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Chapter 8

Global Simulation: Experiential Learning and
Preparing Students at Home for Study Abroad

Beatrice Dupuy

Abstract

Every year, increasing numbers of undergraduate students elect to study
abroad. For the majority of these students, residing overseas and immersing
themselves in the target language and culture will finally allow them, they
believe (as do their teachers), to develop the linguistic and cultural profi-
ciency that bas eluded them so far. Although many studies bave documented
the contribution that a study abroad experience can make to language and
cultural competence development, a small, but growing, number of research
reports indicate that many students are not able to make the most of the
study abroad context. It is suggested that the bome foreign language (FL)
classroom, where elements (e.g., language forms and skills, cultural facts) are
introduced and developed sequentially, bas not prepared them well for the
Joreign immersion environment where these elements converge all at once.
In view of this misalignment between the home and study abroad contexts,
reforming the stateside curriculum is needed and planning immersion-like
opportunities for students to experience the demands of real-world commu-
nication in the home classroom is imperative. One way to accomplish this
goal is by implementing experiential formats such as global simulation. In
this chapter, global simulation, a project-based approach, is examined as a
possible option to address the changes needed to promote better articulation
between learning at home and abroad. The implications of adopting global
simulation in the introductory and intermediate language program are
discussed and suggestions are made to language program directors (LPDs)
regarding implementation with students and TAs.

Students and teachers generally agree that one of the most effective ways to
become proficient in a foreign language and its culture is to study abroad (e.g.,
Carlson, Burn, Useem, & Yachimowicz, 1990; Freed, 1995, 1998; Goodwin &
Nacht, 1988), and numerous statistical studies on the outcomes of study abroad
largely support this view. However, a number of studies (Kinginger & Farrell
Whitworth, 2005; Laubscher, 1994; Miller & Ginsberg, 1995; Pellegrino, 1998;
Pellegrino Aveni, 2005; Wilkinson, 1998a, 1998b, 2000) point to the fact that many
students are not able to take full advantage of the study abroad context because of
ideas they have formed about language, language learning, and culture in the tra-
ditional college FL classroom environment. It is argued that the generally linear,
sequential, and formulaic approach to learning about the target language and
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culture in the classroom cannot prepare students well for the world they will live
in while they study abroad—a world that is complex, interconnected, and unpre-
dictable.

Stateside curricular reform appears, therefore, to be necessary to ensure a
better alignment between the home and study abroad contexts. According to
Wilkinson (2005), the main difference between home and overseas learning expe-
riences lies in “a contrast in the amount of layering or overlap of the learning
demands placed on students in the two settings” (p. 54). She argues that this lay-
ering differential between the learning experience of students at home and abroad
is at the root of the problem and that to address it we need to plan immersion-like
opportunities for students to experience the demands of real-world communica-
tion not only in instruction but in assessment as well. One way to accomplish this
goal, she suggests, is to look into experiential formats.

Although experiential learning often has been promoted as a valid model for
overseas programs (Engle & Engle, 1999; Lutterman-Agullar & Gingerich, 2002;
Montrose, 2002; Steinberg, 2002), few have yet argued that it would be a valid
stateside model to prepare students for studying in a foreign country. In this chap-
ter, global simulation (henceforth “GS”), a project-based approach resting on
experiential learning principles, is considered as a possible stateside model for
preparing students to study abroad. In section one, the outcomes of research on
study abroad are briefly reviewed and the curricular changes called for by
researchers to improve the sequence of FL study for students who go abroad are
presented. The needs identified and the changes suggested to address them are
highlighted here so that they can later provide a more grounded examination of
the suitability of GS for preparing students to make the most of an overseas stay.
Next, in section two, a definition of GS is provided and is subsequently followed in
section three by a description of a sample GS course implemented by the author at
the University of Arizona. In this 15-week GS course based on LTmmeuble, pub-
lished by Debyser in 1981 and updated in 1996, students create a representation of
reality (here, an apartment building in present-day urban France), in which they
function according to preselected roles as if they were actually the people they
have imagined. Realia is created by students to help them construct a more
authentic setting and to enhance role fulfillment. Action in the simulated envi-
ronment is built around a series of small projects that are brought about as resi-
dents live their lives. Each project feeds into the larger project of the GS, in this
case, the life story of an apartment building and the people who live in it. As an
approach, GS gives students integrated access to authentic input in the target lan-
guage and culture, and allows them to operate as if they were in the target culture
while being—through dramatic identification—affectively involved. It offers an
environment where language and culture learning as a process can be emphasized
through the use of formative assessment, and students’ metacognitive awareness is
promoted through debriefing sessions. The fourth section offers an examination of
how the GS tasks and activities presented in the preceding sections could make it a
viable model to address the changes needed to promote better articulation between
learning at home and abroad. In this part, the benefits that have been associated not
only with GS but also with other project-based approaches like it are considered
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because GS research is still in its infancy. In the final section, implications of
adopting a project-based approach like GS in the introductory and intermediate
language program are discussed, and suggestions are made to language program
directors (LPDs) regarding implementation with students and TAs.

The Outcomes of Study Abroad

Students’ most often cited motivations to enroll in a study abroad program are
that they want to (1) speak the target language more fluently, (2) meet speakers of
the target language, and (3) experience the host country culture, which is also
what the promotional literature used by study abroad programs as a recruiting
tool promises to deliver (e.g., Pellegrino Aveni, 2005; Wilkinson, 2000, 2005). This
conviction that an immersion experience in another linguistic and cultural envi-
ronment can help students develop fluency and cultural competence is largely
supported by the results of past and current study abroad studies that are reviewed
in this section.

Product-Oriented Studies

Evidence exists in many statistical studies, large and small scale alike, that as a
group, study abroad participants tend to make significant gains in language profi-
ciency and in general cultural knowledge during the period they spend in the tar-
get language country, particularly in comparison with peers who remain at their
home institution (e.g., Allen & Herron, 2003; Barron, 2003; Brecht, Davidson, &
Ginsberg, 1995; Carlson et al., 1990; Collentine, 2004; Dewaele & Regan, 2002;
Dewey, 2004; Howard, 2001; Lafford, 1995; Matsumura, 2001; Regan, 2003;
Segalowitz & Freed, 2004; Stevens, 2001).

