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Abstract

One strategy to reach international goals at universities is intercultural group work (IGW), combining
students from different cultural backgrounds to develop their intercultural skills and understanding. Much
of the existing IGW research has had a student perspective, underscoring both affordances and challenges.
To gain a more complete picture of IGW, this scoping review investigates the existing empirical literature
on the teacher perspective. Our review shows scarce research in this area, mostly on virtual group work
and individual course initiatives. A thematic analysis reveals that teachers’ focus in IGW is on facilitating
interaction between student groups; planning the curriculum regarding learning outcomes, developing

activities and assessment for IGW; and building intercultural competence. Teachers’ challenges with IGW
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also emerge such as lack of time, skills and training. We conclude that further research is needed about on-
campus IGW, specifically how individual course initiatives might address program and institutional goals

and become more sustainable.

Keywords: Intercultural group work, internationalisation, teacher experience

Introduction

In the international classroom, the inclusion of all students is often a challenge (Jones, 2009; Leask, 2009;
Spencer-Oatey & Dauber, 2017). Typically, home and international students occupy their own spaces with
limited interaction (Harrison & Peacock, 2010). One way of encouraging interaction has been intercultural
group work (IGW), where groups of students from different cultural backgrounds work together on a task
or project in the classroom (Poort et al., 2019). There has been much research into the affordances and
challenges of such an environment from a student perspective (Jiang et al., 2023; Poort et al., 2019). Some
of the affordances of IGW have been presented as intercultural competence, increased creativity, greater
self-awareness, and even improved grades (De Vita, 2002; Reissner-Roubicek & Spencer-Oatey, 2021;
Spencer-Oatey & Dauber, 2017). It has also been argued that working in intercultural pairs can aid
integration (Bergman et al., 2023). At the same time, major challenges exist concerning language and
communication; group composition; differing background knowledge; and interpersonal attitudes and

engagement (Reissner-Roubicek & Spencer-Oatey, 2021).

While research on student experience in this environment is vital in designing pedagogical formats to
facilitate the group work, it is important to examine teachers’ experiences as well. Teachers are responsible
for forming and facilitating the groups and creating the structure within which the group work will take
place. The demands that they face in doing this are numerous, from deciding on suitable content areas, to
employing a useful strategy for forming the groups, to supporting the groups throughout their work, to
assessing the students’ work. A question remains about the extent to which teachers are equipped to teach
IGW since studies worldwide have shown a lack of professional development generally in the international
classroom (Beelen, 2018; Coryell & Salcedo, 2021; Hammond & Radjai, 2022; Zou et al., 2022). This leads to
a catch-22 situation — teachers who want to create a working pedagogical structure for IGW do not
necessarily have the support or expertise to do this. Therefore, research on teacher experience is crucial for

understanding their needs.

For teachers working with IGW and the international classroom, a few websites have been developed to
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provide support and advice. Amongst these are EQUIiP! ; TICKET? ; and SUCTIA3, all EU funded projects that
were conducted between 2016-2022. Some of these materials build on good practice from a teacher
perspective, for example, EQUIiP follows on from the IntlUni project. Similarly, several influential and well-
known books take up the topic with helpful advice and tips for teachers working in the international
classroom (Carroll & Ryan, 2007; Dippold & Heron, 2021; Gregersen-Hermans & Lauridsen, 2021; Leask,
2015). However, it remains unclear what and whose experience these materials reflect, thus the question

of empirical data on teachers’ experiences with IGW remains.

This scoping review seeks to investigate the existing research on teacher experience with IGW, focusing on
empirical research in journal and conference articles included in key databases in the field. Through this
overview, the review aims to answer a vital question in the IGW research to date: what research exists that

examines the teacher perspective; what can be learnt from it, and which gaps remain?

Previous research on intercultural group work and
pedagogy

In terms of previous literature reviews on the affordances and challenges of IGW, three noteworthy
reviews are highlighted below. The first focuses on IGW from a business perspective (Stahl & Maznevski,
2021); the second focuses on IGW from a student engineering education perspective (Jiang et al., 2023);
and the third concentrates on the role of pedagogy in teamwork in general (Riebe et al., 2016). All provide

valuable complementary insights, though they lack the teacher perspective on IGW.

