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	“I do not intend to degrade the value of the conscious mind. It provides
		humanity with probably its greatest tool for manipulating the environment to
		create comfort and survival. What is important though, is that we recognize
		that unconscious functioning is probably even more important than
		conscious functioning in directing behaviour, perception and the making of
		meaning when we are in groups” (Ringer, 2002 , p.114).














Abastract
Considering the added values of implementing telecollaborative tasks in language classrooms and the need to prepare language learners to become global citizens (Kalsbeek, 2008; Jauregi, 2013), it is important to consider the wellbeing of language teachers interested in “integrating telecollaboration in their teaching” (Canto et al., 2013). The identification of issues that may hinder interactions among teachers while working in international telecollaboration is very important because it may bring awareness of what can be expected while working collaboratively with teacher-partners. This research was informed by mixed-methods deductions to identify these issues. Quantitative and qualitative data have been collected and the triangulation of three sets of data was conducted to provide a clear view of how teachers experience teamwork in virtual exchanges. Results identified several issues that may hinder interactions among teachers: Teachers with and without extensive teaching experience do not command the same level of competencies that a telecollaborative teacher should have “to carry out an online intercultural exchange with their learners” (O’Dowd, 2013, p. 1; see also Byram, 1997), the lack of work experience abroad may have a negative impact in the behavior of language teachers while interacting with colleagues from other cultures and may be linked with a lack of ICC. Additionally, differences in the amount of support telecollaborators receive from colleagues and educational institutions  may also impact relationships among teacher-partners, the outcome of telecollaborations and how teachers experience international exchanges. More or less time to design, implement and carry out telecollaborations, can also play a role in teachers’ participation in international virtual exchanges. The different opinions about the importance of teaching certain language skills and sub skills in the classroom may be motivated by contextual factors caused by issues with the use of technology in the classroom and teachers’ beliefs about teaching these skills.
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1. Introduction
The first decade of the 21st century  has shown that globalizing processes and the dramatic growth of the Internet have transformed the English language into an international language. These rapid changes have called for great reforms in educational systems worldwide,  because of the need to prepare learners, citizens, and the workforce with new skills, knowledge and views to be able to keep up with society’s new demands (Jauregi, 2014, p. 5). What is more, these changes have also affected the function of language education, which Warschauer (2004) describes as a process that “goes beyond memorization of grammar rules and vocabulary, or even the development of individual communication skills. Language education should aim at preparing citizens with tools to improve their own lives and the society in which they live  (Warschauer, 2004). Warschauer further explains that this “broader function of language education,”  joined with the use of new technologies in the classroom, may prepare language learners “to use their new language in potentially powerful ways, such as for national and international communication, investigation and research knowledge production and dissemination, and publication of texts and multimedia documents” (Warschauer, 2004). Therefore, it may benefit language learners and their social environment.
	In order to attend to the needs of the latest developments in the field of foreign language learning, a team of researchers created the TILA project. Telecollaboration for Intercultural Language Acquisition (TILA),  is a two-and- a–half-year project (2013-2015) funded with support from the European Commission within the Lifelong Learning Program (http://www.tilaproject.eu/). The project aims at “[implementing] telecollaborative activities in secondary schools’ foreign language curricula in order to make language learning a more authentic, attractive and relevant experience” (Jauregi, Melchor-Couto and Beltrán, 2013, p. 123).  To achieve its goals, TILA provides support at both secondary education and teacher training levels through its 12 consortium partners, which are located in 6 European countries, and also via its website www.tilaproject.eu. For language teachers or institutions interested in integrating telecollaborative activities in their curricula, TILA has developed a website through which they can access user friendly  synchronous (discussion forum and wiki) and asynchronous communication tools (text chat, videocommunication, 3D virtual world). The website also offers a Networking Area for teachers where they can have access to “handy tools, such as a partner finding tool and a virtual teacher's room, but also have their own classrooms, and have their pupils use virtually all the TILA tools” (“TILA’s website,” 2015).
	These developments in the field of foreign language learning have put pressure on educational institutions to prepare  language learners to communicate across cultures (Spitzberg & Chengnon, 2009, cited by Matsuo, 2012a). Therefore, the new demands require that foreign language teachers combine the teaching of language skills with the teaching of intercultural communicative competence (ICC) (Byram, 1997).  This combination has been made possible by “online intercultural exchange[s] or telecollaboration[s]” (O’Dowd, 2013). Numerous definitions of  “Telecollaboration” are to be found in the literature: 
		Telecollaboration or “online intercultural exchange (OIE)” refers to the 			application of online communication tools to bring together classes of language 		learners in geographically distant locations with the aim to develop their FL 		skills and intercultural competence through collaborative tasks and project 		work.  (O’Dowd, 2013, p.1) 

		Telecollaboration involves the application of global computer networks to 		foreign (and second language) learning and teaching in institutionalized 			settings. In telecollaborative partnerships, internationally-dispersed learners in 		parallel language classes use Internet communication tools such as e-mail, 		synchronous chat, threaded discussion, and MOOs (as well as other forms of 		electronically mediated communication), in order to support social interaction, 		dialogue, debate, and intercultural exchange. (Belz, 2003a, p.2)

