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This study examined international education programs in Texas 4-year colleges 

and universities to determine how they compare to models found in the literature. A 

second purpose of the study was to compare Texas 4-year colleges and universities 

with out-of state benchmark institutions with a history of international education 

programs for over a decade. Areas examined in the study were: (a) administration of 

international education; (b) instructional activities of international education; (c) 

international student support services; and (d) outreach both in the community and 

abroad. 

A 33 item questionnaire was developed and sent to presidents/chancellors of 

Texas 4-year institutions of higher education and to selected out-of-state benchmark 

institutions. The Texas mailing was to 79 institutions. Fifty-seven were returned for a 

response rate of 70.9%. Thirteen surveys were mailed to selected benchmark 

institutions. Six were returned for a response rate of 46.2%. 

A taxonomy of international education in the literature contained three 

elements; instructional activities, international student support, and outreach. This was 

modified to include administration of international education. The responses to the 

survey showed that most Texas institutions had activities/programs in the four areas of 

the modified taxonomy. Benchmark institutions led in activity in all areas. 



The questionnaire addressed seven areas of administration; mission statement, 

institution-wide written policies, establishment and staffing of an international 

education office, institution-wide committees, membership in international associations 

and sources of funding for international education activities. 

Instructional activities included faculty development, curriculum issues and out 

of country education. The responses showed low faculty reward systems. 

International student support services asked for the number of international 

students enrolled and the services provided them. Benchmark institutions led Texas 

institutions in enrollment of international students by a ratio of 5 to 3. 

Outreach addressed community and out of country outreach. Texas and 

benchmark institutions were more active in community relations than in providing 

services to the local community and businesses. Only two institutions reported using 

distance education. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

As the world moves toward an international economy, nations are becoming 

more international minded and more interdependent. Decisions in Tokyo, Bonn, 

Moscow, and other world capitals are having an increasing impact in Washington, DC, 

New York, Los Angeles, and even on Main Street, U.S.A. Cleveland (1977) wrote 

that "our problem is now to build deep into our national psyche . . . the idea that what 

happens around the world is our personal business and what happens in the United 

States has widespread and long-lasting impacts abroad" (p. 8). This points to a need 

for government, businesses, and citizens to have a better understanding of the world 

and world affairs. Thus, international education in American colleges and universities 

becomes more and more important. 

Additionally, the United States is moving from a manufacturing-based economy 

to a knowledge-based economy. As this happens, new opportunities and challenges 

are faced by education in this country, especially higher education. Marden and 

Engerman (1992) saw the need for "persons who can appreciate the richness of 

cultures, the complexities of religion and ethnicity, the nuances of power and the 

forces at work in the long, complicated histories of many nations" (p. 42). They 

wrote that education has the responsibility of preparing persons with "proper 
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understanding of international concerns and the appropriate representation of the 

national interest in the global arena" (Marden & Engerman, 1992, p. 42). 

Groennings (1987a) observed that a function of higher education is to prepare 

scientists, engineers, and managers for the global economy and to ensure citizen 

understanding of the global economic system. He wrote: 

We are operating in a new business system, and the global economy of which 

we are part is based on new ways of managing and thinking . . . our economy 

which is increasingly based on high tech and services, is also knowledge-based 

. . . in the knowledge based economy which is also global, the role of our 

universities and colleges emerges as an underpinning of competitiveness. 

Higher education becomes the key to our prosperity and to our ability to earn 

enough to pay for our national defense and public services, (p. 65) 

More than two decades earlier, Secretary of the U.S. Department of Health, 

Education, and Welfare, John W. Gardner, testified before the Subcommittee on 

Education, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, U. S. Senate, August 17, 1966. 

In a press release, he stated: 

The first priority for this generation is internationalization understanding—to 

learn the hazards and hopes of this world we inhabit and to learn to cope with 

its problems. Our first step must be to strengthen our institutions of learning. 

Lacking such strength, we can neither engage intelligently in assistance to 

others nor can we develop the wisdom and judgement essential in fulfilling the 
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most terrifying responsibilities which we as a Nation have acquired. (Sanders & 

Ward, 1970, p. 1) 

In a summary of the findings and recommendations on the President's Commission on 

Foreign Language and International Studies, Burn (1980a) reported that the 

recommendations included "strengthening structures at the state and federal levels to 

monitor and encourage foreign language and international studies" (p. 52). 

The Association of International Education Administrators appointed a Task 

Force on International and Economic Competitiveness in 1988. The 1991 report of the 

Task Force called for state governors to improve international studies at all levels. 

Their report contended that "a major national, state-wide, local, and institutional 

mobilization is required and will be successful if intelligently conducted" (Association 

of International, 1991, p. 7). The task force saw international competency as 

involving three major areas of concern: a generally educated public; internationally 

competent managers, professionals, and scientists and their organizations; and 

specialized international research and expertise. One of their major concerns was that 

educational institutions are not providing adequate international knowledge and skills 

to citizens. 

State governors have also been aware of and concerned with international 

education. A report released by the National Governors' Association meeting in 1987 

suggested that colleges and universities could help improve the skills of American 

workers in several areas, including matching educational reforms to the needs of 

business, having states increase support for scholarship programs for science students, 
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having community colleges retrain workers, and having teacher-education programs 

increase study of geography, foreign languages, and international studies (Jaschik, 

1987). In 1989 the National Governors' Association Task Force on Foreign Markets 

recommended that a trade plan be made a top priority within the state and that a 

cabinet-level trade official be appointed to direct and coordinate the state plan in order 

to improve international education and recognize successful export efforts ("Governors 

Urge States," 1989). Jaschik (1989b) quoted from a report of the same meeting: 

"International education must be an integral part of the education of every student" (A 

17). Also, Gerald L. Baliles, Governor of Virginia and Chair of the National 

Governors' Association, termed national ignorance of geography, foreign cultures, and 

languages "a mortal wound in international education" (Turner, 1989, p. 11). Simon 

(1990), a long-time advocate of international education and the study of foreign 

languages, commended the 1989 National Governors' Task Force on International 

Education for urging that international studies be made an integral part of the 

education of every student. He also recognized the need for language training for 

those in business, as expressed by his statement; "If you want to buy, you can buy in 

any language; if you want to sell, you have to speak the language of your customer" 

(p. 7). 

Almost 3 decades ago, the U. S. Congress recognized the need for international 

education and passed the International Education Act of 1966. Section 2 of the act 

states as follows: 
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The Congress hereby finds and declares that a knowledge of other countries is 

of the utmost importance in promoting mutual understanding and cooperation 

between nations; that strong American educational resources are a necessary 

base for strengthening our relations with other countries; that this and future 

generations of Americans should be assured ample opportunity to develop to 

the fullest extent possible their intellectual capacities in all areas of knowledge 

pertaining to other countries, peoples, and cultures; and that it is therefore both 

necessary and appropriate for the Federal Government to assist in the 

development of resources for international study and research, to assist in the 

development of resources and trained personnel in academic and professional 

fields, and to coordinate the existing and future programs of the Federal 

Government in international education, and to meet the requirements of world 

leadership, (p. 1246) 

Unfortunately, Congress did not fund this act. Congress did, however, fund language 

and area centers in the National Defense Education Act of 1958 and the Higher 

Education Act of 1966, as amended (Schneider, 1993). 

At the state level, in 1989 the 71st Texas Legislature passed two concurrent 

resolutions, the H.C.R. 194 and H.C.R. 236 (Seventy-first Legislature, House, Regular 

Session). The former resolution encouraged the State Board of Education to 

emphasize the importance of international education in Texas by developing a program 

that included international studies and a foreign language curriculum for Texas public 

schools with instruction starting in the early grades. The latter resolution encouraged 
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the Texas Committee for the Humanities to develop a report containing a long-range 

plan for advancing international studies and for sustaining educational and cultural 

exchange programs between Texas and nations with whom Texas was likely to have 

close economic, cultural, and other ties. 

Because accreditation agencies have an impact on higher education, 

accreditation standards of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) 

and The American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) were 

reviewed for specific requirements. The SACS guidelines do not address international 

education (Commission, 1992). The only reference to international education in 

publications of the SACS addresses programs conducted overseas for non-U. S. 

nationals (Commission, 1990). AACSB Standard C.l.l prescribes that curriculum 

coverage for undergraduate and MBA students should include "ethical and global 

issues," and Standard C.1.3.a calls for "domestic and global economic environments 

of organizations" in the core curriculum for "MBA and Other General Management 

Masters Programs" (AACSB, 1991, pp. 19, 21). 

The term international education has been used several times without 

attempting to define precisely its meaning. In the literature, authors use international 

education and international studies interchangeably, with similar broad definitions. 

Over the years, several authors have attempted to define the term; therefore, a selected 

sample of definitions is provided in chronological order in an attempt to arrive at a 

consensus. In 1969 Swanson used international education to describe the accumulation 

of knowledge about educational systems around the world, stating that "the study of 
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international education is of interest to every educator who desires a broader 

perspective of educational philosophy and, indeed, the educational enterprise in 

general" (p. 1). Since then, international education has taken on a different meaning. 

Although a 1977 policy statement adopted by the American Association of State 

Colleges and Universities (AASCU) did not include a definition of the term, it did 

indicate that international education encompasses "(a) the international content of the 

curricula; (b) the international movement of scholars and students concerned with 

training and research; and (c) the arrangements engaging United States Education 

abroad in technical assistance and educational cooperation" ("The International 

Responsibility," 1977, p. 16). In a paper presented to the Annual Conference of the 

National Association for Foreign Student Affairs, C. P. McGrath (1983) stated that he 

did not endorse a specific definition of international education any more than he 

supported a single program for foreign student programs. To expand international 

understanding and awareness, he advocated strong foreign language departments, 

foreign student offices, vibrant exchange programs, and area studies departments. 

Lambert (1989) used the term international studies to include (a) study abroad, (b) 

foreign language instruction, and (c) internationally focused concentrations and 

courses. 

More recently there has been a resurgence of interest in international education 

(Kelleher, 1991). Bradshaw (interviewed by Koerner, 1990) observed that "new 

international studies programs are developing in higher education institutions" (p. 43). 

Additionally, Tonkin and Edwards (1990) stated, "For almost 20 years, 
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internationalization has steadily risen in importance in the agendas of colleges and 

universities all over the country" (p. 14). Rasmussen (1991) noted that "in most 

contexts, however, international studies refers to social sciences-based programs in 

international relations, global studies, and area studies; a language emphasis is 

sometimes absent, usually subsidiary, and only rarely truly integrated" (p. 8). Pickert 

(1992) viewed international higher education as representing 

international relations (study of relations between countries), area studies (study 

of particular regions of the world), foreign languages and cultures, comparative 

and international approaches to individual disciplines, and environmental, 

global, or peace studies, which examine issues affecting more than one nation, 

(p. iii) 

Another definition, suggested by McConeghy (1992), was to "describe the type 

of learning that provides us with sufficient knowledge of the language, history, values, 

and beliefs of other national groups to interact with them in political, cultural, 

personal, economic, or global realm" (p. 34). Arum and van de Water (1992) stated 

that constituencies see international education from different perspectives and rarely 

have a need to see it as a whole or totality. They cited Wharton, Butts, and Bailey as 

recognizing that international education has imprecise meanings, and the also included 

definitions by King, Scanlon, and Frazier and Brickman. Arum and van de Water 

(1992) found that the term international education was first used by the Institute of 

International Education in 1919. In a bulletin published by the institute, the term was 

used to include all of "the major activities in international education" (cited in Arum 



9 

and van de Water, 1992, p. 19). Arum and van de Water (1992) concluded with a 

suggestion that international education is a general term that "refers to the multiple 

activities, programs and services that fall within international studies, international 

education exchange and technical cooperation" (p. 202). 

The Problem 

The problem of this study is to determine the extent to which international 

education has been implemented in Texas 4-year colleges and universities. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study are as follows: 

1. determine the components of international education policies and programs 

as described in the literature; 

2. to determine the emphasis given to international education by the 

government and other agencies; 

3. to briefly examine the history of the development of international education, 

concentrating on the post-WWII period and to determine the components that have 

developed; 

4. to describe these components as implemented in Texas 4-year institutions of 

higher education in the areas of administration, instructional activities, international 

exchange activities, support services, and outreach activities; and 
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5. to determine how the components of international education as implemented 

in Texas 4-year institutions compare to the implementation of the components in the 

selected benchmark institutions. 

Research Questions 

To accomplish the purposes of the study, the following research questions were 

addressed: 

1. Based on the literature review, (a) what emphasis has been given to 

international education by governments and other agencies (e.g., accrediting agencies 

and private foundations), and (b) what are the components of international education 

described in relevant examples or models? 

2. What elements of international education have been implemented in Texas 

4-year institutions of higher education in the areas of administration, instructional 

activities, international student support, and outreach activities? 

3. How does the current status of implementation of the components of 

international education by Texas 4-year institutions compare to the implementation of 

components by selected benchmark institutions? 

Significance of the Study 

The State of Texas is currently attempting to recover from an economic slump. 

With cutbacks in military spending and prospects of further cuts, plans to keep these 

cuts from further hurting the state economy are needed. A bright spot, however, is 
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that the prospects of the North American Free Trade Agreement will bring 

opportunities for exporting more goods and services to Mexico and Canada. Also, if 

the Uruguay Round of talks of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade reaches a 

successful conclusion, there will be more opportunities for world-wide exports. The 

state can take advantage of these opportunities if business and industry are prepared to 

do business on a world-wide scale. With greater exposure to the rest of the world, 

Texas citizens will also need to have more knowledge and a greater understanding of 

world affairs. International education can help place Texas citizens, businesses and 

the state government in a better position to deal with the rest of the world. This need 

is recognized by the educational, business, and public leaders in Texas 

(Commissioner's Advisory Committee, 1990). 

The Commissioner, Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, Kenneth H. 

Ashworth, charged the Commissioner's Advisory Committee on International Issues to 

determine what language and area studies existed in Texas institutions of higher 

education and to determine what roles the Texas institutions of higher education do, 

should, and can play in supporting international trade, exporting and international 

awareness in the state (Commissioner's Advisory Committee, 1990, p 14). The 

committee conducted a survey of state institutions to obtain information to respond to 

the commissioner's charge. The survey showed that many institutions in the state 

were involved in international education to some degree. Although the survey 

provided useful data, its open-ended questions caused problems for both respondents 

and analysts. As a result, the committee was not able to give a complete description 
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or summary of all international education activities in Texas higher education. The 

current status of international education in the state has not been researched in depth. 

This study will fill that void and make information available to those concerned with 

public policy decision making in the state of Texas. The policymakers will then have 

the current and in depth data needed to make appropriate decisions. This is critical for 

state-funded institutions and programs because of the shortfall in revenue and the 

demands on the legislature from various constituents. Researched data can be the 

determining factor for international education to receive an appropriate share of 

available funds. 

The in depth data provided to Texas 4-year institutions of higher education 

through this survey can be used to make better decisions to allocate scarce resources. 

Excellent programs in other institutions can be used as models and as benchmarks for 

institutions to receive the most for the dollars spent. 

In conclusion, this study accomplishes several purposes. It will provide (a) 

insight into the present status of international education and practices in Texas higher 

education institutions, (b) current in depth data for state-policy-level officials, (c) data 

that can be used by the state legislative policymakers, and (d) information that can be 

used by administrators in higher education to establish or modify their international 

education programs. 
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Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined as they relate to this study. 

Administration of international education: the activities and programs of an 

institution designed to internationalized the campus. 

Instructional activities of international education: the activities and programs of 

an instructional nature designed to internationalize the campus. 

International education: all activities and programs with an international 

perspective that effect campus administrators, faculty, U. S. students, and foreign 

students on campus and the local community and businesses, including the institutions 

relations with out of country governments, agencies, institutions and students. 

International student support services: all activities and programs designed to 

aid and assist foreign students attending U. S. colleges and universities. 

International studies: international relations areas studies, foreign languages and 

cultures, comparative and international approaches to individual disciplines, and global 

studies examining issues affecting more than one nation. 

Outreach: the activities and programs designed with an international content for 

local communities and businesses and out of country relations. 

Study abroad: any experience outside the United States for which U. S. college 

or university students earn academic credit. 
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Delimitation 

The population of this study was limited to the presidents of Texas 4-year 

institutions of higher education and selected out of state benchmark institutions. 

Assumptions 

The following assumptions were made for the purposes of this study: 

1. The respondents will use their institutional knowledge of and experience 

with international education in accurately and honestly completing the questionnaire. 

2. Analysis of the data gathered will provide a current profile of international 

education in Texas 4-year institutions of higher education responding to the survey. 



CHAPTER H 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter answers the first research question. The literature cited in the 

introductory chapter partially answers the first part of the question. Additional 

information in this chapter shows the emphasis given international education by 

various agencies. Further, review of the literature shows that components of 

international education vary with authors and their particular perspectives on 

international education. None of the authors developed a conceptual model; however, 

a taxonomy of international education from the literature was modified to give a 

framework to answer the second part of the first research question. 

Historical Origins 

Pacheco and Fernandez (1992) traced the early beginnings of the university 

from the Hellenistic period, starting with the mouseion at Alexandria, which was the 

most renowned multinational institute in the classic Mediterranean world. In about the 

same period, the national university of the Han-dynasty in China extended well beyond 

China's borders. This university had 30,000 students and a curriculum that included 

Sanskrit, Hindu, and Buddhist classics. In Persia during the 3rd century, the Academy 

of Gondeshapur attracted students from the Mediterranean and Middle East regions. 

15 
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Islamic madrasahs assimilated Hellenistic, Hindu, and Persian studies in their 

institutions during Europe's Dark Ages. Their institutions spread from Cordoba to 

Delhi, with the most famous ones located in Baghdad and Cairo. Muslim and Jewish 

scholars of the madrasahs preserved Greek and Roman classics, which became primary 

sources for medieval scholasticism. 

The medieval university in Europe evolved from the medieval studia generalia 

at cathedral and monastic schools that were established to broaden the education of 

priests and monks. Students from throughout the Western world were admitted 

without restriction and traveled to the studia generalia under the protection of the 

Pope. The schools' standard core of learning and instruction was in Latin, regardless 

of the location of the institution (Gardner, 1990). These institutions resembled 

societies or guilds more than universities. They had no formal academic authority, 

and their primary purpose was to further students' scholarly interests. In the 13th 

century, universitas studii developed with more formally organized corporate bodies 

and with well-defined administrative functions. Toward the end of the 14th century, 

the term university began to be applied generally to any community of teachers and 

students recognized by either civil or ecclesiastical authority (Pacheco & Fernandez 

1992). 

In the United States, universities are a combination of many foreign influences. 

The earliest colleges were based on English undergraduate colleges. Later, the 

influence of the German research university was incorporated. The tradition of lay 

governance can be traced directly to the universities in Scotland and Holland and, 
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through them, back to the medieval Italian institutions. These foreign influences have 

given U.S. universities international characteristics and connect them with a long 

tradition of international influence and contact This influence sets them apart from 

the long history of isolationism and suspicion of foreign influence common in the 

United States (Gardner, 1990). 

Today, a common view of a modern university is that it is a place dedicated to 

ideas, where truth-seeking is of greatest importance. "Whatever the discipline, the 

pursuit of knowledge and truth obligates scholars to cross boundaries, both geographic 

and academic. . . .[This] "pursuit of knowledge and truth will lead us to 

internationalization and, ultimately to globalization of universities" (Pacheco & 

Fernandez, 1992, p. 24). This brief historical overview of universities shows the 

ancient roots of the concept of international education even though it was not called 

international education. Gardner (1990) described today's universities as having "a 

vital role to play in rekindling the spirit of internationalization" (p. 9). In his opinion, 

it is because of the absence of centralized control that American higher education has 

a chance of succeeding in its efforts to rekindle the spirit of internationalization. 

The Post-World War II Period 

Before World War II, American involvement with foreign universities was 

limited. Individuals sometimes traveled to foreign countries, but not necessarily for 

study at a foreign university. A number of instructors, particularly in the languages, 
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spent their summers in Europe, and students from affluent families included a 

European tour as part of their general education (Sanders & Ward, 1970). 

Burn (1985) observed: 

In the United States foreign study has often been regarded as an ornament to 

collegial study-mainly for the affluent and for female students. Moreover, 

such study required specially created programs rather than the simple 

integration of American students into foreign universities, and involved cultural 

enrichment rather than preparation for such professional careers as medicine, 

law, science and business, (p. 48) 

The immediate post-World War II period brought an influx of students to 

college and university campuses. The Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944 

(commonly called the GI Bill) provided the opportunity for many veterans to attend 

college who otherwise could not have afforded a college education. Many of these 

veterans had served out of the country and thus had exposure to foreign countries, 

cultures, and languages. Also during this time, the U.S. government was involved in 

various programs such as the Marshall Plan to help war-torn parts of the world recover 

from the damage to their countries. Later, a variety of programs were initiated to 

assist lesser developed countries. These events created a need for individuals with 

expertise in languages and knowledge of the cultures of other countries. Two acts of 

Congress are credited with beginning international education programs: (a) the 

Fulbright Act of 1946, which provided financial assistance to Americans who studied 
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abroad to increase their knowledge; and (b) the Smith-Mundt Act of 1948, which 

created an educational exchange service between nations (Scanlon, 1990). 

Congress passed the National Defense Education Act of 1958 "in order to 

ensure trained manpower of sufficient quality and quantity to meet the national 

defense needs of the United States" (p. 15). Section 101 of this act required that 

programs "correct as rapidly as possible the existing imbalances in our educational 

programs which have led to an insufficient proportion of our population educated in 

science, mathematics, and modern foreign languages and trained in technology" (p. 

15). 

Under the umbrella of Title VI of this act, the U.S. Department of Education 

initiated the Undergraduate International Studies Program, which continues under the 

Higher Education Act of 1965 as amended. National Defense Education Act 

Language and Area Centers were created under this program and initially included 

undergraduate instruction. There were funding cutbacks in the mid-1970s; however, 

funding was primarily allocated to graduate components, and many undergraduate 

programs were eliminated. The 1986 amendments to the Higher Education Act now 

require undergraduate training at all centers (Schneider, 1993). 

Development and Change 

Throughout the post-World War II period, the main agents for development 

and change in international studies have been from outside education because of 

societal requirements. Outside support has also contributed to international studies. 
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This support has come from government programs (e.g., the National Defense 

Education Act, the Fulbright program, and the Peace Corps), as well as private sources 

(e.g., from 1951-1973 the Ford Foundation contributed an average of $14 million a 

year to colleges and universities for international education) (Starr, 1980). Groennings 

(1987b) observed that: 

American higher education was not very international until after World War II. 

It became increasingly international as the United States became a world 

power, as faculties focused on world problems, and as literally millions of 

foreign students came to our campuses, (p. 7) 

Smuckler and Sommers (1988) addressed what they called dilemmas (e.g., 

creation of new political subunits, new business and economic realities, and 

international violence): 

The changing role of the United States in the world demands that "the 

average citizen," as well as public officials, politicians, and business and 

industrial leaders at all levels, develop a better understanding of the 

international world in which we live and work today. We cannot hope 

to understand such twentieth-century dilemmas with nineteenth-century 

curricula, (p. 7) 

In a similar vein, Marden and Engerman (1992) wrote that "people who are 

scholars, diplomats, linguists, and commentators are needed to understand diverse 

geographic areas and the concerns that link them" (p. 42). Hufstedler (1980) Secretary 

of Education, commenting on the changing world, said, "Our educators are going to 
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have to take a hard new look at what they are teaching—and not teaching—about the 

world" (p. 9). An different note was sounded by Bradshaw (interviewed by Koerner, 

1990) who said, "New international education programs are developing in higher 

education institutions" (p. 43). 

Writing about preparing students for a wholly new world, Good (1977) stated: 

"We in higher education have been talking about international education for over thirty 

years, shuffling both private and public agencies and programs to facilitate it" (p. 18). 

Pickert (1992) pointed out: 

People coming out of higher education must consider perspectives held by 

people in other cultures, must be competent to conduct educational, business 

and governmental activities in an international environment, and must be able 

to make personal and public-policy decisions as responsible citizens of an 

international society, (p. 61) 

Ostar (1988) contended that almost all of today's social and cultural changes 

are driven by economic changes. America is now on the verge of another economic 

transition, to a global economy, after having gone from a colonial economy to a 

regional economy to a national economy. According to Ostar, education is essential in 

order for citizens to acquire the global perspective and understanding necessary for the 

U.S. to succeed in a global economy. 