Stahl and Mazneuvski's retrospective from 2021, which builds on their previous meta-analysis from 2010,
examines multicultural work groups mainly in business settings to examine the contextual conditions under
which diversity contributes to effective team outcomes. Their 2010 review developed a theoretical
framework for IGW, concluding that such teams experience both process gains and losses compared to less
diverse teams, making IGW a ‘double-edged sword’ (p. 5). Culturally diverse teams tend to be more
creative but also face more conflicts influenced by contextual factors, such as task complexity, the duration
of the group work and the team's location. In their 2021 review, they emphasise the complexity that these
contextual factors can bring, for example concerning creativity and conflict, and the effect that individuals
in the group can have in terms of helping their team focus on team-shared goals. However, an additional
contextual factor not included is the extent to which external leaders of the teamwork, such as managers

or teachers, can affect the group work.

L EQUIiP - https://equiip.eu
2 TICKET — https://interculturalticket.eu
3 SUCTIA - https://www.eaie.org/community/projects-advocacy/suctia.html
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Jiang et al. (2023) similarly highlight the affordances and challenges of IGW but in an engineering education
setting. They reviewed 77 articles focusing on intercultural team characteristics, the challenges of IGW, and
relevant coping strategies from a student perspective. Their findings echo the double-edged sword
mentioned above, while also showing many benefits of IGW than those reported elsewhere. IGW was
found to be particularly beneficial for competence improvement (e.g. improved professional, collaborative
and communicative skills); cognitive development (e.g. increased understanding and awareness of
engineering problems and cultural differences); and affective development (e.g. increased openness,
respect, confidence in project work and motivation). At the same time, the articles described challenges on
an individual and relational level. On an individual level, these were summarised as linguistic and
psychological challenges as well as challenges with prior background and experience. On a relational level,
these included interactional and technological challenges as well as challenges with teamwork, time
management and planning. To a lesser extent, there were issues contextually with external stakeholders
such as lack of support from supervisors. This indicates that external leaders like teachers have an

important role to play.

Regarding teamwork in general in higher education and pedagogical approaches thereof, Riebe et al. (2016)
conducted a thorough systematic literature review on teamwork and pedagogy in higher education to
explore the conditions that either enable or constrain teamwork pedagogy. Their analysis revealed two
themes: pedagogy and transaction costs. Transaction costs were defined as factors that either enable or
constrain teamwork pedagogical activities and decisions. The most common affordance identified was
employers’ expectations, and that teamwork is one way to meet these expectations, while inadequate
preparation was the most frequently cited constraint. The importance of teacher instruction in training
students in team skills emerged as a primary focus in the pedagogical theme. It is likely that the challenges

in IGW are greater, due to the increased complexity of the environment.

In short, the review studies summarised above shed some light on the affordances and challenges of
working in IGW and suggest a key role for teachers in effective group work. However, they also reveal
existing gaps. While it appears that IGW can present more challenges than other kinds of group work, the
specific teacher practices in setting up and working with IGW have not been investigated in a systematic

way, thus it remains unclear how teachers work with and affect this environment.

Therefore, this scoping review seeks to address this omission and examine the existing research on teacher
experience in working with IGW in higher education. The following questions formed the basis for the

study:

(1) What empirical research has been carried out into teachers’ perspectives and experiences of IGW in
higher education?
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(2) What does the empirical research reveal about these perspectives and experiences?

Methodology

Scoping reviews are designed to investigate the range of literature available on a topic as well as provide an
overview of its focus (Grant & Booth, 2009; Munn et al., 2018). Since we suspected that little had been
published on the topic of teacher experiences of IGW, a scoping review was conducted rather than a
systematic review, to explore the topic and address a broad question, using the process suggested by
Arksey and O’Malley (2005) as outlined in Table 1. A scoping study, in contrast to a systematic review
where individual studies might be presented in more detail, aims to provide an overview, without
commenting in detail on the quality of the studies in question (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005). It is important to
point out that the process is not linear but iterative, requiring reflection at each step of the way and

recursive analysis of the data.