Besides reporting general tendencies among study abroad participants, these
statistical studies also reveal a number of personal variables that appear to have a
direct impact on study abroad learning: age, gender, predeparture L2 proficiency
level, previous language learning and overseas experiences, aptitude, attitude,
motivation, and both amount and type of language contact with the target popula-
tion (e.g., Brecht et al., 1995; Freed, 1991). This data suggests that the study
abroad experience is more complex than the general trends seem to indicate and
that a great deal of variation exists among individual students’ experiences and
what they reap from overseas immersion.

Although providing valuable insight into the impact of time spent overseas on
the linguistic and cross-cultural competence of participants, a number of
researchers (e.g., Kline, 1998; Laubscher, 1994; Miller & Ginsberg, 1995;
Pellegrino, 1998; Pellegrino Aveni, 2005; Wilkinson, 1998a, 1998b, 2000) have
recently pointed to the fact that these product-oriented studies “do not and can not
provide a full picture of the study abroad context as it truly is experienced” by study
abroad participants (Pellegrino, 1998, p. 144). They suggest that qualitative studies
that consider the process of study abroad—in other words, studies that examine the
actual experiences and perspectives of students in a foreign country—can, however,
“enlighten researchers, pedagogues, and program administrators, as well as
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students themselves” (Pellegrino, 1998, p. 93) as to the impact of students’ per-
ceptions on their L2 acquisition.

Process-Oriented Studies

A small but growing number of qualitative studies investigating study abroad
recently have yielded results that underscore both the complexity and individuality
of the in-country experience for students. However, as these studies’ participants
talk about their study abroad expectations and experiences in journals, interviews,
and questionnaires, one cannot help but notice common threads across these very
individual stories:

1. Classroom-driven ideas about language and language learning nega-
tively affect out-of-classroom communication.

In examining students’ introspective diaries, Miller and Ginsberg (1995)
found that students “have an intricate set of ideas about language and
language learning which clearly affects their linguistic behavior, their
attention to some communication modalities and neglect of others, and
the quality of their interaction with native speakers” (p. 311) and that
these ideas may affect their ultimate success in developing language and
cultural competence. They found out that students’ conceptions about
language derive from language classroom experience and their narrow
notions of language competence and ways to reach it may lead them to
neglect opportunities that would be conducive to language acquisition
because they feel they have little to no value. Similarly, Wilkinson
(1998a, 1998b, 2000), in her ethnographic study of seven undergraduate
women participating in a summer program in France, reports that “not
only did the ‘classroom’ seem to follow the participants in the commu-
nity, they also tended to carry it with them, relying on its discourse
norms as viable communication strategies” (Wilkinson, 1998b, p. 26).

2. Intercultural communication problems are brought about by cultural
rather than linguistic misunderstandings.

Wilkinson (1998a, 1998b, 2000) remarks that the inappropriate commu-
nication behaviors that participants transferred from classroom to out-
of-classroom interactions often fueled negative appraisals both in their
native conversation partner and themselves, and could quite drastically
affect students’ later language-use behaviors. In other words, it could
discourage them from subsequent attempts to interact with members of
the host community (e.g., Pellegrino, 1998; Pellegrino Aveni, 2005;
Polanyi, 1995; Talburt & Stewart, 1999; Twombly, 1995; Wilkinson,
1998a, 1998b, 2000). Interestingly, Wilkinson (1998b) notes that for
many students, understanding a language is “a linguistic act, a matter of
decoding a string of words (as it is in a classroom setting)” (p. 29) and
seldom a cultural act. So when misunderstanding occurs and students
encounter no problems in comprehending what the native speaker said,
they are quick to conclude that the host group either harbors ill feelings
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toward the students’ group (“The French hate Americans”) or has a seri-
ous national flaw (“The French are rude”).

3. Intercultural communication problems affect students’ self-image and
sense of security, and lead temporarily to withdrawal.

In her qualitative study of study abroad students in Russia, Pellegrino
Aveni (2005) found that in a new linguistic and cultural environment,
students’ “sense of self is easily swayed, and their self-construction and
presentation can become stilted and stifling” and that their L2 use “ulti-
mately suffers in an effort to protect the self” (p. 147). Kinginger and
Farrell Whitworth (2005) examine three individual cases of participation
and learning in a study abroad semester in France and report that one of
their informants, Deirdre, “observed images objectifying women and
practices she identified as sexual harassment and used these as contri-
butions to her rationale for rejection of emotional investment in French
language competence” (p. 15), which resulted in her spending “most of
her free time in the program’s student center where she surfed the
English language web and exchanged Instant Messages and emails with
friends and family at home” (p. 9). In other words, students feel inse-
cure, avoiding interaction in the target language until they manage to
balance L2 use with self-presentation (which they may or may not be
able to do, as in the case of Deirdre) and therefore limit the benefits they
can reap from the time they spend abroad. Wilkinson (1998a, 1998b,
2000) found similar results and noted that students, in face of intercul-
tural communication difficulties that they cannot explain, turn to their
peer group where a shared language and culture provide a safe haven.

What these recent research studies point to is that “the process of adapting to
foreign linguistic and cultural norms [is] far from a linear progression toward flu-
ency and deep cultural understanding” (Wilkinson, 1998b, p. 34). In addition to giv-
ing us a new insight into study abroad, these studies also give us new insight into
the instructional environment at home. Students’ ideas about language and culture
appear to be filtered through classroom-bred beliefs, which often means that they
will fail to “realize and take full advantage of the unique opportunities offered by
the in-country environment for developing communicative competence in the L2”
(Pellegrino, 1998, p. 96) and will experience cultural misunderstanding, an indica-
tion that “exposure to cultural differences during an overseas stay does not neces-
sarily translate into cross-cultural understanding” (Wilkinson, 1998b, p. 38).

