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	Original Abstract

In this paper, we first present an innovative and collaborative curriculum development involving the Universities of Manchester and Plovdiv. This collaboration is based on parallel courses taught at each institution in which students develop some awareness of the characteristics of Computer-Mediated Communication (CMC) and Intercultural Communication (IC). However, the main objective is to enable them explore the richness and challenges of Computer-Mediated Intercultural Communication (CMIC). This objective is managed through a project shared by the two institutions in which pairs of students, one from each institution, interact online. Their project work involves the experience of, and reflection on, a structured two-month block of CMIC. This is carried out mainly in English, the first language of the mainly monolingual Manchester students and the main foreign language of the Plovdiv students. In the second part of the paper, we present a case study of one student pair in which we examine their CMIC experiences and reflections on them. Finally, we outline the ongoing issues we are thinking about with regard to the design of the curriculum activity and its collaborative operationalisation.


1. Introduction

In keeping with the title of the congress (East, West, North and South), this paper presents an international and collaborative curriculum development involving educators in the south (South America) and the north (Europe), the west (Uruguay) and the east (Bulgaria), with Manchester (the originator of the collaborative idea) as the central anchor. 

The curriculum development seeks to develop undergraduate students’ awareness of the richness and complexities of what we term computer-mediated intercultural communication (CMIC). Given the number of papers being presented at the congress which address the assessment of intercultural (communicative) competence), it is worth stressing the word ‘awareness’ at the outset: the course is short in duration, initial in level, and necessarily circumspect in its objectives.

The participating students are registered for separate but similar courses in their own institutions in their own countries but for the core experiential learning activity they interact with students from the other participating institutions through a two-month CMIC Project conducted largely in English. 

In this presentation, we will:

· set the contexts for our curriculum collaboration;

· describe the shared design elements of the courses offered in the collaborating institutions, the chief element being the experiential CMIC Project;

· present a case study of the participant experience of the CMIC Project; and

· discuss some ongoing considerations with regard to the collaboration, the design of the curriculum and CMIC Project, and our current ideas about the operationalisation of this design in coming years.

Before we begin our main discussion, a couple of points should be noted. First, the authorial ‘we’ used in this paper refers to the collaborating colleagues in the three institutions where students are being assessed (see shading in Fig. 1 below). 

	Country
	Institution
	Students
	Status

	UK
	University of Manchester

(3 tutors)
	31
	Registered and assessed



	Bulgaria
	Plovdiv University

(1 tutor)
	20
	

	Uruguay
	Instituto Cultural Anglo-Uruguayo
( 1 tutor)
	22
	

	Bulgaria
	Sofia University

(2 supervisors)
	13
	Non-assessed volunteers

	3 countries
	4 institutions; 7 tutors
	86 students
	2 types of participation


Fig. 1: Overview of the CMIC Project Collaboration 2007

For the Congress presentation, Richard is the sole representative of this ‘we’. Partly as a reflection of that, and partly because of the Mancunian genesis for the CMIC course, the Manchester perspective is foregrounded to some extent in what follows.

Second, we have slightly refocused the coverage of this presentation. As our Original Abstract indicates, we had thought about presenting a simplified picture of this collaborative activity – i.e. to focus just on the CMIC curriculum and students at Manchester and Plovdiv universities. However, we have since decided to present the collaboration in its full organisational complexity, i.e. in terms of all four participating institutions and their participating students
. 

2. Setting the Contexts

The pluralisation of ‘context’ in the above title is intentional, i.e. there are a number of interrelated contexts in terms of which our curriculum collaboration and the resulting CMIC Project can be best understood. There are three broader contexts as follows:

1. The rapid development of computer-mediated communication (CMC) over the last decade or so and the implications of these CMC developments for the kinds of communications in which our students are involved and for which they need to develop their mediated-communication competence.

2. The increasing multiculturalism of many societies and the increasingly complex patterns of transnational interaction and the impact of these ‘intercultural’ developments on the likelihood and characteristics of the intercultural communication (IC) that our students are now experiencing and for which they need to develop their intercultural communicative competence.

