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Because of globalization and global commerce, firdgdonalizing the curriculum” has
become a common catch-phrase throughout Ameriggreheducation. The catch-
phrase has many definitions and varied means deimgntation throughout the country.
Broadly, internationalizing the curriculum includgsgojects to bring international
perspectives into the undergraduate curriculunmpte study abroad, build academic
partnerships with foreign universities, and evesat® American-style campuses around
the world” (Lovett, 2008, p. A40). [Although thatch-phrase itself may not be as
common, the similar goals of academic partnerships, degree programs with foreign
universities, and recruiting foreign students igaty common in German universiti€s.]

In “We Need a New Model of Global Education,” Cl&faLovett argues that
“the challenge today is not simply to teach stuséatknow the other.” It is to help
students see the world and its wonders and prokiernsgh the eyes and minds of
others, to explore alternative interpretationswares and trends” (Lovett, 2007, p. A40).
The goals of internationalizing the curriculum wlifcal science, as defined by a joint
APSA-American Council on Education Symposium onttgc, are also quite varied
when applied to substantive subjects such as ppblicy, political theory, and

international relations — but can be condense@mnaparing and contrasting: Western and
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non-Western political ideas, systems, and behavimi#tical culture and its impact on
political systems; actors’ roles in policy-makirigh@me and abroad, politics of
difference (ethnicity, class, gender, culture,)etmd international relations theories as
tools to study the world as well as their relatiorpractice. Commonly suggested
strategies for internationalizing the curriculumAsherican (and European/German)
university and college courses include: bringirtgiinational perspectives into the
reading list, requiring students to read foreigrdimgassigning students research papers
or other assignments which focus on internationaltloer nations’ perspectives,
international case studies, and in-class activiredebates which emphasize international
perspectives. (Barber et al., 2007). Some of teategies rely on traditional teaching
methods, while others implement active learning.

Outside of the campus classroom, of course, stbdyad is a main form of
internationalizing the curriculum. It offers sturdg opportunities to achieve such goals
as: experiencing other cultures and customs, utadheting global issues and events from
other perspectives, gaining a new perspective drappreciation for their own country,
and gaining self-confidence and independence. Kekyaot all students have the
interest, ability, or funds to study abroad andsthahieve these goals.

Today’s technology, however, offers us effectivehmnds and technigues for
requiring students to think beyond their own nadildrorders, which can provide us with
a useful “middle ground” between simply adding insgional content to existing courses
and study abroad. Following from other politicailesitists’ efforts at on-line simulations
and/or video-conferences with other countries (Mag007; Jones, 2008), we utilized

communication technology to create opportunitieia students to engage in



discussions with students at a university in anotbentry. In Fall 2008, students in the
University of North Florida’s International Studi€apstone Seminar and the University
of Mlnster's Hauptseminar on Power and Corporatinrislobal Politics engaged in
joint on-line discussions on concepts of power,Ahgerican election, the role of history
in Germany’s politics today, the role of corporagdn national and global politics and
the current global economic crisis. Faculty in th& and Germany cooperated on their
syllabi, coordinated readings on power, and requbx@mmon assignments from their
students. Students in both countries participatenh-line discussions in response to the
same questions, with the expectation that they evtmalrn substantively about not only
the course concept of power, but also the cultnoeadtitudes of other country’s citizens
with regard to power (and politics more generally).

Based upon achievement of educational objectiheseton-line “discussions
across borders” provide an effective way to inceesisdent (and faculty!) awareness of
other cultures and perspectives as well as substacdurse content. Through this initial
effort, moreover, we learned important lessons atimidesign and process of the
discussions and developed initial conclusions ahout cultural differences impact
student performance and learning in the discussiéssuch discussions are easily
replicable at other institutions, this paper préséine educational objectives for, design

and process of, assessment afd challenges in carrying out discussions adrosgers.

Educational Objectives

3 Our categories here are an adaptation of thddde®mponents” utilized in Lantis, Kuzma, and
Beohrer'sThe New International Studies Classroom: Activech@ay, Active Learning



Pedagogically, we had two overriding goals for discussions: active learning
and internationalization. Bonwell and Eison (198&jine active learning as
“instructional activities involving students in dgj things and thinking about what they
are doing” (p. 2). Though there is little agreetm@ma common definition, Bonwell and
Eison (1991) insist active learning focuses on gitgpstudents in more than just passive
listening: “They must read, write, discuss, orElngaged in solving problems. Most
important, to be actively involved, students musiage in such higher-order thinking
tasks as analysis, synthesis, and evaluation”)(pA2variety of techniques and strategies
fall within active learning: guided lectures, irask writing, case study methods,
discussion and debate, role playing, games, andlaiions (Bonwell & Eison, 1991).