Table 1. Process in a scoping review (Arksey & O'Malley, 2005)

Step Action

1 Identify the research question (s)

2 Identify relevant studies in selected databases using inclusion and exclusion

criteria and a well-formulated search string

3 Selection of the literature found and eliminate irrelevant articles
4 Chart the data
5 Collate the results thematically, summarise, and report the results

The process described above follows the guidelines from the PRISMA 2020 statement (McGowan et al.,
2020), designed to provide a checklist of items that should be included in a scoping study, from the title to
the discussion section. For example, the guidelines require that the study is identified as a scoping study in

the title and that the full electronic search strategy is provided in the methods section.

The method followed the steps described above in Table 1 (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005). Step 1 of identifying

the research questions has already been outlined.
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Step 2a: Identifying relevant studies in selected databases

The choice was made to focus on published articles, and on the advice of two librarians working at the first
author’s institution, four databases were selected for this purpose for their common usage in the field of
higher education. Two were general: Scopus and Web of Science and the third was educational, ERIC. A
fourth database, Proquest Dissertation & Theses, was selected specifically to investigate relevant doctoral
theses in the area but none were found. Google Scholar was not used due to the questionable reliability of
the articles generated, for example predatory journal articles might be included in a search. Published
articles were selected to ensure that they were peer reviewed, which is not necessarily the case with other

literature such as books and websites.

Step 2b: Inclusion and exclusion criteria

The criteria are shown in Table 2. Articles had to meet all four inclusion criteria to be included, and the

occurrence of a single exclusion criterion was sufficient to exclude the article from further consideration.

Table 2. Inclusion and exclusion criteria for relevance to study

Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria
Published between 2003-2022 Published before 2003
Article published in English Article published in another language than
English

Any empirical study of teacher experience Studies focusing only on student
/ attitudes / reflections of IGW in higher experience of IGW (with no teacher
education experience)
Studies focusing only on theoretical
aspects of IGW and teaching in HE (no
empirical data)
Any study that has implications for

teaching but not based on teacher data

Studies from any HE discipline Studies from outside HE e.g. secondary

education

As regards dates chosen, Riebe et al. (2016) showed a clear increase in publications from 2005 so it was

decided to use a 20-year period, starting just before the increase happened, i.e. 2003-2022. Only

nordiccie.org NJCIE 2025, Vol. 9(2)


http://www.nordiccie.org/

7 Teacher experience of intercultural group work

publications written in English were considered, due to accessibility, outlets of publication, and ease of

processing in line with other literature reviews mentioned in this article (Jiang et al., 2023; Riebe et al.,

2016). The search included all higher education disciplines.

Step 2c: Search string

The search string was compiled partly using the search terms from Riebe et al., (2016), with a goal of

getting as many responses as possible (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. Search string used

Block 1: Culture

Block 2: Team

Block 3: Higher
education

Block 4: Teach

The string was modified several times using * to provide more hits. At the same time, modifications served
to reduce irrelevant hits by for example, adding NOT ‘school*’ to remove hits focusing on secondary rather

than higher education. As a test, the authors checked to see whether certain articles that they expected to

_—

_

“Intercultural” OR “multicultural” OR “cultural* mixed” OR “mixed national” OR
“cultural* divers*" OR “Cross-cultural”

AND

“group work”OR “groupwork” OR “team*” OR “teamwork” OR “ team work” OR
“collaborative group learning” OR “team learning” OR “team -based learning” OR
“TBL” OR “student teams” OR “student group work”

AND

“higher education” OR “further education” OR “tertiary education” OR “universit*”
OR “education” NOT “school*”

AND

“teach*” OR “lectur*” OR “pedago*” OR “train*” OR “educat*” OR “facult*”

be found with the search string actually appeared.

Step 3: Selection of the articles

After the search string was used in the four databases, the collection was downloaded into Endnote where

the duplicates were removed, first digitally and then manually. The final articles were then downloaded

into Rayyan, a web-tool designed for systematic reviews. The final duplicates were removed, and the

remaining articles (1305) were then checked one by one by reading the title and abstract, using the Rayyan

codes of ‘include’ ‘exclude’ and ‘maybe’ and using the criteria from Table 1 (see figure 2).

nordiccie.org
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Figure 2. A flowchart of the selection process
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At two points in the process, each one of the ‘maybe’ articles were read by two of the co-authors by

8

retrieving the full text, when available, and inspecting the content of the paper manually. For each of these

papers, decisions about inclusion were made through discussion by at least two of the co-authors, by

referring back to the criteria (Table 2), and any disagreements were thus resolved. This initial selection

process resulted in 32 relevant articles, 14 of which were journal articles and 18 were conference articles.

