





of those financial aid recipients come from families with annual household incomes
under $30,000” (2009). For students who are already on financial aid, getting disposable
funds to go abroad can be difficult. A look at the 19 summer short programs the Office of
Education Abroad currently advertised for spring and summer 2010, shows that the cost
of a study abroad program on average is close to US$3,500, not including tuition,
USS$175 program fee, airfare, and funds for additional personal expenses. It is important
to mention that all short-term programs are self-supported. Therefore, faculty salary and

administrative program expenses are covered by the program.

Figure 6. Panel of Experts’ Percentage Agreement on Minimum Percentage of Students
Participating in Study Abroad.

International Development Projects

Consistent with the studies of Afonso (1990) and Krane (1994), international
development projects serve as other indicators of the level of internationalization within
an HEI. Afonso (1990) defined this category as “activities involving technical assistance
to developing nations” (p. 42). Furthermore, this category includes funds received “to

advance international research and training” (Afonso, 1990, p. 42).
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The panel of experts rated this item as relevant for an HEIL, and 67% estimated
that a university placed on position 7 of the Internationalization Cube should have a
minimum of 100 faculty involved in international development programs (see Figure 7).

The data collected from the Office of Sponsored Research Administration at FIU
and the Association of Public and Land-Grant Universities (APLU)’s International
Development Project Database accounted for 69 international grants in the 2007-2008
academic year and 72 for the 2008-2009 academic year, close to the numbers estimated
by the expert panel. The grant funds received were oriented toward four types of
activities: (a) Training, (b) Research, (¢) Community Service, and (d) Fellowship.

The total financial contribution for each academic year was $12.9 million for the
2007-2008 academic year and $16.2 million for the 2008-2009 academic year. In
addition, research and training grants represent 50% and 40% respectively of the total
funds received. It is significant to mention that FIU is part of the Center for International
Business (CIBER) Program. Part of the U.S. Department of Education funds provided to
CIBER Centers promotes “curriculum development, research, and training on issues of
importance to U.S. trade and competitiveness” (U.S. Department of Education, n.d.). An
example of the types of activities CIBER offers is the 14th Annual Mercosur Faculty
Development in International Business (FDIB) Program. This program, designed for
faculty development in business, is oriented toward enhancing knowledge on how Latin
America (especially Brazil, Argentina, and Chile) are dealing with the “global economic
crisis and how the ‘change’ in the U.S. will affect bilateral relations and the regional

trading bloc” (CIBER, 2010).
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Engagement in international projects at FIU for 2007-2008 and 2008-2009
academic years shows a variety of areas of involvement from Archeology, Construction
Management, Education/Social Sciences, Freshwater and Coastal Resource, Geology,
Health/Medicine, Hospitality and Tourism, Management, Law, Social Science,
Telecommunication, to Women's Studies to name a few. In terms of the geographic areas,
diversity is also seen in the distribution of countries from Australia, China, Colombia,
Cuba, Germany, Honduras, India, Israel, Japan, Mexico, to the United Kingdom among

others.

Minimum number of faculty involvement in international
development projects University X should have.

OLess than 50

@ From 50 to 100
OFrom 101 to 151
OMore than 151

0 34%

Figure 7. Panel of Experts’ Percentage Agreement on Minimum Number of Faculty
Involvement in International Development Projects.

Student and Faculty Attitudes Survey on Internationalization
This section presents the student and faculty attitudes survey results on
internationalization to answer Research Question 3 of the study: How do FIU student and
faculty attitudes toward internationalization compare on the General Attitudes, Support,
and Benefits scales?, and test the hypothesis: There is a relationship between student and
faculty attitudes (or vice versa) toward internationalization on the General Attitudes,

Support, and Benefits scales at FIU.
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Pilot Study

A small pilot study (n=10) of five faculty members and students was done. The
Students’ and Faculty Survey on Internationalization was sent to five students and five
FIU faculty members. From the students’ responses, a link to the FIU Mission statement
was added to the question dealing with FIU Mission statement. Revisions were also
made to the wording of some questions for clarity based on the responses to the Faculty
Attitude Survey.

Participants

The Students’ Attitudes Survey on Internationalization was distributed to all FIU
students via the FIU students email list-serv system during the month of January 2010. Of
the 59,985 recipients on the distribution list, #=552 responses were received leading to a
response rate of 0.92%.

The Faculty Attitude Survey on Internationalization was distributed to a sample of
the faculty (n=442) during the spring semester via groups and personalized emails and
hand-delivery. The number of completed faculty survey was low (n=98) leading to a
faculty response rate of 22.1%. For both samples, the response rate received was below
the minimum 60% desired as recommended by the Division of Instructional Innovation
and Assessment at the University of Texas at Austin (2007). Table 10 below shows a

breakdown of the participating student and faculty demographics.
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Table 10

Student and Faculty Demographics

Demographics’ Variables Students Faculty
(n=552) (n=98)
% %
Gender
Female 70.3 45.9
Male 29.7 54.1
Race/Ethnicity
Black/African-American 5.8 7.1
Hispanic 58.5 13.3
Asian 6.9 7.1
White Non-Hispanic 20.5 59.2
Other 8.3 13.3
Ages (students)
18-22 years 40 -
23-29 years 35.7 -
30-45 years 20.8 -
46-50 years 1.3 -
51 and over 2.2 -
Class level
Undergraduate 60.9 -
Graduate 39.1 -
Students Status
Full-time 80.1 -
Part-time 19.9 -

Ages (Faculty)

Less than 36 years - 5.1
36-40 years - 8.2
41-45 years - 9.2
46-50 years - 19.4
51 and over - 58.2
Tenure status
Tenured - 50
Tenure Earning - 15.3
Non-Tenured - 34.7
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Demographic data collected from the student and faculty surveys were compared

to demographic data reported by the FIU Facts Sheet and the Office of Planning and

Institutional Effectiveness to establish some faculty and student populations’ parameters.

A comparison of both demographic data seems to represent FIU students and faculty

population (Carley, Cheurprakobkit, Paracka, 2006).

Students and faculty were also surveyed on past experiences regarding study

abroad participation, knowledge of travel grants for students, awareness of co-

curriculum, offshore programs participation, and international faculty. Table 11 below

shows the breakdown of the students and faculty past experiences:

Table 11

Student and Faculty Experiences

Experiences’ Variables Students Faculty
(n=552) (n=98)
% %
Visited Office of Study
Abroad
No 78.6 76.5
Yes 21.4 23.5
International Travel Grants
Awareness
No 62.3 50
Yes 37.7 50

Awareness of Co-Curriculum

International Activities
No 279
Yes 72.1

Participated in Study Abroad
No 84.1
Yes 15.9
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Table 11 (continued)

Experiences’ Variables Students
(n=552)
%

Faculty
(n=98)
%

Like to Participate in Study

Abroad
No 22.5
Yes 77.5

Participated in Study Abroad-

Faculty Role
No -
Yes -

Like to Participate in Study

Abroad — Faculty Role
No -
Yes -

Have participated in Offshore

programs
No -
Yes -

Like to participate in Offshore

programs
No -
Yes -

International Faculty (Not

Born in the U.S.)
No -
Yes -

Like to Participate in Study
Abroad
No
Yes

68.4
31.6

22.4
77.6

57.1
42.9

204
79.6

61.2
38.8

The Students’ and Faculty’s Attitude Surveys on Internationalization were

analyzed in two parts: (a) A Psychometric analysis was performed through the

computation of factor analyses and reliability, and (b) Spearman Rho correlations

analysis of the surveys’ General Attitudes, Support, and Benefits scales with

demographics and experiences variables.
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Psychometric Analysis

Three steps were followed for factor analysis: (a) computation of correlation
matrix, (b) extraction of factors through the Principal Component Method, and (c)
varimax rotation of extracted factors.

Student Attitudes Survey on Internationalization. The Students’ Attitude
Survey on Internationalization consists of a total of 39 items. Of the 39 items, only the 26
Likert-type- items corresponding to the scales General Attitudes About
Internationalization, FIU’s Support for Internationalization, and Benefits of
Internationalization, were subjected to factor analysis to reduce the data into latent
variables.

An examination of the correlation matrix demonstrated the items in the survey
have high correlations and do cluster together with a yielded Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
value of .902 and a Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity value of 6225.35 and an associated level
of significance of .000. The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity value confirms the adequacy of
the correlation matrix.

The first run of the factor analysis lead to four factors. However, even though the
fourth factor reported an eigenvalue of 1.14, representing 4.388 % of the variance, a look
at the scree plot (see Figure 8 below) showed three factors before the elbow line began.
In addition, a look at the rotated component matrix shows that the two items appearing in
the fourth factor can be grouped into one of the three factors. As a result, a factor analysis

was run a second time with only three factors.
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Scree Plot
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Figure 8. Student Factors Scree Plot.

An examination of the three factors total variance explained matrix showed that
the three factors account for 49.83% of the total variance with eigenvalues of 7.21, 3.85,
and 1.88 respectively. No cross-loaded items among the three factors were seen.

A preliminary review of the rotated component variance showed that three items
of the survey had a factor loading of less than .4. These items were not included in the
analysis.

A further review of the rotated component variance shows that Factor 1 is
composed of nine items. A closer look at the items demonstrated that the six items from
the Benefits of Internationalization scale loaded into that factor. The remaining three
items came from the general attitudes scale. Because all nine items underlie the Benefits
of Internationalization, Factor 1 was labeled Benefits. The highest item loading of the

factor, International Education helps me recognize and understand the impact of other
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cultures have on American life and vice versa, presented a loading value of .806. The
lowest item loading, International education can explain the root causes of basic global
problems such as overpopulation, poverty, climate change, and disease, presented a
loading value of .587.

Factor 2 included seven items all from the FIU’s Support for Internationalization
scale. As a result, factor 2 was labeled Support. The highest item loading on the factor, /
have been encouraged in my department to take courses that incorporate international
content, reported a factor loading of .792. The statement My courses with international
content have provided examples from all regions of the world had the lowest factor
loading of .6222.

Finally, Factor 3 was comprised of seven items from the General Attitudes about
Internationalization scale. Consequently, Factor 3 was labeled General Attitudes. The
item FIU’s Global Leaning Quality Enhancement Plan is understood and discussed by
all FIU stakeholders (students, administrators, and faculty), had a factor loading of .740
compared to the lowest factor loading of .460, for the item FIU'’s exchange programs
with institutions in other countries foster internationalization of instruction, research,
and service learning. The detailed Rotated Component Matrix for the three factors is
presented in Appendix P.

The internal consistency reliability for the three factors representing the scales
was determined using the Cronbach’s Alpha method. Table 12 shows the Cronbach’s

Alpha coefficients for each factor:
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Table 12

Student Factors Reliability Statistics

Factors Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
Factor 1- Benefits .888 9
Factor 2- Support 877 7
Factor 3- General Attitudes .808 7

All three factors met the minimum desired .70 Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient value
(Nunnally, 1978) indicating that all the items are reliable and the survey presents a high
internal consistency (Ho, 2006). In addition, the analysis of the Item-Total correlations
matrix for Factor 2 and 3 confirms that all items in the respective factors should be
retained. The deletion of any of the items will not improve the above stated Cronbach’s
Alpha coefficient value. For factor 1, the last two items indicated that deleting the items
would increase the Cronbach’s value to .890. However, given the current Cronbach’s
coefficient for Factor 1 would only increase by .002 if the items were retained.
Furthermore, both items presented a corrected Item-Total correlation of .500 and .519
indicating “the factor loading meets the minimum level of practical significance” (Ho, p.
207).

