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Abstract
In our Tandem Language Learning (TLL) project exgrere using Computer Mediated

Communication, fifty students of Spanish at a usityein the USA exchanged e-mail
and participated in synchronous conversations usistant Messaging with fifty
students of English at a university in Argentirfn analysis of the discourse produced
with these two methods of CMC showed that a vaoktynctions were used by the
students to negotiate for meaning. The invesiigawill refer to the importance of TLL
and negotiating for meaning in Second Language &iqn as well as the students”
opinions after the experience. We will also inel@kamples of the learners’ cultural
exchange, post study observations, and recommessilgildies for future investigation.

Introduction

As language educators we all know that learnirgnguiage is more than just memorizing a
vocabulary list and grammar rules. Language learneed communicative competence which
has as a feature the ability to use the targeulagg to communicate in a spontaneous situation.
Computer technology has created the opportunitydiode computer mediated communication
(CMC) in our language teaching. Recently, secangliage (L2) researchers have found that
using e-mail and chat rooms is an effective usedinology for a communicative approach to
teaching languages (Blake 2000, Lee 2004, Patt&X@0h, Toyoda & Harrison 2002, Tudini
2003, Schwienhorst 1997 and 1998, Sotillo 2000158003). The increased use of and
familiarity with CMC have provided us with the ppest of incorporating computer mediated
Tandem Language Learning (TLL) into the classroom.

Tandem Language Learning

TLL involves the interaction of two individuals \witifferent native languages that are learning
each other’s language. They meet and talk, spgakie language for half the time and the other
language the other half. In this way both partiaigs benefit from the exchange.

Schwienhorst (1998) and Little et al (1999) retettte three principles of tandem learning
presented in the Tandem Guide by Little & Brammgr896), which have been respected in this
project:



Bilingualism: Learners were instructed to use both target lagegiaqually
throughout the project.

Reciprocity: Because the learners alternated languages irfarotis of CMC, both
groups benefited from the interaction.

Autonomy: Rather than switch to their native language sitgleften negotiated for
meaning in the target language when they did ndérstand something. They took the
initiative for their own learning and took advargaaf the opportunity to learn both
language and culture from a native speaker withmiguidance of a teacher.

In TLL the learners assume the responsibility fopioving their own language skills,
facilitating clear communication with native speskef their target language by asking
guestions and negotiating for meaning, and helfhieg tandem partners to understand their
native language. The learners have an opporttmitypt only practice the target language but
also to be exposed to a different culture, firstch&rom a native speaker. Each learner takes on
the role of teacher or as Donaldson and Kétterampl, "the partners become in effect 'resident
experts' of their own linguistic and cultural conmity and support the learning process of the
other" (1999: 537).

Appel (1999), Lee (2004), and Schwienhorst (199&e) the concept of learner
autonomy to the social-interactive nature of lamggupresented by the psychologist Vygotsky.
As Lee puts it, language is a tool that the indrgiduses to socialize with others and through this
socialization, learners can help each other ingoerihg a shared task. Vygotsky (1978) states
that this social interaction promotes learning tigto the “zone of proximal development” which
he explains as the difference in what an individizad achieve solving problems by himself and
what he can achieve with the help of an adult orenwapable peers. Thus, through social
interaction during the course of this investigatiosing CMC, the tandem partners enter this
‘zone of proximal development’ as they interact aedotiate meaning, helping each other
comprehend each other’s language and learn abeuttiture under one another’s guidance.

We provided our students with the opportunity tdipgoate in this TLL project hoping
that as they interacted with native speakers ofdahget language they would improve their
language skills, increase their vocabulary in #rgét language (TL), learn more about the
culture found in their tandem partner's country] ahcourse increase their language
acquisition.

Negotiation for meaning

Second Language Acquisition (SLA) reskdras shown that interaction and especially
negotiation for meaning are essential elementargjuage acquisition (Gass and Varonis 1994,
Gass 1997, Long 1985, Pica 1994, Swain 1998).

Pica (1994: 494) defines negotiation as “the moditfon and restructuring of interaction that
occurs when learners and their interlocutors grdie, perceive, or experience difficulties in
message comprehensibility.” As the learners nagofor meaning they modify their speech



linguistically to produce comprehensible TL. Thegamplish this task by repeating a message,
adjusting its syntax, changing the vocabulary, odifying its form and meaning.