Once the list of articles was agreed on, a pearling strategy was employed, whereby the reference lists of the
articles were checked to ascertain if any articles had been missed in the search or if there were any
relevant books or book chapters which should be included. The three literature reviews referred to above
were also checked for relevant articles. Through this process, four journal articles were subsequently added
from Jiang, Dahl and Du’s (2023) systematic review on intercultural teamwork, bringing the total number to

36.

Step 4: Chart the data

The 36 articles were downloaded into Excel for further categorization. This included:

e Author(s), year of publication, journal

nordiccie.org NJCIE 2025, Vol. 9(2)
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e Country (-ies) involved in data collection
e Nature of group work
e Discipline

The results of this categorization are given in the results section in response to research question 1.

Step 5: Code the results thematically

To carry out a thematic analysis, all 36 articles were imported into NVivo. First, the parts of the text
connected to the teacher experience were identified and then they were coded using verb-based phrases
such as ‘supporting student-based interaction’ (Saldafia, 2011). Chunks of text varied from a sentence to a
short paragraph. Once the initial coding of the 36 articles was completed, the resulting 40 codes were
grouped together into similar categories (Cho & Lee, 2014) through discussion among the co-authors.
Articles were counted per code rather than instances of the code so for example, if theme X appeared more
than one time in one article, the article was only counted once for that theme. It should be noted that
while the coding focused on the teacher experience and IGW, instances where teachers discussed broader
aspects of student collaboration were also coded. It was through this process that the three main
chronological categories of ‘Planning’, ‘Implementing’ and 'Reflecting’ emerged (see Table 3). This process
was repeated several times abductively, drawing inspiration from the categories presented in Jiang et al.

(2023), Riebe et al. (2016), and Stahl and Maznevski (2021).

Results

This scoping review reveals that little research has been published on teachers’ experiences with IGW in
higher education. From an initial database of 1309 articles, only five journal articles and five conference
articles specifically focused on this topic, i.e. where the teacher experience was a major part of the data
collection and analysis. A further thirteen journal articles and thirteen conference articles contained some
indirect data where teacher reflections were included, but the focus of the study lay elsewhere, for

example on student experience. This section addresses each of the two research questions in turn.

RQ1: What empirical research has been carried out into teachers’
perspectives and experiences of IGW in higher education?

The following figures provide information about the 36 articles found in terms of year of publication,

countries where data was collected, type of group work and disciplinary areas.
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Figure 3. Year of publication
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As shown in other studies (cf. Jiang et al., 2023; Riebe et al., 2016), there was a clear increase in
publications after 2007, though it has remained fairly even since then. Figure 4 shows the countries where
the data was collected, where this was stated. In two articles, only Europe was given (and not individual
countries) and in one article, not all countries that participated in the study were stated. Countries with
only a single article have been grouped together to show the region instead. In total, data was collected in

31 different countries; one article often includes more than one country.
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Figure 4. All the countries where data was collected

Australia 2"\f”can 3 Vietnam 3

Brazil 2
Canada 3

China 2 USA 16

Europe 2

Germany 7

UK3
India 2
Spain 2
- Singapore 2
Mongolia 2 Other South
Netherlands 2 American 1
New Zealand 3 Other European

Other Asian 4 7

As shown, data was collected in a very wide range of countries. Of the Anglosphere countries, the USA (16)
dominated in line with other findings (Jiang et al., 2023). In Europe, data was collected most frequently in

Germany (7) and in Asia, it was collected most frequently in Vietnam (3).

Figure 5 shows the type of group work. The two main types are on-campus or virtual. ‘On-campus’ is
defined as students on the same campus working in teams while ‘virtual IGW’ is where teams from

different universities and usually different countries are connected online.
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Figure 5. Type of group work
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Most of the articles concerned virtual IGW (23/36), particularly the conference articles. The journal articles
were divided more equally between on-campus IGW (7/18) and virtual IGW (10 /18). The few articles in the
‘off campus’ category involved students or staff from one country travelling to another country. The total
number of articles about on-campus IGW was one quarter of the total (9/36). Overall, this figure suggests

the need for research to focus on on-campus interventions as this seems to be an under-researched area.