		 Telecollaboration involves the use of Internet communication tools by 			  internationally dispersed students of language in institutionalized settings in 		  order to promote the development of (a) foreign language (FL) linguistic
		  competence and (b) intercultural competence [which Furstenberg et al. (2001) 		  call cultural literacy] (Belz, 2002b; Furstenberg et al., 2001; Kinginger, 			  1998,  in press; Müller-Hartmann, 1999; Thorne, 1999;  Warschauer, 1996; 		  Warschauer & Kern, 2000). (Belz, 2003b, p. 68)
Belz’s (2003a; 2003b) and O’Dowd’s (2013) definitions embrace a central concept of telecollaborations, which is their international exchange aspect between students from schools located at different parts of the world. Belz’s (2003a) definition lists a variety of networked technologies that may be used to connect language learners from internationally located institutions. It is also noteworthy to mention that Furstenberg et al. (2001), use the term “cultural literacy” instead of intercultural competence (more commonly used in the literature about telecollaborations) to describe an “ongoing dynamic process of negotiating meaning and understanding differences of perspective. [They further explain that] cultural literacy needs to be grounded in an understanding of embedded cultural concepts, beliefs, attitudes, and ways of interacting and looking at the world—in a word, what Raymond Carrol (1997) calls the ‘evidences  invisibles’ of culture” (2001). Thus, the new computer mediated technologies may facilitate communication between language learners to constructively develop knowledge about each other’s cultures and the use of their target language which is part of the culture where it is spoken (Furstenberg et al., 2001).
	Studies have shown that Telecollaboration (TC) exchanges may help learners develop a variety of skills, such as: 
· The possibility for learners to take charge of their learning process with their partners, considering that they may decide and negotiate how they can approach TC tasks, how much effort they wish to put into them, and how they will use the opportunity to speak their target language (O’Rourke, 2005, p. 434-435). Additionally, considering how differences (cultural, pedagogical requirements between school settings, access to networked technologies) may affect interactions between learners, interactions during telecollaborations may afford  learners with opportunities “to interpret [each other’s] behaviors,” instead of jumping to unreasonable conclusions about their partners, (Belz, 2005). By doing so, they will be exercising the development of their autonomy and social skills (O’Rourke, 2005; Belz, 2005; Hauck, 2007; O’Dowd & Waire, 2009);
· Diversity among learners provides opportunities for “Self-reflection and Change” (Belz, 2005);
· It may be seen as an opportunity for learners to practice “intercultural communication,” which is very important in the development of intercultural communication skills (Byram, 1997; Belz, 2002; 2005; Hauck, 2007; O’Dowd, 2013);
· The development of language skills (Belz & Kinginger, 2003; O’Rourke, 2005; Belz, 2005; O’Dowd & Waire, 2009);
· The development of  “critical and cultural awareness of both self and other” (Byram, 1997; Belz, 2002; O’Dowd, 2013);
· The development of pragmatic skills (Belz & Kinginger, 2003; Belz, 2005);
· Depending on the amount of effort dedicated by learners to the tasks, previous ICT knowledge and some ICT training during “pre-exchange briefings,”  TC may help in the development of ICT skills (Hauck, 2007).
	TILA’s  core objective is the development of Intercultural Communicative Competence (ICC) of language learners (Jauregi et al., 2013). It also aims at empowering  teachers by helping them develop intercultural competences, ICT-literacy, e-didactics and organizational skills in order for them to be able to integrate telecollaboration practices successfully in their teaching. Jauregi et al. (2013) explain that foreign language teaching pedagogy should combine the development of linguistic competence skills with the development of learners’ cultural awareness of their own cultures and of the host culture. This combination is important for successful interactions among interlocutors from different countries, because it gives them tools to anticipate misunderstandings caused by the lack of knowledge about each other’s cultures, and if needed, help them negotiate their differences (Jauregi et al., 2013; Byram, 1997).   
	The benefits of team work in telecollaborations will not be questioned here. As mentioned above, telecollaboration activities can be effective in the development of skills necessary for success in the 21st century work place.  This present thesis sets out to identify  potential challenges during virtual team work among teachers from different cultures while designing and implementing telecollaborative tasks. The identification of issues that may hinder interactions among teachers is very important because it may bring awareness of what can be expected while working collaboratively with teacher-partners. This consciousness may help  teachers and teacher-trainers to develop a framework of social skills, and attitudes that may improve the quality of interactions between colleagues during the design and implementation of online intercultural exchanges. Such improvements may serve as motivating factors for language teachers to try to integrate telecollaboations in their teaching. Until now,  “authors have only touched on the skills and knowledge needed by teachers engaged in telecollaborations, and these usually refer to the ability to design tasks, choose the appropriate online tools for exchange and evaluate learning outcomes” (O’Dowd, 2013, p.6).  Studies conducted on psychological safety at the workplace, which focus on interactions among co-workers, show that it enables positive learning exchanges and outcomes (Carmeli et al., 2009). 
	This research was informed by mixed-methods inferences. Quantitative and qualitative data have been collected and the triangulation of three sets of data was conducted to provide a clear view of how teachers experience teamwork in virtual exchanges with teacher-partners from other countries. The quantitative data was collected from a questionnaire designed by TILA researchers. It was filled out by language teachers (N= 22), from different secondary schools located throughout Europe taking part in the TILA Consortium between February 2014 and February 2015. The main aims of the survey were to allow researchers to gain insight into the demographic composition, professional backgrounds, and teaching practices of teachers  involved in the implementation of international telecollaborations.
	I have also designed an online questionnaire with mainly open-ended questions which provided qualitative input from language teachers, which added a clearer picture to the quantitative data. This questionnaire was filled out by only 3 of the language teachers who participated in the TILA project.
	Reflections and experiences of 4 language instructors who participated in a study conducted by Basharina et al. (2008), also added valuable insights into what challenges international telecollaborators face when organizing and implementing virtual exchanges for their learners.
	 By showing that teaching practitioners working in international telecollaborations have to deal with far more obstacles than group members from “homogenous cultural and ethnic composition, [and that they rarely meet face-to-face],” I hope to call attention to the “need for  [empirical] research on contemporary [team behavior]” to accompany the developments of foreign language teaching (Leonard & Freedman, 2000). Both traditional group theory and contemporary collaborative studies in the educational domain may benefit from research with a focus on interactions among teachers (Leonard & Freedman, 2000). 
2. Literature Review
In spite of the abundance of literature to guide language teachers during the current developments in the field of language education, and on learners’ interactions in the process of developing foreign language skills and intercultural communicative competence (ICC), very few studies have focused on the interactions among telecollaborative task designers (language teachers) while creating and implementing telecollaborations (Brasharina, Guardado & Morgan, 2008;  Ware & O’Dowd, 2008). Basharina et al. (2008), explain that : “[t]his is especially surprising, given that instructors play multiple key roles of organizers, negotiators, facilitators, experts, and learners in telecollaborative projects” (p. 4). O’Dowd  also emphasizes that “the telecollaborative teacher is by definition obliged to work in collaboration with two or more teachers or collaborators who are located in different cultural and institutional contexts” (2013). Collaboration and team work in foreign language education are central in the process of language acquisition and the development of intercultural skills (Vygotsky, 1978; Byram, 1997; Turula, 2013). Likewise,  they are exercised by both language learners, and the educators who co-design telecollaborations.  
	The  performance of  telecollaborative tasks requires that students from different cultures work in groups of at least two participants with the ultimate purpose of developing their foreign language skills and their intercultural communicative competences. Language teachers, too, interact with colleagues from different geographic locations, via information technology tools. Their “[group work has] a defined purpose,” which is the design, evaluation and execution of telecollaborations (Tyson, 1998, p. vii). 
	Moreover, telecollaborative tasks in FL education are strongly based on Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory, which places emphasis on the importance of  collaborative or cooperative interaction among learners in the construction of knowledge during their learning process. Accordingly, the development of  intercultural communication competence, which is one of the aims of telecollaborations, involves social interactions, among learners from different countries or sociocultural contexts (Byram, 1997). 
		[T]he literature on telecollaboration refers regularly to the use of tasks which 		support ‘collaborative inquiry and the construction of knowledge’ and also 		portrays the teacher as ‘supporting students in  discerning and reflecting upon 		culturally-contingent patterns of interaction in follow-up classroom 			discussions’. [Additionally, teachers should be] open and tolerant of partner-		teachers with ‘alternative pedagogical beliefs and aims’. While 				telecollaborative teachers do 	often come to exchanges with widely shared 		beliefs about teaching and learning, differences in inherent beliefs of education 		have also been documented in the literature. (O’Dowd, 2013, p. 12 cited 	by		O’Dowd & Ware, 2009) 
Hence, collaborative interaction, and group work, are at the core of telecollaborative exchanges for both learners and task designers (Peterson, 2010, p.2).  
	Language teachers involved in team work to design international telecollaborations are people involved in interactions with other practitioners from different countries who happen to share “their professional identity” (Byram, 1997).  Byram (1997) also explains that the development of  intercultural communication competence involves more than just linguistic competence: “the mutual perceptions of the social identities of [ ] interlocutors is a determining factor in the interaction.”   Even near-native speakers should “develop an intercultural style, and tact, to overcome divergence rather than accept the norm of the monolingual, [native-speaker, or host]” (Byram, 1997, cites Kasper, 1995).  What is more,  in interactions among people of different cultures, the intercultural dialogue of the interlocutors will be different than a dialogue between two people from the same country, using the same language to communicate.
	 In spite of this knowledge about the importance of interactions among people to establish effective intercultural communication, little attention has been given to the fact that  educators involved in the co-production of telecollaborative tasks lack some of the very skills that they are trying to teach. How can a cross-cultural mediator  co-design and implement a telecollaborative task if he or she does not have the necessary interpersonal skills to interact between cultural perspectives, or to negotiate between pedagogical approaches? What if they lack knowledge about their own country and about the host country? What if they lack the right attitude “to accept criticism of the values they share with people in their usual social groups, and of which they may not have been consciously aware”? What if they lack skills of interpreting and relating to be able to think critically about their respective cultures?  What if they lack the will to discover new information with or without interaction about another country? According to Byron (1997) these four aspects of interaction:  knowledge, attitudes, skills of interpreting and relating, and skills of discovery and interaction,  are essential for the success of intercultural communication. In short, “telecollaboration is an activity which requires intercultural skills and attitudes not only on the part of students, but also on the part of the teachers who set up such projects” (O’Dowd, 2013).
	 Kalsbeek explains that teachers, too, should be “interculturally competent individuals” to be able to communicate with “international contacts” and  because some of them come from  different backgrounds than those of their learners, they have their own mother tongues and often work with materials published in another country.  In addition,  the language they teach  is entrenched in the culture of the country where it is spoken. Thus, teachers should not only  be interculturally competent themselves, but also be capable to teach their learners how to become “global citizens” (2008). Clearly, the development of ICC depends on collaborative work. However, what if some of the instructors do not know how to function in a group? What if some instructors do not like to participate in group work but do anyway because, as Turula puts it, “it seems advantageous for language education to be based primarily on group work in both the traditional and the virtual classroom” (2013, p. 624)? What if they work at schools that do not support innovative teaching? 
	We have seen that there are plenty of reasons to call for more attention to team behavior among teachers.  The next few paragraphs will illustrate how most of the current literature has focused on interactions between students of tertiary education levels, and falls short of reflecting the relationships between teaching practitioners while engaged in the design of tasks.
	Based on  reports of several studies (Belz, 2001, 2002; Belz & Müller-Hartmann, 2002, 2003; Ware, 2005; O’Dowd, 2003; O’Dowd, 2005; Fischer, 1998; Ware & Kramsch, 2005; O’Dowd & Eberbach, 2004; Müller-Hartmaan, 2000a)  about the outcomes of telecollaborative exchanges,  O’Dowd and Ritter (2006) have developed “a structured inventory,” or pedagogical framework, which include 10 factors at 4 different levels which influence each other during online exchanges between learners from different cultures, and can lead to cases of failed communication if not well managed by telecollaborative teachers. The following are the 10 factors:
1) Learner’s current level of ICC, 
2) Learner’s motivation and expectations from the exchange, 
3) Teacher-Teacher relationship (more contact between teachers to come to a consensus about their task’s design), 
4) Task design (theme and content), 
5) Learner Matching Procedures, 
6) Local Group Dynamics, 
7) Preexchange briefing (task designers should become familiar with curricular requirements of each other’s schools), 
8) Technology (tools, access), 
9) General organization of course and study, 
10)  Prestige of target language and culture.
These aspects were divided at 4 levels (individual, classroom, socioinstitutional and interaction). The lack of awareness on the part of language teachers about how these factors influence each other and about how they can cause tensions between learners from heterogeneous backgrounds, may impede some of the “intended pedagogic and linguistic aims of online interaction” (O’Dowd & Ritter, 2006). Thus, the framework was created to help teachers to understand the complex interactions between groups of learners from different cultures while working on telecollaborative tasks. In order to show how “these factors are interconnected and influence each other,” O’Dowd and Ritter (2006) used examples from international exchanges between two different groups of learners attending tertiary level education. Although their framework provides a good understanding of what can hinder the intended results of telecollaborations, its design was based on interactions among university students and therefore its benefits are somewhat limited to students from tertiary levels of education. It might not be very helpful for high school teachers because  secondary education institutions and universities differ in several aspects, including curricular and pedagogical requirements. Also, it ignores group work dynamics between teachers while designing tasks.  It focuses mostly on what teachers  can do to guarantee the success of interactions between learners. The lack of literature on group work relationships among TC task designers, may be a sign that language teachers are expected to be skillful in intercultural communicative competence. The fact that language teachers should be interculturally competent  does not mean that all of them actually are (Sercu, 2005; Kalsbeek, 2008). In order to facilitate the integration of telecollaborative practices in traditional educational settings, or secondary education, I would like to suggest that teachers should be made aware of the importance of O’Dowd and Ritter’s  (2006) 10 factors previously mentioned for their own exchanges with international colleagues. 
	O’Dowd and Waire (2008)  addressed the lack of literature in the process of task design. They focused on two case studies, at tertiary level, during which partner teachers operating from different countries, had to make decisions about which types of tasks they could choose for online intercultural exchanges, which factors influenced their choices during the execution of the tasks “and how that task design [was] negotiated throughout the exchange with different consequences on the learning outcomes” (O’Dowd & Waire, 2008). Moreover, for the first case study, “the two instructors engaged with the help of a researcher [over a six-week period before the exchange]” to plan the design and implementation of the tasks.  Some issues emerged because while one teacher proposed that learners approach the tasks in an autonomous way,  by making their own decisions, the other teacher proposed a structured set of tasks with [clearly stated outcomes].  Their different approaches to learner independence clearly reflected that the teachers [were coming from]  different educational settings with different pedagogical views. After exchanging messages via e-mails reflecting their concerns, the instructors reached an agreement about how to let the learners stay in charge of their task development. Additionally, after negotiations and reflections on their exchanges, they both  agreed that they had learned from their interactions and different approaches. O’Dowd and Waire concluded that “[t]olerance, adaptability and an openness to other approaches are inevitably the keys to success in exchanges where one’s teaching partner does not necessarily see things the same as oneself” (2008, p. 182).  
	Comparatively, “the roles that [the two] teachers played during the exchange [in the second case study] contrasted sharply” with those  of the teachers from the first case study. They exchanged several e-mails prior to the design and implementation of the tasks, in which they chose appropriate task types (this was their first telecollaboration; they chose easy-to-set up tasks from O’Dowd and Waire’s (2008) typology of 12 different tasks types and sequences), and decided upon tasks themes and sequence. Additionally, they played an active role as facilitators during the exchanges;  monitored the learners’ progress and participation, and helped  mediate problems between learners. As a consequence, they reached most of their intended goals. After this second case study, O’Dowd and Waire concluded that “[t]heir experiences offer rich insight into the complexities of designing and implementing an international online exchange and serve as reminders of the inevitable, important and necessary stepping stones that any new endeavor requires” (2008, p. 285).
	In another study, Basharina, Guardado and Morgan (2008), analyzed their own difficulties while designing and implementing international telecollaborative tasks. Guardado had migrated to Canada in the beginning of the 1980s from El Salvador, and had recently acquired a Master’s degree, Basharina was a Russian student conducting PhD research at a Canadian university, Morgan is a Canadian who had just acquired a Master’s degree, and Natalya, a Russian language instructor, based in Russia, who was older than her colleagues, had more than 20 years of experience as a university professor, and occupied a high administrative position at a university in Russia. Not only did their different “cultural and educational backgrounds” affect negotiations among them, but they also affected the outcome of the telecollaborations. Natalya’s high position at university affected her interactions with her students, Guardado’s excessive commitment to the course syllabus kept him from requiring from his students the same amount of involvement with the collaborative task as the other instructors did, and his pedagogical beliefs influenced grade negotiations with his colleagues. Moreover, Basharina’s concerns with the institutional context where Natalya was working in Russia led her to believe that there was a need for a more structured project that could better suit the conditions in which Natalya worked; with “limited Internet access, slow Internet connection, [in an educational context that gave] preference for curriculum-centered instruction, and Natalya’s lack of experience with WebCt.” Thus, these and many other challenges affected the process of design and implementation of the collaborations, leading them to conclude that designing and implementing telecollaborations is a complex process not only because of the  “socio-cultural, material, and institutional contexts from which each instructor operated,” but also because of their educational-beliefs and differences in students’ familiarity with the technological tools used. It is noteworthy  that all four instructors considered the support given by the administration of the three universities very important, because not only did they “[validate the] implementation” of the project, but they also kept them motivated. One of the four instructors, Natalya, a Russian university professor who also happened to hold a “high level administrative position at her university in Russia,” admitted that her institution was “not technologically” well equipped to allow her students to participate in online interactions. Natalya and “most of her students did not have Internet access at home.” At the same time that the other instructors criticized Natalya’s authoritarian behavior derived from years of working experience and her high profile position at work, they praised her use of authority to encourage her students not to give up participating in international online exchanges because of difficulties with Internet access.  Natalya decided not to participate in the project’s bulletin board to avoid intimidating her students. Also, she only exchanged e-mails with one of her colleagues, Olga, who  happens to be from Russia as well.  Her decisions not to participate in forum discussions with students and  with other instructors were perceived as a reluctance  “[to lose] her image of authority figure” by some of her colleagues, which does not fit “the more egalitarian online space.”  Based on this and other issues,  the  instructors stated that in the beginning of telecollaborations, teachers should discuss “their visions of the project, [and] explain the rationale behind them. [Additionally,] they should inform one another of the diverse circumstances they work in, including Internet access, as well as various institutional pressures and obligations.” The authors also proposed that  instructors involved in collaborative projects should be given some time to get to know each other better. The implementation of private discussion forums would help them to get to know each other better, and would also promote space for them to come closer to reflect on the process of task implementation. One of the teachers-participants also came to realize that the students were capable of participating in the forum discussions without teachers’ guidance, which shows “the hierarchical balancing nature of the bulletin board.” The authors  explained that telecollaborative teachers and students should “learn how to be communicatively competent (Byram, 1997) in global online environments (Kramsch & Thorne, 2002).”  They agreed that: 
		the success of international telecollaborative projects, from the instructors’ 		perspectives, is not in the absence of challenges or cultural fault lines, but in 		the ability to confront and overcome them through constructive negotiation of 		the underlying forces informing instructors’ decisions as well as through 			mutual support. (p. 35)
	These  examples show how important it is for studies to focus on collaborative exchanges between task designers, because they shed light on issues that emerge during international online exchanges. Additionally, they provide us with some insight into how teachers negotiate differences that may hinder the outcomes of their team work.
	A study with relatively similar results was conducted by O’Dowd (2013). It  aimed at creating a comprehensive description of competences that telecollaborative teachers need to carry out successful online intercultural exchanges. To do so, he used the Delphi technique to evaluate the opinions of 60 experienced teachers and researchers (from different levels of education) dedicated to telecollaborative work, about 30 “can do” telecollaborative competence statements for language teachers. Furthermore, the experts were given several opportunities to evaluate and modify a draft of the statements  which were originally designed by the author  based on current research in the area. They were at first classified into three main aspects of telecollaboration: organizational skills, pedagogical skills and electronic literacy skills. After different rounds of evaluations, which were conducted individually by participants located at different parts of the world,  they dismissed some statements, reworded others and added 10 more to the list. One of the dilemmas that arose during the elaboration of the model among the experts and practitioners, in spite of “a general consensus [in the current literature on electronic skills that teachers really need to have ‘a basic working knowledge’ of current Web 2.0 communication tools and of web management systems such as Moodle],” was that teachers [should not have to be experts in using the tools], but instead, have such an  IT professional at their disposal.  However, O’Dowd explained that not all FL teachers can count with the assistance of an IT professional (2013). As a result of the participants’ input, one of the ICT/Digital competences of the telecollaborative teacher is: “can choose the appropriate online communication tools (e.g. email, blogs, wikis, Skype) to fit both the everyday online practices of the students as well as the project’s aim” (O’Dowd, 2013, p. 10). Additionally,  a significant change was suggested by various participants to the model; they  noticed the absence of  “socio-affective aspects of a telecollaborative teacher’s attitudes and beliefs” from the original classification of the statements. The author explains that he had intentionally avoided the addition of  “socio-affective aspects” to the classification because of controversies that may arise when “evaluating attitudes” (O’Dowd, 2013, p.8). After recognizing the importance of these aspects to telecollaborative work, a fourth area was added to the model, called attitudes and beliefs. The following are the statements added to the model under the classification of attitudes and beliefs: 
		a telecollaborative teacher displays the following beliefs and attitudes: 
		a belief that culture plays an intrinsic role in FL education and online 			communication openness to partner-teachers’ alternative pedagogical beliefs 		and aims; a willingness to look for compromise with the partner-teacher in 		relation to task design, exchange structure and other issues; an interest in trying 		out new telecollaborative tasks and new online tools which may be proposed 		by students or partner-teachers; a willingness to accept that the teacher is not 		the sole authority on the target culture and language interest in learning with 		students about new aspects of L2 language use and cultural products and 			practices from their exchange partners.  (O’Dowd, 2013, p. 11)
O’Dowd (2013) concluded his article by asserting that the model created with other practitioners and experts, reflects the importance of ICC for both teachers and language learners. For a list of the model including all 40 competences of the telecollaborative teacher, please refer to O’Dowd, 2013.
	 In a study about teachers’ beliefs on grammar-based feedback on L2 writing, Paiva (2011) investigated how teachers’ beliefs influence their teaching practices. She focused on making a relation between Brazilian ESL teachers’ practice of grammar-based feedback on L2 writing with “their perceived classroom practice.” Based on her observations as an EFL teacher in language institutes and tertiary education levels, Paiva  noticed that practitioners tend to focus on “errors,”  and end up ignoring other important ESL aspects, such as rhetorical skills. She also makes references to studies that show how too much emphasis on form, diverts learners’ attention from other tools that promote language acquisition.  What is more, her research on Brazilian ESL teachers’ beliefs on grammar-based feedback, showed several contradictions in their support of grammar-based feedback. While they almost unanimously expressed a strong belief that focus on errors is important for English language learners, other answers showed a discrepancy between their opinions about the role of grammar correction in the enhancement of students’ writing skills.  Also, they realized that too much focus on errors, will most likely take away time from focus on other important aspects of language acquisition, such as rhetorical skills. In spite of this understanding, they insist on continuing to focus on the time-consuming grammar-based feedback, because of the lack of empirical research showing that it is not efficient in the language learning process. This is evidence that they “relate their practice to [their] belief” (Paiva, 2011). The teachers defend this decision by explaining that students and parents appreciate feedback and students are used to traditional methods of teaching.  Their answers also showed their preference for traditional grammar-based teaching, because that  is how they learned English. The results of Paiva’s study further shows similarities “with previous empirical studies [showing] that teachers’ beliefs, contextual factors, [students and parents’ expectations], experience, and educational background” influence their classrooms’ practices and decisions (2011). 
	Another interesting study on tensions between English teachers’ beliefs and practices in teaching academic writing, is that of Melketo (2012). His research was conducted with professors of writing composition from the Wolaita Sodo University in Ethiopia. In it, the author explains that differences between teachers’ beliefs and what they actually do in the classroom do not have to be seen as a “negative phenomenon,” as some scholars have illustrated. He also explains that studies on discrepancies between what teachers “say and do in the classroom” in second language (L2) education have not been conducted at too many places in the world, and even less in non-western countries.  Further, the author explains that by tension he means “any type of divergence between what teachers believe and do,” and that by belief he means pedagogic beliefs; [beliefs about teaching writing skills, learning beliefs about how they are taught and factors influencing the implementation of these beliefs in the classroom] (Melketo, 2012).
He begins by describing the educational system in Ethiopia, and by explaining the importance of the English language there. English is perceived as an “‘intelectual language’” (Melketo, 2012). Moreover, Children start attending classes given entirely in English at the late years of primary education and academic success in tertiary education “depends on academic English competence” (Melketo, 2012). Melketo explains that some researchers studying the relationship between what teachers say and do,  should  consider contextual factors such  “as parents, principals’ requirements, the school, society, curriculum mandates, classroom and school lay-out, school policies, colleagues, standardized tests and the availability of resources [which] may hinder language teachers’ ability to carry out instructional practices reflecting their beliefs” (2012, p. 101).  He also stated that there are researchers who focus on  the influences that personal experiences exert on the “dichotomy of beliefs and practices” (Melketo, 2012, p. 101). In his study, Melketo focused on professors’ “interview  responses and [observations of their] teaching practices” (2012). While one of the teachers explained during one of the interviews that he favored peer feedback, he actually graded their papers himself and then discussed most common errors in the classroom, such as “errors of verb tense, diction, meaning and spelling’’ (Melketo, 2012). The author then explained to this particular teacher that he noticed a conflict between what he considered important during the writing process and what he was actually doing in the classroom. Melketo’s “[discussion with the teacher whom he observed] helped raise his awareness of tension[s] between [his] beliefs and his actual practice” (Melketo, 2012). Similar contrasts were also noticed between the statements and practices of the other teachers. Melketo noted that contrasts were caused by “time constraints, their perceptions of students’ expectations, classroom management issues, and perceived lack of student motivation” (2012). He explains that other research studies have reported the same causes for such contrasts.  Melketo also asserts that similarities between the results of studies on what teachers say and do, reflect “shared features of English language teaching in classrooms, irrespective of differences in the setting and national context of English language usage” (2012).
	Several scholars have conducted research on the added values of integrating online technologies, such as synchronous (Chats, Skype, Virtual Worlds, Mobile Phone Apps that facilitate real-time communication and Platforms) and asynchronous (Blogs, Wikis, Twitter, YouTube and Facebook) communication tools in foreign and second language education (Canto et al., 2013; Shenker, 2013). Among other topics, they learned that the successful implementation of online communication tools in the classroom depends on a variety of factors such as, competences that  language teachers need to integrate telecollaborative activities in the language classroom (O’Dowd & Ritter, 2013; O’Dowd, 2015), that both teachers and students should have a certain level of ICC skills which includes knowledge about his or her own culture and about the target culture, an attitude which reflects the capability of dealing with other people’s opinions and points of view about his or her culture, skills of interpretation and relation to avoid misunderstandings with colleagues or learners from other cultures, and skills of discovery and interaction to be able to carry out certain types of tasks and exchanges (Byram, 1997; O’Dowd & Ritter, 2006). In addition,  before the implementation of telecollaborations, it is imperative that collaborative teachers become familiar with each other, with the telecollaborative project,  with each other’s pedagogical views, institutional demands and issues related to technology access and Internet connection  (O’Dowd & Ritter, 2006; Basharina et al., 2008). 
	In the same vein, Canto et al. (2013) have conducted research to gain insight into whether or not certain synchronous Internet communication tools promoted  oral communicative growth of language learners during international exchanges in networked collaborations. They worked with three groups:1) The control group that interacted face to face with classroom peers and had no opportunity to interact with native speakers, 2) The experimental group, which carried out interactions with natives peers through video-web communication and 3) The group which conducted the same tasks with native speakers with Second Life (Voice Enabled 3D Virtual Worlds) where students participated as Avatars. Before the study was conducted n=36 first year, Utrecht University language learners , had their communicative competence levels tested. The students from the University of Utrecht participated in 5 telecollaborative tasks with n=14 pre-service teachers from the University of Valencia.[footnoteRef:1] The original results of the pre-tests were later compared with post-test results to measure their development. The researchers first “assessed the learners on measures of (a) range of language, (b) grammatical accuracy, (c) fluency, (d) thematic development and (e) coherence” in order to measure communicative growth (Canto et al., 2013, p. 110). The post- questionnaires were used to allow the participants to write about their experiences. They also recorded additional interviews. The researchers found that participants who interacted in more authentic learning experiences through video-web communication and Second Life groups,  show more improvement in their oral proficiency than the face-to-face group. They also found that students with lower pre-test scores did better than students with higher scores. The interactions with native speakers were also positive for students with lower levels of proficiency. The other benefits of this type of collaboration were: it allowed researchers to gain insight into which attitudes and intercultural competences foreign language learners should command and it also promoted  authentic communicative exchanges among language learners. Canto et al. (2013) asserted that regardless of implementation hurdles, the results of their studies show that telecollaborations can be very beneficial in the process of language acquisition and should be experienced by all teachers. [1:   A pre-service teacher is a college student following a teachers’ education program which includes  both theory and school-based field experience with supervised teaching. 


