, because you don’t
have to befriend them in “group” function in order to do a group project for one
semester. This means if there are certain conflicts within the group, you don’t
have to share personal information with them as friends. So it is cool.”
“We all have a Facebook account, and setting up a private group in Facebook to
communicate only with my team members is extremely easy and convenient. I
admit it is not perfect, and can be distractive at times. But I can’t stay distracted
too long because I soon get notifications from my team members that I need to
respond with my input.”

In addition to Facebook, other tools such as Skype, Google Hangout, email, mo-
bile phone texting offer affordance to facilitate the activity coordination type of inter-
actions with each other within a team. And most of students are familiar with these
tools – convenient to everyone in the team and convenient to access and use. Yet,
they were not used as primary tools in team collaboration, because these tools offer
limited functionalities for team-based collaborative interactions and thus are not as
convenient as Facebook.

4.1.3.2. Convenient for content co-creation type of interactions
Students used Google Drive, Google Doc and Google Presentation for content

co-creation type of interactions, as these tools provide the various sharing and con-
tent co-development features that students found convenient to collaborate with each
other for content co-creation:

“Google Drive accepts large files, make one place where everyone will access
and share the project files.”
“Google Doc makes it much easier to collaborate without having to deal with
multiple versions. We just post the link on Facebook. Not perfect, though, be-
cause it doesn’t always format well when downloaded as a pdf.”
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“Live real-time comment and edit system is super convenient.”
“Very convenient, especially when doing a group project and everyone is working
on it – easy to see who is working on what real time. It is particularly great under
tight deadlines.”
“Everyone has access to input. I can see teammates progress. It is one of the
easiest ways to collaborate and make sure all team members are on the same
page.”
“We chose this tool so that we could all edit and collaborate on one document.
We felt it was important to get the input of every member of the team.”
“It is the best way to promote transparency in the group. Everyone can see what
everyone is working on and can edit it any time. The real time feature allows
us to see who is making edits, which is useful to know who is working at that
moment. I know we all are doing our shares, contributing.”

Students chose collaboration technologies convenient to collaborate with other, so
as to work on documents simultaneously with the transparency that everybody in the
team can see who is contributing on what.

4.1.4. Team-level technology choice for use in team collaboration
Not all teams chose the same set of technologies for use in their collaborative

learning activities. 50% of the teams used Facebook, Google Doc, Google Presen-
tation, and Google Drive as primary tools in their team collaboration. These teams,
hereafter referred to as collaboration tech-literate teams, used Facebook as a pri-
mary tool for the activity coordination type of interactions, while using Google Doc,
Google Presentation, and Google Drive as primary tools for the content co-creation
type of interactions. Emails and texting were not used as primary communication
tools in these teams. The usage of emails and texting was limited mainly to the cases
when a team member was not responding to Facebook notifications in a timely man-
ner or when they have to communicate with people external to the team such as
managers of the company that they were collecting data from for the project.

29% of the teams used Facebook and Google Doc as their primary tools in their
team collaboration. These teams, hereafter referred to as limited collaboration tech-
literate team, used Facebook for the activity coordination type of interactions, while
using Google Doc for report content co-creation and traditional presentation tool
(Microsoft Office Presentation) for co-creation of presentation slides. The traditional
presentation tool was used because some of the team members were not familiar with
Google Presentation, and thus was not convenient to everyone in the team. Emails
and texting were not primary communication tools used by these teams, similar to
the collaboration tech-literate teams.

21% of the teams used Facebook, emails, and mobile phone texting as the main
tools for project collaboration. These teams, hereafter referred to as collaboration
tech-challenged teams, used the Facebook, emails, and mobile texting for the activ-
ity coordination type of interactions, while traditional word processing and presen-
tation tools (Microsoft Office Word and Microsoft Office Presentation) for content
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co-development. The collaboration tools that offer the social affordances to facilitate
the content co-creation type of interactions (such as Google Doc and Google Presen-
tation) were not selected by these teams because some of their team members were
not familiar with the tools, and thus were not convenient to everyone in the team.

The team-level analysis to explain the difference in technology choice reveals that
being convenient to everybody in the team appears to be a key factor in students’
making a trade-off decision on which technology tools to use in their collaborative
learning activities. Students in the collaboration tech-literate teams were all familiar
with, or open and willing to learn to use, the tools that they selected. On the other
hand, some of students in the limited collaboration tech-literate team and collabora-
tion tech-challenged teams were not familiar with a certain collaboration technology
tool such as Google Doc and Google Presentation. This led to the decision not to
use such a tool in their team collaboration, despite its convenience to collaborate
with each other for content co-creation together, because it was not convenient to
everybody in the team.

