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The lack of integrating international and intercultural dimensions in American faculty members’ scholarship
hinders the internationalization of colleges and universities in the United States. While U.S. faculty members
rate international academic experience highly for students and their colleagues, faculty members’ own
international academic exposure is lower than their peers overseas. This study noted a lack of international
academic training during graduate education. Several U.S. faculty members in this study recognized the need
for significant re-education in order to internationalize their scholarship. U.S. faculty members who were
included in this analysis cited the importance of international faculty development opportunities to contribute
to internationalizing U.S. faculty members based on their positive outcomes and impacts. International faculty
development appears to contributing to integrat further international and intercultural dimensions into their
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scholarship. The first step toward encouraging such opportunities is to understand the current level of U.S.

faculty members participation in international faculty development.

1. Introduction

Globalization is a force for change in academics
and higher education institutions around the world.
Many scholars in U.S. colleges and universities have
also recognized globalization as a force of change in
their fields of specialization. “We are convinced that
as the world has become increasingly interdependent,
and national academic boundaries have been blurred,
science and scholarship are becoming increasingly
international” (Altbach & Lews, 1996, p. 3). A new
wave of change, globaliiation, has influenced the
basic existence of many industries and professionals
today, and U.S. higher education is no exception.

Globalization and the internationalization of
higher education institutions around the world are
separate but dynamically inter-related phenomena
(de Wit, 2002; Knight and de Wit, 1999). The
influence of globalization on institutions of higher
education is unavoidable, but the internationalization
of higher education institutions can be a creative
response for cooping with globalization forces.
“Globalization can be thought of as the catalyst
while internationalisation is the response, albeit a
response in a proactive way (Knight and de Wit,
1999 p. 14). Altbach (2004) also argued that while
globalization is often considered to bring optimistic
benefits, there might be greater negative impacts that
continue to create unequal and unjust outcomes. In
this kind of environment, the internationalization
of higher education institutions and their scholars
becomes a more complicated phenomenon than
other transformative changes the universities have
faced in the past. Therefore, each university has to
come up with strategic actions to balance the needs
of institutions when they consider engaging in the
internationalization.
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However, until recently, internationalization
has been absent from many U.S. colleges and
universities’ institutional mission statements,
policies, and operational objectives; and
internationalization tended to be specialized in a
small group of scholars where internationalization
was of direct academic interest their disciplines
such as International Relations and Area Studies.
“Globalization has changed these frames [framework
of international education in the previous era] but
our universities and educational systems have often
been too slow to adjust to dramatic changes such
as those we face today” (Mestenhauser, 2003, p. 6).
The internationalization of U.S. higher education
institutions emerges as a necessary transformation
process which needs to be taken into account by
many stakeholders of U.S. colleges and universities.

The lack of mission, objectives, and activities
regarding internationalization has been an issue for
many national higher educational systems around
the world today, but it seems to be a greater national
problem for U.S. colleges and universities. For
example, Siaya and Hayward (2003) drew the
following conclusion about the national trend of the
internationalization efforts by liberal arts schools in
the U.S.:

And yet, compared with other types of four-year
institutions, liberal arts colleges were the least
likely to include internationalization in their
mission statement, list it as a priority in their
strategic plan, or have assessed their efforts in
the last five years (p. ix).

Lacking a vision of internationalization within
the institutional mission statement or strategic
planning seems like a national tendency of U.S.



colleges and universities. A clear mission, vision, or
integrated strategic plan for the internationalization
of higher education institutions is an urgent issue for
many academic administrators, policy makers, and
individual faculty members.

Faculty members are considered an integral part
of the internationalization of a higher education
institution, especially for internationalizing the
academic experience of colleges and universities.
According to Mary Lynn Allen (2001), international
experience provided an important background
and connection for professors to teach about
intercultural issues in disciplines related to
education. Allen stated, “Several students stated
that a few professors shared their own international
experiences and talked about intercultural or
multicultural issues related to teaching in their
classroom” (p. 26-27). Their concrete international
exposure and professional experience allow faculty
members to apply their scholarly experience into
their research, teaching, and service. Allen further
suggested that surveying faculty members in order
to explore their perspectives regarding challenges to
internationalization would be an interesting research
question (p. 49).