We utilized discussion and debate as our act&eieg techniques, and sought to
internationalize them by engaging in “discussiotr®ss borders.” As noted above, we
are seeking an effective substitute to allow sttglegmaining within their home country
to achieve the goals of study abroad — the mosstoamative form of internationalizing
the curriculum, but one not necessarily availablmtllions of American (and German)
students. Thus, we sought not simply to introdaternational content to our courses,
but to, in Lovett’'s words quoted above, make itgilole for students “to explore
alternative interpretations of events and trentdsVétt, 2007, p. A40) by conversing on-
line with students from another country. Speclficave intended for our
internationalized discussion to enable student&)tengage with and experience other
cultures; 2) understand and identify differing audtl perspectives on history,
international interactions, and global events;@ha@ new perspective on their own

cultural and personal viewpoints; 4) practice cominating on-line, on potentially



sensitive topics, with strangers, including prodgoéngaging, clear written comments;
and 5) gain and demonstrate substantive knowleldget gpower and other course
concepts. We considered these objectives impadbtztht educationally and for our
students’ preparation for eventual careers. Thégtives were conveyed to the
students at both universities in writing and durimglass explanations of the activity.
The discussions between students at the UnivasSMorth Florida (UNF) and
University of Mlnster (Munster) were designed aadied out with these educational
objectives in mind. We believe the first four gnate general enough that they could
apply to many courses, even outside political senreally, any course in which
students engage in discussion and another pergpedtild be valued. Certainly within
the field, such discussions across borders wouldskbéul in a variety of comparative
politics and international relations courses. Gewand content-specific goals can then

be added, as we did with our fifth objective.

Design and Process

Internationalizing course discussions requiresiaimount of planning and active
management during the discussions. The followiagssare necessary for effective
cross-border discussions:

Making connections with foreign universitiés our case, the American professor

and German professor attended graduate schooh&rgatd stayed in contact — making
for easy connections. However, there are numesays faculty can make contacts with

foreign universities if they believe internatiorzéig course discussions would be useful



in their courses: conference contacts, schoolswiiich their universities have exchange
or other partnerships, etc.

Considering the language barrieniversity of Minster offers upper-division

international relations courses in English, als&imgthis an easy connection for us.
Many other foreign universities do as well — anfdzaurse, Americans in advanced
language courses could seek out discussion parmarse courses are offered in that
particular language.

Matching compatible course®/e had talked about engaging in these discus$awns

several semesters before actually doing so; diffesipresented themselves, for
example, when the Minster professor taught primgriaduate courses in a semester in
which the UNF professor taught introductory, lovdérision courses. Compatible course
topics, level and size are necessary for effeciigeussions.

Our course topics were not as closely compatibleeag/ould have wished, but
sufficient for a first attempt. Because she fedred little her students would know
about Germany, specifically, the UNF professor miatlee main subject of her course —
with the concept of power applied both to the UBdtigh the textbook readings) and
Germany (through in-class discussions, writtengassents, and group presentations).
The Minster course, on the other hand, was prignabbut corporate power in global
politics.

Fixing a ScheduteThe fact that many foreign universities operatevery different

academic year calendars is a challenge that muskbka into consideration and will vary
by country. In our case, the UNF semester ran mddrAugust until early December,

while the Minster semester ran from mid-Octobeil eatly February. The Minster



professor needed time to get her students stan¢deir materials, yet the UNF professor
needed to wrap up the discussions before the ehdrdérm. In the end, we planned
four weeks of mutually convenient discussions.

Technology There are a number of communication technologistthat make cross-
border discussions possible. In our case, weeatllihe Blackboard distance-learning
platform. The Minster faculty and students wemiad in the UNF Blackboard
course, and all discussions were held through Bleaid Discussion Forums. The
process of enrolling outside students onto UNFacBboard system was technically
simple, but did raise questions of whether it wasisuse of our licensing agreement.
After checking on this and because both univessiighscribe to Blackboard, we got
around that problem — in the short term. Thereaiama question as to whether
Blackboard licensing will prevent continued disdass across borders and/or a future
team-taught on-line course. Private blogs and geaups are other means through
which such cross-border discussions could be held.

Coordinating ReadingsWe worked, in advance of completing our syllabi,

coordinate reading assignments for our studentstarmligh that literature, to create a
“common conceptual language” for the students i loourses. Due to differing course
priorities, however, the overlap in the end wag amle text on power (Joseph Ny&ke
Paradox of American Power; Why the World’s Only&ppwer Can't Go It Alone

Such a narrow overlap is less than ideal, of cqumsesufficient for a start (see below).