] 

	An interesting article about the benefits and drawbacks of virtual exchanges is that conducted by Schenker in her own language classroom (2013). The following are the descriptions of several exchanges:
Virtual Exchange using E-mails as tools of communication:
She used e-mails to connect  advanced learners of English from a German high school with beginning learners of German from an American university.  
· implementation of writing assignments via emails was easy to conduct;
·  The emails exchanges were effective in the students’ development of cultural awareness; 
· Positive response from students---they found it motivating
Schenker  noticed some disadvantages in the use of e-mails, such as the long waiting period in between e-mails and the communication among students who did not connect well tended to be superficial (2013).
Virtual Exchange with E-mails, Videoconferencing and Blogs (12 weeks long)
· Students communicated in the target language;
· Gave each other feedback on their writing;
· The e-mails exchanged in this telecollaboration helped in the development of learners’ writing skills and ICC;
· Students enjoyed it, found it very motivating;
· Instructors matched the theme of both classrooms’ curriculum;
· Videoconferences in Target Languages;
· Students enjoyed meeting their telecollaborators;
· Blog used for reflections on the exchanges and feedback to resolve misunderstandings.
Schenker noticed a few disadvantages with using videoconferencing, such as a “potential for technical problems. . . [and]  time difference can lead to scheduling difficulties”(2013).
Text and Voice Chats (Facebook or the Skype text chat tool and the Skype voice chat)
Exchanges between advanced learners of English from a German high school with beginning learners of German from an American university:
· Synchronous activities during 14 weeks;
· Goal: development of real-time language skills
· Tandem communication (20 min. text based and 15 voice chat);
· Students with beginning language skills benefited greatly from the exchanges.
Schenker observed that “[t]ime difference may lead to scheduling issues [and therefore] [r]equires a lot of flexibility, [which makes] some students feel under pressure” (2013). 
	The added values of connecting language learners with the target culture and native speakers through tools of communication clearly outweigh the disadvantages of their implementations. However,  it is undeniable that establishing and running telecollaborations  require a large amount of preparation time from co-designers (Schenker, 2013).
	 Klingner (2004) summarized and analyzed  the works of several researchers who have participated in the training of teachers learning new practices, in traditional group work, and one of the findings from these studies is that teachers do not respond to collaborative work equally. She further explained that “teachers have different internal characteristics,” work in different environments and are subject to different types of pressure, some need more support to implement new practices than others, and some learn new practices faster than others. Additionally, some teachers have expressed their dislike for working in groups: “they were not comfortable implementing a particular practice (e.g., “cooperative groups just don’t click with my personality”)” (Klingner et al., 1999; Vaughn et. al., 1998).
	Brownwell, Adams, Sindelar and Waldon, explained that:
		 Professional development schools, teacher study groups, teacher-researcher 		partnership, professional learning communities, peer coaching, collaborative 		consultation, co-teaching, collaborative problem-solving, and teacher 			mentoring all assume that teachers can learn when given the opportunity to 		work together.  (2006)
In spite of this, some studies have shown that teachers benefit differently from group work; some teachers learn more, and others much less. The reasons for this may be “a mismatch between teachers’ style or personality,” problems adapting new practices to suit certain teaching environments and students’ needs, their beliefs about teachers’ roles, and differences in  knowledge and beliefs about content, pedagogy, and curriculum. Based on these findings, Brownwell, and her colleagues designed a 3-year research project assuming “that teachers would benefit from meeting peers and a skilled facilitator over time to explore problems and to learn how to implement new strategies,” but they were surprised with the results which showed a disparity in how much each teacher benefited from these encounters. The degree to which the teachers implemented the new classroom strategies and sustained the use of the innovations varied according to their previous knowledge, the ability to consider and reflect on the needs of individual students while responding to the whole class, and whether or not their  beliefs were similar to the new strategies proposed by the researchers. For future research Brownwell et al. (2006) and Klingner (2004), suggest that the variability with which teachers learn, adopt and sustain the use of innovations in the classroom may be balanced by differential individual assistance to teachers, with more focus on their personal needs.
	 The complexity of individuals’ behavior during teamwork is a theme that deserves attention because of many factors, among which: how individuals perceive each other (Shaw & Barrett-Power, 1998; Ringer, 2002) and  “the importance of  unconscious functioning in groups,” which have significant influence on participants’ behavior in groups’ dynamics (Ringer, 2002, p.91). Ringer explains that there are three aspects of the unconscious that influence behavior: 1) Innate instincts that influence how we behave and are not accessible to the human mind; 2) Another aspect of the unconscious that influences behavior, is the “location of ‘codes’ for communication, interpretation and developing meaning,” of everything that happens to us. In order for us to interpret our experiences, to learn about our preferences and who we are, we use the help of “ ‘internal working models,’” which also influence how we perceive what happens around us; 3) The unconscious  is the place where we keep all sorts of events “that [are sources] of impulses that we repress” (Ringer, 2002, p.92). Tyson (1998) cites Bertcher’s (1979, p. 14)  definition of “group” from a  traditional approach to small group dynamics, which mentions group members’ influences in the process of group formation: 		
		A group is a dynamic social entity composed of two or more individuals, 			interacting interdependently in relation to one or more common goals that are 		valued by its members, so that each member influences and is influenced by 
		every other member, to some degree, through face-to-face communication.
		Overtime, if the individuals who comprise the group continue to assemble,
		they tend to develop means for determining who is and who is not a 			member, statuses and roles for members, and values and norms that regulate 		behavior of consequence to the group.
Then, he explains that Bertcher’s definition is very comprehensive because it comprises several aspects fundamental “for understanding of group behavior.” (Tyson, 1998, p.4). Tyson further explicates that Bertcher’s definition  brings up a very important aspect of groups, which is their dynamic nature. Thus, first group members are brought together and as time goes by it undergoes an “evolutionary process,” which changes it into a “team: a group with an established structure and an acknowledged capability to be effective” (Tyson, 1998). Tyson further describes the dynamic process among group members which helps it evolve into a team: it begins as an “aggregate” of people, which is still “unorganized,” then it is “transformed into a “group” at the work place, which is a phase of organization, and then it becomes a “team,” which is a “highly organized” phase (1998). The product of a group formation process, is a team, or a  well organized group, which  differs from the initial “aggregate” of people because by then, the  participants have gone through a period during which they built relationships with group members. Thus, in a team:  
· members interact with one another;
· members have an awareness of group identity and boundary;
· members have at least a minimum set of values, roles and norms, which
regulates their interaction and differentiates them from other groups;
· members have a common task or a more or less clear goal which gives directions and limits to their activities;
· members have established and identifiable patterns of communication, status, influence and interpersonal attraction.  (Tyson, 1998).
Additionally, this “[continuum] on which a group can be located at any moment in time,” goes through a process of evolution where Crawley’s TASK (“goal oriented activity”) and MAINTENANCE (“good social relations and a general state of well-being”) realms (Crawley,1978 cited by Tyson, 1998), play important roles in the formation of a team. Hence, group effectiveness depends on a balanced amount of attention given to task and maintenance; the lack of attention to one of these two realms may cause “frustration, discontent and withdrawal” (Tyson, 1998). This information is particularly important for telecollaborative teachers working in small groups, or dyads, because it calls their attention to the importance that should be given to a compromise that they should achieve between designing and implementing tasks for their respective L2 learners, and working on the development and ‘maintenance’ of their relationship: “relationship issues for group members, concern for feelings, caring for each other [and the] development of a structure appropriate to the emotional needs of the members” (Crawley, 1978, cited by Tyson). 
	It may also be beneficial for telecollaborative teachers’  training programs to focus on  bringing teacher partners’ awareness to the impact that diversity (“an almost infinite number of dimensions, ranging from age to nationality, from religious background to functional background, from task skills to relational skills, and from political preference to sexual preference”)  may have on teamwork (Knippenberg et al., 2004).  Shaw and Barrett-Power’s (1998) recognition of  “the increasing globalization of [businesses] and  multiculturalism of the American workforce, led them to design a group development model based on Tuckman (1965) and Tuckman and Jansen’s (1977) forming, storming, norming and performing model to show how  group member diversity affects “group process and performance”. Their model, which was “intended as a guide to future research,” is not going to be presented in its entirety in this paper. However, in the following paragraphs, only two of seven hypothesis generated from their model, should bring awareness to both “apparent and less visible aspects of diversity” (Shaw & Barret-Power, 1998).  In their model, Shaw and Barrett-Power (1998, p. 1312) “differentiate between two types of underlying attributes: 
· Underlying Attributes I: cultural values and  perspectives, attitudes, values and beliefs, and conflict resolution styles.
· Underlying Attributes II: Socioeconomic and personal status, education, functional specialization, human capital assets, past work experiences, and personal expectations.
Their first hypothesis is that nationality/ethnic origin, age, and gender (or readily detectable attributes recognized in a person)  will be strongly correlated with attributes I but less correlated with underlying attributes II. Their second hypothesis is that  readily detectable attributes will be less strongly connected to the set of  underlying attributes II than with underlying attributes I.
		  While there are certainly differences among nations in terms of overall 			   economic level, individual members of work groups may come from
		   very economically underdeveloped countries, but, themselves, be of a high 		   socioeconomic level. Male and female group members may bring equivalent
		   or very different human capital assets to a work group. Age is likely to have
		   little relationship to the particular functional specialty which an individual
		   brings to a group.  (Shaw & Barrett-Power, 1998)
Further, Shaw and Barrett-Power (1998) suggest that readily detectable attributes influence our perceptions about individuals during the first phase of group development, forming. Thus,  when individuals perceive similarities on “readily detectable attributes,”  there is a decrease in the amount of “cognitive effort” put into overcoming “stereotypes and social categorization” (Shaw & Barrett-Power, 1998).  On the other hand, when individuals perceive differences “in readily detectable attributes,” they first become “more aware of their own social identity…. ‘I am not like you’… [then] stereotyping tends to increase which causes misperceptions and bias in how we interpret information about another person. [This eventually causes] anxiety about interactions, [which ends up increasing our]  negative judgments [caused by the differences]” (Shaw and Barrett-Power, 1998). The challenges that are part of forming “a cohesive” team “will in turn influence the group’s ability to manage conflicts and develop group norms and goals” (Shaw & Barrett-Power, 1998).
	In a review of the history of studies on team theory, Leonard and Freedman (2000) explain that “most team theories are based on research conducted decades earlier with fairly static membership, substantial face-to-face interaction, artificial contexts (like classrooms), and relatively homogenous cultural and ethnic composition” (p. 14).  They end their article suggesting that there is a need for a resurgence of empirical studies on current team work practices and on the impact of new technologies on team behavior to improve theory and virtual team work.  This recommendation and the need for research on team behavior among telecollaborative teachers, may be seen as beneficial to both traditional and contemporary team work studies
	With this in mind, since one of the objectives of  the TILA project is to develop a teacher training program that focuses on the innovation and implementation of a more meaningful manner of FL teaching by integrating telecollaboration projects in their language courses, researchers should also focus on whether or not teaching practitioners are prepared to work in a team with teachers from other countries to create, implement and evaluate telecollaborative tasks. 
	By identifying factors that may hinder interactions between task designers in the next section, I hope to call attention to the need for empirical research on team behavior among teachers who co-design and implement telecollaborations.
2.1 Research Question
What are some of the potential challenges in teamwork among teachers from different cultures when designing and implementing telecollaborative tasks? 
2.2 Hypothesis
I predict that the lack of recognition of issues that  teachers can face during international, virtual exchanges, can impact team behavior and the outcome of telecollaborations.