Dr. Susan Cole, the president of Montclair
State University in New Jersey believed that
the internationalization of academic experience
for students cannot be achieved without faculty
members’ own internationalization. “Begin in the
classroom. Bring in some exciting speakers and get
the faculty engaged in the intellectual excitement of
internationalizing their curricula. Provide incentives
and support for faculty who take up that initiative...
Begin with faculty excitement because that’s where
the front line is” (Cole, 2003, p. 88). She argued that
international faculty development opportunities and
incentives energize them to integrate international
and intercultural dimensions into their research,
teaching, and services (2003).

However, the level of U.S. faculty members’

effort to internationalize their scholarship appears
to be relatively unknown. The author attempts to
analyze the current level of U.S. faculty members’
participation in international faculty development
opportunities and international academic activities to
expand their scholarship and integrate international
dimensions into their academic activities at their
home institutions.

2. Theoretical Framework

In the U.S. and other Western countries, teaching,
research, and services are shared as the central
mission and the core principles of higher education
institutions and scholarship. “For over a century,
the stated mission of American higher education has
been to provide teaching, research and service. In
most instances, the three purposes have been listed
with the implication of equal importance” (Glassick,
Huber, & Maeroff, 1996, p. viii). Today, this concept
of scholarship also has often become more common
among higher education institutions and scholars in
many other countries outside of North America and
Europe.

For the purpose of this article, the term,
“internationalization” is based on the working definition
of Knight and de Wit (1997). “Internationalisation
of higher education is the process of integrating
an international/intercultural dimension into the
teaching, research and service functions of the
institution” (p. 8). The mission of U.S. higher
education institutions and their scholars are
inseparable entities, and the scholarship of faculty
members has been the core foundation of U.S. higher
educational institutions. “The work of intellectual
life included not only the scholarship of discovering
knowledge, the scholarship of applying knowledge,
and scholarship of teaching... (Glassick, Huber, &
Maeroff, p. 2). Boyer (1990) enlightened the three
basic principles of scholarship by expressing his
thoughts with the following statement: “Theory
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surely leads to practice. But practice also leads
to theory. And teaching, at its best, shapes both
research and practice.” (p.16).

Thus, the internationalization of scholarship and
faculty development, based on these descriptions,
means the process of integrating an international/
intercultural dimension into faculty members’
teaching, research, and service at their home
institutions. The particular focus of this study based
on the definition of internationalization centers
around the level of faculty members’ participation in
international faculty development opportunities and
international academic activities (research, teaching
and services) at U.S. colleges and universities.
Without grasping the current level of U.S. faculty
members’ participation in international faculty
development opportunities and their engagement
in international scholarship, encouraging them
to participate in different international faculty
development opportunities becomes impossible, and
will not contribute to greater participation.

3. Analyzing Existing Studies on Faculty
Members’ International Mobility Related
to International Faculty Development
Opportunities

3. 1 Importance of faculty members’ involvement
in the internationalization of U.S. Colleges
and Universities

When one discusses about the internationalization
of U.S. colleges and universities, faculty members
and their integration of international and intercultural
dimensions into their research/teaching/service
become a critical factor for the internationalization
process. In Internationalizing the Campus: Profiles
of Success at Colleges and Universities (Grant and

Johnson, 2003, p. 2) identified the following criteria

related to faculty members and scholarly activities as

specific measurements of internationalization: study
by international students and international faculty
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in the U.S., faculty exchanges, curricular activities,
co-curricular activities, international visitors,
and international development. In a similar list,
Ellingboe’s suggestions for internationalizing higher
education (2002) included for faculty members to
contribute to internationalization:

* Internationalization of the curriculum

* Faculty with international teaching and research
experience

e Study and research abroad opportunities for
students (and faculty-led short-term programs)

* Integrating international students and international
visiting scholars, professors, and researchers
into campus life (p. 27)

Ellingboe’s list only reinforces that faculty
members are key to the internationalization of
academic experience throughout higher education
institutions. U.S. faculty members with different
international and intercultural dimensions included in
their research, teaching, and services are understood
and accepted (Ellingboe, 2002; Grant and Johnson,
2003), and the role of faculty is recognized as an
important part of internationalizing U.S. colleges and
universities. Internationalization is considered an
organizational transformation that touches various
aspects of the organizational structure.

However, fragmented organizational policy,
disintegrated systems, and simply a non-international
academic professional environment provide few
opportunities for such international ideas to be
implemented (Carter, 1992). Even though faculty
members are considered an important part of the
internationalization of U.S. colleges and universities,
faculty members’ international/intercultural
background and influence on providing international
educational experiences are not accurately studied.
There are only a few accounts of faculty members’
actual level of international/intercultural orientations,
the actual level of their involvement in international/



intercultural scholarly activities remains relatively
unknown.

