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ABSTRACT
While internationally there is long-standing research activity on the
effectiveness of language contacts (especially in the form of
mobility stays) at tertiary level and a number of literature
syntheses on this field have been published, research projects at
the primary and secondary level are still comparatively rare and
the results are often not published in peer-reviewed journals. This
literature review compares and systematises these works, some of
which have received little or no international attention. By
analysing and systematizing the findings, the literature review
primarily aims to identify what is known about the effectiveness
of student exchanges at these lower levels of education and
where there are research gaps and a need for future research.
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Introduction

This article offers a critical review of research on the effectiveness of student exchange
during primary and secondary school, with a focus on the European context.1 Unlike
other existing reviews in the language field, it focuses on several target variables, more
specifically linguistic gains, intercultural competence and language learning motivation.

Complementary to regular foreign language instruction, student exchange pro-
grammes (both long and short) offer an opportunity for immersion in the target language
(TL) and culture. At the tertiary level, mobility programmes are often an integral part of
the curriculum. This may be related to the fact that students at this educational stage
are more willing to leave home for a (possibly longer) period of time, stay with a host
family or at a student residence, and attend courses at a host university. At primary
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and secondary level, they are less common and less institutionalised but still a regular
phenomenon, at least in Europe.

Meanwhile, there are a number of state-of-the-art articles, literature reviews and meta-
analyses dealing with student mobility (Borràs & Llanes, 2021; Hirai, 2018; Isabelli-García
et al., 2018; Llanes, 2011; Roy et al., 2019; Tseng et al., 2024; Tullock & Ortega, 2017; Xiao,
2015; Xu, 2019; Yang, 2016). What is common to all these reviews is that most of the
treated literature focuses on tertiary level education, thus involving university students.
Younger learners are only marginally considered. To date, only the review by Borràs
and Llanes (2021) and the meta-analyses of Tseng et al. (2024) and Xu (2019) include
studies involving participants at primary or secondary school level and these studies
clearly represent a small portion of the covered literature in these reviews. If we are,
however, interested in the effects of study abroad (SA) more holistically and long-term
or for different age groups, we must also investigate SA programmes at lower educational
levels.

Further, Llanes (2011)mentions the lack of research on the effectiveness of SA from a Euro-
pean perspective, a niche in which her own research is located (cf. Llanes, 2012; Muñoz &
Llanes, 2014). Since then, research efforts in this area have increased and the SAREP (e.g.
Howard, 2019; 2020; Mitchell & Tyne, 2021), LANGSNAP (e.g. Mitchell et al., 2017), SALA
(e.g. Pérez-Vidal, 2014) and PEERLANG (e.g. Paradowski et al., 2021; Paradowski et al., 2022)
projects provide us with important insights into adult SA in Europe. What is still lacking,
though, is a synthesis of research on younger SA participants in the European context.

The current review on European SA specifically targets the under-researched popu-
lation of primary and secondary students. Unlike previous reviews, it includes literature
in languages other than English (German and French in addition to English) as well as
grey/fugitive literature in order to prevent a publication bias.

Participants

The disentanglement of students in primary and secondary education from older learners
(university students/adults) can provide new insights into the potential of student
exchange for developing language competences of young learners with low proficiency
levels. Admittedly, learners at primary and secondary school level differ from adult stu-
dents in their cognitive and emotional maturity (Kray & Schaefer, 2018; Mahatmya
et al., 2012; Weichold & Silbereisen, 2018; Zimmer-Gembeck & Collins, 2006). We may
not only assume higher self-awareness and language learning awareness amongst sec-
ondary school students, but also more independent engagement with their language
development. Further, they may be expected to consider mobility more frequently and
for longer periods of time. Learners at primary level, on the other hand, are neither
expected to engage in long exchanges involving (far) travel, nor to reflect on their
language development to the same extent. They are expected to require more coaching
and scaffolding from educators. While we acknowledge these differences in target
groups, an inclusion of both in the same review seems justified in light of the fact that
the meta-study by Tseng et al. (2024) found that age is not a significant variable in pre-
dicting learners’ linguistic gains in SA programmes. There is no a priori reason to think
that different age groups may not also equally profit interculturally or motivationally pro-
vided programmes are well-tailored to their age-specific needs. Thus, including both
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primary and secondary school levels should tell us more about SA at earlier stages of edu-
cation more generally.

Notion of student exchange

The review covers studies on a broad range of exchange programmes that bring students
from different linguistic and cultural backgrounds together, ranging from typical two-way
class exchanges or individual exchanges, to school camps, culture trips, youth encounters,
but also digital formats of exchange. We will use the umbrella term student exchange to
refer to this broad spectrum of programmes. Exchange in this sense includes all L2-related
contact activities where students are brought into contact with people from another lin-
guistic and cultural background with the aim to foster personal, cultural and/or linguistic
development irrespective of whether they actually travel and whether there are reciprocal
visits (where one student comes and another one goes). In the article we will also use the
terms SA, student mobility, and other derivations depending on what term best describes
the programme referred to.

Definition of constructs under investigation

As pointed out above, unlike most existing reviews, this literature synthesis focuses on several
target variables. In the following, we will briefly explain how we define the constructs under
investigation and elaborate on our strategy for the inclusion/exclusion of studies. In general,
we were inclusive in terms of the theoretical background and elaboration of the included
studies. We decided to include studies which themselves claim to investigate language com-
petence, language learning motivation or intercultural competence irrespective of whether
their conceptualisation matches our own understanding of these constructs in order to be
maximally comprehensive in terms of the available empirical basis and to include grey litera-
ture which tends to be under-theorised. The aim of this strategy being in particular to not
exclude potentially interesting studies that may lack detailed theoretical elaboration.

Intercultural competence (IC) is a complex and multi-layered construct. A comprehen-
sive definition that does justice to this complexity and will be used as a working definition
in this paper is the one by Deardorff (2006, p. 247) which defines intercultural competence
as ‘the ability to communicate effectively and appropriately in intercultural situations
based on one’s intercultural knowledge, skills and attitudes’. As Deardorff points out,
this definition is derived from Byram’s (1997) work on intercultural communicative com-
petence, a model that is used in a number of studies included in the review. However, the
review also includes studies based on developmental models of IC (e.g. Bennett’s (1993)
developmental model of intercultural sensitivity) or studies focusing on particular person-
ality traits that have been claimed to be part of IC, such as respect, empathy, flexibility,
curiosity, or tolerance of ambiguity (Ruben, 1976), as well as literature that does not
outline what model or concept of IC they are based on.

While there is no universally accepted definition of motivation, most motivation
researchers agree that motivation has to do with the direction and magnitude of human
behaviour. A variety of factors, such as interest, expectations, self-efficacy beliefs or perse-
verance can influence this directionality and quality. Different motivation theories and
models focus on different factors, some putting more emphasis on cognitive aspects,
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others on affective factors and yet others on behavioural factors. Once again, the current
review is comprehensive. It includes studies based on social psychological perspectives
onmotivation, such as Gardner’s (1985) socio-educational model of motivation, educational
psychological perspectives, such as self-determination theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000) or inte-
grative perspectives, such as Dörnyei’s (2009) L2 motivational self-system. However, just
as in the case of IC, the review also includes studies that do not elaborate on the motiva-
tional models underlying the study. Hence, the review covers all empirical studies that deal
with the effect of an L2 contact activity on students’ language learning motivation with or
without reference to specific theoretical models. What is not included in the review are
studies that do not focus on the motivation to learn the TL but on students’ motivation
to participate in an exchange or achieve motivation more generally.

As far as language competence is concerned, we follow the conceptualisation of the
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) (Council of Europe,
2020). The CEFR views language learners as language users and social agents. Language
use, including language learning, comprises the actions performed by persons who as indi-
viduals and as social agents develop a range of both general (e.g. knowledge of the world,
socio-cultural competence, IC) and communicative language competences (linguistic,
sociolinguistic, pragmatic and plurilingual competences) by drawing on the competences
acquired in various contexts under various conditions and activating those strategies
which seem most appropriate for carrying out the tasks to be accomplished. The language
activities that users engage in involve reception, production, interaction and mediation. In
line with this conceptualisation the current review includes studies dealing with a broad
spectrum of linguistic skills / competences at different granular levels, such as speaking
skills (including pronunciation, fluency, accuracy, complexity), writing skills (including
fluency, accuracy, complexity), interaction skills, listening skills, and pragmatic competence.

The questions we aim to answer in this review are:

(1) What empirical research has been undertaken on the impact of student exchange on
European primary and secondary school students’ language gains, language learning
motivation and intercultural competence?

(2) How effective is student exchange in primary and secondary schools with respect to
the development of
a. language competence
b. language learning motivation
c. intercultural competence

Method

Study selection criteria

As pointed out above, the present review focuses on student exchange in primary and
secondary school education in Europe. Studies dealing with tertiary level students have
explicitly been excluded as the state of research for this level of education is well docu-
mented in previous literature reviews (e.g. Isabelli-García et al., 2018; Roy et al., 2019).
To further limit the scope of the review, studies published before 1990 have been
excluded. This cut-off has been chosen as (a) there has been little systematic research
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on student exchange before 1990 (b) existing literature before 1990 mainly consists of
field reports (see Ferguson in Freed, 1995) and (c) the 1990s marked the beginning of
European educational cooperation initiatives fostering transnational collaboration and
exchange (e.g. Socrates, Leonardo, Comenius). To limit publication bias, the current
review includes fugitive literature (e.g. research reports) as suggested by Norris and
Ortega (2000). This ‘fugitive’ literature is expected to be important, as many evaluations
of exchange projects culminated in unpublished research reports written for third-party
funders rather than being published in scientific journals. Furthermore, there is a ten-
dency not to publish project findings that produce non-significant or counterintuitive
results, the ‘file-drawer’ problem (Rosenthal, 1979 in Norris & Ortega, 2000). In addition,
the present review includes literature in languages other than English, specifically
German and French. The decision to review studies written in German and French, in
addition to English (the preferred language for scientific publication), was based on the
researchers’ mastery thereof and the status of German and French as target languages
in the field. English, German, and French are not only the chosen languages of publi-
cation, but they also reflect the most represented target languages amongst the ident-
ified literature. We see this as a first step in including languages other than English and
encourage other researchers to expand the scope and review literature in further
languages that we were unable to include. The review only includes empirical studies
with primary data; accordingly, meta-studies and review articles are not considered.