4.2. Impact of technology choice on students’ collaborative learning experience
and performance

The question was asked to students to assess their collaborative learning expe-
rience, as they worked together to do the project with the use of the technologies
chosen by them. To the question of “Overall, would you say that the technology
tools that your team used to do this team project helped you to interact better with
your team members and learn from each other, thus helping you to have positive,
meaningful learning experience?” the survey participants answered in one of the five
levels – strongly agree, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, strongly disagree.

All of the survey participants responded with the answer of either agree or strongly
agree – 65% of students (33 out of 51) responding with strongly agree, while 35%
agreeing. Figure 3 shows a distribution between a team’s technology choice and the
impact of the technology choice on students’ collaborative learning experiences. It
indicates that a particular set of technology choices could impact students’ collabora-
tive learning experience. The majority of the students who responded with “strongly
agree” were those in the collaboration tech-literate teams. This finding suggests that
while the use of collaborate technologies in their team project does not guarantee
a strongly positive learning experience to all students, it is more likely to result in
students with strongly positive learning experience than otherwise.

As illustrated in Fig. 4, a moderately strong positive correlation with statistical
significance (r = 0.425, p < 0.01) is found between a student’s perception on the
impact of the use of the technologies chosen by them on his/her collaborative learn-
ing experience and collaborative learning performance, measured at a team level
according to the criteria specified in the Course Design section,
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Fig. 3. A distribution between a team’s technology choice and the impact of the technology choice on
students’ collaborative learning experiences.

Fig. 4. Correlation (r-value): student’s perception on the impact of the use of the technologies chosen by
them on collaborative learning experience and their collaborative learning performance.

5. Discussion and conclusion

This study sought to examine what drives millennial students’ technology choice
and how their technology choice may impact their collaborative learning experience
and performance. A team-based collaborative learning assignment was designed as
a part of a pedagogic strategy in a university-level, on-campus course. The success-
ful completion of this team assignment requires that students collaborate in teams to
problem solve together by applying the concepts and frameworks taught in class to
a real-world situation, while using critical soft skills in connection with the learn-
ing of the domain knowledge. The millennial students in the study cohort, familiar
with a variety of social media and collaboration technologies that afford collabo-
rative potential at varying degrees, did not automatically make extensive use of all
these familiar technologies. Instead, they chose some of them for use in their team-
based collaborative learning activities – collectively among themselves, but inde-
pendently and autonomously without requiring a teacher’s intervention. The finding



92 Y. Jang / Convenience matters

of this study supports the conclusion by Lee and McLoughlin [39] that students’
adoption of a particular technology tool is ultimately determined by the “views and
perceptions of the users (learners).” Our analysis reveals a primary decision fac-
tor explaining students’ pick-and-choose behaviors of selecting the particular social
media and collaboration technology tools for use in learning together. The common
theme that emerges as a principal decision factor is convenience, i.e., a quality of
being easy, useful, or suitable to proceed with something without difficulty. Three
salient types of convenience that play a role in students’ technology choice for use in
their collaborative learning activities are identified – convenient to everybody in the
team, convenient to access and use, and convenient to collaborate with each other pri-
vately within the team. The team-based collaboration to achieve the project learning
outcomes, with the evaluation criteria and deadlines in mind, influenced students’
choice of technology to support the two types of collaborative interactions – the
activity coordination type of interactions and the content co-creation type of interac-
tions. This study provides evidence on the positive impact of the use of the technolo-
gies chosen by millennial students on their collaborative learning experience, which
also shows a moderately strong positive correlation with their collaborative learning
performance. The analysis provides an informed basis to propose a student-engaged
technology-choice-and-impact framework for technology-assisted, team-based col-
laborative learning, as illustrated in Fig. 5 (hereafter, referred to as STCI framework).

The STCI framework conceptualizes relationships among various key components
in technology-assisted, team-based collaborative learning – team assignment objec-
tives, evaluation and assessment schemes, students’ primary decision factors impact-
ing their technology choice from a pool of familiar technologies, the technologies
chosen for use in team collaboration, team collaboration using the technologies cho-
sen, collaborative learning deliverables, and collaborative learning experience and
performance.

