The Centrality of Faculty to a More Globally Oriented Campus

Keynote Address: Patti McGill Peterson

American Council on Education

Internationalization Collaborative Annual Meeting

February 1, 2008

Introduction
I know from the description of this group that I am among a number of old friends as well as some new champions of the goal to make U.S. colleges and universities more globally oriented institutions.  I believe I can count you also among those who understand the centrality of the faculty’s role in reaching that goal so I may be preaching to the converted.  Nevertheless, I think that it is important to continue to revisit this subject because there is plenty of evidence that this understanding is not universally shared.  

During the ten years that I served as Executive Director of the Council for International Exchange of Scholars, I was surprised but came to understand better that faculty members are not always seen in this light.  As we all know, one of the challenges internationalization efforts face at many institutions is the inability to approach the task holistically and to connect the dots between the essential parts.  When faculty wind up on the periphery and not at the epicenter, it is something we continually need to address.

Before turning to that subject, I want to acknowledge a problem with terminology by noting the differences in perspective of those who use “international” and those who used “global” to frame the world for further study or to discuss the processes institutions and faculty should go through to become more worldly in their orientation.  I wish that my distinguished colleague and friend, Jane Knight’s, definition of internationalization as “the process of integrating an international, intercultural or global dimension into the purpose, functions, or delivery of postsecondary education” would suffice.  Yet the issue remains that the terms represent very different ways of looking at the world. 
“International” is about relations among nations, whether it be political, economic or educational.  It reflects the way we have established our foreign policy, the structure of academic specialties, patterns of student mobility and the basis for such programs as Fulbright, which is underwritten by historic bi-national agreements.  Critics of this focus, like Thomas Bender, remind us that the nation state is becoming less important in the face of cultural Diasporas, environmental issues, multinational constructs for the global economy and other phenomena of globalization.  Clearly the nation state in the last decade has become, in some dimensions, more important as an entity while in others dramatically less so.  We need new nomenclature that acknowledges the healthy tension between these perspectives as we strive to help U.S. institutions become more comfortably and creatively part of the larger world. 
Having noted those differences, I am not going to introduce new terms but will move in benign ambiguity between them with the recognition that they offer differing weltanschauungs but are each important to what I assume we can agree is the principal goal – to help our students become well educated and effective global citizens. This implies the obligation to bring international, comparative and global perspectives to the subject matter that we teach and to the composition of curricular and co-curricular offerings.  
The other up-front caveat is that I will be aiming most of my remarks at the role of faculty members as stewards of the curriculum and the educational practices of the institution and not primarily at their role as researchers. Research activities are an important way to internationalize institutions and every field of study can profit from multicultural and comparative approaches.  Graduate education, in fact, needs more and more to be developed along these lines.  There is not time today to address this subject.  So I will confine my remarks to the role of the faculty in assisting institutions to internationalize their academic programs primarily with undergraduate students in mind.
A Topographical View 
Prior to heading an international organization, I had been a college president for sixteen years.  The change in venue gave me a different view.  I was always concerned about the worldliness quotient of my own institution but the move meant that I got to transfer that worry to the panoply of U.S. institutions.  It prompted an article that I co-authored in 1998 with Philip Altbach entitled, “Internationalize American Higher Education?  Not Exactly!”  In retrospect, we were not especially kind in our critique.  Basically we concluded that much was quiet on this Western front and for those campuses that were acting on their goal to be more internationally oriented institutions, many relied on the silver bullets of study abroad or recruiting more foreign students.  So-called international activities were disjointed at best.  There was little evidence of what ACE would later refer to as comprehensive internationalization.  And while some were beating a drum for more opportunities for students to study abroad, almost no one was talking about providing the same opportunities for faculty, particularly those who were not area, comparative or international studies specialists.
We knew from the 14-nation study of the academic profession that Altbach had conducted for the Carnegie Foundation that American faculty, among the 14 countries, were seemingly less committed to internationalism.  While 90 percent of the faculty in the other 13 countries believed that a scholar must read books and journals from abroad to keep up with scholarly developments, only 62 percent of the American faculty believed so.  Upwards of 80 percent of the faculty in 13 countries valued connections with scholars in other countries; a little over half the American professoriate agreed.  And, really alarming, was the indication that the American faculty were lukewarm about internationalizing the curriculum: only 45 percent said that further steps should be taken.  From the vantage point of the Fulbright Program, I could see other manifestations of apparent disinterest or reluctance among faculty members to become more involved with teaching in other countries, particularly in less well known destinations.  Overall, it was not a very encouraging picture. We wondered were the Americans victims of the strength of U.S. higher education, creating the view that everything an academic needed was right here at home?
That was nearly ten years ago.  Has the situation improved?  Yes, in a number of ways it has.  More colleges and universities are engaged in “internationalizing” activities and trying to link those activities together in a more integrated fashion particularly at the level of undergraduate education.  The ACE Collaborative that brings you here is a good example.  Yet the general landscape leaves much to be desired. The Fulbright Program for faculty still faces a challenge convincing U.S. academics that it’s a great idea to spend a year in Mali or Moldova. The statistics for undergraduates remain depressed. Miniscule numbers of U.S. students study abroad.  Their cross-cultural experience in those programs is often quite limited, without language facility.  Even so, it is the rare institution that deliberately integrates whatever that exposure is to the student’s program of study.   
Only a minority of institutions have approached the issue holistically, connecting the aim of educating a future generation of global citizens with a well thought out curriculum at every stage of the student’s experience, moving between general education and the major as well as moving between the local, national and global in intellectually deliberate ways.  In such a curriculum every step, including study abroad, moves the student to broader cultural exposure, making the frame of reference for citizenship and its inherent responsibilities broader and more interwoven with the role of other citizens across the world.  Developing the architecture for this process is the job of the faculty. 