The inclusion criteria for the selection of publications in this review were the following:

Inclusion criteria
School level.

. Compulsory schooling (primary and lower secondary)

. Upper secondary level (vocational and general education)

Geographical.

. Europe (incl. participants from Europe studying abroad in non-European countries)2

Timeframe.

. Publications from 1990 onwards

Type of literature.

. Journal articles (with and without peer review)

. Monographs

. Book chapters

. Grey/fugitive literature (e.g. research reports, master theses, unpublished dissertations)

Target variables.

. Language competence

. Intercultural competence

. Language learning motivation
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Studies were excluded if they met one or more of the following exclusion criteria:

Exclusion criteria
School level/ school.

. Tertiary level (college and university)

. Studies focusing solely on teachers

Geographical.

. Studies with non-European participants (incl. those with Europe as target country)

Type of literature.

. Studies from before 1990

. Meta-studies, review articles

Target variables.

. Studies in which language learning is not an issue (youth encounters without language
learning, e.g. studies on international youth (social) work)

. Studies on the effects of SA on personality traits (e.g. self-confidence, self-efficacy)

Languages.

. Publications in languages other than English, German and French

Search process

In order to accumulate insights based on all relevant research that has been undertaken,
the review includes qualitative, quantitative as well as mixed-method studies. Further, as
our topic of interest is likely not to be confined to a specific academic discipline or a single
database, we followed the recommendation to look for studies in various sources (Gough
et al., 2017). The following five databases were searched: Bibliographie Linguistischer Lit-
eratur Datenbank (BLLDB), Education Resources Information Center (ERIC), JSTOR, Modern
Language Association Bibliography (MLA) and Web of Science. In addition, we searched
for literature on Google Scholar and conducted a general web search in order not to
miss informal or grey literature. For both these latter searches, sighting of the results
was limited to the first four pages of hits (approx. 40-60 hits per search term) as the rel-
evance of the results strongly decreased (e.g. advertisements instead of articles) and there
was a strong overlap of results due to the thematically related search prompts.

Relevant studies were identified by searching for the following predefined keywords:

German: Sprachaustausch, Mobilität, Sprachbegegnungen, Jugendbegegnungen, Jugen-
daustausch, Schüleraustausch, Sprachkontakte
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French: rencontres linguistiques, rencontres internationales, rencontres interculturelles,
échange linguistique, échange interculturel, mobilité

English: study abroad, mobility, linguistic exchange, language exchange, exchange activi-
ties, student exchange, intercultural encounters

The search process was refined by adding boolean operators if a search term yielded
more than 300 hits (e.g. mobility AND language learning), by using combinations of terms
like ‘study abroad’ or ‘foreign language’ in inverted commas or linking terms with the
logical connection ‘and’ by searching both with and without truncation, (e.g. foreign*
language*).

During the search process a first screening of the identified items was carried out on
the basis of the title and abstract and only studies which fit the above-mentioned
inclusion criteria were taken up in the preliminary corpus. Thus, in total 4996 hits (3699
in English, 742 in French, 555 in German) were reduced to 159 relevant research
papers (113 in English, 18 in French, 28 in German) which met our inclusion criteria. Of
these, 20 were duplicates, so that 139 publications were entered in an Endnote-database
for further inspection and classification.

All 139 studies were retrieved from accessible libraries on- and offline, via web
searches, orders from libraries or direct contact with the authors to be read in their
entirety. The detailed reading of the texts revealed that another 79 texts did not meet
the inclusion criteria. Most often, the sample criteria were not met because participants
in the programmes were either too old or from outside Europe. In addition, identified
publications were often not empirical studies with their own data, but e.g. project
reports without data or meta-analyses and reviews. In some cases, it only became clear
during reading the text that the research focus was on a type of exchange not considered
in this review since it is not related to language learning in the school context (e.g. youth
work). This process resulted in 60 publications which were subjected to an in-depth
content analysis using the MAXQDA software (Figure 1).

Coding characteristics

After the identification of relevant publications, these were coded and classified with
reference to the following four dimensions using MAXQDA.

(1) characteristics of the studies (e.g. publication type, language of publication, peer-
review status)

(2) characteristics of participants and programmes (age, first language(s), target
language, educational level, exchange format, duration, etc.)

(3) the methodology of the research in order to assess the quality and relevance of the
studies (e.g. quantitative, qualitative, mixed-method, target variables, sample size,
sampling technique, randomisation)

(4) the findings in order to integrate and synthesise the results.

In a first step, four project collaborators coded two publications each to assess the
feasibility and comprehensiveness of the coding scheme. Based on this trial stage,
some codes were added, and some codes were refined. The full coding scheme can be
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found in Table A1 in the appendix. While some variables (e.g. publication type, edu-
cational level) were entered into a variable matrix in MAXQDA (using values as in statisti-
cal programmes), most variables consisted of free text coding (e.g. summaries of the
findings, procedure, etc.).

Results

Mapping of empirical research on the impact of student exchange on European
primary and secondary school students’ language gains, language learning
motivation and intercultural competence? (RQ 1)

The sections below will outline relevant characteristics of the included studies with refer-
ence to the participants and types of programmes involved.

Participants
The reported age of the participants was very broad. In 35 studies the reported age of the
participants ranged from 9 to 20 years. In 12 studies different age groups including adults

Figure 1. Flow diagram of review process.
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(max. age 54) were compared. In an additional 13 studies, information concerning the par-
ticipants’ age was missing. As studies in tertiary education (college and university) were
excluded, academic status ranged from primary (21 studies) to lower secondary (23
studies) to upper secondary in either general (21) and/or vocational (7) education.

A variety of participants’ first languages were mentioned across the studies. German
was the most frequently mentioned first language (36), followed by French (24),
Spanish (15), and Catalan (10). English, on the other hand, was much more often the
target language than the students’ first language and was only mentioned as an L1
eight times. Both Italian and Dutch were mentioned three times as participants’ first
language.

With regard to the target language examined in the studies, English was mentioned
most frequently (31), followed by German (27) and French (26). Italian and Spanish
were both mentioned three times. Other languages were mentioned in six studies,
including Danish, Dutch, Flemish, Polish, and Portuguese. Additionally, in four publi-
cations target languages were defined as ‘various’, especially in studies targeted at
the evaluation of large exchange programmes including different participants learning
different target languages. More than one target language could be mentioned per
study (Table 1).

Given the focus of the review on Europe, it is not overly surprising that most of the
target countries are also in Europe: Eighteen studies refer to Switzerland, 18 to
Germany, 15 to France and 12 to England as the target country. Other European countries
were mentioned either specifically or as various in 26 studies. The USA and Canada are
mentioned in 10 studies. Here, too, multiple mentions are possible. It is important to
note that not all studies provide a full list of target countries.

Exchange settings
Regarding the exchange setting, most studies investigated a face-to-face setting (42), in
nine studies it was a virtual exchange and in another nine studies it was mixed combining
face-to-face and virtual elements. Most studies (24) dealt with individual programmes, fol-
lowed by studies investigating whole class programmes (22) or rotational programmes
(5). In eight studies, the exchange format was identified as ‘other/ diverse’ and in one
study as missing.

The duration of the exchange also varied greatly across the publications, from half a
day to 18 months. However, most exchanges varied between 1 week and three

Table 1. Frequency of target languages mentioned in the publications.
Target language Frequency

English 31
German 27
French 26
Italian 3
Spanish 3
Polish 2
Danish 1
Dutch 1
Flemish 1
Portuguese 1
various 4
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months, with a tendency for longer durations for older participants. This was especially
true for durations of half a year or longer. In three overview studies, the duration was
hard to classify, as it encompassed exchanges from one week to several months. The
information on the duration was missing in the remaining seven studies.

In 32 studies, the sojourn was embedded in the curriculum, e.g. including sched-
uled preparation and follow-up activities. In these cases, the L2 contact activity
usually took place in a school setting and was accompanied by teachers. In four
studies it could be concluded from the description that no such embedding took
place. As the description of the embedding into curriculum was not mentioned in
24 cases, it is not possible to compare the effectiveness of settings with and
without curricular embedding.

Target variables
The present review covers studies looking at the development of language competences,
IC or language learning motivation in relation with student exchange. Of the 60 publi-
cations identified, 31 studies look at language competence, but only in 19 of these was
there specific evidence of its measurement. Motivation was looked at in 13 studies and
IC in 35 studies. It is important to note that the type of assessment of these variables
ranged from individual items in a questionnaire or individual interview questions to com-
plete and refined measurement instruments. Figure 2 provides an overview of the
number of studies looking at each of the three target variables at the three educational
levels considered.

Quality criteria
The methodological rigour of the studies was assessed on the basis of three features of
the study design which are relevant for studies investigating the effectiveness of pro-
grammes: randomised sampling, pretest/posttest design and the inclusion of a control
group. It should be noted that these are mainly quality features for quantitative

Figure 2. Frequency of target variables in the publications by educational status.
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studies. None of the included studies fulfilled all of these criteria. However, 33 studies
had a pretest/posttest design, of which 16 studies also included a control group. In 4
publications a control group, but no pretest/posttest design was identifiable. 23
studies could not be classified according to these characteristics, of which four studies
were quantitative, eight qualitative, one was not defined and 10 were of a mixed-
methods design. Finally, 26 publications were identified featuring another quality cri-
terion: purposeful sampling, where some thought and effort was invested in the recruit-
ing and make-up of the sample (two qualitative, eleven mixed methods, and 13
quantitative publications).