3. Methodology
3.1 Instruments
The study consists of quantitative data that uses qualitative results to contextualize interactions among telecollaborative teachers and their experiences while working as a team when organizing, designing and implementing telecollaborations (Weinreich, 1996). I have adopted two survey instruments, with two questionnaires used for data collection. One of the surveys was designed by TILA researchers and the second questionnaire, was designed by myself. 
	The TILA researchers’ survey was designed to give insight into the demographic composition, professional backgrounds, and teaching practices of teachers  involved in the implementation of international telecollaborations. The researchers created a questionnaire with 28 questions (See questionnaire in the appendix A of this article), which was filled out by twenty-two  language teachers from secondary schools located throughout Europe between February  of 2014 and February of 2015.[footnoteRef:2] The TILA’s questionnaire was divided into 4 categories. The first set of questions, named “About Yourself,” aimed at collecting personal and professional background information about the participant teachers as well as information about their personal and/or professional experiences abroad. The second set of questions, named “About Technology,” aimed at assessing whether or not the teacher participants use computer technologies in their classes,  how often, and which computer/Internet technologies they use in their classrooms. The third set of questions, named “About Your School,” aimed at gauging the use of ICT at the educational settings where the participants work, the existence of ICT support for teachers, and how intercultural the participant schools are.  The fourth set of questions, named “About Teaching,” aimed at evaluating the importance given by the teacher participants to the different curricular areas of language courses (culture, grammar, ICC, listening, phonetics, reading, speaking, spelling, vocabulary and writing), and tried to attain detailed information about the use and frequency of activities that aim at developing intercultural knowledge in their students.   Most questions were closed-ended; the few open-ended questions provided space for the participants to add personal information, such as name, country and school’s name.  Some closed-ended questions included space for additional explanations in case the options given did not provide enough choices.   [2:  I used raw data collected by TILA researchers to help me answer this paper’s research question.
] 

	The second survey was designed by myself to collect qualitative data. It helped contextualize patterns of interactions/behavior among teachers who have worked, or still work designing and implementing telecollaborative tasks (See questionnaire in appendix B of this article). Most of its questions were open-ended and were categorized into 6 sections. The first category of questions, named Personal Information, aimed at collecting background information of the teacher-participants and the name of the school with which they had conducted telecollaborations. The second set of questions, named Task Design and Project Organization, was used to provide information about the place where collaborators operated from, how often they communicated and which medium of communication they used to contact each other. The third set of questions, named Implementation, was used to provide insight about any issues with technological tools and/or time differences between the countries from where the participants operated, which may have been the cause of  problems between the collaborators, and how they resolved these problems. The fourth set of questions, named General Questions, aimed at shedding light on whether or not the participants felt they shared compatible competences that telecollaborative teachers should have, and in case of differences, how they resolved them. The fifth set of questions, named School Environment,  aimed establishing whether or not the institutions from which the collaborators operated and other colleagues provided them with encouragement and support. Finally, the sixth set of questions, named Evaluation, served to give insight into how the telecollaborations were experienced and if the telecollaborators felt they were effective in their learners’ development of ICC skills and language acquisition. Most of them were open-ended questions which sought to identify in-depth aspects of the relationships among language teachers while working collaboratively with teacher-partners from different cultural backgrounds.
	I also used examples extracted from Basharina et al. (2008)’s study, during which university instructors who participated in an international telecollaborative project, reflect on their experiences in their exchanges.
3.2 Research Design
In this mixed-methods study,  the author of this text set out to identify issues that may hinder interactions among teachers from geographically distant locations while conducting virtual team work with a defined purpose of designing and implementing international telecollaborations, using a quantitative method. Additionally, in order to understand what teachers really experience while participating in international exchanges, textual data from two sources were used to help the analyst get behind the numbers. 
	The reasons for conducting secondary data analysis of the TILA survey’s dataset for this research were the wealth of information asked for in the questionnaire designed by TILA researchers and the expectation that the answers to these questions would provide substantial data from foreign language teachers relevant to this study. Survey methods are commonly used to explore areas of education, and may shed light on “just any educational issue” (Check & Schutt, 2012, p.160).  Since this study aims at identifying  factors that may have negative influences in interactions between educators from different cultures who design telecollaborations during their online exchanges, the  quantitative method is the most appropriate method to use. 
	However, without qualitative data just the results provided by the TILA’s questionnaire would not reveal the reflections and perspectives of the language teachers  who participated in the project (Weinreich, 1996). Therefore, I created an online questionnaire, and contacted language teachers who work at different European secondary schools taking part in the TILA Consortium, via TILA’s website http://www.tilaproject.eu/moodle/. Additionally, the reflections of some of the language instructors who participated in Basharina et al. (2008)’s telecollaborative project, were used as valuable data sources to better illustrate some of the challenges that teaching practitioners operating from different countries face which have the potential of hindering their interactions with co-designers.
3.3 Data Analysis
The data gathered to determine some of the potential challenges in team work among teachers from different cultures while working telecollaboratively, was analyzed using a combination of methods.  First, the descriptive statistics analysis of the mean and standard deviation of the teachers’ answers helped with deductions about the data. The mean of each answer collected from the TILA’s questionnaire was calculated to help locate the central tendency of the data, and  the standard deviations helped describe how far the scores spread from the mean.
	The main goals of the qualitative research were to understand how the TILA telecollaborators-participants experienced team work while developing, designing and implementing international telecollaborations, and also to support and guide the evaluation of the quantitative data. The experiences of the telecollaborators who participated in Basharina et al. (2008)’s study, added “a real sense of [the teachers’ understandings of the situations they were in]” during the telecollaborative project to the quantitative information (McLeod, 2008).
	The triangulation of “different viewpoints, data sources and methods”  to guide the interpretation of the different data originating from quantitative and qualitative data, provides “new insights” to help identify some of the challenges that language instructors may experience during the organization and implementation of international telecollaborative projects, which may affect the relationships of co-designers (Klein & Olbrecht, 2011).
	The process of triangulation of the results of the quantitative survey with the data collected from the qualitative questionnaire and with extracts taken from Basharina et al. (2008)’s study can be found in the discussion section of this paper.

4. Quantitative Data Results
The results of the data analysis of the TILA survey are presented in this section. These results are discussed in section six, where  its data are “combined” with the experiences of language teachers during their participation in telecollaborative work with colleagues operating from different cultures. Their integration with methodological triangulation “[provides] a more complete set of findings than could be arrived at through the administration of one of the methods alone” (Bryman, 2011, p. 1142).
4.1 Background Information of Participating Teachers
Twenty-two respondents filled out the survey (seventeen women and five men). They work as language teachers at different European secondary schools taking part in the TILA Consortium. To ensure the privacy of the respondents, they  were assigned pseudonyms: Lieke, Diane, Amélie, Clémence, Élise, Antonio, Catarina, Kate, Helga, Henry, Isadora, Damian, Ana Lucia, Julie, Marta, Carlos, Laudie, Helen, Pierre, Yara, Marioline and Jeanine. The average years of teaching experience of the language teachers are 15,63 (SD= 8,41) ranging from 0-4 to 25+. The standard deviation reveals that there is a large spread between teachers with little teaching time and teachers with extensive experience of teaching. Their average working experience abroad is of 1,83 (SD=2,99) years ranging from less than 1 year to more than 10 years. The standard deviation shows that most teachers have little or no teaching experience abroad and only a few have considerable teaching experience in a foreign country. See Table 1, Figure 1 and Figure 2 for details about the teachers; it summarizes the background information data from the category “About Yourself” of the survey. 
4.2 About Technology
	The survey category “About Technology,”  shows that teachers rated “how often [they] use computer technologies in [their] classroom” on a scale from 1= (never) to 5 = (everyday). Their average use of technologies in their classrooms was estimated to have the mean of 3,7 with SD of 1,12. The low standard deviation reveals that most respondents often use computer technologies in the classroom. Teachers also rated the frequency of their use of Internet technologies in the classroom on a scale from 1 to 5 with M= 3,26 (minimum use = 1, maximum 5 and SD = 1,00). The individual responses were only 1 point away from the mean; showing that most teachers use Internet technologies very frequently in the classroom. As for question number 21, some of the teachers chose explanatory statements with 1 for No, 2  for  Yes and 3 for Not relevant, to justify whether they used computers/internet technologies in [their] classroom. Ten out of 22 [footnoteRef:3]teachers answered this multiple-choice question. Most of them chose YES (2) (M= 2,11 and SD= 0,76) to indicate that those were the reasons why they did not use computers/Internet in their classroom. See Figure 3.  Also, please refer to table 2 for the Mean and Standard deviation of each choice of the multiple-choices of question 21. [3:  Antonio answered this question twice; as an English teacher and as a Catalan teacher.] 














Table 2
21. If you do not use computers/Internet technologies in your classes, please state why. Please tick as many statements that apply to you [with 1 = No, 2 = Yes and 3 = Not relevant]. 	
	Reasons for not using computers/Internet technologies
	Mean Per Question
	Standard Deviation Per Question

	a. Classrooms are not equipped with  PCs for the teacher.
	2,27
	0,78

	b. There are not enough computers for the students.
	2,09
	0,53

	c. There are not enough computer suites.
	2,18
	0,60

	d. Computer suites need to be booked in advance.
	2,27
	0,46

	e. The school’s Internet connection is not very good.
	2
	0,63

	f. I don’t like using technology in my lessons.
	2
	1

	g. I don’t like the students going on the Internet in class time.
	2,09
	1,04

	h. I don’t feel confident enough to use technology.
	2
	1



The Mean and Standard Deviation of each reason for not using computers/Internet technologies in the classroom shown in Table 2,  revealed the following: Most teachers do not use computers/Internet technologies for the same reasons. For the first 5 reasons, the SD is very low, however, the standard deviations of reasons f, g and h, are slightly higher and reveal  very polarized responses.
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2
 Differences Among Teacher-Partners

Table 1
Language Teachers Backgrounds, Teaching Certification, Years of Experience, Working Experience  Abroad, Extra Knowledge about Target Culture
	Name             Sex        Country               L1        Teaching Qualifications                            Subject      Years of           Working Experience         Extra Knowledge
                                                                                                                                               Taught       Experience             Abroad                           About Target  
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         Culture                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	1 Lieke      Female   Netherlands     Dutch        A Master’s degree/ Education                     Spanish       0-4 years             U.S.A. 1-2 years        


 2  Diane      Female    France            French     “Aggregation,” and English Literature	     English       20-24 years	      None	
 3  Amélie    Female    France            French            A Master’s degree			     English       10-14 years          U.K. 1-2 years
4   Clèmance  Female    France          French        	*Two Master’s degrees	                  German      15-19 years          Germany, 3-5 years	
5   Élise           Female    France         French              PhD/English Studies	                  English        25+ years        U.K. and Canada, 3-5 years
6   Antonio    Male        Spain            Catalan          *RSA Overseas Teachers of English      *2 languages  25+ years           U.K. 1 year
7   Catarina    Female    Spain            Spanish            A  PhD				     Spanish       15-19 years          Italy. Less than 1 year  
8   Kate          Female   England    French & English  Master’s degree, and *Staatsexamen           German       20-24 years         Answer inaccurate
9   Helga        Female    Germany      German          Master’s degree, and *Staatsexamen             *French       0-4 years             France. Less than 1 year
10  Henry        Male       Netherlands   Dutch             A Bachelor’s degree                                English      0-4 years             None           
11  Isadora      Female    Spain             Spanish          *“French Native and Spanish Native”   French       15-19 years          None                         *French Native
	Note: The participants are language teachers of secondary schools. Most of them teach at state schools, except for Ursula, who works at a private school.
*Catherine has “Two master's degrees  1 - German Literature, Language and Civilization   2-  Didactics of French and Foreign languages.” 
* Josep also has a degree in English Philology; he teaches English and Catalan. *Ursula has a Master’s degree, and a “German Degree: Staatsexamen.”
* The teachers who have worked abroad, have also taught abroad.  *Stefanie has a Master’s degree, and a Staatsexamen & Magister certification; she teaches History, French and Philosophy. *Isabel describes herself as a French native and Spanish native. She has stated that “[she] use[s] the experience of [her] family to illustrate the culture.” To question: Please state the mayor to your highest degree, Isabel answered: “French Native and Spanish Native, Catalan B2 and English B1.”
Continuation of Table 1 


Language Teachers Backgrounds, Teaching Certification, Years of Experience, Working Experience  Abroad, Extra Knowledge about Target Culture
	Name             Sex        Country               L1        Teaching Qualifications                            Subject      Years of           Working Experience         Extra Knowledge
                                                                                                                                               Taught       Experience             Abroad                           About Target  
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         Culture           

	                                                                                                                                                                                                                


12  Damian    Male    German        German		Master’s                   English, Biology and ICT     5-9 years          None                          
13 Ana Lucia Female    Spain           Spanish                   * Bachelor’s                                  *English              20-24 years    None
14 Julie         Female   German       German                          PhD                                English  & German    5-9 years          None
15 Marta       Female    Spain          Spanish		*Master’s			 English	  20-24 years    Scotland 1 year
16 Carlos      Male        France        Spanish                     *Master’s                                    *Spanish            10-14 years    Colombia  3-4 years
17 Laudie     Female     France        French                         Master’s 			English                 20-24 years    *England  less than 1 year.
18 Helen       Female    France        French                            *PhD                                      English                5-9 years        U.S.A  1-2 years        
19 Pierre      Male         France        French                         *Master’s                                  ESL                     10-14 years    Andorra and Spain 9-10  years
20 Yara        Female  Netherlands   Papiamento		 *Bachelor’s                                  ESL                     5-9 years            None
21 Marioline Fem.        UK               English                       *Bachelor’s	                 French & Spanish	     25 + years     Kenya 1-2 years
22  Jeanine   Fem.      Spain            French		  CAPES			English                   25 + years     “Many” More than 10 years
Note: *Ana Lucia has a Bachelor’s degree in PEDAGOGY (SCIENCES OF EDUCATION) AND PSYCHOLOGY DEDREES. Marta has a Master’s degree in English and German Philology. Ana Lucia teaches: “FIRST FOREIGN LANGUAGE: ENGLISH (SECONDARY EDUCATION)  OPTATIVE: PRACTICAL ENGLISH (A-LEVELS)  TECHNICAL ENGLISH IN NURSERY EDUCATION VOCATIONAL TRAINING. Carlos has a Master’s degree in Diplôme d'Etudes Approfondies (five years of studies at the university). *Carlos explains that he teachers: “Language and culture of the countries where spanish is the mother tongue.” Laudie worked in England, but not as a teacher. Helen has a PhD in American Studies. Pierre has a Master’s degree in British History. Yara has a Ba Honors. Marioline has a Bachelor’s degree: Combine Honors in French and Spanish. Jeanine worked in: France,  England, Germany  Austria and Spain.