Long and Robinson (1998) classified the procesgegbtiation for meaning under the

Interaction Hypothesis. This hypothesis statestti@tonditions for second language acquisition
are improved when learners negotiate meaning witerspeakers. These negotiations tend to
increase input comprehensibility through languagelifications such as simplifications,
confirmation or clarification requests, elaboratipand recasts. Thus, activities that promote
negotiation for meaning create a quality environthienSLA to occur.

Design and methodology of study

The subjects of this study included 50 learnerSgnish from Rice University in Houston,
Texas and 50 learners of English from Universidadnblogica Nacional (UTN) in Buenos
Aires, Argentina. The two groups of 50 learndrtha two universities were randomly paired as
tandem partners. Throughout one semester, frore®é&er to December, the pairs of students
communicated with each other by sending e-mailspamticipating in Instant Message (IM)
online chats. In addition, some Rice studentstete@ideo letters to be viewed by the Buenos
Aires students and Buenos Aires students posteidunotographs on-line for Rice students to
see.

In September and October the learners exchanged-twails every week: one e-mail in Spanish
and one e-mail in English. There were, howeveardrols or limits on the topics or the
amount of language they should write in each e-nBécause of this there was no consistency
in the length of e-mails that were sent. Througtbe month of November, the pairs of learners
participated in four IM chats online using the M8Ntant Messaging system. They were told to
participate in each chat for a minimum of 15 ton@@utes, twice in Spanish and twice in
English. At the end of the investigation, the teas were given a questionnaire to provide the
investigators with feedback and the learners’ apirof the study and its benefits if any.

Data and Discourse Functions

Data were collected in the form of e-mails and dd& chats. Each written utterance produced
by the 50 pairs of learners was analyzed and @iledsiccording to its function within the
discourse. The categories used to classify tHerdiit functions of each utterance in both the
asynchronous e-mails and synchronous computerstigms are based on those used by
Patterson (2001) in her research on Computer A&ss@lass Discussions (CACD). A list of the
functions used in the discourse analysis whiclcarsidered to reflect negotiation for meaning
can be found in the table Appendix I.

E-mails

After completing the discourse analydiall e-mails, we totaled the number of times
each pair used the specific discourse functionswiee previously noted to be associated with
negotiation for meaning. These data are locatéddriollowing table (Table 1).



FUNCTION E-Mail
Confirmation check 200
Elicit clarification 106
Elicit vocabulary 40
Comprehension check 9
Reply clarification / 104
definition
Reply confirmation 26
Reply vocabulary 30
Reply comprehension 2
State elaboration 352
State correction/self 155
correction
Total 1024

Table 1: Total Discourse Functions associated nétotiation used in all e-mail

Due to the nature of this TLL project it was nospible to separate the two languages in
the e-mail portion. The students often wrote astjoa in an e-mail written in one language and
received a response in the next e-mail in the ddmguage, as can be seen in the examples
below. Therefore, the data for e-mails are fohdahguages combined and there is no
distinction between the negotiations found in ratv foreign languages.

The following examples are excerpts from e-mailhexges. Negotiation functions in
the examples are written in bold letters and labhelhe Spanish discourse is followed by an
English translation.

This first example is taken from e-mails writteringlish. Student D from Argentina is
unsure about some of her phrases in English argdfaskonfirmation of her wording in one e-
mail (“I'm down with flue”). Then in the next e-m&tudent H responds by correcting the
wording and spelling. Also by repeating the phrasany nose” the Rice student is indirectly
correcting the expression “running nose”.  Sise abnfirms that the word “salsa” is also used
in the USA.

Example 1:

I D-UTN says| wanted to tell you that | also know how to dase¢sa(do you say salsa
in inglish too????)[confirmation check]
I'm down with flue(is this expression ok?)confirmation check Jso | have a running
nose and a headacke.



I H-Rice says To answer your questitia,probably better to say you're sick with the
flu or you have the flu.[reply:correction] (Isn't 'a runny nose' the strangest
expression in Englishqconfirmation check] I've always thought it's funny.) The health
services on campus is offering flu shots and | &hpwbably get one so | don't get sick.
We do say salsa in EnglisHreply:confirmation] I'm having so much fun learning.