Active participation of students in technology choice for use in their collabora-
tive learning activities is made explicit in the STCI framework. Educators can tailor
the SCTI framework to design team-based collaborative learning programs that en-
gage tech-savvy millennial students in the decision making of technologies to use
in their learning activities, and monitor the impact to improve collaborative learning
experience and performance. In addition, the framework can be used at an insti-
tution level in higher education to keep track of not only technologies familiar to
students but also primary decision factors impacting their technology choice for use
in learning activities. Such information can help higher education institutions to de-
sign institution-level education technology strategies that reflect students’ changing
needs.

The STCI framework has also implications to the education technology provider
community and the education research community. The education technology
provider community can use the study findings and the STCI framework to guide the
design of education technologies with learners in mind, in such a way that they can
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Fig. 5. Student-engaged technology-choice-and-impact (STCI) framework for technology-assisted, team-
based collaborative learning.

be conveniently integrated to support millennial students’ learning activities.Tech-
savvy, socially connected millennial students can assess how best to use a particular
technology tool to meet their needs in performing learning activities. When there
are multiple competing tools that offer same or similar affordances, they avoid re-
dundancy by choosing one that they collectively decide is most convenient to them.
Thus, LMS providers will need to define the role of LMS to be conveniently inte-
grated and remain relevant in students’ learning activities.

The STCI framework allows to identify the future research needs to further in-
vestigate the role of teachers in technology choice, the integration of knowledge
management, and the impact of an assessment and evaluation approach on students’
technology choice and collaborative learning performance. There seems a general
consensus that a different environment has emerged for millennial students with per-
vasive use of social and collaboration technologies in their daily lives. This change
alone does not guarantee, however, that learners reliably benefit from the social af-
fordances that these tools offer. The findings of this study suggest that a particular
technology choice made by students for use in their collaborative learning activi-
ties could impact the degree of positive collaborative learning experience. More stu-
dents in the teams that used collaboration technologies strongly agreed that the use
of the technologies chosen by them positively impacted their collaborative learning
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experience (Fig. 3). The key reason why some teams decided not to use collabora-
tion technology tools was because some of their team members were not familiar
with these tools. In other words, some students in these teams were not as tool and
emerging technology literate as others. Thus, the further research should explore the
mechanisms and impact of incorporating the role of teachers in students’ technology
choice into the STCI framework, in order to minimize learning disparity due to stu-
dents’ lack of tool literacy and emerging technology literacy defined by Shapiro and
Hughes [57].

The analysis on being convenient to collaborate with each other privately within
the team reveals the two types of collaborative interactions that impact students’
technology choice – the activity coordination type of interactions and the con-
tent co-creation type of interactions. These two types of collaborative interactions
share many of the knowledge management activities identified in O’Dell’s knowl-
edge management framework (1996) – i.e., identify, collect, adapt, organize, apply,
share, and create. The possibility of using social media in knowledge management in
higher education was raised to be properly addressed [9]. Further research should ex-
plore the mechanics to incorporate knowledge management into the STCI framework
along students’ collaborative learning cycle and assess its impact on their collabora-
tive learning experience and performance.

The findings of this study are based on the formative assessment and evaluation
scheme described in the Course Design section. Future research should include con-
siderable observation and testing to understand how change in assessment and evalu-
ation approaches would impact millennial students’ technology choice, their collabo-
rative learning experience and performance in higher education. Such understanding
can help guide the design of assessment and evaluation for team-based collaborative
learning that leads to meaningful improvements in student engagement and learning
outcomes.

The higher education and technology field is rich with volumes of work to un-
derstand the ways in which learning management systems, social media, and other
forms of ICTs can be approached for higher education. Despite this, we have argued
that we have a limited understanding of millennial students’ choice of technologies
for their collaborative learning activities and its impact on learning experience and
performance. This research shows that millennial students in higher education can
choose, from a wide pool of technologies available to them, the technologies that
make sense for their learning tasks. Convenience emerges as a primary decision fac-
tor impacting students’ technology of choice for use in their collaborative learning
interactions. This paper confirms the importance of studying pedagogic strategies
that engage students in technology choice and the impact on students’ collaborative
learning experience and performance. We hope this research will provide further im-
petus for continuing the journey of advancing our understanding of student engage-
ment in harnessing ever-changing technological capabilities to create a new reality
of collaborative learning in higher education.
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Limitation

This study was conducted with an on-campus, IT management course designed
for final-year students in a Canadian university. Thus, more research should be im-
plemented using various course subjects, different learning environments, different
school settings, and ages, for more extensive quantitative data collection to compare
and test the framework.