This view is not new. E. J. McGrath (1951) wrote that, in his opinion, 

American schools and institutions of higher education have two major responsibilities. 

The first is "to educate our own citizens concerning the changed position of the United 
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States in world affairs" (p. 231). The second is "to support those activities. . .which 

attempt to educate citizens of other nations concerning the purposes and objectives of 

the United States" (p. 237). 

Dosa (1988), addressed information transfer: 

Today, international education for information transfer is gaining 

visibility as a critical element in the socioeconomic development 

process. Consequently, it is of interest not only to industrial planning 

and academic institutions in the developing regions but also to the 

United State foreign policy, (p. 351) 

Groennings (1987a) in examining the global economy and undergraduate 

education noted two separate and distinct movements with a weak linkage: "surging 

internationalization on campus" and "the globalization of the economy" (p. 67). He 

suggested that a closer link between the two movements would be more constructive. 

Some researchers argue that an international aspect to curricula has existed "for 

as long as we have had colleges and universities" (Prokasy, 1990, p. 16). Prokasy 

pointed out that, in large segments of the curriculum, national boundaries have not 

made any sense because of the intellectual substance, which is not geographically 

oriented. He cited mathematics, chemistry, physics, and biology as examples. In a 

perusal of the curricula in other fields, Prokasy noted considerable international 

content, using literatures and the social sciences as examples. This echoes the earlier 

thoughts of Groennings (1983): 
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There is, of course, nothing new about the idea of an international perspective 

in liberal arts studies: internationalization is grounded in the very idea of a 

university; the university probes and teaches about the universe of phenomena 

and ideas; it is universal in its intellectual and scientific interests, as well as its 

service, (p. 52) 

Kaplan (1987) stated that the question of establishing a policy toward foreign 

students has been "raised and debated endlessly" (p. 7). He also wrote: 

The National Association for Foreign Student Affairs (NAFSA), for example-

together with the Institute of International Education (HE), the American 

Association of Collegiate Registrars (AACRAO); and even the Association for 

the Advancement of Science (AAAS)--has advocated the development of 

institutional and even of national policy toward foreign students, (p. 7) 

Kaplan contended that now the basic question now is "Should there be any policy at 

all?" rather than "What kind of policy should be articulated?" (p. 7). 

In spite of statements such as these, the interest in and emphasis on 

international education, and the money put into different programs, a national policy 

has not been established. Ostar, President of AACSU, (1988) observed that "our 

national leaders have not recognized the importance of international education" (p. 

461). Jack Egle, President of the Council on International Educational Exchange, in 

an interview with Desruisseaux (1992), explained that "nobody in the U.S. has sat 

down and thought through, in the way the European Community has, an approach to 

internationalizing our higher education" (p. A30). Crane (1991) reported that the 
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Executive Branch of the European Communities took initial steps toward equivalencies 

in university degrees in July 1991, and that the goal of the European Community (EC) 

is to have 10% percent of a nation's university students studying in another EC 

country. Pickert (1992) and Gardner (1990) also referred to this EC goal. 

Commenting on the Maastricht Treaty, Hervey (1993) observed that the treaty expands 

the powers of the European Parliament over educational issues. Crane (1991) 

observed that, at the Lyon Graduate School of Business, the course on the Common 

Market "is taught on an alternating basis in English and German to a largely French 

audience" (p. 29). In arguing for a national strategy, Desruisseaux (1992), pointed out 

"The United States needs to develop a national strategy for coordinating its efforts in 

international education or risk watching from the sidelines as Europe dominates 

academic exchanges in the post-cold war era" (p. 28). In arguing for a national 

policy, Kaplan (1987) stated, "There is no question of an urgent need for policy—at all 

levels—if the United States educational sector is to be responsive" (p. 29). 

The Need for International Education 

Since World War II, the U.S. government has been involved in a number of 

activities that have required individuals with a knowledge and understanding of other 

languages, countries, and cultures (e.g., the Marshall Plan, aid to developing countries 

through various programs, concerns with national security, and involvement in military 

operations in various countries). Business and industry also have become more 

involved with trading partners, developing overseas markets and manufacturing 
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facilities, and competing with multinational corporations. This involvement points to 

rather pragmatic needs for individuals with specific skills that were not evident in 

earlier decades. The addition of current technology, which brings world events into 

the average family's living room every day, creates an even greater reason for 

understanding the world and world events. The literature contains many examples of 

leaders in various areas addressing what is happening in the world. Examples cited 

below demonstrate the range of thoughts about the globalization of the world. 

Atwell (1990), who advocated strengthening language requirements, providing 

more opportunities for study abroad, and providing incentives for faculty to learn or 

increase their proficiency in languages other than English, stated the following: 

The world changed dramatically in 1989. Our notions of the superpower 

relationship, the Cold War, the fixed structure of Eastern Europe-notions that 

have informed our actions and attitudes for over 40 years-were turned topsy 

turvy. Yet we also have reason for caution-for not giving in to easy 

enthusiasm or blind optimism.... And if our policies in Europe seem to be 

vindicated by recent history, the same cannot be said of other areas of the 

world. The problems of the Middle East, Central America, South Africa, and 

Southeast Asia seem nearly intractable. The gap between the rich and the poor 

on this globe is widening, and our concentration on the shifts in East-West 

alignments should not lead us to ignore the challenges of North-South 

relationships between the developed and less developed nations, (p. 9) 
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Bonham (1980) wrote: 

We live in a world that is increasingly more anarchical, increasingly 

unpredictable, and increasingly a world not of American choosing or of 

America's imagination....This is a world which by the end of this 

century may see 90 percent of its population living in the so-called 

Third World. Unless the major institutions in this very rich country— 

and especially education, the communications media, and our public 

agencies-resist the easy answers and prepare us for a world of vastly 

diffused power, our bad public arguments in regard to international 

order must inevitably become bad public decisions, (p. 3) 

In giving background information of the President's Commission on Foreign 

Language and International Studies, Burn (1980c) wrote: 

The Commission grew out of several interests and developments. The 

National Security Council became increasingly concerned during the 

1970's that our colleges and universities were producing fewer 

specialists in foreign languages and international studies, largely as a 

consequence of diminished funding in these fields. Faced with a 

growing trade deficit and the increasing importance of international 

trade to the American economy, the Department of Commerce saw as 

one limitation in our ability to sell abroad Americans' lack of 

proficiency in foreign language and knowledge of other countries and 

cultures, (p. 11) 
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In commenting on the need to improve U. S. performance in the international 

marketplace, Virginia Governor Gerald L. Baliles, chair of the National Governor's 

Association in 1989 warned that "the nation cannot be constrained by distances to 

other countries or differences in culture and language" ("Governors Urge States", 

1989, p. 18). Lambert (1989) pointed out that higher education does not adequately 

prepare students for today's world and cited a problem: 

General education requirements by and large do not provide students with 

enough information about and insight into other countries to prepare them for 

the interdependent world in which they will live in the next century. Having 

said that, it is important to recognize that, in fact, there is little consensus as to 

what preparation should be or how it should be acquired, (p. 125) 

Lambert (1989) continued, "One of our most pressing national needs is the initiation 

of an informed national discussion on just what our general education goals should be 

in international studies" (p. 125). Groennings (1990) explained that a few authors 

have addressed the question of what a student should know and how that 

(international) knowledge is related to the mission of the discipline; however, he noted 

that "it is clear that overall consideration of this question within the disciplines 

remains weak" (p. 29). Earlier, Groennings suggested ways in which higher education 

can prepare the work force for a global economy. His 12 points, which could lead to 

a listing of components, include foreign language, international studies, the creation of 

business internship exchange programs with other countries for U.S. students, cultural 

and educational student exchange with other countries, foreign travel/study exchange 
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programs for U.S. students, and professional exchange programs with colleges and 

universities in other countries. 

DiBiaggio (1988) observed: 

The need for national competency in international understanding can be seen in 

our lack of language skills, the unacceptably low level of knowledge of 

international places, events, and issues, and the shortage of specialists who can 

manage our international affairs in both public and private sectors, (p. 2) 

Other writers have voiced similar opinions, although none has addressed the 

problem about the lack of a consensus or how the problem should be addressed, as 

was done by Lambert (1989). A sampling of the literature for similar sentiments 

includes Wilson (1964), Starr (1980), Groennings (1987a, 1987b), Holzner (1988), 

Smuckler and Sommers (1988), Ostar (1988), Philippatos (1989), Shanker (cited in 

Koerner 1990), Institute of International Education (1990), Simon (1990), Marden and 

Engerman (1992), and Pacheco and Fernandez (1992). The report of the Texas 

Committee for the Humanities (1991) to the Governor and the Texas Legislature, 

carried on this theme in its opening statement: 

During the past several years, numerous blue-ribbon national commissions have 

argued eloquently that we as a nation must make a major new commitment to 

international education if the United States is to remain a global power in the 

twenty-first century, (p. 7) 

In the works reviewed, two reasons emerge for an increased emphasis on 

international education. The first is pragmatic and is concerned with how this country 
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will deal with a global interdependent world in a political and economic sense. The 

second, and a more underlying reason, is that ordinary citizens need to know and 

understand more about the world in which they live to be better citizens of the new 

world. Bonham (1980) referred to a poll by the Potomac Associates which showed 

that "better-educated and higher-status Americans do pay more attention to world 

events and show a higher level of interest in foreign policy, and are also generally 

more supportive of international commitments" (p. 4). 

Components of International Education 

In 1990-1991, Kelleher and O'Brien (1991) surveyed AAC member institutions 

and determined that institutions used many methods for including global and 

international education in undergraduate curriculum. The major areas identified by the 

survey were curriculum development, study-abroad/overseas, foreign language, faculty 

development, and institutional initiatives. In addressing the importance to planning 

and implementation of global and international curriculum, the institutions listed 

initiatives as either very important, important, or less important. Under each area, the 

initiatives with the highest ranking were curriculum development—adding content to 

courses; study abroad/overseas—continuing overseas programs; foreign language-

improving student proficiency; faculty development—grant seeking; and institutional 

initiatives—support for programs. 

In discussing the operationalization process to internationalize universities 

Aigner, Nelson, and Stimpfl (1992) identified the following areas: administration; 
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faculty and curriculum; foreign study and international exchanges; foreign students and 

scholars; technical cooperation and international development; and public service. 

Adams (1979), who addressed the issue of an international and intercultural dimension 

to the community college experience, identified the following areas: 

(1) a structured process for active involvement of the community and the 

college; 

(2) study abroad programs; 

(3) the internationalizing of curriculums; 

(4) adequate support for intercultural and international students on campus; 

(5) programs for college and community emphasizing international activities, 

both on and off campus; 

(6) student/staff exchanges; 

(7) consultant and support services working cooperatively with foreign 

institutions; and 

(8) in-service training programs for faculty and staff, (p. 3). 

Although these studies were not undertaken to address components of 

international education as such, they do provide an insight into what the components 

would be. Further insight is gained by examining the 14 chapters in Backman (1984) 

which are written by individuals involved with international education in 4-year 

colleges and universities. (A listing of the institutions and the authors of the chapters 

is provided in Appendix A.) The chapters provide descriptions of an institution's 
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programs, but were not written to produce a listing of components. An area that is 

conspicuous by its absence in the works is that of foreign language training. 

Study abroad was listed in 13 chapters; separate international courses or 

courses with international content, community outreach, and faculty or program 

development, were listed in 9 chapters; campus programs to increase international 

awareness, foreign student services, consortium agreements, and faculty exchange were 

listed in 8 chapters; and English language training was listed in 7 chapters. Listed in 

fewer than half the chapters were encouragement of admission of foreign students, 

interdisciplinary curriculum for a degree or certificate, increased library holdings of 

international materials, interdisciplinary study emphasizing international subjects as 

part of a degree program, student exchange, area studies, technical assistance overseas 

(contracts, etc.), advising for overseas work or travel, public service programs, 

international education development, contracts with other colleges or universities, 

overseas fellowship and scholarship services, faculty incentives, and international 

visitors exchange. 

A Taxonomy of International Education in U.S. Universities, developed by 

Arum (1987a) includes three major headings, with subheadings under two of the three 

(see Appendix C). The first is International Studies, with major subheadings (a) 

foreign language and area studies, (b) international and topical problems and issues, 

and (c) outreach. The second is International Educational Exchange, with major 

subheadings (a) study abroad by U. S. students and scholars, and (b) foreign students 

and scholars. The last area, Technical Assistance has no subheadings. 
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Groennings (1987a) referred to the New England Board of Higher Education 

survey of corporate, government, and higher education leaders, which asked 

respondents to suggest how higher education could prepare the work force for the 

global economy. Their 12 suggestions can all fit into the taxonomy. As noted by 

Groennings, the survey ranked "Designing an undergraduate curriculum that ensures 

understanding of a global economy" (p. 66) in first place. He described this as 

"stunning, not only because it is new, but also because it is not happening anywhere" 

(p. 66). Earlier, Leinwand (1983), Backman (1984), and Hayden (1984) supported a 

slightly different idea. They suggested that the components are (a) faculty 

development, (b) internationalization of the curriculum, (c) foreign education, and (d) 

support services for international education. Lambert (1989) organized his analysis 

under study abroad, foreign language instruction, internationally focused concentrations 

and courses, and institutional priorities. 

The literature does not contain a conceptual model for international education. 

When considering Arum's (1987a) taxonomy, the major areas identified in Backman 

(1984) fit nicely into the taxonomy. Therefore, no attempt was made to develop a 

conceptual model; rather, an adaptation of the taxonomy was used, with the addition 

of language training and administration. Although neither Arum nor the authors who 

contributed to Backman's book addressed the administration of international education 

programs, it is considered to be a necessary activity in operationalizing international 

education. 
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The policy statement adopted by the AASCU called for the globalization of 

education to "be institutionalized as an integral part of the pedagogical philosophy of 

the institution and its curriculum" (Bulletin of the Association, 1977, p. 16). Referring 

to his earlier work, Davies (1992) observed that institutionalization can be viewed as 

having two dimensions: one on a spectrum from ad hoc to systematic and the other on 

a spectrum from marginality to centrality. From these dimensions he developed a 

four-quadrant matrix into which universities could be placed. 

A modification to Arum's (1987) taxonomy was used as a framework for this 

study. The major headings are (a) administration, (b) instructional activities, 

(c) international student support services, and (d) outreach. Faculty development and 

curriculum are included as subheadings under instructional activities. 

The separate areas are addressed, using the modified taxonomy. Authors in 

many disciplines and areas have written about the components of international 

education. A component that is addressed in more than one context is not repeated. 

Administration 

Pickert and Turlington (1992) recognized the need for strong presidential 

support for international education. Other authors have also addressed this point and a 

sampling of their works is presented. Posvar (1980) wrote that "the first element of 

any strategy for expanding the international dimension must be interest and 

commitment at key levels of administration" (p. 18). This is echoed by Smuckler and 

Sommers (1988), who described leadership as "crucial to internationalizing the 

curriculum—from the president and academic vice president to the individual faculty 
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member in the classroom" (p. 6). Adams (1979) noted that, when an institution plans 

for involvement in international education, "the chief executive officer must 

demonstrate a strong commitment to international education" (p. 7). According to 

Arum (1987b), "the president must lead the administration in displaying consistent 

commitment to international education in word, deed and allocation of resources" (p. 

18). Lambert (1989) wrote, "The success of efforts to internationalize the campus, 

because of their special demands on cross-departmental and cross-school initiatives, 

requires strong backing from the chief academic officers" (p. 169). The need for 

campus leadership was recognized by the Council on Learning's (1981) Task Force 

Statement on Education and the World View. The following was the task force's first 

recommendation to trustees and college administrations: 

The strength and success of enlarging global dimensions of the college 

experience . . . depend on the expressed commitment of the campus leadership. 

Administrative responsibility, with strong faculty attention to such matters, 

needs to be made highly visible. The Council's national survey of effective 

international programs and approaches confirm the necessity for such top-level 

commitment, (p. 3) 

This was confirmed by Lambert (1989): 

Our data, particularly the impressions gathered on our site visits, indicated the 

most successful internationalized institutions are ones in which top 

administrative officers-a trustee, a president, a provost, or several key deans-
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turn out to be what we call international studies zealots, that is those who 

believe strongly in the cause, (p. 150) 

These statements and survey results give credence to this observation by 

Kriegel and Patler (1991): 

We need an educational system run by people who have the courage to 

challenge tradition, who are not bound by the old ways and limited by 

conventional thinking. We need individuals with vision, passion, and daring, 

who are willing to take risks, break rules, and innovate, (p. 274) 

When the top leaders of an institution are committed to international education, 

it is expected that this commitment will be reflected in the institution's mission. 

Referring to his earlier work, Davies (1992) stated that all universities have missions, 

explicit or implicit, which are found in mission statements, policy papers, presidential 

reports, or prospectuses. The "institutional profile, including heritage and location, in 

part will define the range of offerings available to students on a particular campus" 

(Rasmussen, 1991, p. 13). This profile could be construed as an implied mission 

lacking a written mission statement. At the top of the list of guidelines for AASCU 

institutions is the statement that "each institution needs to examine its mission and 

responsibility in the international area" (Harari, 1981, p. 45). According to Kelleher 

(1991), one of the attributes in determining an institution's assessment of its progress 

to a balanced international educational program is that "the institution's mission 

statement is congruent with—or even better—clearly expresses a commitment to 

international education" (p. 7). Klasek (1992) suggested that institutions look at the 
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"extent and nature of faculty/staff interest in, participation in, and support for the 

international thrust of the institution" (p. 206). Klasek suggested that this question 

should be answered was: "Is there included in mission statements, planning documents, 

and promotion and tenure documents reference to the institution's international 

responsibilities?" (p. 206). 

Pickert (1992) pointed out that "administrators are devising new structures for 

coordinating increased international activities" (p. iii). According to Adams (1979), 

administrative structures and institutional processes follow no set pattern. Good 

(1977) suggested that a useful model might be to have a senior professor named to 

direct a center for global studies and Kelleher (1991) suggested a single office to 

initiate and administer programs that integrate an institution's international education 

curriculum with its cocurriculiar, international student, and outreach activities. Michie 

(1970) found that "U.S. higher education institutions. . .had institutionalized 

international education through a new campus structure, the international office" (p. 3-

154). Davies (1992) suggested that "the delivery of international services may take 

place through normal organizational units, or through specialist organs created for the 

purpose" (p. 183). Arum (1987b) suggested that either a centralized or diffusionist 

strategy could work, but that the most effective was one involving many elements of 

the institution. Based on the idea of involvement, he presented an argument for the 

diffusionist strategy. A trend observed by Groennings (1983) is that chief 

administrators were increasingly discussing the desirability of deans or vice presidents 

for international studies. 
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Instructional Activities 

In the modified taxonomy, this heading includes faculty development and 

curriculum. Foreign language training and study abroad are subheadings under 

curriculum. These are addressed separately. 

Faculty Development 

The need for faculty involvement in the process and for faculty development 

has been emphasized by many authors. One of the AASCU guidelines is that "faculty 

development efforts in the international area, the universalization of disciplinary work, 

and the promotion of interdisciplinary studies in relation to international issues is 

essential" (Harari, 1981, p. 45). Adams (1979) had stated earlier that the "processes 

must be developed for involving faculty and staff in planning for international 

education" (p. 7). An approach suggested by Smuckler and Sommers (1988) was to 

organize a university-wide task force to include distinguished faculty members from a 

variety of disciplines when establishing the process. 

On the positive side, Arum (1987b) reported that faculty involved in the 

various international and comparative studies programs at the University of Iowa 

benefit from the president's commitment to international education. In contrast, 

disencentives discussed by Pacheco and Fernandez (1992) and McConeghy (1992) 

included institutional reward systems that caused faculty to suffer in status and reward 

for participating in what might be regarded as a peripheral activity. 

The need for faculty development has been recognized by a number of writers. 

An early reference to this need was made by R. F. Byrnes (1968), who observed that 
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foreign area programs have contributed to one of the significant revolutions affecting 

American higher education since World War n. Byrnes stressed the need for large 

numbers of college and university faculty to read and speak at least one foreign 

language, have a significant amount of information about at least one foreign culture, 

and take the world into consideration in research and instruction in their discipline. 

Groennings (1990) noted that there are costs of faculty development and new teaching 

loads and often that there is skepticism about the intellectual depth of survey courses 

and the intellectual challenge of creating them. Crane (1991) recognized the need for 

interdisciplinary and faculty development, including language training. He stated that 

these "are necessary but not sufficient elements of the internationalization process" (p. 

29). The Council on Learning's (1981) Task Force Statement on Education and the 

World View called for campus administrations to "give clear commitment to faculty 

renewal and development" ( p. 4). In a survey of AAC member of institutions, 

Kelleher and O'Brien (1991) found that faculty grant seeking; funding of travel, 

sabbatical, leave of absence and research; and sponsoring workshops were considered 

as very important or important in faculty development by the responding institutions. 

Faculty recruitment has also played an important role in internationalizing the 

educational institutions. Smuckler and Sommers (1988) suggested that "recruiting 

across the institution key new faculty who possess international/comparative 

competence and a global view is necessary" (p. 9). The Higher Education Panel 

survey of colleges and universities from 1982 to 1987, which was supported by the 

American Council on Education, reported increases in the hiring of new faculty with 
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international expertise and increased opportunities for faculty travel overseas (Brogan, 

1990). The International 50, a group of small selective independent colleges dedicated 

to liberal education include among their accomplishments "having faculties with 

extensive international experience—with one in ten born abroad, more than one in three 

having conducted research overseas and possessing a major interest in international 

research, and four in ten speaking a foreign language" (Marden & Engerman, 1992, p. 

44). 

Curriculum 

Kerr (1979) recognized the need to teach global perspectives when he wrote 

that American education had an isolationist content for over 100 years, but that now 

we "must teach global perspectives suitable for citizens of what is increasingly a 

worldwide and culturally diverse community" (p. 109). According to McConeghy 

(1992), "the subject matter in international education is broad, interdisciplinary, and 

dependent in part on the disciplinary base of the faculty offering it" (p. 35). 

Commenting on the international content of curriculum, Groennings (1990) noted that 

"the designation of a core course requires a general agreement that its content is so 

fundamentally important as to be a part of general education" (p. 26). De Bary (1964) 

suggested two possible approaches; (a) to provide introductory courses to different 

areas or civilizations and give the student a choice, and (b) to survey several areas or 

civilizations in a single course. Bonham (1980) explained that the whole occupation 

of considering core courses and alternate patterns of course offerings was an invitation 

to expose students to other cultures and new world circumstances. The Texas 
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Committee for the Humanities (1991) recommended that "cross-cultural studies, 

including study of history, literature, and culture of major regions of the world, be 

required as a significant part of the core curriculum adopted by all public colleges and 

universities" (p. 17). AASCU guidelines (Harari, 1981) state; "The implication for the 

curriculum of the international mission of the institution needs to be examined and 

translated into academic and non-academic terms" (p. 45). 

These references to the curriculum point to the need for faculty involvement in 

the decision-making process. Prokasy (1990), who recognized the need for faculty 

involvement in the process, wrote, "One of the most difficult, and interesting, internal 

administrative tasks we have is to design our review and inquiry process to draw the 

faculty into corporate decision making" (p. 19). Sanders and Ward (1970) listed as 

two priorities the determination of the "international content of the curriculum" and 

"the continued development of comparative studies that make use of material—in 

established program areas" (p. 240). 

Wilson (1964) recognized earlier that the curriculum was narrowly nationalistic 

and suggested that the entire college curriculum be restudied. DiBiaggio (1988) 

observed that there are many ways of making curricular changes and that colleges and 

universities vary in both process and the degree of need in making the changes. The 

need for internationalization of the curriculum and the campus requires a review of 

"what we teach in U.S. history, in American studies, in American literature as well as 

in music and art" (Leinwand, 1983, p. 12). E. J. McGrath (1951) argued that 

programs of general education should include an element dealing with international 
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events and area studies. Rasmussen (1991) added that "to facilitate students' 

comprehension of influences and connections among cultures, both Western and non-

Western languages and cultures must be part of the curricular landscape at each 

institution" (p. 13). 