A Call for Curricular Reform and Improved Practices at Home

In light of these findings, Laubscher (1994), Miller and Ginsberg (1995),
Pellegrino (1998), Pellegrino Aveni (2005), and Wilkinson (1998a, 1998b, 2000)
call our attention to the need of taking a closer look at current curricula and
instructional practices at home, examining how they promote or hinder language
and cultural learning in the study abroad context, and making appropriate
changes. In her examination of the challenges presented by the articulation
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between study abroad and the home FL curriculum, Wilkinson (2005) suggests an
expansion of Lange’s (1982) tripartite model (horizontal, vertical, and interdisci-
plinary dimension) by including a depth dimension under which interdisciplinar-
ity is now subsumed. She argues that depth! is the key difference between the
learning demands placed on students overseas and at home. Overseas, students
have to deal with multiple linguistic and cultural demands on a regular basis;
however, they only seldom, if ever, have to in their FL classroom at their home
institution. She concludes that “if we could find ways to smooth the depth transi-
tion, we could go a long way toward achieving three-dimensional articulation of
study abroad” (p. 54).

For this shift to happen, FL education at home needs to be holistic and move in
the direction of experiential learning. Although a number of researchers have
argued for experiential learning as a valid model to foster growth in students’ lan-
guage and cross-cultural learning in the study abroad context (Engle & Engle, 1999;
Laubscher, 1994; Lutterman-Agullar & Gingerich, 2002; Montrose, 2002; Steinberg,
2002), very few have, however, suggested it could be just as valid a model for state-
side preparation of overseas-bound students. Experiential learning has the depth
dimension that Wilkinson (2005) identifies as crucial for a smoother transition
between home and overseas contexts, and global simulation, a project-based
approach model with underlying experiential principles, can be a possible contender.

Simulation and Global Simulation

As an approach, global simulation was developed in the late 1970s by a group of
researchers at BELC? as an answer to a growing dissatisfaction with the traditional
language teaching and learning paradigm driving instruction in FL classrooms at
the time (Caré, 1995; Debyser, 1974, 1981/1996; Yaiche, 1996). In 1973, Francis
Debyser strongly criticized textbooks and the structural approach to language
teaching and learning they promoted in a seminal article entitled “La mort du
manuel et le déclin de I'illusion méthodologique” [“The death of the textbook and
the decline of the methodological illusion”] and called for recentering instruction
on the student, promoting more active learning, developing free expression and
creativity, and fostering true communicative competence in culturally meaningful
and relevant contexts (cited in Yaiche, 1996).

Thirty-five years later, many FL practitioners continue to voice the same
dissatisfaction with mainstream curricula and teaching materials currently avail-
able. Despite prefaces using all the right words such as “everyday language use,”
“real-world contexts,” “personalized tasks,” “contextualized culture,” and so on,
textbooks have changed relatively little in form and content from what they were
back then (Aski, 2003, 2005; Lally, 1998; Schulz, 1991). They continue to be “built
upon the persistent assumption that the acquisition of a FL and its culture means
studying discrete grammatical structures, vocabulary lists, and pieces of informa-
tion” (Levine, 2004a, p. 26) and as such have fallen short of translating current
theories of second language acquisition and communicative language teaching
and learning into practice.
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In recent years, FL practitioners have, consequently, been increasingly look-
ing for effective ways to promote language development and cultural awareness in
their students. If the growing number of journal articles (e.g., Caré, Bourdeau,
Bouygue, Gatein, & Jannot, 1992; Caré, 1993, 1995; Dupuy, in press; Levine,
2004a, 2004b; Magnin, 2002; Yaiche, 1996) and conference presentations (e.g.,
Dupuy, 2004; McMahon, Mills, & Peron, 2005) is any indication, global simulation
is being given a serious second look by a number of practitioners in the field.

Definition and Characteristics

Most people have heard of simulation. A well known example is NASA’s astronaut
training simulator designed to give the astronaut candidates a feel for spaceflight.
Another example is MedSim, an online simulator for medical training and assess-
ment, which provide trainees with a variety of normal and abnormal cases so that
they can hone their diagnostic skills and further improve their level of clinical per-
formance. Finally, an example more germane to FL instruction is a simulation in
which one student is given a shopping list while another student takes on the role
of a salesperson.

Although many definitions of simulation exist, for the purpose of this article
simulation is understood as “an event in which participants have (functional)
roles, duties, and sufficient information about the problem to carry out these
duties without play acting or inventing key facts” (Jones, 1995, p. 18). What this
means is that even though a simulation is not reality, students must behave and
act within the simulation as if it were. As students bring life to a simulation, it
takes on a reality of its own and “then the experiences of the participants become
real, and the use of language becomes meaningful communication. Simulations
thus encourage language participants to use their new language in the ways most
people do in other (similar but real) situations” (Crookall & Oxford, 1990, p. 15).

Whereas simulations are short term (10 hours or less are needed to complete
them), GS, on the other hand, involves students in a long-term (25- to 150-hour)
global project in which they have to deal with a variety of aspects relevant to the
premise initially chosen.

Global in Global Simulation

In GS, global, as understood by this author, means that (1) the entire range of
authentic oral and written exchanges possible in and around the premise is
explored, and (2) these exchanges naturally grow out of the needs that arise from
the GS and are essential to its successful completion. Whether these exchanges are
simulated, like those that take place among the characters, or authentic, like those
that occur among students when they share the results of individual or collective
work or evaluate and negotiate their next move, all communicative exchanges are
driven by the GS and the need to take it to the next step. Global also means that
curricular areas (e.g., geography, history, art, music, literature, mathematics, etc.)
other than foreign languages are tapped into if they are needed to complete the
final project. Global additionally suggests that not only language skills but practi-
cal skills (e.g., taking pictures with a digital camera, using PowerPoint, posting on
a blog, writing collaboratively using a wiki, etc.) and cognitive skills (goal setting,

e



0511X_08_ch8_pl34-156 10/4/06 10:54 AM P% 141

GLOBAL SIMULATION 141

project planning, product archiving, self-assessment, leadership, etc.) can be pro-
moted, and affective behaviors such as self-confidence and risk-taking can be fos-
tered. Last but not least, global also indicates that in GS teachers and students
work in a close partnership, with students playing a central role.