References

[1] P.C. Abrami, R. Bernard, A. Wade, R.F. Schmid, E. Borokhovski, R. Tamin and A. Peretiatkowicz,
A review of e-learning in Canada: A rough sketch of the evidence, gaps and promising directions,
Canadian Journal of Learning and Technology/La revue canadienne de l’apprentissageet de la
technologie 32(3) (2008).

[2] H. Ajjan and R. Hartshorne, Investigating faculty decisions to adopt Web 2.0 technologies: Theory
and empirical tests, The Internet and Higher Education 11(2) (2008), 71–80.

[3] T. Anderson and H. Kanuka, Using constructivism in technology-mediated learning: Constructing
order out of the chaos in the literature, 1999.

[4] J. Andrews and H. Higson, Graduate employability, ‘soft skills’ versus ‘hard’business knowledge:
A European study, Higher Education in Europe 33(4) (2008), 411–422.

[5] A.W. Astin, Assessment for excellence: The philosophy and practice of assessment and evaluation
in higher education. Rowman& Littlefield Publishers, 2012.

[6] P. Avgeriou, A. Papasalouros, S. Retalis and M. Skordalakis, Towards a pattern language for learn-
ing management systems, Educational Technology & Society 6(2) (2003), 11–24.

[7] A.W. Bates and G. Poole, Effective Teaching with Technology in Higher Education: Foundations
for Success. Jossey-Bass, An Imprint of Wiley. 10475 Crosspoint Blvd, Indianapolis, IN 46256,
2003.

[8] A.T. Bates and A. Sangrà, Managing technology in higher education: Strategies for transforming
teaching and learning. John Wiley & Sons, 2011.

[9] V. Benson, S. Morgan and H. Tennakoon, A framework for knowledge management in higher
education using social networking, International Journal of Knowledge Society Research (IJKSR)
3(2) (2012), 44–54.

[10] M. Blankenship, How social media can and should impact higher education, Education Digest
76(7) (2011), 39–42.

[11] B. Cavas, P. Cavas, B. Karaoglan and T. Kisla, A Study on Science Teachers’ Attitudes Toward
Information and Communications Technologies in Education, Online Submission 8(2) (2009).

[12] K. Charmaz, Grounded theory in the 21st century, in: Handbook of Qualitative Research. N.K.
Denzin and Y.S. Lincoln, eds, CA: Sage, 2005.

[13] B. Chen and T. Bryer, Investigating instructional strategies for using social media in formal and
informal learning, The International Review of Research in Open and Distance Learning 13(1)
(2012), 87–104.

[14] C.M. Christensen and H.J. Eyring, The innovative university: Changing the DNA of higher educa-
tion from the inside out. John Wiley & Sons, 2011.

[15] M.A. Conde, F. García, M.J. Rodríguez-Conde, M. Alier and A. García-Holgado, Perceived open-
ness of Learning Management Systems by students and teachers in education and technology
courses, Computers in Human Behavior 31 (2014), 517–526.

[16] D. Conrad and R. Newberry, 24 Business communication skills: Attitudes of human resource man-
agers versus business educators, American Communication Journal 13(1) (2011), 4–23.

[17] N. Dabbagh and A. Kitsantas, Personal Learning Environments, social media, and self-regulated
learning: A natural formula for connecting formal and informal learning, The Internet and Higher
Education 15(1) (2012), 3–8.



96 Y. Jang / Convenience matters

[18] M. Drent and M. Meelissen, Which factors obstruct or stimulate teacher educators to use ICT
innovatively? Computers & Education 51(1) (2008), 187–199.

[19] P. Dillenbourg, What do you mean by collaborative learning? Collaborative-learning: Cognitive
and Computational Approaches, 1999, 1–19.

[20] H. Eijkman, Dancing with postmodernity: Web 2.0 as a new epistemic learning space. In Web,
2010, pp. 343–364.

[21] B.G. Glaser and A.L. Strauss, The discovery of grounded theory: Strategies for qualitative research.
Transaction Publishers, 2009.

[22] G. Grosseck, To use or not to use web 2.0 in higher education? Procedia-Social and Behavioral
Sciences 1(1) (2009), 478–482.