According to Rothman (1989), the Coalition for the Advancement of Foreign 

Languages and International Studies recommended that schools internationalize 

curriculum by adding courses and redesigning existing courses. The need for more 

internationalization has been recognized by writers from a variety of disciplines, such 

as Gordon (1990) in geography; Buckles (1990) in economics; and Hecht (1991) in 

accounting. The National Governors' Association winter meeting report recommended 

that college departments should be required to include an international element in all 

majors and that business schools should require students to learn more about other 

nations and offer special courses on international subjects for those already working in 

business (Jaschik, 1989b). Tonkin and Edwards (1990), commenting on David 

Lodge's novel Changing Places, noted that Euphoria State University had added a new 

dimension in the process of curriculum planning: the examination of all courses for 

international content. Schneider (1993) noted that "the visibility of an area or 

international studies program is clearly increased with the establishment of a major" 

(p. 22). In their survey of AAC members, Kelleher and O'Brien (1991) found that a 

majority of the respondents listed (a) adding content to courses, (b) adding courses to 

departments, (c) sharing information through consortia, and (d) creating an 

international studies center or program as either very important or important to 
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curriculum development in planning and implementing a global and international 

curriculum. 

Foreign Language Training. The need for foreign language study as a 

component of international education curriculum has been recognized by many writers. 

As noted by Bonham (1980), "For quite logical reasons, the roles of foreign languages 

in enhancing an understanding of other cultures reflects one of the central debates over 

international education" (p. 5). Bonham's observation was echoed by Kelley (1991), 

who wrote, that "in any discussion of the place of area studies in the curriculum, the 

question of the study of foreign language inevitably arises" (p. 17). 

Good (1977) expressed a concern about international education: 

We have made some progress nationally in implementing international 

education, notably in specialized language instruction, exposure to non-Western 

studies, and overseas educational opportunities, but the state of the art and its 

dreadfully inadequate funding continue to give proper rise for alarm, (p. 18) 

Addressing the budget crisis a decade later, Secretary of State Shultz (1987) 

predicted that funding cuts would lead to the closing of overseas posts and the 

curtailment of necessary training, including language training, which would lead to 

"weakening not only our career Foreign Service but the government's very ability to 

follow, analyze, and understand developments in a fast-changing international 

environment" (p. 7). 

Earlier, de Bary (1964) wrote that "foreign language study is one of the 

language arts so indispensable to civilization" (p. 446). He warned, however, that 
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"over-emphasis on foreign languages can stunt intellectual growth in other areas" and 

that "language training is ultimately important for any student ready to commit himself 

seriously to area training" (p. 446). Harari (1981) included the guidelines for member 

institutions of the AASCU. Guideline 4 states: 

A careful study of the curricular options in introducing the international 

dimension should serve as a basis for determining the most suitable approaches 

for an institution. The place of foreign languages in the curriculum area 

studies, comparative studies, international studies, civilization studies, 

international development studies, intercultural studies, and the possible 

integration of these studies with the professional schools all warrant careful 

study, (p. 45) 

Possibly, de Bary's (1964) warning was heeded when this guideline was prepared. 

Posvar (1980) described language study as "the hallmark of international 

programs and. . .critical to the world view in higher education" (p. 25). Commenting 

on the President's Commission on Foreign Language and International Studies, Burn 

(1980c) reported that one of the six priority fields identified at the first meeting of the 

commission was that of "improving foreign language competence at all levels" (p. 13). 

In reference to the commission report, Burn (1980a) commented, "There is a mounting 

concern in the United States, as abroad, to provide better preparation for young people 

to communicate with and understand the people of other nations" (p. 51). DiBiaggio 

(1988) quoted from the report: 
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Our gross national inadequacy in foreign language skills has become a serious 

and growing liability. It is going to be far more difficult for America to 

survive and compete in the world where nations are increasingly dependent on 

one another if we cannot communicate with our neighbors in their own 

languages and cultural context." (p. 3) 

In observing language training within the context of undergraduate international 

education, Rasmussen (1991) emphasized that "learning languages in their cultural 

context is integral to international education" (p. 10). One of the specific 

recommendations from a report prepared for the National Governors' Association 1989 

meeting was that "colleges and universities should require more study of foreign 

languages and international issues for both admission and graduation" (cited in 

Jaschik, 1989b, p. A 19). In a report by the Coalition for the Advancement of Foreign 

Languages and International Studies, the coalition of 165 groups in the field 

recommended that "schools 'internationalize' curricula by adding courses in world 

geography, world cultures, area studies, and foreign languages, and redesign courses to 

provide an international perspective" (cited in Rothman, 1989, p. 6). As a yardstick 

for use in producing a balanced international education program, Kelleher (1991) 

suggested that graduation requirements "include facility in a second language" (p. 7). 

Wilson (1964) argued that "all A.B. candidates would carry a foreign language for 

four years" (p. 353), and Cooper (1988) stressed that foreign-language is indispensable 

for college students. Crane (1991), who described language as fundamental, observed 

that "Language is not a vehicle for national culture: Language is culture" (p. 29); 
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Crane then suggested that lessons learned in Europe can be transferred to America. 

Earlier, Cleveland (1980) stated that "language learning is not a sufficient condition 

for cross-cultural understanding, it is a necessary condition of global perspective" (p. 

20). The Council of Learning's (1981) task force added that "students' access to 

effective foreign language instruction is therefore a necessary requisite to the college 

experience in the 1980s and beyond" (p. 8). 

Brademas (1990) argued, that for "an effective foreign policy, a prosperous 

economy, (and) the security of our borders it is clearly in our national interest to study 

carefully and fully other languages, cultures and countries" (p. 1). In addressing the 

needs of business for foreign-language and international expertise, Burn (1980b) found 

that, at that time, there was "almost no increase in the demand of American business 

for graduates of advanced training programs in foreign languages and international 

studies" (p. 65). Groennings (1987a) emphasized that "we know that we do better 

when we speak the languages of our potential customers" (p. 65). But Groennings 

(1987b) observed also that "few business students study a foreign language, and rarely 

is there integration of foreign language and business programs" (p. 9). 

The discussion of foreign languages continues in the 1990s. The ACE's 

Commission of International Education recommended that by the year 2000 all 

baccalaureate graduates be required to demonstrate proficiency in a foreign language 

(cited in Atwell, 1990). A perhaps more moderate approach was taken by H. Byrnes 

(1990), who concluded that "merely equipping students with basic communicative 

competence in speaking encompasses too little, and developing extensive facility in 
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literate language of the educated, whatever the mode, is too ambitious for most 

undergraduate programs" (p. 11). Renshaw (1972) advocated three distinct language 

programs. . .(a) a high-level program for those who seek professional competence in 

languages, (b) a program to provide students with skills so that they are be 

comfortable reading and speaking, and (c) an interdisciplinary program that gives 

meaning to linguistic expression and the rudiments of the language in cultural 

contexts. Groennings (1983) observed that foreign language requirements were 

returning to campuses and that some universities were moving to a second stage of 

phasing in a proficiency-based requirement. Brogan (1990) noted that "there is a new 

emphasis on requiring all students to attain a minimum-level proficiency in a second 

language" (p. 197). According to McConeghy (1992), "foreign language education 

with the objective of international education makes no unreasonable demands on us" 

(p. 36). Marden and Engerman (1992) described the emphasis placed on language 

training by the International 50, who enroll students in foreign language majors more 

frequently than their peers. In writing about Euphoria State University in Lodge's 

novel Changing Places, Tonkin and Edwards (1990) discussed faculty members who 

are rewarded for building foreign languages into their courses, students who are 

expected to use foreign language skills in other courses and foreign students who 

assist faculty with finding reading in other languages and offer help with maintaining 

foreign language skills. 

Study abroad. Another element of curriculum to be considered is study abroad 

in programs for which students receive college credit. The importance of study abroad 
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has been recognized by many writers, including Gardner (1990) who stated, "We need 

to give more students the unique experience that can be gained by living, studying, 

and working in a foreign culture" (p. 10). Ostar reported in 1977 that 78% of AASCU 

members offered study-broad opportunities. Although this sounds impressive, 

Peterson, from the Liaison Group for International Education, (cited in DeLoughery, 

1990), stated that "only one percent of our undergraduate students are studying 

abroad" (p. 23). According to Pacheco and Fernandez (1992), however, data from the 

Institute for International Education indicate that 70,727 American students studied 

abroad in the 1989-1990 academic year. 

Egle (interviewed by Desruisseaux, 1992) stated that, although "Americans 

were the leaders in organizing international exchange for 30 years, the Europeans are 

now way ahead" (p. A30). According to Burn (cited in DeLoughery, 1991b) the 

central problem for most students studying abroad is money; thus, study abroad is still 

more for upper- and upper-middle-class students. Burn observed that 80% of 

American students studying abroad are in Europe and that not enough are exposed to 

the nations in Asia and Africa. In 1982 the European Institute of Education and 

Social Policy invited the United States to participate in the Study Abroad Evaluation 

Project (SAP). The initial findings of the U.S. project team were that American 

students who study abroad were from more advantaged backgrounds and tended to be 

more ambitious, independent, and intellectually critical than students who did not 

study abroad. These students demanded more of themselves and of their higher 
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education institutions and wanted more international content and perspective in their 

education (Burn, 1985). 

One of the recommendations of the President's Commission on Foreign 

Languages and International Studies was that schools focus on "expanded international 

exchanges for students, teachers, administrators, and policy makers" (Burn 1980a, p. 

52). Although a report from the 1989 National Governor's Association meeting also 

recommended that "college students be encouraged to study abroad" (Jaschik, 1989b, 

p. A19), no mention was made of funding for students who need financial assistance 

to study abroad. 

Prokasy (1990) wrote that "a potentially important component of a globalized 

curriculum is study abroad" (p. 17), and Schneider (1993) observed the following: 

The role of overseas study options in the development of area studies or 

international studies programs varies considerably. At some institutions study-

abroad activity is handled separately from on-campus curricular issues. In 

other instances it is an integral part of an area or international studies program. 

Many institutions have organized their own programs overseas, while some 

encourage, or simply allow, their students to participate in programs organized 

by others, an arrangement which can lead to problems in credit transfers and 

scheduling, and which certainly require considerable student initiative, (p. 22) 

Pacheco and Fernandez (1992), who earlier observed options, stated, "Hundreds of 

well-organized academic year, semester, or summer study-abroad programs provide 
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academic credit, round-trip transportation, living accommodations, and other 

essentials" (p. 26). 

The policy statement adopted by the AASCU in 1975 urged colleges and 

universities to consider in their normal governance structure a series of questions. 

Among the questions was "Is it making full use of opportunities for its students to 

study and to work in a foreign society?" (Bulletin of the Association, 1977, p. 17). 

Examples of initiatives are a local Iowa foundation that supports several international 

activities, including a small scholarship program to assist undergraduate students to do 

research and/or study foreign languages abroad (Arum 1987b); and Austin College, a 

member of the International 50, which encourages study abroad by making scholarship 

funds available. At Austin College, January term courses allow one-fifth of the 

student body to travel and study abroad each year (H. E. Smith, 1992). In an AAC 

survey (cited in Kelleher & O'Brien, 1991), the majority of respondents who were 

considering study-abroad/overseas listed as important or very important (a) continuing 

overseas programs, (b) sharing information through centers/consortia, and (c) 

collaborating with foreign universities. 

Anderson and Lambert (cited in Brogan, 1990) noted that few 4-year colleges 

and universities had developed study-abroad programs as an integral part of the 

curriculum, and that, despite the number of programs available, few students took 

advantage of study abroad opportunities. Further criticisms are that many programs 

overlap in destination and intent and are often without quality control. Most 

institutions have not reviewed study abroad in terms of the relationship to the 
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curriculum or to the students' academic goals. Brogan observed that most research on 

the impact of study abroad excludes evaluation of academic benefits or substantive 

knowledge. Based on these comments, it appears that study abroad is a fruitful area 

for further research. 

Support Services for International Education 

In an interview with Crewson (1979), Berendzen stated that he had observed a 

different educational situation-increasing numbers of foreign students coming to the 

United States. He attributed this to the rise of developing countries and to changes in 

the world economy. Students come to the U.S. because of their own interests, their 

government's interest, and the recruitment efforts of American institutions. Often 

these students and their families are motivated by the belief that the U.S. can provide 

the best education in the world. Berendzen said, "In the eyes of most of the world, 

we have the image of being strong in such areas as business administration, computer 

systems, physics, chemistry, biology, space research, engineering, dentistry, 

agriculture, and several other professional fields" (Crewson, 1979, p. 21). Berendzen 

also described two major problems of foreign students in the U.S.; first, many of the 

students have inadequate preparation in English, and second, they are from different 

cultures. Eddy, Stilson and Potts (1985) suggested that colleges and universities 

should follow the Oregon example and publish self-help guides for foreign students. 

Foreign Students give U.S. universities an ethical and possibly legal 

responsibility to the students, especially those recruited by American institutions, and 
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establishes a need for U.S. institutions to offer language training to prepare these 

students for the classroom; counseling and training for faculty, resident assistants, and 

dorm directors; and counseling services for the international students. It also amplifies 

the necessity that the university's recruiting literature be accurate and not misleading. 

Kaplan (1987) pointed out that "no one has ever insisted that United States academic 

institutions are obligated to admit international students, but those institutions that 

choose to admit such students must recognize that by so doing so they accept an 

obligation to serve them" (p. 30). Rice-Maximin and Zafar (1985) reported on a 

national survey of international student offices providing support services and the 

problems of underfunding and staffing in these offices. 

Dosa (1993) suggested a philosophy of recruiting based on her observations of 

the methods in recruiting international students for library and information science 

programs at Syracuse University; this philosophy that has general application toward 

recruiting international students for any program. Smith (1970) addressed the legal 

problems of sponsoring foreign students and scholars. This material is dated, but it 

offers a base line on which to build current information. 

UNESCO figures show that one-third of all students in foreign countries who 

study abroad come to study in the United States (Gardner 1990). A policy statement 

issued by the AASCU in 1988 called for "legislation to authorize a long-term student 

exchange program to bring increased numbers of international students, particularly 

from developing countries, to the United States" (AASCU, 1988, p. 6). Klasek (1992) 

suggested that, in assessing international growth, universities should determine whether 
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the number of international students is increasing and whether a widening number of 

countries are represented. 

A report by the Institute of International Education (IIE) showed that, in 1991-

1992, the number of foreign students enrolled in U.S. colleges and universities had 

reached an all-time high of 419,585, a 3% increase over the previous year (Watkins, 

1992). However, this is less than 3% of the total U.S. student population. Data from 

the IIE show that 419,585 foreign students were enrolled in U.S. colleges and 

universities and that 102 U.S. institutions had more than 1,000 foreign students 

("Foreign Students in U.S. Institutions," 1992). The leader was the University of 

Texas at Austin, with 4,119 foreign students enrolled. Five other Texas institutions 

were among the 102 (Texas A&M, main campus, with 2,785; the University of 

Houston, with 2,567; the University of North Texas, with 1,591; the University of 

Texas at El Paso, with 1,400; and the University of Texas at Arlington, with 1,364.) 

Institutions with large numbers of international students have a special obligation to 

serve these students. Putman (1970) addressed major problems with foreign students, 

from their selection and admission to their return home. His discussion was student 

oriented and included orientation to the American scene, academic advising, language, 

finances, housing and food, academic standards, and assimilation into the university 

community. 

Foreign student programs are not without criticism, however. In an address 

to the Annual Conference of the National Association of Foreign Student Affairs, C. P. 

McGrath (1983) discussed some of the criticisms. The most common were (a) too 
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many foreign athletes; (b) foreign students admitted and given assistantships, thus 

depriving U.S. students; (c) loss of U.S. competition in world markets because of 

training foreign students who return home; and (d) government restrictions on foreign 

students having access to certain types of information and research. 

Outreach 

Kelleher (1991) suggested that a balanced international education program 

should include "relationships and programs (that) are well developed with relevant 

community groups, such as world affairs councils, sister city networks, school districts, 

local business organizations, religious groups, media networks, and special-interest 

groups" (p. 17). In its 1975 policy statement, the AASCU suggested that institutions 

"consider the possibility and value of inter-institutional cooperation and consortia 

arrangements both within and outside the United States in fulfilling its program 

objectives" ("The International Responsibility," 1977, p. 17). The 1981 Guidelines for 

AASCU members also emphasized the role of an institution in the community and 

potential interinstitutional arrangements (Harari, 1981). Pacheco and Fernandez (1992) 

described institutional linkages as taking three forms. . .(a) formal international 

linkages, (b) institutional agreements, and (3) programs or satellite campuses 

established abroad to serve students residing there. Hecht (1991) reported that 

research and educational programs at Oregon State University connect it to "73 

colleges and universities in 25 countries around the world" (p. 18); the University of 

Pittsburg had its links to the International Management Center of Budapest and the 
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Czechoslovak Management Center; and Webster University's four overseas campuses 

served a largely non-American constituency. The advantages of linkages are 

numerous. For example, Philippatos (1989) described the international involvement of 

the College of Business Administration at the University of Tennessee and its linkages 

to Greece and Chile: 

[The university and college] have made new Mends and supporters whose 

interest can be measured by larger numbers of high-quality foreign applicants 

to our undergraduate and graduate programs. Additionally, several colleagues 

from other countries have visited UT's College of Business for research and 

faculty development purposes. These visits have increased our overall 

awareness of the world at large and have encouraged some of our students and 

faculty to consider professional visits to other countries, (p. 37) 

The 1987 National Governor's Association meeting report urged "ongoing 

forums" between academic and business leaders to discuss the skills needed by 

workers (Jaschik, 1987, p. 19). One of the recommendations from the report issued by 

the Coalition for the Advancement of Foreign Languages and International Studies was 

that "civic groups foster 'sister school' programs to encourage exchanges with schools 

abroad" (Rothman, 1989, p. 6). The recognition of linkages is not new. Gumperz 

(1966) described two related facets of area studies: (a) general education, usually 

consisting of courses in various disciplines of the humanities and social sciences; and 

(b) applied research and development. She described the latter as pertaining to 

technical and economic assistance programs working directly with U.S. government 
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agencies and cooperatively with other educational institutions. Crane (1991), after 

describing the initiatives in the EC, suggested several lessons that might be 

transferrable to America. Among them were (a) the use of television to bring foreign 

reality into the classroom, (b) knowledge of how other countries are internationalizing 

their programs to serve as models or spur thought on the topic, (c) an awareness by 

American universities of the urgency of with which internationalization is being 

treated by foreign universities though increased contacts with them, and (d) the use of 

other countries' university systems as a benchmark to measure the quality of education 

and U.S. competitiveness compared to other countries of the world. 

Based on the literature surveyed, it is apparent that many opportunities for 

outreach exist. Foresight, initiative, and imagination can give U.S. institutions the 

chance to take advantage of these opportunities. 

Innovative Programs 

The review of the literature revealed two innovative programs that do not fit 

the pattern common to other institutions. The first is a system called the United 

World Colleges, which started in 1962 with the Atlantic College in Wales and was 

followed by schools in Canada, Swaziland, Singapore, Italy, the United States, and 

Venezuela. "These colleges are dedicated to providing their students with a rigorous 

academic education and, more importantly, a sense of international understanding and 

duty to humanity" (Ott, 1990, p. 31). This rigorous 2-year liberal arts program is 

called the International Baccalaureate. An exception is the school in Venezuela, which 
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offers primarily a tropical agricultural education. The student body represents "scores 

of countries on every continent" (p. 31). International experience is gained by having 

the students "live, work, play, and~most significantly--learn together" (p. 31). 

The second innovative program is a UNESCO project "to create a network of 

associated universities offering an international education based on global and future-

oriented subjects—the studium integrate" (Hamm, 1992, p. 515). The studium 

integrate, designed to complement studies in any academic field, is an important 

element of the entire educational program of universities associated with the program. 

The program designates universities as UNESCO-associated universities and gives 

these institutions privileged access to UNESCO resources. Universities network, 

placing a major emphasis on the dependence of the region (continent) and the role it 

plays in a global society. The broad aim of the studium inteerale is to "promote social 

understanding and responsibility, and this includes an understanding of the global 

society and its major problems and the social causes and effects of one's own 

professional work" (p. 517). Pilot projects are underway and, after 2 or 3 years, will 

be evaluated. It is expected that interim reports will be presented at the 44th session 

of the International Conference on Education in 1994. 

Funding 

Although funding for international education was outside the scope of this 

study, the literature addressing other elements of international education also included 

references to funding. Further, levels of funding are indicative of the importance that 
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different agencies place on international education; therefore, it is appropriate that 

funding be addressed briefly. Federal support for international education "has become 

inconvenient, unreliable, and downright capricious" (Starr, 1980, p. 31). Most writers 

have addressed only elements of federal funding. Renshaw (1972) noted that funding 

under the National Defense Education Act Title VI had increased to $18.5 million by 

1969, but by 1971 had dropped to $10 million, its 1960 level. If the effects of 

inflation are considered for the period, this means that in real dollars the 1971 level 

was much lower than in 1960. Hufstedler (1980) pointed out that, in 1980 the need to 

reduce federal spending was recognized, but that the Education Department was asking 

for an increase of 50% for international studies programs. This request would have to 

compete with requests from other federal agencies and the politics involved with the 

budget process as well as the priorities the administration set for federal spending. 

In an article about Appalachian State University, DeLoughery (1991a) 

explained that the institution relied heavily on federal support for both student aid and 

to improvements the international education and science program. The university 

received a $52,000 grant from the Education Department for Russia, East European, 

and Soviet studies and expected to hire an instructor of Russian if the student demand 

was as great as anticipated. Other writers addressing funding include Wilson (1964), 

Sanders and Ward (1970), Bonham (1980), Cooper (1988), Smuckler and Sommers 

(1988), Jaschik (1989a), and Marden and Engerman (1992). Michie (1970), Arum and 

van de Water (1989), and Pickert and Turlington (1992), listed various sources of 

funding that were current at the time of writing. The Council on Learning's (1981) 
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task force observed that, "when federal budgets tighten, international programs are 

often cut early in the whittling process" (p. 5). Information provided by J. Burton, 

The Liaison Group for International Education Exchange (personal communication, 

February 5, 1993), shows that funding for USIA Exchange programs increased every 

year from $84.3 million in 1983 to $223.45 million in 1993. The one exception was 

that 1988 and 1989 funding was the same~$150.04 million. These figures are not 

adjusted to real dollars; therefore, the increase does not accurately reflect the buying 

power of the appropriations. 

Lambert (1989) cited the Special HEP survey No. 76, which asked institution 

presidents how they would allocate a hypothetical additional $100,000 per year to 

international education. The presidents' responses varied with the type of institution, 

but all reported that more than 40% would be allocated to faculty-related activities. 

The universities allocated 22% to curriculum, 19% to student-related, and 17% to 

administration-related activities. The table in Lambert (1989) is reproduced in 

Appendix D. It should be noted that a different allocation probably would be made of 

the hypothetical $100,000 if it were not designated specifically for international 

education, because presidents rate mathematics, English, natural science, foreign 

language, U.S. history, economics, Western heritage, and job preparation as equally 

important or more important than international education (Lambert, 1989). 
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Summary 

The review of the literature shows that international education is a 

multidiscipline, multifaced subject that is increasingly important as the world moves to 

a knowledge-based global economy. It is extremely broad and may be defined in a 

variety of ways, depending on the viewpoint taken. Each of its components can be a 

study in itself. The literature reviewed is somewhat consistent in describing the 

history of international education, but no general agreement is evident on the 

components. The importance of international education varies with the viewpoint of 

the writer or study and most often addresses one component. When these different 

viewpoints are reconciled, it appears that there is general agreement that international 

education is becoming more important in today's world. In previous studies 

researchers have addressed various aspects of international education, but few have 

been comprehensive or have addressed all the components in depth. The framework 

developed from the modified taxonomy can be further developed into a model that has 

as major components administration, instructional activities, international student 

support services, and outreach. 