Figure 6 shows the discipline area of the students involved in the IGW.
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Figure 6. Discipline areas
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Interestingly, where there has appeared to be a lack of articles on IGW and engineering compared to other
disciplines (Jiang et al., 2023; Bergman et al., 2022), this is not what is shown in Figure 6. By far, the main
category concerns engineering students working together. Within engineering, many software engineering
projects were represented. Engineering tended to be represented in the mixed category as well. Since
engineering has a strong preference for working in teams (Kimpton & Maynard, 2024) and it is a highly

internationalised discipline area (Bergman et al., 2022), this is perhaps not surprising.

RQ2: What does the empirical research reveal about teachers’
perspectives and experiences of IGW in higher education?

The themes emerging from the 36 articles have been organised into the chronological order of course
delivery: from planning to implementation to reflection on the course. ‘Planning’ relates to all the themes
connected to the teacher preparation for the course; ‘implementing’ refers to the delivery of the course
and descriptions of what actually took place, and ‘reflecting’ refers to teachers’ post course reflections on
what went well/less well and key issues for future consideration. The three overarching categories are

interconnected and there can be some overlap in the themes.

Table 3 shows the themes within these three overarching categories and the number of articles thereof,
presented in decreasing order of frequency. The themes represent issues that were mentioned in at least

four articles.
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Table 3. Numbers of articles by categories and themes of full article dataset

Bergman et al.

Category Theme Number of
articles

Planning Planning the IGW 12
Dealing with country/university timing 11
Designing course activities and assignments 10
Organizing teams 10
Developing intercultural competence (ICC) strategies 9
Being aware of different academic traditions 9
Planning student interaction 7
Deciding on learning outcomes for intercultural 5
competence (ICC)

Implementing  Assessing learning 13
Digital solutions for interactions 10
Supporting student interaction 10
Getting-to-know-you activities 5

Reflecting Reflecting on students communicating 14
Reflecting on teachers communicating 9
Behavioural adjustment: being flexible 9
Reflecting on teachers and students communicating 7
Teacher challenges: Expected and changing role 7
Teacher challenges: Availability 6
Intercultural student differences 5
Teacher challenges: Lack of skills 5
Training the trainers 5
Reflecting on intercultural learning 4
Teacher challenges: Time in course 4
Leveraging international diversity 4
Teacher improvements: Reflecting on project 4
Teacher improvements: Shifting course design 4
Affective development: building trust 4
Affective development: building motivation 4

nordiccie.org
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Category 1: Planning

The themes in this section range from planning the course as a whole to the group work in particular, and
syncing these activities across different institutions as regards virtual group work. They are discussed below

in this order rather than the order presented in Table 3.

In general, Developing intercultural competence strategies through IGW was emphasized, where both the
importance of intercultural learning (Kumi-Yeboah, 2018; Vidovic et al., 2021) and the affordances of
achieving this are stressed (Yefanova et al., 2017). Connected to this, a few articles mentioned that the
course included Learning outcomes for intercultural communication, such as students being able to
communicate effectively in a cross-cultural environment (Alliet-Gaubert et al., 2012; Hilliard, 2005; Orta et

al., 2020).

In terms of promoting communication in class, the theme Planning student interaction included strategies
for scaffolding. For example, with on-campus groups, this could be about steering students’ seating
arrangements (Cruickshank et al., 2012; Yefanova et al., 2017) and facilitating relaxed discussions (Kurek &

Madller-Hartmann, 2019).

Concerning Organizing teams, self-selected versus teacher-selected teams were considered and in the case
of virtual IGW, whether teams should be formed within one campus or across campuses. The consensus
generally was that teachers should be active in the group formation based on criteria like topic interests,
nationality background and schedules (Dool, 2010; Gloor et al., 2011; Sisto, 2009) and that student teams in
virtual IGW should have representatives from all campuses (Gloor et al., 2011; Orta et al., 2020). Smaller

groups were preferred of between two to five students (Orta et al., 2020; Sisto, 2009).