Figure 1: Years of experience as language teachers (ranging from 0-4 to 25+ years)






Figure 2:  Teachers’ years of  working experience abroad (ranging from less than 1 year to more than 10 years).
















Figure 3: Average reasons for not using computers/Internet in classrooms (1=No, 2=Yes, and 3= Not Relevant)






The teachers rated the frequency of their use of specific “computer/Internet technologies in [their] classrooms,” such as blogs, chat applications, Facebook or other social networking sites, mobile phones, Skype, Twiter, Virtual Worlds, Wikis, YouTube and Platforms (Moodle, Edmodo, E-Twinning),  with 1 for Every day, 2 for 1 to 5 times a week, 3 for 1 to 5 times a month, 4 for 1 to 5 times a year and 5 for Never. On a scale from 1 to 5, their use of computer/Internet technologies was above average with M= 2,83 (minimum use = 5, maximum 1, SD = 2,10). The high standard deviation shows that the responses were very polarized. The data also reveals that the teachers-participants choose a few of these technologies for use in the classroom and rarely use the others. Additionally, only three of the respondents claimed to use most technologies mentioned in the survey (7 out of 10 technologies) but three out these seven technologies are used only 1 to 5 times a year. What is more, the least used technologies are Facebook, Chat Applications, Twitter and Virtual Worlds.  See Figure 4. Also, please see table 3 for the Mean and Standard Deviation for each mean of communication, or computer/Internet technologies used by the teachers in the classroom.










Table 3: What computer/Internet technologies do [teachers] use in [their] class? 
	Computer/Internet Technologies
	Mean per method of communication.
	SD per mean of communication.

	a. Blogs
	2,72
	2,00

	b. Chat applications
	2,72
	2,41

	c. Facebook or other social networking sites
	3,13
	2,46

	Mobile Phones
	2,72
	2,18

	d. Skype
	3,09
	2,24

	e. Twitter
	3,27
	2,33

	f. Virtual Worlds
	3
	2,39

	g. Wikis
	2,59
	2,08

	h. YouTube
	2,45
	1,10

	i. Platforms (Moodle, Edmodo, E-Twinning
	2,63
	1,83



The Mean and Standard Deviation of each computer/Internet technology shown in Table 3 revealed the following:
The standard deviation for the use of YouTube is much lower than those of the other technologies. This may be an indication that the free video sharing website is widely used in language classrooms nowadays. 










Figure 4: Average use of computers/Internet technologies in classrooms ( minimum use = 5, maximum 1)









4.3 About the Participants’ Schools
The following data reflects information given by participant teachers to survey questions from the category “About Your School”. They entail the use of computers/Internet technologies  in schools taking part in the TILA Consortium,  the existence of ICT support for teachers and how much importance they give to intercultural education.  Teachers answered the questions: “is there a technician who can assist you,” with no=1 and yes=2  responses; showing a parallel between the participants’ schools (M= 1,66 and SD=0,48). Correspondingly, the answers to the question: “are there specific regulations regarding the use of the Internet in the classroom that your school must abide by?,” also show a significant correlation between the schools’ Internet regulations (M= 1,95 and SD=0,21); only 1 participant did not answer this question, only chose 1=NO as an answer and the others chose YES=2. As for  question number 26,  teachers rated 8 statements which describe possible intercultural initiatives at schools, and the extent to which schools and colleagues support intercultural  initiatives and activities with 1=I strongly disagree, 2=I disagree, 3=I don’t know, 4=I agree and 5=  strongly agree. On a scale from 1 to 5, the average choice of the teachers was M=3,44 (SD=1,1), which points  to their acknowledgement that their educational environments tend to support intercultural initiatives. Please see table 4 for the Mean and Standard Deviation for each statement.
Table 4:  How Intercultural is your school?
	Statements describing possible intercultural initiatives at schools.
	Mean per statement
	Standard Deviation per statement

	a. Intercultural and cultural dimensions are a priority in the language curriculum.
	4,27
	0,88

	b. Your school encourages partnerships with schools abroad.
	4,18
	0,50

	c. A lot of colleagues try to develop partnerships, e-twinning and exchanges in my school.
	2,90
	0,97

	d. A lot of language teachers in my school are willing to get a language assistant. 
	3,45
	1,14

	e. It is easy to get a language assistant in my school.
	2,31
	1,04

	f. We get support to innovate for intercultural exchanges from school administration.
	3,31
	0,89

	g. We get support to innovate for intercultural exchanges from colleagues.
	2,95
	0,84

	h. Intercultural competence is an important student outcome.
	4,18
	0,90



The Mean and Standard Deviation of each statement describing possible intercultural initiatives at schools shown in Table 4, revealed the following:
Most participants’ answers suggest that they work at schools that support intercultural initiatives. However, although the answers to question (d) suggest that they would like to get a language assistant, the answers to question (e) are more polarized and suggest that it  is not “easy to get a language assistant”. 
	The answers to question 25, one of the few open questions of the survey, reveal a disparity between the “technical concerns around the use of the Internet or computers in the classroom”. Only 17 respondents answered this question; Antonio answered it twice and 5 participants explained that they do not have technical concerns. The following are the answers of the 12 teachers who have technical concerns:
1. Damian:  “Unstable Network”
2. Marioline: “Use of microphones and webcams”
3. Ana Lucia: “We don’t have computers in the classroom, only the teacher’s one, so we have to book in the computers’ lab so students can use them. I’m not highly qualified in the new technologies.”
4. Julie: “As I stated before, there are a lot of technical problems:  - it takes about 5 minutes until the pupils are logged in (--> 5 of 45 minutes is a lot!)  - often, PCs don't work at all (at the moment, in one lab, we have 17 and in the  other lab 10 computers that work and classes of up to 30 pupils)  - the internet or local network frequently breaks down  - until July we had very old Technology (e.g. Office '97, Windows '97,...)  - many pages are blocked (e.g. YouTube, Facebook, ...)     All in all, this makes teaching very difficult though I'm a bit [of] fan of new media and keep on trying!”
			5. Marta: “Some content is filtered when it should not be so”
			6. Carlos: “My computer in the classroom is old and the internet is not 			very powerful.”
			7. Laudie: “The internet speed is too slow.”
			8. Helen: “that it crashes”
			9. Lieke: “The wifi conexion isn't optimal (yet) and we have only some 			laptops that work properly. Most of them are really slow. The amount 			of laptops is limited.  Some usefull sites are blocked, like Skype.   			Reason: lack of money.”
			10. Diane: “New software or Internet programmes need to be set up by 			a technician who does not belong to the school and doesn't come very 			often, so it can take some time.  We do not have one computer per 			student (there are about 16 for 20 students).”
			11. Antonio: a) Those related to connectivity and time used in sorting 			everything out.”  b) Connections are often faulty. The Internet isn't the 			problem, the use of it is. Besides according to government and school 			policies mobile phones are prohibited in classroom buildings, and 			purposely unnoticed in the schoolyard. Hypocrisy and contradiction still 			hit schools.
			12. Isadora: “I must be careful with Internet because pupils can't use 			mobile phones in the classroom because of bullying.”

These answers show that 5 teachers who implement international telecollaborations do not have technical concerns that may impair the use of networked technologies during virtual teamwork between students from different schools located in different parts of the world. On the other hand 12 language teachers reported a variety of technical concerns that may pose challenges during exchanges between students.
4.4 About Teaching
Teachers ranked the importance they give to different curricular areas, such as  Culture, Grammar, ICC (Intercultural Competence, Listening, Phonetics, Reading, Speaking, Spelling, Vocabulary and Writing, on a scale ranging from 1=least important to 5= most important. The importance they give to different curricular areas was estimated above average with M= 3,54 (SD= 1,15). See Figure 5. For a Mean and Standard Deviation of the scores given by language teachers to  each curricular area, or language education’s skill, please see Table 5.
















Table 5: Question 27. Could you rank each item in order of importance following the different curricular areas of your language courses? 


	Curricular areas in language courses
	Mean per language education’s skill
	SD per language education’s skill

	a. Culture
	3,72
	1,07

	b. Grammar
	3,18
	1,09

	c. ICC (Intercultural   Communication Competence)
	3,45
	1,14

	d. Listening
	4,13
	0,71

	e. Phonetics
	2,77
	1,10

	f. Reading
	3,81
	1,00

	g. Speaking
	4,5
	0,51

	h. Spelling
	2,72
	1,24

	i. Vocabulary
	3,63
	1,09

	j. Writing
	3,5
	1,26



The Mean and Standard Deviation of each curricular area shown in Table 5 revealed the following:
The low standard deviation of the answers to curricular areas in language courses (d. Listening and g. Speaking skills) shows that most participants find them rather important. However, the higher standard deviations of answers (h. Spelling and j. Writing), show a degree of polarization among them. 







Figure 5: Order  of importance given by teachers to different curricular areas on a scale ranging from 1=least important to 5= most important.

	As for question 28, teachers rated the frequency which they use teaching activities on culture in their classrooms  with 1 for Never, 2 for Once in a while, 3 for  Once a month, 4 for Once a week and 5 for Every teaching day. On a scale from 1 to 5, it was above average with M= 3,07 (minimum use = 1, maximum 5 and  SD = 1,18). See Figure 6 for a  histogram of the teacher’s  responses to question 28. Also, for the Mean and Standard Deviation of the responses given to each teaching activity on culture, please refer to Table 6.

Table 6: Teaching Culture or ICC: How often do you use the following teaching activities on culture?


	Teaching Activities on Culture
	Mean per teaching activity
	SD per teaching activity

	a. I tell my pupils what I heard or read about the foreign countries or culture (s).
	3,54
	1,01

	b. I tell my pupils why I find something fascinating or strange about the foreign culture (s)
	3,72
	0,93

	d. I talk to my pupils about my own experiences in the foreign countries
	3,18
	1,18

	e. I ask my pupils about their own experiences of the foreign countries.
	3,31
	0,99

	f. I talk with my pupils about stereotypes regarding cultures and countries and their inhabitants.
	3,47
	0,87

	g. I use videos, CDs or the Internet to illustrate an aspect of the foreign cultures.
	3,81
	0,79

	h. I decorate my classroom with posters illustrating particular aspects of the foreign culture.
	2,77
	1,41

	i. I ask my pupils to describe an aspect of their own culture in the foreign language.
	3
	0,87

	j. I ask my pupils to compare an aspect of their own culture with that aspect in the foreign cultures.
	3,27
	0,63

	k. I comment on the way in which the foreign culture is represented in the foreign language materials I am using (textbook, media…)
	3,22
	1,15

	L. I ask my pupils to explore an aspect of the foreign culture (presentations and written tasks).
	3,27
	0,82

	m. I present aspects of the foreign culture which are different.
	3,45
	1,10

	n. I present aspects of the foreign culture which are similar.
	3,54
	0,85

	p. I touch upon an aspect of the foreign culture regarding which I feel negatively disposed.
	2,09
	0,86

	q. I bring objects originating from the  foreign culture to my classroom.
	2,22
	0,97

	r. I use my pupils background in the foreign language and culture in class as a resource.
	3,47
	1,28

	s. I invite a person originating from the foreign country to my classroom.
	1,68
	1,04

	t. I ask my pupils to use monolingual and bilingual dictionaries to better understand culture.
	2,90
	1,50

	u. I ask my pupils to use translating aids to better understand culture.
	2,40
	1,33



The Mean and Standard Deviation of each teaching activity on culture shown in Table 6, revealed the following:
The low standard deviation of question (j.) indicates that there is a correlation between the responses of the teachers. However, the high standard deviations of questions (t. and u.) reveal the biggest differences among the answers of the respondents. 

Figure 6: Frequency of the use of culture teaching activities in the classroom (minimum use 1, max. 5).
5. Participants Who Gave  Qualitative Input
Twenty-two teachers filled out the quantitative survey, but only three of them answered the qualitative survey that I designed. I contacted them via the TILA website already near the end of the TILA project, in June of 2015 and therefore they might no longer have been checking their e-mails. I also tried to disseminate the qualitative survey via researchers who have conducted studies about telecollaborative interactions, but I did not receive reactions from them.  The following is the background information of the participants who provided rich details about their interactions with their collaborative partners and how they experienced their telecollaborations:
	Participants
	Age
	Years of Experience as a language teacher
	Country of origin
	Type of Institution
	Teaches
	School with which he or she Conducted telecollaborations 
	Years of experience working abroad

	Diane
	47
	25
	France
	State
	English
	Vigo, Spain
	None

	Antonio
	56
	26
	Spain
	State
	English and Catalan
	Sagunt
	1 year

	Anonymous
	59
	30
	Germany
	Private
	German
	Berlage School Amsterdam
	Unknown



6. Triangulation and Discussion
What are some of the potential challenges in teamwork among teachers from different cultures when designing and implementing telecollaborative tasks? 
The main purpose of this study, was to identify different factors and issues that may arise between teacher-partners who co-design and implement international telecollaborative tasks. The quantitative data collected provides insight into some of the challenges teachers working with partners from different cultures face.  As previously stated, the identification of issues that may hinder interactions among teachers is very important because it may bring awareness to language teachers who plan on implementing telecollaborative activities at their schools in the near future, of what can be expected while working collaboratively with their colleagues. This awareness may help  teachers and teacher-trainers to develop a framework of social skills, and attitudes that may facilitate  the creation of harmonious interactions during the design and implementation of online intercultural exchanges. 
	In this section the results of the most relevant data collected from the TILA survey for answering the research question are “combined” with the experiences of language teachers during their participation in telecollaborative work with colleagues operating from different cultures. Their integration with methodological triangulation in this section “[provides] a more complete set of findings than could be arrived at through the administration of one of the methods alone” (Bryman, 2011, p. 1142). Here, the triangulation of the three data sets  is integrated following the order of the four categories of the TILA survey:
6.1  ABOUT YOURSELF 
1) Background information about TC teachers taking part in the TILA project, shows a large spread between teachers with little teaching experience and teachers with extensive classroom experience.