In the second example student D from Argentina tlsesomprehension check function to
ask if the Rice student understands the vomphdobecause it is a word commonly used in
Argentina but possibly not in other countries. d&Rétudent H does not understand and asks for
clarification. Then student D answers in Englisithe next e-mail and gives a definition of the
word “copado”.

Example 2:

I D-UTN says: ojala que conozcas algunetfirmdo y “copado’(conocias esta
palabra? [comprehension check &ca se usa muchdqHopefully you meet a nice cool
boy. Did you know this word? It is used a lot here.

I H-Rice says:¢,Qué es esto de un chico lindo y copadpicit: clarification] No se
gue es copado, pero pienso que puedo entendéidea Amismo, no tengo novid.What
is that about a good looking guy and “copado”? Irdioknow what “copado” is, but |
think | can understand you. | don’t have a boyfdeight now.)

I D-UTN says: Thanks for your whishes and pieces of adws¥ken | said "copado” |
meant cool, you know, | hope you will find a cool rad handsome boy.
[reply:clarification]

Instant Messaging chats

The ability to communicate in English for the UTtddents was more advanced than the
ability to communicate in Spanish for most of theeRstudents because the UTN students had
been studying English for a few years longer thastrof the Rice students had been studying
Spanish. After analyzing the discourse in theciMts, rather than separate the data by learners
of a specific language, we listed the negotiatiatageparately for Spanish and English chats in
order to see if this difference in language ab#itiected the amount of negotiation.

For reasons unknown to the investigators, six pHitsarners did not complete the chat
portion of the study. Some did not chat at all aache chatted once or twice but only in
Spanish. Therefore, the data collected from th@searners were deleted from the results. The



overall total number of negotiation for meaningdtions found through analysis of the English
and Spanish chats of 44 pairs can be seen in Paixéow.

FUNCTION |English| Spanish
Confirmation 199 249
check
Elicit clarification| 124 175
Elicit vocabulary 25 22
Comprehension 12 19
check
Reply 157 180
clarification /
definition
Reply 153 167
confirmation
Reply vocabulary 28 64
Reply 35 57
comprehension
State elaboration 129 157
State 66 103
correction/self
correction
Total 938 1193

Table 2: Total negotiation for meaning function€imglish and Spanish chats

The following excerpts from the chats contain s@xamples of negotiation for
meaning. In example 1 Rice student L is talkingutlthe weather and describes it as “weird”.
Student M from Argentina interrupts her tandemmerto ask what “weird” is. Rice student L
is not sure whether M wants a definition of the evtweird” or clarification of what she thought
was weird and immediately clarifies bothwas refering to the weather. Weird means
unusual”

Example 1:

M-UTN dice:sorry but what is weird? [elicit clarification]

L-Rice dice:the word weird? [elicit confirmation] Or what | was refering to?
[elicit clarification]

M-UTN dice: and did you have importanhts inside the car?

L-Rice dice: no, just some junk, thankfull

M-UTN dice:yes,[reply confirmation]you said It's weird! [reply clarification]

M-UTN dice:|l don't understand [elicit clarification]



L-Rice dice:l was refering to the weather. [reply clarificationl Weird means
unusual. [reply definition/clarification
M-UTN dice: Anh! [reply comprehension]

In the second example the chat is in Spanish. &Mesee that student L from Argentina
uses the expressiomé voy al sobfeand Rice student J infers the meaning but wantadke
sure she is right by sayin¢ge“entiend®” (do | understand you?). Then L provides theexir
meaning and J confirms she now understands that/ay@l sobre” means “I am going to bed”.

Example 2:

L-UTN says: aca aveces decimos, "me vaphie”(Here at times we say, “ | am
going to the envelope”)

J-Rice says: bueno,hablariamos solo quimiatos.me voy al sobre por no voy a
dormir mucho? [elicit confirm] te entiendo?[elicit:comprehensioh (Well, we would
talk only 15 minutes. | am going to the envelayd &m not going to sleep a lot? Do |
understand you?)

L-UTN says:n me voy al sobre significa, me voy a la canjeeply definitiorj (no, |
am going to the envelope means | am going to tde be

J-Rice says: ahhora yo entiendo [reply comprehensidn(Ah. Now | understand.)