GS’s key features clearly reflect a number of current teaching and learning
principles both in and out of the field of FL education. They can promote depth of
the learning experience and therefore make GS a contender to answer study
abroad researchers’ call for curricular reform and changes in instructional prac-
tices. However, before examining how GS could serve these purposes, the next sec-
tion offers a description of an actual GS course as an example so that the reader
can form a more concrete idea of what it entails.

The Global Simulation I'Immeuble

A number of global simulations particularly well suited to college student inter-
ests have either been published in a workbook form or described in articles that
have appeared in the professional literature. Some GSs are general in nature: /les
[Islands] (Caré, Debyser, & Estrade, 1980); L'Immeuble [The Apartment Building]
(Debyser, 1981/1996); Le Village [The Village] (Caré, 1993); Museum der
deutschen Kultur(en) [Museum of German Culture(s)] (Levine, 2004b). Others are
more specialized (business, international relations, service administration, etc):
L’Entreprise [The Business Company] (Bombardiéri, Brochard, & Henry, 1996);
Technomode.de (Levine, 2004a); La Conférence Internationale [The International
Conference] (Cali, Cheval, & Zabardi, 1995); L’Hétel [The Hotel] (Pachtod, 1996).
Although each of these GSs may be focusing on a particular setting or language
(e.g., French or German), they are certainly not limited to these.

For the purposes of example, this chapter focuses on an intermediate French
GS course for which Debyser’s workbook LTmmeuble [The Apartment Building]
provided the basic framework that was refined and further developed to accommo-
date students’ initial decisions and ultimately meet their needs. Given that, in gen-
eral, study abroad programs are based in large college cities and often place
students with host families in apartment buildings or in university residence halls
on their own. LImmeuble (Debyser, 1981/1996), a GS originally conceived to pro-
vide a realistic approach to French urban culture®, was selected because it offers
the kind of context and experiences that allow students to tap into their acquired
linguistic and cultural knowledge and/or experiences and further build from them.
Support for this selection also comes from Ausubel, Novak, and Hanesian (1978),
who indicate that projects and materials can only promote learning when they are
meaningfully related to what students already know and when they include activi-
ties and cues that can help them process the new content and relate these ideas to
knowledge that already exists in their schemata.

Implementation

The GS course LImmeuble is structured around a five-phase development
sequence. In each of the five phases, students carry out a number of real-world
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tasks, which together lead to an artifact that can later on be integrated in the final
project. Common to all GSs, a briefing and debriefing session is integrated into
each phase. During the briefing session, students are led into the simulation in a
way that activates their content, linguistic, and cultural background knowledge.
Knutson (2003) explains that “accessing background knowledge before launching
an activity helps enrich the learning experience by preparing the groundwork for
new experiences to build on top of old ones” (p. 57). It is during the briefing ses-
sion that students come to understand the pedagogical purpose and rationale for
the phase of the simulation they are in, which “can lead to greater student aware-
ness of, and involvement in, their own learning process” (Knutson 2003, p. 57). In
the briefing session, Jones (1984) cautions against overdoing the language brief-
ing in particular because such emphasis could bring learners to see themselves as
students again, which would prevent the GS to be genuine, and reiterates that “the
aim of the simulation is not to produce correct words, grammar, or pronunciation,
but to communicate effectively according to roles, functions and duties” (p. 38).

Once a phase of the GS ends, the debriefing session (a feature clearly con-
nected to experiential learning philosophy of student-centeredness, self-discovery,
and positive self-concept) allows students to reflect on their own learning and crit-
ically assess their own performance.

Many of the projects students engage in are designed to lead them to explore
linguistic and sociolinguistic dimensions appropriate to the host culture and com-
pare them to their own. We suggest some of these dimensions as the projects are
described.

Phase 1: Choosing a city. Selecting the city is the responsibility of the stu-
dents and students alone.* As students look for an address for their apartment
building, they have to consider the particular location to select, the various neigh-
borhoods, their history, their population make-up, their local economy, their local
landmarks, and so on, and need to understand how each factor may affect its look
and feel. As students search for and read a variety of authentic materials (surveys,
phone books, maps, etc.), they are led to consider and reflect on such notions as
the spatial layout of cities in the target culture, what it tells them about the cul-
ture, and how it compares to the spatial layout of cities in their own culture. In
this phase, some of the artifacts that students can produce include

¢ a building address with a number and street name plate that they draw.
All are to be code specific to the country and city selected.

¢ adescription of the neighborhood and of the exterior and interior of the
apartment building.

¢ a meaningful name for the store at the foot of or nearby the apartment
building as well as a plate design, description of signs, small ads, and so
forth, posted in the window.

Phase 2: Populating the location and creating identities. The residents (both
native and nonnative born) and their domestic animals move into one of the units
available in the apartment building. The identity of the residents is created in
three distinct stages: (1) the administrative identity; (2) the biographical identity,

e



0511X_08_ch8_pl34-156 10/4/06 10:54 AM P% 143

GLOBAL SIMULATION 143

which fleshes out the residents by giving them a past; and (3) the portrait, which
integrates the information developed in the two previous stages and gives resi-
dents a psychosocial dimension that will later be used as a reference in the role
plays. In the first stage, students consider the age, nationality, and socioprofes-
sional category of the residents who will move into their apartment building. For
this initial information, they need to refer to phase 1 of the GS because neighbor-
hood is clearly linked to this information. As they create an identity for the resi-
dents of their apartment building, students will come across issues of population
movements, immigration, citizenship, national identification cards, and so on, in
the target culture, and will engage in discussion and reflection on how similar or
different these issues are at home. In this phase, students can produce some of the
following artifacts:

¢ a national ID card with a photo, a first and last name, a birthplace, an
age, a nationality, a profession, a family status, etc.

an outgoing message on a voice mail

a biography

a portrait

a name for their pet

a plan and a description of an apartment or a favorite room

a description of the vehicle the character drives

Phase 3: Interactions. Now that the setting is in place and the residents have
moved in, it is time to bring the apartment building to life by imagining the types
of everyday conversation in which residents would engage (depending on the
nature of their relations), as they meet in the stairwell, in neighborhood stores, in
the park, and so on. These interactions offer a range of affective situations that
promote the development of intercultural communicative competence. In this
phase, students engage in role plays, some of which are based on cultural incidents
or mini dramas. But before engaging in role plays, students are led to consider and
reflect on a host of sociolinguistic and sociocultural questions that arise as they
are getting ready to perform the role play situations. Possible situations might
include the following:

engaging in small talk in the stairwell or outside the building
talking about the weather

talking around the dinner table or at a dinner party

ordering a drink or meal in a neighborhood café or restaurant
buying, exchanging, or returning an item in a neighborhood store
placing and receiving phone calls

exchanging recipes, books, music, etc.

Phase 4: Writings. Students consider different kinds of writings residents
might leave on a note board or door, post on the apartment building blog, send or
receive in their mailboxes, and so on. In this phase, students, for example, reflect
on the nature of correspondence writing and the formats that are particular to the
target culture and their own. They also need to consider factors such as age,
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gender, and socioeconomic status. In this phase, students can produce the follow-
ing artifacts:

e small ads

e postcards and letters

e invitations

e to-do lists

Phase 5: Events and incidents. Students develop their capacity to react

accordingly to an event such as a love story involving two residents, a disturbance,
or an incident like a crime in the apartment building. Students need to consider
what the residents in the target culture would do. How would their reaction com-
pare to that of people in the home culture? Would they intervene, call the police,
social services, or choose to stay put, for example? Some possible role plays during
this phase include the following situations:

¢ A natural or man-made disaster affects the building.

e A disturbance (a couple fights, a parent disciplines a child in the stair-
well, etc.) occurs and the noise level in the apartment building
increases.

e An apartment has been burglarized.

In order to carry out the various tasks in each of the phases, supportive mate-
rials, resources, and tools need to be collected by both the students and the
instructor.

Gathering Materials, Resources, and Tools for the GS

Debyser’s workbook LImmeuble supplies a useful framework for the course and
provides a number of activity and task ideas to launch the GS and bring the apart-
ment building to life. However, the amount of targeted authentic input that can
help students fulfill the various tasks included in this GS is not enough for students
to develop communicative and cross-cultural competence. For this reason, relevant
Web resources, video excerpts, and references need to be included to provide stu-
dents with the kind of integrated language and culture exposure that is useful to
achieve a more authentic GS. In GS, authentic documents are selected and used for
their content, but they are also a great source of linguistic and cultural data that
students can tap into when creating artifacts. Students and instructors can also col-
lect a variety of documents and make them available to all via a course Web site.
Web resources can help students set the décor. They can decide who the resi-
dents are and give them names and jobs (or not); they can name the stores, cafés,
and other locales in their neighborhood. In the GS course taught by this author,
for example, when students choose a location for their apartment building, they
consult a variety of online resources that give them an overview of the city today
and its overall organization. Once they settle on a possible address, they enter it in
an online search engine to get a view of the actual neighborhood and local stores,
as well as a map of the area with its landmarks, parks, schools, and the like. They
use the information they gather on the Web to make informed decisions about the
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population make-up of their building; the marital and employment status of the
residents; the type of apartments they live in; the décor of their apartment; their
leisure activities; their reading, music, and food preferences, and so on.

Besides providing useful cultural information, some Web resources can also
provide good writing models for announcements (e.g., births, weddings, bar and
bat mitzvahs, etc.), invitations, notices, and small ads. In addition, the Web is use-
ful for finding pictures, maps, and other documents to illustrate the artifacts, and it
gives students free access to online bilingual dictionaries, lexicons, and grammars.

Video and film excerpts can be useful for the purpose of observing and making
notes on how various kinds of interaction would be carried out between residents.
For LImmeuble, Forum Images, a pedagogical video, can be used to provide stu-
dents with a visual image of what apartment building life in the target culture
looks like and what facial expressions or body language are used by people in the
target culture when engaging in conversations. Feature films are also an excellent
option. Furthermore, video and film excerpts can give students an opportunity to
hear how conversational language differs from written language and to be exposed
to the use of intonation in conversations.

All of these extra materials and resources are collected to accumulate the lin-
guistic and cultural input students will need to develop intercultural communica-
tive competence. Technology provides a means of integrating these resources into
a GS to enhance its meaningfulness.

Technology Tools

While LImmeuble GS does not call for the use of new technologies in order to be
completed, it is clear that they can provide key assistance not only in giving access
to resources and models for completing it, but also in promoting collaboration
among peers inside and outside of the classroom. Recently Caré (1995) discussed
how technology could support the archival of completed projects in GS; however,
it is clear that the use of technology in GS could be pushed even further.

For the purpose of LImmeuble, this author created a Web site to post guide-
lines, rubrics, and archive student productions as they were completed. Having
easy access to completed productions is important in GS because they serve as ref-
erences for later productions. Technology tools that can facilitate collaboration
among students were also integrated. Students had access to an online forum
where they could discuss their reactions to materials they read or heard, a chat
room where they could go to organize the completion of future tasks, and a wiki,
which they could use as a collaborative writing space.