Methodology
All research papers in this review involve the collection and analysis of data. Twenty-one
of the studies considered include a quantitative design, 10 are qualitative but most
studies use a mixed-methods approach (26). In three studies, the type of data collection
or evaluation could not be clearly identified. This may be partly related to the categoris-
ation of information density according to which 4 publications were classified as ‘deficient
/ not intersubjectively verifiable’ and 16 studies lacked at least some information necess-
ary for intersubjective verification.

Effectiveness of student exchange for the development of language
competences (RQ 2a)

The following section focuses on the various aspects of language competence which were
researched in the identified studies. For the present discussion, these studies are grouped
according to the following competence areas: global proficiency, oral proficiency, and
written language skills. Many studies focused on more than one competence area and
are thus included in different sections. In line with earlier findings, oral competences
received the most attention, as this is seen as the area in which participants make the
most progress during a stay abroad (cf. Llanes, 2011). Also, improving one’s oral compe-
tences seems to be a main motivation for students to go abroad in the first place (cf. Allen,
2010). The studies included on L2 oral production commonly focus on such aspects as
fluency, accuracy (e.g. grammatical accuracy) and (syntactic) complexity, as well as
specific pragmatic skills such as correction and self-correction, requesting and mitigating
strategies. Amongst the pool of studies, only Llanes (2016) and Muñoz and Llanes (2014)
examine foreign language pronunciation and the impact of learning context and age on
learners’ degree of foreign accent. The results confirm the superiority of an SA context
over an at-home context regarding L2 pronunciation development with medium3

effect sizes.

Global proficiency
There are a number of studies that examine students’ linguistic progress by means of self-
reports (cf. Bachner & Zeutschel, 1994; Braun & Höchle, 2006; Höchle Meier, 2014; Ilg &
Dubiski, 2015; Vatter et al., 2011; Weis et al., 2013). While these studies do not provide sys-
tematic, quantitative analyses of participants’ linguistic progress, they shed light on stu-
dents’ and often hosts’ or organisers’ (e.g. Ilg & Dubiski, 2015) personal perception of the
participants’ language competence development. In the above-mentioned studies, most
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students reported on the benefits of a language stay for the development of their TL com-
petences (for an exception see Schulze (2010)).

Amongst the studies in the database, there is only one examining global proficiency
using language tests. It is the longitudinal intervention study (N = 392) by Heinzmann,
Paul, et al. (2022) which compared general language competence, speaking and
writing skills (see below) of a group of primary school children participating in a
student exchange with those of a control group. The intervention included two physical
reunions with the partner class and preparatory and follow-up activities. General
language proficiency was measured by means of a C-Test before and after the interven-
tion. Results show that the intervention had a positive impact on the pupils’ general
language competence with a medium effect size even though the physical reunions
were very short (2 days each).

Oral competences: speaking & listening
As mentioned above, oral competences are the most frequently investigated language
skills in the SA literature. Several studies by Llanes and colleagues investigate the devel-
opment of oral production during SA, including such aspects as fluency, lexical richness,
grammatical complexity and grammatical accuracy (cf. e.g. Llanes, 2012; Llanes et al.,
2018; Llanes & Munoz, 2009 Serrano & Llanes, 2015). The studies collectively show a
benefit of a stay abroad for L2 oral development with effects ranging from small to
large. Moreover, they consider further factors such as age of participants and differing
proficiency levels, language learning aptitude and amount of classroom instruction, or
length of the stay abroad, which may potentially have an influence on the language learn-
ing experience.

In their 2009 study, Llanes and Muñoz studied the effect of a short stay abroad (3–4
weeks) on lower and upper secondary students’ (N = 24) language competence gains,
specifically oral fluency and accuracy, and listening comprehension. They were interested
in the effect of the participants’ age, pre-departure proficiency level, length of stay, and
length of previous stays abroad. Their results showed that participants who stayed for
four weeks benefited more than those who were abroad for three weeks, supporting
the argument that the length of the stay abroad plays a role with regard to language
improvement. Also, they found positive effects of the stay abroad on oral fluency and lis-
tening comprehension. This study did not include a control group, thus, preventing con-
clusions about the superiority of a SA context over a classroom context.

To address this pitfall, a number of studies explore the impact of instruction, for
example by including an ‘at-home’ control group which may receive regular or intensive
classroom instruction in the target language but lacks the immersion experience (cf.
Evans & Fisher, 2005; Heinzmann, Paul, et al., 2022; Llanes & Munoz, 2013; Llanes &
Serrano, 2017; Serrano et al., 2016). These studies suggest that the SA context is more ben-
eficial for the improvement of learners’ oral competences than the at-home setting, even
though an intensive course at home can be almost as effective as a SA context as the
study by Serrano et al. (2016) demonstrates. In their comparative study of explicit
grammar knowledge, knowledge of formulaic sequences, and oral production skills of
SA learners on the one hand and at-home learners in an intensive course on the other
hand, they only found a small effect of SA vis à vis the intensive course.
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Llanes and Munoz (2013) provide a comparative analysis of the SA vs. at-home context
across two age groups (children vs. adults) with regards to oral and written competences
in English (N = 139). The results show the SA children’s faster development in oral skills,
which according to the study authors could be explained by amount, type and quality
of L2 contact, as well as amount of instruction received. Another possible explanation
for the faster development of the children’s oral proficiencies, not mentioned by the
authors, is the lower starting proficiency of the these. Moreover, results show that SA par-
ticipants surpass at-home learners with the effect of the SA context being medium. This
effect too may also be explained by exposure intensity and amount of input received. SA
participants were exposed to the foreign language more, and more intensively, than their
at-home peers (Llanes & Munoz, 2013).

That intensity and amount of exposure and interaction importantly affect the effective-
ness of a stay abroad is underscored by the study by Sauer and Ellis (2019) which provides a
quantitative and qualitative account of two German-speaking adolescent learners’ experi-
ences during a 5.5 month stay abroad in New Zealand. Findings showed that opportunities
for L2 engagement varied considerably with context – some supporting and others restrict-
ing interaction. Especially the presence of co-nationals impeded L2 interaction and required
the students themselves to seek out opportunities to use the target language. Also, the two
students’ L2 development was not linear, but rather measures tended to fluctuate through-
out the stay, a finding which points to the limitations of pretest/posttest methodologies
and argues for dense data collection procedures.

The 2012 study by Llanes includes the same children’s cohort as Llanes and Munoz
(2013) and is rather unique as it presents one of the few studies investigating long-
term effects of stay abroad experiences on children, in this case 11-year-old bilingual
Catalan / Spanish learners of English (N = 16). The study design included a pretest (one
week prior), posttest (one week after) and delayed posttest (one year after the students’
stay abroad in Ireland). The language measure included oral fluency, lexical and syntactic
complexity, accuracy and written fluency. The findings showed large effects of the stay
abroad on all oral measures. Regarding the long-term effect of the stay abroad,
findings suggest that the L2 gains obtained during a SA experience are indeed long
lasting with effects still being large for some measures and moderate or small for
others. Due to the rather small sample size (9 participants abroad, 7 participants at
home), the results are not generalisable. On the other hand, the fact that significant differ-
ences and large effect sizes were found in such a small sample suggests that SA has a size-
able impact on oral skills even long-term.

Among the studies including a comparison group, the intervention study by Heinz-
mann, Paul, et al. (2022) comprises the largest sample (N = 392). It suggests that even
very short student encounters at primary school level with beginners have the potential
to spur language development in terms of speaking skills if they are didactically well
embedded as it found a significant effect of the exchange on speaking skills. Given the
very short duration of the face-to-face encounters it is not surprising that the effect
was small though.

Among the identified studies there are only three studies targeting listening all of
which testify to positive effects (Evans & Fisher, 2005; Hodel et al., 2006; Llanes &
Munoz, 2009). One of those three studies (Evans & Fisher, 2005) also reported effect
sizes and reports large effects of a short stay on listening skills.
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Pragmatics
The studies focusing on the development of pragmatic competence examine frequent
communication strategies such as making requests, using direct vs. indirect speech
acts, and mitigation (cf. Montero et al., 2017; Sell et al., 2019). Montero et al. (2017) for
example, researched study abroad students’ (N = 95) development of communication
strategies in the foreign language. Their dataset included four groups of participants,
two groups of Spanish children aged 10–11 and two groups of Spanish adults aged
19–33. The study included a control group of children and adults staying at home, attend-
ing their usual school or university in Spain. The findings suggest that the SA context has a
significant and large impact on the use of communication strategies of the children. SA
children developed significantly more effective communicative strategies than their
stay-at-home counterparts after their three-month programme. They also considerably
reduced their use of L1-based strategies. The results also suggest that SA is particularly
advantageous for children as they made more progress than adults. At the pretest, signifi-
cant differences were found between children’s and adults’ use of communication strat-
egies. Adults had higher effectiveness scores and lower L1-based communication
strategies. At the posttest, SA children’s scores were close to those of the adults. Contrary
to the outcome for children, the results for adults do not show a clear advantage for the
SA context. While not finding changes with regards to functional categories of SA stu-
dents in terms of realisation of requests, Sell et al. (2019) found a significant overall
improvement with a large effect size regarding lexical choices of SA students with
lexical choices becoming more similar to those of the target community.

