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Pastparticipationin studyabroadis stronglyassociatedwith perceivedsup­
port. Onthreeofthefive items,facultywhohavebeeninvolvedwith studyabroad
programsaresignificantlymore likely to believethat the institution supportsin­
ternationalization.Theseitems include encouragementto offer courseswith in­
ternationalcontent(r = -.35, P < .01), teachingcourseswith examplesfrom all
regionsof theworld (r = -.40,P< .01),andencouragementto participatein study
abroad(r = -.40,P< .01). Studyabroadfaculty arealsosignificantlymorelikely
to agreethat the institutiondoesnot takeadvantageof communityresources(r =
.19,P< .05).

A few differencesemergedin termsofperceptionsof supportandwhetheran
individual faculty memberwasbornoutsideof theUnitedStates.Internationalfac­
ulty aremoreinclinedto believethattheinstitutionpromotesstudentengagement(r
= -.16,p < .05).At thesametime, theyarelesslikely to feel thattheinstitutionfails
to takeadvantageof communityresources(r = .19,P< .05).The lattersentiment
may be due to higherawarenessandutilization of suchresourceson their own
partsdue to morepersonalcontacts(for example,local friends from the "home
country"or membershipin civic associationswith homecountryconnections).

FacultyAttitudesRegardingtheBenefitsofInternationalization
The importanceof internationallearning,which hasbeenwidely recognized

in recentyearsamongU.s. collegesanduniversities,hasbeensupportedby the
resultspresentedin Table3. The datashowsthat, overall, faculty believedin the
benefitsof internationallearning(meanscoresbetween1.56and1.97).

Facultyagreedthe most that studentswho wereknowledgeableaboutinter­
national relationswould becomemore globally responsible(92.4%), followed
by the beliefs that internationallearningwould-help oneunderstandthe impact
that othercultureshaveon the U.s. (90.8%)andappreciateotherculturesmore
(90.4%). The great majority of faculty (79% to 89%) also believed learning
aboutdifferent countriesand cultureswould help one betterunderstandhis or
herown, becomemoretolerantwhencommunicatingwith a foreign person,and
moreawareof the causesof global problems.Theseresultsarereassuringsince
U.s. collegesanduniversitieshavepushedfor students'interestsin international
learning(HaywardandSiaya,2001;Green,2002)andin studyabroadprograms
(Marklein, 2003)in recentyears.

Table 6 revealsthat the only two variablesthat consistentlyandpositively
relateto all six itemsarepastparticipationin studyabroadandfuture interestin
study abroad.That is, faculty who participatedin study abroadand thosewho
plannedto be involved in study abroadwere more likely to seethe benefitsof
internationallearningthanthosefaculty who neverparticipatedin studyabroad
andwhodid notexpresstheir interestin futureparticipationin theprogram.These
findings areexpectedgiven that almostall studyabroadprogramsat KSU have
beencreatedandled by faculty. However,age,gender,andtenurestatusdid not
showanycorrelationwith anyof the items.
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Table 6. Correlations of attitudes on the effects of internationalization with various demographic
variables

Statements Age Gender Race
Tenure
Status

Inter.
Fac­
ulty

Have Par­
ticipated
in Study
Abroad

Like to
Partici­
pate in
Study

Abroad

15. International
learning makes me
appreciate other
cultures mote.

-.06 -.02 .11 -.06 -.07 -.23** -.18**

17. International
education helps
me recognize and
understand the impact
other cultures have
on American life and
vice versa.

-.10 .08 .03 -.01 -.08 -.18* -.20**

19. International
education can explain
root causes ofbasic
global problems such
as population control,
poverty, and disease.

.15 .01 .12 .04 -.09 -.18* -.27**

*p < .05; **p < .01 Gender (male = 1, female = 0); Race (White = 1; Non-White = 0); Tenure
status (tenured = 1, non-tenured = 0); International Faculty (yes = 1, no = 0); Have participated in
study abroad (yes = 1, no = 0); Like to participate in study abroad (yes = 1, no = 0)
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Summary and Implications

From this study of faculty attitudes, several conclusions can be drawn, each
of which has policy implications for Kennesaw State University and for other
colleges and universities striving toward campus internationalization. The key
findings and what they suggest are discussed below.

Positive Attitudes about Internationalization
The faculty was found to be upbeat about internationalization and its impor­

tance in the educational process. In light of the negative views found elsewhere in
the limited number ofempirical studies offaculty, these positive views are encour­
aging. Given the key role played by faculty in the internationalization process, it
appears that efforts with a strong faculty focus can have a substantial payoff.

Hiring practices aimed at recruitment of international faculty, provision of
opportunities for participating in faculty development programs abroad, and en­
couraging faculty to form institutional linkages with partner institutions abroad
are but a few ofthe approaches used by Kennesaw State to cultivate a more global
faculty outlook based on direct international experience.

Perceived Support for Internationalization
Although faculty respondents had positive views about internationalization,

they felt that at an institutional level, KSU does not offer sufficient support of
faculty internationalization. Despite Kennesaw State's emphasis on international
learning, fewer than half of the faculty felt they had received encouragement to
teach courses that incorporate international content, while roughly only one in three
believed they had been encouraged to participate in a study abroad program.