2)  Most teachers had little or no teaching experience abroad and only a few had considerable teaching experience in a foreign country.

The disparity between  teachers with experience and teachers with little teaching time deserves particular attention, especially in ESL because of the competences demanded of the language teacher of the twenty-first century. If we consider examples derived from  Basharina et al. (2008)’s  action research on international telecollaborations, where the backgrounds of the four collaborators reflect a difference in their teaching experiences with ambiguous results for more experienced teachers and less experienced teachers, and how these differences influenced the outcome of their teamwork,  we can conclude that experience matters, but does not necessarily mean that the teacher is equipped with (Rodriguez & McKay, 2010) “[t]he ability to integrate and exploit information and communication technologies (ICTs) in the foreign language (FL) classroom” (O’Dowd, 2013) or that they are “communicatively competent (Byram, 1997) in global online environments (Kramsch and Thorne, 2002)” (Basharina et al., 2008).  
	For example: At the same time that Natalya was praised by her colleagues for her use of authority to encourage her students not to give up participating in international online exchanges because of difficulties with Internet access, Olga Basharina observed  that Natalya’s authoritarian behavior kept her from participating in forum discussions because of her fear of intimidating her students’ writing performances and of losing authority. Thus, the same authority that she gained from years of experience, also kept her from allowing her learners to exercise autonomy in case they perceived her presence in the forum discussions. The development of learner autonomy is one of the goals of telecollaborative tasks  (O’Rourke, 2005; Belz, 2005; Hauck, 2007; O’Dowd & Waire, 2009). This also shows that Natalya did not know how to participate in forum discussions in such a way that her presence would not have a negative influence on her learners’ writing input. 
	 Also, she only exchanged e-mails with her Russian colleague, Olga,  and did not answer her other colleagues’ e-mails. While Natalya admitted to not having experience with WebCT, and her digital competence was not comparable with that of her colleagues, these shortcomings did not keep her from communicating with her Russian colleague to discuss the telecollaborative activities. This might have been caused by her lack of experience working abroad and of intercultural communicative competence. 
	Natalya’s lack of communication with her co-collaborators obstructed the exchange of information that could have allowed her colleagues to find ways to overcome her technical issues.
	By focusing on Natalya’s behavior, we may assert that she did not accompany the dynamic process of group formation with the other group members, and therefore did not make it to its  most organized phase; when the group becomes a  “team” (Tyson, 1998). As previously noted, Natalya’s “isolation” could be a reflection of a possible lack of work experience abroad, which made her feel less comfortable with the other team members, who were based in Canada (Ringer, 2002). The particular reason for her behavior might not even be clear to her. In a study about the unconscious mind in group behavior, Ringer explained that “instinct is not accessible to conscious awareness, although the behaviors that arise from some forms of instinct can be observed and identified” (2002, p.91). Moreover, Ringer asserted that group members who isolate themselves are “[defending] themselves against something” (2002). Another aspect of the unconscious that influences behavior, is the “location of ‘codes’ for communication, interpretation and developing meaning,” of everything that happens to us (Ringer, 2002). In order for us to interpret our experiences, to learn about our preferences and who we are, we use the help of “ ‘internal working models,’” which also influence how we perceive what happens around us (Ringer, 2002). Memories of previous experiences also influence what we expect of people, of how groups should be and how we are (Ringer, 2002). 
	The display of undesirable behavior of telecollaborative teachers may be explained by the way individuals perceive differences “in readily detectable attributes”; they first become “more aware of their own social identity…. ‘I am not like you’… [then] stereotyping tends to increase which causes misperceptions and bias in how [group members] interpret information about another person. [This eventually causes] anxiety about interactions, [which ends up increasing our]  negative judgments [caused by the differences]” (Shaw and Barrett-Power, 1998).

	While Natalya’s attitude was perceived as authoritative  and became discernible by her absence, her own comments about participating in the telecollaborative project showed how she perceived it. She actually expressed her gratitude for participating in the project, and expressed her frustrations about not receiving instructions from Olga, who was located in Canada with the other two instructors. Natalya  was the only group member who was not in Canada. Her colleagues’ perception of her behavior and how they dealt with her isolation, may be seen as a sign that Natalya’s colleagues lack skills of interpretation and relation which are necessary to avoid misunderstandings with colleagues or learners from other cultures. These skills are one of the four aspects essential for the success of intercultural communication (Byram, 1997).
	If we consider Natalya’s isolation as a result of her own lack of intercultural communicative competence, then we can also conclude that she cannot teach her learners how to become global citizens (Kalsbeek, 2008). In  spite of her extensive teaching experience, Natalya lacks several competences of the telecollaborative teacher: “an interest in trying out new telecollaborative tasks and new online tools which may be proposed by students or partner-teachers; a willingness to accept that the teacher is not the sole authority on the target culture and language interest in learning with students about new aspects of L2 language use and cultural products and practices from their exchange partners” (O’Dowd, 2013, p. 11).
	These observations reflect only a few of several issues of the very complex relationship among international collaborative teachers. For future reference, a similar analysis should be conducted to study the behavior of each participant of Basharina et al. (2008)’s project. 
	The three teachers who answered the qualitative survey and participated in the TILA consortium all happened to have more than 25 years of experience as language teachers. They all claimed to communicate often with their teacher-partners:
Diane: “Several times a week”
Antonio: “Nearly every week”
Anonymous: “Emails approximately twice a week or more, Skype and BBB once before the task or not at all”
	When asked  to “describe [their] Information and Communication Technology (ICT) skills in comparison with those of the other teacher,” they answered:
Diane: “No idea. Probably roughly similar.”
Antonio: “No doubt I was in all cases below their digital competence.”
Anonymous: “Less experienced because ICT is less used in our school.”
Thus, in spite of their extensive experience as language teachers, not all of them had high levels of ICT skills. These answers also show that there were variations between their levels of ICT skills. However, in response to question 7 of the General Questions section on  whether or not these “differences in digital competences…affected their relationship, they answered:
Diane: “No.”
Antonio: “No side effects whatsoever. We were cooperating, not competing.”
Anomymous: “No. We had a lot of training.”
Additionally, when asked if “differences in digital competences skills affected the design and implementation of telecollaborative tasks,” most of their answers illustrated their willingness to be cooperative with each other:
Diane: “No. Just once he didn't feel comfortable with working on videos so we decided to move on to PowerPoint presentations instead. No problem.”
Antonio: “Not really, we shared what had to be done, and helped each other the best we could.”
Anonymous: “No.”
	Diane’s answer shows her ability to negotiate differences with her partner and give continuation to the telecollaborative tasks.
	What is more, these and other answers gave me, the analyst of these open-ended answers, the impression that these three collaborators worked very well with their partners in spite of their differences. When asked if [his or her teacher-partner’s work ethics and level of competences affected their relationship during the design and implementation of TC tasks] they answered that they never had any problems with each other. Additionally, Diane wrote: “I was perfectly happy with his professionalism,” and Antonio wrote: “It was always very professional.” 
	Unlike the instructors who participated in Basharina et al. (2008)’s study, the participants of the TILA project might have overcome their differences in levels of ICT/digital competences, because they often communicated  with each other. Additionally, their stories reveal that they have other competences that are important for the creation of an enjoyable and professional relationship, such as:  “a willingness to look for compromise with the partner-teacher in relation to task design, exchange structure and other issues” (O’Dowd, 2013). Byram explains that  “[the success of intercultural communication] can be judged in terms of the effective exchange of information, as has been a tendency in much communicative language teaching, but also in terms of the establishing and maintenance of human relationships” (1997, p. 32-33). He further explains that “human relations [depend] on attitudinal factors,” which in this particular context were the “[willingness of the interlocutors]” to compromise when “[one of the teacher-participants] didn't feel comfortable with working on videos so we decided to move on to PowerPoint presentations instead. No problem.” Also when asked about whether or not differences in digital skills affected the design and implementation of telecollaborations, Antonio said: “Not really, we shared what had to be done, and helped each other the best we could.” 
	These examples show that the TILA participants who filled out the qualitative questionnaire command twenty-first century social skills such as “communicative competence, [digital literacy], the ability to work in a team together with. . .flexibility, openness and interpersonal skills” (Turula, 2013) that characterize a global citizen (Jauregi, 2013; Kalsbeek, 2008)
6.2  ABOUT TECHNOLOGY
21. Reasons for not using computer/Internet technologies in your classroom:
f. I don’t like using technology in my lessons
g. I don’t like the students going on the Internet in class time.
h. I don’t feel confident enough to use technology.
The standard deviations of reasons f., g. and h., are slightly higher than those of the other answers, and indicate that  responses were very polarized. This polarization may have been caused by the design of the question which gave the participants only three options: 1 = No, 2 = Yes  and 3 = Not Relevant. However, they might also reflect the concerns of the 12 language teachers who reported a variety of technical concerns in their answers to the open-ended question, of number 25. Very few of them chose YES, and by Not Relevant, they might have been trying to say that it was not that they did not like to use technology in their lessons. They actually, had to deal with several technical issues which kept them from using technology. This latter possibility can be explained by the answers of the three teachers who participated in the TILA consortium to the qualitative questionnaire that I designed. Their answers revealed that not only did they enjoy  participating in the TILA project, but they also recognized the positive effects of telecollaborative exchanges on their learners’ motivation and on the acquisition of language skills, ICC and ICT competence. On the other hand, they also expressed dissatisfaction caused  mainly by technical issues, as the following examples from the questionnaires’ section named Evaluation will show:
2. How did you experience telecollaborations?
Diane: “It was cool when it worked!”
Antonio: “Tremendously satisfactorily when technology and environment worked well, and terribly frustrating when we were let down for whatever reasons (mainly technical).”
Anonymous: “Very time consuming and little benefit considering all the effort the teachers were making.”
3. Are telecollaborative tasks effective in the development of second language acquisition? Please explain your answer and give some examples.
Diane: “Yes, because it makes the students WANT to communicate. They were excited and happy about chat sessions. It made them more positive in class.”
Antonio: “I think they are effective in terms of practice and consolidation stages, intercultural awareness, development of digital competence, etc. As long as the stds can reflect on their interaction performance, it can greatly help self-correction, improve vocabulary and grammar items as they're used in a really meaningful way.”
Anonymous: “Yes as pupils are very motivated to speak or write to ‘real’ people.”
4. Are telecollaborative tasks effective in the development of Intercultural Communication Competence (ICC)?
Diane: “Sure! We worked on stereotypes a lot, and they learnt a lot. They saw their European partners differently, and they learnt how other people viewed them, which was an eye opener.”
Josep: “In general, yes, they are, but their degree of effectiveness also depends on the task itself.”
Anonymous: “Yes providing the technology works and a proper time allowance is given.”
	Their overall perceptions of telecollaborative exchanges were very positive, but their answers also illustrate that “pedagogical, organizational and technical issues…make many teaching practitioners reluctant to try to integrate telecollaboration in their teaching” (Canto et al. 2012, p. 105). 
	Even though the answers to options (f. g and h.) of question 21 of the TILA questionnaire do not reflect the opinion of the majority of the teachers, future research should be conducted to clarify the possible reasons for the polarization of the  language teachers’ answers about  what“[impedes them] to use technology in his or her classroom.”
	For question 22 of the TILA questionnaire, the teachers-participants rated the frequency of their use of specific “computer/Internet technologies in [their] classrooms,” such as blogs, chat applications, Facebook or other social networking sites, mobile phones, Skype, Twiter, Virtual Worlds, Wikis, YouTube and Platforms (Moodle, Edmodo, E-Twinning).   The high standard deviation of the answers shows that the responses were very polarized. The data also reveals that the teachers-participants choose a few of these technologies for use in the classroom and rarely use the others. Additionally, only three of the respondents claimed to use most technologies mentioned in the survey (7 out of 10 technologies) but three out these seven technologies are used only 1 to 5 times a year. What is more, the least used technologies are Facebook, Chat Applications, Twitter and Virtual Worlds.  
	The standard deviation for the use of YouTube is much lower than those of the other technologies. This may be an indication that the free video sharing website is widely used in language classrooms. Additionally, the open-ended answers to question 25, show that 5 teachers who implement international telecollaborations do not have technical concerns that may impair the use of networked technologies during virtual teamwork between students from different schools located at different parts of the world, while conversely, 12 language teachers reported a variety of technical concerns that may pose challenges during exchanges between students.
	In an analysis of several studies on group work in traditional school settings, Klingner (2004) found that teachers experience collaborative work differently because  “[they] have different internal characteristics,” work in different environments and are subject to different types of pressure. 
	Differences may affect the way teachers perceive each other, how they experience group work in telecollaborations and the outcome of virtual exchanges. While the TILA participants were able to negotiate their differences with their partners and continue to carry on the collaborations, they also expressed their frustrations caused by technical issues. On the other hand, the  examples extracted from Basharina et al (2008)’s study, illustrated how the lack of technical support, of a cluster coordinator and of communicative competence impacted the telecollaborative activities.
	Considering the polarization in the answers of the telecollaborators to options (f., g., and h.) of question 21 about why they “do not use technology in the classroom,” the data showing that most of them choose a few of the various communicative tools for use in the classroom and rarely use others, and the variety of technical concerns reported by 12 collaborators in comparison with 5 participants who do not have any technical concerns, and reflecting on them with Schenker (2013)’s own experiences with virtual exchanges and telecollaborative competences in mind, the following abilities were observed: Schenker is a language teacher able to use a variety of communication tools to connect her learners with the target culture and with native speakers. In spite of her acknowledgement that the preparations to implement  TC exchanges are “time consuming,” she continues to establish them, because she is aware of their added values (2013). Language learners who interact in more authentic learning experiences through video-web communication, Second Life and Text and Voice chats (Facebook, Skype text chat tool and Skype voice text), show improvement in their oral proficiency (Schenker, 2013; Canto, Jauregi and Huub 2013).  Also, Schenker’s virtual exchanges illustrate that she commands at least 4  of O’Dowd (2013)’s 10  ICT/Digital competences of the telecollaborative teacher, which are important skills of the twenty-first-century language teacher: 
· Schenker “can choose the appropriate online communication tools (e.g. email, blogs, wikis, Skype) to fit both the everyday online practices of the students as well as the project’s aims.
· has a basic working knowledge of current (e.g. Web 2.0) communication tools and their pedagogic affordances and constraints.
· has a basic working knowledge of web management systems (e.g. Moodle) or exchange platforms (e.g. ePals, eTwinning) in order to locate and run his/her online exchanges.
· can organize and structure real-time student interaction taking into account the particular affordances and technicalities of synchronous tools such as videoconferencing, chat etc” (O’Dowd, 2013, p. 10).
	A language teacher who does not command at least these four competences, would most probably encounter difficulties during the design and implementation of TC tasks with a co-designer such as Schenker. His or her lack of these competences would  most likely influence the outcome of virtual exchanges (Basharina et al. 2008). The same can be said about the collaborative work between teachers who do not experience technical problems as opposed to those who, like Natalya, had several technical concerns, no Internet connection at home, lacked basic computer literacy skills and “had never used WebCT before” (Basharina et al. 2008). 
	Similarly, the three teachers from the TILA Consortium who answered the qualitative survey,  showed their ability to negotiate and accommodate their differences in digital competence skills and technical problems, as previously mentioned. This achievement might have been possible because of the support provided  by TILA, as  Anonymous suggests in his or her answer to  question 7 of the General Questions’ section: 
7. Did differences in digital competences skills affect your relationship with the other teacher? Please elaborate. How did you overcome your differences?
Anonymous: No, we had a lot of training.
 Additionally, the following answers shed light on how they “negotiated [ ] differences that emerged during [their] communication with [their teacher-partner]”: 
Diane: “Nothing much to negotiate.”
Antonio: “There were mutual proposals in each partnerships which were professionally agreed upon or discarded, and in some occasions the cluster coordinator also took part in the discussions, which added a further point of view on the development and aims of the task.”
Anonymous: “Through explanations via email.”
Again, not only did their answers suggest that they negotiated their differences well, but Antonio’s answer reveals that he could rely on the support of teacher trainer, or  “cluster coordinator,” a benefit not observed in Basharina et al. (2008)’s study.
6.3  ABOUT THE PARTICIPANTS’ SCHOOLS
As for  question number 26 of TILA’s questionnaire,  the teachers rated 8 statements which describe possible intercultural initiatives at schools, and the extent to which schools and colleagues support intercultural  initiatives and activities. 
	Although the answers to question (d) suggest that they would like to get an assistant teacher, the answers to question (e) are more polarized and suggest that it  is not “easy to get a language assistant”. 
d. “A lot of language teachers in my school are willing [sic] to get a language assistant.”
e. “It is easy to get a language assistant in my school.”
	Establishing and running telecollaborations are quite complex tasks (O’Dowd and Ritter, 2006; Canto, Jauregi and Huub, 2013) and  “time-consuming” (Shenker, 2013). It would be ideal if language teachers could share the amount of work required from them with a language assistant, however as the data above show, it is not “easy to get a language assistant,” which can be discouraging for some language teachers (Canto et al., 2013). 
	Some instructors experience telecollaborations differently. While Martin and Olga from Basharina et al. (2008)’s study did not express frustrations caused by the amount of work required to administer the exchanges, Natalya explains that she felt overwhelmed by the amount of work involved throughout the duration of  the exchanges:
		The students usually came into the lab, sent their messages and handed in 		their floppydiscs to me for corrections. At the beginning I underlined their 		errors, but after a while it became hard to go over every message. I had 50 		students who wrote 5 messages a week. There should have been a team 			correcting all the errors in every single message. Sometimes I asked other
		instructors to help me, but they had their own work. So, I just compiled lists 		with common errors and discussed them with students in class. The messages 		of my students were quite long and the messages of Japanese and Mexican
		students were shorter.  (Basharina et al., 2008) 
	Natalya “had been a professor for more than 20 years and occupied a high level administrative position at her university in Russia. . . [she] was older than the three other instructors and was the head of the Department of English for Specific Purposes at her university” (Basharina et al. 2008). She obviously could have used of an assistant, but that did not seem to be an option for her. Knowing that her university is a “technologically challenged” institution, one can suppose that it also could not afford to hire a language assistant for Natalya if she were to request one (Basharina et al., 2008). Differences between collaborators who are able to hire an assistant via their institutions and those who cannot,  can most probably play a role in how a teacher experiences virtual exchanges and on their outcomes (Basharina et al. 2008; Belz and Müller-Hartmann, 2003). Additionally, whether some collaborators have more or less time to design, implement and carry out telecollaborations, could also play a role in their involvement during the project, which was the case of Martin and Olga, who did not express any concerns about their workload.
	Tannis, on the other hand, one of the instructors who participated in Basharina et al. (2008)’s international TC, revealed the following:
		I felt conflicted at times when I was using up my time for copying and 			conducting questionnaires Olga sent me and having students fill them 			out during class time to ensure that Olga got the data she needed, and 			then arranging and conducting interviews at the end when I was busy 			with so many other things. Sometimes small requests actually became 			large stresses--for example, I was very sensitive to the fact that paper 			and photocopying were luxuries at my institution, so when I was asked 			to make a small change to a multiple page questionnaire after it had 			been copied and collated I had to decline. My students were aware that 			they were participating in a research project, but I felt that my primary
		responsibility was to them, which is why I sometimes directed their 			participation in a way that didn’t always coincide with that of the 				researcher.  (Basharina et al., 2008)
Tannis also felt overwhelmed by the demands of the project, and ended up participating much less in forum discussions. Also, she was located in Mexico at the time of the exchange and  her declaration reveals that she was operating “from a [country] with challenging socio-economic situations” (Basharina et al. 2008, p. 29).
	One of the three participants of the TILA project who filled out the qualitative survey, Antonio, explained that he could not rely on the assistance of other teachers from his school, but after the intervention of the “headmaster and inspector,”  he actually managed to get an assistant, but as his answer will show, the school’s support did not come easy to him:
3. Were there obstacles posed by your school or by the school where the other teacher works that affected the design and implementation of your telecollaborative task? Please elaborate. How did you overcome these difficulties/challenges?
Diane: “Yes, they were not allowed to use the second-life style game Open Sims so we couldn't communicate through that, which was a disappointment to my students. They couldn't use Skype in class either, which could have helped when we lost TILA. We didn't overcome these challenges, we just made do without those features.”
Antonio: “They didn't, as a matter of fact, pose any 'obstacles' as long as our needs did not imply extra duties for the rest of the teaching staff, or cause disruptions in the normal daily routine of the school. It was mainly a matter of goodwill and negotiated adjustment on the part of the headmaster and colleagues to sort things out. Besides in the last year, I had the help of a language assistant, who was allocated to our school after some pressure from the headmaster and inspector.”
Anonymous “When the technology didn't work we couldn't complete the task!”
4. Did you feel alone, or encouraged by the school’s direction and colleagues?
Marion: “Completely and happily alone... They told me it was a good idea at first, then never thought about it again, but I didn't mind.”
Antonio: “I did, not so much by the school direction, whose decision power was limited as I've already mentioned, but mainly by colleagues (excluding teachers participating in the project). It must be mentioned the fact that I was the only one that speaks English and this is the lingua franca of the project, therefore everything had to be mediated, filtered and disseminated by me.”
Anonymous: “Encouraged when technology worked. Colleagues were always very supportive.”
These answers show that the schools which were associated to the TILA project did indeed express their appreciation for opportunity to implement telecollaborations in their curricula, but did not provide much support to their teachers.
	Diane’s answer to question 3 from the School Environment section of the qualitative survey, showed that  her attempt to implement and run telecollaborative tasks in her classroom failed because she  could not rely on her schools’ support after  losing TILA. Similarly, Natalya from Basharina et al. (2008, p. 19-20)’s study credited her institution’s appreciation for her students’ participation in the telecollaborative project, as one of the reasons that kept her motivated to carry out the exchanges, but in practice she did not receive much support from them, as the following example shows:
		We are not quite technologically-ready to participate in interactive Internet
		projects but we feel it is important to do what we can. We cannot wait until we 		are ready; we need to use what is available to us right now. Most of the 			students and I did not have Internet access at home. I could work only from my 		office. The labs operated on a user-fee basis and there was always a waiting 		line in the free labs. Without me, the students would have waited for at least 		two hours to get a computer. (Basharina et al., 2008, p. 29)