Writing skills
There are only a few studies examining the effect of student exchange on writing compe-
tencies of younger learners. While some studies on L2 writing skills report on a significant
improvement of written competences after a stay abroad (cf. Evans & Fisher, 2005; Llanes
et al., 2018) or after an E-Mail exchange (Massler, 2008; Schenker, 2012) with effects
ranging from small to large, other studies show no superior effect of a sojourn over the
at-home experience on writing skills (cf. Llanes, 2012; Llanes & Munoz, 2013; Llanes &
Serrano, 2017). One study reports mixed findings with no effect on task completion but
a small positive effect on lexical diversity in writing (Heinzmann, Paul, et al., 2022).

Llanes and Munoz (2013) show that the SA environment appears to particularly enhance
children’s oral skills, while the at-home context appears to promote the advancement of
writing skills in adults, even though effect sizes of the age-context interaction are small.
According to the authors, the length of the stay abroad, two months, may not have
been sufficient for gains in L2 writing development to occur, whereas they seem to be
enough for oral gains.

Effectiveness of student exchange for the development of language learning
motivation (RQ 2b)

There are far fewer studies investigating the effects of student exchange on language
learners’ motivation than those dealing with its effects on IC and language competence.
The identified publications reporting on the development of language learning motiv-
ation used either purely quantitative methods or mixed methods. The comparability of
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the study results proved difficult as most researchers do not specify which theoretical con-
cepts they draw on and how they operationalise the construct ‘language learning motiv-
ation’ (for exceptions, see Heinzmann et al., 2014; Heinzmann, Hilbe, et al., 2022; Paul-
Frischknecht & Aguirre, 2014; Salzmann, 2022; Schmid, 2008).

Primary school
At primary school level, two comparable Swiss intervention studies (Heinzmann, Hilbe,
et al., 2022; Paul-Frischknecht & Aguirre, 2014) have shown that short-term exchange pro-
grammes consisting of short face-to-face encounters (1–2 days) embedded in preparatory
and follow-up lessons containing remote, asynchronous contact activities (such as writing
letters) do not significantly increase pupils’ motivation to learn the target language. In
both these intervention studies conducted with 5th and 6th graders in German- and
French-speaking Switzerland (four classes in Paul-Frischknecht and Aguirre (2014) and
392 pupils in Heinzmann, Hilbe, et al. (2022)), the pupils were motivated to learn the
foreign language already at the beginning of the exchange with no significant impact
on motivation as measured after the exchange.

Salzmann (2022) reports more encouraging results in another intervention study (N =
277) in Switzerland where the motivational development of the intervention group was
slightly more positive than that of the control group. Since no significance tests were
run, we do not know whether the modest differences found in the development of the
two groups are significant, however. Results from Pelz’s (1999) evaluation study con-
ducted with 600 classes in Germany and France showed that according to the teachers,
multiple whole-class personal encounters do neither lastingly increase the motivation
of the pupils to learn the foreign language nor their interest in the neighbouring
country. Analogous to the other studies at primary level, the encounters in Pelz’ study
were very short (1/2 or 1 day), with only some teachers organising one-week exchanges
or several encounters during the year. In contrast to Paul-Frischknecht and Aguirre’s
(2014) and Heinzmann, Hilbe, et al.’s (2022) studies, Pelz’ (1999) study did not involve a
control group. Despite this methodological limitation, her results largely confirm those
of the quasi-experimental studies.

Two studies focusing on the impact of online exchange formats found that no ground-
breaking improvement can be expected through the use of technologies alone. Jauregi
and Melchor-Couto (2018) investigated a two-month-long telecollaboration project
between secondary school learners of Spanish in the Netherlands and primary school lear-
ners of English in Spain (N = 39). The results showed that the Spanish learners of English
perceived the exchange to be muchmore useful and their attitudes towards communicat-
ing in English were more positive. The authors report that the two teachers involved in the
project differed in the way they implemented the project and the amount of guidance
they offered with the Dutch teacher offering less guidance or scaffolding. On the other
hand, they stress that the age difference between the groups was not an issue according
to self-reports of the participants. The authors concluded that the Dutch learners might
have needed further guidance and monitoring to fully benefit from the exchange,
which points to the crucial role of the teacher for exchange activities at lower levels of
education. The authors still conclude that their study shows the value of telecollaboration
projects across school levels. In Botturi et al.’s (2018) study conducted in three Swiss
language regions, the interviewed teachers reported that a one-year-programme
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(whole-class virtual and face-to-face exchange) motivated their 4th to 6th grade pupils (N
= 113) to learn the foreign language. In contrast, the quantitative student survey data
showed significant variation across classes in terms of motivational development. While
the motivation to learn the foreign language increased in some classes, it remained
stable in others and even decreased in most of them. Overall, girls, pupils in the
French- and Italian-speaking regions of Switzerland, pupils with multilingual backgrounds
and those who had already spent a prolonged stay in the L2 region were significantly
more motivated. The authors conclude that negative motivational development seems
to be triggered by a generally negative attitude towards foreign languages, the perceived
complexity of the foreign language or a preference for English over other foreign
languages, a preference that was evident in the German-speaking classes but not the
French- or Italian-speaking classes. Overall, their data suggest that the value of technol-
ogy-enhanced exchange formats depends on a variety of contextual elements, e.g. atti-
tude towards foreign languages, previous experiences in a different linguistic region as
well as the teacher.

Lower secondary school
At lower secondary school level, Schmid (2008) investigated two classes (N = 18) that par-
ticipated in a one-week face-to-face exchange. Similar to the results reported for primary
school level, the short-term exchange did not necessarily lead to an increase in general
language learning motivation. The only motivational aspect that profited from the
exchange was the motivation to speak the language. Baenziger (2012) conducted a com-
parable study with two lower secondary classes (N = 22) from the French-speaking and
German-speaking regions of Switzerland, respectively. The student questionnaire
yielded mixed results regarding the impact of the one-week face-to-face exchange on
language learning motivation. Answers to one item with regards to motivation4

suggested no significant impact on the French-speaking students’ motivation to learn
German while another question5 pointed to a slight increase in German language learning
motivation as two thirds of the students felt they were more motivated after the
exchange. The large-scale cross-sectional Swiss survey study by Braun and Höchle
(2006) also yielded mixed findings as somewhat less than 50% of the students (N =
2,100) reported an increased interest in the TL after the exchange. Given the small
sample in two of the three studies, the general lack of a control group and the purely
descriptive statistics at item-level, the results of these studies need to be interpreted
with caution, however.

Upper secondary school
At upper secondary school level exchange activities seem to have a greater potential to
positively affect learners’ language learning motivation. Heinzmann et al.’s (2014) quasi-
experimental study (N = 540) investigated a range of L2 contact activities, including
language stays, student exchanges, internships etc., at Swiss upper secondary schools.
The results showed that these immersion activities have a positive impact on adolescents’
language learning motivation both short term and longer term (three months after
return). In Hodel (2004), students (N = 50) report that their motivation to learn French
after a stay abroad was higher than before. Ilg and Dubiski (2015) conducted a large-
scale survey among secondary and upper secondary school students living in Germany,
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Poland, France and other non-specified European countries (N = 5,206) who participated
in face-to-face youth exchanges lasting between four days and three weeks. Question-
naire answers showed that 77% of the participants were more motivated to learn the
foreign language after the exchange.

Effectiveness of student exchange for the development of intercultural
competence (RQ 2c)

Another frequently investigated area in studies dealing with the impact of student
exchange on primary and secondary school students is the development of IC. The ident-
ified studies employ a range of different constructs or operationalizations of IC or do not
elaborate on the construct employed at all, which makes it difficult to compare findings
across studies.

Primary school
At primary school level only three quantitative studies could be identified, two of them
with a pretest/posttest design but lacking a control group (Botturi et al., 2018; Krok
et al., 2010) and one study with a control group but lacking a pretest (Alcaraz-Mármol,
2020). Despite lacking a methodological design allowing robust conclusions to be
drawn regarding the effectiveness of student exchange, these studies can provide us
with tentative evidence.

Of these three studies, the study by Alcaraz-Mármol (2020) which compared the self-
reported IC of primary school children participating in a virtual telecollaboration
through E-twinning with that of a control group (N = 38) is the only study pointing to a
positive effect of the exchange experience. In their study, the experimental group had
a statistically higher self-reported IC than the control group. Given the fact that no
pretest of the intercultural competences of the two groups was administered before
the exchange, these results can hardly be considered generalisable. Botturi et al.’s
(2018) study (N = 113) deals with the effects of a hybrid exchange format between
partner classes from different linguistic regions of Switzerland. The study mainly
focuses on the motivational and linguistic effects of this programme but also touches
on IC. The results pertaining to IC are presented in terms of two items only,6 which
makes it difficult to draw reliable conclusions. The findings indicate that there is consider-
able variation among classes in terms of IC, and, overall, there is no clear trend of students
becoming more proficient in this aspect.

The rather disappointing or at best variable outcomes in terms of intercultural learn-
ing in online exchange settings and the importance of the teacher in this respect also
emerge in a qualitative study at primary school level. Piipponen and Karlsson (2019),
investigating a seven-week virtual storycrafting exchange between Finnish and Scottish
primary school pupils, identified both sensitive (framed as interculturally competent) and
defensive responses to stories of the partner class, while the former prevailed. Their
analysis also revealed that the role the teacher took on during the storycrafting sessions
had an impact on how the intercultural encounters unfolded. They conclude that the
exchange setting has potential for intercultural learning but can only unfold this poten-
tial if the teacher creates a participatory space enticing non-judgmental intercultural
encounters.
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That face-to-face exchange formats are not necessarily more effective for intercultural
learning at primary school level is suggested by Krok et al.’s (2010) longitudinal study (N =
75) comprising a pretest, posttest and delayed posttest but no control group. The study
investigated face-to-face encounters lasting between 6-28 days of German children with
children from other countries without the explicit aim of language learning with rather
discouraging findings. Forty one percent of the children reported not wanting any
contact with children from abroad at the end of the encounter and only one fifth of all
respondents were still in contact with at least one child from another country after return-
ing to their everyday lives. The authors conclude that intercultural learning is a long
process and that not all learning experiences are sustainable. Importantly, Krok et al.’s
(2010) study identified different learning trajectories. The data suggests that children
who have more resources (broader range of experiences and foreign language skills)
because of their age, experiences and attitudes, interact and learn more successfully in
intercultural encounters. The findings by Krok et al. (2010), thus, once again point to
the importance of careful planning of intercultural encounters and careful guidance
and scaffolding of the learning process.