Faculty Attitudes Survey on Internationalization. The Faculty Attitudes
Survey on Internationalization consists of a total of 45 items. Of the 45 items, only the 30
Likert-type- items corresponding to the scales General Attitudes About
Internationalization, FIU’s Support for Internationalization, and Benefits of

Internationalization, were subjected to the process of factor analysis.
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An examination of the correlation matrix also demonstrated the items in the
faculty survey have high correlations and do cluster together with a yielded Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value of .833 and a Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity value of 1897.157
and an associated level of significance of .000. The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity value
confirms the adequacy of the correlation matrix.

The first run of factor analysis on the 30 Likert-type- items of the faculty survey
led to six factors of eigenvalues greater than 1. However, a closer look at the scree plot

diagram (Figure 9 below) showed a three-factor’s model.

Scree Plot
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Figure 9. Faculty Factors Scree Plot.
A second run of factor analysis was performed using three factors. An
examination of the Total Variance Explained matrix shows that the three factors extracted

account for 30.53%, 16.58%, and 7.16% of the variance respectively, representing a
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cumulative 54.28% of the total variance. The reported eigenvalues were of 9.13, 4.89,
and 2.31.

The Rotated Component Matrix on Appendix R presents the three factors with
their respective loadings, as well as the four items not loading into any factors. One item,
FIU’s Global Learning Quality Enhancement Plan is understood and discussed by all
FIU stakeholders (students, administrators, and faculty), cross-loaded in Factors 1 and 3.
Therefore, it was deleted to obtain a clear interpretation.

Factor 1 contains all 10 items from the Support scale. Since Factor 1 underlies
Support to Internationalization, it was labeled Support. The highest item loading of the
factor, My College/School/Department encourages me to conduct research on
international topics, presented a loading value of .850. The lowest item loading, My
College/School/Department provides seminars/training/workshops to faculty on
internationalizing the curriculum, presented a loading value of .589.

Factor 2 contains 10 items, all six items from the Benefits of Internationalization

scale and four items from the General Attitudes toward Internationalization scale (items
from General Attitudes scales are marked by an Asterisk in Appendix Q). Given that all
10 items reflect Benefits of internationalization, Factor 2 was labeled Benefits.
The highest loaded item of the factor was, The more we know about other countries, the
better we will understand our own, with a factor loading of .912. The lowest item loading
was represented by the statement Learning a foreign language is not essential for an
undergraduate education, with a factor loading of .440.

Finally, Factor 3 contains five items, all from the General Attitudes Toward

Internationalization scale. As a result, Factor 3 was labeled General Attitudes. The
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highest factor item loading in Factor 3 was FIU's current mission statement supports the
definition of internationalization presented, with a factor loading of .724. The
statement/item International learning is an important element of the educational process
at FIU, had the lowest factor loading of .673.

The internal consistency reliability for the three Factors representing the scales
was determined using the Cronbach’s Alpha method. Table 13 shows the Cronbach’s
Alpha coefficients for each factor:

Table 13

Faculty Factors Reliability Statistics

Factors Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
Factor 1- Support 921 10
Factor 2- Benefits 901 10
Factor 3- General Attitudes .836 5

All three factors met the minimum desired .70 Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient value
(Nunnally, 1978). These results indicated that all the items are reliable and the survey has
a high internal consistency (Ho, 2006). In addition, the analysis of the Item-Total
correlations matrix for Factor 1 and 3 confirms that all items in the respective factors
should be retained. The deletion of any of the items would not have improved the above
stated Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient value. For Factor 2, the last item indicated that
deleting the item would increase the Cronbach’s value to .923. However, given the
current Cronbach’s coefficient for Factor 2, it would only increase by .022, the item was

retained.
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The Student and Faculty Surveys Toward Internationalization presented three
scales, General Attitudes, Support and Benefits of Internationalization. Factor Analysis
reported a three factors model for both the students and faculty survey representing the
three scales: General Attitudes, Support, and Benefits.

Student and Faculty Survey Responses Toward Internationalization

As a matter of consistency, descriptive statistics and Spearman Rho correlations
on items were analyzed by student and faculty factors.

Student and Faculty General Attitudes Toward Internationalization Factor

Student and Faculty reported overall positive general attitudes toward
internationalization. On a 5-point Likert-type-scale, with the highest number indicating
strong agreement and positive attitude, students and faculty reported an overall mean
score of 3.5 and 3.6 respectively. Table 14 shows Student and Faculty General Attitude’s
factor descriptive statistics:

Table 14

Student and Faculty General Attitudes Toward Internationalization Descriptive Statistics

Statement Agree (Strongly Neutral Disagree Mean Score
agree & Agree) (Strongly disagree
& Disagree)

S F S F S F S F

FIU's Global 153 - 161 - 238 - 2.80 -
Learning (28%) (29 %) (43%)
Quality

Enhancement

Plan is

understood

and discussed

by all

stakeholders

(students,

administrators

, and faculty).

(table continues)
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Table 14 (continued)

Statement Agree (Strongly

agree & Agree)

Neutral

Disagree
(Strongly disagree
& Disagree)

Mean Score

S F

S F

S F

The process 219 27
of (40%) (28%)
internationali

zation is

understood

and discussed

by all FIU

stakeholders

(students,

administrators

, and faculty).

FIU's current 376 70
mission (68%) (71%)
statement

supports the

definition of

internationali

zation

presented

above.

There is a 344 58
genuine (62%) (59%)
commitment

to

internationali

zation at FIU

International 409 58
learning is an (74%) (59%)
important

element of the

educational

process.

Internationali 304 81
zation is a (55%) (83%)
component of

FIU's 3.0: A

new Strategic

Paradigm

Plan.

(25 %)

141 33
(34%)

86 12
(16%)  (12%)

145 27
Q6%)  (28%)

73 22
(13%)  (22%)

216 13
(39%)  (13%)

192 38
(35%)  (39%)

90 16
(16%)  (16%)

63 13
(11%)  (13%)

70 18
(13%)  (18%)

32 4
(6%) (4%)

3.04 2.81

3.70 3.84

3.62 3.64

3.88 3.58

3.66 4.17
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Table 14 (continued)

Statement Agree (Strongly Neutral Disagree Mean Score
agree & Agree) (Strongly disagree
& Disagree)

S F S F S F S F

FIU exchange 449 - 77 - 26 - 4.16 -
programs (81%) (14%) (5%)
with

institutions in

other

countries

foster

internationali

zation of

instruction,

research, and

service

learning.

Note. S=Students, F= Faculty; Scale ranged from 1 to 5, with a lower number indicating stronger
disagreement/attitude.

Students expressed a strong agreement (agree and strongly agree) on the
following items: FIU exchange programs with institutions in other countries foster
internationalization of instruction, research and service leaning (81%), and International
learning is an important element of the educational process (74%). Faculty, on the other
hand, reported a strong agreement with the statements: Internationalization is a
component of FIU’s 3.0: A New Strategic Paradigm Plan (83%) and FIU’s Current
Mission statement supports the definition of internationalization (71%).

Both students and faculty reported disagreement with the statement, 7he process
of internationalization is understood and discussed by all FIU stakeholders (students,
administrators, and faculty). Only 40% (M= 3.04) of the students agree with the previous

statement while faculty reported a 28% (M= 2.81). In addition, only 28% (M= 2.80) of
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the students expressed agreement with the statement F/U’s Global Learning Quality

Enhancement Plan is understood and discussed by all stakeholders (students,

administrators, and faculty).

Student and Faculty Perceived Support Toward Internationalization Factor

Overall, students and faculty reported a less positive attitude regarding perceived

support toward internationalization (M =3.4, M =3.1, respectively). Table 15 presents the

student and faculty descriptive statistics of their perceived support of internationalization:

Table 15

Student and Faculty Support for Internationalization Descriptive Statistics

Statement Agree (Strongly Neutral Disagree Mean Score
agree & Agree) (Strongly
disagree &
Disagree)
S F S F S F S F
I have been 287 62 83 20 182 16 3.35 3.74
encouraged in my (52%)  (63%) (15%)  (20%) (33%) (16%)
department to
take/offer courses
that incorporate
international
content.
My 285 39 126 32 141 27 3.38 3.14
College/School/De  (52%)  (40%) (23%) (33%) 25%) (28%)
partment
encourages me to
conduct research on
international topics.
My 333 53 118 22 101 23 3.64 3.45
College/School/De  (60%)  (54%) (21%)  (22%) (18%) (23%)

partment strongly

promotes students

engagement in

internationalization
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Table 15 (continued)

Statement

Agree (Strongly
agree & Agree)

Neutral

Disagree Mean Score
(Strongly
disagree &

Disagree)

S F

S F

S F S F

My
College/School/D
epartment
encourages me to
participate in
study abroad
program.

My
College/School/D
epartment
encourages me to
attend
international
symposiums/lectur
€s on campus

My
College/School/D
epartment takes
advantage of
community
resources to
enhance the
international
learning
experience.

My courses with
international
content have
provided
examples from all
regions of the
world

My
College/School/D
epartment takes
provides
seminars/training/
workshops to
faculty yon
internationalizing
the curriculum.

258 30
A7%)  (31%)

293 41
(53%)  (42%)

252 41
(46%)  (42%)

310 -
(56%)

- 33
(34%)

119 28
(22%)  (29%)

116 33
21%)  (34%)

160 30
(29%)  (31%)

121 -
(22%)

; 27
(28%)

175 40 324 279
(32%)  (41%)

143 24 339 327
(26%)  (24%)

140 27 327 3.5
(25%)  (28%)

121 - 3.48 -
(22%)

- 38 - 2.97
(39%)
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Table 15 (continued)

Statement

Agree (Strongly
agree & Agree)

Neutral

Disagree

(Strongly
disagree &
Disagree)

Mean Score

F

F S

F S

My
College/School/D
epartment
encourages me to
belong to an
international
professional
organization.

My
College/School/D
epartment
encourages me to
serve as Faculty
Advisor to
Students
Organizations
involved in
projects with an
international
focus.

My
College/School/D
epartment
encourages me to
publish on
international or
global issues.

36
(37%)

20
(20%)

36
(37%)

23 ;
(23%)

34 -
(35%)

34 -
(35%)

39
(40%)

44 -
(45%)

28 -
(29%)

2.97

2.66

3.10

Note. S=Students, F= Faculty; Scale ranged from 1 to 5, with a lower number indicating stronger
disagreement/attitude.

Students demonstrated strong agreement with the statements: My

College/School/Department strongly promotes students engagement in

internationalization (60%), My courses with international content have provided

examples from all regions of the world (56%), and My College/School/Department
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encourages me to attend international symposiums/lectures on campus (53%), and 1
have been encouraged in my department to take courses that incorporate international
content (52%).

Similar to the students, faculty showed strong agreement with the statements /
have been encouraged in my department to offer courses that incorporate international
content (63%), My College/School/Department strongly promotes faculty engagement in
internationalization (54%), and My College/School/Department encourages me to attend
international symposiums/lectures on campus (42%).

Faculty indicated a strong disagreement with the following items: My
College/School/Department encourages me to serve as Faculty Advisor to Student
Organizations involved in projects with an international focus (45%), My
College/School/Department provides seminars/training/workshops to faculty on
internationalizing the curriculum (39%), and My College/School/Department encourages
me to belong to an international professional organization (40%,). Finally, faculty also
indicated disagreement with My College/School/Department encourages me to
participate in study a abroad program (41%,), which seems to be aligned with the 31.6%
response of faculty that indicated having participated in study abroad compared to 77.6%
that would like to participate.