These findings indicate that differences in the amount of support provided by educational institutional contexts from which telecollaborators operate, may impact the  participation of teachers in the course of the projects, the participation of students in activities, the outcome of the telecollaborations and how language teachers experience the projects (Basharina et al., 2008).
6.4  ABOUT TEACHING
As for question 27 of the TILA survey, the low standard deviation of the answers to curricular areas in language courses (d. Listening and g. Speaking skills) shows that most participants find them rather important. However, the higher standard deviations of answers (h. Spelling and j. Writing), show a degree of polarization among them. 
	Studies have linked the use of certain tools of communication in the classroom with learners’ development of writing skills (Shenker, 2013).  They help engage even the most shy students in virtual exchanges (Peterson, 2010). Real-time text-based exchanges, and some asynchronous tools, also help learners to feel more confident when using the target language and allow them to fix their own writing errors and by doing so, they also develop their “metalinguistic awareness” (Peterson, 2010). 
	The background information of the participants, and their answers to question 25, where the 12 instructors revealed several concerns about the use of technology in their classrooms, are  important factors to be considered when analyzing the degree of polarization in the answers to (h. Spelling and j.writing).  Their background shows that they are well prepared teachers who should be aware of the importance of including writing activities in their practices to promote the development of this skill and its subskills, as the following example collected from their answers to question 3 from the Evaluation section of the qualitative survey shows:
3. Are telecollaborative tasks effective in the development of second language acquisition? Please explain your answer and give some examples.
Diane: “Yes, because it makes the students WANT to communicate. They were excited and happy about chat sessions. It made them more positive in class.”
Antonio: “I think they are effective in terms of practice and consolidation stages, intercultural awareness, development of digital competence, etc. As long as the students can reflect on their interaction performance, it can greatly help self-correction, improve vocabulary and grammar items as they're used in a really meaningful way.”
Anonymous: “Yes as pupils are very motivated to speak or write to ‘real’ people.”
	The three respondents are well aware of the importance of telecollaborative exchanges for the development of their learners’ writing skills and their impact on their motivation to communicate with native speakers. Thus, it is not that some of them do not consider writing and spelling important or of less importance for their classes. The differences in their answers might be a reflection of the issues they faced at their institutional contexts caused by technical problems which either impeded the execution of virtual exchanges or slowed them down.
	The discrepancy in the  degree of importance given to writing and spelling by the respondents, may also be a reflection of their diverse beliefs on spelling and writing. In a study about the influence of teachers’ beliefs in their classroom practices, Paiva noticed several relations between Brazilian ESL teachers’ practice of grammar-based feedback on L2 writing with their pedagogical beliefs (2011). The results of Paiva’s study suggested the participants’ preference for traditional grammar-based teaching (2011). They tend to focus on giving feedback on “errors,” which they realize it is very time-consuming, and leaves little time for them to focus on rhetorical skills. While they believe that error feedback may help with writing accuracy, they are not certain if it can help learners become better writers. In spite of these uncertainties, they insist on focusing on grammar-based feedback, which shows their propensity to relate their beliefs to  their classroom practices (Paiva, 2011). Furthermore, their decisions to focus on “error,” reflects the way they learned English at school (“their educational background”), years of “experience” insisting on the same method, their students and parents’ appreciation/“expectations” of grammar-based feedback, the goals of their students for the L2, institutional expectations (“contextual factors”) and  their own beliefs,  all exert  influence in their classrooms practices and decisions (2011). 
	Similarly, Melketo conducted a study at Wolaita Sodo University in Ethiopia on tensions between English teachers’ beliefs and practices in teaching academic writing  (2012).  While the instructors in Paiva (2011)’s study showed a tendency in relating their beliefs to their classroom practices, Melketo, on the other hand, observed conflicts between  what the professors who participated in his study found important and what they actually did in the classroom (2012). One of the professors explained that he was in favor of peer feedback, but was observed giving feedback on errors during his classes. During a conversation after his observation, Melketo helped the professor gain awareness of the differences between what he “[said and did]” during instruction. This inconsistency was eventually justified by “time constraints, the professors’ perceptions of students’ expectations, classroom management issues and perceived lack of student motivation” (Melketo, 2012).
	Thus, the polarized answers of the TILA participants about the importance of writing and spelling in their lessons, may have been motivated by contextual factors caused by their issues with the use of technology in the classroom and their beliefs about teaching writing and spelling.
	In question 28 from the TILA questionnaire, teachers rated the frequency with which they use teaching activities on culture in their classrooms. The low standard deviation of question (j.) indicates that there is a strong correlation between the responses of the teachers, that none of the teachers chose option  1 = (never), only one teacher chose 2  = (once in a while), and most of them use it in the classroom 3 = (once a month). However, the high standard deviations of questions (t. and u.) reveal the biggest differences among the answers of the respondents. 
j. I ask my pupils to compare an aspect of their own culture with that aspect in the foreign cultures.
t. I ask my pupils to use monolingual and bilingual dictionaries to better understand culture.
u. I ask my pupils to use translating aids to better understand culture.
	Kasmer (1999) explains that some teachers and linguists do not favor the use of translation methods in  ESL/EFL classrooms, because it keeps learners from coming in full contact with their target language. However, proponents of translation methods have shown that translations in bilingual immersion programs in the United States, have shown positive effects on Hispanic learners.
	In an online article, Petrocchi (2006), an English teacher and translator at the University for Foreigners at Perugia, explains that she uses  “‘pedagogic’ translation” in her English language lessons, because most of her students are literate in a non-Roman alphabet language, and use Italian as a lingua franca. Thus, Petrocchi uses Italian in the classroom to teach her students’ TL, which is English. She explains that the translation method is effective in the development of syntax, lexis, slang, idioms and other grammar topics, and that translations from one language to another, should “respect the rules that govern its own language” (Petrocchi, 2006). Although she has recommended monolingual and bilingual dictionaries to her students, she also explained to them that often online dictionaries have the “current use of a word,” and that they may also use the Internet to learn how certain words are used in sentences (2006).
	Thus, the disparity between the teachers’ answers to options (t.) and (u.) about which  activities and tools they use to promote cultural studies in the classroom, may reflect their different opinions about the effectiveness of the use of translation methods in their classrooms and the efficacy of translating aids, monolingual and bilingual dictionaries. 
	The triangulation method used to analyze the data in this study helped identify some issues that can affect the behavior of teachers during telecollaborative exchanges. It can also impact how they experience international telecollaborations.  It also provided a clear understanding of the importance of communication among telecollaborators in promoting awareness that  teachers are individuals who “are influenced by life experience[s]” they may or not be aware of (Ringer, 2002). Teachers are also influenced by their educational background (Paiva, 2011), social and institutional contextual factors, (Basharina et al., 2008), time constraints and perceived students’ expectations (Melketo, 2012).