In terms of Planning the IGW, the articles discussed strategies such as team contracts and seminars on
team building. Baker and Clark (2010), for example, discuss how students are prepared for their group work

through discussions on teamwork and explicit instructions on the process and outcomes.

Regarding the course as a whole, several of the conference papers discussed the fact that teachers felt
challenged by Designing course activities and assignments for an international student group, for example,
the international perspectives that need to be considered (Clear, 2011; Kumi-Yeboah, 2018). One issue was
the lack of teacher training to do this, and another was the lack of knowledge about the student population
taking the course (Kumi-Yeboah, 2018). In relation to this, was the worry about student ability in
completing the assignments (Danielewicz-Betz & Kawaguchi, 2014) especially when the nature of the
activity was very complex (Kjellberg et al., 2015). Some articles suggested solutions such as finding common
ground (Danielewicz-Betz & Kawaguchi, 2014) and using examples appropriate and relevant to all students

(Hilliard, 2005).
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Moving beyond the course level, Dealing with country and university timing focused on the practicalities of
syncing between different national campuses, in terms of different schedules, deadlines, holidays and time
zones (Clear, 2011; Davison et al., 2017; Gloor et al., 2011; Raval et al., 2020; Trowbridge & Liu, 2017; Van
Petegem & Lang, 2019; Zaugg et al., 2011). In setting up virtual exchanges, Being aware of different
academic traditions reflected on aspects such as setting up agreements between universities (Hitchcock et
al., 2011), the consequences of company culture for sharing knowledge (Ayesu & Bengoa, 2020) or

different methodological approaches (Kurek & Miller-Hartmann, 2019).

Category 2: Implementing

As regards the implementation of the course, a major theme in this section was Assessing learning in the
IGW and the project. This was presented in terms of the issues in some articles and solutions in others.
Concerning issues, lecturers and students were worried about fair group assessment and unrealistic grading
e.g. excellent students being pulled down or vice versa and being able to show an individual’s true
contribution. While most lecturers felt their assessments were clear and logical, less than half of the
students agreed with this (Baker & Clark, 2010). In virtual IGW, Trowbridge and Liu (2017) pointed out the
different grading schemes in different universities. In terms of solutions, opinions were divided at times.
While Gatlin-Watts et al. (2007) suggested balancing individual control with shared objectives, Dool (2010)
proposed having a significant grade for the group assignment and only one grade for the team. Some
articles agreed on the importance of formative assessment (Yefanova et al., 2017) where Cruickshank et al.
(2012) discussed the importance of scaffolding the assignment, for example, working with drafts and Sisto
(2009) suggested more specific criteria and providing written comments in feedback to the criteria,

stressing the importance of positive feedback.

The theme, Supporting student interaction focused specifically on groups that might be disadvantaged in
some way and how to enable interaction in these cases. For example, Yefanova et al. (2017) discuss the
dilemma between encouraging international students to speak and share but at the same time, not pushing
them outside their comfort zones. Logemann et al. (2022) discuss the situation during the pandemic where
a faculty member opened their Zoom room early so that students had a chance to chat informally before
the class start. Zaugg et al. (2011) talk about accommodating different language backgrounds by, for

example, providing students with questions before class to give them a chance to prepare.

Getting-to-know-you activities, typically self-introductions, were mainly as a way for students to become
more familiar with their teams (Baker & Clark, 2010; Kumi-Yeboah, 2018), though this could also be used

with the class as a whole (Sisto, 2009).

Digital solutions for interactions discussed virtual group work and the technology teachers chose for this,
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for example, Skype, LMS and email. This was more common in the conference articles which tended to
highlight primarily practical concerns, such as accessibility to and familiarity with different technologies

(Davison et al., 2017; Hilliard, 2005).