Coordinating Assignment3he discussions themselves were graded assigaroent

both sets of students (see Appendix 1 for graditgic). The first week of discussion

was devoted to ungraded discussions around a Seebfeaker” questions, both to give



the faculty a chance to make sure the technologyiwarder and to give the students a
chance to get to know one another before engagiggaded, academic discussions. The
second week of discussion (first graded, substamliscussion) was geared toward the
UNF course, and we posted for discussion: “Applyihg’s concepts of hard and soft
power, assess Germany’'s power in the world todiade consider: sources of power,
uses of power, and potential future changes in p@#vany).” Students could, and did,
create news threads: “Can Germany overcome it®’pastl “Will Germany’s power
become ‘Europeanized’?” The third week of discussias, in turn, geared toward the
Minster course, and we posted for discussion: “Viilatdoes corporate power play in
today's politics at the national or internatiorealdl? What are the implications? Put more
provocatively, are corporations dictating governtakpolicies or are governments
dictating corporate conduct? And what are the iogpions for citizens and democracy as
such?” Again, students created additional threadisiarily narrowing the discussion to
particular topics or readings but also discussimparate power as it related to the
current economic crisis and proposed bailoutsalBiinfor the fourth week we tied
together the students’ emerging interests up toghiat, current events, and the common
readings: “During the Week 3 discussions, you @timsalient posts about the current
economic crisis, President-elect Obama, and thepofWTNCs. For Week 4, let us tie
those topics to Nye’s argument about informatio8, walues, and foreign policy: ‘This
dramatic change in the linked technologies of caimguand communications,
sometimes called the third industrial revolutia¢hanging the nature of governments
and sovereignty, increasing the role of non-statera, and enhancing the importance of

soft power in foreign policy’ (p. 43).” Full ingtctions provided to the students for these



discussions are in Appendix 2. Briefly, we sough¢ncourage true intellectual
discussion by requiring each student to post muwag bnce, setting a time limit, and
requiring students to tie their comments to coveselings (common or not).

We also coordinated on a written assignment: stigcsrboth universities would
write reflective essays, following the discussidnsyhich they would compare and
contrast the contributions of their own and thesotlmiversity’s students to discussions
(see Appendix 3). These reflective essays weragydedito test the educational
objectives, particularly the goals of understandititer’s perspectives and gaining a new
perspective on one’s own country as a result. Weuds below the results of these
essays.

Managing Discussion®©ver the course of four weeks’ discussion, the $ets of

students together made over 430 posts on Blacklatisedssion forums. As faculty, we
posted initial questions and, as noted above, alibstudents to create new threads of
discussion. Although we, as faculty, decided &y stut of the discussions themselves,
we faced a considerable time commitment in stagingre of how the discussions were
progressing. Given that one of the educationaaibjes was to enable students to
engage with and experience other cultures, we sdagmsure that no major ‘culture
clashes’ occurred and to monitor for culturallyansitive posts — neither was a problem.
The UNF professor, who met more frequently with stedents, commented in class
upon the progress of discussions and provided ebeanap effective posts and provided
via e-mail comments to individual students whenposgre especially ineffective or

bordered upon culturally insensitive.



Assessment

While assessment also relates to design and pramfessurse, we feel that this is
such a major point that we are discussing it inasate section. Specifically, we cover
three separate topics with regard to assessmegissraent of student achievement of
educational objectives, student evaluations ofptieeess and design, and faculty

evaluation of process, design, and achieved olgxti

Student Achievement of Educational Objectives

We assessed student achievement of educationatiwbgthrough the discussions
themselves and through the writing assignment, orgggboth against criterion-based
rubrics. The discussions themselves primarily $eclion educational objectives #1
engage and experience other cultures, #4 commerseasitively and clearly on-line,
and #5 acquire and demonstrate substantive knowlalgut power and other course
concepts. On the UNF side, the most commonly elsshedent grade — based upon
rubric criteria (see Appendix 1) — was B+ or Biudnt posts generally: demonstrated
knowledge of the assigned readings and other stsidersts, engaged the perspectives
of the Germans (through questions and the searatofomon ground), and
demonstrated understanding of power and other eammscepts. As faculty, we were
also especially pleased with students’ efforts\tmiporate outside research and
knowledge in the discussions.

The UNF course had far more students active imib&ission than the Minster

course, so it was harder for UNF students to megliy engage on-line with German
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students than other American students, so studerg\ement of educational objective
#1 was perhaps spotty: some American students wdr&ader to engage the few
German contributors than others. Other weaknesskgled a tendency for students to
post statements that amounted to little more thagree with so-and-so” to drift off
topic.

On the German side, grades varied widely with sstmdents participating frequently
in the on-line discussions with substantively eberglposts while others showed an
average performance, and others again barely jpatibcl. Student posts generally:
demonstrated knowledge of the assigned readingsthed students’ posts, engaged the
perspectives of the other side, and demonstratédraranding of power and other course
concepts. As the German students also had plémypwmrtunities to engage on-line with
UNF students, all educational objectives of thdina-discussions were achieved.

We assigned students a reflective essay becauaetjve learning, “experiential
learning frequently occurs after, rather than dyram exercise” (Lantis, Kuzma, &
Boehrer, 2000, p. 4). Both sets of students hatesa-class opportunity to talk about
the progress of discussions (the UNF students tharethe German students), but both
sets of students tended to “lose the forest fotres” as they engaged in discussion.
The writing assignment, therefore, was an oppotyuor students to focus on the entire
activity and draw conclusions about the all threxks of substantive discussion. As can
be seen in Appendix 3, the assignment requireceatsdo compare and contrast the
contributions made by the UNF and Munster studantswas intended to assess

primarily educational objectives #2, #3, and #5denstanding differing cultural
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perspectives, understanding anew one’s own culam@lpersonal perspectives, and
understanding power/other course concepts).