Student and Faculty Perceived Benefits of Internationalization Factor

Both students and faculty reported a strong positive attitude toward the benefits of
internationalization with mean scores of 4.3 for the students and 4.2 for faculty
respectively. Table 16 presents the Student and Faculty perceived Benefits of

Internationalization descriptive statistics:
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Table 16

Student and Faculty Benefits of Internationalization Descriptive Statistics

Statement Agree (Strongly Neutral Disagree Mean Score
agree & Agree) (Strongly
disagree &
Disagree)
S F S F S F S F
International 517 88 22 7 13 3 4.46 4.41
education helps me (94%)  (90%) 4%) (7%) (2%) (3%)
recognize and
understand the impact
other cultures have on
American life and
vice versa.
International 513 87 23 5 16. 6 4.46 4.37
learning makes me 93%)  (89%) 4%) (5%) (3%) (6%)
appreciate more of
other cultures.
The more we know 481 81 43 10 28 7 4.30 4.27
about other cultures, (87%)  (83%) (8%) (10%) (5%) (7%)
the better we will
understand our own
International learning 509 89 28 5 15 4 4.40 4.36
helps prepare 92%) (91%) 5%) (5%) (3%) (4%)
students to become
responsible global
citizens.
Learning other 506 83 29 10 17 5 4.39 4.30
cultures helps me (92%)  (85%) (5%) (10%) (3%) (5%)
better tolerate
ambiguity when
communicating with
a foreign person.
Learning about 514 94 25 3 13 1 4.56 4.60
people from different  (93%) (96%) 4%) (3%) (2%) (1%)
cultures is a very
important part of
education.
I believe an 479 80 48 9 25 9 4.33 4.14
understanding of (87%)  (82%) 9%) (9%) (4%) (9%)

international issues is
important for success
in the workforce.
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Table 16 (continued)

Statement Agree (Strongly Neutral Disagree Mean Score
agree & Agree) (Strongly
disagree &
Disagree)
S F S F S F S F
Students can 470 85 36 9 46 4 4.19 4.33
understand theirown  (85%)  (87%) 6%)  (9%) (8%) (4%)
culture more fully if
they have studied
another
International 430 68 72 18 50 12 4.04 3.81
education can explain ~ (78%)  (69%) (13%) (18%) (9%) (12%)
the root causes of
basic global problems
such as
overpopulation,
poverty, climate
change, and disease.
Learning a foreign - 18 - 12 - 68 - 3.80
language is not (18%) (12%) (69%)

essential for an
undergraduate
education.

Note. S=Students, F= Faculty; Scale ranged from 1 to 5, with a lower number indicating stronger

disagreement/attitude.

Strong agreement was shown by both students and faculty with the statements:

International Education helps me recognize and understand the impact of other cultures

have on American life and vice versa (94% students and 90% faculty), International

learning helps prepare students to become global citizens (92% students and 91%

faculty), and Learning about people from different cultures is a very important part of

education (93% students and 96% faculty). Lower mean scores within the Benefits factor

were reported by faculty and students on the statement about international education

being able to explain the root causes of global issues (M= 4.04 and 3.81 respectively).
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To further the understanding of the students and faculty attitudes, Spearman’s rho
correlations were run for the students and faculty factors’ means with the various
demographic variables as well as the faculty and student experiences (yes/no questions).

Students’ Correlations with Demographic Variables

The factors, General Attitudes toward internationalization, Perceived Benefits of
Internationalization, and Support for Internationalization, were correlated with the
demographic variables: Age, Gender, Race/Ethnicity, Class Status, Student Status, and
Work Status. Table 17 shows the student factors significant correlation results with
demographics variables:

Table 17

Student Factors Correlations with Demographics

Students Demographic Mean General Mean Perception  Mean Support
Variables
Attitude toward  of the Benefits of for
internationalization internationalization internationalizati

(Factor 3) (Factor 1) on (Factor 2)
Age -.078 .004 -.029
Gender -.008 -130” 020
Race/Ethnicity 091" .041 .018
Class -101" 036 -013
Student Status -.015 -.021 -.063
Work Status .006 -.005 .050

Note. *p <.05; **p <.01;  Gender (female=1, male=2); Race (Non Hispanic=0, Hispanic=1); Age (18-22 years=1,
23-29 years=2, 30-45 years=3, 46-50 years=4, 51 years and over=5), Your Class (Undergraduate=1, Graduate=2) ,
Your Student Status (Full-Time=1, Part-Time=2), Your Work Status (Full-Time Worker=1,Part-Time Worker=2, Not
Employed=3).

The General Attitudes Toward Internationalization factor was significantly

positively correlated with Race/Ethnicity (Hispanics vs. non Hispanics), s =.091, p<.05.
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Specifically, this finding indicated that Hispanics reported a significantly more favorable
general attitude toward internationalization than non-Hispanics.

An analysis of the General Attitudes Toward Internationalization factor items
showed statistically significant associations between the underlying distributions of the
scores of Hispanic and non-Hispanic students on three out of seven items: FIU’s Global
Learning Quality Enhancement Plan is understood and discussed by all FIU stakeholders
(15=.103, p<.05), There is a genuine commitment of internationalization at FIU (rs~=.098,
p<.05), and FIU'’s current mission statement supports the definition of
internationalization (rs = .093, p<.05). For all three items, Hispanics had significantly
more favorable general attitudes toward internationalization.

Also, the General Attitudes Toward Internationalization factor was significantly
negative correlated with class (r; = -.101, p<.05). Undergraduate students had
significantly more favorable general attitudes toward internationalization than graduate
students. A more detailed analysis of the factor’s items denote statistically significant
associations between the underlying distributions of the scores of undergraduate and
graduates students for two items: FIU’s current mission statement support the definition
of internationalization presented (ts = -.132, p<.01) and International learning is an
important element of the educational process at FIU (ts=-.091, p<.05). For both items,
undergraduates had more favorable general attitudes than graduate students.

The Perceived Benefits of Internationalization was significantly correlated with
gender, 1= -.130, p<.01. Female students had significantly more favorable perceptions of
the benefits of internationalization than male students. An analysis of the Perceived

Benefits of Internationalization factor items revealed statistically significant associations
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between the underlying distributions of the scores of male and female students on five of
the nine statements: International learning makes me appreciate more other cultures ( ts=
-.149, p <.01), International education can explain the root causes of basic global
problems such as overpopulation, poverty, climate change and disease (ts=-.133, p
<.01), International education helps me recognize and understand the impact other
cultures have on American life and vice versa (s =-.123, p <.01), Learning other cultures
helps me better tolerate ambiguity when communicating with a foreign person (ts = -.122,
p <.01), International learning helps prepare students to become responsible global
citizens (r; = -.118, p <.01), and [ believe an understanding of international issues is
important for success in the workforce (s =-.103, p <.05). For all statements, female
students perceived significantly more benefits of internationalization than male students.

Perceived Benefits of Internationalization was not significantly correlated with
the demographic variables Age, Race/Ethnicity, Class Status, Student Status, and Work
Status. General Attitudes toward internationalization was not significantly correlated
with the demographic variables Age, Student Status, and Work Status. Support for
Internationalization was not significantly correlated with any of the demographic
variables.

Students’ Correlations With Experience Variables

The three factors were tested for correlation with the experience variables: Visited FIU’s
Office of Education Abroad, Knowledge on international travel grants for students,
Knowledge of co-curricular international activities, Participated in Study Abroad, Like to

Participate in Study Abroad.
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Table 18 shows the student factors significant correlation results with experience
variables:
Table 18

Student Factors Correlations with Experiences

Students Experience Mean General Mean Perception  Mean Support

Variables
Attitude toward  of the Benefits of for
internationalization internationalization internationaliza-
(Factor 3) (Factor 1) tion (Factor 2)

Have you visited FIU’s Office 1127 138" 224"
of Education Abroad?
Do you know if there are 096" 1207 2237
international travel grants
offered to FIU students?
Do you know if there are co- .063 -.015 2217
curricular international activities
on campus? (i.e. international
festivals or clubs)
Have you ever participated in a 091" 159 1977
study abroad program?
Would you like to participate in 072 228" 048

a study abroad program?

Note. *p < .05; **p <.01; Have visited FIU’s Office of Education Abroad (no=0, yes=1); Do you know if there are
international travel grants for students (no=0, yes=1); Have participated in Study Abroad (no=0, yes=1), Would like to
participate in Study Abroad (no=0, yes=1)

The General Attitudes Toward Internationalization factor was significantly
positively correlated with the following questions: (a) Have you visited FIU’s Olffice of
Education Abroad?, (b) Do you know if there are international travel grants offered to
FIU students?, and (c) Have you ever participated in a study abroad program?. These
findings indicate that students have more favorable general attitudes toward

internationalization when students have visited the office of education abroad (r;=.112,
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p<.01), have knowledge of international travel grants for students (r; =.096, p<.05), and
have participated in study abroad (r; =.091, p<.05).

Table 19 shows the analysis of the General Attitudes toward Internationalization
Factor items with the significant correlated questions Have you visited FIU’s Olffice of
Education Abroad?, Do you know if there are international travel grants offered to FIU
students?, and Have you ever participated in a study abroad program?.
Table 19

Student General Attitudes Factor Items Correlations Results

Do you know if
Have you

) visited FIU’s ) ) o )
General Attitudes Factor Items international participated in a

(Students) Office of
Education

Abroad?

there are Have you ever

travel grants study abroad
offered to FIU program?

students?

FIU's Global Learning Quality
Enhancement Plan is
understood and discussed by all
FIU stakeholders (students,

administrators, and faculty).

The process of
internationalization is
understood and discussed by all
FIU stakeholders (students,

administrators, and faculty).

FIU’s current mission 084*

statement supports the
definition of

internationalization presented

There is a genuine commitment .104* .109*
to internationalization at FIU.

(table continues)
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Table 19 (continued)

Do you know if ~ Have you ever

ViI;Ii?e\/(f 12][0[1}’5 there are participated in a
General Attitudes Factor Items international study abroad
Office of
(Students) . travel grants program?
Education
offered to FIU
Abroad?
students?

International learning is an
important element of the 136%* 141%*
educational process at FIU

Internationalization is a .086*
component of FIU’s 3.0: A
New Strategic Paradigm

FIU’s exchange programs with 145%* 167** .149%*
institutions in other countries

foster internationalization of

instruction, research, and

service learning.

Note. *p <.05; **p <.01; Have visited FIU’s Office of Education Abroad (no=0, yes=1); Do you know if there are
international travel grants for students no=0, yes=1); Have participated in Study Abroad (no=0, yes=1).

The analysis of the General Attitudes Toward Internationalization factor items
indicated that four items out of the seven correlated statistically significantly with the
question Have you visited FIU’s Office of Education Abroad?: FIU's exchange programs
with institutions in other countries foster internationalization of instruction, research,
and service learning (1 =.145, p<.01), International learning is an important element of
the educational process at FIU (ts=.136, p<.01), There is a genuine commitment to
internationalization at FIU (t; =.104, p<.05), and FIU'’s current mission statement
supports the definition of internationalization presented (rs =.084, p<.05). For all of
these items, having visited the office of education abroad had a more favorable
perception of the general attitudes’ items.

Also, the analysis of the General Attitudes Toward Internationalization factor

items indicated that two items out of the seven correlated statistically significantly with
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the question Do you know if there are international travel grants offered to FIU students?:
FIU’s exchange programs with institutions in other countries foster internationalization
of instruction, research, and service learning (ts =.167, p<.01), and There is a genuine
commitment to internationalization at FIU (r;=.109, p<.01). The knowledge of
international travel grants for students indicated a more favorable student general attitude
toward FIU’s exchange programs with other institutions and FIU’s commitment to
internationalization.

Last, the analysis of the General Attitudes Toward Internationalization factor
items indicated that three items out of the seven correlated statistically significantly with
the question Have you ever participated in a study abroad program?: FIU’s exchange
programs with institutions in other countries foster internationalization of instruction,
research, and service learning (ts- .149, p<.01), International learning is an important
element of the educational process at FIU (rs =.141, p<.01), and Internationalization is a
component of FIU’s 3.0: A New Strategic Paradigm (r;=.086, p<.05). Having
participated in Study Abroad indicated a more favorable attitude toward these particular
general attitudes’ items.