The Texas Committee for the Humanities (1991) report stated that "particular 

programs and emphases that are needed to help Texas achieve the new international 

agenda are lacking" (p. 15). Further, "there is plenty of evidence that indicates that 

this situation is now changing" (p. 16). A comprehensive in-depth study such as this 

research will provide statewide policy level officials with researched data on the status 

of implementation of international education in Texas 4-year institutions of higher 
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education. This study shows how Texas 4-year institutions are meeting the challenge 

of today's world and provides insight into positive and appropriate recommendations 

for state policymakers. The researched data can be used as a basis for determining the 

allocation of funds to international education as compared to the needs and desires of 

other constituencies in times of fiscal constraint. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Population 

The population for this study was the 79 four-year colleges and universities 

identified from the mailing list provided by the Texas Higher Education Coordinating 

Board. The mailing list contained names of the presidents/chancellors of 34 public, 40 

private, and 5 medical institutions. The population for benchmark institutions were the 

13 out of state benchmark institutions listed in Backman (1984). 

The Survey Instrument 

The instrument used in the survey was a comprehensive questionnaire. The 

literature review did not identify an instrument that met the needs of this survey; 

therefore, an instrument was developed from a review of the literature. Specific items 

examined were (a) "Intemational/Intercultural Programs, AASCU Office of 

International Programs, Fall Survey 1980" (Harari, 1981); (b) "Taxonomy of 

International Education in U. S. Universities" (Arum, 1987a); (c) "Institutional Survey 

of International Activity within the State of Texas 1988-89" (Commissioner's Advisory 

Committee on International Issues, Vol. 2, 1990); and (d) "International Education 

61 
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Institutional Audit" (Pickert & Turlington, 1992). Additionally, input was solicited 

from the State of Texas Commissioner's Committee on International Issues. 

The referenced questionnaires did not address all the issues considered in this 

study. They also contained open-ended questions that could pose problems for both 

the respondent and the data analyst. The questionnaires and the taxonomy were 

especially helpful in determining how the items of interest were covered (e.g., the 

taxonomy does not mention administration of programs, but all the questionnaires use 

different approaches to address this issue). The instrument developed was more 

comprehensive and examined issues in greater depth than the referenced 

questionnaires. 

The instrument was designed to answer the research questions concerning the 

status of international education programs in Texas 4-year colleges and universities. 

Questions were grouped into four areas: (a) administrative, (b) instructional, (c) 

international student support services, and (d) outreach based on the framework of the 

modified taxonomy. 

Instrument Validity 

Content validity was established by a panel of experts. "Content validation 

consists essentially in judgement" (Kerlinger, 1986, p 418). Nationally known 

individuals with expertise in the field of international education were chosen. The 

panel consisted of: Jacque Bherens, Texas Tech University; Thomas E. Gouttierre, 

University of Nebraska at Omaha; Joseph Jones, Texas Southern University; Harold 
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Josephson, The University of North Carolina at Charlotte; JoAnn McCarthy, Old 

Dominion University; A1 Mladenka, Texas Christian University; and Sarah M. Pickert, 

The Catholic University of America. 

Additionally, comments were solicited from the Committee on International 

Issues appointed by the Texas Commissioner of Higher Education. All panelists 

responded with comments and suggestions, and some members of the committee 

offered specific comments and suggestions. All responses were considered in 

preparing a revised questionnaire. The survey instrument is presented at Appendix E. 

Instrument Reliability 

Because this was a 100% survey limited to Texas institutions of higher 

education, the normal procedure of using two distinct populations to determine 

reliability was not possible. Out-of-state institutions are not appropriate because 

commissioners of higher education or other agencies, of those states might place a 

different emphasis on different components of higher education. Seven individuals in 

international education offices at Texas 4-year institutions were asked to complete the 

questionnaire for their institutions. The questionnaires completed by these individuals 

were compared to the later responses from their respective institutions. Also, norms of 

these responses were compared to the norms of the completed survey. There were 

small differences between the responses from these individuals and the later responses 

from the questionnaire sent to the presidents/chancellors of the same institutions. 

Thus, these indicators were used to imply reliability since the normal pretest-posttest 
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procedures could not be used. A later administration of the same instrument would 

reflect changes only from the time of this administration and a later period in a 

subsequent administration. 

Administration of the Revised Survey Instrument 

The questionnaire (Appendix E) consisted of 33 questions. Part 1 had seven 

questions about administration. In Part 2 Questions 8-14 addressed faculty 

development; Questions 15-19, curriculum; and Questions 21 and 22, out of country 

education. Questions 22-25 In Part 3 concerned international student support services. 

In Part 4, Questions 26-30 were concerned with community outreach, and Questions 

31-33 were concerned with out of country outreach. 

The questionnaire was mailed with a cover letter from the Commissioner of the 

Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (Appendix F). The commissioner's 

interest and support of the survey were expected to give credence to the survey and to 

help in attaining a high response rate. The letter and survey were accompanied by a 

pre-addressed, stamped return envelope and a self-addressed stamped postcard asking 

for the name and phone number of the person with primary responsibility for 

completing the questionnaire. The return of the postcards was disappointing because 

only about 35% were received before the return of the survey; some were returned 

with the survey, and some were never returned, whether or not the survey 

questionnaire was completed. A month after the mailing, a follow-up letter was sent 

to non-respondents if a postcard from that institution was not in hand. Six individuals 

were contacted by phone from postcards on hand. A second follow-up was not made 
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since the overall response rate was 70.9%. The response rate by category of 

institution was 76.5% for public institutions, 65.0% for private, and 60.0% for 

medical. A list of the institutions responding can be found in Appendix H. 

The presidents/chancellors of the 13 institutions outside Texas that were 

described in Backman (1984) were asked to complete the same survey instrument in 

order to compare Texas institutions with those having a long history of involvement 

with international education. One private institution declined to participate. Of the 

remaining 12, six questionnaires (three from public and three from private institutions) 

were returned, for a response rate 46.2%. These institutions were used as benchmark 

institutions to compare to Texas institutions. They are included in the listing in 

Appendix H. 

When the completed questionnaires were returned, data were entered in 

computers at the University of North Texas, Denton. Individual questions were 

entered and tabulated. A statistical analysis system program was used to compute 

frequencies and percentages. 

Reporting the Data 

An interpretative narrative was prepared and is accompanied by appropriate 

tables. Frequencies and percentages are presented in tables in Chapter 4. Texas 

medical schools were not included in the comparison of Texas institutions and the 

benchmark institutions because no medical schools were included in Backman (1984). 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

This study examines the status of implementation of international education 

activities and programs in Texas 4-year colleges and universities to obtain baseline 

data that were not previously available and to compare the results with benchmark 

institutions having a history of involvement with international education. The review 

of the literature to answer research question 1 (presented in Chapter 1), revealed a 

taxonomy of international education with three components. The literature review 

further revealed the importance of an additional area (administration) that was added 

to the taxonomy. 

The 14 institutions addressed in Backman (1984) were polled to determine if 

the items in the chapters were appropriate to develop a model. The questionnaire and 

the results of the poll are shown in Appendix B. Six of the 8 areas listed in half or 

more of the chapters were selected for use in polling the colleges and universities. 

Thirteen responses were received from the 14 colleges and universities. The responses 

confirmed that the areas were, in fact, in the programs of more than half the 

institutions. Five of the six areas fit into the modified taxonomy. 

66 
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A questionnaire was designed in four parts to collect data in the 4 areas of the 

modified taxonomy; administration, instructional activities of international education, 

international student support services and outreach. The questionnaire was used to 

answer research question 2 (presented in Chapter 1). Questionnaires were mailed to 

the presidents/chancellors of all Texas 4-year institutions, using a mailing list provided 

by the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board. There were 79 colleges and 

universities on the mailing list: 34 public, 40 private, and 5 medical. Responses, after 

follow-up, were from 56 institutions; 26 public, 27 private and 3 medical. One private 

institution declined to participate in the survey. The overall response rate was 70.9%: 

76.5% from public, 65.0% from private, and 60.0% from medical institutions. Data 

are presented to show the responses by category of institution and the total. Not all 

institutions responded to all the questions; therefore, percentages were calculated based 

on the number of responses to each question. Percentages shown in the tables have 

been rounded to the nearest 10th percent. 

BASELINE DATA: PRESENTATION OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
AND RESPONSES 

Administration of International Education Programs 

The questions and responses to Part 1 of the questionnaire (Questions 1-7) are 

presented, followed by a synopsis of the data reported. 

1. Does your institution's mission statement address international education? 
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Table 1 

Mission Statement 
Number of responses and % yes 

Institutions 
Public # 

(%) 

Private # 

(%) 

Medical # 

(%) 

Total # 

(%) 

1. Mission statement addresses 
international education 

26 
(46.2) 

26 
(46.2) 

3 
(0.0) 

55 
(43.6) 

Fewer than half of the respondents had mission statements that addressed 

international education. The percentages were the same for public and private 

institutions. None of the medical institutions included international education in their 

mission statement. 

2. Do your institution-wide written policies address international education? 

Table 2 

Institution-wide Written Policies 
Number of responses and % yes 

Institutions 
Public # 

(%) 

Private # 

(%) 

Medical # 

(%) 

Total # 

(%) 

2. Institution-wide written 
policies addressing 
international education 

26 
(38.5) 

26 
(50.0) 

3 
(0.0) 

55 
(41.8) 

Fewer than half of the public institutions reported having institution-wide 

written policies addressing international education. Half the private institutions and 

none of the medical institutions had written policies. 
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3. Does your institution have an international education administrative office? 
If yes, please list: 
Name of office 
Number of full-time professional staff 
Number of part-time professional staff 
Number of full-time support staff 
Number of part-time support staff 

Table 3 

International Education Administrative Office 
Number of responses and % yes 

Institutions 
Public # 

(%) 

Private # 

(%) 

Medical # 

(%) 

Total # 

(%) 

3. International education 
administrative office 

25 
(56.0) 

26 
(46.2) 

2 
(50.0) 

53 
(50.9) 

3a. International Education Administrative Office Name 

Twenty-six institutions provided names of the administrative office; 37.5% of 

the institutions surveyed reported an office with International in the title; 10.10% 

reported an office without International in the title. The others either did not have an 

office or did not report the name. 

Table 4 

Staffing of International Education Office 

Average staff 

Institutions 
Public 
Avg. # 
Staff 

Private 
Avg. # 
Staff 

Medical 
Avg. # 
Staff 

Total 
Avg. # 
Staff 

3b. Full-time professional 7.8 2.1 2.0 5.1 

Part-time professional 1.4 1.2 2.0 1.4 

Full-time support 3.7 1.0 0.0 3.0 

Part-time support 3.7 1.7 1.0 2.9 
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20 institutions (12 public, 7 private, and 1 medical) provided data on office staffing. 

Approximately half the Texas institutions had an international education office. 

Of those that did, most were identified with the word international in the title. The 

average number of staff members in the responding public institutions was greater that 

in private or medical institutions. It is noted that data on staffing represented only 

35.7% of the institutions responding to the survey. 

4. Is there a person at your institution with primary responsibility for 
international education? 

If yes, please list the person's title: 

4. Title of person with primary responsibility for International Education. 

Forty-one institutions responded. Of the institutions responding, 46.4% had 

either director or coordinator in the title; 5.4% were deans; 19.6% had other titles 

including one president, one associate vice-president and one associate vice chancellor. 

The others did not list a person with primary responsibility. 

To whom does this person report within your institution: 
Circle the appropriate number 
1 President or Chancellor 
2 Provost 
3 Vice President - Academic Affairs 
4 Vice President - Student Affairs 
5 Other Vice President 
6 Other, within Academic Affairs: 
7 Other, within Student Affairs: 
8 Other: 
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Table 5 

Person Responsible for International Education Reports to: 

Number of institutions and % 

Institutions 
Public # 

(%) 

Private # 

(%) 

Medical # 

(%) 

Total # 

(%) 

4a. President or Chancellor 1 
(5.0) 

2 
(8.3) 

1 
(50.0) 

4 
(9.0) 

Provost 4 
(20.0) 

1 
(4.2) 

0 
(0.0) 

5 
(10.9) 

Vice President - Academic Affairs 6 
(30.0) 

12 
(50.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

18 
(39.1) 

Vice President - Student Affairs 3 
(15.0) 

1 
(4.2) 

0 
(0.0) 

4 
(9.0) 

Other Vice President 0 
(0.0) 

4 
(16.7) 

0 
(0.0) 

4 
(9.0) 

Other, within Academic Affairs 2 
(10.0) 

2 
(8.3) 

0 
(0.0) 

4 
(9.0) 

Other, within Student Affairs 1 
(5.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

1 
(2.2) 

Other 3 
(15.0) 

2 
(8.3) 

1 
(50.0) 

6 
(13.0) 

Forty-six institutions responded. 

In most cases (39.1%) the person in charge of the office reported to the vice 

president for academic affairs; however, 77.5% of the office administrators reported to 

the president, provost, or someone in academic affairs. The remainder reported to 

someone without direct involvement with academic affairs. 
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5. Is there an institution-wide committee or task force concerned with 
international education issues of the international dimension of your 
campus? 

If yes, please circle number for area(s) in which the committee deals 
and indicate whether it is an advisory or policy committee: 

Advisory Policy 
1 Exchange programs/linkages 1 2 
2 Study abroad 1 2 
3 International student advising 1 2 
4 Technical assistance 1 2 
5 Intensive English/ESL 1 2 
6 Sponsored students 1 2 
7 Foreign language instruction 1 2 
8 Area or international studies 1 2 
9 Foreign visitor program 1 2 

10 Community liaison 1 2 

Table 6 

Advisory and Policy Committees 
Number of institutions and ' 

Institutions 

Advisory Policy 

Institutions 
Public 

# 

(%) 

Private 
# 

(%) 

Medical 
# 

(%) 

Total 
# 

(%) 

Public 
# 

(%) 

Private 
# 

<%) 

Medical 
# 

(%) 

Total 
# 

(%) 

5. Exchange 
programs/ linkages 

13 
(100) 

9 
(81.8) 

0 
(0.0) 

22 
(91.7) 

1 
(7.7) 

3 
(27.3) 

0 
(0.0) 

4 
(16.7) 

Study abroad 11 
(91.7) 

11 
(84.6) 

0 
(0.0) 

22 
(88.0) 

2 
(16.7) 

3 
(23.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

5 
(20.0) 

International 
student advising 

13 
(100) 

7 
(87.5) 

0 
(0.0) 

20 
(100) 

1 
(7.7) 

1 
(12.5) 

0 
(0.0) 

2 
(9.5) 

Technical assistance 4 
(100) 

4 
(100) 

0 
(0.0) 

8 
(100) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

Intensive 
English/ESL 

7 
(100) 

4 
(100) 

0 
(0.0) 

11 
(100) 

1 
(14.3) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

1 
(9.1) 

Sponsored students 6 
(100) 

2 
(100) 

0 
(0.0) 

8 
(100) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

Foreign language 
instruction 

2 
(100) 

5 
(100) 

0 
(0.0) 

7 
(100) 

0 
(0.0) 

1 
(20.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

1 
(14.3) 

Area or 
international studies 

8 
(100) 

6 
(85.7) 

0 
(0.0) 

14 
(93.3) 

0 
(0.0) 

2 
(28.7) 

0 
(0.0) 

2 
(13.3) 

Foreign visitor 
program 

8 
(100) 

3 
(100) 

1 
(50.0) 

12 
(100) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

Community liaison 6 
(100) 

3 
(100) 

1 
(100) 

10 
(100) 

1 
(16.7) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

1 
(10.0) 
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Fifty-five institutions responded to this question; of these, 31 (16 public, 14 

private, and 1 medical-56.4 %) reported having either advisory or policy committees 

for international education. The table shows the number of committees/task forces 

reported in each area. The percentages show the percentages of committees/task 

forces by type. In some cases, committees were both policy and advisory. This causes 

the percentage shown in some areas in Table 6 to exceed 100 (e.g., see public 

institutions and exchange programs/linkages). It was not asked or reported whether 

these were separate or dual-purpose committees. 

6. Does your institution have a membership in any state, national, or 
international associations related to your international education mission? 

Table 7 

Members of International Associations 
Number of responses and % yes 

Public Private Medical Total 
Institutions # # # # 

(%) (%) (%) (%) 

6. Membership in international 
associations 

26 
(69.2) 

25 
(76.0) 

3 
(33.3) 

54 
(70.4) 

Slightly less than three fourths of the responding institutions were members of 

international associations. Although not asked in the questionnaire, some institutions 

listed names of the associations; many indicated multiple memberships. 
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7. Source(s) of funding for international education activities at your institution: 
Circle number(s) for all that apply 
1 Institutional funds budgeted for international education 
2 Income generated through programs (e.g, overhead from international 

development projects, intensive English programs) 
3 Grants/contracts from federal government agencies 
4 Grants/contracts from state or local government agencies 
5 Grants/contracts from U.S. firms 
6 Grants/contracts from non-U. S. sources 
7 Grants from foundations 
8 Private gifts, grants, contracts 
9 Student fees 

10 Other: 

Fifty institutions (23 public, 26 private, and 1 medical) responded to this 

question. Nineteen public, 17 private, and 1 medical institution (74.0%) reported 

multiple sources of funding; the others reported a single source. The most common 

source of funds was budgeted institutional funds, over 60% for both public and private 

institutions. Medical institutions did not report the use of institutional budgeted funds. 

The responses show that public institutions rely on outside sources more heavily than 

do private institutions. 
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Table 8 

Funding for International Education 

Number of institutions 

Institutions 
Public # 

(%) 

Private # 

(%) 

Medical # 

(%) 

Total # 

(%) 

7. Institutional funds budgeted 16 
(69.6) 

16 
(61.5) 

0 
(0.0) 

32 
(64.0) 

Income generated through 
programs 

14 
(60.9) 

12 
(46.2) 

1 
(100) 

27 
(54.0) 

Grants/contracts from federal 
agencies 

10 
(43.5) 

4 
(15.4) 

0 
(0.0) 

14 
(28.0) 

Grants/contracts form state or local 
agencies 

4 
(17.4) 

3 
(15.1) 

0 
(0.0) 

7 
(14.0) 

Grants/contracts from U.S. firms 5 
(21.7) 

1 
(3.8) 

0 
(0.0) 

6 
(12.0) 

Grants/contracts from non-U.S. 
sources 

6 
(26.1) 

3 
(11.5) 

0 
(0.0) 

9 
(18.0) 

Grants from foundations 8 
(34.9) 

4 
(15.4) 

0 
(0.0) 

12 
(24.0) 

Private gifts, grants, contracts 12 
(51.2) 

12 
(46.2) 

1 
(100) 

25 
(50.0) 

Student fees 16 
(69.6) 

8 
(30.8) 

0 
(0.0) 

24 
(48.0) 

Other 3 
(13.0) 

1 
(3.8) 

0 
(0.0) 

4 
(8.0) 

Synopsis of Administration 

Fewer that half of the respondents addressed international education in the 

mission statement or had institution-wide written policies. This may not give 

international education the visibility it would have if it were included in the mission 

statement. Slightly over half had established an international education administrative 
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office, but not all had offices that were identified with international in the title. As 

shown in Table 4, staffing was greater in public institutions than in either private or 

medical. This could indicate that public institutions had a greater level of international 

education activities than private institutions (e.g., 87.0% of the international students 

enrolled (see Question 22) were in public institutions). 

The title of the person responsible for international education varied widely, 

with the most common (46.4%) including either director or coordinator. The majority 

of these individuals (39.1%) reported to the vice president, academic affairs; however, 

when considering others with a direct academic responsibility (e.g., president, provost) 

the percentage increased to 77.5%, indicating an emphasis on academic control or 

supervision of international activities. Slightly over half (56.4%) of the responding 

institutions had either policy or advisory committees that were concerned with 

international education issues. In some cases the committees were both advisory and 

policy. Most of the responding institutions were members of international education 

associations, with some reporting multiple memberships. 

Budgeted institutional funds were the most common source of funding. All 

used income generated though programs and private gifts, grants, or contracts. Both 

public and private institutions used funds from student fees. A higher percentage of 

public institutions used outside grants /contracts than was reported by private 

institutions. One medical institution reported funding from these sources. Percentages 

of funds from the various sources were not included in the survey. 
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Instructional Activities of International Education 

Part 2 of the questionnaire addressed instructional activities in three different 

areas; faculty development, curriculum, and out of country education. A synopsis is 

presented at the end of each area. 

Faculty Development 

Questions 8-14 concerned faculty development. The questions and responses 

are presented, followed by a synopsis of the data. 

8. Does your institution have a centralized data base of faculty/staff 
international expertise, and interests (e.g., publications, travel or work 
abroad, sponsor of an international student organization)? 

9. Does your institution have a centralized data base containing information 
about faculty participation in international education? 

Table 9 

Faculty Expertise and Participation 

Number of responses and % yes 

Institutions 
Public # 

(%) 

Private # 

(%) 

Medical # 

(%) 

Total # 

(%) 

8. Database of faculty staff expertise 26 
(38.5) 

27 
(37.0) 

3 
(0.0) 

56 
(35.7) 

9. Database of faculty participation 26 
(26.9) 

27 
(33.3) 

3 
(0.0) 

56 
(28.6) 

Slightly over one third of public and private institutions and none of the 

medical institutions maintained a database of faculty or staff expertise in international 

education. Just over one fourth of the public, one third of the private and none of the 
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medical institutions maintained a database of faculty participation in international 

education. 

10. In the past two academic years approximately how many 
a. faculty from foreign institutions taught/conducted 

research on your campus? 
b. of your faculty participated in programs, workshops or 

conferences in international education in the U.S.? 
c. of your faculty participated in programs, workshops or 

conferences in international education abroad? 
d. of your faculty taught/conducted research at institutions 

abroad? 

Table 10 

Faculty Exchange and Activities 

Number of institutions and avg. # 
faculty 

Institutions Public 
Avg.# 

Private 
Avg.# 

Medical 
Avg.# 

Total 
Avg.# 

10. Faculty from foreign institutions 16 
(76.3) 

6 
(9.6) 

2 
(278) 

24 
(76.4) 

Faculty participation in 
international education in U.S. 

16 
(28.8) 

13 
(5.1) 

1 
(2.0) 

30 
(11.0) 

Faculty participation in 
international education abroad 

14 
(20.9) 

13 
(4.5) 

1 
(6.0) 

28 
(13.7) 

Faculty taught/conducted research 
abroad 

20 
(23.4) 

12 
(6.8) 

1 
(6.0) 

33 
(14.3) 

Fifty-five institutions (26 public, 27 private, and 2 medical) responded to this question. 

Almost two thirds of the public, fewer than one fourth of the private, and two 

thirds of the medical institutions had faculty from foreign institutions teaching or 

conducting research on their campus during the past 2 years. The average number of 

foreign faculty was greatest for medical institutions, followed by public and private 
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institutions. The medical institutions reported a much larger number of foreign faculty 

on campus than private institutions. In the area of U. S. faculty participation, in all 

cases the public institutions had a higher number of participants than did the private or 

medical institutions. 

11. Does your institution provide centralized funding specifically for 
international education activities (e.g. programs, workshops, conferences, 
exchanges etc.)? 

Table 11 

Funding 

Number of yes and % 

Public Private Medical Total 
Institutions # # # # 

(%) (%) (%) (%) 

11. Centralized funding 25 26 3 54 
(40.0) (50.0) (0.0) (42.6) 

Table 11 shows that the private institutions had centralized funding for 

international educational activities in more cases than public institutions, whereas no 

medical institutions used centralized funding. 

12. Does your institution provide faculty incentives for international education 
activities? 

If yes, please circle number(s) for all that apply: 
1 ln-house workshops/seminars 
2 Off campus workshops/seminars in the U.S. or abroad 
3 Linkage programs (e.g. other institutions, other countries) 
4 Foreign language classes 
5 Teaching in international education programs out of the discipline 
6 Additional time to work for tenure 
7 Other: 
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Table 12 

Faculty Incentives 

Number of institutions and % 

Institutions 
Public # 

(%) 

Private # 

(%) 

Medical # 

(%) 

Total # 

(%) 

12. In-house workshop/seminars 4 
(15.4) 

7 
(25.9) 

0 
(0.0) 

11 
(19.6) 

Off-campus workshops/seminars 6 
(23.1) 

5 
(18.5) 

0 
(0.0) 

11 
(19.6) 

Linkage programs 11 
(42.3) 

6 
(22.2) 

0 
(0.0) 

17 
(30.4) 

Foreign language classes 5 
(19.2) 

7 
(25.9) 

0 
(0.0) 

12 
(21.4) 

Teaching in international education 
programs outside discipline 

2 
(7.7) 

4 
(14.8) 

0 
(0.0) 

6 
(10.7) 

Additional time to work for tenure 0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

Other 1 
(3.8) 

1 
(3.7) 

0 
(0.0) 

2 
(3.8) 

Few institutions provided faculty incentives. In only three cases was the 

percentage greater than 25% of the institutions responding to the survey: linkage 

programs for public institutions, in-house workshops/seminars, and foreign language 

classes for private institutions. Medical institutions did not provide any faculty 

incentives in any of the areas addressed by this question. 