The UNF students’ essays show that most studehiswaad the objective of
understanding differing cultural perspectives (#3judent comparisons in the UNF
essays focused on differing national opinions ofig how different histories led to
individual opinions, and the value of hearing frdve German students, rather than just
reading about German perspectives in textbookserhat the American course
included content on Germany, the UNF students fouahde in having discussions were

" American students were

“one is studying the topic, while the other is figiit.
somewhat surprised but also educated by the appdismomfort of the Germans in
discussing Germany's power: “| feel like | undergtdetter how Germans internalize
power, by the way they discussed it with inhibiteomd in a round about way, and how
that concept of power ties in with their identifyhat was something that was not easy to
grasp just from reading the texts.”

Many UNF students were surprised by the similagitieopinions between the
Germans and Americans — just as they were surpbigelissension among the Germans
themselves. They recognized that opinions weneiohgal and could not be stereotyped
by culture/nationality alone. UNF students coneldithat the Minster students’ opinions
were not “drastically different opinions than thageéhe American students, but rather

opinions that were affected by a number of diffetda experiences, cultural influence,

and information” and that “I have decided that @erman students and American

4 All quotes are taken directly from student essy evaluations, without corrections for grammar or
syntax. Quotes from essays are anonymous to resjpelent wishes and the student evaluations wére,
course, anonymous.
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students have similar views on Germany’s power teitwo perspectives were arrived
at from very different places.”

The UNF student essays demonstrate they achieyedtiok #3, gaining a new
perspective on one’s own viewpoints, though pertaslesser extent. This was in part
due to the lack of activity by the Germans in tieedssions, but also to resistance or
close-mindedness on the part of some American stadén the final week’s discussions
of information technology — including that usediBgrack Obama in the 2008 election —
typically conservative Jacksonville, Florida stutdedid not all appreciate the perceived
“left of center” opinions of the Germans on the Aioan presidential election. One
UNF student, disappointed by the discussions akaeywas as hard on his classmates
as he was on the German students, arguing thdidbessions were not truly debates
because the UNF students did not want “to hurfekéngs of their German counterparts
or...to appear like ignorant Americans.” Anagttiessenting UNF student’s reaction
was that the “Germans replied in a tone befittemchers. They seemed more inclined to
gently correct us than argue with us.” Perhapis thaction was comparable to the
cultural shock, but not acceptance, that one egpeeis in a spring-break-length study
abroad program? On the positive side, howevert hN§ students recognized that (in
one student’s words) “since we are unable to déefach our own upbringing and
culture, asking the questions that we ask oursetvethers in a different culture
provides an opinion that either confirms or conredour narrow view.”

Finally, the UNF essays did reflect a solid underding of objective #5, regarding
power and other course concepts. All their refliecessays engaged the textbooks and

demonstrated understanding of the concepts astivapared the two groups’
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contributions to discussion on the topics of Gerpawer, corporate power, and
information technology. The best example, perhapa,student’s understanding of
Joseph Nye’s concepts of hard and soft power wahgue-in-cheek analysis of the
lack of German patrticipation in these on-line d&sians as a reflection of diminishing
American soft power!

The Munster students’ essays show that the paatioig students achieved the
objective of understanding differing cultural pesfives, as well (#2). The German
students noticed that cultural differences wereeigfly strong and visible when the
discussion came to questions of national histodyidantity. Not surprisingly, then, they
found these differences to be most evident initisé $ubstantive week of discussion,
when the discussion focused on Germany's pastsimdplications for German power in
the world today. Reflecting on the discussion @mrzany’s power in the world today,
most students recognized cultural differences betw@erman and American students
speaking about their own country. Thus, they regubthat they learned that perceptions
of self and other are a result of different cultireliefs and values. The discussion
showed them that concepts such as 'pride’ “carmtalen out of the national context as
the connotation is different in the US and in Gamgna A German student, for example,
mentioned that she was surprised about a UNF stsdmsrst wondering that there are
countries which are not as patriotic as the UStidNw these differences on national
identities, an interesting discussion on the mupeateption of their own nation and
those of their fellow students abroad evolved. BMénstudents also noted a difference in
engaging with issues of national identity and higio the postings “Americans conceive

national identity as a very strong feeling towandsch everyone must adhere, whereas
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the Germans conceive it more like a fact that teynot influence and which is just a
minor attribute of their personal identity.” One@an student noticed that identity- or
history-related issues “created confusion (to serient), but also special interest in
these topics” among the two groups of students.