The Perceived Benefits of Internationalization factor was significantly positively
correlated with the questions: (a) Have you visited FIU’s Office of Education Abroad?,
(b) Do you know if there are international travel grants offered to FIU students?, (c) Have
you ever participated in a study abroad program?, and (d) Would you like to participate in
a study abroad program? as shown in Table 18. These results showed students have more
favorable perception of the benefits of internationalization when students have visited the

office of education abroad (r.=.138, p<.01), have knowledge of international travel grants
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for students (rs =.120, p<.05), have participated in study abroad (r; =.159, p<.01), and

would like to participate in study abroad (r; =.228, p<.01).

Table 20 exhibits the analysis of Perceived Benefits of Internationalization factor

items with the four significant correlated questions:
Table 20

Student Perceived Benefits Factor Items Correlation Results

Do you know if

B there are Have youever  Would you like
Have you visited ) ) o ) o )
Benefits Factor Items international participated in a  to participate in
(Students) FIU’s Office of
) travel grants study abroad a study abroad
Education Abroad?
offered to FTU program? program?
students?
International education helps me 163** A51** 162%* 163**
recognize and understand the
impact other cultures have on
American life and vice versa.
International learning makes me
appreciate more of other L158%* .091* 174%%* 217%%*
cultures.
The more we know about other
countries, the better we will 146%* A81%*
understand our own.
International learning helps
prepare students to become 109* Jde1** 209%*
responsible global citizens.
Learning other cultures helps me
better tolerate ambiguity when 120%* 113%x ] 190%*
communicating with a foreign
person.
Learning about people from
different cultures is a very 098* d15%* A73%%

important part of education

(table continues)
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Table 20 (continued)

Do you know if

B there are Have youever Would you like
Have you visited ) ) o ) o )
Benefits Factor Items international participated in a  to participate in
(Students) FIU’s Office of
) travel grants study abroad a study abroad
Education Abroad?
offered to FTU program? program?
students?

I believe an understanding of
international issues is important 093* 103* 133%x 085*
for success in the workforce.

Students can understand their
own culture more fully if they .094* 130%* 147%*
have studied another.

International education can

explain the root causes of basic

global problems such as .165%*
overpopulation, poverty, climate

change, and disease.

Note. *p <.05; **p <.01; Have visited FIU’s Office of Education Abroad (no=0, yes=1); Do you know if there are
international travel grants for students (no=0, yes=1); Have participated in Study Abroad (no=0, yes=1); Would like to
participate in Study Abroad (no=0, yes=1).

The review of the Perceived Benefits of Internationalization factor items indicated
that seven items out of the nine correlated statistically significant with the question Have
you visited FIU’s Office of Education Abroad?, five out of nine with the question Do you
know if there are international travel grants offered to FIU students?, seven out of nine
with the question Have you ever participated in a study abroad program?, and nine out of
nine with the question Would you like to participate in a study abroad program?.

Four items significantly correlated with all four questions: International
education helps me recognize and understand the impact other cultures have on
American life and vice versa (ts =.163, p<.01, ry =.151, p<.01, r; =.162, p<.01, r; =.163,

p<.01, respectively), International learning makes me appreciate more of other cultures
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(rs =158, p<.01, 1y =.091, p<.05, r;=.174, p<.01, r; =.217, p<.01, respectively), Learning
other cultures helps me better tolerate ambiguity when communicating with a foreign
person (1; =.120, p<.01, r; =.113, p<.01, r;=.112, p<.01, 1y =.190, p<.01, respectively),
and [ believe an understanding of international issues is important for success in the
workforce (rs =.093, p<.05, 1y =.103, p<.05, rs=.133, p<.01, r; =.085, p<.05, respectively).
For all these items, students showed a more favorable perception of the benefits of
internationalization when they have visited the office of education abroad, have
knowledge of international travel grants for students, have participated in study abroad,
and expressed the desire to participate in study abroad.

Support for Internationalization factor was significant and positively correlated
with the questions: (a) Have you visited FIU’s Olffice of Education Abroad?, (b) Do you
know if there are international travel grants offered to FIU students?, (c) Do you know if
there are co-curricular international activities on campus?, and (d) Have you ever
participated in a study abroad program? as seen in Table 18. These results showed that
students have more favorable perception of the support for internationalization when
students have visited the office of education abroad (rs =.224, p<.01), have knowledge of
international travel grants for students (r; =.223, p<.05), have knowledge of co-curricular
international activities (r; =221, p<.01), and have participated on study abroad (r; =.197,
p<.01).

Table 21 shows the analysis of Perceived Support for Internationalization factor

items with the four significant correlated questions:
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Table 21

Student Perceived Support Factor Items Correlation Results

Do you know if Do you know if

Have you visited there are there are co- Have you ever
Support Factor Items FIU’s Office of  international curricular participated in a
(Students) Education travel grants international study abroad
Abroad? offered to FIU activities on program?
students? campus?
I have been encouraged in my 55k 113%* 110%* 160%*
department to take courses
that incorporate international
content.
My college/school/department 145%* 71 160** 143%*
encourages me to conduct
research on international
topics.
My college/school/department 179 A154%* 191 166**
strongly promotes students
engagement in
internationalization.
My college/school/department 217 241 193% 251
encourages me to participate
in a study abroad program.
My college/school/department 196* 245%* 310%* 143%*
encourages me to attend
international
symposiums/lectures on
campus.
My college/school/department
takes advantage of community 143%% 199 173%% 089*

resources to enhance the
international learning
experience.
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Table 21 (continued)

Do you know if Do you know if

Have you visited there are there are co- Have you ever
Support Factor Items FIU’s Office of  international curricular participated in a
(Students) Education travel grants international study abroad
Abroad? offered to FIU activities on program?
students? campus?
142%% 107*

My courses with international
content have provided
examples from all regions of
the world.

Note. *p <.05; **p <.01; Have visited FIU’s Office of Education Abroad (no=0, yes=1); Do you know if there are
international travel grants offered to FIU students? (no=0, yes=1); Do you know if there are co-curricular international
activities on campus? (no=0, yes=1); Have you ever participated in a study abroad program? (no=0, yes=1).

An analysis of the Support for Internationalization factor items indicated that
seven items out of the seven correlated statistically significant with the question Have
you visited FIU’s Office of Education Abroad?, six out of seven with the questions Do
you know if there are international travel grants offered to FIU students? and Do you
know if there are co-curricular international activities on campus?, and seven out of seven
with the question Have you ever participated in a study abroad program?

Six items significantly correlated with all four questions: / have been encouraged
in my department to take courses that incorporate international content (rs =.155, p<.01,
r; =.113, p<.01, 1, =.110, p<.01, 15, =.160, p<.01), My College/School/Department
encourages me to conduct research on international topics (rs =.145, p<.01, ry =.171,
p<.01, 1y =.160, p<.01, ry =.143, p<.01), My College/School/Department strongly
promotes students engagement in internationalization (r=.179, p<.01, 1y =.154, p<.01, 1,
=191, p<.01, 1y =.166, p<.01), My College/School/Department encourages me to
participate in study abroad program (r; =217, p<.01, r; =.241, p<.01, r; =.193, p<.01,1,

=251, p<.01), My College/School/Department encourages me to attend international
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symposiums/lectures on campus (ts =.196, p<.01, ry =.245, p<.01, r; =.310, p<.01, 1,
=.143, p<.01), and My College/School/Department takes advantage of community
resources to enhance the international learning experience (rs=.143, p<.01, r; =.199,
p<.01, ry =173, p<.01, r; =.089, p<.05). For all these items, students presented a more
favorable perception of the support of internationalization when they have visited the
office of education abroad, have knowledge of international travel grants for students and
international co-curriculum on campus, and have participated in study abroad.
Faculty Correlations With Demographic Variables

The factors General Attitudes Toward Internationalization, Perceived Benefits of
Internationalization, and Support for Internationalization were correlated with the
demographic variables: Age, Gender, Race/Ethnicity, Tenure Status, Period Teaching at
FIU, Period Teaching in higher education following terminal degree, and International
Faculty. Table 22 shows the Faculty factors significant correlation results with
demographics variables:
Table 22

Faculty Factors Correlations with Demographics

Faculty Demographic Mean General Mean Perception =~ Mean perceived
Variables Attitude toward of Support for Benefits of
internationalization internationalization internationalization
(Factor 3) (Factor 1) (Factor 2)
Tenure Status -.034 .005 134
Age 134 061 236"
Race -.085 -.174 -.137
Period of Teaching at FIU 139 .145 .194

(table continues)
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Table 22 (continued)

Faculty Demographic Mean General Mean Perception ~ Mean perceived
Variables Attitude toward of Support for Benefits of
internationalization internationalization internationalization
(Factor 3) (Factor 1) (Factor 2)
Period of Teaching in higher .092 125 156

education following

terminal degree
Gender .068 .091 -.087

Are you an international -.000 .096 .084
faculty not born in the U.S?

Note. *p <.05; **p <.01  Tenure status (tenured=1, non-tenured=2); Gender (female=1, male=2); Race (Hispanic=1,
Non Hispanic=2); Period of Teaching at FIU (<5 years=1, 5-10 years =2, 11-15 years =3, 16-20 years =4, 20+ years
=5); Period of Teaching in higher education following terminal degree (<5 years'=1, 5-10 years =2, 11-15 years =3,
16-20 years =4, 20+ years =5); Age (50 years and under=1, over 50=2); International Faculty (no=0, yes=1).

The Perceived Benefits of Internationalization factor was significantly correlated
with the demographic variable age (r;=.236, p<.05). This result indicated that older
faculty have more favorable perceptions of the benefits of internationalization than
younger faculty.

An analysis of the Perceived Benefits of Internationalization factor items revealed
statistically significant associations between the underlying distributions of the scores of
older and younger faculty on 5 of the 10 statements: Learning about people from cultures
is a very important part of education (rs=.254, p<.05), International education can explain
roots causes of basic global problems (r;=.236, p<.05), The more we know about other
countries, the better we will understand our own (t=.234, p<.05), Learning a foreign
language is not essential for an undergraduate education (rs=.228, p<.05), and [ believe
an understanding of international issues is important for success in the workforce

(£,=.209, p<.05).
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The Perceived Benefits of Internationalization factor was not significantly
correlated with the demographic variables Gender, Race/Ethnicity, Tenure Status, Period
of Teaching at FIU, Period of Teaching in Higher Education following Terminal Degree,
and International Faculty. The General Attitudes toward Internationalization and Support
for Internationalization factors were not significantly correlated with any of the
demographic variables.

Faculty Correlations With Experience Variables

The factors General Attitudes Toward Internationalization, Support for
Internationalization, and Perceived Benefits of Internationalization were correlated with
the experiences variables: (a) Have you visited the Office of Education Abroad?, (b) Do
you know if there are international travel grants for students?, (¢) Have you participated
in Study Abroad (on a Faculty role)?, (d)Would you like to participate in Study Abroad
(on a Faculty role)?, (e) Have you participated in Offshore programs?, and (f) Would you
like to participate in Offshore programs?. Table 23 shows the Faculty factors significant
correlation results with experience variables:

Table 23

Faculty Factors Correlations with Experiences

Faculty Experience Mean General Mean Perception = Mean perceived
Variables Attitude toward of Support for Benefits of
internationalization internationalization internationalization
(Factor 3) (Factor 1) (Factor 2)
Have you visited FIU’s -.019 211 2617

Office of Education Abroad?

*ok

Do you know if there are .149 .340 .100
international travel grants
offered to FIU students?

(table continues)
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Table 23 (continued)

Faculty Experience Mean General Mean Perception ~ Mean perceived
Variables Attitude toward of Support for Benefits of
internationalization internationalization internationalization
(Factor 3) (Factor 1) (Factor 2)
Have you ever participated in .014 152 116
a study abroad program (in a
faculty role)?
Would you like to participate 173 167 3117

in a study abroad program

(in a faculty role)?