13. Is there a reward system to encourage faculty to participate in 
internationalizing the curriculum? 
If yes, please circle number(s) for the activities rewarded: 

1 Curriculum development 
2 Developmental leaves/sabbaticals outside the U.S. 
3 Research 
4 Processes to seek federal funding for international education curriculum 
5 Other: 
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Table 13 

Faculty Rewards 
Number of responses and % 

Institutions 
Public # 

(%) 

Private # 

(%) 

Medical # 

(%) 

Total # 

(%) 

13. Curriculum development 5 
(19.2) 

7 
(25.9) 

0 
(0.0) 

12 
(21.4) 

Developmental 
leaves/sabbaticals outside U.S. 

3 
(11.5) 

7 
(25.9) 

0 
(0.0) 

10 
(17.9) 

Research 5 
(19.2) 

4 
(14.8) 

0 
(0.0) 

9 
(16.1) 

Processes to seek federal 
funding for international 
education 

7 
(26.9) 

3 
(11.1) 

0 
(0.0) 

10 
(17.9) 

Other 0 
(0.0) 

1 
(3.7) 

0 
(0.0) 

1 
(1.8) 

A small number of the institutions responding reported a system of faculty 

rewards. In only two cases did the percentage exceed 20%: process to seek federal 

funding in public institutions and curriculum development in private institutions. The 

data for public institutions could in part explain the difference in federal funding as 

being reported more often as a source by more public institutions than private ones 

(see Question 7 above). 

14. In your opinion, when faculty participate in international education what 
is their perception of the effect on their standing for 

enhanced no effect jeopardized 
tenure 1 2 3 
promotion 1 2 3 
merit raises 1 2 3 



82 

TJ u on a o Ti S3 

t/J 
<+-• 
O 
S3 
X) 
S 
S3 
Z 

3 
E? 

c« C O •43 
a <U 
§ 
Ph 

3 o cd Ph 

3 £ 

Je
op

ar
-

di
ze

 
# (%

) 
1 

(2
.0

) (0*0) 
0 (O

'O
) 

0 

3 £ N
o 

ef
fe

ct
 

# (%
) 28

 
(5

4.
9)

 
26

 
(5

0.
0)

 
28

 
(5

6.
0)

 

3 £ 

E
nh

an
ce

 
# (%

) 22
 

(4
3.

0)
 

26
 

(5
0.

0)
 

22
 

(4
4.

0)
 

M
ed

ic
al

 
Je

op
ar

-
di

ze
 

# (%
) 

(0*0) 
0 0 

(0
.0

) (O
'O

) 
0 

M
ed

ic
al

 

N
o 

ef
fe

ct
 

# (%
) 

1 
(5

0.
0)

 1 
(5

0.
0)

 

^ o 
d 
w 

M
ed

ic
al

 

E
nh

an
ce

 
# (%

) 
1 

(5
0.

0)
 1 

(5
0.

0)
 1 

(5
0.

0)
 

Pr
iv

at
e 

Je
op

ar
-

di
ze

 
# (%

) 
0 

(0
.0

) 0 
(0

.0
) 0 

(0
.0

) 

Pr
iv

at
e 

N
o 

ef
fe

ct
 

# (%
) 15

 
(6

0.
0)

 
14

 
(5

3.
8)

 
16

 
(6

6.
7)

 

E
nh

an
ce

 
# (%

) 10
 

(4
0.

0)
 

12
 

(4
6.

2)
 8 

(3
3.

3)
 

Pu
bl

ic
 

Je
op

ar
-

di
ze

 
# (%

) 
1 

(4
.2

) 0 
(0

.0
) (O

'O
) 

0 

Pu
bl

ic
 

N
o 

ef
fe

ct
 

# (%
) 12

 
(5

0.
0)

 
11

 
(4

5.
8)

 
11

 
(4

5.
8)

 

E
nh

an
ce

 
# (%

) 
11

 
(4

5.
8)

 
13

 
(5

4.
2)

 
13

 
(5

4.
2)

 

In
st

it
ut

io
ns

 

14
. 

T
en

ur
e 

Pr
om

ot
io

n 

M
er

it 
R

ai
se

s 

C2 «2 O .3 T3 g <U O ^ § g . g 
5 ° S3 
s a a 
2 2 2 
c/a c/s 5Z» <D <D <L> «j on v5 c e a o o o 
Q* CL Dh 
C/5 C/3 t/3 
8 2 £ 
t—' Ĉl o 
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This was a subjective question that asked the opinion of the person completing the 

questionnaire. It is not known whether that person consulted others in the institution 

before responding. The responses for faculty participation in international education 

gave a slight edge to "no effect" as compared to "enhance." In only one case (a 

public institution) was it perceived that the faculty standing would be jeopardized. 

McConeghy (1992) observed, "Faculty members responsible for successful culture 

programs may suffer in status and reward because of their involvement with what 

tends to be regarded as peripheral" (p 35). Pacheco and Fernandez (1992) stated, 

"Institutions must do more to facilitate faculty engagement in international activity as 

well. The pursuit of international scholarship by university faculty and professional 

staff is inherently related to reward systems, personnel policies, resource allocation 

practices" (p 27). Although the perceptions of the respondents seem at odds with 

these statements, the responses to Questions 12 and 13 appear to give them credence 

because of the few institutions that have incentive or reward systems in place that 

encourage participation in international education activities. 

Synopsis of Faculty Development 

Fewer than half of the institutions maintained data bases of faculty/staff expertise 

or faculty participation. Foreign faculty were most frequently on medical campuses to 

teach or conduct research. U.S. faculty participation in international education 

activities was greater at public institutions than for private or medical institutions. 

Centralized funding for international education activities was greater in private than 

public institutions. Medical institutions did not use centralized funding. This indicates 
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that it is necessary to search the budget to determine total funding for international 

education. Faculty incentives for participation in international activities were rare 

across the range of topics addressed. Faculty rewards also were low. The consensus 

of the respondents was that faculty participation in international activities was about 

equally divided between "enhance" or "no effect" on faculty tenure, promotion, or 

merit raises. In only one instance was this participation perceived to jeopardize 

tenure. 

Curriculum 

The second area of Part 2 of the questionnaire asked about curriculum issues and 

consisted of Questions 15-18. These questions and the responses follow. 

15. How are international/global studies organized at your institution? 
Circle number(s) for all that apply: 
1 Integrated/infused into regular curriculum (e.g. modules in existing 

classes) 
2 Separate courses which specifically address international dimensions 

Number of separate courses 
3 Curriculum leading to degree in international/global studies, area 

specialization 
4 Curriculum leading to a minor in international/global studies, area 

specialization 
5 Curriculum leading to a certificate in international/global studies, area 

specialization 
6 Other: 
7 No organized international/global studies offered 
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Table 15 

Organization for International/global Studies 

Number of institutions 

Institution^ 
Public # Private # 

Medical # 
Total # 

15. Integrated/infused 18 14 0 32 

Separate courses 17 13 0 30 

Curriculum leading to degree 8 8 0 16 

Curriculum leading to a minor 11 7 0 18 

Curriculum leading to a certificate 2 0 0 2 

Other 2 4 0 6 

No organized international/global 
studies offered 

3 5 3 11 

All 56 institutions participating in the survey gave responses to this question. 

This question presented six options and was structured so that institutions might 

respond to more than one. Only 3 public and 5 private institutions responding stated 

that no organized international/global studies were offered. None of the medical 

institutions offered international/global studies. The two most common responses were 

integrated/infused studies integrated in the regular curriculum (32 responses, 18 public 

and 14 private) and separate courses (30 responses, 17 public and 13 private). The 

fewest (2) was curriculum leading to a certificate; however, no institutions had 

awarded certificates in international education in the past 2 years (see Question 16). 

16. If degrees or certificates are awarded in international studies, how many 
were awarded in past two years? 
Number of students awarded degrees 
Number of students awarded certificates 
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Table 16 

Degrees and Certificates Awarded 
Number of degrees 

Institutions 
Public # 

Private # 
Medical # 

Total 
# 

16. No. of degrees awarded 186 90 0 276 

No. of certificates awarded 0 0 0 0 

Five public and seven private institutions responded to this question. The 

corresponding averages were 37.2 degrees per public institution and 12.9 per private 

institution, with an overall state average of 23. Although fewer in number, the public 

institutions awarded over twice as many degrees in international studies as did private 

institutions. No institution reported awarding a certificate in international studies in 

the past 2 years. 

17. Please circle number(s) for the languages offered by your institution, and 
indicate those offered as a major or minor: 

# COURSES UNDERGD MAJOR/UNDERGD MINOR/GRAD DEG 
1 Arabic 1 2 3 
2 Chinese 1 2 3 
3 French 1 2 3 
4 German 1 2 3 
5 Greek 1 2 3 
6 Italian 1 2 3 
7 Japanese 1 2 3 
8 Korean 1 2 3 
9 Latin 1 2 3 

10 Russian 1 2 3 
11 Spanish 1 2 3 
12 Other 

1 2 3 
1 2 3 
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Question 17 was another with the expectation of multiple responses. The most 

common language offered was Spanish, with 47 institutions (23 public and 24 private) 

having undergraduate courses in Spanish. This was followed 40 institutions offering 

French and 26 offering German. Fewer than 20 of the institutions offered the other 

languages listed. 

18. Indicate which of the following are institution-wide requirements for 
undergraduate degrees: 

Foreign Language If yes, number of semester hours 
Courses with international 
content If yes, number of semester hours 
International experience 
(e.g. study abroad) If yes, number of semester hours 

Table 18 

Institution-Wide Requirements 
Number responses and average semester 

hours 

Institutions 
Public 
Avg. # 

Private 
Avg. # 

Medical 
Avg. # 

Total 
Avg.# 

18. Foreign language 11 
(7.1) 

14 
(8.3) 

0 
(0.0) 

25 
(7.8) 

Courses with international content " 9 
(3.0) 

7 
(6.3) 

0 
(0.0) 

16 
(4.5) 

International experience 1 
(3.0) 

2 
(23.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

3 
(16.0) 

Foreign language was required for all undergraduate degrees in 25 institutions 

(11 public and 14 private). Two public and 2 private institutions did not report the 

number of semester hours required and were omitted in computing the average number 
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of semester hours. Sixteen institutions (9 public and 7 private) required courses with 

international content. Two public and 1 private institution did not report the number 

of hours required and were omitted in computing the average number of semester 

hours. In those private institutions reporting the hours required, the students needed 

twice the number of semester hours required by public institutions. Only 3 institutions 

(1 public and 2 private) required international experience of their students. 

19. Does your institution offer English as second language courses (ESL)? 
If yes, 
Are students given academic credit for these ESL courses? 

Table 19 

ESL 

Number responses and % yes 

Public Private Medical Total 
Institutions # # # # 

(%) (%) (%) (%) 

19. English as second language 26 25 2 53 
offered (69.2) (64.0) (0.0) (64.2) 

Credit for ESL 21 20 1 42 
(47.6) (35.0) (0.0) (40.5) 

ESL courses were offered in almost two thirds of the institutions responding to 

this question. Fewer than half gave academic credit for ESL courses. 

Synopsis of Curriculum Issues 

Integrated/infused courses were the most common way to organize 

international/global studies, followed by separate courses. Only 12 institutions 

reported awarding degrees in international studies in the past 2 years. Most of the 
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institutions offering foreign languages had more than one offering. Spanish was the 

most common language, followed by French and German. Fewer than half (43.45%) 

of the institutions responding had institution-wide requirements for foreign language 

studies for an undergraduate degree. Only 14 (26.4%) required courses (an average of 

5 semester hours) with international content for undergraduate degrees. Three (5.6%) 

required international experience for the bachelor's degree. 

Out of Country Education 

The final area of Part 2 of the questionnaire addressed out of country education 

and consisted of two questions (20 and 21). These questions and the responses are 

presented below. 

20. How does your institution facilitate U.S. students' participation in 
credit-bearing study abroad programs? Please circle number(s) for all that 
apply: 
1 Consortia arrangements 
2 Agencies 
3 Other Texas institutions 
4 Other U.S. institutions 
5 Your own study abroad programs 
6 Direct exchange programs 
7 Special program for transfer of credits earned at overseas institutions 
8 Financial aid/scholarships 
9 Study abroad resource library 

10 Study abroad orientation/debriefing programs 
11 Study abroad advisor 
12 Other 
13 None 
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Table 20 

Arrangements for Student Participation in Study Abroad for Credit 
Number of institutions and % 

Institutions 
Public # 

(%) 

Private # 

(%) 

Medical # 

(%) 

Total # 

(%) 

20. Consortia arrangements 17 
(65.9) 

14 
(51.9) 

0 
(0.0) 

31 
(55.4) 

Agencies 5 
(19.2) 

3 
(11.1) 

0 
(0.0) 

8 
(14.3) 

Other Texas institutions 8 
(30.8) 

3 
(11.1) 

0 
(0.0) 

11 
(19.6) 

Other U.S. institutions 5 
(19.2) 

7 
(25.9) 

0 
(0.0) 

12 
(21.4) 

Your own study abroad 
programs 

15 
(57.7) 

15 
(55.6) 

0 
(0.0) 

30 
(53.8) 

Direct exchange programs 9 
(34.6) 

11 
(40.7) 

0 
(0.0) 

20 
(35.9) 

Special program for transfer of 
credits from overseas 

6 
(23.1) 

4 
(14.8) 

0 
(0.0) 

10 
(17.9) 

Financial aid/scholarships 9 
(34.6) 

9 
(33.3) 

0 
(0.0) 

18 
(32.1) 

Study abroad resource library 5 
(19.2) 

3 
(11.1) 

0 
(0.0) 

8 
(14.3) 

Study abroad 
orientation/debriefing 

5 
(19.2) 

7 
(25.9) 

0 
(0.0) 

12 
(21.4) 

Study abroad advisor 5 
(19.2) 

12 
(44.4) 

0 
(0.0) 

17 
(30.4) 

Other 2 
(7.7) 

1 
(3.7) 

0 
(0.0) 

3 
(5.4) 

None 3 
(11.5) 

0 
(0.0) 

2 
(66.7) 

5 
(8.9) 
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The responding institutions reported a variety of arrangements to facilitate U.S. 

students' participation in credit-bearing study abroad programs. This question 

permitted multiple responses, and most institutions reported having more than one 

arrangement. The most common was consortia arrangements (31 institutions, 17 

public and 14 private), followed closely by their own study abroad program (30 

institutions, 15 public and 15 private). Only 5 institutions (3 public and 2 medical) 

reported no arrangements. 

21. Please list countries where you have active institutional agreements: 

NAME OF COUNTRY NUMBER OF AGREEMENTS 

Table 21 

Institutional Agreements 

Number with agreement and % 

Institutions 
Public 
# Inst./ 
# Agree 

Private 
# Inst./ 
# Agree 

Medical 
# Inst./ 
# Agree 

Total 
# Inst./ 
# Agree 

21. Active institutional agreements 18/50 17/39 1/1 36/90 
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Table 22 

Institutional Agreements With: 

21a. List of Countries 

Austria Germany Spain 

Belize Hong Kong Sri Lanka 

Brazil Japan Taiwan 

China Korea Turkey 

Costa Rica Malaysia U.A.E. 

Egypt Mexico U.K. 

England Norway Uzbekistan 

France Russia 

Active institutional agreements were reported by 36 institutions in 23 different 

countries. Most institutions reported agreements in multiple countries. 

Synopsis of Out of Country Education 

The institutions responding reported a variety of means to facilitate U.S. 

students' participation in study abroad programs that gave institutional credit. Only 5 

reported having no arrangements. Public institutions had more active institutional 

agreements than did private even though the number of institutions reporting these 

agreements was almost the same (18 public and 17 private); 1 medical institution 

reported an active international agreement 
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International Student Support Services 

Part 3 of the questionnaire, international student support services, consisted of 

four questions (22-25) to determine how many international students were enrolled in 

Texas institutions and what support services were provided. The questions and 

responses are presented below. 

22. How many international students were enrolled Fall 1992? 
a. Graduate 
b. Undergraduate 
c. Non-degree programs 

Table 23 

International Student Enrollment 

Number of institutions and number of 
students 

Public Private Medical Total 
Institutions # Inst. # Inst. # Inst. # Inst. 

Students Students Students Students 
22. Graduate 21 11 2 34 

8814 618 175 9607 

Undergraduate 21 23 0 44 
5952 1421 0 7373 

Non-degree programs 7 3 0 10 
575 73 0 648 

The responding institutions reported 9,607 graduate students enrolled in Fall 

1992; 91.7% were in public institutions, 6.4% in private institutions, and 1.8% in 

medical institutions. Of the 7,373 undergraduate students reported, 80.7% were in 

public institutions, and 19.3% were in private institutions. There were 648 students 
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reported in non-degree programs, 88.7% in public institutions, and 11.3% in private 

institutions. 

23. Does your institution have programs to actively integrate the 
international student body into the overall college/university life? 

Table 24 

Integration of International Students 
Number of responses and % yes 

Institutions 
Public # 

(%) 

Private # 

(%) 

Medical # 

(%) 

Total # 

(%) 

23. Program to integrate international 
students into college life 

24 
(70.8) 

27 
(85.2) 

3 
(66.7) 

54 
(77.8) 

Table 24 shows that over three fourths of the institutions have programs to 

actively integrate the international student body into the overall college/university life. 

Private institutions have been more active in establishing these type programs. 

24. Is there specific guidance provided to the staff and faculty in how to assist 
the foreign students on your campus? 

Table 25 

Faculty Guidance 
Number of responses and % yes 

Public Private Medical Total 
Institutions # # # # 

(%) (%) (%) (%) 

24. Guidance for faculty in assisting 
foreign students 

25 
(48.0) 

27 
(59.3) 

3 
(33.3) 

55 
(47.3) 
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The responses to this question show a rather dramatic decline from the data 

presented in the previous question; however, the private institutions still lead the 

public and medical institutions. 

25. Circle number(s) for all activities/services provided to your international 
students: 
1 Initial orientation 
2 Pre-academic English as a second language program 
3 Counseling 
4 Immigration advising 
5 Assistance with documentation 
6 Exit interviews 
7 U.S. student peer assignments 
8 Student conferences on international affairs or global topics 
9 International club 

10 Foreign language club 
11 International week 
12 International students utilized as guest lecturers in the classroom 
13 Other services (please list): 
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Table 26 

Activities/Services Provided International Students 

Number of institutions 

Institutions Public 
# 

Private 
# Medical 

# 
Total 

# 

25. Initial orientation 20 23 1 44 

Pre-academic English as second 
language 

15 15 0 30 

Counseling 23 25 0 48 
Immigration advising 22 22 1 45 

Assistance w/documentation 21 20 2 43 
Exit interviews 6 7 0 13 

U.S. student peer assignments 7 9 0 16 

Student conferences on global 
topics 

11 4 0 15 

International club 20 18 0 38 
Foreign language club 12 6 0 18 
International week 13 10 2 25 
International students as guest 
lecturers 

11 9 0 20 

Other services 3 2 0 5 

Fifty-one institutions (24 public, 25 private, and 2 medical) responded to this question. 

Question 25 was a multi-response question concerning the activities/services 

provided international students. The most frequent response was counseling, followed 

rather closely in order by immigration advising, initial orientation, and assistance with 

documentation. The least frequent response was exit interview. 
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Synopsis of International Student Support Services 

In Fall 1992 17,628 foreign students were reported as being enrolled in 49 

responding institutions (23 public, 24 private, and 2 medical); 87.0% were in public 

institutions, 12.0% in private institutions, and 1.0% in medical institutions. The 

enrollment reported in response to this survey differs from the 23,569 for 1992/93 

reported by Zikopoulos (1993). The differences can be explained by the number of 

institutions responding to each survey and the use of estimates in the latter survey 

(e.g., Texas Christian University and The University of Texas at Dallas responded to 

the current survey and are shown with estimated enrollments in the 1992/93 survey). 

Although there were many fewer students in private institutions than in public 

institutions, the private institutions had more programs to integrate the foreign students 

into the overall college/university life and more frequently provided specific guidance 

to faculty and staff on how to assist foreign students on campus. The public 

institutions reported providing services in seven areas more frequently than did private 

institutions. In two cases, immigration advising and pre-academic ESL, the number of 

responses was the same, and in four cases more private institutions reported providing 

services more frequently than public institutions. 

Outreach 

The final part of the questionnaire asked questions in two areas concerning 

outreach activities, both locally and abroad. Questions 26-30 addressed institutional 
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activities in the local community, and the final three questions (31-33) of the 

questionnaire addressed out of country outreach. 

Community 

The questions and responses addressing community outreach are presented 

below. A synopsis follows the questions. 

26. Does your institution participate or sponsor any community-based programs 
which enhance understanding of global or international issues? 

27. Have outside speakers/guests visited your campus in the last two years to 
discuss international affairs, global issues, foreign cultures, etc? 

28. Are host families involved with individual international students? 

Table 27 

Community Relations 
Number of institutions 

Institutions 
Public # 

Private # 
Medical # 

Total # 

26. Participation in community-based 
programs 

18 13 1 32 

27. Outside speakers in last two years 25 24 1 50 

28. Host families involved with 
international students 

15 18 1 34 

Public institutions reported participation in community-based programs and 

provided outside speakers more frequently than private institutions. Private institutions 

were more active in having host families involved with individual international 

students. The percentage of participants in these areas was 57.1% participating in or 
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sponsoring community-based programs, 89.3% providing outside speakers, and 60.7% 

involving host families and international students. 

29. Circle number(s) for any of the following international continuing 
education programs which you now offer, or have offered, to the local 
business community: 
1 Short-term foreign language 
2 Import/export training 
3 Training for foreign workers in the U.S. 
4 Specialized English language training (ESL) 
5 Tailored occupational programs 
6 International business seminars 
7 Other (please list): 

Table 28 

Services for Local Businesses 

Number of institutions 

Institutions 
Public # Private # Medical # Total # 

29. Short-term foreign language 11 11 0 22 

Import/export training 8 2 0 10 

Training for foreign workers in 
U.S. 

5 1 0 6 

Specialized English language 
training 

13 11 0 24 

Tailored occupational programs 9 0 1 10 

International business seminars 13 8 0 21 

Other 3 0 0 3 

Thirty-five institutions responded (18 public and 17 private). 
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In the area of continuing education programs, the most frequently reported 

programs were specialized English language training 42.9%, short-term foreign 

language 39.3% and international business seminars 37.5%. All other programs were 

reported in fewer than 20.0% of the institutions responding. 

30. Circle number(s) for the services provided to the community: 
1 International database of institution resources 
2 Translating 
3 International students utilized as guest speakers 
4 Assistance to K-12 schools in your area to enhance international 

education 
5 Document interpretation services 
6 Other (please list): 

Table 29 

Services for the Community 

Number of institutions 

Institutions 
Public 

# 
Private 

# 
Medical 

# 
Total # 

30. International database of resources 3 1 0 4 

Translating 8 9 0 17 

International students as guest 
speakers 

14 13 0 27 

Assistance to K-12 schools 11 7 0 18 

Document interpretation services 3 5 0 8 

Other 2 0 1 3 

Forty-seven institutions (19 public, 17 private, and 1 medical) responded to this 

question. The most frequently reported service was using international students as 

guest speakers, reported by 48.2% of the responding institutions; assisting K-12 
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schools to enhance international education, by 32.1%; and translating, by 30.4% of the 

institutions. Other services were reported by fewer than 15.0% of the institutions 

Synopsis of Community Outreach Programs 

In the areas of community relations and services provided, institutions reported 

more emphasis on community relations than on providing services for local businesses 

or the community. In all of the questions (26, 27, and 28) pertaining to community 

relations, the responses were greater than in the other service areas. 