Pelz’ (1999) large-scale mixed-method evaluation of an exchange programme between
primary school children from neighbouring areas in Germany and France (600 classes)
also found it to be rather ineffective for intercultural learning. Despite personal encoun-
ters, the programme did not manage to establish a stronger connection to the other
language region beyond the encounters. Even though this study boasts a large sample
and a triangulation of methods, a lot of the data is not systematically analysed. Further-
more, the study lacks a pretest or a control group for which reason its results have to be
interpreted with caution.

Lower secondary school
At lower secondary school level there are only a few studies looking at intercultural learn-
ing in a student exchange setting and the results of these few studies, none of which are
(quasi-) experimental studies with a control group, are inconclusive.

Ilg and Dubiski’s (2015), Massler’s (2008), Schulze’s (2010) and Vatter et al.’s (2011)
studies all report rather disappointing results in terms of intercultural development.
Vatter et al. (2011) for example, examined organisers’ and participants’ views and opinions
on a 2-4-week long interregional exchange between individual students from Germany
and individual exchange partners in France, Luxembourg or Belgium by means of a
survey after the exchange. The survey results demonstrate that the goal of intercultural
learning only seems to be attained by part of the students as there were different devel-
opmental trajectories in terms of IC. While certain students mentioned experiencing
heightened tolerance and openness, reflecting on and partially dismantling their stereo-
types, other students’ comments indicate that existing stereotypes were reinforced or
new ones developed, leading to an increased sense of intolerance. The authors indicate
the age of the students, difficult relationships with exchange partners and lack of prep-
aration as well as of support during the exchange and follow-up reflections as possible
reasons why some students did not benefit.

Unlike Vatter et al. (2011), Schulze’s (2010) panel study (N = 79) employed a pretest/
posttest design and, hence, was able to analyse actual change. Given that no control
group was involved, it cannot be ascertained whether identified changes are attributable
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to the exchange programme, however. As the exchange programme in Schulze’s study was
very short, consisting of a 7-day excursion of German secondary students to Great Britain
with accommodation in host families, it is at least likely that changes identified in such a
short time span are attributable to the exchange. This study differs from most of the
other studies cited here in that it examines the effect of a school trip rather than a
classic student exchange and that the students involved were not in contact with students
their age from the host country (except possibly in the host family). The results of Schulze’s
study regarding intercultural learning are also mixed. Overall, both students and accompa-
nying teachers felt that the trip was successful with regard to broadened cultural knowl-
edge, stronger linguistic motivation and rising interest. But the data also showed that
not all students profited equally. Depending on the age of the students, the excursion
had a differential effect on stereotyping. While it was able to at least partially correct stereo-
types in the older students, these were built up in the younger ones, a finding that ties in
with those of Vatter et al. (2011). Similar to Vatter et al., Schulze argues that intensive prep-
aration and follow-up work on school stays abroad is essential for successful intercultural
learning. Indeed, the participants in his study reported not having felt optimally prepared
for the trip. Furthermore, they lamented the lack of contact with locals their age. Schulze
(2010) concludes that accommodation in host families is not necessarily sufficient for
immersion in the local culture. Rather, he argues, to give the students a better insight
into the everyday life of the target culture, the classic student exchange, in which the stu-
dents also come into contact with their peers and their living environment, is best suited.

Two more small-scale studies reporting on the impact of a student exchange at lower
secondary school level with more encouraging findings are the studies by Gautschi (2019)
and Vasbø (2013). Gautschi (2019) reports on the effect of a 10-day exchange between
students from the German- and French-speaking part of Switzerland (N = 12). The
results of participant questionnaires and close interviews with 4 students show that the
language exchange had a positive effect on the intercultural competences of all students
even though the amount of change is dependent on the duration of the exchange.
Vasbø’s (2013) small-scale ethnographic study (n = 6) using interviews and participant
observation does not provide sufficient information on the exchange programme and
the data collection to make it intersubjectively verifiable. Nonetheless, it is worth men-
tioning as it deals with a very particular and interesting student population, namely
potential school dropouts. Six potential Norwegian school dropouts participated in a
face-to-face exchange with Brazilian youth. The findings suggest that these youth
encounters provided a positive learning experience for these potential school dropouts
and an effective learning context for the development of social, communicative and cul-
tural knowledge and skills needed to live together in a multicultural and complex world.

In addition to the above-mentioned studies examining face-to-face encounters, the
studies by Jauregi (2015) and Kohn and Hoffstaedter (2017), which are both based on
the TILA project (Telecollaboration for Intercultural Language Acquisition) as well as
the studies by Massler (2008) and Preiser (2015) focus on the display of intercultural com-
municative competence/effectiveness in telecollaboration projects at the lower second-
ary school level.

Massler (2008) and Preiser (2015) both reported rather disappointing results in terms of
intercultural development in their qualitative studies of a virtual exchange. On the basis of
website posts, lesson observations, student questionnaires and interviews, Preiser (2015)

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF MULTILINGUALISM 19



found the online exchange to offer little opportunity for substantial intercultural learning,
even though students were friendly with each other and interested in one another. Inter-
cultural learning remained at a superficial level with students mainly discovering visible
aspects of culture but not dealing with invisible aspects. In the study by Massler (2008)
most students did not establish meaningful and lasting social rapport. None of the stu-
dents kept in touch after the project, and the students reported that they did not perceive
the exchange as a meaningful encounter. Among the implications for further such pro-
jects, both Massler (2008) and Preiser (2015) highlight the importance of the teacher
for more profound learning to happen. Teachers should be familiar with project-oriented
work and familiarise students with it. They should actively encourage and monitor the cre-
ation and maintenance of rapport, they should identify dysfunctional communication and
intervene early on, and sensitise students about the pitfalls of online interaction (such as
lack of social presence). Furthermore, both Massler (2008) and Preiser (2015) advocate
including a face-to-face encounter in virtual exchange projects. In addition, Massler
(2008) suggests carrying out such projects with more advanced and older learners
instead.

Due to the lack of (a) an experimental design and (b) a longitudinal analysis, the study
by Kohn and Hoffstaedter (2017) cannot inform us about the effectiveness of such virtual
projects for the development of intercultural communicative competence. What it does
show, however, is that students exhibit IC in their virtual conversations through
expressions of empathy, encouragement and face-saving conversational moves. As the
authors point out, most conversation partners succeeded in creating a comforting atmos-
phere of high rapport quite in contrast to the findings by Massler (2008). With regards to
interactional partners, students reported feelings of insecurity and anxiety when commu-
nicating with native speakers. In contrast, they felt more at ease when communicating
with other non-native speakers, a finding which demonstrates the potential of lingua
franca telecollaboration for improving functional communicative competence, text and
media competence.

Jauregi (2015) also stresses that, overall, a cooperative communication attitude pre-
vailed in the exchanges analysed. While it does not become clear from the publication
whether the study employed a pretest/posttest design, this seems to have been the
case as Jauregi (2015) states that the telecollaboration exchanges had a positive
impact on pupils’ intercultural communicative competence and awareness. Jauregi’s
study, thus, is the only study at the primary and lower secondary school level claiming
positive effects of a virtual exchange on intercultural learning.

Upper secondary school
At upper secondary level there is more empirical evidence on the impact of student
exchange on IC, due to a higher volume of studies at this level. The majority are quanti-
tative or mixed-method studies even though some of these operate with very small
samples (e.g. Mapes, 2020; Schenker, 2012). Most of the identified studies are cross-sec-
tional retrospective survey studies (Bachner & Zeutschel, 1994; 2009; Genkova & Schubert,
2020; Gözpinar, 2018; Meyers et al., 2020; Thomas et al., 2007; Weichbrodt, 2014; Weis
et al., 2013), a few are longitudinal studies tracking development with pretest and postt-
est measurements (Mapes, 2020; Maréchal, 2007; Ogay, 2000; Schenker, 2012), and only
two are longitudinal experimental studies comprising a control group as well as a
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pretest and a posttest, in one case also a delayed posttest (Hammer, 2005; Heinzmann
et al., 2014; 2020). Both experimental studies report positive effects of a student exchange
on the development of IC.

The study by Hammer is a large-scale quasi-experimental study (N = 2,000) examining
the impact of an exchange year organised in the context of the American Field Service
network (AFS) on intercultural learning, operationalised as progress on the Intercultural
Development Inventory scale (see Hammer et al., 2003). The findings suggest that the
exchange year is effective for intercultural learning. In general, the students with the
AFS experience advance to higher levels of intercultural sensitivity at nearly twice the
rate of the control group. AFS returnees have a much greater intercultural awareness
than their friends of similar backgrounds who did not go abroad.

Heinzmann et al. (2014, 2020) investigated the impact of different types of short-term
stay abroad programmes (language stay,7 student exchange, internship, au-pair work)
with differing lengths on IC basing their instrument on Byram’s (1997) model of intercul-
tural communicative competence. Most of the programmes lasted one week to two
months. Even though the programme duration in this study was significantly shorter
than in the study by Hammer, the analyses across the intervention and control group con-
sistently indicated that a short-term stay abroad has a positive influence on the develop-
ment of the participants’ intercultural attitudes and skills. However, the analyses also
showed that the development of the group of participants with the shortest programme
duration (1-2 weeks) did not significantly differ from that of the control group. A stay of
1–2 weeks, consequently, does not seem to be particularly useful for the development of
IC. Further predictors identified for students’ learning trajectory were their level of IC
before the stay, the amount of contact with target language speakers and the amount
of target language use. Intercultural learning was greater among students who already
exhibited higher levels of IC at the outset and among students who frequently interacted
with TL speakers, and, simultaneously, frequently used the TL.