The recent study on the internationalization of U.S.
colleges and universities, Mapping Internationalization
on U.S. Campuses by Siaya and Hayward (2003) by
the American Council on Education (ACE), provides
a more comprehensive view on internationalization
including a focus on faculty members. The study
examined the status of internationalization in
U.S. postsecondary education and identified any
noticeable changes since ACE began their studies
on the internationalization of U.S. colleges and
universities. The following findings demonstrate the
attitudes of faculty members towards interationalization:

* There was strong support for internationalization
among students, faculty and the public.

* The majority of students and faculty reported
that they had a variety of international travel
experience and some foreign language learning.

e The personal interest of faculty and staff greatly
contributed to the internationalization effort on
campus.

+ The majority of students and faculty expressed
support for international activities, but failed to
participate in these activities (p. viii).

Particularly, the data on internationalization at liberal
arts colleges found specific characteristics that
fostered in internationalization.

Liberal arts college faculty were the most
supportive of international course requirements,
compared with faculty at other types of
institutions. They also were the most likely
to report that they had taught an international
course, incorporated reading from foreign
authors into their curriculum, and integrated
new technologies to enhance the international

dimensions of their courses (p. ix).

Siaya and Hayward clearly captured the positive
attitude of faculty members toward internationalizing
the academic experience at U.S. colleges and
universities. The analysis demonstrates that U.S.
faculty members are supportive of academic
experience in many ways, and positive about
students engaging in different kinds of international
academic experience such as foreign language
training and education abroad.

Naturally, these descriptions lead one to assume
that the faculty members support for international
and intercultural academic experience is due to their
own professional and scholarly engagement as they
integrate international/intercultural dimensions into
their teaching, research, and service. However, U.S.
faculty members actively engaging in international
academic activities appear to be less than their positive
support for their students’ academic engagement
abroad.

3. 2 Review of Existing Statistical Data

The first and foremost important factor for
internationalizing scholarship is for faculty members
to gain international academic experience through
their teaching, research, and service, so that they can
reflect their international academic expertise onto
their scholarship at home institutions. Traditionally,
organizations such as the Institute of International
Education (IIE), the Fulbright Scholars programs,
and the Council on International Educational
Exchange (CIEE) have been involved in academic
exchange and international seminars for faculty
members, and they have tracked the movement of
faculty members across borders, and kept records
of the participants in different international faculty
development programs.

For example, Open Doors by IIE presents the
record of international scholars coming into the
United States. According to the statistics in 2002,
86,015 international scholars were involved with
academic activities in the United States (p. 86).
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Unfortunately, Open Door does not have records on
U.S. faculty members going overseas. However, one
way to track that kind of data related to U.S. faculty
members is to count the number of graduate students
who are conducting research projects overseas:
1,150 doctoral students were participating in some
type of academic activities overseas (p. 62). There is
also a category called graduate (unspecified), which
reports 4,845 students being involved in research
activities outside of the U.S. This group does not
identify which level of graduate programs, but some
of the students can be considered to be part of their
doctoral programs.

The Fulbright Scholar program is a traditional
exchange program where U.S. faculty members
engage in international academic activities. In the
2002 annual report, Fulbright Scholar programs,
administered by the State Department, awarded
grants to 934 U.S. participants who studied and
taught, or conducted post-doctoral research in
111 countries. Moreover, Fulbright programs
administered by the Department of Education, the
Fulbright-Hayes Faculty Research Abroad programs,
granted fellowships for 29 scholars, and the Doctoral
Research Dissertation Research Abroad Program
offered full-time dissertation research grants for
165 Ph.D. candidates in languages and areas not
commonly taught in the U.S. (p. 17-18).

Obviously, a fewer number of U.S. faculty
members (or potential scholars) conduct international
academic activities than non-U.S. faculty members
coming to the U.S. for their scholarship. In 2002,
a total number of 7123 U.S. faculty members (and
potential scholars) engaged in international academic
activities compared to 86,015 non-U.S. scholars
coming to the U.S. This shows that the tendency for
U.S. faculty members to go abroad is much less than
their counterparts, and illustrates a lower level of
engagement in international scholarship among U.S.
faculty members compared with their peers in other
countries.
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Moreover, a more comprehensive study illustrates
a similar picture of the limited involvement.of U.S.
faculty members in international academic activities.
The survey conducted by the Carnegie Foundation
for the Advancement of Teaching provided the
following information about U.S. faculty members
and their academic natures and international
orientation:

» 65 percent of U.S. participants indicated no
international experience, which is the least
travelled faculty in the study.

e Only 20 percent of the U.S. participants,
primarily from large research universities,
answered that they have worked with non-U.S.
colleagues in the past decade.