German students also noted considerable agreeraemtdn the American students
and themselves on more general and global issustark contrast to the differences on
national identity issues. Thus, they found refeesrto the global economy, corporate
power, or the financial crisis, for instance, tewimore common ground

Even on the international issues, however, studariinster noted some
differences, for instance, in the specifics of thie of corporations in global politics
“Some Americans adhered to the view that multimgi@orporations have an influence
on a state's foreign policy, whereas German stgdenk more a systemic view,
speaking about ‘economic integration’ that altées shape of international relations.”
Likewise, one especially “confusing point,” studeirt Miinster observed, was the
differing perception of the international dimenslmtween German and US students.
For instance, the European integration procesdavanore present in the thinking of the
German students than in that of the Americans.

Differing cultural perceptions were highlighted agim the comparative essays
regarding the differing understandings of powehe German students found that
American students tended to take US ‘hard powed ‘@gven’, while they described
themselves as more reluctant to connect Germarhy'lnard power.” This was at least
the German students’ interpretation of the on-tiiseussions. On the other hand,

students in Minster were surprised by the US stst&ifinity to soft power
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approaches” which they attempted to explain inrtbemparative essays as reactions to
recent developments in US Foreign Policy duringBhsh administration.

Despite these differences identified, however,Gleeman students — like the
American students - were surprised “that the opisiand attitudes of the German and
American students were not as different as [...] etgze” They wondered whether that
resulted from an “elite perspective”, i.e. bothugws being university students.

German students reflected in their essays aboutthewcountry was perceived by
the UNF students, but their essays also show lieaGerman students gained a new
perspective on their own cultural viewpoints ag/tivere confronted with a foreign
perception of themselves. One student at Minstdthat it was “interesting for a
German to see the politics and the developmenisatduntry viewed by an outsider.”
Thus, educational objective #3 was achieved. @rotte side, German students noticed
how difficult their understanding of German powadadentity is to communicate to
outsiders. On the other side, while the Germanesttgdpointed to the German reluctance
to use hard power in international politics, theyiced in retrospect that “German
students were not as afraid as former generatibtieaise of hard power.” Rather, a
“harmonization of ideas” seemed to have taken plattethe American students being
more interested in soft power and German studarttard power approaches in Foreign
Policy.

The Minster essays did reflect a solid achievernkabjective #5, as well. Students
engaged the literature and demonstrated a critivdérstanding of the concepts as they
compared the different theoretical notions of poamud their applications in the

discussions. Most German students focused in tbirctive essays on Joseph Nye's
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concepts of hard and soft power, one student eagedsthat he found in Nye his “new
favorite author.” Other students reflected onghertcomings of Nye’s concept of power
vis-a-vis other concepts that were discussed sscl®ne student, for example, criticized
the concept as “too narrowly defined” as it “la¢t@s great extent an explanation of how
power is actually put into use.” This was espégitle case when applied to corporate

power and the implications of the current financidsis.

Student Evaluation of Cross-Border Discussion DesiRyocess, and Success
The students’ evaluations on both sides showed somenon points but also a few

interesting differences. The following table sumizes the distribution of responses.

UNF Student Evaluations Common Perspectives Miigttedent Evaluationsg

Effective learning experience

Limitation of Blackboard technology

Frustration with asymmetries in participation

Intercultural sharing of ideas is “best part” of thctivity

Different levels of preparation and background klealge for discussions

Difficulty remembering to join the discussions

Frustration with posts that added little to thecdissions

Pro/con more faculty More faculty involvement
involvement in discussions

Dissatisfaction with one- Dissatisfaction with having
week time limits for three discussions within three
discussions weeks

Number of points attached
to the assignments

Suggested introducing a
video-conferencing or other
web-cam component.

Pleased to have been
included in an experiment t
improve teaching and
learning at their university

(@]

Comparative Essay helped
significantly in reflecting on
the experience
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The anonymous UNF student evaluations (n=23) shparethe whole, that students
found the discussions across borders to be artigéfdearning experience that met the
stated objectives. Forty-eight percent stronghgead, and a total of eight-two percent
strongly or somewhat agreed, that “discussions stitdents from a foreign university
exposed me to differences in attitudes.” Sixtyenirercent strongly agreed that
“discussions with students from a foreign univgrsikposed me to differences in
attitudes.” Roughly 2/3 of the UNF students hadady undertaken some form of study
abroad, and sixty percent strongly or somewhateabtieat “if students can’t study
abroad, discussions such as this would serve asfaluool to expose them to different
cultures and attitudes.” It is worth noting, howgwhat those students who disagreed
(thirty percent) did so quite strongly, and notealttthe two activities should not be
considered comparable.

Due to the small number of German students padtiitig through all discussion
rounds and completing the anonymous student evaisabn the German side, the
evaluation cannot be considered statistically regmtative. However, the Miinster
student evaluations (n=5) showed that studentwverage agreed that the discussions
across borders exposed them to cultural differeaseagell as differences in attitudes. In
general, the German students experienced the erigtussions with the UNF students
as a means to engage with and effectively expegianother culture. What is more,
almost all of the students in Miinster saw the dismns as a useful tool to expose
students who cannot study abroad to different cegtand attitudes. Similar to the

situation at UNF, however, the one student disaggeeith this proposition did so very
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strongly. In general, however, both groups of stisi@lmost unanimously identified the
intercultural exposure provided by the on-line disions as “the best part of the
discussions.”