3. The impetus for international educational collaboration and for internationalisation of the curricula offered by universities and other educational institutions.

In this paper, however, we will not dwell upon these broad contexts but rather consider the following more-focused contexts:

4. The relatively new and rapidly developing phenomenon of computer-mediated intercultural communication (CMIC) and the implications this has for the likelihood and characteristics of the intercultural communication that our students are now experiencing and for which they need to bring together their competences in mediated-communication and intercultural communication.

5. The foreign language learning context in the UK and then implications this has for universities such as Manchester in terms of preparing often monolingual English-speaking students for intercultural communication which is increasingly taking place through CMC.

2.1 The Rapidly Developing Phenomenon of CMIC

Changing Student Profiles

To explore the implications of this context, we need to first present the changing profiles of our students. About five years ago, the tutors at Manchester decided to develop a course in this broad area of CMC and IC for a BA programme in Language, Literacy and Communication offered by the School of Education. The target students are / were not students of foreign languages. Over the five years or so since then, the Manchester student body on this course has mostly retained the same profile (see Fig. 2 below), the main exception being in their CMC profile. 

	Changing Student Profiles at Manchester

	Characteristic
	In 2001
	In 2007

	Sex
	largely female

	Age
	largely in their early 20s

	Nationality
	mostly British

	Languages
	Mostly monolingual English (or with some basic communication skills 

in one foreign language)

+

Some bilingual students (often from ‘ethnic minority’ communities)

	CMC experience
	Relatively inexperienced and lacking in confidence in their technological competence
	Mostly very experienced and quite confident

	IC experience
	Limited intercultural experience; not very confident in their communicative skills 

for such interactions

	CMIC experience
	Mostly inexperienced; excited / apprehensive about the possibilities 


Fig. 2: The Changing Profile of the Manchester Student Body

Two comments can be made here. With regard to the students’ CMC background, five years ago email was still a novelty for some of them and they tended to be preoccupied with ‘basic’ skills (e.g. attaching file attachments) with the development of the skills necessary for online intercultural interactions still not in their sights. Now, they have much higher levels of CMC experience, competence, and confidence. Over the same five year period, there seems to have been a similar development in the CMC profile of students at the collaborating institutions
.

Second, with regard to the students’ language background, a comparison of the Manchester student body with those at the collaborating institutions does highlight one critical difference which has remained constant over the years. The CMIC Project is largely conducted in English. Thus, for the students in the collaborating institutions, a high competency in English as Foreign / International Language is a prerequisite for their participation, i.e. they are fluent in more than one language. In contrast, many of the Manchester students have limited competence in, and experience of using, languages other than English. Further, unlike their peers at the other institutions, the Manchester students tend to self-report limited levels of intercultural experience. Unsurprisingly, they often feel insecure about their grasp on the communication skills needed for such interaction. 

The CMIC Phenomenon

We want to now return to the CMIC phenomenon and how it relates to our students. As we have just described, when we first began developing this course, the student experience of CMC was relatively limited but in the intervening years, this has changed. They now bring significantly higher levels of CMC experience, confidence and expertise to the CMIC Project. This raises some interesting issues in terms of the kinds of communicative competence that students now bring to the CMIC experience. The brief exploration of this area which follows is focuses on the Manchester students. It is very much speculative in character since our thinking in this area is at an initial stage.

In order to better understand the communicative competence that our students bring to the CMIC Project, we are beginning to think about the ways in which they have been socialised with regard to how to communicate prior to the CMIC Project experience. Fig. 3 below captures how we are trying to conceptualise such communication possibilities. The figure presents the two-dimensional communication continuum created by two axes, one addressing the continuum in terms mediated-ness, the other in terms of interculturality.
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Fig. 3: Students’ Communicative Competence and the CMIC Project

Using these two axes, we can position the CMIC Project experience in the top right quadrant. But how can we use this figure to understand what our students bring to this project? 