On a national level, observers have noted that faculty reward systems in­
advertently discourage participation in internationalization. Close examination
of tenure and promotion policies is in order for any institution concerned with
increasing faculty involvement in international activities and scholarship. KSU's
own Faculty Handbook and departmental tenure and promotion guidelines are si­
lent on faculty international engagements and how to evaluate them for tenure and
promotion decisions. Faculty perceptions of insufficient support for internation­
alization are perhaps attributable to the existing reward system and its failure to
recognize activities that enhance internationalization. Sincere institutional inter­
est and intent must be reflected in performance standards that reward rather than
discourage international activities. Development of a new study abroad program
is intensely time-consuming, as is the building ofexchange partnerships with for­
eign institutions. To encourage faculty involvement in these areas, colleges must
be willing to offer incentives such as course release time, continuation of full sal­
ary and benefits while abroad, or the provision of summer stipends, and they must
give ample weight to these contributions when it comes to tenure and promotion
decisions.
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In this study, we learned that faculty who had participated in study abroad
were significantly more likely to feel they had been encouraged by their own de­
partment and school, whereas those who had not participated felt otherwise. There
was also significant variation in views on whether departments and colleges took
advantage of community resources to enhance international learning with half of
the faculty agreeing and the other half not. This leads one to conclude that in as­
sessing campus success with faculty internationalization, institutions should also
examine the extent to which internationalization is embraced at different levels
of the campus hierarchy. While a university may encourage internationalization
on the part of its faculty, individual departments, colleges, and schools and their
respective administrators may be less enthusiastic. The departmental and college
levels have more direct influence on faculty engagement, so disagreement within
the campus community can have a negative impact on success.

Perceived Benefits ofInternational Learning
Our findings suggest that faculty share a perception that international learn­

ing and education are highly beneficial to students, making them better global
citizens, more appreciative and tolerant ofother cultures, and more understanding
of their own respective cultures. These were encouraging results, since faculty
awareness of benefits to students makes it more likely that they will incorporate
international issues and themes into their own courses and into the university
curriculum. It also increases the probability that as instructors, faculty will com­
municate these benefits to today's students who are often more motivated to study
and retain course material when convinced of its concrete benefits.

The Impact ofStudy Abroad and Demographic Factors on Faculty Views
Surprisingly, neither faculty age, gender, nor tenure status had any impact on

faculty attitudes and perceptions. Race was of some significance with Non-White
faculty members found to have a greater appreciation of learning about people
from different cultures, higher levels of participation in international activities
(e.g., lectures, festivals, etc.), and more enjoyment of students in the classroom
whose first language is not English.

As previously noted, Kennesaw State has made a concerted effort to hire
international faculty based on the assumption that they bring more international
outlooks and experiences to the campus. Student exposure to faculty from other
cultures contributes to international learning even in the absence of study abroad
and other student travel opportunities. In our research, we found that international
faculty were indeed somewhat more positive towards internationalization and in­
ternational students than their U.S. colleagues and more likely to participate in
international events. This implies that hiring policies that purposefully attempt to
increase international faculty representation may' be of some benefit.

Study findings showed that participation in study abroad was the most in­
fluential factor affecting faculty's attitudes toward internationalization, as well
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as perceptions of institutional support for international engagement. The more
participation in study abroad, the more the faculty sees the benefit of and KSU's
support for internationalized learning. Although this study's outcome does not
yield a direct cause-effect relationship, it does suggest a campus policy on interna­
tionalization. That is, one important mechanism KSU may use to develop a more
internationalized faculty, and subsequently, a campus ethos of internationaliza­
tion, is through encouraging faculty participation in study abroad.

The importance of faculty involvement in teaching and research abroad
cannot be overstated. Getting faculty abroad, especially faculty who have never
studied or taught abroad before, is a valuable strategy for internationalizing the
campus. It is not enough to simply have logistical support for study abroad pro­
grams if academic departments do not include study abroad courses within the
curriculum or value facul.ty participation in study abroad within the tenure and
promotion process.

Limitations of the Study

A limitation of this study concerns its generalizability. Due to non-response
from many faculty members, this sample represents only about half of the faculty
population at Kennesaw State. Although the demographic traits of the sample ap­
pear to be reflective of the population, there is some likelihood of self-selection
bias (that is, responses may be higher from faculty more interested and engaged
in internationalization than from those who are less so).

One should also be cautious in making generalizations to faculty nationwide.
Each institution of higher education has some unique characteristics in terms of
resources, student population, faculty composition, disciplinary focus, and, of
course, institutional efforts in the area of international education, to name but a
few. Nonetheless, we believe that other colleges and universities can learn some­
thing from a single campus experience.

In addition, we cannot be sure that every respondent interpreted the questions
on study abroad in the same manner. "Study abroad" is a rather open-ended term
that one might erroneously take to mean a faculty educational seminar abroad.
Although they are probably part ofa very small minority (given low historic rates
ofstudent participation), some faculty respondents who said they had participated
in a study abroad program may have referred to past involvement in a student,
rather than faculty, role. In retrospect, the term "study abroad" should have been
defined and better clarified in the research instrument.

On a final note, the questionnaire did not include any items asking faculty
whether they had participated in educational seminars or faculty exchange pro­
grams abroad, only whether they were aware ofand how they felt about such trav­
el opportunities. While it plays a vital role in exposing faculty to other countries
and cultures, study abroad is but one vehicle for internationalizing the faculty.
Participating in educational seminars may well be the first step that some faculty
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members take in the internationalization process before moving on to subsequent­
ly develop a new international course or lead a study abroad program. Future
research should examine the specific influence of faculty educational seminars
and international exchange programs on development ofan international ethos on
the part of college faculty.
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