Results

Looking at the data in Table 2 above we see tlemhtimbers of the different functions
associated with negotiation for meaning are vemylar for the two different languages. The
overall number of times that learners used negotidtinctions was 938 in English chats and
1193 in Spanish chats. However, there was no dooiey the length of time for each chat so the
chat lengths differed (ségpendix Il). Thus, it was not possible to compare numbers of
functions related to negotiation between the twgleges without finding a common
component. Although the number of utteranceslangth of utterance as well as the length of
chat varied from chat to chat, the common featarddth chats is the word. We therefore
counted the number of words per tandem partnezdoh chat and calculated the number of
negotiation functions per 100 words. Of the 4dgaf students completing all four chats, two
were done in English and two in Spanish. The tesflthe calculations for the four chats of
each pair of students can be found\ppendix Il. The overall average numbers of negotiations
and words for chats are listed below in Table 3i@laith the results for all e-mails together.

CMC | Words | Average | Negotia-
negotia- | tions

tions in | per 100
each words
CMC




All e- 170914 963 51
mails

Span 43,247 1193 2.99
chat

Eng 53,975 938 2.00
chat

All 97,222 2131 2.28
chats

Table 3: Average negotiation functions per 100dsan e-mail and chats

We found an average of 2.00 negotiations per 10@svim the English chats and 2.99
negotiations per 100 words in the Spanish chalss ifidicates that, even though it appears in
Table 2 that the numbers of negotiations were elrge, the tandem partners actually negotiated
more often in the Spanish chats than in the Englistts. As previously indicated, we believe
this is due to the fact that the Spanish langu&iie sf the Rice students were not as advanced
as the English languages skills of the UTN studel¥e did find a greater number of
Confirmation Checks and Clarification Requestspar8sh chats. A possible indication of the
weaker language abilities of the Rice studentsatsm be seen in the more than double
vocabulary requests and high number of correctimietfons in Spanish chats.

In addition to comparing the two languages in thatg, we also wanted to look at the
number of negotiations used in e-mail comparecheds. Table 4 below contains the numbers
of the individual negotiation functions that weoaihd through an analysis of all discourse in the
chats vs. all e-mails of the 44 tandem partnemoklng at the numbers we found twice as many
instances of negotiation in the chats than in d-m&fe noted that confirmation and
comprehension check, clarification request anddpées to these requests were more common
in chats; while e-mails had a slightly higher numbieelaborations.

FUNCTION Chat | E-Mail
Confirmation 200
check 448
Clarification 106
request 309
Elicit vocabulary 47 40
Comprehension 9
check 31
Reply clarification 104
/ definition 339
Reply 26
confirmation 320




Reply vocabulary| 92 30
Reply 2
comprehension 92
Elaboration 286 352
State 155
correction/self

correction 169

Total 2131| 1024

Table 4. Number of negotiation functions for alathand e-mails

With this data, we are considering 176 chats (4scfoa all the tandem pairs-2 in Spanish
and 2 in English) and 1084 e-mails in Spanish amgligh. Even though the number of
asynchronous e-mails outnumbers the number of ematshe number of words in these e-mails
(186,251) was almost double the number of wordkerchats (99,115) we found over twice as
many negotiation functions in the chats. Agaimider to make a valid comparison, we
calculated the ratio of negotiations per 100 warsisd in the e-mail for each of the same 44 pairs
of students and the data per pair are givelppendix Ill. The averages found in Table 3 above
show that the ratio of negotiation for meaning taras is greater in the chats (2.28 per 100
words) than in e-mail (0.51 per 100 words).

We expected to see more negotiation in the syndu®@MC than in the asynchronous
e-mails and our data support this theory. Consgidehe amount of negotiation we found in e-
mails and the amount found in chats, our data supipis theory We found over four times as
many negotiation functions in the chats (2.28) timatie e-mails (.51) for every 100 words
produced. Thus, in a language class where fatacpartners are not readily available to carry
out a TLL communication project with native speakeéhe language teacher might consider
organizing a similar TLL project using CMC. Inghivay learners of both languages would have
the opportunity to communicate with native speakétheir target language through
synchronous chats

Videos and photos and a cultural exchange

Some of the Rice students made vidierke which were digitized by the Language
Resource Center at Rice. They were then placedeobhRC server to be viewed as streaming
video so that the students in Buenos Aires coutdisem using RealPlayefhe Rice students
were divided into groups and each group videotamebdescribed in Spanish a different aspect
of university life at Rice including dorm life, sgis activities, shopping, nightlife and eating in
the cafeteria. These videos are located online at:
http://lang.rice.edu/ppatters/301/SPANVIDEOS nem.ht