Have you participated in 137 252 154
offshore (transnational)

programs?

Would you like to participate 163 2117 489”7

in offshore (transnational)
programs?

Note.*p <.05; **p < .01 Have visited FIU’s Office of Education Abroad (no=0, yes=1); Do you know if there are
international travel grants for students (no=0, yes=1); Have participated in Study Abroad (no=0, yes=1); Would like to
participate in Study Abroad (no=0, yes=1); Have participated in Offshore Programs (no=0, yes=1); Would like to
participate in Offshore Programs (no=0, yes=1).

The Perceived Support for Internationalization factor was significantly and
positively correlated with the questions, Have you visited FIU’s Office of Education
Abroad?, Do you know if there are international travel grants offered to FIU students?,
Have participated in offshore programs?, and Would you like to participate in offshore
programs?. These results showed faculty have more favorable perceptions of the support
for internationalization when faculty have visited the office of education abroad (rs=.211,
p<.05), have knowledge of international travel grants for students (r; =.340, p<.01), have
you participated on offshore programs (r; =.252, p<.05), would like to participate in
offshore programs (r; =.211, p<.05).

Table 24 shows the analysis of faculty Perceived Support for Internationalization

factor items with the four significant correlated questions:
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Table 24

Faculty Perceived Support Factor Items Correlation Results

Support Factor Items Have you Do you know Have you Would you
(Faculty) visited if there are o like to
FIU’s Office international participated participate in
of Education travel grants in offshore offshore
Abroad? offered to FIU . (transnational
(transnation
students? ) programs?
al)
programs?
My college/school/department
provides
seminars/training/workshops to 271
faculty on internationalizing the
curriculum.
My college/school/department
encourages me to belong to an ; .
international professional 252 222
organization.
My college/school/department
encourages me to publish on 216" 353 279**
international or global topics.
My college/school/department
encourages me to conduct 321" 251"
research on international topics.
My college/school/department
encourages me to attend " .
international symposiums/lectures 259 201
on campus
My college/school/department
strongly promotes faculty 268"
engagement in ’
internationalization.
I have been encouraged in my
department to offer courses that 210 263"
incorporate international content.
My college/school/department
encourages me to participate in a 255" 229° 215"

study abroad program.

Note.*p < .05; **p < .01; Have visited FIU’s Office of Education Abroad (no=0, yes=1); Do you know if there are
international travel grants for students (no=0, yes=1); Participated in Offshore Programs (no=0, yes=1); Like to

participate in Offshore Programs (no=0, yes=1);

An analysis of the Support for Internationalization factor items indicated that two

items out of the nine correlated statistically significant with the question Have you visited
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FIU’s Office of Education Abroad?; eight out of nine with the question, Do you know if
there are international travel grants offered to FIU students?; four out of nine with the
question have you participated in offshore programs?; and two items out nine with the
question Would you like to participate in offshore programs?

The question Have you visited FIU’s Office of Education Abroad? correlated
statistically significant with the items: My College/School/Department encourages me to
participate in a study abroad program (rs =.255, p<.05), and My
college/school/department encourages me to publish on international or global topics (1
=216, p<.05).

The question Do you know if there are international travel grants offered to FIU
student? correlated statistically significant with the following items: My
College/School/Department encourages me publish on international or global topics (ts
=353, p<.01), My College/School/Department encourages me to conduct research on
international topics (r;=.321, p<.01), My College/School/Department provides
seminars/training/workshops to faculty on internationalizing the curriculum (r;=.271,
p<.01), My College/School/Department strongly promotes faculty engagement in
internationalization (r; =268, p<.01), My College/School/Department encourages me to
attend international symposiums/lectures on campus (ts =259, p<.01), My
College/School/Department encourages me to belong to an international professional
organization (ts =252, p<.05), My College/School/Department encourages me to
participate in a study abroad program (rs =.229, p<.05), and [ have been encouraged in

my department to offer courses that incorporate international learning (rs =210, p<.05).
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For all these items the perception of support for internationalization is more favorable
when faculty have knowledge of international travel grants offered to students.

The question Have you participated in offshore programs? also showed
statistically significant correlations with the following items My
College/School/Department encourages me publish on international or global topics (ts
=279, p<.01), I have been encouraged in my department to offer courses that
incorporate international learning (r; =.263, p<.01), My College/School/Department
encourages me to conduct research on international topics (rs =251, p<.05), and My
College/School/Department encourages me to belong to an international professional
organization (rs =.222, p<.05). For all these items the perception of support for
internationalization is more favorable when faculty has participated in offshore programs.

Finally, the question Would you like to participate in offshore programs?
correlated statistically significantly with the items: My College/School/Department
encourages me to participate in a study abroad program (r; =215, p<.05), and My
College/School/Department encourages me to attend international symposiums/lectures
on campus (r; =.201, p<.05). ). For all these items the perception of support for
internationalization was more favorable when faculty would like to participate in offshore
programs.

Perceived Benefits of Internationalization factor was significantly and positively
correlated with the questions Have you visited FIU’s Office of Education Abroad?,
Would you like to participate in Study Abroad?, and Would you like to participate in
Offshore programs? as presented on Table 23. These results showed faculty have more

favorable perceptions of the benefits of internationalization when faculty say they would
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like to participate in offshore programs (r; =489, p<.01), Would like to participate in
Study Abroad (r; =.311, p<.01), and Have visited the office of education abroad (r;=.261,
p<.05).

Table 25 shows the analysis of faculty Perceived Benefits for Internationalization
factor items with the three significant correlated questions:
Table 25

Faculty Perceived Benefits Factor Items Correlation Results

Benefits Factor Items Have you visited ~ Would you liketo ~ Would you like
(Faculty) FIU’s Office of participate in a to participate in
Education study abroad offshore
Abroad? program (in a (transnational)
faculty role)? programs?

International learning helps
prepare students to become 214% 408%*
responsible global citizens.

International learning makes
me appreciate more other D73%* 457%*
cultures.

The more we know about
other countries, the better we 253% 4D
will understand our own.

International education helps

me recognize and understand

the impact other cultures have 240% 316%* A14%%*
on American life and vice

versa.

Learning other cultures helps
me better tolerate ambiguity
when communicating with a
foreign person.

.245%* 307%* A434%*

International education can

explain root causes of basic

global problems such as 306%* 436%*
overpopulation, poverty,

climate change, and disease.

Students can understand their

own culture more fully if they 201* 307%*
have studied another.

(table continues)
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Table 25 (continued)

Benefits Factor Items Have you visited ~ Would you liketo ~ Would you like
(Faculty) FIU’s Office of participate in a to participate in
Education study abroad offshore
Abroad? program (in a (transnational)
faculty role)? programs?
I believe an understanding of
international issues is
important for success in the 302 367 380
workforce.
Learning about people from
different cultures is a very 256% 232%
important part of education.
Learning a foreign language is
not essential for an 3125

undergraduate. 202%

Note.*p <.05; **p < .01 Have visited FIU’s Office of Education Abroad (no=0, yes=1); Like to participate in
Study Abroad (no=0, yes=1); Like to participate in Offshore Programs (no=0, yes=1).

The analysis of the 10 Perceived Benefits of Internationalization factor items,
shows that 6 significantly correlated with the question, Have you visited FIU’s Office of
Education Abroad?; 8 with the question Would you like to participate in a Study Abroad
program (in a faculty role)?; and 9 with the question Would you like to participate in
Offshore programs?.

Three items significantly correlated with the questions Have you visited FIU’s
Office of Education Abroad?, Would you like to participate in Study Abroad?, and would
you like to participate in offshore programs?. The three items are, International
Education helps me recognize and understand the impact other cultures have on
American life and vice versa (rs=.242, p<.05, r;=.316, p<.01, ry =.414, p<.01), Learning
other cultures helps me better tolerate ambiguity when communicating with a foreign
person (1s=.245, p<.05, ry =307, p<.01, r; =.434, p<.01), and [ believe an understanding

of international issues is important for success in the workforce (ts=.302, p<.01, r; =367,
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p<.01, ry; =380, p<.01). For all these items, having visited the Office of Education
Abroad and having the desire to participate in Study Abroad or Offshore Programs
showed a more favorable perception of the Benefits of Internationalization in relation to
international education and understanding other cultures.

Summary

This chapter presented the analyses of data collected through interviews,
document analysis, and attitude surveys of students and faculty in order to answer the
research questions and test hypotheses.

The findings showed that FIU is placed on position 6 of the Van Dijk and Meijer
Internationalization Cube (1997) characterized with a priority Policy, one-sided Support
and structured Implementation dimensions. The analysis of FIU’s international activities
results (collected using the IDI) in relation to the panel of experts’ responses showed that
FIU presents all the activities considered as strongly indicators of internationalization as
identified by Afonso (1990) and Krane (1994), but is not aligned to the panel of experts’
responses on the minimum number or percentages in outcomes FIU reports on those
international activities.

Finally, the Student and Faculty Attitudes Survey on Internationalization shed
some light on what these stakeholders feel about internationalization. Overall, both
students and faculty indicated a positive agreement on the Benefits of
Internationalization. Also, the analysis of the student and faculty attitudes in relation to
the demographic and experiences variables pointed out that differences in views exist,
such as the perceptions of benefits of internationalization between Hispanic and Non-

Hispanic students or between older and younger faculty; and must be taken into account
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when planning and engaging in sustaining internationalization efforts. The next chapter
will discuss the results and their implications to FIU and offer recommendations for

future studies.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The internationalization of Higher Education institutions (HEIs) is an endeavor at
the heart of HEIs today. An in-depth understanding of what internationalization means
and entails is pivotal for its sustainable management within HEIs. This study was
designed to address this reality by assessing Florida International University’s (FIU)
Internationalization process. Using a case study mixed methods approach, the study
sought to present a snapshot of FIU’s internationalization process by answering three
questions. The first question, What is FIU's position on the Van Dijk and Meijer
Internationalization Cube? looked at FIU’s policy, support and implementation
dimensions toward internationalization. Determining where FIU stands in the
Internationalization Cube set up the framework for analyzing FIU’s internationalization
efforts. Specifically, Question One was answered by reviewing institutional documents
and data from interviews with the provost, five academic deans, and directors from the
Graduate Admissions Office, Study Abroad, Office of Global Learning, and School of
International and Public Affairs (SIPA).

The second question, To what extent is FIU's position on the Van Dijk and
Meijer’s Internationalization Cube aligned to the International Dimension Index (IDI)
results on internationalization?, expanded this examination of FIU’s internationalization
process by looking at its international activities. FIU’s international activities results were
collected through the International Dimension Index (IDI). The IDI, developed by
Afonso (1990) and Krane (1994), represents quantitative indicators that highly correlate

to internationalization. The IDI results were analyzed in relation to the Item Relevancy
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Index (IRI) obtained from a panel of expert’s. The last question, How do FIU student and
faculty attitudes toward internationalization compare on the General Attitudes, Support,
and Benefits scales?, was designed to understand FIU’s faculty and students’ attitudes
toward internationalization given their stakeholders status. Student and faculty attitudes
were collected using the adapted versions of the Student and Faculty Attitude Survey on
Internationalization developed by Kennesaw State University.

By answering the three research questions, the study sought to present a holistic
organizational assessment and enhance the understanding of the Internationalization
process within a Higher Education Institution.

Summary of Findings
FIU’s Position on the Van Dijk and Mejier International Cube

The analysis of FIU’s policy, support and implementation dimensions places FIU
in cell six of the Internationalization Cube. An analysis of FIU’s policy documents and
interview data on internationalization demonstrates FIU’s commitment toward
internationalization has been present since its establishment. Yet, for FIU, a fast-growing
urban university facing economic challenges, internationalization has not always been at
the top of the agenda.