 Teaching abroad is particularly uncommon and
only 14 percent indicated they had done so in
the past ten years (Altbach and Lewis, 1996, p.
338)

According to Altbach and Lewis (1996), U.S.
faculty members are less likely than faculty
members in other nations to think that connections
with scholars in other countries are important to their
work. They also are less likely to believe that they
need to read international academic publications in
order to keep up with their disciplines. Moreover,
they are less likely to think that the curriculum at
their institutions should be more international in
focus: “...international consciousness in all of the
countries in the survey, except in the United States,
is quite high in certain ways, actual international
involvement is somewhat limited” (Altbach & Lews,
1996, p. 3).

As a result, the U.S. faculty members appear to be
contradictory in their academic ideology and actual
practice. While U.S. faculty members generally
favor internationalism in academia and scholarship,
they have less international academic experience

and engage in international academic activities on



a less frequent basis. Haas (1996) concluded, “For
U.S. faculty, there seems to be a ‘colonial,” and
‘we know what is best’ strain, running through the
academic mindset regarding internationalism in
higher education” (p. 388). Also, he observed that
while full-time academics generally hold positive
views regarding the merits of interaction with their
counterparts overseas, the interaction is not as active
as it appears (1996). These existing studies provide
information about U.S. faculty members’ lower level
of engagement in international academic activities
lends less authenticity to the U.S. institutions’ claims
of internationalization compared with their peers
abroad.

The overall current demography of U.S. academia
toward scholarship internationalization is a mixed
phenomenon. There seems to be a gap between
U.S. academics’ internationalist attitudes and the
level of U.S. faculty members’ active participation
in international academic activities to integrate
international/intercultural dimensions into their
scholarship. On the other hand, one way to
improve and increase the international/intercultural
dimensions of their scholarship is international
faculty development. While the specific number is
not shown, exploring the level of their participation
in international faculty development opportunities
is an interesting investigation. The current status of
U.S. faculty members and their detailed involvement
in international academic activities is a necessary
issue to be further investigated if the overall
nature of academic experience at U.S. colleges
and universities becomes more internationally/
interculturally rich.

3. 3 Analysing Qualitative Accounts of Recognition
for Intemational Faculty Development Needs

U.S. faculty members’ involvement in international

academic activities is recognized by the members

themselves as a necessity for the future of the U.S.

academic profession. Some faculty members have

identified their own needs for additional faculty
development to take part more effectively in the
internationalizing academic experience at home
institutions.

Some professors are aware of their shortcomings
due to the lack of international/intercultural
curriculum in their graduate training, and are
confronted with new challenges for which they are
not necessarily prepared. Crittenden (1994) stated,
“I did not study sociology from a global perspective,
and to incorporate such a perspective into my
teaching will require pretty serious substantive self-
reeducation” (p. 2). Osnes-Talyor (1994) identified
a similar problem from her own experience by
offering the following statement. “I had to become
global myself before I could expect to infuse an
international perspective into my work” (p. 8). Self-
identification by U.S. faculty members shows that
certain scholars recognize their own limitations with
their scholarships in an international context, and
are willing to expand their scholarship to enriching
their academic disciplines by making them more
international/intercultural.

Gaining international academic experience leads
to the expansion of professional specialization
including the internationalization of scholarship.
International academic experience of U.S. faculty
members and the impacts on their scholarly activities
are reflected in their interactions with students
inside and outside of their classroom at their home
institutions. Boyer (1990) acknowledged that certain
concerns of scholarship today are truly “global and
transcending national boundaries,” and asked, “can
we define scholarship in ways that respond more
adequately to the urgent new realities both within
the academy and beyond?” (p. 3). This statement
brings up the need for U.S. faculty members to
more frequently engage in international faculty
development opportunities or scholarship, so that
they themselves become more internationally- and
interculturally-trained scholars.
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3. 4 Impacts of Intemational Faculty Development
Opportunities on U.S. Faculty Members and
their Scholarship

Several limited accounts exist currently to illustrate
the impacts of international faculty development
participation outcomes among U.S. faculty members.
These accounts identified the different impacts of
U.S. faculty members’ participation in international
faculty development opportunities: curriculum
design, teaching contents, and student interactions.