At UTN in Buenos Aires, digital photographs werkeia of groups oftudents in different areas
of the building: the computing lathe Office of Student Servicesndthe entrance to the
building. The photos were then placed on the Netrhing website so that the Rice students



could see pictures of their e-pals and view eelthiversity life at UTN. You will find the
photos at the following site addregstp://www.net-learning.com.ar/utnphotos

Although the Spanish language videos and photos neither bilingual nor interactive they
provided our students with a great deal of infoioraabout each other’s universities which was
then discussed in chats and e-mail. They comrdenmtaifferences in the campuses and
compared various aspects of university life indifeerent countries.

This CMC project along with the videos and photas/gled our students with a great
opportunity for a cultural exchange along with weguage interaction. In addition to the
university differences, we found examples of arh@xge of other cultural issues in the e-mails
and IM chats. Some of the cultural issues dedh were: university life, nightlife, jobs,
families, holidays, food, music, war, basic chagastics of each country, and the most
important traditions celebrated there.

Due to limited space we will include only a few exaes of the cultural exchange. In the
following excerpt from a Spanish chat, the Argeatstudent M is talking about the Argentine
tradition of the 15 birthday party called “la fiesta de quince”. Stenpares it to the tradition of
a sweet sixteen party in the USA.

« M-UTN says: Por acé no tengo nada nuevo para ¢@awo que mafiana es el
cumpleafos de 15 de mi prima. Acé se estila hawefiesta que dure toda la noche
para cuando las chicas cumplen los 15 afios, igieaég Estados Unidos festejan 'sweet
sixteen' (No news to tell you only that tomorrow is my colssi5" birthday. Here itis
customary to have a party that lasts all night lavigen girls turn 15, the same as
celebrating “sweet sixteen” in the US.)

+ A-Rice says: Tuviste una grande fiesta? El cunfjusgara quince afos es muy
especial. Si, aqui, tuvimos grandes fiestas giaraséis afios. Tuvo un "Sweet
Sixteen," pero hace tres afios pasédim you have a big party? The iBirthday is very
special. Yes, here we had big parties when wel@rnl had a “Sweet Sixteen” but it
was three years ago past)

In the next example from an English chat, the W@ estt is surprised when she realizes that
her partner from Buenos Aires will eat dinner abati®:00 pm (the time when most
Argentineans eat dinner) whereas in the USA mogpleehave dinner around 6:00 pm.

« J-Rice says: so when will you eat dinner

« J-UTN says: At nine or some minutes later, as ydwa

« J-UTN says: You'll have it now, won't you? [confation check] What a strange thing.
(As well as it is strange for you my dinner timsfate:elaboration]

« J-Rice says: | am going to eat in about 2 howgly:confirmation]

+ J-Rice says: at 6 [elaboration]

- J-Rice says: Yes, it's odd to me that you eaato |

« J-Rice says: My stomach would have eaten itsethby!



Although the major focus of our investigation whs interaction and negotiation that
took place while learners communicated with theoesr forms of CMC, we assumed that an
intercultural exchange would also be a part oftémelem interchange. Both O'Dowd (2003) and
Kramsch & Thorne (2002) agree that TLL exchangesutijh CMC contribute to intercultural
learning and point out that the language instrugptays an important role in the development of
this intercultural learning. As the TLL interchangrogressed over the semester and we
analyzed the discourse produced by our studentsea@me aware of many examples of a
cultural exchange between them. Class discussionst the tandem project and what they
learned provided more information about their aalkexchange. We are interested in
evaluating the cross cultural learning but duertotéd space here and the amount and types of
cultural exchange between the tandem partners, wse¢ consider the intercultural learning that
took place in this study in more detail at a |latate for future investigation and discussion.

Questionnaire results

At the end of the study the learners filled ouharsquestionnaire to provide the investigators
with feedback about their TLL project. The leasi@omments provided us with their opinion
of the project and the two methods of CMC that wesed. The learners were also asked how
much they thought they benefited from the TLL exaeof information. The questionnaire
can be found iMppendix IV and comments by Rice and UTN students taken fheam t
guestionnaires are lppendix V.