Out of Country 

The next three questions (31-33) addressed the out of country outreach 

programs. These questions and the responses are presented below. 

31. Does your institution have a "sister" relationship in which it is involved 
with a city or institution outside the U.S.? 
If yes, list location(s): 

Table 30 

Sister Relationships 

Number of institutions 

Public Private Medical Total 
Institutions # # # # 

31. "Sister" relationship 12 9 0 21 

Sister relationships with a city or institution were reported by 21 institutions 

(38.2%) responding to this question. Thirty-four (61.8%) reported that they did not 
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have sister relationships. Public institutions (48.0% of those responding) reported 

sister relationships more frequently than private institutions (33.3% of those 

responding). No medical institutions reported sister relationships. 

32. Does your institution offer any distance education courses (using 
telecommunications technologies) outside the U.S.? 
If yes, list location(s): 

There were 56 responses to this question: 55 no and 1 yes. The one private 

institution that reported using distance education did not specify the location. 

33. Does your institution provide technical assistance to foreign 
governments, institutions or agencies? 
If yes, please circle numbers) for the sponsoring agency (agencies) and 
list location(s): 
Sponsoring (contracting) agency Location(s) 
1 International agency (e.g., UN) 
2 US government agency (e.g., AID) 
3 Foreign government agency 
4 Other US university (universities) 
5 Foreign university 
6 US private agency 
7 Foreign private agency 

Table 31 

Foreign Technical Assistance 

Number of responses and % yes 

Institutions 
Public # 

(%) 

Private # 

(%) 

Medical # 

(%) 

Total # 

(%) 

33. Technical Assistance to foreign 
governments, institutions or 
agencies. 

21 
(52.4) 

23 
(13.0) 

2 
(50.0) 

46 
(32.6) 
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Table 32 

Technical Assistance 
Number of institutions 

Institutions Public Private Medical Total 
# # # # 

Sponsoring Agency 

33a. International agency 1 1 1 3 

U.S. government 7 2 0 9 
agency 

Foreign government 7 1 0 8 
agency 

Other U.S. 1 0 0 1 
university 

Foreign university 10 3 0 13 

U.S. private agency 3 0 0 3 

Foreign private 1 2 1 4 
agency 

Table 33 

Countries Provided Technical Assistance 

33b. List of Countries 

Africa (country not specified) Kenya Saudi Arabia 

Brazil Korea Senegal 

Canada Lithuania Spain 

China Malaysia Sri Lanka 

Egypt Mexico Taiwan 

France Morocco Thailand 

Germany Nairobi Turkey 

Indonesia Niger U.A.E. 

Japan Poland 

Jordan Russia 
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Technical assistance to foreign governments, institutions, or agencies was 

reported by 15 institutions: 11 public, 3 private, and 1 medical. The most frequent 

sponsoring agency was a foreign university (13 reported), followed by U. S. 

government agency (9 reported) and foreign government agency (8 reported). The 

listing of countries showed a wide geographical dispersion, with Texas institutions 

represented in North and South America, Europe, Asia, and Africa. 

Synopsis of Out of Country Outreach Programs 

Public institutions had established more sister relationships than did the private 

institutions. Distance education activities were minimal. Public institutions had more 

technical assistance agreements than did private. Most frequently the sponsoring 

(contracting) agency was a foreign university, followed by U. S. government agencies 

and foreign government agencies. This list of countries shows a wide geographic 

dispersion, with agreements in industrialized counties, newly industrialized countries, 

and lesser developed countries. 

Comments and Model Programs 

Space was provided on the questionnaire for institutions to add comments on any 

international education areas. Further they were asked to report model programs in six 

different areas. Verbatim comments and model programs reported are shown in 

Appendix G. 
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Comparison of Texas Baseline Data with Data from Benchmark 

Institutions: Presentation of the Questionnaire and the Responses 

The basis for selection of benchmark institutions was Backman's 1984 book, 

which contained chapters by authors in 14 institutions involved in international 

education. The same questionnaire sent to Texas institutions was sent to the 

presidents/chancellors of the 13 out-of-state institutions. Texas Southern University 

was omitted because it was in the survey of Texas institutions. One private institution 

declined to participate. Responses were received from 3 public and 3 private 

institutions, for an overall response rate of 46.2%. The baseline data for Texas 

institutions include responses from 3 medical institutions. In the comparison of Texas 

and benchmark institutions the Texas medical institutions were omitted to avoid 

skewing the data because no medical institution was included in the benchmark 

institutions. Data are presented to show the responses for the combined Texas 

institutions (public and private) and the benchmark institutions (public and private). 

Percentages shown in the tables have been rounded to the nearest 10th of a percent 

and are based on the number of responses to each question. This comparison answers 

research Question 3 (presented in Chapter 1). 

Administration of International Education Programs 

This part of the study consisted of Questions 1-7. These are presented below 

with an analysis of the comparison. 

1. Does your institution's mission statement address international education? 
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Table 34 

Institutional Mission Statement 
Number of responses and % 

yes 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

(%) (%) 

1. Mission statement addresses international 52 6 
education (46.2) (66.7) 

There is a difference of 20 percentage points in the Texas and benchmark 

institutions. This suggests that the benchmark institutions, having a longer 

involvement with international education, have a stronger commitment and are more 

attuned to the importance of international education. 

2. Do your institution-wide written policies address international education? 

Table 35 

Institution-Wide Policies 

Number of responses and % 
yes 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

(%) (%) 

2. Institution-wide written policies addressing 52 5 
international education (44.2) (80.0) 

The benchmark institutions led the Texas institutions in establishing institution-

wide written policies by over 35%. This suggests that the benchmark institutions with 

a history of involvement in international education have added written policies over 

the years. 
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3. Does your institution have an international education administrative office? 
If yes, please list: 
Name of office 
Number of full-time professional staff 
Number of part-time professional staff 
Number of full-time support staff 
Number of part-time support staff 

Table 36 

International Education Office 

Number of responses and % 
yes 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

(%) (%) 

3. International education administrative office 51 6 
(51.0) (83.3) 

The benchmark institutions led the Texas institutions by over 30% in 

establishing an international education administrative office. Administrative structural 

changes tend to evolve slowly and, with a longer history of involvement with 

international education, the benchmark institutions have had more time to adjust the 

administrative structure. 

3a. International Education Administrative Office Name. 

Twenty-four Texas institutions responded; 19 (79.2%) had international in the 

name of the office; and 5 (20.8%) had offices without international in the name. The 

5 benchmark institutions responding all included international in the name of the 

office. Again, this is part of the evolving of the administrative structure. With longer 

involvement in international education, Texas institutions might be expected to better 
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identify the office that is responsible for international education activities and 

programs. 

Table 37 

International Education Office Staffing 
Average staff 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

(Staff) (Staff) 
3b. Full-time professional 5.2 13.2 

Part-time professional 1.3 5.2 

Full-time support 3.0 4.75 

Part-time support 3.1 7.0 

Nineteen Texas and 5 benchmark institutions provided data on staffing. The 

staffing of the average benchmark institution was over twice that of the average Texas 

institution. This suggests that the average benchmark institution has more 

international education activities and programs than did the average Texas institution 

and required a larger staff. 

4. Is there a person at your institution with primary responsibility for 
international education? 

If yes, please list the person's title: 
To whom does this person report within your institution: 
Circle the appropriate number 
1 President or Chancellor 
2 Provost 
3 Vice President - Academic Affairs 
4 Vice President - Student Affairs 
5 Other Vice President 
6 Other, within Academic Affairs: 
7 Other, within Student Affairs: 
8 Other: 
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4a Thirty-nine Texas institutions responded; of these, 23 (59.0%) had director or 

coordinator in the title; 1 (2.6%) was the president; 4 (10.3%) were vice-presidents, 

associate vice-presidents, or associate chancellors; and 11 (28.2%) had other titles. 

Five benchmark institutions responded. There was 1 associate vice-chancellor, 1 

associate provost, 1 dean, and 2 directors. 

Table 38 

International Education Administrator Reports to: 
Number of institutions and 

% 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

(%) (%) 

4b. President or Chancellor 3 0 
(6.8) (0.0) 

Provost 5 2 
(11.4) (33.3) 

Vice President - Academic Affairs 18 4 
(40.9) (66.7) 

Vice President - Student Affairs 4 0 
(9.1) (0.0) 

Other Vice President 4 0 
(9-1) (0.0) 

Other, within Academic Affairs 4 0 
(9.1) (0.0) 

Other, within Student Affairs 1 0 
(2.3) (0.0) 

Other 5 0 
(11.4) (0.0) 

Forty-four Texas and 6 benchmark institutions responded to this question. Of 

those responsible for the administration of the international education activities and 

programs in Texas institutions, 30 (68.2%) reported to the president/chancellor, 
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provost, or someone in academic affairs. All administrators in the benchmark 

institutions reported to the provost or vice president for academic affairs. The 

benchmark institutions showed a greater emphasis on academic affairs that did the 

Texas institutions, which had 14 (31.8%) administrators reporting to someone not 

directly connected with academic affairs. 

5. Is there an institution-wide committee or task force concerned with 
international education issues of the international dimension of your campus? 

If yes, please circle number for area(s) in which the committee deals 
and indicate whether it is an advisory or policy committee: 

Advisory Policy 
1 Exchange programs/linkages 
2 Study abroad 
3 International student advising 
4 Technical assistance 
5 Intensive English/ESL 
6 Sponsored students 
7 Foreign language instruction 
8 Area or international studies 
9 Foreign visitor program 
10 Community liaison 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Of the 55 Texas institutions responding, 31 reported that either policy or 

advisory committees or task forces were established. Three of the respondents 

reported that in some areas there were policy and advisory committees/task forces; 

however, it was not asked or reported whether these were dual-purpose committees or 

whether there were separate committees. The numbers in Table 39 show the 

frequency of advisory committees/task forces reported. The percentages represent the 

percentage of committees that are advisory and the percentage that are policy. In the 

areas where institutions reported both types of committees, the percentages exceed 

100%. 
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Table 39 

Institutional Advisory and Policy Committees 
Number of institutions and ( 

Advisory Policy 

Institutions 
Texas Benchmark Texas Benchmark 

Institutions 
Texas 

# # # # 
(%) (%) (%) (%) 

5. Exchange programs/ linkages 22 3 4 3 
(91.7) (50.0) (16.7) (50.0) 

Study abroad 22 4 5 2 
(88.0) (66.7) (20.0) (33.3) 

International student advising 20 5 2 1 
(95.2) (83.3) (9.5) (16.7) 

Technical assistance 8 1 0 1 
(100) (50.0) (0.0) (50.0) 

Intensive English/ESL 11 3 1 2 
(100) (60.0) (9.1) (40.0) 

Sponsored students 8 3 0 1 
(100) (75.0) (0.0) (25.0) 

Foreign language instruction 7 3 1 0 
(100) (100) (14.3) (0.0) 

Area or international studies 14 4 2 2 
(93.3) (66.7) (13.3) (33.3) 

Foreign visitor program 11 4 0 1 
(100) (80.0) (0.0) (20.0) 

Community liaison 9 3 1 2 
(100) (60.0) (11.1) (40.0) 

Texas institutions had an average of 4.25 advisory committees and .5 policy 

committees. All benchmark institutions responded and reported an average of 5.5 

advisory and 5.2 policy committees. None of the benchmark institutions reported both 

an advisory and policy committee in any of the areas. Texas had a greater percentage 

of advisory committees in eight areas than did the benchmark institutions. Benchmark 

institutions reported a much higher percentage of policy committees in all areas than 

Texas institutions, except for foreign language instruction. 
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6. Does your institution have a membership in any state, national, or 
international associations related to your international education mission? 

Table 40 

Membership in International Associations 

Number of responses and 
% yes 

Texas Benchmark 
Institution-^ # # 

(%) (%) 

6. Membership in international associations 51 5 
(72.5) (100) 

All of the benchmark institutions responding reported membership in 

international associations related to the international education mission. Almost three 

fourths of the Texas institutions reported membership. This indicated that the 

benchmark institutions were more active in international education associations than 

were the Texas institutions. 

7. Source(s) of funding for international education activities at your 
institution: 
Circle number(s) for all that apply 
1 Institutional funds budgeted for international education 
2 Income generated through programs (e.g, overhead from international 

development projects, intensive English programs) 
3 Grants/contracts from federal government agencies 
4 Grants/contracts from state or local government agencies 
5 Grants/contracts from U.S. firms 
6 Grants/contracts from non-U.S. sources 
7 Grants from foundations 
8 Private gifts, grants, contracts 
9 Student fees 

10 Other: 
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Table 41 

Sources of Funding for International Education 

Number of institutions and % 
responding 

Institutions 
Texas # 

(%) 

Benchmark 
# 

(%) 

7. Institutional funds budgeted 32 
(60.1) 

6 
(100) 

Income generated through programs 26 
(49.1) 

5 
(83.3) 

Grants/contracts from federal agencies 14 
(26.4) 

4 
(66.7) 

Grants/contracts form state or local agencies 7 
(13.2) 

3 
(50.0) 

Grants/contracts from U.S. firms 6 
(11.3) 

1 
(16.7) 

Grants/contracts from non-U.S. sources 9 
(17.0) 

3 
(50.0) 

Grants from foundations 12 
(22.6) 

4 
(66.7) 

Private gifts, grants, contracts 24 
(45.3) 

5 
(83.3) 

Student fees 24 
(45.3) 

5 
(83.3) 

Other 4 
(7.5) 

1 
(16.7) 

Of the 49 Texas institutions responding to this question, 36 (73.3%) reported 

multiple sources of funding. All of the benchmark institutions reported using multiple 

sources of funding. A higher percentage was reported in each area by the benchmark 
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institutions compared to Texas institutions. Institutional funds were used by all 

benchmark institutions and 60.1% of the Texas institutions. 

Analysis of Administration 

The benchmark institutions all have a history of involvement with international 

education activities and programs spanning over a decade. Texas institutions were not 

asked how long they had been active in international education, but as the responses 

indicate, some have started rather recently, e.g., The University of Central Texas 

reported in the comments: "We're just getting started". With the longer activity in 

these areas, it is expected that administrative programs and procedures are more likely 

to be in place. It is expected that a longitudinal study some years hence would show 

that Texas institutions would compare more favorably to the norms of the benchmark 

institutions. It would also be expected that the recent signing of NAFTA and the 

latest agreements from GATT negotiations would cause Texas institutions to put more 

emphasis on international education. This could cause Texas institutions to add 

international education in their mission statement, establish institution-wide Written 

policies and international education administrative offices, increase staffing as activity 

increases, establish more committees to advise and direct international education 

activities and programs, become members of more associations concerned with 

international education, commit more funds, and also seek more sources of funding for 

international educational activities and programs. 
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Instructional Activities of International Education 

Part 2 of the questionnaire addressed instructional activities in three different 

areas: faculty development (6 questions), curriculum (4 questions), and out of country 

education (2 questions). It was designed to obtain information about the programs and 

activities for faculty of the institutions and U.S. students attending the institutions. An 

analysis is made at the end of each of the areas, and an overall analysis made at the 

end of Part 2. 

Faculty Development 

Questions 8-14 were to obtain information about faculty development, 

activities, and perceptions. An analysis follows the presentation of these questions and 

responses. 

8. Does your institution have a centralized database of faculty/staff 
international expertise, and interests (e.g. publications, travel or work 
abroad, sponsor of an international student organization)? 

9. Does your institution have a centralized database containing information 
about faculty participation in international education? 
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Table 42 

Expertise and Participation of Faculty 

Number of responses and % yes 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

(%) (%) 

8. Database of faculty staff expertise 53 6 
(37.7) (66.7) 

9. Database of faculty participation 53 6 
(30.2) (66.7) 

Table 42 shows that two thirds of the benchmark institutions had established a 

database of faculty expertise and participation in international education programs and 

activities. In Texas this was the case for approximately only one third of the 

institutions. 

10. In the past two academic years approximately how many 
a. faculty from foreign institutions taught/conducted research on your 

campus? 
b. of your faculty participated in programs, workshops or conferences in 

international education in the U.S.? 
c. of your faculty participated in programs, workshops or conferences in 

international education abroad? 
d. of your faculty taught/conducted research at institutions 

abroad? 



118 

Table 43 

Faculty Participation 
Number of institutions and avg. 

# faculty 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions Avg. # Avg. # 

10. Faculty from foreign institutions 22 5 
58.1 20.0 

Faculty participation in international 29 4 
education in U.S. 11.3 16.8 

Faculty participation in international 27 4 
education abroad 7.7 40.5 

Faculty taught/conducted research abroad 32 4 
14.5 12.5 

Thirty-six Texas institutions responded to this question. There were multiple 

responses from 33. Five benchmark institutions responded; all gave multiple 

responses. The responses (67.9% for Texas institutions and 83.3% from benchmark 

institutions) to the survey show that the benchmark institutions are more active in 

these areas. 

11. Does your institution provide centralized funding specifically for 
international education activities (e.g. programs, workshops, conferences, 
exchanges etc.)? 
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Table 44 

Institutional Funding 
Number of responses and % 

yes 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

(%) (%) 

11. Centralized funding 51 6 
(45.1) (83.3) 

The benchmark institutions used centralized funding for international education 

activities much more frequently than did Texas institutions. This tends to indicate less 

departmentalized control of funds for international education in benchmark institutions 

and may make the funds more accessible to those activities that are multidisciplinary 

in nature. 

12. Does your institution provide faculty incentives for international 
education activities? 

If yes, please circle numbers) for all that apply: 
1 ln-house workshops/seminars 
2 Off campus workshops/seminars in the U.S. or abroad 
3 Linkage programs (e.g. other institutions, other countries) 
4 Foreign language classes 
5 Teaching in international education programs out of the discipline 
6 Additional time to work for tenure 
7 Other: 
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Table 45 

Incentives for Faculty 

Number of responses and % 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

(%) (%) 

12. In-house workshop/seminars 11 1 
(21.2) (20.0) 

Off-campus workshops/seminars 11 2 
(21.2) (40.0) 

Linkage programs 17 5 
(32.6) (100) 

Foreign language classes 12 2 
(23.1) (40.0) 

Teaching in international education) 6 2 
programs outside discipline (11.5) (40.0) 

Additional time to work for tenure 0 2 
(0.0) (40.0) 

Other 2 1 
(3.8) (20.0) 

Fifty-two Texas institutions responded to this question; 24 (46.2%) reported 

faculty incentives, many in more than one area. Six benchmark institutions responded; 

5 (80.0%) reported faculty incentives. Four of the 5 reported incentives in more than 

one area. Table 45 shows the areas in which incentives were in place. In one area 

(linkage programs) the percentage for Texas institutions exceeded 30%. By contrast 

the percentages for benchmark institutions were greater than 30% in five of the seven 

areas. This could be related to the time that it takes to put administrative procedures 

in place in colleges and universities. 
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13. Is there a reward system to encourage faculty to participate in 
internationalizing the curriculum? 
If yes, please circle numbers) for the activities rewarded: 
1 Curriculum development 
2 Developmental leaves/sabbaticals outside the U.S. 
3 Research 
4 Processes to seek federal funding for international education curriculum 
5 Other: 

Table 46 

Reward Systems 
Number of responses and 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # 

(%) 
# 

(%) 

13. Curriculum development 12 3 
(23.1) (60.0) 

Developmental leaves/sabbaticals 10 4 
outside U.S. (19.2) (80.0) 

Research 9 0 
(17.3) (0.0) 

Processes to seek federal funding for 10 2 
international education (19.2) (40.0) 

Other 1 0 
(1.9) (0.0) 

Fifty-two Texas institutions responded to this question; of these, 20 (38.5%) 

stated that reward systems were in place. Table 46 shows areas in which reward 

systems were reported. All 6 benchmark institutions responded; of these, 5 (80.0%) 

reported they had reward systems. The responses to this question clearly showed that 

benchmark institutions led Texas in establishing faculty reward systems. Benchmark 

institutions had reward systems in place more than twice as frequently as did Texas 
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institutions in three of the four named areas. Demographics could influence the 

responses to this question; research universities would place more emphasis on 

research than other universities. 

14. In your opinion, when faculty participate in international education what 
is their perception of the effect on their standing for 

enhanced no effect jeopardized 
tenure 1 2 3 
promotion 1 2 3 
merit raises 1 2 3 
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This question was subjective and asked for the perception of the person 

completing the questionnaire. It is not known whether that person had input from 

faculty members. Based on the perception of the person preparing the response, it is 

noted that in only one case (a Texas public institution) was participation in 

international education activities thought to jeopardize the faculty member's chances 

for tenure. The combined averages show that standing for tenure and merit raises is 

less than 45% and for promotion is 50.9%. However, it is realized that responses 

from department chairs and faculty might result in a different spread of responses. 

Analysis of Faculty Development 

The results from the questions in this area almost overwhelmingly show that 

the benchmark institutions were more active in faculty development than Texas 

institutions and had more administrative procedures in place to enhance faculty 

development in the area of international education. 

CuiTiculum 

Question 15-19 addressed curriculum issues and included organization for 

international/global studies, degrees and certificates awarded, foreign languages 

offered, institution-wide requirements, and ESL. courses. These questions and 

responses are presented followed by an analysis. 
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15. How are international/global studies organized at 
your institution? 

Circle number(s) for all that apply: 
1 Integrated/infused into regular curriculum (e.g. modules in existing 

classes) 
2 Separate courses which specifically address international dimensions 

Number of separate courses 
3 Curriculum leading to degree in international/global studies, area 

specialization 
4 Curriculum leading to a minor in international/global studies, area 

specialization 
5 Curriculum leading to a certificate in international/global studies, area 

specialization 
6 Other: 
7 No organized international/global studies offered 

Table 48 

Organization of International/global Studies 

Number of institutions 

Institutions Texas # Benchmark # 

15. Integrated/infused 32 5 

Separate courses * # 30 5 

Curriculum leading to degree 16 4 

Curriculum leading to a minor 18 6 

Curriculum leading to a certificate 2 2 

Other 6 0 

No organized international/global studies 
offered 

8 0 

Note: 
*17 Texas institutions reported a total of 307 courses that specifically address 
international dimension. 
#2 Benchmark institutions reported a total of 105 courses that specifically 
address international dimension. 

Eight Texas institutions reported no international/global studies offered; 33 

made multiple responses; and 12 made a single response. All 6 of the benchmark 
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institutions made multiple responses. Table 48 shows the frequency of responses to 

each part of the question. 

16. If degrees or certificates are awarded in international studies, how many 
were awarded in past two years? 
Number of students awarded degrees 
Number of students awarded certificates 

Table 49 

Degrees and Certificates 
Number of degrees 

Institutions Texas # Benchmark # 

16. No. of degrees awarded 276 66 

No. of certificates awarded 0 50 

Twelve Texas institutions reported awarding degrees, and none reported 

awarding certificates. Of the 276 degrees awarded, the Texas average was 23 per 

institution. Three benchmark institutions reported awarding degrees, for an average of 

22 per institution. One reported awarding 50 certificates, and one reported 22 minors 

in international education. (Minors were not asked for in the survey and are not 

reported in Table 49.) 
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17. Please circle number(s) for the languages offered by your institution, and 
indicate those offered as a major or minor: 

# COURSES UNGD MAJOR/UNGD MINOR/GRAD DEG 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

Arabic 
Chinese 
French 
German 
Greek 
Italian _ 
Japanese 
Korean 
Latin 
Russian 
Spanish 
Other 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
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More Texas institutions offered Spanish, German, and French than other 

languages. These were offered by all the benchmark institutions. Texas institutions 

offered a wider variety of languages, many available only at The University of Texas 

at Austin. 

18. Indicate which of the following are institution-wide requirements for 
undergraduate degrees: 
Foreign Language 

If yes, number of semester hours 
Courses with international content 

If yes, number of semester hours 
International experience (e.g. study abroad) 

If yes, number of semester hours 

Table 51 

Institutional Requirements 

Number yes and average 
semester hours 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

(Avg.) (Avg.) 
18. Foreign language 23 4 

(8.52) (7.3) 

Courses with international content 15 4 
(4.7) (5.5) 

International experience 3 0 
(16.0) (0.0) 

Twenty-three of the 50 Texas institutions responding (46.0%) required foreign 

language for graduation as compared to 4 of the 6 (66.7%) benchmark institutions. 