We want to suggest that the likely trajectory through the areas of communicative competence represented by the four quadrants above has changed and it continues to do so. Further, such changes will have implications for the student experience of CMIC. To this end, a number of trajectories can usefully be identified. First, as tutors, although there is inevitably variation between us given the differences in our ages, locations, and experiences, we can identify a plausible [1] ║ [3] , [2 overlapped by 4] trajectory for our own communication socialisation.
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Fig. 4a: Tutors’ Developing Experience of Communication

This can be contrasted with the suggested trajectory of our 2001 students who mostly gained their first significant experience of both CMC and IC through the CMIC Project. Further, for many of them, significant F2F intercultural communication has yet to occur. Thus, we can identify a plausible [1] ║ [2 combined with 4] trajectory.
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Fig. 4b: 2001 Manchester Students’ Developing Experience of Communication

The 2001 student trajectory can be contrasted with that for our 2007 Manchester students. Most of them have already gained significant experience of both intracultural F2F and mediated communication in childhood. They bring communicative competence in these areas to their CMIC project experience where they often have their first significant encounter with interculturality. Once again, for many of them, significant F2F intercultural communication has yet to occur. Thus, we can identify a plausible [1 overlapped by 2] ║ [4] trajectory.
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Fig. 4c: 2007 Manchester Students’ Developing Experience of Communication

The identification of these changing trajectories have raised for us the possibility that first encounters with interculturality may increasingly be mediated encounters rather than the F2F interactions. Our curriculum development work needs to recognise this possibility. As a team, we feel that we are beginning the process of developing theoretical frameworks, sensitising activities, and structured reflection on managed experiences of CMIC. 

Perhaps more important, especially for this SIETAR audience, is the realisation that although first encounters with interculturality may increasingly be mediated encounters, intercultural communication training (ICT) often assumes that first encounters with interculturality continue to take place through F2F interactions. Has ICT kept pace with the implications of communications technology for intercultural encounters and the training needed for them? Further, how does the multi-dimensional communication competence that young people increasingly bring to CMIC change the ICT that they may need? These are questions for which we have no answers as yet however.

2.2 The Foreign Language Learning Context in the UK

Although the UK government has recently announced that every child in England will start learning a modern foreign language in primary school from the age of seven (e.g. Andalo, 2007)
, it is clear that there are concerns about the teaching and learning of foreign languages in the UK. Recent headlines in the educational pages of the UK press illustrate such concerns - for example: 

“'Free fall' fears as pupils abandon languages” (Smithers and Whitford, 2006)
;  

“Shake-up urged to stop pupils dropping languages” (Meilkle, 2006)
. 

The crisis is currently being felt acutely in universities and secondary schools. Here is how one press article sets the scene:

Where will the UK's future linguists come from? As fewer and fewer students opt for languages at GCSE, many university departments face closure. The result, an Education Guardian analysis has found, is that languages are becoming an elite subject, studied by middle-class students and offered by only the top universities. The number of institutions offering straight "single-honours" degrees in French, German and Italian has declined dramatically in the past 10 years, yet courses offered by the Russell group of elite universities have remained stable. 

As Lord Dearing's review of languages this week reveals, the problem starts at school. Since learning a language ceased to be a compulsory subject after the age of 14 just over two years ago, the proportion of pupils taking a language at GCSE has slumped. In 2004, when languages were dropped from the core curriculum at key stage 4, 80% of pupils took one or more languages at GCSE. Now only half do. (Bawden, 2007)

Against this context, the relatively low levels of foreign language competence reported by the participating Manchester students should not surprise us. However, our disappointment at their foreign language competence has motivated us to develop the CMIC Project since this seeks to help such students develop their intercultural communication skills in English and to do so via the most likely avenue through which they may interact with people who are culturally different, i.e. through mediated communication.

2.3  The Development of the CMIC Field

We want to make a final contextual comment regarding the CMIC Project we have been developing collaboratively over the last five years or so. The field of intercultural communication (IC) has been in development since the 1950s and there is now a large body of research, literature, and training material available. The field of computer-mediated communications (CMC) has developed much more recently but, even so, there is a large and rapidly expanding literature in this area. Closer to our concerns here, there is also a growing literature within foreign language education which deals with telecollaboration projects in which students seek to develop their language competence, cultural awareness, and intercultural communicative competence through interaction online with native-speakers of the foreign language they are learning. However, the field of CMIC is still very much in its infancy and for this reason much of the thinking underlying our work in this area has had to draw elements from the above literatures and to combine them in new ways.