For example, the International Faculty
Development Seminar (IFDS) organized by
CIEE provides international faculty development
opportunities for U.S. faculty members. CIEE kept
arecord of evaluation for its long-standing Seminars
to trace the progress of faculty members engaging
in international academic activities. According
to Oberst (1999), IFDS has enrolled 1,563 people
from 613 colleges and universities so far. Oberst
commented: “The data coming out of the [FDS
files are tantalizing. They bring us closer to being
able to build a persuasive, data-based case for the
effectiveness of international faculty development
that includes structured visits overseas and a directed
curriculum” (p. 86).

Furthermore, Tjede Merlini McVey (2002)
investigated the impact of international faculty
development seminars in Exploring the Impact
of International Faculty Development Seminars
on Teaching. The study discovered that the most
notable impact of international faculty development
seminars was on course content and interactions with
students, even though the overall positive impact on
teaching was not as much as expected. International
experience is the most essential background piece
when considering the promotion of an internationally
oriented educational experience.

Individual universities may also actively promote
international faculty development opportunities as
a part of their internationalization efforts. Faculty
members who participated in the University of
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Richmond International Faculty Development (IFD)
described the experience as life-changing (Kelleher,
1996). “By including their own newly acquired
knowledge in their courses, faculty participants have
consciously linked the overseas experience to the
goals of a liberal arts education” (p. 325). As a result
of IFD participation, overseas experience develops
motivation to promote the international programs
amongst the participants at home institution. The
University of Richmond IFD connects their faculty
members’ daily academic activities at home to the
institutional mission and its internationalization.

Kelleher (1996) claimed that internationalization
cannot be achieved without an internationalized
faculty. As a sociologist, Crittenden (1994)
argued that increasing the acceptance and support
for this effort among sociologists leads to the
internationalization of curriculum instead of just
introducing additional materials and perspectives.
Osnes-Taylor (1994) expressed her understanding
of the internationalization of teacher education by
stating, “Internationalization of teacher preparation
happens as each of us teacher educators widens
our perspective on where we fit into the bigger
world” (1994, p. 8). Integrating international and
intercultural dimensions into faculty members’
scholarship becomes as important as the change in
course offerings, curriculum development, and other
components of academic activities at U.S. colleges
and universities.

The level of internationalization among faculty
members reflects the depth and width of international/
intercultural experience received through their
own training and development. Woolf (2002)
remarked on the issue of international educators and
agreed that educating faculty members themselves
leads to educating students on the internstional
acquired qualities members developed through their
international academic experience.

The issue for educators in an international



context is not to deny the reality but rather to
teach ourselves (and thus our students) to reach
across and beyond these inventions to find
out what ‘true dialog’ might mean, to seek a
voice that will both transcend and encompass
dissonance and harmony. (p. 13)

Hovde (2002) also argued, “As with students and
staff, the best international education for faculty can
only occur overseas, for the gains in learning skills
and gaining confidence are far greater abroad than
at home” (p. 19). Faculty members must have first
hand international and intercultural professional
experience in order to really reflect that experience
into their academic approaches and scholarship.

As the internationalization of U.S. colleges and
universities tends to be an individual experience
of each college or university (Merkx, 2003), the
internationalization of scholarship among faculty
members is also uniquely individual in nature and
endeavor. The essential question is: how can U.S.
faculty members enrich their academic expertise
internationally/interculturally, so that the academic
experience at home becomes more international and
intercultural for their students? Kecht (2000) raised
a question regarding internationalizing the academic
experience at home in the U.S.:

For us as educators in the U.S., the pressing
concern must be how we can disseminate
existing knowledge and generate new
knowledge in such a way that our students
will be aware of the new realities and, more
importantly, ready to shape these realities for
the well-being of our global village. (p. 1)

Developing faculty members to be able to integrate
their international and intercultural dimensions into
their scholarship directly influences the quality of
international/intercultural academic experience at
home institutions. International faculty development
is essential for U.S. colleges and universities that

are intending to internationalize the academic
experience.