Requirements for courses with international content was led by benchmark institutions 

(4 of 6—66.7%) as compared to Texas institutions responding (25 of 44-34.1%). 
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Three of the 43 (7.0%) Texas institutions required international experience whereas 

this was not required in any of the 5 benchmark institutions responding. 

19. Does your institution offer English as second language courses (ESL)? 
If yes, 
Are students given academic credit for these ESL courses? 

Table 52 

ESL Courses 

Number of responses and % yes 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

(%) (%) 

19. English as second language offered 51 6 
(66.7) (100) 

Credit for ESL 41 6 
(41.5) (66.7) 

All benchmark institutions offered ESL courses, and two thirds gave academic 

credit. In Texas two thirds of the responding institutions offered ESL courses, and 

just over 40% gave academic credit for their courses. 

Analysis of Curriculum Issues 

The responses to these questions reveal that the benchmark institutions have 

organized more to incorporate international/global studies in the curriculum than Texas 

institutions. This could be a result of their longer involvement in international 

education, a greater commitment to international education (as evidenced in the 

responses to Part 1 of the questionnaire), or a combination of both factors. Twelve 

Texas institutions, 22.6% of those responding to the survey, reported awarding degrees 

in international education, whereas 3 (50%) of the benchmark institutions reported 

awarding degrees in international education. The Texas and benchmark institutions 
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awarding degrees in international studies averaged almost the same per institution. 

One benchmark institution reported awarding 50 certificates, whereas none were 

awarded in Texas during the reporting period. Table 50 shows that Texas institutions 

averaged more foreign language courses than the benchmark institutions; however, 2 

of the benchmark institutions did not report the number of courses. Graduation 

requirements show that benchmark institutions required foreign languages and courses 

with international content more frequently than Texas institutions. None of the 

benchmark institutions required international experience, whereas 3 institutions in 

Texas did. Benchmark institutions all offered ESL, and more awarded academic credit 

than Texas institutions. The data gathered by this part of the questionnaire show that, 

in the area of curriculum, the benchmark institutions had more offerings and 

requirements in most areas than Texas institutions except for the greater variety of 

languages offered by The University of Texas at Austin and the international 

experience required by 3 Texas institutions. 

Out of Country Education 

The third area of Part 2 of the questionnaire addressed out of country education 

and consisted of Questions 20 and 21. The former addressed arrangements for U.S. 

students to study abroad, and the latter asked for the countries where there were active 

institutional agreements. These questions and the responses are presented, followed by 

a brief analysis. 
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20. How does your institution facilitate U.S. students' participation in 
credit-bearing study abroad programs? Please circle number(s) for all that 
apply: 

1 Consortia arrangements 
2 Agencies 
3 Other Texas institutions 
4 Other U.S. institutions 
5 Your own study abroad programs 
6 Direct exchange programs 
7 Special program for transfer of credits earned at overseas institutions 
8 Financial aid/scholarships 
9 Study abroad resource library 

10 Study abroad orientation/debriefing programs 
11 Study abroad advisor 
12 Other 
13 None 
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Table 53 

Arrangements for Study Abroad for Credit 

Number of institutions and % 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

(%) (%) 

20. Consortia arrangements 31 4 
(58.5) (66.7) 

Agencies 8 1 
(15.1) (16.7) 

Other Texas institutions 11 0 
(20.8) (0.0) 

Other U.S. institutions 12 3 
(22.6) (50.0) 

Your own study abroad programs 30 6 
(56.6) (100) 

Direct exchange programs 20 6 
(37.7) (100) 

Special program for transfer of credits from 10 3 
overseas (18.9) (50.0) 

Financial aid/scholarships 18 5 
(34.0) (83.3) 

Study abroad resource library 8 5 
(15.1) (83.3) 

Study abroad orientation/debriefing 12 4 
(22.6) (66.7) 

Study abroad advisor 17 6 
(32.1) (100) 

Other 3 0 
(5.7) (0.0) 

None 3 0 
(5.7) (0.0) 

This table shows that both benchmark and Texas institutions had participated in a 

variety of ways for U.S. students to study abroad. Most commonly, benchmark 

institutions had their own study abroad programs and direct exchanges programs. 
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Texas institutions by comparison most frequently used consortia arrangements and 

their own study abroad programs. Three Texas institutions reported having no 

arrangements. All of the benchmark institutions had a study abroad advisor, whereas 

only about one third of the Texas institutions had an advisor. 

21. Please list countries where you have active institutional agreements: 

NAME OF COUNTRY NUMBER OF AGREEMENTS 

Table 54 

Active Institutional Agreements 

# institutions and # agreements 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # Institutions # Institutions 

# Agreements # Agreements 
21. Active institutional agreements 35 6 

89 97 

All of the benchmark institutions reported active institutional agreements, whereas 

35 Texas institutions (66.0% of those responding to the survey) reported these 

agreements. The benchmark institutions reported an average of 16.2 agreements, 

whereas Texas institutions reported an average of 2.5 agreements. It is suggested that 

the benchmark institutions, with their long involvement with international education, 

have had more time to formalize these agreements than have the Texas institutions. 
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Table 55 

Geographical Dispersion of Institutional Agreements 

21a. List of Countries 

Texas Countries Benchmark Countries 

Austria Malaysia Afghanistan Italy 
Belize Mexico Australia Japan 
Brazil Norway Austria Malawi 
China Russia Canada Mexico 
Costa Rica Spain China Pakistan 
Egypt Sri Lanka Costa Rica Philippines 
England Taiwan Czech Republic Poland 
France Turkey Egypt Romania 
Germany U.A.E. England Russia 
Hong Kong U.K. Finland South Africa 
Japan Uzbekistan France Spain 
Korea Germany Sweden 

India Taiwan 

Ireland U.K. 

Table 55 shows that the benchmark institutions' active international agreements 

had a wider geographical dispersion of countries than did the Texas institutions. With 

the benchmark institutions reporting an average of more agreements than did Texas 

institutions, it is reasonable to have these results. The benchmark and Texas 

institutions had agreements in 10 of the same countries. 
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Analysis of Out of Country Education 

Both Texas and benchmark institutions reported a variety of arrangements for 

study abroad for credit. Consortia arrangements and the institution's own study abroad 

programs were the most common in Texas. All the benchmark institutions responding 

reported having their own study abroad and direct exchange programs. All the 

benchmark and two thirds of the Texas institutions reported active international 

agreements. The average number of agreements for benchmark institutions was almost 

eight times greater than for Texas institutions. The benchmark institutions reported 

institutional agreements in 28 countries; the Texas institutions had agreements in 23 

countries. 

International Student Support Services 

Part 3 of the questionnaire was used to determine the number of international 

students enrolled and the support services provided these students. It consisted of 4 

questions, 22-25. The questions and responses are presented below. 

22. How many international students were enrolled Fall 1992? 

a. Graduate 
b. Undergraduate 
c. Non-degree programs 
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Table 56 

Enrollments of International Students 
Number of institutions and total 

# of students 

Texas Benchmark 
Institution-> # Inst. # Inst. 

Students Students 
22. Graduate 32 3 

9432 1571 

Undergraduate 44 6 
7373 922 

Non-degree programs 10 3 
648 633 

The 32 Texas institutions responding to the number of graduate students averaged 

295 students; for the benchmark institutions, the 3 responding averaged 524 students. 

This shows that the benchmark institutions lead Texas institutions by about 5 students 

to 3. In the undergraduate programs, the 44 Texas institutions averaged 168 students, 

and the benchmark institutions averaged 154. This shows that Texas institutions had a 

slight lead over the benchmark institutions. Ten Texas institutions reported an average 

of 65 students in non-degree programs, and 3 benchmark institutions averaged 211. 

The differences could be explained by different recruiting efforts, different programs, 

and differences in the international reputations of the institutions responding. 

23. Does your institution have programs to actively integrate the international 
student body into the overall college/university life? 
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Table 57 

Integration of International Students into Campus Life 

Number of institutions and % 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

(%) (%) 

23. Program to integrate international students 51 6 
into college life (78.4) (100) 

Table 57 clearly shows that benchmark institutions have made a greater effort to 

integrate international students into college life. All of the benchmark institutions had 

programs in place, whereas 78.4% of the Texas institutions had established programs. 

24. Is there specific guidance provided to the staff and faculty in how to assist 
the foreign students on your campus? 

Table 58 

Guidance for Faculty 

Number of institutions and % 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

(%) (%) 

24. Guidance for faculty in assisting foreign 52 6 
students (53.8) (83.3) 

Table 58 shows that the benchmark institutions (83.3%) lead Texas institutions 

(53.8%) in providing guidance to the faculty in assisting foreign students. This 

follows the data previously reported in faculty development. 
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25. Circle number(s) for all activities/services provided to your international 
students: 
1 Initial orientation 
2 Pre-academic English as a second language program 
3 Counseling 
4 Immigration advising 
5 Assistance with documentation 
6 Exit interviews 
7 U.S. student peer assignments 
8 Student conferences on international affairs or global topics 
9 International club 
10 Foreign language club 
11 International week 
12 International students utilized as guest lecturers in the classroom 
13 Other services (please list): 

Table 59 

Activities/Services for International Students 
Number of institutions 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

25. Initial orientation 43 6 

Pre-academic English as second language 30 6 

Counseling 48 6 

Immigration advising 44 5 

Assistance w/documentation 41 6 

Exit interviews 13 2 

U.S. student peer assignments 16 5 

Student conferences on global topics 15 3 

International club 38 6 

Foreign language club 18 3 

International week 23 4 

International students as guest lecturers 20 6 

Other services 5 1 
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Forty-nine Texas and 6 benchmark institutions responded listing areas of 

activities/services provided to international students. Table 59 gives a comparison of 

the activities/services provided. Thirteen areas were addressed; of these, all of the 

benchmark institutions reported activities/services in 6 areas: initial orientation, pre-

academic English as second language, counseling, assistance with documentation, 

international club, and international students as guest lecturers. Least often reported 

were exit interviews, student conferences on global topics, and foreign language clubs. 

In Texas the most frequently reported were counseling, immigration advising, initial 

orientation, assistance with documentation, international club, and pre-academic 

English as second language. None of the Texas institutions listed all of the areas. 

Least frequently reported were exit interviews, student conferences on global issues, 

and U.S. student peer assignments. Of the 6 activities/services on the most frequent 

list 4, were reported by both Texas and benchmark institutions. 

Analysis of International Student Support Services 

Benchmark institutions averaged 521 students in all programs. The 49 Texas 

institutions responding had an average of 356 students. This shows that benchmark 

institutions led Texas institutions by almost 5 students to 3 in all programs; however, 

Texas institutions averaged more students in undergraduate programs than did the 

benchmark institutions. The survey did not ask for information about recruiting 

programs, programs specifically designed for international students, etc.,and none was 

reported. This could, in part, account for the differences. Another factor influencing 

the difference may be that the benchmark institutions have a longer history of 
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involvement in international education than do Texas institutions. In the responses to 

the other questions in this part, the benchmark institutions led the Texas institutions in 

programs to integrate international students in college life, faculty guidance in 

assisting foreign students, and provision of activities/services for international students. 

Again, their history of involvement with international education could in part explain 

the lead that benchmark institutions have. 

Outreach 

Part 4 of the questionnaire addressed outreach activities of the institution. The 

first five questions (26-30) asked about community outreach activities, and the final 

three questions (31-33) asked about outreach abroad. 

Community 

The questions and responses on community outreach are presented, followed by 

an analysis. 

26. Does your institution participate or sponsor any community-based programs 
which enhance understanding of global or international issues? 

27. Have outside speakers/guests visited your campus in the last two years to 
discuss international affairs, global issues, foreign cultures, etc? 

28. Are host families involved with individual international students? 
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Table 60 

Relations with the Community 

Number of institutions 

Institutions 
Texas # Bencohmark # 

26. Participation in community-based programs 31 6 

27. Outside speakers in last two years 49 6 

28. Host families involved with international 
students 

33 6 

All of the benchmark institutions were active in the areas addressed by these 

three questions. In Texas over 90% of the institutions reported having outside 

speakers, over 60% had host families involved with their international students, and 

almost 60% participated in community-based programs. The results from these 

questions show that benchmark institutions were more active in the areas addressed by 

the questions than were the Texas institutions. 

29. Circle number(s) for any of the following international continuing 
education programs which you now offer, or have offered, to the local 
business community: 

1 Short-term foreign language 
2 Import/export training 
3 Training for foreign workers in the U.S. 
4 Specialized English language training (ESL) 
5 Tailored occupational programs 
6 International business seminars 
7 Other (please list): 
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Table 61 

Services Provided Local Business 

Number of institutions 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

29. Short-term foreign language 22 3 

Import/export training 10 1 

Training for foreign workers in U.S. 6 1 

Specialized English language training 24 2 

Tailored occupational programs 9 1 

International business seminars 21 4 

Other 3 2 

Thirty-five Texas and 5 benchmark institutions responded to this question. The 

response rate for the institutions participating in the survey was 66.0% for Texas 

institutions and 83.3% for benchmark institutions indicating that benchmark 

institutions are more active in this area. The responses to this question show that 

neither benchmark nor Texas institutions were as actively involved with activities to 

provide services for local businesses as they were in community relations. In Texas 

the leading activities included specialized English language training (45%), short-term 

foreign language training (42%), and international business seminars (40%). In all 

other areas the responses were less than 20%. The benchmark institutions led in 

international business seminars (67%) and short-term foreign language (50%). All 

other areas were reported by one third or less of the responding institutions. 
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30. Circle number(s) for the services provided to the community: 
1 International database of institution resources 
2 Translating 
3 International students utilized as guest speakers 
4 Assistance to K-12 schools in your area to enhance international education 
5 Document interpretation services 
6 Other (please list): 

Table 62 

Services Performed for the Community 

Number of institutions 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

30. International database of resources 4 1 

Translating 17 4 

International students as guest speakers 27 6 

Assistance to K-12 schools 18 5 

Document interpretation services 8 2 

Other 2 0 

Forty-seven responding Texas institutions (88.7%) and all 6 responding 

benchmark institutions (100%) reported activities in this area. The responses showed 

that both Texas and benchmark institutions were active in having international students 

as guest speakers, in assisting K-12 schools, and in translating. In the other areas, the 

responses were one third or less. 

Analysis of Community Outreach Programs 

Community relations was the leading area for both benchmark and Texas 

institutions; however, benchmark institutions were more active than Texas institutions. 
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Considering the total number of possible responses to the question on services for 

business, responses from Texas institutions were slightly higher than for benchmark 

institutions. In services for the community, the percentage of the total possible 

responses for benchmark institutions was almost 20% higher than for Texas 

institutions. Comparing services for business and the community benchmark 

institutions responded much more frequently to the areas in services for the 

community, whereas Texas institution responses gave a slight lead to services for 

business. 

Out of Country Outreach 

The final three questions addressed out of country outreach programs with 

foreign institutions, distance education, and technical assistance. These questions and 

the responses are presented, followed by an analysis. 

31. Does your institution have a "sister" relationship in which it is involved 
with a city or institution outside the U.S.? 
If yes, list location(s): 

Table 63 

Sister Relationships with Foreign Institutions 

Number of institutions 

Institutions 
Texas # Benchmark # 

31. Sister relationship 21 4 

Two thirds of the benchmark and 40% of the Texas institutions reported having a 

sister relationship with foreign institutions. One benchmark institution reported sister 

relationships with 15 universities and 2 cities; another reported four locations; and two 
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others reported a single location. Six Texas institutions reported multiple locations, 

and the others either listed a single location or did not specify the location(s). One 

Texas institution was involved with the local city and also with a sister city abroad. 

32. Does your institution offer any distance education courses (using 
telecommunications technologies) outside the U.S.? 
If yes, list location(s): 

Only two institutions responding to this question reported offering distance 

education. The benchmark institution reported the location in Pakistan. The Texas 

institution reporting distance education did not specify the location. 

33. Does your institution provide technical assistance to foreign governments, 
institutions or agencies? 
If yes, please circle number(s) for the sponsoring agency (agencies) and list 
location(s): 
Sponsoring (contracting) agency Location(s) 
1 International agency (e.g., UN) 
2 US government agency (e.g., AID) 
3 Foreign government agency 
4 Other US university (universities) 
5 Foreign university 
6 US private agency 
7 Foreign private agency 
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Table 64 

Foreign Technical Assistance 

Number of institutions and % 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

(%) (%) 

33. Technical assistance to foreign governments, 14 3 
. institutions or agencies (31.8) (50.0) 

Table 65 

Technical Assistance 

Number of institutions 

Texas Benchmark 
Institutions # # 

33a. International agency 2 1 

U.S. government agency 9 3 

Foreign government agency 8 0 

Other U.S. university 1 0 

Foreign university 13 0 

U.S. private agency 3 0 

Foreign private agency 3 0 
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Table 66 

Countries Provided Technical Assistance 

33a. List of countries reported by: 

Texas 1 | Benchmark 
Africa (country not 
specified) 

Kenya Saudi Arabia Afghanistan 

Brazil Korea Senegal Czech Republic 
Canada Lithuania Spain Nepal 
China Malaysia Sri Lanka Pakistan 
Egypt Mexico Taiwan Philippines 
France Morocco Thailand Uganda 
Germany Nairobi Turkey 
Indonesia Niger U.A.E. 
Japan Poland 
Jordan Russia 

The responses to this question have been arranged in three tables. Table 64 

shows that the benchmark institutions are more active than Texas institutions in 

providing foreign technical assistance. Table 65 shows that the Texas institutions are 

involved with a greater variety of agencies and universities than are the benchmark 

institutions. Table 66 shows the geographic dispersion of the countries where Texas 

and benchmark institutions had active assistance programs. 

Analysis of Out of Country Outreach 

This part of the questionnaire addressed out of country outreach. Benchmark 

institutions were more active in sister relationships and foreign technical assistance 

programs than were Texas institutions. This again could be because the benchmark 
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institutions have a longer history of involvement in international education than do 

Texas institutions. Distance education has been given little emphasis by the 

institutions participating in this survey; perhaps this is because distance education is a 

relatively recent innovation that depends on the institution's commitment to using new 

technology. Further, cost might be a major consideration in deciding whether to 

commit resources to the new technology. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDY 

Summary 

This study has examined international education programs in Texas 4-year 

colleges, universities, and medical schools. One purpose was to determine how Texas 

institutions compare to a general theoretical model of international education discussed 

in the literature. The second purpose was to compare Texas institutions to selected 

benchmark institutions. A four-part descriptive survey instrument was designed, based 

on a modified taxonomy of international education. The instrument was evaluated by 

a panel of experts to establish validity. A pilot survey was conducted with selected 

individuals in Texas 4-year institutions completing the questionnaire. The returns were 

compared with a later mailing to the presidents/chancellors of the same institutions. 

Because only minor differences were found, reliability was inferred. After participants 

returned the pilot survey questionnaires, the instrument was mailed to 79 

presidents/chancellors of Texas 4-year institutions. The survey was also sent to the 13 

presidents/chancellors of selected out-of-state institutions with a long history of 

international education. The results of the survey were used to compare these 

benchmark institutions with Texas institutions. 

150 
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The response rate was 70.9% (56 of 79) from Texas institutions and 46.2% (6 

of 13) from the selected benchmark institutions. The completed survey questionnaires 

were used to determine frequencies and percentages; the results are presented in 

Chapter 4. The results from the Texas institutions were summarized and an analysis 

made of the comparison between Texas institutions and the benchmark institutions. 

Texas medical institutions were not included in the comparison. 

Summary of Findings 

A summary of the major findings is presented based on the literature review 

and the results of the survey, 

1. The modified taxonomy of international education based on the literature 

survey contained four parts: (a) administration, (b) instructional activities, (c) 

international student support services, and (d) outreach. The taxonomy (Appendix C) 

did not address administration; however, the literature review revealed that this was an 

important aspect of international education, and it was included in the survey 

instrument. The responses to the survey showed that most of the institutions had 

activities/programs in all of the areas of the modified taxonomy. The four areas are 

addressed separately. 

2. Administration: Fewer than half of the Texas institutions had addressed 

international education in their mission statements or had established institution-wide 

written policies. Yet, institutions reporting no mention of international education in 

the mission statement and no written policies addressing international education had 

some international programs/activities. Two thirds of the benchmark institutions 
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addressed international education in their mission statements, and 80% of these 

institutions had institution-wide written policies. The 1993 AASCU survey reported 

60% of the respondents had written policy statements describing "a written policy 

statement describing a mission for and/or commitment to the university's involvement 

in international programs and activities" (American Association, 1994, p. 1). It is 

noted that the Texas averages are below the AASCU averages and the benchmark 

averages are above. 

The benchmark institutions led Texas institutions in establishing and staffing 

international education offices, indicating more activity in international 

activities/programs. The AASCU survey (American Association, 1994) reported that 

57% of the respondents had an Office of International Programs. In Texas institutions 

with international education offices (31.8%) the person in charge reported to someone 

outside of academic affairs; whereas in the benchmark institutions, the person in 

charge of the international education office reported either to the provost or to the vice 

president, academic affairs. The AASCU survey reported that in institutions with a 

centralized administration of international activities the administrator, in most cases, 

reported to the vice president for Academic Affairs (American Association, 1994). 

Texas led in advisory committees, whereas benchmark institutions had more 

policy committees. All of the benchmark institutions held membership in international 

education associations but fewer than three fourths of the Texas institutions were 

members. All benchmark institutions used multiple sources of funding and had 

budgeted institutional funds. In Texas, 73.3% of the institutions that reported funding 
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used multiple sources, and 60.1% used institutional funds. Sixty-one percent of the 

respondents to the AASCU survey reported receiving funding for international 

programs/activities from sources other than the institution budget (American 

Association, 1994). 

3. Instructional activities: This area included faculty development, curriculum 

issues, and out of country education. About one third of the Texas institutions 

reported a centralized database of faculty/staff expertise and faculty participation in 

international education, whereas two thirds of the 6 benchmark institutions reported 

having a centralized data base. Faculty participation in international education 

activities was greater in benchmark institutions (83.3%) than in Texas institutions 

(67.9%). Eighty percent of the benchmark institutions reported faculty incentives and 

reward systems; in Texas, the percentages were less than 50%. Faculty reward 

systems at the institutions responding to the AASCU survey do not specifically 

encourage international expertise (American Association, 1994). In the subjective 

question concerning faculty perceptions, a greater percentage of the respondents in 

benchmark institutions held the opinion that participation in international education 

activities enhanced the faculty standing for tenure and promotion than did the Texas 

respondents. The Texas respondents more frequently held the opinion that 

participation enhanced standing for merit raises. 

Forty-five of the Texas institutions and all of the benchmark institutions 

reported some form of organization for international studies. Eight Texas institutions 

reported no international/global studies offered. Twelve Texas institutions and three of 
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the benchmark institutions reported the awarding of degrees in international education. 

The average per institution was almost the same for Texas and benchmark institutions. 

One benchmark institution reported awarding certificates, and none were awarded in 

Texas. French, German, and Spanish were the most common languages offered in all 

institutions. Twenty-three Texas (43.4%) and four benchmark institutions (66.7%) had 

language requirements for graduation. ESL was offered in all benchmark institutions 

and in two-thirds of the Texas institutions. More benchmark institutions awarded 

academic credit for ESL than did Texas institutions. All benchmark institutions had a 

study abroad advisor; about one third of the Texas institutions had a study abroad 

advisor. Benchmark institutions averaged more arrangements for study abroad than 

did Texas institutions, and benchmark institutions had an average of 16.2 active 

institutional agreements; the Texas average was 2.5. 

4. International student support services: Foreign students were reported in 

graduate programs in 32 Texas institutions and 3 benchmark institutions. The average 

in Texas was 295 students per institution and, in benchmark institutions, 524 students 

per institution. In undergraduate programs 44 Texas institutions reported an average 

of 168 students per institution, whereas 6 benchmark institutions reported an average 

of 154 students per institution. Ten Texas institutions reported an average of 65 

students in non-degree programs; for 3 benchmark institutions, the average was 211. 