If our goal is to engage a new generation of globally competent learners, study abroad cannot be a stand alone strategy.  The current limitations of study abroad for traditional age students notwithstanding, nontraditional students now represent about fifty percent of total student enrollments.  These students are older, often work full-time, tend to choose a vocationally oriented program of study, and they have no time to study abroad. You will not see many of their names among the students selected for Fulbright grants.  A large portion of them are enrolled at community colleges.  For the model of international education that depends upon study abroad as its key index, this group is not a likely clientele.  Yet these students also need to be the object of our efforts to provide knowledge and skills for global citizenship.
This means that we need carefully crafted models to engage students, whether or not they study abroad, through more points of international and global perspective in what they study and the co-curricular opportunities that are offered to them.  These models with the vision and support of administrators require teams, if not legions of faculty, to build and implement them.  It needs to be viewed by administrators and faculty alike as an integral part of the faculty workload.   

Faculty As Agents of Internationalization: The Elusiveness of the Obvious
Students graduate but the faculty remain and serve as the stewards of the curriculum.  They can be agents of a holistic approach to a more broadly defined educational program, or they can balkanize the curriculum through a narrow conception of the academic disciplines, allowing cross-cultural scholarship to settle in tiny niches with little overall impact.  As a group, they have the capacity to set a deeply embedded foundation for the international and intercultural character of an institution.  They can also be fierce advocates of the status quo curriculum.  I was warned early in my career that changing a curriculum is akin to trying to move a cemetery, a complicated task.  The question is, are we encouraging and enabling faculty to rise to the opportunity of this complicated task or are we following well worn paths that reward insularity and unconnected departments and disciplinary fiefdoms?  
There is an uneven juxtaposition between the power of faculty through academic governance and their role in efforts to push the envelope on internationalization.  On such issues as accreditation and quality assurance, the distribution of credits for a degree and the content of the major the faculty have for a long time asserted their central role.  When, however, we move to comprehensive internationalization of the type endorsed by ACE their voices have been fainter.  We need to ask why.
The question warrants a two dimensional response, one that addresses the external factors and the other that lies within academia and institutions themselves.  The external forces for U.S. faculty to be engaged professionally in other countries and other cultures are noteworthy for their paucity. Read the speeches and exhortations by government officials about the need for higher education to be a vehicle for greater understanding between people and nations in the post 9/11 world and you will see almost no references to preparing our nation’s faculty to teach a generation of students to navigate this new and challenging world. The national conversation about America’s lack of preparedness to relate to the rest of the world rarely focuses on those responsible for what goes on in our classrooms.  Not including faculty as centerpieces of America’s readiness to relate to the rest of the world leads me to underscore the elusiveness of the obvious for those who should know better. If it were part of the discourse, I suspect that it would be an important lever to get campus leaders to think more creatively about the central role of faculty in any plans to internationalize their institutions.