Today, FIU’s internationalization process has been reinvigorated with the Quality
Enhancement Plan (QEP) initiative. The QEP aligns FIU’s strategic goals and
institutional priority to educating global citizens expressed in the theme Global Learning
for Global Citizenship. As a result, the QEP has led to changes in the undergraduate
curriculum and the development of new co-curriculum. At the same time, the interactive

support and systematic implementation nature of the QEP demonstrate that it is a top-
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down project. However, it should be noted that the QEP initiative focuses on one aspect
of internationalization, that is, student learning as manifested in the curriculum and co-
curriculum. Therefore, FIU’s rationale for internationalization can be described as
following a “Competency Approach” (Knight, 2004). Priority of internationalization as
well as its assessment is tied to students’ outcomes, defined as a set of knowledge, skills
and attitudes students graduating from FIU must have.

Overall, FIU’s development and support of international activities remain a one-
sided effort, with faculty and Colleges/Schools engaging in international activities - from
study abroad programs, offshore programs, to faculty research abroad - as funding
permits. The study done by Van Dijk and Meijer (1997) on the internationalization
process of Dutch universities, reported that a priority policy on internationalization
correlates to the support for internationalization available within higher education
institutions. At FIU, this seems to be true for the international activities or efforts that are
university-wide directives like the QEP, creating a gap in the support available to other
international activities despite FIU’s priority policy on internationalization. This one-
sided, decentralized support can be considered a hindering factor of internationalization
(Childress, 2009).

The implementation of international activities follows a highly systematic
approach for internationalization. Though international activities originally surfaced with
few or no processes in place, the on-the-go learning process has led to carefully drafted
processes and offices that monitor the activities (specially study abroad and offshore
programs) and make sure they maintain FIU’s quality assurance. Despite the systematic

approach, though, FIU shows a blurry organizational structure when it comes to
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internationalization. The lack of a Chief International Educator Administrator (CIEA)
contradicts FIU’s priority policy toward internationalization, and creates a void for the
university-wide internationalization process in terms of communication and coordination.
According to Green and Olson (2003), the CIEAs are the “champions for
internationalization”, providing a clear policy of where the institution is going as well as
gathering support and implementations processes. It is relevant to mention that up until 2
years ago FIU had an Office of International Programs headed by a Vice Provost for
International Studies. Interestingly enough, the Office of International Programs and the
position of Vice Provost for International Studies were abolished and their functions were
distributed among SIPA, the Office of Global Learning Initiative, and other units of the
university.

Finally, the study has identified some challenges facing FIU’s internationalization
process. The most cited challenges were the lack of funding to engage in more
international activities or provide financial support, as well as faculty feelings of
overwhelming in terms of administrative reporting pertaining to quality assurance.

FIU’s Results on International Activities

Question Two of the study, To what extent is FIU's position on the Van Dijk and
Meijer’s Internationalization Cube aligned to the IDI results? explored FIU’s
international activities results in relation to panel of experts’ responses. The findings
show that the panel of experts considered the eight items on the IDI (Foreign Language,

International Curriculum, International Students, Faculty Exchange, Co-curriculum,
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study Abroad, Faculty International Development Projects, and Offshore Programs)
relevant for a university placed on position 7 of the Van Dijk and Meijer’s
Internationalization Cube.

A comparison of FIU’s results on international activities to the panel of experts’
responses shows that: (a) an alignment exists between FIU’ international activities and
the panel of experts’ items relevancy index, and (b) a difference exists in the numbers or
percentages FIU reported on five out of eight items’ subcategories of its international
activities results based on the minimum requirement estimated by the panel of experts. It
should be noted that the panel of experts presented an estimation of the minimum
requirement on the activities for an institution placed on position 7 of the
Internationalization Cube. Therefore, given FIU’s placement on cell 6 of the
Internationalization Cube this difference in output can: (a) be explained by the lack of
strategic planning on these items, and (b) reinforce FIU’s position on the
Internationalization Cube. FIU’s results on international activities could correspond with
an institution on position 6 of the Internationalization Cube as indicated by the panel
responses.

The presence of the highly correlated quantitative indicators on
internationalization as described by Afonso (1990) and Krane (1994) shows that FIU’s
advancement of internationalization has been slow-moving. Given FIU’s student and
faculty size population, an assessment of the student and faculty participation and/or

involvement in different international activities depicts a history of an overlooked policy
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in the areas of foreign language enrollment, study abroad participation, percentage of
international students on campus, international movement of faculty, and involvement in
international development projects.

Burriss (2006) study indicated that a relationship exists between an institution’s
position on the Internationalization Cube and the results of internationalization. This
interaction fosters an environment that enhances organizational change and a sustainable
internationalization process. Following Burriss (2006) comparison model, given FIU’s
position on the Cube and its results on international activities, FIU can be described as an
institution with a Far-Reaching typology of change characterized with low depth and
high pervasiveness (Eckel, Green, Hill, 1998). Changes in internationalization are taking
place within FIU, especially with the QEP, but they do not seem to affect all areas in a
profound and or equal manner such as foreign language or study abroad among others.
Student and Faculty Survey on Internationalization

A psychometric analysis of the student and faculty survey on internationalization
was done to estimate validity of the three scales in the survey: General Attitudes, Support
for Internationalization and Benefits of Internationalization. Principal Component
Analysis (PCA) was used to extract factors that were then subjected to a Varimax
rotation.

Overall, the factor analysis demonstrated that for both the student and faculty
surveys, the three scales or three factor models were present. Students” PCA showed
Benefits of Internationalization as first factor (with the highest loading items), Support

for Internationalization as second, and General Attitudes as third. For Faculty, Support
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for Internationalization was the first factor, followed by Beliefs on Internationalization,
and General Attitudes toward Internationalization as the third factor.

The internal reliability estimates of the three scales determined through the
coefficient Alpha was calculated. Following Nunnally’s (1978) minimum requirement of
.70 or higher as an acceptable alpha coefficient value, the study demonstrated that the
survey scales (for student and faculty) were internally consistent with alpha values
ranging from .877 to .921. These findings corroborated that the survey items focused
indeed on the notion of attitudes toward internationalization.

General Attitudes Toward Internationalization. The student and faculty
surveys showed that overall, FIU’s students and faculty have positive attitudes toward
internationalization. International learning, for both students and faculty, is relevant as an
element of the educational process. The need for educating students capable of working
locally or abroad while understanding cultural differences was highlighted by the
students, representing their awareness of these skills. These findings demonstrate an
alignment between students’ and faculty attitudes toward internationalization. Most
importantly, perhaps, is the fact that it contradicts the findings presented by ACE (Green,
Luu, Burriss, 2008) that claim that a contradiction exists between student and faculty
attitudes toward internationalization.

It is interesting to point out that both FIU students and faculty reported that there
is a genuine commitment to internationalization at FIU, and that FIU’s current mission
statement supports Knight’s (2003) definition of internationalization used in the study.

Yet, it is worth noting that during the interviews, interviewees tended to interpret FIU’s
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mission statement according to their definitions. This demonstrated a pragmatic posture
toward the definition of internationalization.

FIU’s Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) was designed on the notion of preparing
Global Citizens. Yet, only small percentages of students and faculty reported that the
QEP is discussed and understood by stakeholders. The student and faculty attitudes
toward this particular item may indicate that despite FIU’s efforts in promoting the QEP,
more discussions and conversations are still needed. The QEP, being the central force
driving the internationalization efforts at FIU, call for all stakeholders (students, faculty,
and administrators) to have a solid understanding of the QEP process.

Perceived Support for Internationalization. As identified in question one,
FIU’s support for internationalization can be categorized as one-sided;
Schools/Colleges/Departments have the main responsibility for supporting
internationalization efforts. This approach has been certainly felt by students and faculty
who reported a less positive attitude toward the support for internationalization available
at FIU. Specifically, faculty reported a perceived lack of support for activities such as
serving as an advisor for students’ organizations with international focus, and providing
seminars/training/workshops in internationalizing the curriculum; all key components for
fostering faculty global competency, enhancing an internationalized curriculum, and
promoting a campus ethos (Green & Olson, 2003).

Faculty and students also indicated a low perception of support from their
Colleges/Schools/departments toward study abroad. This finding is significant as
literature on internationalization defines study abroad as an element of undergraduate

education that promotes cultural understanding and awareness (Green and Olson, 2003).
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The data collected demonstrated that the percentage of students and faculty who have
actually participated in study abroad was low despite the high percentage of students and
faculty expressed interest in doing so. These results seem to be aligned with the need to
incorporate international activities efforts into the Faculty Handbook delineating faculty
benefits or incentives for doing international work either through research or service. In
terms of students, this finding reflects the need to explore the possibility of incorporating
study abroad into the undergraduate curriculum.

On the other hand, students and faculty both showed a positive perception of the
support from their Colleges/Schools/Department to take or offer courses with an
international content. These findings are relevant as they align with the QEP goal of
forming globally competent students, and reinforced FIU’s stand on an internationalized
curriculum.

Perceived Benefits of Internationalization. Results from the student and faculty
survey indicated that students and faculty have a strong positive perception of the
benefits of internationalization as supported by the survey statistics analysis. Faculty and
students demonstrated a positive view of international learning as a means to educating
global citizens. The students and faculty perceptions are encouraging news for FIU for
several reasons: (a) students indicated an explicit interest in understanding and learning
about other cultures, and (b) faculty’s awareness of the students’ needs and interest would
increase the likelihood of faculty incorporating an international dimension in their course

work (Carley, Cheurprakobkit, & Paracka, 2006).
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Demographic Variables and Past Experiences on Students and Faculty Views

The study’s findings demonstrated that students’ race/ethnicity, class status and
gender have some relationship to their attitudes toward internationalization. For faculty,
surprisingly, the age variable is related to the appreciation of the Benefits of
Internationalization. Though these findings do not certainly show causation, they do
point to differences in perceptions among students and faculty (Carley, Cheurprakobkit,
& Paracka, 2006). Recognizing these differences can be useful when promoting dialogue
about internationalization among the different stakeholders.

In terms of students’ experiences, the variables of Education Abroad (have visited
the office of Education Abroad and having participated in Study Abroad) and awareness
of international grants available for students are the ones that most consistently and
significantly correlated with attitudes toward internationalization. For faculty, similar
findings were seen on the variables of Study Abroad and Offshore programs. These
findings are encouraging for FIU for two reasons: (a) they corroborate the notion that
experiences abroad contribute to developing positive attitudes/perceived benefits of
international education. Green (2005) reported on her study on students’ perspectives
toward internationalization that “the experience [of participating in study abroad] made
them [the students] more knowledgeable and understanding of other people and cultures”
(p. 11), and (b) encouraging students to participate in study abroad as well as faculty on
study abroad and/or offshore programs can certainly be one of the most significant
instruments for developing a more internationalized faculty and students as well as

promoting an internationalized campus ethos (Carley, Cheurprakobkit, Paracka, 2006).
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Implications of the Study

In this study, internationalization is defined as the “process of integrating an
international/intercultural dimension into the teaching, research and service functions of
the institution (Knight, 1997). A deconstruction of the definition of internationalization
means embedding an international and/or global perspective in all university processes,
from what faculty teaches what students learn though formal activities or co-curriculum,
to faculty research and involvement in international/global issues. All these components
provide the starting point for setting goals and rationales for the internationalization of
HEIs. In addition, it reinforces a holistic organizational assessment of
internationalization rather than a fragmented one.