In addition, online technologies can assist in creating an atmosphere that
closely reflects real-life contexts. In the past couple of years, focused blogs have
sprung up everywhere, and neighborhood or apartment building blogs have
become a popular means of giving a voice to a community (e.g., in Paris,
Eiffel/Suffren, Paris-Marais, Montparsud are neighborhood blogs; le blog de
Mouchotte is an apartment building blog). Mirroring this real-life phenomenon, a
blog was integrated in the class Web site for the purpose of providing residents with
a news outlet. On the blog, students posted greetings and/or a short introduction as
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their residents move into the apartment building, small ads, restaurant recom-
mendations, and so forth, just as people regularly do in the real blogosphere.

Teacher and Student Roles in GS

A GS is not taught. As Jones (1995) explains, “The teacher is on the outside, not in
the inside; he or she does not participate in the interaction, has no powers or
responsibilities for the decision-making” (p. 11). In L'Immeuble, the major roles
that the teacher assumes are those of resource person and architect. As a resource
person, the teacher directs students to appropriate resources only if students
request it because the purpose is to lead students to become autonomous by devel-
oping strategies to learn on their own by using sources other than the teacher. As
an architect, the teacher divides and organizes the work so that it is easier for stu-
dents to tackle it.

When the roles of the teacher change so do the roles of the student. In Jones’s
(1995) words, “Just as there is no teacher... neither are there...students” (p. 11).
In a GS, the role of the student is no longer to listen and regurgitate information
but to pull content together, negotiate meaning, reflect on learning, and come up
with an appropriate final product.

Assessment in GS

Formative assessments and debriefing sessions are an integral part of GS because
the focus is more on the process than on the product. Not only do students receive
ongoing feedback from their teacher and peers, they are also involved in evaluat-
ing their performance and progress, which gives them a voice and promotes
autonomy as well.

Within a GS, three sources of assessment are included: teacher, peer, and self.
The teacher provides rubrics related to each project’s objectives, makes sure stu-
dents know and understand the criteria before working on a task, evaluates their
work according to criteria, and makes suggestions. Students are involved in evalu-
ating the teamwork of their peers. They evaluate their writing and offer sugges-
tions for revision. For oral work, they make suggestions for improvement and
show support. Students also evaluate their peers in terms of participation, ability
to follow through, and respect given to other team members in collaborative work.
To develop learning strategies and build student autonomy, students also have a
chance to reflect on their own work in class.

GS offers students a learning environment in which language, culture, and
identity can interconnect. It is not the purpose of the GS course described here to
turn students into approximate replicas of native French speakers, but rather to
move them closer to becoming competent intercultural beings (Byram, 1997;
Byram & Zarate, 1997; Deardorff, this volume). Through the tasks and activities,
including briefing and debriefing, built into the GS, students constantly compare
new experiences with old ones, new L2 phenomena with those in their L1, new
information with existing knowledge and, in the process of doing so, gradually
enlarge both their picture of the target language and culture and their conscious-
ness of their own—and become culturally competent.
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In the GS environment, students are active participants in situations where they
use authentic language to accomplish particular objectives embedded in cultural
contexts, assess their performance and progress, and are in charge of their own
learning process. GS provides opportunities “for students both to experience depth
and to step back from it” (Wilkinson, 2005, p. 55) and can therefore be a viable model
for easing the transition between nonimmersion and immersion contexts.

Global Simulation: A Possible Bridge Between Home
and Study Abroad Learning Contexts

In examining home and study abroad learning contexts, researchers identified a
number of factors that could prevent students from making the most of their
study abroad stay. They found that classroom-bred conceptions about language
and language learning could lead students to not take advantage of opportunities
that would be conducive for developing communicative competence in the L2
because they deemed them to have little to no value (e.g., Miller & Ginsberg, 1995;
Wilkinson, 1998a, 1998b, 2000). Additionally, they found that intercultural com-
munication problems stemming, for the most part, from cultural misunderstand-
ings, could affect students’ sense of identity and lead them to withdraw,
temporarily or for the length of their stay, from interacting with the host commu-
nity (Kinginger & Farrell Whitworth, 2005; Pellegrino, 1998; Pellegrino Aveni,
2005; Polyani, 1995; Talburt & Stewart, 1999; Twombly, 1995; Wilkinson, 1998a,
1998b, 2000). At the root of the problem, Wilkinson (2005) argues, is the main dif-
ference that exists between overseas immersion and the home institution setting,
one that lies in “a contrast in the amount of layering or overlap of the learning
demands placed on students in the two settings” (p. 54). In the home curriculum,
elements such as language forms, cultural concepts, and skills are traditionally
addressed separately, whereas in the overseas curriculum, they all happen at once.
Aspects that may never have been introduced in the home curriculum are further
added and contribute to make the experience quite overwhelming for many stu-
dents. Wilkinson (2005) explains that to address this problem of “intense layering
that characterizes study abroad,” we need to plan immersion-like opportunities in
the home curriculum for students to experience the demands of real-world com-
munication not only in instruction but assessment as well, and indicates that “we
might profitably consider more experiential formats. . . in which elements of lan-
guage, culture and identity can intersect” (p. 55).

Experiential Learning: Principles and Formats

Experiential learning, an educational philosophy articulated by Dewey and his fol-
lowers, which rests on the idea that true learning is always rooted in and trans-
formed by experience, is effective in enhancing student motivation and fostering
higher cognitive skills, as well as in enabling students to gain deeper understand-
ings and valuable content knowledge. According to Kolb (1984), “Learning takes
place through the experiences which the student has; that is, through the reactions
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he makes to the environment in which he is placed” (p. 63). However, one needs to
remember that experience is not educational in and of itself. Dewey (1997)
explains that some experiences can actually be “mis-educative” if “they have the
effect of arresting or distorting the growth of further experience” (p. 87). Wilkinson
(1998b) recounts the encounter between Ashley, one of her informants, and a sales
woman at a Monoprix in France. Upon the refusal of the sales woman to accept the
return of a malfunctioning hair dryer, Ashley reaches the following conclusion:
“French people are so obstinate” (p. 28). In this case, experience was not trans-
formed into knowledge because, for learning to occur, Ashley needed to begin with
her concrete experience, engage in reflective observation, move to a stage of
abstract conceptualization in which she would begin to comprehend the experi-
ence, and then engage in active experimentation of the concepts. Only in this way
could Ashley’s experience have been beneficial for language and culture learning.
Dewey (1997), Joplin (1995), and Kolb (1994) underscore that providing experi-
ence for students is not enough to be called experiential learning; it is reflection
on that experience that turns experience into experiential learning. This is also
why Laubscher (1994), Paige, Jorstad, Siaya, Klein, and Colby (2003), Talburt and
Stewart (1999), and Wilkinson (2005) all suggest that it is essential to have oppor-
tunities built into the study abroad program for students to debrief their cross-cul-
tural experiences with an informant, or that similar opportunities be integrated in
the home curriculum to prepare them to reflect on culture and sociocultural lan-
guage use through observation before they study abroad, so that they are able to
do this type of analysis on their own once overseas. To observation, reflection, and
analysis, Dewey, Joplin, Kolb, and others add a fourth aspect: emotional input.
Maher (1987) indicates that “knowledge always has, and indeed should have, an
emotional component, a feeling component, that comes from the student’s sense
of purpose, sense of connection to the material and the particular context” (p. 96).