3. The CMIC Course at Manchester and Beyond

For the purposes of this paper, we will present the course design in its current form, noting however that this design has seen year-on-year development and revision in response to the changing technological possibilities, the changing student profiles vis-a-vis technology, and the insights from our evaluation of each ‘outing’ of the course. Although this year, on group of participating students are volunteers and are not taking an assessed course, our objective for next year is for all collaborating institutions to offer assessed courses which share the same core content and processes. It is this shared core that we will soon describe.

Before that, it should be pointed out that the CMIC courses developed in each institution represent curriculum innovative. For example, the Plovdiv course is an elective for BA students of English Philology. It alone explores the areas CMC, IC, and CMIC in a degree traditionally revolving around Linguistics, Theory of Literature, British and American Literatures, and British and American Culture Studies.

The Core of the CMIC Courses

The backbone for the assessed CMIC courses offered by the participating institutions is provided by a seven-phase CMIC Project (see Fig. 5). These seven phases are operationalised at Manchester through weekly classes (see Fig. 6). 

	The Phases of the CMIC Project 

	PHASE A – Preparation

During this extended phase, participants work in ‘cultural isolation’ as they prepare for the interactional aspects of the project (introducing themselves to their ebuddies) and the more transational aspects (exchanging cultural perspectives on a negotiated topic).

	PHASE B – Establishing Contact
	PHASE C – Personal Introductions

	During these brief concurrent phases, participants work in ‘culturally diverse’ pairs and trios

	as they make initial contact with their ebuddies and check access / availability to various CMC tools.
	to introduce themselves to their ebuddies.

	PHASE D – Cultural Perspectives Exchange

During this extended phase, participants work in their now established ‘culturally diverse’ pairs and trios as they agree the project topic and exchange cultural perspectives on it.

	PHASE E – Reflections

During this short-ish phase, participants working in ‘culturally diverse’ pairs and trios as they shared their reflections with their ebuddies about their CMIC Project experience.

	PHASE F – Data Analysis

During this longer phase, participants working in their ‘home’ cultural group once more as they analyse their CMIC Project data (i.e. CMC logs and diary entries) and begin describing the ‘Context of Communication’ that developed during Phases B - E of their CMIC Project experience.

	PHASE G – Demonstration of Learning

During this longer phase, participants work individually towards assessed work in which they articulate their learnings about CMC, IC, CMIC, and about the cultural perspectives they gained on their topic.


Fig. 5: The Seven Phases of the CMIC Project

	Classes
	Project Phases

	(1) Culture and communication
	

	 (2) Computer-mediated communication (I)
	Phase A

(Preparation)



	(3) Computer-mediated communication (II)
	

	(4) Intercultural communication
	

	(5) Computer-mediated intercultural communication
	Phases B / C

(Establishing Contact / Personal Introductions)

	(6) Cultural Perspectives Exchange
	Phase D

(Cultural Perspectives Exchange)

	(7) Language Perspectives
	

	Easter ‘Break’ (no classes but CMIC Project continues)

	(8) Data Analysis (I)
	Phase E

(Reflections)

	(9) Data Analysis (II) & Assessment Preparation
	Phase F

(Data Analysis)

	
	Phase G

(Demonstration of Learning)


Fig. 6: CMIC Classes and Phases
Similar schedules are followed at each of the collaborating institutions although differences in academic schedules in each context as well as programme-specific considerations necessarily mean that the operationalisation differs in each institution.

The course design is responsive to student reactions to it. Thus, the language perspectives session is a recent addition which responds to students’ own comments (in their assessed work) about the linguistic learning the CMIC project stimulated. Given that the course is not directly concerned with foreign language competence, but rather with awareness of the richness and challenges of English-medium CMIC, the focus of this language-focused session is on areas such as pragmatic awareness raising.