4. Conclusion: Challenges of Increasing
U.S. Faculty Members’ Engagement in
International Academic Activities

Several studies emphasized the importance and
positive impact of faculty members’ participation
in international faculty development opportunities
and their involvement in the internationalization
of U.S. colleges and universities. While faculty
members’ attitudes toward internationalizing the
academic experience of students at U.S. colleges and
universities are positive, their actual engagement in
international academic activities themselves are less
than their peers overseas. At the same time, some
U.S. faculty members recognize their inadequacies,
and they are willing to participate in different
international faculty development opportunities for
further enrichment and integration of international/
intercultural dimensions into their scholarship for
the internationalization Some studies also illustrated
positive outcomes of U.S. faculty members’
participation in international faculty development
opportunities and the positive impact of their
academic activities in their classrooms. There are
some promising results coming out of these different
studies should further exploration on this topic be
continued.

One of the many challenges in evaluating the
international faculty development levels of U.S.
faculty members centers around the limited
availability of studies available. Available works
written on U.S. faculty members’ participation in
international faculty development opportunities
still remain scarce. Only in the last two decades,
have several individual scholars, practitioners,
professional groups and organizations attempted to
record more inclusive data on the internationalization
of higher education institutions including the roles of
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faculty members (Siaya & Hayward 2003; Engberg
and Green, 2001; ACE, 1995; Lambert, 1989).
Unfortunately, resources and data on U.S. faculty
in international faculty development opportunities
still remain limited, and as a result, outcomes and
impacts of such activities remain inconclusive.

Moreover, a lack of clear understanding about
the outcomes of international faculty development
opportunities does not assist the current situation.
Identifying and evaluating different kinds of
outcomes and impacts will further encourage more
faculty members to participate in international
faculty development opportunities like IFDS. Oberst
stated that the IFDS staff, the sending institutions,
and the individual participants should “...make more
effort to specify the outcomes expected from these
seminars” (1999, p. 73). The key for promoting
and encouraging international faculty development
opportunities for U.S. faculty members is identifying
and evaluating specific criteria for the outcomes
and impacts of international faculty development.
This would clarify the ambiguity of purpose and
objectives in international faculty development
opportunities.

Many faculty members who are interested in
internationalizing their scholarship claim they are
not prepared with knowledge and/or skills to achieve
this goal. Peterson (2000) recommended institutions
“to take stock of what the study abroad opportunities
look like for U.S. faculty” (p. 14). Furthermore,
Peterson continues,

If faculty play such a critical role in international
education, then shouldn’t we be talking more
about study abroad opportunities for those who
teach? Otherwise, if we do succeed in getting
greater numbers of our students to study abroad,
might we end up with faculty members who
are less worldly than their students? (Peterson,
2000, p. 13-14).
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Hovde (2002) echoed this statement by saying, “The
best way to improve a program is to make good
faculty even better and more numerous. Faculty
development is the best investment a college or
program can make in its future” (p. 19). International
faculty development opportunities for U.S. faculty
members have to be the priority of many U.S.
institutions of higher education, but the single most
difficult question remains unsolved: “Who will teach
the teachers?” (Mestenhauser, 1992, p. 72).

One way to encourage U.S. faculty members to
engage in international faculty development is to
support them in leading a group of students for short-
term education abroad programs. For example,
short-term education abroad program can play an
interesting role for new faculty members to expand
their teaching at an international level. Working
with more experienced faculty members, the new
faculty member can shadow the experienced faculty
member to lead a group of university students to
teach during a short-term education abroad program
during spring, summer, or winter breaks. Video-
conferencing with a partner university and its peer
faculty members abroad to conduct a joint course
is another way to expand their scholarship into
international and intercultural dimensions. Besides
CIEE’s IFDS and Fulbright opportunities, individual
universities can conduct their own approaches for
international faculty development.

Scholars and faculty members, these individuals
are specialists of teaching and learning, and
their motivation and enthusiasm can overcome
different obstacles of integrating international and
intercultural dimensions into their scholarship. As
a teacher educator, Osnes-Tayler (1994) expressed,
“My desire was to help make connections among
people of different cultures” (p. 7). Faculty
members’ source of motivation for promoting the
international educational experience appears to be
from their own personal or professional overseas
experience, and providing more international



faculty development opportunities only ignite such
personal and professional motivation for their
own scholarship expansion. As a result of such
professional development and internationalization
of scholarship, U.S. colleges and universities can
benefit in their internationalization efforts and their
adjustments to globalization in the long run.
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