The broad scope of experiential learning is captured, in a number of ways, by
the many labels given to classroom approaches that integrate its principles, one of
which is “project-based approach,” an umbrella term under which GS is included.
GS incorporates, as any project-based approach with underlying experiential
learning principles should, several conditions that were earlier described in the
presentation of L/mmeuble. Namely, it has to have both a process and a product,
extend over a period of time, commit to both language and content learning, pro-
mote individual and group work, make students responsible for their own learn-
ing, encourage student ownership of the project, require teacher and students to
assume roles and responsibilities other than those they traditionally have, and,
finally, reflect on both the process and the product.

GS and the Overall Outcomes of Project-Based Approaches

Although there have been very few controlled empirical studies demonstrating the
effectiveness of project-based approaches overall, and GS in particular, the fact that
students exit courses based on such formats with much benefit to intercultural
communicative competence attests to their success at one level. In a review of stud-
ies on project-based approaches, including a few on GS, in second and foreign
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language settings, Stoller (in press) found a number of commonly reported bene-
fits including the following:

e Students’ experience and language exposure and use are authentic (e.g.,
Allen, 2004; Carter & Thomas, 1986; Coleman, 1992; Fried-Booth, 1982;
Gu, 2002, 2004; Lee, 2002; Legutke, 1984; Legutke, 1985; Levine, 2004a;
Stoller, 1997).

e Students make great strides in their ability to appropriately communi-
cate in the target language (e.g., Carter & Thomas, 1986; Coleman,
1992; Fried-Booth, 1982; Gu, 2002, 2004; Lee, 2002; Legutke, 1984;
Levine, 2004a; Stoller, 1997).

e Students improve their self-confidence and self-esteem, and demon-
strate positive attitudes toward learning and greater comfort in using
the target language (e.g., Carter & Thomas, 1986; Coleman, 1992; Lee,
2002; Legutke, 1985; Levine, 2004a).

e Students show increased autonomy, independence, self-initiation, and a
willingness to take responsibility for their own learning (e.g., Allen, 2004;
Carter & Thomas, 1986; Coleman, 1992; Fried-Booth, 1982; Gu, 2002,
2004; Lee, 2002; Legutke, 1984, 1985; Levine, 2004a; Stoller, 1997).

e Students are better able to make decisions, have increased analytical and
critical thinking skills, and are better at solving problems (e.g., Allen,
2004; Gu, 2002, 2004).

The benefits reported in Stoller’s (in press) review are direct outcomes of their
depth dimension. In GS and other project-based approaches, students are not
encountering and memorizing facts one bit at a time or regurgitating information
upon request; they are experiencing the demands of real-life communication. In
the process, they are becoming better intercultural communicators; they are
improving their interpersonal skills; they are engaging in critical thinking; they
are planning and generating their own learning agenda; overall, they are learning
through both action and reflection.

Global Simulation and Intercultural Competence

Authentic experience and language exposure and use, improved ability to communi-
cate appropriately in the target language, and greater comfort in using it are three of
the many benefits reported earlier and are suggestive that GS as a project-based
approach could feasibly narrow the gap between stateside and overseas curricula.
One major question that often has been raised and continues to be of interest is
whether the classroom can provide the types of experiences students need to develop
intercultural competence. In the traditional teacher-centered foreign language class-
room, the teacher controls communication and genuine conversation is generally
absent, which consequently prevents the full range of registers found in the real world
to be available to students. However, it does not have to be so. Watson and Sharrock
(1990) suggest that GS offers an opportunity to “declassroom” the classroom, which
involves “(1) restructuring relations between teacher and student, and (2) reconstruct-
ing the relevance of educative tasks” (p. 233). The imbalance commonly found
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between teacher and student in the foreign language classroom can be rectified by
GS because it (1) places “the onus on the students to do things for themselves and to
discover what they need to know, where guidance displaces instruction” (Watson &
Sharrock, 1990, p. 234), and (2) provides a whole range of conversational models
between different types of speakers in different types of speech situations, which
allow students to be exposed not only to various registers but also verbal and non-
verbal cultural behaviors that accompany discourse, all of which would not be possi-
ble in the traditional language teaching paradigm.