FIU’s current approach that focuses on the development of students’ global
competencies certainly sets the ground for an internationalization effort. Yet, in order to
advance internationalization and FIU’s position on the internationalization cube, this
approach should be expanded to manifest a coherent policy on internationalization in the
following areas:

FIU’s current mission statement emphasizes FIU’s research aspect but overlooks
FIU’s international goal. The mission statement of a HEI is a written declaration of what
the university stands for setting the path for processes and support to follow. Therefore, a
clear and articulated FIU mission statement including the importance of international
education will “create a stronger foundation for operationalizing this commitment and

intent” (Childress, p. 304). An instructive mission statement will endorse an
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organizational ethos that champions internationalization at all university levels, from
admission recruitment pamphlets to human resources practices while reinforcing its
sustainability.

Second, focusing internationalization on just the QEP or student outcomes can be
a constraint. FIU’s institutional policy of internationalization is the QEP, which is tied to
FIU’s Southern Association for Colleges and Schools’ (SACS) reaffirmation of
accreditation process. Defining internationalization as a QEP effort underlines
internationalization as a priority while the QEP efforts are in place. Moving from an
“Outcome Approach” to a “Process Approach” can be instrumental in the sustainability
of FIU’s internationalization efforts. Though the Outcome and Process Approach are not
mutually exclusive, the process approach will compel FIU to revisit its current policies,
procedures, hiring practices, and resources in all aspects of the organizational process,
and develop additional performance indicators aside from the QEP. The Process
Approach will present a framework for FIU’s internationalization efforts focusing on the
input (FIU’s organizational elements) and output (students’ competencies) at the same
time (McNeil, Newman, & Steinhauser, 2005). In addition, it will remove the perception
of a top-down project and convey the intrinsic nature of an internationalization process.

Third, the analysis of FIU’s position on the Internationalization Cube in relation
to its results in international activities identified five areas of weakness. To continue
enhancing its internationalization efforts, FIU will need to re-examine its commitment,
policies, and support to (a) foreign language study, (b) study abroad, (¢) international
students, (d) international movement of faculty, and (e) international development

projects. The student and faculty survey responses indicated that those areas, in particular
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study abroad and foreign language study, are important to the stakeholders. Therefore, by
addressing these shortcomings, FIU could move from a Far-Reaching typology change to
an institution nurturing 7ransformational Change, high depth and high pervasiveness
(Eckel, Green, Hill, 1998).

Fourth, literature on internationalization describes leadership from the top as an
essential factor in making internationalization sustainable (Green and Olson, 2003;
Knight, 2004). Consequently, FIU’s current leadership’s (President and Provost) explicit
commitment to internationalization is crucial to advancing organizational change. The
top leadership should continue to encourage discussions on internationalization among
faculty, students and administrators by addressing areas of weaknesses within the FIU
internationalization process. This on-going dialogue, having in mind students’ age,
ethnicity/race, and class, as well as faculty’s age and students and faculty past
experiences, will keep the internationalization efforts current and allow for incremental
modifications in terms of values, beliefs, practices, and secure financial assistance where
needed.

Fifth, results from the faculty survey also point to another area of improvement in
FIU’s internationalization process related to faculty and personnel development. Knight
(2004) indicated that consideration should be given to the reward and promotion policies
that boost faculty and staff contributions, faculty and staff professional development
activities, as well as support for international assignments and sabbaticals. Human
resource written policies included in the faculty handbook that explicitly address tenure,
promotion, sabbaticals, etc. will strengthen FIU’s true commitment to

internationalization. Internationally engaged faculty can then have more influence on the
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teaching and learning activities of the institution in much more profound ways. In
addition, university leadership is a key element in this matter as university leadership
should serve as agents of “Promotion and Publicity” (Paige, 2005) of faculty international
activities while encouraging Deans and department chairs to “internationalize by
incorporating international expertise standards into faculty and staff job descriptions”
(NASULGC, 2007, p. 6).

Finally, FIU will benefit by defining its organizational structure when it comes to
the internationalization process. Given the Office of Global Learning Initiatives (OGLI)
has taken on the task of FIU’s QEP efforts, it seems effective and efficient to expand its
role. The OGLI has the potential to become the core office for internationalization while
supporting and maintaining high priority on internationalization. The study done by
Childress (2009) suggests that with support and infrastructure “internationalization may
become more fully integrated into an institution’s activities and ethos” (p. 302).
Furthermore, a dedicated office responsible for the monitoring of the internationalization
process is a key component in making sure the internationalization efforts are sustained.

Conclusion

The study attempted to present a conceptual framework for examining FIU’s
Internationalization Process. The Van Dijk and Meijer (1997) Model was used in
assessing the internationalization process in terms of FIU’s Policies, Support, and
Implementation dimensions. The results in these three areas placed FIU on position six of
the Internationalization Cube — Priority Policy, One-Sided Support, and Structured
Implementation. This explorative model for understanding FIU’s internationalization

process suggests to decision-makers that to move on to the next level on the
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Internationalization Cube (if desired), they should address appropriate adjustments in the
policy, support or implementation dimensions.

The study also identified, through the use of the IDI, the international activities in
need of improvement. It is desired that these findings will serve as a starting-point for
conversations among the different stakeholders within the university. Certainly, attending
to these shortcomings will have a positive impact on FIU’s policy, support and
implementation dimensions. In particular, by addressing these challenges, FIU will need
to revisit its current policies toward foreign language study, international students, study
abroad, faculty movement and involvement in international projects by connecting these
activities to the university’s overall internationalization efforts. The provision of financial
and personnel resources for these activities should also be enhanced. Changes in any of
these areas will certainly further FIU’s internationalization efforts and position in the
Internationalization Cube.

Finally, the study looked at FIU’s student and faculty attitudes toward
internationalization. It can be concluded that FIU’s stakeholders have overall positive
attitudes/predisposition toward internationalization. The benefits of an international
education are well understood and desired by both stakeholders. Support for
internationalization at FIU is an area that students and faculty considered can be
enhanced. Once again, the implementation of these findings will have a positive effect on
FIU’s policy, support and implementation by developing support policies and
mechanisms — such as increasing scholarships funding for students going abroad or
including faculty international activities as part of their tenure and promotion - that will

promote faculty and students participation on international activities.
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Limitations

This study has several limitations worth mentioning. First, the positioning of
Florida International University’s on the Van Dijk and Meijer Internationalization Cube
(1997) was based on interviews and document reviews. As a result, interviewees’
responses may have some biases influencing the final analysis. Second, as stated in
Chapter 1, the Van Dijk and Meijer Internationalization Cube takes for granted that
external factors have already influenced a HEI’s policy, support, and implementation
dimensions. Though this study sought to present a holistic view of FIU’s
internationalization process, the main emphasis was on assessing FIU’s policy, support
and implementation dimensions without indicating the effects of external factors on the
three dimensions.

FIU’s results on international activities were assessed in relation to the 12 panel
of experts’ responses Item Relevancy Index (IRI). Given that all the experts were
administrators with international experience, the IRI results may be biased. As a result,
the panel’s preconceptions of the items presented may influence the final results. Also,
though HEIs try their best to collect and record accurate data on internationalization, it
must be acknowledged that the IDI quantitative data may present some imprecision.
Hence, the inherent limitation of the available quantitative data certainly influenced the
results of the study.

In terms of the Student and Faculty Attitudes Survey toward Internationalization,

low response rates to the student and faculty surveys may hinder any type of
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generalization. In addition, a self- selection bias should be noted. Faculty and students
who decided to participate in the study may have some interest in the international
education field.

Last, though an attempt was made to make the survey clear, some faculty and
students selected Neutral on the survey when not sure how to answer or if the question
did not apply to them. This response practice can lead to skewed results.

Recommendations for Future Research

The current research was designed to advance the understanding of the
internationalization process within HEIs. Looking at the process in relation to a HEI’s
policy, support, and implementation dimension, its relationships to its international
activities, the student and faculty attitudes, the study sought to present a comprehensive
method for assessing HEIs’ internationalization efforts. The following are recommended
for future research:

1. The use of the Van Dijk and Meijer Internationalization Cube prescriptive Model.
The researcher understands that the application of this model by future
researchers will lead to a constant improvement of the theoretical model for
internationalization.

2. The application and expansion of the Item Relevancy Index as a tool to assess
Higher Education Institutions’ international activities in relation to their position
on the Internationalization Cube.

3. Repeat the student and faculty attitudes survey on internationalization with a
larger sample allowing for generalizations and better insight.

4. Perform a 5-year study assessment of FIU’s internationalization efforts.
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5. Review the impact of FIU’s Quality Enhancement Plan on international activities,
in particular foreign language study, international students, study abroad and
faculty movement, and international projects involvement.

6. Perform a comparative analysis of FIU’s QEP Internationalized curriculum and
Study Abroad experiences in developing students’ global perspectives.

7. Perform a comparative analysis of Study Abroad and Offshore programs’ impact

on faculty attitudes toward internationalization.
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Appendix A

Internal

Keller’s Elements in the Development of International Strategy in Universities

Traditions, Strengths and Leadership:
Values, and Weaknesses: Abilities
Aspirations Academic and and

Financial Priorities

|
ACADEMIC STRATEGY
‘.
Environmental Market The Competitive
Trends: Threats Preferences Situation:
and Opportunities Perceptions: and Threats and
Directions Opportunities
External
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Appendix B
J. M. Davis Matrix Model, Institutionalization of Approaches to

Internationalization in Universities

Ad hoc systematic

Marginal

Central

223



Appendix C

Van Dijk and Meijer Internationalization Cube

A B C

Cell (Policy) (Support) (Implementation)
1 Marginal One-sided ad hoc

2 Marginal One-sided systematic

3 Marginal Interactive ad hoc

4 Marginal Interactive systematic

5 Priority One-sided ad hoc

6 Priority One-sided systematic

7 Priority Interactive ad hoc

8 Priority Interactive systematic
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Appendix D
Interview Questions
Policy:

How do you define internationalization?
In your opinion, how does FIU’s current mission statement
support your definition of internationalization?
(Florida International University is an urban, multi-campus research
university serving South Florida, the state, the nation, and the
international community. Our mission is to impart knowledge through
excellent teaching, promote public service, discover new knowledge, solve
problems through research, and foster creativity)
3. Inrelation to Fall 2007, Fall 2008 shows an increase in international students.
Would you attribute the increase in the number of international students due to a
strategic priority?

N —

Implementation:

1. In your opinion, to what extent do you consider personnel policies consistent with
FIU’s internationalization process? (personnel policy refers to hiring, annual
evaluation, tenure and promotion, facilitating research abroad, etc).

2. How would you assess the process for developing the policies and
procedures for international activities and programs at FIU? (dealing with
the planning, evaluation and assessment of the internalization process — seen in
outcomes of international projects, programs and activities?).

3. Can you describe any special steps implemented to increase the number of
international students? (i.e international enrollment management plan)

Support:
1. In your opinion, how do you view the support given to the management of the
internationalization process?
2. In which ways, do FIU financial systems, policies, and practices support FIU’s
internationalization goals?
3. How are faculty rewarded for their international efforts? (Such as international
grantsmanship, study abroad participation, research, etc.)

Final Question:
In your opinion, what are the challenges or opportunities to internationalization at FIU?
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Appendix E

Interview Questions by Personnel

Vice President for Academic Affairs/Interim Provost

1.
2.

How do you define internationalization?
In your opinion how does FIU’s current mission statement support your definition
of internationalization?

(Florida International University is an urban, multi-campus research
university serving South Florida, the state, the nation, and the
international community. Our mission is to impart knowledge through
excellent teaching, promote public service, discover new knowledge, solve
problems through research, and foster creativity)

How would you assess the process for developing the policies and procedures for
international activities and programs at FIU? (dealing with the planning,
evaluation and assessment of the internalization process — seen in outcomes of
international projects, programs and activities?)

In your opinion, to what extent do you consider personnel policies consistent with
FIU’s internationalization process? (personnel policy referring to hiring, annual
evaluation, tenure and promotion, facilitating research abroad, etc).

In your opinion, how do view the support given to the management of the
internationalization process?