Basically the public discourse has leaped over the faculty. Everybody seems to be counting the number of students who go abroad to study, whether at the undergraduate or graduate levels.  We know a good deal about student mobility internationally but we know very little about faculty.  If you look for information about faculty mobility, you will not find much.  The annual publication of Open Doors contains nothing about U.S. faculty.  Expanding the search to other international organizations, UNESCO and OECD (some intra-EU data being the exception), I discovered that neither was collecting global mobility data for faculty. The lack of data about faculty is another sign of benign neglect in a time when we have raised the volume of the discourse about the importance of academic internationalization. 

While it would help to have a more supportive external environment, we are often our own worst enemy on understanding and doing something about our internal limitations.  Someone once said that we have 21st century students, 20th century infra-structure and a 19th century faculty in U.S. higher education.  It was undoubtedly a barb from a disgruntled university president who had been trying to move curricular graveyards but reminds us that renewal for the facilities and the faculty needs to be high on the agenda of any institution that wants to keep pace.  Having a vision for the centrality of faculty for internationalization is an important step.  Helping prepare them for that role requires a carefully crafted faculty development program.
Limited understanding of comprehensive internationalization on the part of campus leadership continues to be an issue for grasping this point.  With many other priorities on the administrative docket, it is often hard to see the global forest when you are counting the local trees.  We’ve seen a lot of single mindedness about recruiting as many foreign students as can be lured and not connecting their intake to a broader plan of internationalization.  We’ve noted previously the phenomenon of focusing on study abroad numbers as the index for internationalization.  And, of course, there are linkages with foreign institutions in some cases collected in sizable numbers, but often not carefully related to an integrated plan.  There is, however, often low wattage amongst all of these activities for well honed strategies to fully engage and support faculty in efforts to create more globally oriented institutions.  It is often left to chance, to volunteerism, to who likes to travel or to including some as resident study abroad directors but not to a stratagem that says everyone who teaches at this institution has a role in helping us prepare globally literate and capable citizens.
Even with clarity of vision and good intentions many campus leaders still need to address the reward and incentive systems on their campuses to see if they support their goals. Again, we fall into the elusiveness of the obvious.  If you want faculty to participate willingly, even enthusiastically, in comprehensive internationalization, tenure, promotion, leave, compensation policies and departmental practices need to be analyzed for their friendliness to things that pull faculty from their respective lairs.  Internationalization efforts will require many faculty members to move to the edge of or beyond that which they were explicitly trained to do.  They will also be moving often in opposition to the things that have traditionally gained them recognition in their fields and have served as the basis for the rewards they wish to receive.