7. Conclusions
	Considering the added values of implementing telecollaborative tasks in language classrooms and the need to educate language learners to become global citizens, it is important to consider the wellbeing of language teachers interested in “integrating telecollaboration in their teaching” (Canto et al., 2013).
	The following findings support the purpose of this research that there is a need for empirical research on team behavior between teachers who co-design and implement telecollaborative tasks. They identify  some of the potential challenges in teamwork among teachers from different cultures when designing and implementing telecollaborative tasks, as  they are presented below: 
	The awareness of  issues that may hinder interactions among teachers is very important because it may help  teachers and teacher-trainers to develop a framework of social skills, and attitudes that may improve the quality of interactions between colleagues during the design and implementation of online intercultural exchanges. Such improvements may serve as motivating factors for language teachers to integrate international virtual exchanges in their curricula.
	To begin with, the results show that  disparities between  teachers with experience and teachers with little classroom experience deserves particular attention in ESL/ EFL because of the competences demanded of the language teacher of the twenty-first century. While teaching experience matters, it does not necessarily mean that  teachers are equipped with “expertise in teaching ESL” (Rodriguez & McKay, 2010).  Thus, they might not have “[t]he ability to integrate and exploit information and communication technologies (ICTs) in the foreign language (FL) classroom” (O’Dowd, 2013) and  they might not be “communicatively competent. . . in global online environments” (Basharina et al., 2008).  The findings also suggest that teachers with and without extensive teaching experience lack some competences of the collaborative teacher (O’Dowd, 2013)
	The lack of work experience abroad may also have a negative impact on the behavior of language teachers while working with colleagues operating from different countries, because of unconscious misperceptions of each other’s attitudes and cultural biases (Shaw and Barrett-Power, 1998; Ringer, 2002).  Additionally, a lack of work experience in other countries may also be linked with a lack of intercultural communicative skills, which are fundamental for language teachers who teach his or her learners how to become global citizens (Kalsbeek, 2008).
	Fortunately, the findings also show that variations between language teachers’ levels of ICT skills may be overcome if language teachers possess skills of interpretation and relation which are necessary to avoid misunderstandings with colleagues or learners from other cultures (Byram, 1997),  “communicative competence,. . . the ability to work in a team together with. . .flexibility, openness and interpersonal skills” (Turula, 2013, p.3).
	Variations in the amount of support that each teacher receives from colleagues and educational institutions with their workload and technical problems may also impact the relationships of teacher-partners, the outcome of telecolalborations and how they experience international exchanges. 
	It is important to note that these findings indicate that the language teachers who participated in the TILA consortium were able to overcome various challenges because the project provided them with training to carry out telecollaborations and connected them with a database where they had  access to a network of language teachers, exchanges,  information, where they could organize classes, and where they had access to a variety of telecollaboration tools. Such benefits were not observed in Basharina et al. (2008)’s project.
	Additionally, whether some collaborators have more or less time to design, implement and carry out telecollaborations, can also play a role in their level of  participation during international virtual exchanges and how they are perceived by their co-designers.
	Differences in the amount of support provided by institutional contexts from which telecollaborators operate, may also impact the  participation of teachers in the course of the projects, the participation of students in activities, the outcome of the telecollaborations and  how language teachers experience the projects (Basharina et al. 2008).
	Finally, the different opinions about the importance of writing and spelling in language teachers’ lessons, may be motivated by contextual factors caused by issues with the use of technology in the classroom and teachers’ beliefs about teaching writing and spelling. 
	Language teachers and teacher-trainers may benefit from gaining consciousness about issues that may affect group behavior during international telecollaborations “[b]ecause of  the amplified presence of unconscious dynamics in groups” (Ringer, 2002, p. 110-111). I have also shown that effective communication among telecollaborative teachers is essential not only to raise awareness about certain issues, but also to help reduce misunderstandings among themselves and for the success of telecollaborative projects.
8. Limitations
The small number of language instructors who filled out the questionnaire designed by the author of this text represents a limitation for this study. The qualitative input given by Diane, Antonio and Anonymous opened a window that provided me with some insight into their experiences while working telecollaboratively with their teacher partners and while operating from institutions located at different countries. It is unfortunate that this study was not informed by the input of the other participants.
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___________________________________________________________________________
APPENDIX  A (Questionnaire Designed by TILA researchers)
Dear teacher,

This questionnaire is aimed at getting to know you better and your teaching environment. The questionnaire will take about 15­20 minutes to complete and is part of TILA’ research proposal. In order to make fewer mistakes in collecting data, we ask you to give your name and we assure you of full confidentiality of the results. Thank you.
ABOUT YOURSELF

1. What's your name (First and surname)

2. Country

3. Your institution

4. I am

mlj

Female

mlj

Male

5. What is/are your first language(s)?

	
mlj
	
English
	
mlj
	
German
	
mlj
	
Dutch

	
mlj

mlj
	
French


Other (please specify)
	
mlj
	
Spanish
	
mlj
	
Catalan



6. Years of experience as a language teacher

mlj

0­4 years

mlj

5­9 years

jml

10­14 years

mlj

15­19 years

mlj

20­24 years

mlj

25+ years
7. Highest relevant qualification to Language Teaching

mlj

Bachelor’s

mlj

Master’s

mlj

Doctorate

mlj

Other (please specify)

_____________________________________________________________________________________

8. Please state the mayor of your highest degree

          ________________________________________________________

9. Language (s) you teach (tick one or more)

fec

Catalan

fec

English

fec

French

fec

German

fec

Spanish


10. What subject do you teach?
          _________________________________________________________
11. How would you describe the institution where you work?

mlj

Private

mlj

State

mlj

Other (please specify)

12. What age are the students/learners you teach? (tick one or more)

fec

11 or younger

fec

12­15 years

fec

16­18 years

fec

19 +


13. Have you ever worked in a foreign country?

mlj    No

mlj

Yes
14. In what country?
_____________________________________________________________
15. For how long?

mlj

Less than 1 year

mlj

1 year

mlj

1 to 2 years

mlj

3 to 5 years

mlj

More than 5 years
16. Have you ever taught in a foreign country?

mlj    No

mlj

Yes
17. In what country?


18. For how long?

mlj

1­2 years

mlj

3­4 years

mlj

5­6 years

mlj

7­8 years

mlj

9­10 years

mlj

More than 10 years
ABOUT TECHNOLOGY

19. Please indicate on the scale below how often you use computer technologies in your classes?

mlj


1 (never)

mlj    2

mlj    3

mlj    4

mlj

5 (everyday)


20. Please indicate on the scale below how often you use Internet technologies in your
classes?

mlj

1 (never)

mlj    2

mlj    3

mlj    4

mlj

5 (everyday)

21. If you do not use computers/Internet technologies in your classes, please state why.
Please tick as many statements that apply to you.

	
	No
	Yes
	
	Not relevant

	Classrooms are not equipped with PCs for the teacher.
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	
	nmlkj

	There are not enough computers for the students.
	mlj
	mlj
	
	mlj

	There are not enough computer suites
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	
	nmlkj

	Computer suites need to be booked in advance.
	mlj
	mlj
	
	mlj

	The school’s Internet connection is not very good
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	
	nmlkj

	I don’t like using technology in my lessons.
	mlj
	mlj
	
	mlj

	I don’t like the students going on the Internet in class time.
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	
	nmlkj

	I don’t feel confident enough to use technology
	mlj
	mlj
	
	mlj

	Other (please specify)
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	




22. What computer/Internet technologies do you use in class?

	
	Every day
	1 to 5 times a week
	1 to 5 times a month
	1 to 5 times a year
	Never

	Blogs
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	Chat applications
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj

	Facebook or other social networking sites
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	Mobile phones
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj

	Skype
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	Twitter
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj

	Virtual Worlds
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	Wikis
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj

	YouTube
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	Platforms (Moodle, Edmodo, E­Twinning
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	ml
	mlj

	Other (please specify)
	
	
	
	
	



ABOUT YOUR SCHOOL

23. Is there a technician who can assist you?

mlj    No

mlj

Yes

24. Are there any specific regulations regarding the use of the Internet in the classroom
that your school must abide by?

mlj    No

mlj

Yes

25. Do you have any technical concerns around the use of the Internet or computers in
the classroom? Please elaborate.
________________________________________________________________________________




26. How intercultural is your school?
Circle ONE number for each statement below to give your opinion.
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ABOUT TEACHING
27. General Teaching:
Could you rank each item in order of importance following the different curricular areas of your language courses? (Circle ONE number for each statement below to give your
opinion in order of importance)

	
	1 (least important)
	2
	3
	
	4
	5 (most important)

	Culture
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	Grammar
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	
	mlj
	mlj

	ICC (Intercultural Competence)
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	Listening
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	
	mlj
	mlj

	Phonetics
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	Reading
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	
	mlj
	mlj

	Speaking
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	Spelling
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	
	mlj
	mlj

	Vocabulary
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	Writing

Other (please specify)
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	
	mlj
	mlj












28. Teaching culture or ICC:
How often do you use the following teaching activities on culture?

	
Never
	Once in a while
	Once a
O
month
	
nce a we
	
Evey ek
teaching day

	I tell my pupils what I heard or read about the foreign countries or culture(s)
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	I tell my pupils why I find something fascinating or strange about the foreign culture(s)
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj

	I talk to my pupils about my own experiences in the foreign countries
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	I ask my pupils about their own experiences of the foreign countries
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj

	I talk with my pupils about stereotypes regarding cultures and countries and their inhabitants
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	I use videos, CDs or the Internet to illustrate an aspect of the foreign cultures
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj

	I decorate my classroom with posters illustrating particular aspects of the foreign culture
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	I ask my pupils to describe an aspect of their own culture in the foreign language
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj

	I ask my pupils to compare an aspect of their own culture with that aspect in the foreign cultures
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	I comment on the way in which the foreign culture is represented in the foreign language materials I am using (textbook, media …)
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj

	I ask my pupils to explore an aspect of the foreign culture
(presentations and written tasks)
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	I present aspects of the foreign culture which are different
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj

	I present aspects of the foreign culture which are similar
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	I touch upon an aspect of the foreign culture regarding which I feel negatively disposed
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj

	I bring objects originating from the foreign culture to my classroom
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	I use my pupils’ background in the foreign language and culture in class as a resource
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj

	I invite a person originating from the foreign country to my classroom
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	I ask my pupils to use monolingual and bilingual dictionaries to better understand culture
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj
	mlj

	I ask my pupils to use translating aids to better understand culture
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj
	nmlkj

	Other (Specify)
	
	
	
	
	






APPENDIX B (Questionnaire Designed by Eulália Feitosa de Carvalho) 
http://goo.gl/forms/jp29T2231K
___________________________________________________________________________
Survey of Language Teachers who Have Designed and Implemented Telecollaborative Tasks with other Teachers. How did Teacher-Partners Resolve Their Differences While Working Together?
The purpose of this survey is to gain a comprehensive idea of characteristic patterns of interactions/behavior among teachers who have worked, or still work designing and implementing telecollaborative tasks. Teacher training programs with the wellbeing of teachers in mind, may benefit from learning what challenges teachers working with partners from different cultures face, and how they resolve differences that arise during their interactions. The researcher is a student at Utrecht University, located in the Netherlands, who is currently attending a master’s program in Language, Education and Communication. The questions have been categorized into 5 sections: PERSONAL INFORMATION, TASK DESIGN AND PROJECT ORGANIZATION, GENERAL QUESTIONS, SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT, AND EVALUATION. Most of them are open-ended questions which seek to identify in-depth aspects of the relationships among language teachers while working collaboratively with teacher-partners from different cultural backgrounds.
* Required
Top of Form
PERSONAL INFORMATION 
1. Name of Language Teacher (Optional)

*
2. Age

*
3. Years of Teaching Experience

*
4. Country of Origin

5. Name and Location of School Where You Work 
Name of the school optional

6. Age of Your Pupils *

7. Level of Education You Teach *
· Middle School 
· High School 
· University Level 
· Other: 
8. How do you Identify the Institution where you work as a language teacher? *
· Private 
· State 
· Other: 
9.  Language(s) you Teach *

10. What is your mother tongue? *

11. Name and/or Location of school(s) with which you conducted, or still conduct telecollaboration *

TASK DESIGN AND PROJECT ORGANIZATION *
1. Have you designed a telecollaborative task with another teacher located in another country? If yes, please explain where you were located and where the other teacher (s) was located during your interaction while designing the telecollaborative task.

2. Which means of communication did you use to communicate with another teacher during the design and implementation of a telecollaborative task? *

3. How often did you communicate with each other during the designing process of the tellecolaboration? 

IMPLEMENTATION *
1. Did you and/or the other teacher face technical difficulties while designing and implementing the telecollabative task (s)? Which difficulties did you face, and how did you overcome them? Did these difficulties affect your relationship with the other teacher? Did the other teacher show consideration for your difficulties?*

2. Did time differences between your country of operation and the country of operation of the other teacher pose problems for the implementation of telecollaborative tasks? Please explain. How did you overcome these problems? *

GENERAL QUESTIONS *
1. How do you describe your relationship with the other teacher? Did you share similar pedagogical views? If not, did your different views influence the designing process of the telecollaboration? Did you overcome your differences? How?*

2. Did you notice cultural differences between you and the other teacher that may have influenced your relationship? Please explain your answer. How did you overcome these differences?*

*
3. How did you experience your intercultural communication with the other teacher(s)? Please elaborate.

*
4. How did you negotiate differences that emerged during your communications with the other teacher?*

*
5. What did you learn from the other teacher? What did the other teacher learn from working with you?*

*
6. How do you describe your Information and Communication Technology (ICT) skills in comparison with those of the other teacher?*

*
7. Did differences in digital competences skills affect your relationship with the other teacher? Please elaborate. How did you overcome your differences?

*
8. Did differences in digital competences skills affect the design and implementation of telecollaborative tasks?

*
9. How did you perceive your teacher-partner? Was he or she a competent teacher? Did he or she speak the language they teach fluently?

*
10. Did his or her language skills affect your communication? How?

*
11. Did he or she work professionally? How did his or her work ethics and level of competences affect your relationship during the design and implementation of TC tasks?

SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT *
1. Does the institution/school where you work facilitate innovative use of ICT? How?

*
2. What are the pedagogical views of the school where you work?

*
3. Were there obstacles posed by your school or by the school where the other teacher works that affected the design and implementation of your telecollaborative task? Please elaborate. How did you overcome these difficulties/challenges?

*
4. Did you feel alone, or encouraged by the school’s direction and colleagues?

EVALUATION *
1. Why did you get involved in the design and implementation of telecollaborative project (s)?

*
2. How did you experience telecollaborations?

*
3. Are telecollaborative tasks effective in the development of second language acquisition? Please explain your answer and give some examples.

*
4. Are telecollaborative tasks effective in the development of Intercultural Communication Competence (ICC)?

*
5. Did you have the impression that your teacher-partner shared the same opinion about the effectiveness of telecollaborations in the development of second language acquisition and ICC? Please explain your answer.

*
6. Would you recommend the implementation of telecollaborations in your school’s curriculum? Why?



Thank you very much for taking your valuable time to share your experiences during the design and implementation of telecollaborations. Your feedback will be helpful for language teachers interested in implementing telecollaborations in their school curriculum. This information may someday be used during teacher training programs. By informing teachers about the challenges they may face while working with teacher partners and how they may overcome difficulties that may arise while working collaboratively with partners from overseas, I hope to show them how telecollaborative work may be implemented for the benefit of our L2 learners keeping in mind the wellbeing of teachers.

	
Never submit passwords through Google Forms.


Bottom of Form
Powered by 


This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google. 
Report Abuse - Terms of Service - Additional Terms
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