The findings from these experimental studies are supported by a series of cross-sec-
tional retrospective studies investigating SA programmes of different design and
length during which the participants report having become more interculturally compe-
tent, aware or sensitive as a result of the SA experience (Brougère et al., 2006; Genkova &
Schubert, 2020; Gözpinar, 2018; Weis et al., 2013). Genkova and Schubert’s (2020) cross-
sectional study also points to the importance of the length of stay for intercultural learn-
ing as the level of IC was higher, the longer participants were abroad.

The cross-sectional studies by Bachner and Zeutschel (1994, 2009), Thomas et al. (2007)
and Weichbrodt (2014), examined the long-term impact of SA, surveying former SA par-
ticipants years after their return. Findings from these studies lend support to the notion
that the sojourn experience contributes to positive and long-lasting attitudinal, behav-
ioural and cognitive changes in the majority of individual participants.

In contrast to the study by Thomas et al. (2007), where the long-term impact of short-
term group exchanges was found to be comparable to that of longer individual pro-
grammes, duration turned out to be a pivotal variable in Bachner and Zeutschel (1994,
2009). The longer the sojourn of participants, the greater the depth and quality of
impact reported by them. In addition, participation in exchange programmes also
seems to lead to the pursuit of follow-up exchange activities and can thus act as a moti-
vator for increased mobility, as suggested also by Weichbrodt (2014). As the authors point

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF MULTILINGUALISM 21



out, it is important to bear in mind that exchange is a variable phenomenon with out-
comes that can vary due to the complexity of activities and circumstances. Not every
exchange is the same and has the same effect. Important variables that influence
impact are programme duration, type of programme, programme goals, nationality &
gender of participants. Naturally, long-term impact studies are fraught with methodologi-
cal challenges (difficulty of tracking individuals, impossibility to control for confounding
variables, memory loss of participants) and if they are not longitudinal and do not com-
prise a control group they cannot establish clear cause-and-effect relationships.

Unlike the cross-sectional studies discussed so far, the large-scale study by Meyers et al.
(2020) (N = 16,997) on Erasmus+ and Youth in Action programmes was not primarily inter-
ested in how effective SA is for the development of IC but in how effective it is for socially
disadvantaged students in comparison to other students in terms of different learning
domains,8 one of them being intercultural interaction. Participants were between 18
and 30 years old, hence also including post-secondary students. The study did not
assess intercultural skills in a systematic way based on a theoretical framework of intercul-
tural communicative competence, however, and the scale employed contained two items
only. The findings suggest that social inequalities have – if any – only a very small effect on
self-assessed learning in terms of intercultural interaction. What turned out to be impor-
tant instead are: the age of the participants, the duration of the activity, and the type of
programme. With increasing age (adulthood), lower outcomes are reported. The longer
the duration of the activity is, the higher the outcomes in terms of intercultural inter-
action. Finally, the project level had the highest explanatory power for learning outcomes,
which means that the programme type is more important than individual differences for
learning trajectories.

Apart from these cross-sectional studies, there are a few longitudinal small-scale
studies that deal with the intercultural development of upper secondary students as a
result of student exchange. Maréchal (2007) reporting on a short (3 days in total) face-
to-face exchange between French- and Dutch-speaking students in Belgium and Mapes
(2020) examining a four-week face-to-face exchange (2×13 days) between 29 Danish
and U.S. upper secondary students, report cautiously optimistic outcomes. Schenker’s
(2012) dissertation is the only study examining a virtual exchange at upper secondary
level (N = 50) involving a semester-long telecollaborative project combining the use of
one-on-one, group-on-group, as well as reflective computer-mediated communication
tools. It is the only study at this level that does not report positive effects.

Finally, Ogay’s (2000) qualitative, hermeneutic study employing interviews, question-
naires, photos and intercultural sensitivity cards to gauge the intercultural dynamics
experienced by 8 French-speaking Swiss students spending four weeks in German-speak-
ing Switzerland points to a great diversity of experiences of participants which does not
allow for generalisations. Based on the interview data she hypothesises, however, that a
strong attachment to one’s own cultural group favours an orientation towards cultural
differences while a weak attachment to one’s own cultural group favours a minimisation
of cultural differences. Furthermore, a good locus of control and pronounced self-aware-
ness seem to be essential for successful intercultural learning. Ogay (2000) stresses that it
is difference, or rather the conception of difference which is at the core of the intercultural
dynamic. Recognising the other as different, conceiving of their otherness, defines the
possibility of discovery of the other. She criticises that in an effort to be ‘interculturally
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correct’, harmonious intercultural communication is overvalued. This hinders reflection on
difference and intercultural learning, which can only happen if we are involved in the
relationship with the ‘Other’, including the destabilising elements. This view is shared
by Maréchal (2007) and Perrefort (in Brougère et al., 2006) who also argue for a less
naïve intercultural pedagogy that is not too focused on harmony and the demise of
stereotypes but acknowledges the value of conflict for learning.

Discussion and desiderata for future research

In light of the importance that is attributed to student exchange at the level of edu-
cational policy the available empirical evidence on the effectiveness of student exchange
in primary and secondary education can be considered scarce. Firstly, the number of
studies dealing with certain outcome variables (IC, motivation, language gains) and
skills areas (e.g. listening, speaking, writing) on a given educational level tend to be
very limited, so that it is difficult to draw reliable conclusions for the effectiveness of
student exchange for a certain age group and learning area. Secondly, the studies
included exhibit various methodological limitations, including small sample sizes, a lack
of longitudinal and (quasi-)experimental designs, self-selection bias, dearth of multi-
variate analyses, lack of reporting of effect sizes, especially in the areas of motivation
and IC, a scarcity of language testing in studies focusing on linguistic gains, and
inadequate documentation of methods and procedures in some cases, as well as an over-
reliance on self-reports. Considering all this, it must be concluded that our understanding
of the effectiveness of student exchange in primary and secondary education is still
sketchy and fragmentary.

This is similar to the situation lamented by Kinginger (2009) more than a decade ago
in relation to SA research primarily looking at tertiary level students which, according
to her comprehensive review largely consisted of a patchwork of small-scale studies
with convenience samples of students from the researchers’ own institutions. Since
then, this strand of research has seen a dramatic increase in systematic research and
has profited from several large-scale collaborative efforts as Kinginger (2019) points
out. This is exactly what we also need in terms of research on student exchange at
primary and secondary school level. After summarising what we know based on the
evidence available today, we will outline what seem to be important avenues for
future research to us. Since many of the original studies operated with small samples
and did not provide effect sizes or confidence intervals and given that these measures
were not calculated for this review either, the summarised evidence must be con-
sidered tentative.

Language gains

With regard to the development of different linguistic skills somewhat robust evidence for
the effectiveness of student mobility can at present only be reported for the development
of oral proficiency at different levels of education as this is the area where most research
has been conducted and positive effects of a student exchange have been demonstrated
by a series of experimental, methodologically sound studies. These studies suggest that
student exchange has a small to large effect on students’ speaking skills and a medium
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effect on their pronunciation. Effects tend to be small if the stay is very short (less than a
week) and medium or large if it is longer (several weeks).

The few studies identified looking at general proficiency, listening skills and pragmatic
competence all demonstrate positive effects of a student exchange, but clearly, more
research replicating these findings is needed to arrive at reliable conclusions. While
large effects have been reported by studies on listening skills and pragmatic compe-
tence, medium effects have been reported for general proficiency. Writing skills, too,
only marginally feature in research on student exchange and results are contradictory,
so that here, too, clearly more research is needed. If effects were found, they range
from small to large.

Generally speaking, the reported effect sizes are encouraging in particular considering
the short nature of most exchange programmes in which this student population is
engaged suggesting that student exchange can be an important and effective learning
context for young learners. The sizeable effects identified may be related to the lower
initial proficiency level of the participants compared to that of higher education students
which have been the focus of most SA research to date as progress tends to be slower and
harder to achieve at high levels of proficiency (Baker-Smemoe et al., 2014; Köylü, 2023;
Vande Berg et al., 2009).

Our discussion of studies investigating linguistic gains also highlights several factors
which may influence gains in L2 development: duration of the stay abroad, (amount) of
foreign language instruction and amount of exposure to the target language, partici-
pants’ age, starting proficiency, and aptitude in language learning.

Language learning motivation

In summary, the findings across studies suggest that especially at primary and lower sec-
ondary school level (except for Ilg and Dubiski’s (2015) study), language exchange pro-
grammes do not necessarily lead to increased language learning motivation,
irrespective of the exchange format. In contrast, at upper secondary level, different
exchange activities positively impacted students’ language learning motivation.

However, studies dealing with the impact of exchange activities on learners’ language
learning motivation are still scarce with many of the identified studies only mentioning
this issue in passing. Furthermore, there are only a limited number of studies comprising
a control group as well as a pretest and posttest, which is a prerequisite for drawing
reliable conclusions about the effectiveness of a particular programme. Considering
this, clearly, more empirically sound research on the potential of student exchange pro-
grammes to boost language learning motivation is needed.