Although we do not have time here to set out the full details, the theoretical positioning of the course can be inferred from the way in which we define the key concept of CMIC.

	Short Definition

We use the term CMIC to refer to the phenomenon, processes, and emerging characteristics of interpersonal communication conducted through networked telecommunications systems and realised through interactions between individuals who differ significantly in their cultural backgrounds.


	Expanded Definition

We use the term CMIC to refer to the phenomenon, processes, and emerging characteristics of interpersonal communication which is particularised in two important ways: such communication, on the one hand, is conducted through (i.e. situated, informed, shaped etc through the affordances of) networked telecommunications systems; and, on the other, is realised through interactions between (i.e. the creating, exchanging, perceiving of, and attributing meaning to, messages from) individuals (understood to be culturally-unique and culturally-complex beings participating in, and being influenced by, the particular societies in which they ‘reside’ and with which they identify) who differ significantly in their cultural backgrounds.


As the sequence of classes (see Fig. 6 above) suggests, we cover the separate elements (e.g. CMC, IC) underpinning the central concept of CMIC before we bring them together. For example, in the IC class we explore skills of intercultural communication such as those explored by Kerry O’Sullivan
 such as his overarching avoid / recognise / repair objectives and the skill of externalisation (or ‘Stepping outside your usual perceptions’). We can illustrate as follows the way in which we explicitly link these IC skills to the challenge of CMIC in Class (5):
	For computer-mediated intercultural communication,

 the competent communicator needs to be able to:
· avoid miscommunication which results from the characteristics and challenges of communication which is intercultural and computer-mediated in nature;

· recognise when miscommunication could be the result of the characteristics and challenges of communication which is intercultural and computer-mediated in nature; and

· repair miscommunication which may have resulted from the characteristics and challenges of communication which is intercultural and computer-mediated in nature. 

                                                                                                              (adapted from O’Sullivan, 1994: 99)


With regard to externalisation, we set up discussion tasks such as the following:

	· Externalisation skills and strategies (Stepping outside your usual perceptions)
Context  1: A Manchester CMIC Project student sends their first message to their ebuddy / ies at the beginning of Phase B (Establishing Contact). How long might their reply typically be?

Your preference: 
________________________________________________________________

ebuddy’s perspective: 
_____________________________________________________________




We also invite students to interact with ‘evidence’ from previous years:

	Task 1: Consider the email below What is being communicated by this ebuddy? What might your initial response be to it? Do you feel that externalisation and analysing skills are being usefully employed in it? What would you say in reply? Which of O’Sullivan’s skills might help you in this task?

Excerpt 1

Hi C,

I am really keen to talk to you and you didn’t contact me this past week ( ……………….

I have sent you a photograph of myself and my boyfriend. We are eating a famous dish here called ……. I have been with him two years and we intend to marry. My boyfriend does not earn much money but this is not a problem for me. Do you have a boyfriend? 

 I have read an article that says that young people in your country drink lots of alcohol and don’t eat food as well with it. I think this is bad for young people. Wedrink here but with food and we drink lots of water also. Young people are very respectful here. Why do you think you think young English people are not so respectful? …………….

Anyway, you must  let me hear from you asap

Love 

J Xxx


The CMIC Project

As indicated above, the CMIC Project is at the core of each of the CMIC courses offered at the participating institutions. Through it, participants from Manchester work with one or two students (“ebuddies”) from either Bulgaria or Uruguay. The process of ebuddy allocation is always a tricky one since exact student numbers at each institution are not known until the course begins. The allocation requires some flexibility. We assume that each Manchester student needs to be working with one or more ebuddies from the same context. This year, the pattern of student numbers across the participating institutions has meant that most Manchester students have two ebuddies in either Uruguay or Bulgaria. 

We have consciously kept the groupings bilateral, partly because we wanted to keep things relatively simple in terms of cultural experience, and partly because we wanted the topics to be focused initially at least on some aspect of life in Bulgaria or Uruguay. We felt that the students from Bulgaria and Uruguay, through their many years of English language learning, would probably know far more about life in the UK and other English-speaking countries than our Manchester students would know about life in either Bulgaria or Uruguay.