[23] G. Heiberger and R. Harper, Have you FacebookedAstin lately? Using technology to increase stu-
dent involvement, New Directions for Student Services 2008(124) (2008), 19–35.

[24] P.C. Honebein, Seven goals for the design of constructivist learning environments, Constructivist
learning environments: Case studies in instructional design, 1996, 11–24.

[25] L. Johnson, S. Adams, M. Cummins, V. Estrada, A. Freeman and H. Ludgate, The NMC horizon
report: 2013 higher education edition, 2013.

[26] R. Junco, C.M. Elavsky and G. Heiberger, Putting twitter to the test: Assessing outcomes for student
collaboration, engagement and success, British Journal of Educational Technology 44(2) (2013),
273–287.

[27] R. Junco, Too much face and not enough books: The relationship between multiple indices of
Facebook use and academic performance, Computers in Human Behavior 28(1) (2012), 187–198.

[28] R. Junco, G. Heiberger and E. Loken, The effect of Twitter on college student engagement and
grades, Journal of Computer Assisted Learning 27(2) (2011), 119–132.

[29] A.M. Kaplan and M. Haenlein, Users of the world, unite! The challenges and opportunities of
Social Media, Business Horizons 53(1) (2010), 59–68.

[30] J.E. Klobas and T.J. McGill, The role of involvement in learning management system success,
Journal of Computing in Higher Education 22(2) (2010), 114–134.

[31] S. Kopyc, Enhancing teaching with technology: Are we there yet, Innovate Journal of Online Ed-
ucation 3(2) (2006).

[32] G.M. Kundi and A. Nawaz, From objectivism to social constructivism: The impacts of information
and communication technologies (ICTs) on higher education, Journal of Science and Technology
Education Research 1(2) (2010), 30–36.

[33] M.J. Lee and C. McLoughlin, Harnessing the affordances of Web 2.0 and social software tools:
Can we finally make “student-centered” learning a reality? In World conference on educational
multimedia, hypermedia and telecommunications (Vol. 2008, No. 1, pp. 3825-3834), 2008.

[34] J.D. Lewis, Partnerships for profit: Structuring and managing strategic alliances. Simon and Schus-
ter, 2002.

[35] S. Lonn and S.D. Teasley, Saving time or innovating practice: Investigating perceptions and uses
of Learning Management Systems, Computers & Education 53(3) (2009), 686–694.

[36] J. Malcolm, P. Hodkinson and H. Colley, The interrelationships between informal and formal learn-
ing, Journal of Workplace Learning 15(7/8) (2003), 313–318.

[37] J. Mao, Social media for learning: A mixed methods study on high school students’ technology
affordances and perspectives, Computers in Human Behavior 33 (2014), 213–223.

[38] T.M. McCarthy and S.L. Golicic, Implementing collaborative forecasting to improve supply
chain performance, International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management 32(6)
(2002), 431–454.

[39] C. McLoughlin and M.J. Lee, Social software and participatory learning: Pedagogical choices with
technology affordances in the Web 2.0 era. In ICT: Providing choices for learners and learning.
Proceedings ascilite Singapore 2007, 2007, pp. 664–675.

[40] M. Moran, J. Seaman and H. Tinti-Kane, Teaching, Learning, and Sharing: How Today’s Higher
Education Faculty Use Social Media, Babson Survey Research Group, 2011.

[41] N.J. Morel, Setting the Stage for Collaboration: An Essential Skill for Professional Growth, Inter-
national Journal for Professional Educators 36 (2014), 9.



Y. Jang / Convenience matters 97

[42] S. Mumtaz, Factors affecting teachers’ use of information and communications technology: A re-
view of the literature, Journal of Information Technology for Teacher Education 9(3) (2000), 319–
342.

[43] W. Ng, H. Nicholas, S. Loke and T. Torabi, Designing effective pedagogical systems for teaching
and learning with mobile and ubiquitous devices, Multiplatform e-learning systems and technolo-
gies: mobile devices for ubiquitous ICT-based education, 2010, 42–56.

[44] M.L. Niess, Investigating TPACK: Knowledge growth in teaching with technology, Journal of Ed-
ucational Computing Research 44(3) (2011), 299–317.

[45] C. O’Dell, (1996, December). A current review of knowledge management best practice. In confer-
ence on knowledge management and the transfer of best practices, Business Intelligence, London.