Intercultural competence

The identified studies employ a range of different constructs of IC which makes compari-
sons of results across studies difficult. They also span a range of very diverse programmes,
which once again are difficult to compare. As Meyers et al.’s (2020) study illustrates pro-
gramme characteristics (such as duration, intensity of encounter) are important. Indeed,
programme type turned out to be more important than individual differences for learning
outcomes in terms of intercultural interaction.
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Nonetheless, some valuable trends/indications can be gleaned from the synthesis. At
primary school level only three quantitative studies could be identified, none of which
have a methodological design allowing robust conclusions to be drawn regarding the
effectiveness of exchange programmes. The available empirical evidence at this level
suggests that exchange programmes are not very effective for intercultural learning.

At lower secondary school level there are only a few studies looking at intercultural
learning in a student exchange setting and the results of these few studies, none of
which are (quasi-) experimental studies with a control group, are inconclusive with
some studies finding stays abroad to be effective and others not.

Overall, empirical evidence at upper secondary school level is more robust due to a
higher number of studies carried out. The available evidence suggests that face-to-face
exchange formats seem to be effective for intercultural learning even in the case of
rather short programmes and for different kinds of learners. Furthermore, findings from
the few available long-term studies suggest that the positive effects of such exchange
programmes are long-lasting. Importantly studies at this level also provide evidence on
a number of key variables affecting the effectiveness of programmes, the most important
ones being duration of stay, type of programme, age of participants, and starting con-
ditions of participants.

For the most part virtual settings do not seem to be very profitable for intercultural
learning either at the primary school level or the lower and upper secondary school
level. Numerous studies at different educational levels point to the importance of a
careful organisation and coaching of the students for learning to happen (e.g. Krüger-
Potratz & Wagner, 2018; Preiser, 2015; Schulze, 2010). At primary level the role of the
teacher is particularly eminent. He/she needs to be able to create a space for intercultural
learning. This argues for the necessity to introduce or strengthen mobility didactics/meth-
odology into teacher training programmes.

Directions for future research

Methodology:

Further research with larger samples and more robust methodological designs compris-
ing a pretest and posttest, a control group and randomisation is needed to deepen our
understanding of the potential gains (linguistic, motivational, intercultural) resulting
from a student exchange. For example, controlled, experimental studies could help eluci-
date if the ineffectiveness of exchange programmes identified at the primary school (and
partly secondary school) level regarding the development of intercultural competence
and language learning motivation may be attributed to the age of the participants and
the demands that this poses for pedagogic guidance and scaffolding or the duration of
the exchange, which tends to be very short at these levels of education. In fact, several
authors suggest that the investigated exchanges may have been too short to record an
impact and previous research at upper secondary school level underscores the impor-
tance of the duration of the programme. Studies, such as those of Llanes and colleagues,
which compare the effectiveness of SA programmes of equal length for different age
groups (primary, secondary, and tertiary level students), provide a fruitful methodological
design to disentangle effects of age and duration.
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In view of the over-reliance on self-reports even in studies dealing with language gains,
the field would also profit from the use of alternative ways of assessment, in particular but
not only for intercultural competence, such as participant observation, analysis of text
productions, role-plays, etc.

Once a more comprehensive body of methodologically sound studies on primary and
secondary school students is available for the target variables under examination, a meta-
analysis of these primary studies to examine the effectiveness of study abroad for
different learners (e.g. different age groups, different pre-departure proficiency level),
different programmes (regarding length, type of accommodation, etc.) and outcome
measures would be highly desirable.

Long-term & cumulative effect of student exchange

There are comparatively few studies employing a delayed posttest several months after
the return of participants to investigate the retention of learning gains or cross-sectional
studies looking at the long-term impact of a student exchange, so that more research on
retention and long-term effects is warranted. As part of long-term effects, future research
should also try to probe into potential cumulative effects of such programmes, an area
that, hitherto, has not been studied at all in primary and secondary education. But
there is some preliminary coincidental evidence from studies looking at long term
effects that a cumulative effect of SA activities could exist. Weichbrodt (2014) showed
that exchange activities seem to act as a motivator for increased mobility in the future
as participants in exchange programmes tend to participate in more exchange activities
at a later stage. Similarly, Heinzmann et al. (2020) found that three months after their
return exchange students who had never been abroad, or only once or twice demon-
strated significantly lower willingness to engage with people from another cultural back-
ground than students who had already been abroad more often. If such as yet
unsystematic evidence on a potential cumulative effect of exchange activities is corrobo-
rated by future research this has important implications for policies as it suggests that
student exchange should start early in learners’ education and be repeated throughout
their educational biography. It also means that short exchange activities at early levels
of education that may fail to demonstrate an immediate impact may, nonetheless,
exert an influence by motivating participation in future exchange programmes and facil-
itating learning in subsequent activities.

Additional language skills: listening, writing, pronunciation

In line with a general trend (cf. Llanes, 2012), the majority of the studies in our database
examine oral competences, such as fluency first and foremost, as well as lexical accuracy
and complexity. In comparison, there is no study that focuses on L2 pronunciation gains.
There is a need for future studies on the development of pronunciation, especially if one
considers that students’ foreign language pronunciation is often what is first assessed by
others and a clear reflection of the amount of one’s immersion.

The number of studies which look at the effect of a stay abroad on students’ writing
skills is small. Especially in light of the growing trend to ‘transfer’ student exchange to
a virtual setting, writing may gain significance as a mode of communication.
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In comparison to productive skills, the effect of student exchange on receptive skills,
such as listening and reading is poorly studied – this may be partially due to the
difficulty in investigating the relationship (even correlation) between the immersive
setting and the said skills. Still, additional studies on students’ development of listening
comprehension and reading skills would shed light on the benefits of student exchange
on language learning more holistically.

English as a Lingua Franca

Given the spread of English across the globe, most interactions in English are English as a
Lingua Franca (ELF) interactions. While study abroad research at tertiary level has devel-
oped an interest in the potential of ELF contexts for English language learning in recent
years, this context with its constraints and affordances has not been studied to any great
extent for student exchange at lower levels of education (for an exception see Kohn and
Hoffstaedter (2017)). In light of the encouraging findings relating to EFL contexts pro-
duced by SA research on tertiary level learners, it seems worthwhile that future research
investigates the learning potential of this context for younger learners.

Individual differences

With the exception of Vasbø (2013) and Meyers et al. (2020), studies up to date do not
focus on the effectiveness of student exchange for particular student populations. There-
fore, we still do not know enough about which kinds of exchange programmes are
effective for which kinds of learners and which kinds of learning goals. Future studies
could investigate if specific groups of students (e.g. potential school dropouts, special
needs children, socially disadvantaged children, multilingual children) profit more from
study abroad activities than the average student or what types of programmes are
effective for what type of learners. This necessitates large-scale studies involving
different types of programmes and/or different kinds of learners. Only large-scale
studies can disentangle the respective importance of different individual and contextual
variables for learning outcomes. In order to realise such large-scale studies national and
international research collaborations and funding opportunities are key.

Notes

1. By Europe we mean the EU and a limited number of associated countries, e.g. Switzerland,
Norway, and the UK.

2. We excluded studies dealing with non-European students studying abroad in Europe as our
review focuses on the European educational context and, hence, students enrolled in Euro-
pean schools.

3. Llanes (2016) reported a large effect size (Cohen’s d = 0.94). According to the field-specific
recommendations by Plonsky and Oswald (2014) this corresponds to a medium effect.
Where field-specific recommendations are available we will report these.

4. I am not motivated at all / rather unmotivated / rather motivated / very motivated for learning
German.

5. Since the exchange, do have the impression of being more motivated to learn German than
before?
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6. ‘It is enough to know only my own language.’ / ‘has your attitude towards the foreign
language region changed positively?’

7. During a language stay, students typically travel to another linguacultural area where they
attend a language course and stay with a host family.

8. (1) active participation, (2) learning and personal development, (3) intercultural interaction.
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Table A1. Coding scheme.
Criteria /Codes Answer categories

(A) Publication
Authors free text
Year of publication free text
Title free text
Publication Type Article

Book chapter
Report
Dissertation
grey, unpublished literature

Language of publication German
English
French

Peer-review Yes
No
NA (not specified)

Related Items This code is used to record further publications of the literature synthesis that refer to
the same study/sample. The code makes reference to the title of the related
publication.

(B) Study participants
Age free text; NA where information is lacking
Gender free text (percentage); NA where information is lacking
L1 of participants free text; NA where information is lacking
Educational level Primary (yes/no)

lower secondary (yes/no)
upper secondary, general education (yes/no)
upper secondary, vocational education (yes/no)

Target language English (yes/no)
German (yes/no)
French (yes/no)
Italian (yes/no)
other (yes/no)

Exchange format whole class
half-class
individual
rotational
school trip / encounter day
other, namely
NA
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Table A1. Continued.
Criteria /Codes Answer categories

Countries / linguistic areas
involved

free text
Countries/linguistic areas involved in the exchange (e.g. Germany & U.S.A)

Type of contact face-to-face
virtual
face-to-face & virtual
NA

Duration of programme free text
Curricular Embedding Yes

No
NA
free text for description

(D) Research Design and
Methodology

Theoretical Approach free text
Research Design free text
Methodology quantitative

qualitative
mixed-method

Target Variable Motivation Yes
No
free text for summary of relevant passages

Target Variable Intercultural
Competence

Yes
No
free text for summary of relevant passages

Target Variable Language
Competence

Yes
No
free text for summary of relevant passages

Sample free text description of the sample
Sample Size free text (number)
Research Questions free text
Hypotheses free text
Aims free text
Data/Instruments free text
Analysis procedure free text
(E) Results
Results free text
Conclusions free text
Implications free text
Limitations free text
(F) Quality Criteria
Pretest – Posttest Yes

No
NA

Control Group Yes
No
NA

Language testing
(not self-reports)

Yes
No
NA

Randomised sample Yes
No
NA

Purposeful sampling Yes
No
NA

Transparency/Inforamtion
density

Complete / intersubjectively verifiable
some information missing / mostly/partly intersubjectively verifiable
deficient / not intersubjectively verifiable
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Table A2. Overview of included studies.