4. The Nature of the CMIC Experience: The Student Experience

Because this year’s CMIC Project is still in progress, we will present the case study of ‘Lisa’, a Manchester student from last year who was allocated ebuddies in both Bulgaria (‘Ayshe’) and Uruguay (‘Victoria’). The data we have for her CMIC experience are rich and include CMC logs, diary entries, her assignment commentary, and the transcript of a post-experience interview with her Manchester tutor. The details we present below are necessarily selective and focus on the ways in which Lisa interacts with her ebuddies (log data), how she reflects on these interactions (diary data) and how she then discusses her CMIC experience with reference to her understanding of O’Sullivan’s intercultural skills.

Interacting online with Victoria

In contrast to the extensive communications between herself and Ayshe, Lisa only sent Victoria seven e-mails and received five replies during the whole CMIC Project. She chose to use email rather than communicate synchronously because she wanted to “compose [her] thoughts beforehand, and convey them in a way that would be easy for [her ebuddies] to understand”. Her reflections after the first contact are interesting: 

When Ayshe replied straight away and Victoria didn’t, [I] wondered if she wasn’t going to.

However, she resisted interpreting Victoria’s behaviour: 

This is a problem of CMC, don’t know if they haven’t received e-mail, or have and are ignoring you!

Such attempts were tested as the project moved onto the topic discussions:

[Whereas] Ayshe replied to my questions about her culture within a day, Victoria has not replied at all which is making me a bit annoyed. At least I have one e-buddy I can talk to. 

However, her annoyance was ameliorated by a successful exchange of messages:

The Uruguayan girl e-mailed me back saying she didn’t get my last e-mail. This shows a problem of CMC as I thought she was ignoring me when actually she hadn’t got my e-mail. With e-mail you don’t know whether they’ve got your e-mail or not, or if they have and are purposely ignoring you. I guess you have to give people the benefit of the doubt.
Here, “giving people the benefit of the doubt” can be understood as an attempt by Lisa to not jump to conclusions, i.e. to practise the IC skill of externalisation. 

With Victoria’s first lengthy email, Lisa’s monitoring skills were in evidence:

When Victoria replied with her first real letter I was surprised because I thought she wasn’t going to. It was hard to understand what she had written because her English was not good. I couldn’t always understand what she was asking me. Wrote word jajaja which I think is equal to hahaha but it shows the problems of not having common cyber talk in CMIC.

The increased flow of communication encourages Lisa to continue trying to make sense of Victoria’s communicative behaviour:

Victoria is e-mailing more now, I think she just never got around to it .. she wasn’t being rude, but that shows the problems you can have with CMC - don’t know their intentions. 

Interestingly, her later assignment discussion of this initial phase takes a different position:

Victoria was very hard to contact in the beginning, and once contact was established she would often go for a week without replying, which was very frustrating! Once she mentioned that she had been unable to respond, but often I think she just forgot!
Lisa’s monitoring of Victoria’s efforts with intermediate-level English continued as they exchanged cultural information:

When [I] e-mailed Victoria about education speaking about calling teachers by their first name, and if this was respectful or not, [I] was worried she wouldn’t understand me as [I] had to speak about some quite complex ideas … This is the problem with discussing inter-cultural ideas which in their nature are complex subjects with a person who doesn’t speak your language. Yet this is the irony, you need to discuss it with a person from a different culture to understand it, but you might not be able to discuss it because they can’t understand you!

Her diary ruminations here did not touch upon her own lack of foreign language fluency! Lisa received no reply from Victoria. Perhaps because of the care with which she had tried to craft a message full of complex ideas in language that Victoria would not find impenetrable, Lisa was frustrated by this ‘silence’:


Victoria has not replied again! I don’t think she’s doing it to be rude, she just forgets to e-mail, because she told me that once. Anyway, it’s really annoying me! I can’t continue with [the next phase] because she hasn’t even replied to my …answers [to this stage]! 