[46] M. Oliver, Technological determinism in educational technology research: Some alternative ways
of thinking about the relationship between learning and technology, Journal of Computer Assisted
Learning 27(5) (2011), 373–384.

[47] T. O’Reilly, What is Web 2.0. 2005. See http://www.oreillynet.com/pub/a/oreilly/tim/news/2005/09
/30/what-is-web-20.html.

[48] C.A. Palomba and T.W. Banta, Assessment Essentials: Planning, Implementing, and Improving
Assessment in Higher Education. Higher and Adult Education Series.Jossey-Bass, Inc., Publishers,
350 Sansome Street, San Francisco, CA 94104, 1999.

[49] H. Parker, Interfirm collaboration and the new product development process, Industrial Manage-
ment & Data Systems 100(6) (2000), 255–260.

[50] M. Prensky, Digital natives, digital immigrants. Cross Currents: Cultures, Communities, Technolo-
gies, 2013.

[51] C. Redecker, K. Ala-Mutka and Y. Punie, Learning 2.0-The impact of social media on learning
in Europe. Policy brief.JRC Scientific and Technical Report. EUR JRC56958 EN, available from:
http://bit.ly/cljlpq [Accessed 6th February 2011], 2010.

[52] M.D. Roblyer, M. McDaniel, M. Webb, J. Herman and J.V. Witty, Findings on Facebook in higher
education: A comparison of college faculty and student uses and perceptions of social networking
sites, The Internet and Higher Education 13(3) (2010), 134–140.

[53] J.E. Rodriguez, Social media use in higher education: Key areas to consider for educators, 2011.
[54] J. Roschelle and S. Teasley, The construction of shared knowledge in collaborative problem solv-

ing, in: Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning, C. O’Malley, ed., Berlin, Germany: Springer
Verlag, 1995, pp. 69–197.

[55] J.P. Rossing, W.M. Miller, A.K. Cecil and S.E. Stamper, iLearning: The Future of Higher Educa-
tion? Student Perceptions on Learning with Mobile Tablets, Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching
and Learning 12(2) (2012), 1–26.

[56] B. Rubin, R. Fernandes, M.D. Avgerinou and J. Moore, The effect of learning management systems
on student and faculty outcomes, The Internet and Higher Education 13(1) (2010), 82–83.

[57] J.J. Shapiro and S.K. Hughes, Information literacy as a liberal art? Educom Review 31 (1996),
31–35.

[58] B. Sasseville, Integrating information and communication technology in the classroom: A compar-
ative discourse analysis, Canadian Journal of Learning and Technology 30 (2004), 5–28.

[59] N. Selwyn, Social media in higher education. The Europa world of learning, 2012.
[60] P.M. Senge, The Fifth Discpline. Doubleday, 1990.
[61] J. Stark, Product lifecycle management Springer London, 2011, pp. 1–16.
[62] M.J. Sutton and A. Hazeri, Using the Wiki as an Experiential Learning Tool to Engage Students

in Undergraduate and Graduate University Courses, Increasing Student Engagement and Retention
Using Online Learning Activities: Wikis, Blogs and Webquests, Vol. 6. Emerald Group Publishing:
UK, 2012.

[63] R. Sweeney, Millennial behaviors and demographics, Newark: New Jersey Institute of Technology.
Accessed on 12(3) (2006), 10.

[64] P.A. Tess, The role of social media in higher education classes (real and virtual) – A literature
review, Computers in Human Behavior 29(5) (2013), A60–A68.

[65] T. Teo and J. Noyes, An assessment of the influence of perceived enjoyment and attitude on the



98 Y. Jang / Convenience matters

intention to use technology among pre-service teachers: A structural equation modeling approach,
Computers & Education 57(2) (2011), 1645–1653.

[66] UNESCO. World conference on higher education: The new dynamics of higher education and
research for societal change and development. UNESCO, Paris (2009).

[67] J. Voogt, P. Fisser, N. Pareja Roblin, J. Tondeur and J. van Braak, Technological pedagogical con-
tent knowledge – a review of the literature, Journal of Computer Assisted Learning 29(2) (2013),
109–121.

[68] L. Yuan, S. Powell and J. CETIS, MOOCs and open education: Implications for higher education.
Cetis White Paper, 2013.

[69] J. Webster and P. Hackley, Teaching effectiveness in technology-mediated distance learning,
Academy of Management Journal 40(6) (1997), 1282–1309.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