Category 3: Reflecting

Teaching reflections both reflected back on what had been done and reflected forward for possible
adjustments. In terms of reflecting back, communication between the different groups was stressed, both
in terms of knowledge sharing but also general interaction. As regards Reflecting on student
communicating, the focus was more on issues of language proficiency and different kinds of English (Baker
& Clark, 2010; Gatlin-Watts et al., 2007; Gloor et al., 2011) though Yefanova et al. (2017) found that
teachers perceived this to be more problematic than the students in their study. As regards Reflecting on
teachers communicating, some articles emphasised the pivotal role of teacher interaction in setting up IGW
and the fact that this takes time to establish in virtual IGW (Kurek & Miiller-Hartmann, 2019; Vidovic et al.,
2021). For Reflecting on teachers and students communicating, many articles stressed the importance of
good communication routines such as weekly meetings and clear agendas (Gloor et al., 2011; Zaugg et

al.,2011).

Three themes discussed intercultural communication and differences. Intercultural student differences
emphasized the challenges of cultural differences between different nationality groups, particularly in the
areas of knowledge sharing (Ayesu & Bengoa, 2020); work focus (Ayesu & Bengoa, 2020); time
(Danielewicz-Betz & Kawaguchi, 2015; Gloor et al., 2011); direct versus indirect communication (Gloor et
al.,2011); individualistic versus collectivist cultures (Danielewicz-Betz & Kawaguchi, 2014) and problem

solving (Kjellberg et al., 2015).

The theme, Leveraging international diversity, on the other hand, discussed how to maximise the richness
of the international classroom by being aware of it (Trahar & Hyland, 2011), giving all students a chance to
participate through activities like Think-Pair-Share (Cruickshank et al., 2012) and bringing in experiences

from different countries (Hilliard, 2005).

Finally, the theme, Reflecting on intercultural learning, discussed the importance of this reflection for both
teachers and students and trying to include it in the course, with varying success (Yefanova et al., 2017). In
some examples, the reflection was positive, for example Hilliard (2005) showed that the majority of
students and staff felt that they had learnt about other cultures whereas in Trahar and Hyland (2011),
teachers problematize their own assumptions that international students should mix and learn from local

students.
Within Affective development, the main aspects mentioned are Building trust and Building motivation. In
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the former, this is emphasised when building global digital teams (Ayesu & Bengoa, 2020; Davison et al.,
2017; Gloor et al., 2011). In the latter, both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation are referred to (Ayesu &

Bengoa, 2020; Pinkelman et al., 2017).

The Behavioural adjustment of Being flexible is often mentioned in connection with virtual IGW and was
described as necessary for both teachers (Kurek & Miller-Hartmann, 2019) and students (Zaugg et al.,

2011).

Teacher improvements involved both reflecting back, stressing the need to evaluate the project (Gatlin-
Watts et al., 2007) and having clear project descriptions (Hilliard, 2005) as well as looking ahead to the

importance of shifting course design where necessary (Dossick et al., 2015; Kjellberg et al., 2015).

Teacher Challenges covered four areas: Teacher availability, Time in course, Lack of skills and Expected and
changing role. These all relate to the importance of teachers being present in the courses, teacher
commitment and training. Lack of time is an issue (Baker & Clark, 2010) as well as the challenge of
designing a curriculum when students are from diverse backgrounds (Kumi-Yeboah, 2018). As regards the
teacher role, comments involve the different roles teachers need to adopt, aside from content teacher,
such as motivator and guide (Dool, 2010; Foster et al., 2018) as well as being able to multitask (Danielewicz-

Betz & Kawaguchi, 2014).

Finally, in the theme Training the trainers, some articles highlight the fact that few teachers have been
trained to work with IGW and argue that this needs to happen if there is to be an improvement in this area

(Baker & Clark, 2010; Kumi-Yeboah, 2018).

Discussion

This scoping review aimed to investigate the existing empirical research on the teacher perspective when
working with IGW in higher education. The 36 articles included in the study focus on individual courses and
initiatives, most of them being virtual IGW. Four key areas emerge from the data: interaction, curriculum,

intercultural competence and, to a lesser extent, teacher challenges.

Interaction was a key focus in the articles, in terms of teachers’ planning, supporting and reflecting on the
student interaction and the group work. Interaction between students is generally given as one motivating
factor for carrying out group work in any form, and particularly for IGW (Jiang et al., 2023; Leask, 2009;
Riebe et al., 2016). IGW sets extra demands on the students regarding language and communication
elements (Jiang et al., 2023; Spencer-Oatey & Dauber, 2017) and therefore makes more demands on the

teacher in terms of facilitating the group work. In addition, particularly in the case of virtual IGW,
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interaction is needed between teachers in different courses, universities and countries, requiring flexibility

when dealing with different contexts and cultures.