It is the academic version of “stick to your knitting” that has caused many younger, pre-tenure faculty to not consider applying for a Fulbright grant, particularly for a lecturing grant.  These are the faculty who will have the lion’s share of the responsibility for moving up their institution’s worldliness quotient over the next decade or so.  Investing in their ability to fulfill this responsibility would seem to make a lot of sense.  Wouldn’t the opportunity to teach abroad be a wonderful aspect of a well conceived faculty development plan for them?  Wouldn’t the possibility of teaching their subject matter to groups of students in a different culture be an enlightening process?  And wouldn’t the chance to spend a year in a foreign university be a possible spring board for a more robust contribution to the internationalization efforts back home?  
Our longitudinal studies of faculty who participated in the Fulbright Program showed that faculty returned to their home campuses and did the following in significant numbers: could see their academic discipline more clearly in comparative perspective, made changes to the way they were teaching formerly taught courses, developed new courses on the basis of their Fulbright experience, participated more in programs for foreign students, were more active in advising students interested in study abroad and were highly likely to maintain their relationships with colleagues and institutions abroad.  This sounds like a recipe for faculty being involved in comprehensive internationalization!  Yet we found that many academic departments, the campus home of the academic disciplines, generally did not actively encourage their members to apply for lecturing Fulbrights.  Such activity for non-area specialists was considered a diversion from the real work at hand – research in their discipline.  
One of the key questions for faculty engagement is how to allow them, without penalty, to have one foot in their discipline and another in internationalization work. The role of the disciplines in academic life is a powerful one.   We essentially organize our institutions around them.  Faculty, trained in a discipline, have a primary professional identity with it. The associations and publications of the discipline control standards of quality and generally the nature of intellectual discourse within the subject matter of the discipline.  Within the disciplines a great deal of attention is focused on where the best research is emerging,  but much less attention is paid to teaching and undergraduate education.  Yet this is where most Ph.D.s are headed.
Comprehensive internationalization finds itself in the middle of this dilemma.  The disciplines of graduate schools shape the outlook of faculty in myriad and conclusive ways so it was timely and important for ACE to prepare a working paper on the subject with the cooperation of several of the disciplinary associations.  I commend the effort but I found myself being a bit of a skeptic when I was recently on the campus of a major research university. The institution boasted excellent departments in each of the disciplines included in the “Internationalizing the Disciplines” project.  I asked how those departments were responding.  None knew of the effort.    
The project needs more percolation power.  Take, for example, the most recent annual meeting of the American History Association (AHA).  The meeting roster was impressive, overflowing with sessions on a multitude of subjects.  There were opportunities for the Latin America, Asia and other area specialists to caucus.  Yet no where did I find a session on how to teach history courses, particularly U.S. history courses, with global perspective or how to construct the major in order to weave the student’s study of history with institutional internationalization goals.  The struggles of the average institution to deal with the global imperative seemed very far removed from the activities of the AHA through the lens of the annual meeting of its members. 
For the most recent annual meeting of the American Political Science Association (APSA), I used the web site’s search tool for the word “international.”  The results were remarkable.  Twenty pages of sessions were listed with the word in the session’s title.  Sadly, none of them led me to a single session on best practices with the APSA task force’s international learning goals published in the ACE report on internationalizing the disciplines.  APSA sets aside a much less well attended annual meeting on teaching and learning to consider the role of political science in the general education curriculum and the role of the discipline in helping to internationalize colleges and universities.  The association is to be commended for attempting to fit the issue into the ongoing activity of its work but it is not percolating up as evidenced by its absence at the much more attended annual meeting.  Indeed, in 2006 the group of political scientists who participated in the teaching and learning conference’s session on internationalizing the curriculum put out a call to the association urging it to do the following:

-- to embrace the global imperative

-- to sponsor more demonstrations of active teaching and learning practices

    that will assist internationalizing efforts

-- to provide an internationalizing section on the APSA web site

-- to promote discussions about how best to internationalize courses in all
    sub-fields of political science

-- to not surrender control of internationalizing efforts

   to other disciplines and professional programs

I could find no official response to this call but we should all stay tuned.

It is important for us to acknowledge positively any effort of the disciplines to think about their comparative and global dimensions.  We also need to acknowledge that the academic disciplines through their associations are not traditionally built for this effort. And while next year’s annual meeting theme for the American History Association is “Globalizing Historiography,” it is not necessarily a signal that the AHA will pay less attention to research and more attention to teaching or that it will challenge its members to get on board with campus internationalization efforts.  Again, we need to stay tuned.

For the major disciplines the emphasis is generally not on interdisciplinary and internationalizing work on behalf of curricular transformation.  Nor are they focused significantly on teaching and most particularly the teaching of undergraduates.  Newly minted Ph.D.s coming out of the graduate departments of the disciplines are not being sent forth with a mandate to see themselves as integral parts of comprehensive internationalization of the curriculum.  They are principally niche players, focused on getting their dissertations published and moving on to try to distinguish themselves by rules that have been laid down by generations of their predecessors. Dialogue with the gatekeepers of the disciplines may eventually bear fruit but for now, if there are going to be new rules and new expectations; it will be up to individual institutions to set them.  
Campus-Based Remedial Action 
There are undoubtedly many ways to involve faculty and the academic disciplines in internationalization work.   Whatever steps are taken, it is important to understand that starting with clear expectations and the willingness to change and to build new capacity will be critical to any approach.  While the steps may be varied at different institutions, here are some elements that I believe are sine qua nons for faculty participation in internationalization efforts:

1. Internationalization activity must be driven by an institution-wide vision.  The focus of the vision needs to be on students first and foremost, creating for them the best possible education that helps them locate themselves in the world and to build a base of knowledge that is comparative and global in its dimensions both at the level of general education requirements as well as the major. 
2. All faculty in all disciplines need to support the goal. The departments should be asked, once the broader perimeters of the goal are outlined, to develop plans indicating how they will contribute to general education and shape the major in ways that reflect the goal of internationalizing the curriculum.  Strategies for how to unite the campus community around this activity have been discussed in a number of places, including the ACE.  The danger here is falling into routine coordination rather than proactive leadership.  This means offering creative examples of what might be done for departments that have problems imagining their contributions. 
3. An additional obligation will be to integrate study abroad, internships and other co-curricular opportunities with departmental plans and the institutional vision.  Cross-disciplinary planning should also be encouraged and needs to be one of the elements that departments are asked to address.  This can lead to approaches such as an interdisciplinary global studies sequence that can be taken along with the major.  Such approaches have the power to form the connective curricular tissue to support comprehensive internationalization. 

4. Asking departments to submit their plans as part of the process may prompt extensive wish lists for expertise that needs to be added to the department before comprehensive internationalization can take place.  Realistically, most institutions cannot add substantial numbers of new faculty.  Assuming that we have to go with the faculty we have, it is imperative to do an institution-wide survey of faculty resources.  Are any involved in ongoing collaboration with colleagues in other parts of the world?  How many have studied abroad during undergraduate or graduate study?  Who has taught or done research abroad?  What is the language competency of faculty?  The answers to these kinds of questions will help us understand what the global exposure and experience has been.  It is important because it is the base from which a campus can build further capacity. 

5. Connecting capacity building among the faculty to a faculty development plan that responds to priorities for the institution’s internationalization goals is the keystone of this process.  Such a plan will necessarily be multifaceted.  It can provide opportunities for individual faculty members to bring more comparative perspective to subject matter through further study or direct cross-cultural exposure.   At the group level, it can involve long-term plans for entire academic departments or foster programs for interdisciplinary teams.  This is where “all of the above” is a valid expression.  Choosing the right combination depends on the curricular plan.  I have seen all of these approaches make significant contributions to internationalization goals.  What is most important is that faculty development corresponds to what the institution wants to offer its students and the kind of disciplinary or interdisciplinary knowledge and teaching that is needed to meet those goals.  And do look for outside financial sources such as Fulbright or foundation grants to help support the plan.  College and university alumni who have benefited directly from study abroad themselves are often eager to help in this area of strategic development.   
6. Last but not of least importance is creating an incentive and reward system of participation in the hard work of building a more globally oriented institution.  We need to take a good look at whether we are all hat and no cattle, proclaiming our desire to be more worldly but not recognizing and rewarding faculty who are helping to move the institution in that direction.  A complete audit of the reward structure needs to occur and, if necessary, be revised to support the goal of internationalization.  

Conclusion
As a parting thought, I would offer a comparative observation about higher education history in the United States.  As someone who was around for the culture wars, the introduction of interdisciplinary majors, Women’s Studies and African-American Studies, I recall the dire warnings.  At the center of those warnings was that moving faculty beyond their disciplinary frameworks would surely ruin American higher education.  Instead, I would venture the opinion that these developments have helped to strengthen our educational programs by integrating various facets of our pluralism as a nation into programs of study for students.  We now face additional demands in assuring that our students not only understand the diversity of their own country but the rest of the world.  It may mean pushing the envelope of the academic disciplines, changing the ways that majors are constructed, asking more faculty to be comparative in their approach to subject matter and rewarding what would traditionally be considered to be risk taking behavior in academe.  I commend all of these possibilities to you.  The potential rewards are well worth the effort.  