And she was not especially ‘forgiving’ when Victoria did reply:

Victoria finally e-mailed me back today. She said sorry she took so long but didn’t give any explanation, which really annoyed me. Maybe it’s a cultural thing?

Her final question, though, does hint at some desire to continue trying to understand Victoria’s behaviour from Victoria’s perspective (i.e. externalisation). Her feelings about the exchanges with Victoria took a final twist as she herself records:

I felt a bit bad that I had been so negative about Victoria because in her final e-mail she was really nice, saying she’d really enjoyed talking to me and that she had always thought my communication was good, and that it was probably her communication that had been bad. I’m not sure if she really realises it was, but it was nice for her to say it, and it had made my feelings less harsh towards her. Despite this I was still annoyed at her infrequent contact, but I think this is a cultural difference which will never be overcome, purely due to a different mentality towards politeness and responding promptly. 

In her considered evaluation (in the assignment) of the exchange, Lisa notes:

Even though at times I was very frustrated with the lack of contact from Victoria, I still remained polite in an attempt to get her to increase her communication. Additionally, as I did not know her very well I did not think it was appropriate to be too direct with her. 

She felt that her use of O’Sullivan’s skill of anxiety management was evident in her refusal to be rude to Victoria as a consequence at being upset at her lack of contact. Lisa used her mentoring skills to identify points when communication was not fully effective because of the linguistic differences in their levels of English. Having identified such points, Lisa then felt she displayed her analytical skills:

When she asked me to clarify what my course was about, I also did not really understand what she was asking me (see e-mail 6, p13). This could have led to misinterpretation; however I used O’Sullivan’s skills of analysis in order to interpret what she was asking me. 

Drawing some threads from the analysis of the student experience

The richness of the data we have about the student experience of CMIC and their efforts to operationalise the intercultural skills and ideas covered in the course can only be suggested by such a brief discussion as the above. Two aspects of our data analysis are especially interesting. First, the development of participants throughout the project can be examined in terms of a general movement from:

experience (of the CMIC interaction)

↓

initial reflection on that experience 

(often without use of the meta-language of IC)

↓

considered reflection on that experience 

(often using the meta-language of IC)

Second, it is fascinating to explore the differing perspectives of the collaborating ebuddies on the same CMIC exchanges. Unsurprisingly, there are significant differences.

5. Some Ongoing Considerations

There are many points which we could make at this point, but we would like to conclude by rehearsing with you some of the considerations which are currently in our minds.

First, the experience of working with either volunteer groups of ebuddies or groups with substantially different study agendas has not been an entirely satisfactory one. Accordingly, we are endeavouring to create course parallelism between the collaborating institutions.

Second, the experience this year has made us realise the need to nuance very carefully for students the exact balance between a) the importance of tangible cultural awareness insights resulting from the cultural perspectives exchange and b) the participants’ critical reflections on their CMIC experience and what they have learned from it.

Third, organisationally, the collaboration is complex. For example, exact student numbers are not known until the last minute. These complexities are not helped by a degree of absentee-ism and poor participation perhaps unsurprising in such undergraduate students. The problem for us as tutors is that we cannot easily predict which students will respond well nor easily ensure that all students have a rich CMIC experience. The ebuddies are dependent on each other and if one of them applies themselves less than the other, disappointment and frustration are hard to avoid.

Fourth, the collaboration is innovative in that the course on offer at each institution are not typical of the programmes within which they reside. The CMIC Project is expensive (in staff time) to set up and manage and its value still needs to be argued for, perhaps in terms of the internationalisation of the student experience that it enables. 

Fifth, the area of CMIC - outside of telecollaboration projects within foreign language education – is in its infancy and the team are developing course materials which innovatively bring together the fields of CMC and IC, an outcome which fits well with the changing pattern of our students’ developing communicative competence regarding mediated and intercultural communication.

Finally, the collaboration not only provides students with a CMIC experience, it also encourages crossfertilisation of the tutoring teams, thereby helping to internationalise their experience and expertise. This could be extended further potentially with the tutors spending some parts of the course e-tutoring students at the other institutions.
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