UNF students were most frustrated by the lack ah@@ participation and the
limitations of Blackboard technology. Likewisel liinster students criticized the
limitations of Blackboard technology as not vergufsiendly and manageable as well as
the imbalance in course size. The latter aspedsththem to “feel overwhelmed” by the
volume of American postings. Interestingly, thewswo different causes of this
problems and accordingly suggested two differaategies to prevent this problem in
the future. One the one sides, the students in Miimsre critical of the lack of
participation by their own classmates and suggestadre active faculty involvement
with more efforts at reminding and motivating stoideas a solutions (even though the
faculty felt that both in class discussion and regers and several reminders per email
would have solved this problem). On the other sstigdlents in Minster felt that small
course sizes would be preferable and foster a ergaged in-depth discussion by the
participants. Therefore, they suggested limitingrse sizes, which, however, is a matter
of organizational policy and frequently quite diffit at public universities.

The evaluations of both groups of students alsizéted a slight problem resulting
from the different levels of preparation for thege of applications of power required by
the on-line discussions. Due to the broader foétseoUNF seminar, students were
somewhat dissatisfied with how well course readarys class activities prepared them
for the on-line discussions. On the German sid&etivas a tendency among the students

to judge the quality of their classmates’ stateméigher than that of the UNF students’
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contributions (while also being critical of the sigiication of some of their own
classmates postings). Many Munster students wanettby the UNF students’ constant
references to Nye’s concept of power.

Interestingly, both groups of students reportetiatifty remembering to join the
discussions — that there was an on-line compowesiphysical course. In particular in
the German case, this turned out to be a real @mylads students are used to seminars
meeting only once a week with not activities exaeptdings in between meetings.
Furthermore, both sets of students also notedhlegtwere critical of the quality of some
of the postings. Specifically, there was substafiistration over classmates’ messages
that said little more, substantively, than “| agtee

Next to these common observations, there were arfi@nesting differences,
however. Thus, American and German students appdwve different expectations
regarding faculty involvement. There were equagdigroups of UNF students who
either wanted faculty involvement in the discussiand those who were strongly
opposed to faculty involvement in the discussidgmg&ontrast, almost all German

students strongly preferred more active facultyplmement, feeling that this would

Kommentar [d1]: In a more

. . . . .~ | extended version of the paper, it
increase the quality of discusgion. +"" | would be interesting to speculate

why this is the case.

Moreover, the aspects of the time management thetet! student dissatisfaction
were different. UNF students reported frustratiaothwhe one-week time limits for
discussions, which often cut of discussions justmtihey were getting to the most
interesting points. Mlnster students, however,dedirwhelmed by the overall volume of
online discussions in the limited time. They woh#re preferred to have the three

discussions spaced a bit more apart from each.other
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Some comments and criticisms were raised only leyavrthe other groups of
students, finally. Thus, students at UNF commenbntethe number of points attached to
the assignments and suggested introducing a videf@i@ncing or other web-cam
component. And, despite their many criticisms (thyasonstructive), the UNF students
indicated that they were pleased to have beendrediin an attempt to improve teaching
and learning at their university. German studantfyrn, highlighted the value of the

comparative essay in helping them reflect on théirendiscussions.

Faculty Evaluation of Cross-Border Discussion DesiBrocess, and Success
We were pleased with the on-line discussions aodd them to be an effective

learning tool. We also learned how to improvedisgussions in our next effort, and
have begun considering how we might team-teachngérely on-line course. We will
break our appraisal of what went well and what ddad improved down into the same
categories as above: educational objectives, desidrprocess, and assessment.

Objectives As noted above, we found the discussions wereesisful in achieving
the defined learning outcomes. We were espeqitdigsed that both sets of students’
clearly achieved intercultural learning and gergmgined a new perspective on their
own culture and attitudes. Though only minimallgrablem in our discussions, we
recognize that engaging with another culture inicas$ questions of political,
ideological, and cultural sensitivities. This withve to be managed in future iterations of
the activity and will be especially dependent guidahosen.

Design and Procesh is with regard to design and process that we learimed t

most and can best improve coordination and planoiregoss-border discussions in the
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future. First, we definitely need better coordioatof course topics and literature across
borders. With similar course topics and a broawlaich in readings, the likelihood of a
balance in the level of theoretical knowledge abititg to apply it would be higher.
Moreover, a closer match in course topics woulderiakasier to refer to the content of
the discussions in class sessions and vice v&seond, we need better coordination on
time frame for discussions, though we recognize wiil continue to pose a challenge
due to differing academic year schedules.

Third, better coordination is required on the gioesbf course size. The
unbalanced number of participants became a profilesimerican and German students
alike, with the UNF students becoming frustratedh®yweak German participation and
the Minster students overwhelmed by the volumeroéAcan postings.