Another key area of interest in the articles is that of the course curriculum, including the elements of
learning outcomes for group work and intercultural communication; designing course activities related to
these; and assessment of the group work. Assessment is always a challenge in group work and becomes
more complex within IGW, for example, with extra considerations around language and the level of

explicitness required (Baker & Clark, 2010; Sisto, 2009).

IGW can be one way of working towards goals of intercultural competence which was stressed as
important in some articles. Elements of intercultural competence were also discussed in the sense of being

flexible, building trust and being aware of different traditions.

Finally, while the articles tended to stress the affordances of IGW and successful strategies for working with
it, teacher challenges of facilitating IGW were also raised such as having a changing role, availability, time,

lack of skills and lack of training.

Research implications

While the articles provide some insights, our findings show generally a lack of studies on the teacher
perspective in IGW, confirming claims in previous research (Beelen, 2018; Coryell & Salcedo, 2021;
Hammond & Radjai, 2022; Zou et al., 2022). Of the 36 articles found, half were conference articles and only
ten of the 36 specifically focused on the teacher perspective. Our review shows a particular lack of research
in the teacher perspective in the following two areas: IGW on-campus and IGW from a broader,

institutional perspective.

While virtual IGW is an interesting area of research, it tends to be offered to a small minority of students at
a university, due to the challenges of syncing these activities across different institutions and with different
teachers (Kumi-Yeboah, 2018). On-campus IGW, on the other hand, has the potential for wider student
participation since it can be employed not only at a course level but also at program and even institutional
level. While most institutions have goals for internationalisation and group work, none of the articles
discuss how implementing IGW might achieve these goals. In addition, single course initiatives are
ultimately challenging to sustain, since they are dependent on individual, enthusiastic staff willing to invest
extra time and energy to carry them out. Many of the articles were positive in their presentation of IGW,
particularly virtual IGW, and a more critical perspective connected to the sustainability of such initiatives

would be helpful.

Another insight is that research on the teacher perspective in IGW is needed across a greater variety of
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regional and disciplinary contexts. Like other literature reviews, we focused on articles published in
international outlets where a small fraction was not written in English. However, it would be interesting to
investigate further if publications in other languages show different results. Given the relatively few articles
found with this scope, the implications that can be drawn are only indicative and need further

investigation.

Institutional implications: pedagogy and policy

There are several implications of this study for institutions, both for teachers and institutional managers.
Intercultural competence is an area which is increasingly important given institutional goals for working
with internationalisation and the need to integrate all students into the university environment. Our
research supports the picture that course and institutional managers need support and training in
implementing the international classroom with activities such as IGW across the institution (Jiang et al.,

2023; Riebe et al., 2016).

On an individual level, teachers could be supported in the form of training in pedagogical aspects, for
example through embedding intercultural training within teacher in-service training; providing resources
for assessing IGW; or working with an expert mentor. On an institutional level, policies or frameworks are
needed to foster more effective IGW environments, backed up with leadership support and
encouragement such as peer learning for teaching (Lauridsen & Gregersen-Hermans, 2023). In this way,

communities of practice can be created to provide additional support.

Conclusion

This scoping review has examined the existing research on teacher experience in working with IGW in
higher education and concluded that little has been done at present, especially as regards IGW on-campus.
Despite the scarcity of this research, some valuable insights emerged from our thematic analysis,
particularly from virtual IGW contexts. Teachers working in IGW place great focus on facilitating students’
interaction; developing a meaningful curriculum in terms of learning outcomes, activities and assessment;
and promoting intercultural competence. To a lesser extent, teachers also reported challenges in terms of
roles, availability, and lack of teacher training in IGW. We highlight a need for more empirical research on
the teacher experience, particularly about how IGW is implemented in on-campus courses, considering a
broader institutional and on-campus perspective. This is important not least in being able to provide
relevant support to teachers. Expanding the focus of the research on IGW to include teachers, institutions,
and contextual/regional dynamics will be beneficial for universities striving to meet goals connected to

internationalisation on-campus.
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