In which ways, do FIU financial systems, policies, and practices support FIU’s
internationalization goals?

How are faculty rewarded for their international efforts? (Such as international
grantsmanship, study abroad participation, research, etc.)

In your opinion, what are the challenges or opportunities to internationalization at
FIU?

Director of Global Learning Office

1.
2.

How do you define internationalization?
In your opinion, how does FIU’s current mission statement support your
definition of internationalization?
(Florida International University is an urban, multi-campus research
university serving South Florida, the state, the nation, and the
international community. Our mission is to impart knowledge through
excellent teaching, promote public service, discover new knowledge, solve
problems through research, and foster creativity)
How would you assess the process for developing the policies and procedures for
international activities and programs at FIU? (dealing with the planning,
evaluation and assessment of the internalization process — seen in outcomes of
international projects, programs and activities?).
In your opinion, to what extent do you consider personnel policies consistent with
FIU’s internationalization process? (personnel policy refers to hiring, annual
evaluation, tenure and promotion, facilitating research abroad, etc).
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How are faculty rewarded for their international efforts? (Such as international
grantsmanship, study abroad participation, research, etc.)

In your opinion, how do you view the support given to the management of the
internationalization process?

In which ways, do FIU financial systems, policies, and practices support FIU’s
internationalization goals?

In your opinion, what are the challenges or opportunities of internationalization at
FIU?

Director of Graduate Admission

1.
2.

How do you define internationalization?
In your opinion, how does FIU’s current mission statement support your
definition of internationalization?
(Florida International University is an urban, multi-campus research
university serving South Florida, the state, the nation, and the
international community. Our mission is to impart knowledge through
excellent teaching, promote public service, discover new knowledge, solve
problems through research, and foster creativity)
In relation to Fall 2007 (6.25%), Fall 2008 (6.45%) shows an increase in
international students. Would you attribute the increase in the number of
international students due to a strategic priority?
Can you describe any special steps implemented to increase the number of
international students? (i.e. international enrollment management plan)
In your opinion, what are the challenges or opportunities to internationalization at
FIU?
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Appendix F
Consent to Participate in Research

Email Presentation

228



FLORIDA INTERNATIONAL UNIVERSITY
Miami’s public research university

Consent to Participate in Research — Email Presentation

Title: Assessing the Effectiveness of the Internationalization Process in Higher
Education Institutions: A Case Study of Florida International University.

Dear [Name of FIU administrator],

My name is Flavia Iuspa, a doctoral student at the College of Education, Department of
Curriculum and Instruction. You are invited to take part in a doctoral study about FIU’s
internationalization process. The purpose of this study is to examine FIU's
internationalization process by evaluating FIU’s policy, support and implementation
dimensions toward internationalization.

The research will be conducted at FIU. If you choose to be in the study, you will be
interviewed at a location of your choice. The interview will take about 30 —60 minutes of
your time and will be recorded and transcribed for data accuracy.

There are no foreseeable risks or benefits to you for participating in this study. There is
no cost or payment to you. If you have questions while taking part, please stop me and
ask. You will remain anonymous. Your name other personal identifiers will not be
requested.

Your participation in this research is voluntary, and you will not be penalized or lose
benefits if you refuse to participate or decide to stop

If you have questions after we have finished you may call me at 305-342-7103 and I will
answer your questions. If you have questions about being in a study or you feel as if you
were not treated well during this study, call Dr. Patricia Price at 305-348-2618 or 305-
348-2494. She is the Chair of the Institutional Review Board at FIU.

I look forward to your response to schedule an interview. Should you have any questions,
please feel free to contact me at 305-XXX-XXXX or via email at flusp001@fiu.edu.

Sincerely,

Flavia Iuspa
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Appendix G

Consent to Participate in Research Study
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Miami’s public research university

Title: Assessing the Effectiveness of the Internationalization Process in Higher
Education Institutions: A Case Study of Florida International University.

You are invited to take part in doctoral study about FIU’s internationalization process.
The investigator is Flavia luspa, and she is a doctoral student at the College of Education,
Department of Curriculum and Instruction. This letter is part of the process known as
informed consent. This consent form provides information about the research study, risks
and benefits. If you agree to take part in the doctoral study, you will be asked to sign this
consent form. Your decision to take part in the study is voluntary. You are free to choose
whether or not you will take part in the study.

The purpose of this study is to evaluate FIU’s internationalization process. Specially, the
study seeks to examine FIU's internationalization process by evaluating FIU’s policy,
support and implementation dimensions toward internationalization.

The research will be conducted at FIU. If you choose to be in the study, you will be
interviewed at a location of your choice. The interview will take about 30 —60 minutes of
your time and will be recorded and transcribed for data accuracy. You will remain
anonymous. Your name other personal identifiers will not be requested.

There are no foreseeable risks or benefits to you for participating in this study. There is
no cost or payment to you. If you have questions while taking part, please stop me and
ask.

If you would like more information about this research after you are done, you can
contact Dr. Farouk at 305-348-3199 or me at 305-XXX-XXXX. If you have questions
about being in a study or you feel as if you were not treated well during this study, call
Dr. Patricia Price at 305-348-2618 or 305-348-2494. She is the Chair of the Institutional
Review Board at FIU.

Your participation in this research is voluntary, and you will not be penalized or lose
benefits if you refuse to participate or decide to stop. Your signature below indicates that
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all questions have been answered to your liking. You are aware of your rights and you
would like to be in the study.

Signature of Participant Printed Name Date

I have explained the research procedure, subject rights and answered questions asked by
the participant. I have offered him/her a copy of this informed consent form.

Signature of Investigator Printed Name Date
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Appendix H
List of FIU Interviewees
Executive Vice President & Provost/Chief Operating Officer
Director of the Office of Global Learning Initiatives

Director of Graduate Admissions
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Appendix I
List of FIU Deans and Directors Interviewees
College of Education
College of Arts & Sciences and Director of School of International and Public Affairs
College of Business Administration

School of Hospitality & Tourism Management
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Appendix J
Interview Questions for Deans and Director School of

International and Public Affairs

Deans and Director School of International and Public Affairs

1.
2.

How do you define internationalization?

In your opinion, how does FIU’s current mission statement support your

definition of internationalization?
(Florida International University is an urban, multi-campus research
university serving South Florida, the state, the nation, and the
international community. Our mission is to impart knowledge through
excellent teaching, promote public service, discover new knowledge, solve
problems through research, and foster creativity)

How are faculty rewarded for their international efforts? (Such as international

grantsmanship, study abroad participation, research, etc.)

How would you assess the process for developing the policies and

procedures for international activities and programs at FIU? (dealing with

the planning, evaluation and assessment of the internalization process — seen in

outcomes of international projects, programs and activities?).

In your opinion, how do view the support given to the management of the

internationalization process?

In your opinion, to what extent do you consider personnel policies consistent with

FIU’s internationalization process? (Personnel policy refers to hiring, annual

evaluation, tenure and promotion, facilitating research abroad, etc).

In which ways, do FIU financial systems, policies and practices support FIU’s

internationalization goals?

In your opinion, what are the challenges or opportunities to internationalization at

FIU?
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Appendix K

Sample Analysis Models
Policy Model Analysis
Document Priority=P Criteria
Marginal=M
Mission Statement Mention of Global, international,
multicultural mission/goals,
commitment to diversity=P
No indication of global, international
or multicultural commitment= M
Faculty Bios Strong Emphasis on global=P
Experience
No mention of global dimension=M
Admissions Catalogs Wide distribution=P
FIU Magazine Prominence of Statement

Frequency=P
Strong International Component=P
Little/no global content=M
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Implementation Analysis Model

Criteria:

Clear Indication or Presence of
organizational structure/
guidelines/procedures toward
internationalization=Structured/
Systematic

No clear Indication or Presence of
organizational structure/
guidelines/procedures toward
internationalization=Ad hoc

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
for internationalization

CIEA TITLE

Level of Reporting line

PRIMARY LEVEL OF
RESPONSIBILITY

SECONDARY LEVEL OF
RESPONSIBILITY

EXISTENCE OF CAMPUS-WIDE
INTERNATIONAL ADVISORY
BOARD/COMMITTEE
Appointed
Elected
Number of Meetings/Y ear
Student Representation
External/Internal/Combined

PERSONNEL policies
International Faculty
Faculty Interests
Faculty backgrounds
Inclusion of International
efforts/expertise for tenure,
hiring, and rewarding decisions
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Implementation Analysis Model (continued)

Criteria:

Clear Indication or Presence of
organizational
structure/guidelines/procedures=Structured/
Systematic

No clear Indication or Presence of
organizational structure/
guidelines/procedures=Ad hoc

Explicit Procedures developed in an
orderly or systematic fashion
International Students recruitment plan
Study Abroad, Offshore
programs, internationalization of
the curriculum, faculty travel to
teach abroad
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Support Model of Analysis

Criteria:

Support provided with interaction among
central, faculty, and departmental level
=Interactive

Support provided at the central or peripheral
level =Unilateral/One-sided

Foreign Languages
FL Department
FL Requirement
Entry Requirements
International Studies
IS Majors/Minors

Internationalization of the
Curriculum

Study Abroad
Internal Programs
Non-academic Support

International Students
Administrative and Staff
Services (i.e. Financial Aid)

International Faculty
Recognition
Integrated into Campus

Faculty Expertise
External Grants
Institutional Support (research)

Other Resources
Funding Sources (external
and internal sources)
Library Resources (international newspapers,
foreign films, language aids, etc).

Organization of International
Conferences
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Appendix L

Interview Content Analysis Summary Matrix

Policy Dimension: Marginal or Priority

Legend:
Level of Consistency: High= Priority; Low=Marginal

Frequency counts of
Agreement occurrence

Level of Consistency

How do you define
internationalization?

Key Words:

Incorporation of International
dimension into learning, research and
services.

(Explicit agreement on definition of
internationalization)

In your opinion, how would you say
that FIU’s current mission statement
supports your definition of
internationalization?

(Explicit alignment between mission
statement and definition of
internationalization)
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Appendix N

Cover Email Invitation and Faculty Survey on Internationalization

Dear FIU Faculty:

You are invited to participate in a dissertation study on Assessing the Effectiveness of
the Internationalization Process in Higher Education Institutions: A Case Study of
Florida International University. Please read this consent email and ask any questions
you may have before agreeing to take part in the study.

Internationalization is defined as "the process of integrating an international,
intercultural and/or global dimension into the goals, functions (teaching/learning,
research, service) and delivery of higher education" (Knight, 2003, p. 11).

By participating in the study, you will (a) provide invaluable information about the
internationalization process at FIU, and (B) contribute to the institutional planning
and enhancement of the internationalization process within Higher Education
Institutions.

The survey consists of a total of 45 questions, and it will take 10 minutes to complete.

There are no risks or benefits involved in the study. Your answers are treated
confidentially and cannot be tracked back to you. Your name is not required to participate
in this study. Your participation is voluntarily. If you decide to participate, please
complete the online survey by no later than Friday April 20, 2010. You are free to
withdraw at any time. Please click on the link below and you will be directed to the
survey:

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=ESmW280QAU4 2f7TLkCpErfA 3d 3d

The study is carried out by Flavia Iuspa, doctoral candidate at the College of Education
under the supervision of Dr. Mohammed K. Farouk. If you have questions, you may
contact me at 305-XXX-XXXX or at filusp001@fiu.edu, or Dr. Farouk at 305-348-3199
or at faroukm@fiu.edu.

The purpose of this research has been explained to me and my participation is entirely
voluntary. I understand that the research entails no risks and that my responses are not
being recorded in any individually identifiable form. By completing the survey I am
consenting to participate in the study and have my data used by the researchers.

Thank you in advance.

THIS PAGE MAY BE PRINTED AND KEPT BY EACH PARTICIPANT

Research at Florida International University that involves human participants is carried
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