Of the Rice students that answered the questiagrizirsaid they preferred IM for a variety of
reasons. These students thought that IM was mgogabie and they liked the immediate
feedback they got. They thought it was more comicative and more like a real conversation
and they believed they learned more. Eighteen Rigdents wrote that they preferred e-malil
because it was easy to include it in their busyedales. They liked having more time to
compose their messages and it was more flexiblgh MM the students had to find time to meet
on-line with each other and had to take into actthat the time in Argentina was 3 hours later
than in Texas.

Of the UTN students that filled out the question@aB2 said they preferred IM for
various reasons and 14 UTN students wrote thatltkeg e-mail best. The reasons mentioned
by UTN students are similar to those for Rice shisle IM gave more immediate feedback and
was more like a conversation. They also likeditifiermal nature of the IM chat. They had the
same to say about e-mail, mentioning that it wasee#o fit into their busy schedules. They also
believed they learned useful expressions in Englsliso, some students in Buenos Aires did
not have Internet access at home making IM chate whificult for them. Not only did they
have to match the appropriate time schedule welr ffrexas partners but they also had to deal
with Internet access availability, often using Qybafes and paying by the minute.

Conclusion



We found that both e-mail and IM chats providecawironment conducive to
negotiation with approximately twice as many fuact of negotiation found in the IM chats.
This is possibly due to the synchronous naturéhats; which provided the opportunity for
learners to receive immediate responses to thestopns and requests for clarification.

Learners negotiated for meaning 2131 times in crads1024 times in e-mail, requesting
clarification and vocabulary, checking confirmatimmd comprehension, providing clarifications,
definitions, and vocabulary and affirming compretien of their tandem partners. To validate
the comparison between these two different metbdb@MC we calculated the ratio of number
of negotiation functions per 100 words both in g@lenand in chats. This confirmed the
students” responses in the questionnaires stétaghey thought they had negotiated more
when chatting.

According to our questionnaire and the resulthf investigation, students preferred
communicating with their partners through IM fiestd e-mail second. The asynchronous e-mail
and particularly the synchronous IM chats provitezaners with the opportunity to interact and
negotiate with native speakers of their TL, whies lbeen shown by SLA research to facilitate
language acquisition.

There are, however, disadvantages to IM chats asithe need for both participants to
be online at the same time and to have Internetsscavailable at times which may be difficult
for some learners. Another disadvantage is thespre some non-native learners may feel to
keep up with the conversation as they attemptad,rihink, and type faster in the target
language. By contrast, the advantage to e-m#ikisthe learners do not have to be on-line at
the same time to communicate with each other agydhn take their time composing the e-mail
without pressure to rush.

We concentrated in this study on thecfions related to negotiation for meaning
between tandem partners while using two forms of&CNDur study had several limitations and
we see a need for further research. We agre¢ath@ém partners in future exchanges should be
more closely matched with regard to their proficiem the target language, their age, and
common interests. We would also like to sepataenegotiation functions by native speaker of
the language rather than by language spoken, gr todnvestigate differences and similarities
between learners and compare this data with owiqare research. In addition, we plan to look
more carefully at the cultural exchanges in whiogse tandem partners engaged during CMC
for future evaluation. We also hope to incorposaiige communication into future CMC
projects.

Opportunities to interact with native speakershef target language may be limited for
some language learners. CMC provides a chancamioncnicate with native speakers of the
target language outside the classroom which relséws shown to be beneficial to language
learners. A TLL project where learners communieeétl native speakers in their native
country also provides a tremendous resource fausimentic cross-cultural experience. Thus, we
find that a tandem language learning project uSIMC can be a valuable asset to the language
learner and language class and beyond.



We typically study language learning in the contaixihe classroom. Communicating
with native speakers through CMC provides the opypaty for developing language skills and
exposure to the culture related to the target lagguhat goes beyond the language class. TLL
through CMC presents the potential for researdhencontext of life-long learning for the
language learner outside the classroom. A longialdtudy of the long term effects of such an
exchange would contribute important data to ouresurinvestigation.

Post study observation

When the semester ended in December the studereswaerequired to participate in the CMC
any longer. Many pairs of students, however, detied continue the e-mail exchange and
occasional IM chats. In their final chat manydetmts ended with the agreement to remain in
contact through e-mail and chats even though tbeg@rhad ended. When several Rice students
were questioned a few months later about theilg-fieey said that they still exchanged e-mail
periodically with their e-pals in Buenos Aires.
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