Fourth, the question of faculty participation wilquire further experimentation.
We chose to “keep out of it” this time around, ahadent response varied. It was
interesting to note that especially the Germanesitgldemanded more faculty
involvement, which might point to cultural partieuty. With the Americans, however,
as many students wanted faculty to get involvedidsiot. Next time, we may try more
active on-line faculty moderation of discussionsbioyh partners.

Fifth, we did not initially recognize cultural ddfences in the education systems.
What the American professor considered standartgrins of providing instructions,
scoring rubrics, rules on syllabus, etc. to stuslethe German professor found surprising
and overly directive. The German students werausetl to having course activities

several times a week and many failed to sufficiepdrticipate — but because they knew
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this was a graded assignment, this led to a highseodrop-out ratévhich then

contributed to the imbalance in course size)

Finally, wewerewouldlike to see a higher level of discussion and méfectve
communication through posts. We were pleased ladth well students expressed
analytical opinions and utilized outside reseamtstipport, but there was room for
improvement. We may integrate into the coursetsungon on how to discuss and how
to write effective posts. It was common that désians garnered higher levels of
interest and sophistication only very late in theek; lessening the impact of the learning
experience. More faculty moderation or participatimay encourage better discussion,
as well as instruction on how to discuss.

AssessmentOne area for improvement in our assessment tgoeksiis determining
how much the discussions added to learning of eocwacepts and content. We focused
primarily on assessing the intercultural aspecthefdiscussions — as a potential
substitute for study abroad. The discussions ardys did demonstrate that students
achieved education objective #5, but we did n&napit to separate out how much of that
was due to readings or in-class activities as ogghts “value-added” from the

discussions.

Conclusion

The difference that culture makes - especiallynisact on differing interpretations of
theoretical concepts - is hard to learn from altesk. Exposing students to other cultures
via active learning across borders proved in oseda be an effective way to let students

in the US and Germany experience other culturedenstand global issues from other
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perspectives, and gain new perspectives on theairpesception of topics like history,
identity, and culture. As such we perceive ourrefboly to be a starting point, however.
In the future, we are planning to co-teach a wetetlaourse on International
Governmental Organizations (IGOs), which we considearticularly apt topic for

‘ teaching across borders. While study abroad reswiaénmost transformational way to
internationalize the curriculum, it may be thatteslogy and creativity will enable
universities to provide students — many of whom meyer have the chance to study
abroad — with educational experiences that go lmmibnd simply introducing

’ international content into courses and meet marlyaggame educational and career-

preparation goals as study abroad.

24



Appendix 1
Discussion Grading Rubric (UNF)

Each weekly discussion is worth a maximum of 5 {mifor a total of 15 points during the term. To
encourage true interaction through discussionpkekeach student to subrattleastthree posts per
discussion/week. The sum of a student’s postfudged collectively so a particularly good post ngay a
student a lot of credit while another that is obpquality may not benefit the student at all.

Excellent/Very Good [5 (A) or 4.5 (B+)]

Discussions Across Borders
Scoring Guide

VVVVYY

\4

Good [4 (B-)

>

Y VYV \4

\4

Average[3.5 (C)

>

Y V

Y V

Unacceptable [3 or lower (F)]

The student has obviously read the textbooks arkesaseful references to them in his/her posts.
Posts clearly articulate relevant ideas/opiniorss r@spond to the question and/or the posts of sthe
It is obvious that the student has read the pdstthers in the class.

There are_no fewer than 3 po&is the week.

Mistakes in spelling and grammar are few and fawben. Language is always appropriate for a
classroom setting.

Posts are always respectful of other students’iopgand culture.

The student generally demonstrates that he/sheehdghe textbooks but the linkages are occasipnall
weak or unclear.

Posts generally articulate relevant ideas/opinmrtssometimes drift off topic or only partially pesnd
to the question being discussed.

It appears that the student has read most of ths poitten by others in the class.

There are no fewer than 3 po&is the week.

There are occasional spelling and grammar mistidkdssometimes make the student’s arguments
hard to follow. Language is occasionally inappiafer for a classroom setting.

Posts are generally respectful of other studemtisiions and culture.

Student fails to consistently demonstrate thatieelas read the textbooks. References to the taktho
are either token or included haphazardly.

Posts usually drift off topic or only partially snd to the question being discussed.
It appears that the student has read few, if ahlyisther classmates’ comments. Posts repeatoint
others have made or are usually limited to “I| agme’|l disagree”.

There are only 2 posts for the week.

There are numerous spelling and grammar mistalesigually make the student’s arguments very
difficult to follow. Language is often inappropigafor a classroom setting.

Posts are generally respectful of other studemtisiions and culture.

>

»

>

The student fails to demonstrate that he/she teatektbooks. References to the textbooks are non-
existent or inaccurate.
Posts almost invariably have little or nothing towiith the topics at hand. Someone was just typing
for the sake of typing.
The student has obviously not even looked at tinencents made by others and his/her posts makg no
attempts to engage anyone in a discussion of shess
There are fewer than 2 po$ts the week.