Similarly, in the familiar teacher-centered classroom, language and culture
are often taught as separate entities, and culture tends to be viewed as a product
rather than a process, which often means that students are fed and asked to store
facts about the target culture rather than “discover cultural data” (Grittner, 1996,
p. 18). Paige and colleagues (2000) echo Byram and Zarate’s (1997) intercultural
competence defined by five savoirs, when they write that culture learning is “the
process of acquiring the culture-specific and culture-general knowledge, skills and
attitudes required for effective communication and interaction with individual
from other cultures” (p. 50). Moreover, “it is a dynamic, developmental, and ongo-
ing process which engages the student cognitively, behaviorally, and affectively”
(Byram & Zarate, 1997, p. 50) and, as such, is grounded in experiential learning. In
each phase of a GS, students work with a variety of documents rich in information
about the target culture. As they do, they perceive and reflect on certain aspects of
the target culture and form hypotheses about the behaviors, attributions, or
expectations of the target population, which they confirm or disconfirm by look-
ing at additional documents. Students also examine several related features of
their own culture, adopting a similar approach. As Kramsch (1993) indicates,

understanding a foreign culture requires putting that culture in relation
to one’s own. . . an intercultural approach to the teaching of culture is
radically different from a transfer of information between cultures. It
includes a reflection both on the target and the native culture. (p. 205)

Students convey their new insights and understandings in the artifacts they
create and archive over the course of the GS and reflect on their own learning over
time. They also work collaboratively to process, apply, or reflect on information
regarding the target and home cultures in a recursive fashion, and, in the process,
they develop their ability to think critically and learn autonomously, two addi-
tional benefits reported in Stoller’s (in press) review.

As such, GS appears to be one possible way to answer researchers’ call for cur-
ricular depth at both the instructional and the assessment level and to draw the
home and overseas settings closer together. Indeed, GS, like a portfolio, can pro-
vide “a portrait of what students know and what they can do, offer a multidimen-
sional perspective of student progress over time, encourage self-reflection and
participation, and link instruction and assessment” (Delett, Barnhardt, &
Kevorkian, 2001, p. 559).
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Implications for the Introductory and Intermediate
Foreign Language Program

Articulation between study abroad and the home foreign language curriculum has
not always been, and for the most part is not, at the forefront of articulation con-
cerns. As study abroad opportunities become more plentiful, varied, and afford-
able, the number of students taking advantage of an academic experience abroad is
increasing rapidly. Open Doors® reports that the number of students studying
abroad jumped from 71,154 in 1991/1992 to 191,321 in 2003/2004, a 169%
increase in 12 years. It is therefore becoming more pressing to consider the role of
study abroad in the overall FL curriculum.

Open Doors data reveal that the majority of U.S. learners go overseas to study
during their junior year (36.2%), meaning that those learners who elect to spend a
year in a non-English speaking country will have just completed the second year or
the first half of the third year of the FL sequence. It is therefore clear that the need
for a depth dimension in entry-level language courses cannot be overlooked if we
want learners to be better prepared not only for study abroad but also for global cit-
izenry, as we live in an increasingly international and multicultural world.

A number of options exist, one of which is GS as described in this chapter. GS
has the potential to achieve the goal of developing students’ abilities to success-
fully act and interact in intercultural situations because it provides the curricular
depth that has been called for to meet the formidable challenge of preparing stu-
dents for linguistic, cultural, and identity transitions when they go on study
abroad. In GS, through various tasks and activities, students are prompted to
reflect on how their own identity, frame of reference, norms, values, body lan-
guage, or behavior differ from or are similar to those of people in the target cul-
ture. Students are asked to take an insider rather than outsider view of the target
culture. For example, in phase 4 of LImmeuble, when students/residents in the
author’s class planned a surprise birthday party for the 5-year-old son of the
Senegal-born couple living on the fourth floor, they had to think of whom to
invite, what gifts to bring, what food and drinks to serve, what location, what time,
what music and games to play, what to write on the invitation, and so forth.
Students had to design a reasoned plan for this event. As they engaged in this
reflective process, they became more critical thinkers and more autonomous stu-
dents; they also were becoming intercultural communicators and as such were
better equipped to make the most of a study abroad stay should they elect to go
overseas.

To increase curricular depth and achieve the goals of intercultural learning in
foreign language education, changes in practices and attitudes will need to take
place. As long as teachers see foreign language teaching as predominantly a cogni-
tive event, their students cannot experience it as anything else. Miller and
Ginsberg (1995) and Wilkinson (1998a, 1998b, 2000) indicated in their studies
how traditional classroom ideology negatively affected the language behavior of
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study abroad students and their interaction with the host community. Both pre-
service and in-service TA workshops therefore have an essential role in moving
institutional culture toward the goal of experiential foreign language education
and intercultural learning. Additionally, steps need to be taken to convey to stu-
dents enrolled in introductory and intermediate courses the purpose and value of
GS because many may perceive it as time-consuming and not “serious work.” A
presentation of the goals and characteristics of GS as well as a description of stu-
dents’ role and responsibilities should be part of the syllabus and need to be dis-
cussed between the students and their instructor in the early days of the term.

In summary, this chapter has explored the main differences that exist between
home and study abroad learning settings, the problems this discrepancy causes for
many students studying abroad, and the changes needed to ensure a better articu-
lation between the stateside and overseas sequence of FL study. It has suggested
that FL education at home needs to be more holistic and that educators consider
moving in the direction of experiential learning to ease the transition between
home and overseas contexts. GS, an experiential learning-based approach, has
been offered as a possible answer for bringing the home and overseas contexts
closer together. After defining GS and describing in some detail a sample GS
course, this chapter has argued that the GS model is well suited to helping stu-
dents develop into intercultural competent communicators. It is this author’s
hope that LPDs will be able to make use of the GS course format, shape it in ways
that fit their program, and consider alternative premises to the one given, and
thus extend the growing body of knowledge on GS that has started to emerge.

Notes

1. By depth,Wilkinson (2005) refers to “the convergence of multiple linguistic and cul-
tural demands that are also sensitive to numerous personal factors” (p. 44).

2. Bureau pour I'’Enseignement de la Langue et de la Civilisation francaise a I'étranger.

3. Note that it easily can be adapted to reflect urban culture in other cultures. Once
the necessary adaptations are made, L'lmmeuble can be as easily in Paris, Tokyo,
St. Petersburg, Berlin, Beijing, Mexico City, Istanbul, etc.

4. Readers may want to find out from the study abroad office on their campus which
summer, semester, or academic year programs are available to students and in which
city they are hosted. As a starting point, these city names can be provided to stu-
dents as possible options to explore.

5. http://iienetwork.org/
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