Reference
Publication

type
Exchange
format

Exchange
settings Duration Method

Sample
size

Pretest-
posttest
design

Control
group

Educational
status Target language Target variables

Bachner and
Zeutschel
(1994)

report individual face-to-
face

broad
spectrum

mixed
methods

>1000 no yes upper
secondary

English, German language
competence &
intercultural
competence

Bachner and
Zeutschel
(2009)

article individual face-to-
face

NA mixed
methods

>1000 no yes upper
secondary

English, German intercultural
competence

Baenziger (2012) grey, fugitive
literature

whole
class

face-to-
face &
virtual

2–3 weeks Quantitative 21–50 yes no lower
secondary

German motivation

Botturi et al.
(2018)

article whole
class

face-to-
face &
virtual

10 months + mixed
methods

101–200 yes no primary French,
German,
Italian

language
competence,
motivation &
intercultural
competence

Braun and
Höchle (2006)

report various face-to-
face &
virtual

NA mixed
methods

>1000 no no primary &
lower
secondary

French,
German,
Italian

intercultural
competence

Brougère et al.
(2006)

report individual face-to-
face

5–6 months Mixed
methods

101–200 NA no upper
secondary

German, French Intercultural
competence

Evans and Fisher
(2005)

article whole
class

face-to-
face

2–3 weeks mixed
methods

51–100 yes yes primary French language
competence

Gautschi (2019) grey, fugitive
literature

rotational face-to-
face &
virtual

1 week mixed
methods

11–20 yes no lower
secondary

French intercultural
competence

Genkova and
Schubert
(2020)

article individual face-to-
face

10 months + Quantitative 201–300 no no upper
secondary

NA intercultural
competence

Gözpinar (2018) article individual face-to-
face

2–3 weeks Qualitative 21–50 no no upper
secondary

English intercultural
competence

Hammer (2005) report individual face-to-
face

10 months + not defined >1000 yes yes upper
secondary

English, various language
competence &
intercultural
competence
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Table A2. Continued.

Reference
Publication

type
Exchange
format

Exchange
settings Duration Method

Sample
size

Pretest-
posttest
design

Control
group

Educational
status Target language Target variables

Heinzmann,
Hilbe, et al.
(2022)

book chapter whole
class

face-to-
face &
virtual

1–3 days Quantitative 301–400 yes yes primary French, German motivation

Heinzmann et al.
(2014)

article Individual face-to-
face

2–3 weeks quantitative 401–500 yes yes upper
secondary

English, French,
German

intercultural
competence

Heinzmann et al.
(2022)

article whole
class

face-to-
face &
virtual

1–3 days NA 301–400 yes yes primary French, German language
competence &
motivation

report whole
class

face-to-
face &
virtual

1–3 days mixed
methods

301–400 yes yes primary French, German language
competence &
motivation

Heinzmann et al.
(2014)

report Individual face-to-
face

2–3 weeks mixed
methods

401–500 yes yes upper
secondary

English, French,
German

motivation &
intercultural
competence

Höchle Meier
and
Yanaprasart
(2012)

article individual face-to-
face

NA qualitative 21–50 no no upper
secondary

French, German language
competence &
intercultural
competence

Höchle Meier
(2014)

dissertation individual face-to-
face

NA qualitative 21–50 no no upper
secondary

French, German language
competence

Hodel (2004) article whole
class

face-to-
face

1–3 months mixed
methods

21–50 yes no upper
secondary

French language
competence

Hodel et al.
(2006)

dissertation whole
class

face-to-
face

1–3 months mixed
methods

51–100 yes no upper
secondary

French language
competence

Ilg and Dubiski
(2015)

report individual face-to-
face

1–3 weeks quantitative >1000 no no lower & upper
secondary

French,
German,
Polish, various

language
competence,
motivation &
intercultural
competence
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Table A2. Continued.

Reference
Publication

type
Exchange
format

Exchange
settings Duration Method

Sample
size

Pretest-
posttest
design

Control
group

Educational
status Target language Target variables

Jauregi (2015) article various virtual NA not defined 501–
1000

NA no lower
secondary

French, Spanish intercultural
competence

Jauregi and
Melchor-Couto
(2018)

article whole
class

virtual 1–3 months mixed
methods

21–50 no no primary &
lower
secondary

English, Spanish motivation

Kohn and
Hoffstaedter
(2017)

article individual virtual NA mixed
methods

11–20 no no lower
secondary

English, German language
competence &
intercultural
competence

Krok et al. (2010) report individual face-to-
face

2–3 weeks quantitative 51–100 yes no primary various intercultural
competence

Krüger-Potratz
and Wagner
(2018)

report whole
class

face-to-
face

1 week qualitative NA no no primary German language
competence &
intercultural
competence

Llanes and
Munoz (2009)

article individual face-to-
face

3–4 weeks quantitative 21–50 yes no lower & upper
secondary

English language
competence

Llanes and
Munoz (2013)

article individual face-to-
face

1–3 months quantitative 101–200 yes yes primary English language
competence

Llanes and
Serrano (2017)

article individual face-to-
face

1–3 months quantitative 101–200 yes yes primary &
lower
secondary

English language
competence

Llanes (2012) article individual face-to-
face

1–3 months quantitative 11–20 yes yes primary English language
competence

Llanes (2016) article whole
class

face-to-
face

1–3 months quantitative 11–20 yes yes primary English language
competence

Llanes et al.
(2018)

article individual face-to-
face

2–3 weeks quantitative 51–100 yes no lower
secondary

English language
competence

Mapes (2020) dissertation various face-to-
face

2–3 weeks mixed
methods

21–50 yes no upper
secondary

English, Danish intercultural
competence

Maréchal (2007) article whole
class

face-to-
face

1–3 days qualitative 51–100 yes no upper
secondary

French, Flemish intercultural
competence

Massler (2008) article whole
class

virtual 4–9 months qualitative 51–100 yes no lower
secondary

English language
competence &
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Table A2. Continued.

Reference
Publication

type
Exchange
format

Exchange
settings Duration Method

Sample
size

Pretest-
posttest
design

Control
group

Educational
status Target language Target variables

intercultural
competence

Meyers et al.
(2020)

report various face-to-
face

broad
spectrum

quantitative >1000 no no upper
secondary

various intercultural
competence

Montero et al.
(2017)

article whole
class

face-to-
face

1–3 months mixed
methods

51–100 yes yes primary English language
competence

Muñoz and
Llanes (2014)

article whole
class

face-to-
face

1–3 months quantitative 51–100 yes yes primary English language
competence

Ogay (2000) dissertation individual face-to-
face

1–3 months mixed
methods

≤10 yes no upper
secondary

German intercultural
competence

Paul-
Frischknecht
and Aguirre
(2014)

grey, fugitive
literature

whole
class

face-to-
face

2–3 weeks quantitative 21–50 yes yes primary French, German motivation

Pelz (1999) book whole
class

face-to-
face

1–3 days mixed
methods

501–
1000

no no primary French, German language
competence,
motivation &
intercultural
competence

Piipponen and
Karlsson (2019)

article whole
class

virtual 1–3 months qualitative 51–100 no no primary English, German intercultural
competence

Preiser (2015) article whole
class

virtual 4–9 months qualitative 21–50 no no lower
secondary

English, German intercultural
competence

Salzmann (2022) grey, fugitive
literature

whole
class

face-to-
face &
virtual

1–3 months quantitative 201–300 yes yes primary French, German motivation

Sauer and Ellis
(2019)

article individual face-to-
face

4–9 months mixed
methods

≤10 no no upper
secondary

English language
competence

Schenker (2012) dissertation whole
class

virtual 1–3 months mixed
methods

21–50 yes no upper
secondary

English, German language
competence &
intercultural
competence

Schmid (2008) grey, fugitive
literature

half-class face-to-
face

1 week quantitative 11–20 yes no lower
secondary

French, German motivation

Schulze (2010) article whole
class

face-to-
face

1 week mixed
methods

51–100 yes no lower
secondary

English intercultural
competence

(Continued )
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Table A2. Continued.

Reference
Publication

type
Exchange
format

Exchange
settings Duration Method

Sample
size

Pretest-
posttest
design

Control
group

Educational
status Target language Target variables

Sell et al. (2019) article individual face-to-
face

10 months + mixed
methods

101–200 yes yes lower
secondary

English language
competence

Serrano and
Llanes (2015)

article individual face-to-
face

2–3 weeks quantitative 21–50 yes no lower
secondary

English language
competence

Serrano et al.
(2016)

article individual face-to-
face

2–3 weeks quantitative 101–200 yes yes lower
secondary

English language
competence

Thomas et al.
(2007)

book various face-to-
face

2–3 weeks mixed
methods

501–
1000

no no primary, lower
& upper
secondary

English, French,
Polish

intercultural
competence

TILA;
Hoffstaedter
et al. (2015)

report whole
class

virtual 4 sessions
spread
across 1–3
months

mixed
methods

201–300 no no lower
secondary

Dutch, English,
French,
German,
Spanish

intercultural
competence

Vasbø (2013) article NA face-to-
face

2–3 weeks qualitative ≤10 no no lower
secondary

Portuguese,
various

intercultural
competence

Vatter et al.
(2011)

book individual face-to-
face

2–3 weeks quantitative 301–400 no no lower
secondary

French, German language
competence &
intercultural
competence

Weichbrodt
(2014)

dissertation various face-to-
face

10 months + mixed
methods

>1000 NA no lower & upper
secondary

English, French,
Italian,
various

intercultural
competence

Weis et al. (2013) report various face-to-
face &
virtual

broad
spectrum

mixed
methods

101–200 no no upper
secondary

NA language
competence &
intercultural
competence
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