Spelling and grammar errors make the posts vistualintelligible. Language is usually inappropeidt
for a classroom setting.

Posts fail to respect other students’ opinionsauritlre.
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Appendix 2
Discussion Instructions (UNF)

Discussions Across Borders
Instructions and Rules
(UNF)

1. Interaction with students at the University of Migran Germany through discussion will constitute
15% of a student’s grade. During the discussiaiogelogging on regularly and posting materiallwi
be required if a student wishes to do well.

2. UNF and University of Minster students can accdask®oard by logging in at
https://blackboar d.unf.edu (UNF students can also log in through MyWings; \énsity of Minster
studentscan not use MyWings to enter Blackboard.). UNF studests tlneir N number and UNF
password; German students will be assigned a uaeddgassword.

3. Once you have logged on to Blackboard, click on’'I'Btudies: Capstone Seminar” to enter the
course. (German students should not have any otheses to choose from.)

4. Once you have entered the course, discussion foamchshreads can be reached directly through t
“Discussion Board” link in the menu located on t&ft hand side of the screen and then on
2008FAL L .INR4930.82727.01.

5. Once in the discussion section, click on the forfgunsstion and/or threads you wish to read.

6. There will be four required weekly discussionsesponse to questions posted by faculty members.

Discussions will be the weeks of:
October 27 (ungraded but required for UNF students)
November 3 (graded; 5 points maximum)
November 10 (graded; 5 points maximum)
November 17 (graded; 5 points maximum)
The weekly discussions are time-limited and wiljimeat noon Sunday (or 6 p.m. Sunday Germany). A

weekly discussions will conclude the following Salay at noon (or 6 p.m. Germany). Students may pos

at any time during that week. This will be theyotiine that a student can post on that particukeekis

question. Students may NOT go back and post opaqus week’s discussion question for credit after

that week’s discussion has been closed.

7. The instructors will post a discussion questiorheaeek. However, students are welcome to creat]
new threads and pose their own questions or tastsotherrelevant topics as is appropriate.

8. There are a number @fround Rules that students would do well to remember as thesy pessages
during the semester:

Courtesy and respect for others is mandatory. damgments that are disrespectful, insulting,
disparaging, or otherwise inappropriate are proddbi It is possible to disagree without being
disagreeable. Students are expected to keep sgisna<ivil at all times despite the fact that mo€lhe
material being discussed may be sensitive in nature

The instructor will be the sole arbiter in decidinbat comments are inappropriate. If students
in doubt, ask the instructor prior to publishinglsyposts.

Proofread your posts before you send them. P@onigiar and bad spelling make it difficult to
follow one’s ideas. Consider each post a “minigrajor the course and craft it accordingly.

It is the responsibility of the student to ensunat this/her posts reflect an at least a basic
understanding of the material. Making referencehéotextbooks is the best way to demonstrate an
understanding the material.

QUANTITY does not make up f@UALITY when it comes to discussions. Despite a minim
quantity of posts, | also demand quality. See ttwri8g Guide for grading criteria.

Part of the discussion grade is interacting withrydassmates and German partners. Don’t wa
until the last minute, put up a post or two, arehtball it a week. It is better to post over sal/eessions
than all at once.

Remember, these discussions are not some late-mightler in, Yahoo chat room where anyth

are

goes. This is an assignment. You are receiviniggelcredit for this. Treat it appropriately.
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Appendix 3
Written Assignment (UNF)

INR 4930
Discussions Across Borders
Compar ative Essay
5 points
Due December 2, 2008

Each student will write a 2-4-page paper compaaing contrasting the opinions and attitudes of the-U

students and University of Miinster students duongBlackboard discussions.

« Focus on opinions and attitudes relative to powermany’s power today, and/or corporate power:

¢ How were opinions similar?

¢ How were they different?

« Did you find the similarities or the differences murprising?

¢ Did the Minster students’ opinions about Germapg®er change your views of that country
(especially your views from the readings alone)?

In this essay, students must do the following:

¢ Clearly present criteria for comparison

« Demonstrate an understanding of the discussiomst@tiveen UNF and University of Miinster.
« Begin the paper with an analytical (or argumenggtihesis statement

«  Provide specific examples or explanations of sinties and differences

The essays:
* Must be typed, double-spaced, have one-inch margimsuse 10-12 point fonts.

* Must document all sources (including the coursé tesing APA or MLA style, both of which require
parenthetical references. Footnotes and endnmtemaacceptable.

* Must be at least two FULL pages to have met thggasgnt requirements.

* May utilize but do not require outside research.

* Do NOT require a report cover. Please staple pegip.

*  Will be graded using the Comparative Essay Scd@ngle available on Blackboard.

| am happy to answer questions and review dradtsd copy drafts must be turned in to me at least o
full week prior to the due date for review. (Yoanoot e-mail drafts or final papers).
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