Of the 12 areas addressed in activities/services for international students, benchmark 

institutions had the activities/services in place for a greater percentage of the time than 

did Texas institutions. 
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5. Outreach: This area addressed both community and out of country 

outreach. All the benchmark institutions were active in the three areas of community 

relations addressed; in Texas 90% of the institutions responding had outside speakers, 

and 60% participated in community-based programs and had host families involved 

with international students. Benchmark institutions were more active than Texas 

institutions in providing services to both local businesses and the community. Both 

these areas had less activity than community relations. In out of country outreach, the 

benchmark institutions were more active in sister relationships and technical assistance 

to foreign governments, institutions, and agencies. Only two institutions (one Texas 

and one benchmark) reported having distance education. The AASCU survey reported 

that 45% of the respondents were involved in development, technical assistance, and/or 

training activities abroad in the pervious year (American Association, 1994). 

6. Benchmark institutions, having over a decade of involvement with 

international education, were more active in all areas than were Texas institutions. 

Texas institutions, from the tenor of the responses, ranged from little or no activity in 

international education to a history of involvement. 

Discussion of the Findings 

The literature review supports the need for institutions of higher education to 

become involved with international education in order to prepare students for living 

and working in the coming decades. The literature has many examples proclaiming 

the need and urgency for international education, and it contains a number of studies 

of the implementation of international education. The key is the interest, dedication, 



156 

and commitment of the leadership of the institution. Funding is critical, especially 

during times when institutions are faced with increasing demands and limited 

resources. Unfortunately, the funding for international education has not kept up with 

the recognized need. This applies at all levels (e.g., at the federal level, the 

International Education Act of 1966, which has never been funded). State governors' 

conferences have recognized the need for international education, but increased state 

funding probably is not forthcoming because of increased federal requirements for 

other programs that states must fund from their own resources. Public institutions are 

increasingly being squeezed for all programs by state legislatures and are forced to 

seek funds for international education from a variety of sources. Implementation of 

international education in colleges and universities suffers, especially where funds are 

concerned. In the comments on the survey questionnaire, Southwestern Texas State 

University reported that the school had developed a strategic plan to internationalize 

the school, but that it had implemented the plan in only a few areas where no 

expenditure of resources was required. 

A review of the questionnaires received from Texas institutions a wide range of 

international educational activities and programs. The Commissioners Advisory 

Committee noted that Texas institutions had a number of comprehensive and 

specialized approaches to international education that mirror the variety and role of 

missions among Texas institutions (Commissioner's Advisory Committee, 1990). A 

greater commitment to international education will be shown when more Texas 

institutions include international education in their mission statement, establish written 
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policies to further the aims of international education, and establish international 

offices. Commitment of the faculty and faculty development is another key. The 

literature states the need for more faculty incentive and reward programs. There are 

suggestions that faculty shy away from international education and interdisciplinary 

programs because of the effect on their standing in their individual disciplines. The 

survey results in Texas (one subjective question) do not seem to support this; however, 

the results might be different if a comprehensive survey were made of faculty and 

department chairs. Faculty exchange and study abroad programs for faculty are cited 

in the literature as opportunities for faculty to bring an international perspective into 

the classroom, but this may be hindered by lack of funding in this area. The literature 

emphasizes that faculty interest and support is necessary to internationalize the 

curriculum. It is realized that curriculum change occurs slowly and that there are 

competing demands from various constituents to include subjects in the core. The 

Commissioner's Advisory Committee noted that foreign language study was 

sometimes part of the curriculum, but not normally in the required general education 

core and that most core curricula did not address cross-cultural issues. As institutions 

realize and accept the need to internationalize the campus, it is expected that more 

changes will be made to internationalize the curriculum. 

With increased internationalization and movement toward a world economy, 

study abroad is becoming more important for this county. This study reveals that 3 

Texas and 5 benchmark institutions had institution-wide requirements for international 

experience. It is encouraging that Texas institutions have a variety of ways for 
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students to study abroad for credit. The Commissioner's Advisory Committee noted 

that many study abroad experiences offered little opportunity for students to continue 

their major course work (Commissioner's Advisory Committee, 1990). The survey did 

not ask, nor was it reported, how many students had participated in study abroad 

programs. The 6 benchmark and 17 Texas institutions had study abroad advisors, 

which may indicate that students in the other Texas institutions who wish to study 

abroad are left to their own devices. 

Forty-seven Texas institutions responded, reporting over 17,000 international 

students on campus in the fall of 1992. Over half of the institutions had programs to 

integrate these students into campus life and had guidance for faculty in assisting 

foreign students, but they lag in both areas when compared to the benchmark 

institutions. Texas institutions provided a wide range of activities/services for 

international students, but lagged behind benchmark institutions in all but one area. It 

is expected that, when the Texas institutions have a longer experience with 

international education, more programs will be in place to provide activities/services 

for foreign students. 

Community outreach is another important aspect of international education. 

Both Texas and benchmark institutions reported more activity in community relations 

than in services provided local businesses or the local community. In Texas over 20 

institutions had short-term foreign language programs (it was not asked or reported 

what languages), specialized English training, and international business seminars. 

The literature describes how business values an international perspective, and it is 
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expected that in the future there will be more activity in this area. Most often both 

Texas and benchmark institutions had programs to provide international students as 

guest speakers for the community, followed by assistance to K-12 schools and 

translating. Benchmark institutions were more active in all outreach areas than were 

Texas institutions. 

Out of country outreach is another aspect of outreach programs. Benchmark 

institutions were more active in sister relationships and technical assistance to foreign 

governments, institutions, or agencies than Texas institutions. Neither Texas nor 

benchmark institutions were active in distance education, with only two institutions 

reporting activity in this area. As institutions increase the use of technology, there 

will probably be more activity in areas such as distance education. 

Conclusions 

The purposes of the study were met with the following conclusions being 

drawn: 

1. The first purpose of the study was to determine the components of 

international education. The literature review identified a taxonomy of international 

education that contained three components; international studies, international 

exchange, and technical assistance. The literature review also showed the importance 

of administration that was not in the taxonomy; therefore, a modified taxonomy of 

international education was used in the study that had as components administration, 

instructional activities, international student support services, and outreach. 
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2. The second purpose of the study was to determine the emphasis given 

international education by government and other agencies. The literature review 

shows that the federal government has realized the importance of international 

education (e.g., the International Education Act of 1966 and the National Defense 

Education Act of 1958), but did not fund the former. A number of authors (e.g., 

Desruisseaux, 1992) have observed there is still no national policy for international 

education. The 1989 National Governor's Association winter meeting stressed the 

need for international education, but there was no evidence in the literature survey that 

the states have increased funding for international education. The AACSB indicated 

the need for international education in the master's programs, but did not define 

international education or give guidelines how international education was to be 

included in the programs. The SACS did not address international education in the 

accreditation manual. 

3. The third purpose of the study was to , briefly examine the history of 

international education and determine how the components developed. International 

education has a history that can be traced back to the early beginnings in the 

Hellenistic period, continued in the civilized world through the medieval universities 

and exists today in the UNESCO project, the studium integral. In the U. S., the 

universities draw on a variety of influences from England, Germany, Scotland, Holland 

and Italy. One author (Prokasy, 1990) contends that international education is nothing 

new - it has existed for as long as the U. S. has had colleges and universities. The 



161 

components of international education have evolved over time and are shown in the 

modified taxonomy used in this study. 

4. The fourth purpose of the study was to determine how the components of 

international education had been implemented in Texas colleges and universities. A 

review of the questionnaires returned by Texas institutions show that 87.5% (49 of 56) 

of the colleges and universities have activities and programs in the 4 areas of 

international education addressed in the questionnaire. Three reported activities and 

programs in 3 areas, 2 reported in 2 areas, 1 reported in 1 area, and one reported no 

activities or programs in any of the areas. A summary of the results can be found in 

the Summary of Findings earlier in this chapter. 

5. The fifth purpose of the study was to compare Texas institutions with 

selected benchmark institutions. The 6 benchmark institutions responding to the 

survey reported activities and programs in all 4 areas of the questionnaire. A 

summary of the results can be found in the Summary of the Findings earlier in this 

chapter. It is noted that when compared to benchmark institutions, Texas institutions 

lag in all areas addressed in the questionnaire. 

In addition the research questions were answered, with the following 

conclusions: 

1. The first research question was to a) determine the emphasis given 

international education by government and other agencies and b) determine the 

examples or models of international education given in the literature. 
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a. The literature review showed the need for international education and 

revealed that government, and other agencies support international education, but have 

not kept funding levels up to their proclamations. The literature revealed the need for 

campus leadership to show an interest, dedication, and commitment to international 

education. 

b. The literature review found a taxonomy of international education that had 

three components. The literature review also found that administration of international 

education was an important component which was not included in the taxonomy; 

therefore, a modified taxonomy of international education that has as components 

administration, instructional activities, international student support services, and 

outreach was used in the instrument developed for the survey. 

2. The second research question was to determine the elements of international 

education that had been implemented in Texas institutions based on a modified 

taxonomy of international education, conclusions were arrived at for each component 

addressed by the survey instrument. The Summary of Findings earlier in this chapter 

addresses each of the areas in more detail. 

a. Administration: The inclusion of international education in the mission 

statement and written policies to support international education reflect the 

commitment of campus leadership to international education. Establishing and staffing 

international education offices, needed to support international education activities and 

programs, will tend to reflect the commitment of campus leadership. A comparison of 

the number of advisory and policy committees gives an indication whether the control 
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is centralized or decentralized. Use of institutional funds to support international 

education activities and programs is also an indication of the priority international 

education has on the campus. 

b. Instructional activities: Faculty development, to include a centralized 

data base and incentive/reward systems is an indication of the priority that 

international education has on campus and to a degree reflect the faculty involvement 

in international education. 

c. International student support services: The activities/services that are in 

place will vary depending on the number of foreign students enrolled. The kinds of 

activities/services are an indication of the level of support for foreign students. 

d. Outreach: There are two elements of outreach, local and international. 

The survey revealed institutions were more active in community relations than in 

services to the community or local businesses. The level of out of country outreach 

activity is an indication of the institution's involvement in world affairs. 

3. The third research question was to compare the implementation of 

international education in Texas institutions with selected benchmark institutions. The 

study shows that 87.5% (49 of 56) Texas institutions have implemented activities and 

programs in all areas of the modified taxonomy. The 6 benchmark institutions have 

activities and programs in all areas of the modified taxonomy. Texas institutions 

reported fewer activities and programs in the components than did benchmark 

institutions. More detailed information in each of the areas of the modified taxonomy 

is shown in the Summary of Findings earlier in this chapter. 
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Implications 

As the world moves toward a global economy international education becomes 

more critical. Increasingly trade, financial markets, and economies move toward the 

global marketplace which creates a need for leaders in education, government and 

business to understand the ramifications of this movement and for people to be 

prepared to live and work in an environment that is unknown today. Institutions of 

higher education have a strong responsibility to prepare people to deal effectively with 

the new world environment. This responsibility makes it critical for higher education 

to put greater emphasis on international education. The benchmark institutions in the 

field of international education provide good models. A review of the questionnaires 

reveal that some Texas institutions have a variety of international education activities 

and programs in place, but others could derive benefits for themselves and their 

graduates by placing more emphasis on international education. 

The key to increasing the number of activities and programs in Texas 

institutions, based on the literature, is the interest, dedication, and commitment of the 

leadership in the institution. An indication of the emphasis the presidents/chancellors 

place on various programs is reflected in all areas of the modified taxonomy. 

Funding was not a major emphasis in this study but it is another concern 

especially in view of increasing demands from various constituents and curtailment of 

federal and state funding. Texas institutions wishing to further international education 

must take aggressive measures to find additional revenues and, at the same time, 

eliminate archaic and parochial programs and ways of operating. This may require 
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that the institution's operating procedures be reinvented to receive the most for each 

dollar spent. 

Texas higher education institutions have diverse histories and serve a wide 

range of constituents and students. Often, both the original aims and the history and 

aims of the institution can lead to a mindset and an inclination to do things the way 

they were always done, with an emphasis on parochial interests. The world is 

changing and the student body is changing. Increasingly, older students are the norm; 

students often work while attending college and take more than the "old" 4 years to 

complete a degree. Also, minorities are more prevalent on campus than they were in 

the past. The nuclear family of the immediate post-World War II is no longer the 

norm but the exception. 

Society is changing and with it values change. Society is faced with problems 

that did not exist a decade ago. These factors, as well as the changes taking place in 

the world today, present problems that should be viewed as challenges and 

opportunities for higher education institutions. For graduates to be able to live and 

work in today's environment, higher education must recognize the challenges and use 

the opportunities to prepare graduates for the "real world". One of the pressing issues 

is to internationalize the campus. The diversity of the Texas higher education 

institutions makes it impossible to establish uniform standards for state institutions, but 

guidelines can assist institutions in achieving the internationalization of the campus. 

The institution can use the guidelines to establish or modify its' operating procedures 

to carry out an enlightened mission statement that includes international education. 
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Once the importance of international education is accepted on the campus, 

measures can be taken to incorporate international education into the curricula. 

Careful study can uncover opportunities to infuse international education into the 

existing core curriculum with a minimal expenditure of funds. A strategic plan to 

internationalize the campus can be developed, and, once developed, opportunities that 

require minimal funding may well present themselves. These activities can be 

implemented early as the institution moves to internationalize the campus. 

Task forces and committees can be valuable in involving faculty, staff, and 

students in the process. Texas institutions had approximately eight advisory 

committees for each policy committee. The ratio in benchmark institutions was 

approximately two advisory committees for each policy committee. 

Another opportunity for colleges and universities is that of using the resources 

of businesses with an international dimensions. Speakers are often provided, and there 

might be possibilities for student internships or work study programs. Businesses with 

an interest in the institution and its international education activities and programs this 

could develop into sources of funding. 

The ultimate goal must be to expand the international dimension of the campus. 

This will necessitate curriculum changes or modifications. The process must include 

higher administration, faculty, staff, and students. Once an international flavor is 

added, the institution will stand out among its peers and will add to the educational 

experience of the students. 
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Recommendations for Further Study 

The current study has revealed opportunities for further study in several areas. 

These are outlined below. 

1. The baseline data developed in this study can be used for a longitudinal 

study 3 to 5 years hence to determine what progress Texas institutions have made in 

implementing international education. 

2. Comparisons of the stage of implementation of international education 

would be useful. This survey did not request information concerning how long 

institutions had been involved with international education. Future surveys should 

request this information. A time line (e.g., less than 1 year, 1 to 5 years, 6 to 10 

years, and longer than 10 years) showing length of involvement with international 

education may show different numbers and types of programs. 

3. A comparison of Texas institutions with a history of a decade or more of 

involvement with international education and benchmark institutions would show if 

there were differences in norms. 

4. Funding is a major issue, and further study is needed to determine the 

sources and use of funds for international education. Institutions can use effective 

programs as models in developing additional sources and in making effective use of 

funds. Recent studies, the 1988-89 study by the Commissioner's Advisory Committee, 

the 1993 AASCU study and this study, did not address this issue in depth. 

5. Faculty perceptions about standing for tenure, promotion, and merit raises 

when participating in international education activities (e.g., travel to conferences in 
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the U.S. to international education conferences, travel to foreign nations, leave time) 

may differ with the length of time the institution has been involved with international 

education. A survey of department chairs and faculty and the perceptions compared 

on a time line could show differences in perceptions. 

6. Study abroad to include how institutions provide opportunities for study 

abroad, support given the students, and how the foreign experience relates to the 

student's major would be an indication of how institutions support this program. 
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FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 
(from Backman, 1984) 

State Universities 

The University of North Carolina at Charlotte - Earl L. Backman 

The University of Massachusetts at Amherst - Barbara B. Burn and Maryelis 
Suffern Lamet 

Western Kentucky University - Raymond L. Cravens 

Ohio University - Edward Baum 

Indiana University - John V. Lombardi 

Texas Southern University - Joseph Jones, Jr. 

Florida International University - Thomas A. Breslin 

The University of Nebraska at Omaha - Thomas E. Gouttierre 

Private Colleges and Universities 

Warren Wilson College - Jeana Dunn McKinney 

Linfield College - Joseph V. Navari 

Earlham College - Lewis M. Hoskins 

Utica College of Syracuse University - Richard B. Rosen 

Emory University - Kenneth W. Stein 

Pacific Lutheran University - Mordechai Rozanski 
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RESULTS OF A POLL OF FOURTEEN COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 

TOWARD THE EVOLUTION OF A MODEL 

Yes No 
46% 31% 1. Does your institution's mission statement address international education? If yes, 

please provide a copy. 

69% 15% 2. Does your institution have an office/individual with primary responsibility for 
international education? If yes, please provide the office name or individual's tide: 

0% 92% 3. Does your institution have reports showing how aggregate funding and sources 
of funding for international education have changed as compared to five and ten years 
ago? If yes, please provide copies or extracts from them. 

4. How are/were global international studies organized at your institution? Check all that apply. 

1992 1987 1984 

92% 85% 77% a. Integrated into regular curriculum 

92% 77% 77% b. Separate courses identified as having international content 

77% 69% 54% c. Specialized programs leading to international degree or certificate 

100% 92% 92% d. Study abroad programs 

100% 77% 69% e. International student exchange programs 

92% 69% 69% f. International faculty exchange programs 

• • • g- Other. Please identify: 
(Four respondents listed different areas) 

5. Comments regarding changes in your programs, faculty and/or student interest, support services for 
foreign students, etc. 

There was no discernable pattern in the comments made under question 5. 

All percentages are shown to the nearest whole number. The percentages in questions 1, 2, and 
3 do not add to 100% because all respondents did not answer these questions. 
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TAXONOMY OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION IN U.S. UNIVERSITIES 

International Studies International Exchange Technical Assistance 

>Foreign language and 
area studies 

international and topical 
problems and issues 
1. Peace/world order and/or 

global studies 
2. Development studies, 

women in development 
3. International relations 
4. Comparative studies 

>Outreach 
1. Campus based 
2. Community based 

>Study abroad by U.S. 
students and scholars 
1. U.S. students 

a. Travel and study 
abroad 

b. U.S. university and 
group sponsored 

c. College/university 
consortium 

d. U.S. agency 
e. Foreign university 
f. Direct enrollment 

2. Faculty 
a. Linkages/exchanges 
b. Professional meetings, 

visits 
c. Sabbaticals 

>Foreign students and 
scholars 
1. Foreign students 

a. Foreign student 
program 

b. Community programs 
c. English programs 
d. Admissions 

2. Foreign scholars 
programs 
a. Linkages/exchanges 
b. Professional meetings, 

visits 
c. Sabbaticals 

3. Campus visitors 

Adapted from Arum (1987, p. 23) 
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Presidents' Allocation on International Education of a Hypothetical Additional $100,000 
per Year, by Purpose and Institutional Type 

Purpose 

Percentage of Funds at— 

Purpose University Comprehensive Baccalaureate Two-year 

Faculty related 42% 38% 48% 43% 
Hire faculty with special inter-

national expertise 22 19 23 22 
Hire additional faculty for foreign 

language instruction 9 10 13 11 
Provide support for faculty to work 

abroad 11 9 12 10 
Student related 19 20 19 17 

Expand study abroad opportunities 15 12 12 11 
Increase the number of foreign 

students enrolled 4 8 7 6 

Curriculum related 22 26 22 22 
Develop new internationally oriented 

courses 9 13 8 8 
Sponsor international conferences. 

lectures, etc. S 5 7 7 
Increase the library's international 

collection 5 8 7 7 

Administration related 17 16 12 19 
Hire staff to build an administrative 

organization for international 
education 10 9 6 7 

Increase the number of institutions * 

with which the institution has 
linkages 5 5 4 6 

Increase technical assistance 
activities 2 2 2 6 

All purposes 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Source: Special HEP survey. No. 76. 

Source: Lambeit, 1989, p. 154 
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SURVEY OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
IN COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES IN THE STATE OF TEXAS 

Date: 
Institution: — - — 

Part 1. ADMINISTRATION OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 

Circle I for yes, 2 for no 
1 2 1. Does your institution's mission statement address international education. 

1 2 2. Do your institution-wide written policies address international education? 

1 2 3. Does your institution have an international education administrative office? 
If yes, please list: 
Name of the office „ — 

1 2 

1 2 

Number of full-time professional staff . 
Number of pan-time professional staff 
Number of full-time suppoti staff 
Number of part-time support staff 

4. Is there a person at your institution with primary responsibility for international education? 

If yes, please list the person's title: —— 

To whom does this person report within your institution: 
Circle the appropriate number 
1 President or Chancellor 
2 Provost 
3 Vice President - Academic Affairs 
4 Vice President • Student Affairs 
5 Other Vice President 
6 Other, within Academic Affairs 
7 Other, within Student Affairs 
8 Other 

5. Is there an institution-wide committee or task force concerned with international education issues of the 

international dimension of your campus? 

If yes, please circle number for area(s) in which the committee deals and indicate whether Utsan 

advisory or policy committee: 
Advisory Policy 

1 2 1 Exchange programs/linkages 
2 Study abroad 
3 International student advising 
4 Technical assistance 
5 Intensive English/ESL 
6 Sponsored students 
7 Foreign language instruction 
8 Area or international studies 1 * 

1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 

9 Foreign visitor program 
10 Community liaison 

1 2 
1 2 

1 2 6. Does your institution have a membership in any state, national, or international associations relaxed to 
your international education mission? 



179 

7. Sources) of funding for international education activities at your institution: 

Circle numbtr(s) for all that apply 
1 Institutional funds budgeted for international education 
2 Income generated through programs (e.g, overhead from international development projects, 

intensive English programs) 
3 Grants/contracts from federal government agencies 
4 Grams/contracts from state or local government agencies 
5 Grants/contracts from U.S. firms 
6 Grants/contracts from non-U.S. sources 
7 Grants from foundations 
8 Private gifts, grants, contracts 
9 Student fees 
10 Other 

Pan 2. INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES OF INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION 

Faculty Development: 

Circle 1 for yts, 2 for no . . . . . 
1 2 8. Docs your institution have a centralized data base of faculty/staff international expertise, and interests 

(e.g. publications, travel or work abroad, sponsor of an international student organization)? 

1 2 9. Does your institution have a centralized data base containing information about faculty participation in 

international education? 

10. In the past two academic years approximately how many 
a. faculty from foreign institutions taught/conducted research on your campus? 
b. of your faculty participated in programs, workshops or conferences in 

international education in the U.S.? 
c. of your faculty participated in programs, workshops or conferences in 

international education abroad? — 
d. of your (acuity taughl/conductcd research at institutions abroad? 

Circle I for yes, 2 for no . .. 
1 2 11. Does your institution provide centralized funding specifically for wtemauonal education xuvmes 

(e.g. programs, workshops, conferences, exchanges etc.)? 

1 2 12. Does your institution provide faculty incentives for international education activities? 
If yes, please circle numberfs) for all that apply: 
1 ln-house workshops/seminars 
2 Off campus workshops/seminars in the U.S. or abroad 
3 Linkage programs (e.g. other institutions, other countries) 
4 Foreign language classes 
5 Teaching in international education programs out of the discipline 
6 Additional time to work for tenure 
7 Other. 

1 2 13. Is there a reward system to encourage faculty to participate in internationalizing the curriculum? 
If yes t please circle numbers) for the activities rewarded: 
1 Curriculum development 
2 Developmental leaves/sabbaticals outside the U.S. 
3 Research 
4 Processes to seek federal funding for international education curriculum 
5 Other 
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14. In your opinion, when faculty participate in international education what is their perception of the effect 

on their standing for 
enhanced no effect jeopardized 

tenure 1 2 3 
promotion 1 2 3 
merit raises 1 2 3 

Curriculum: 

15. How are international/global studies organized at your institution? 
Circle number(s) for all that apply: 
1 Integrated/infused into regular curriculum (e.g. modules in existing classes) 
2 Separate courses which specifically address international dimensions 

Number of separate courses _ _ 
3 Curriculum leading to degree in international/global studies, area specialization 
4 Curriculum leading to a minor in international/global studies, ansa specialization 
5 Curriculum leading to a certificate in international/global studies, area specialization 
d Other 
7 No organized international/global studies offered 

16. If degrees or certificates are awarded in international studies, how many were awarded in past two 
years? 
Number of students awarded degrees _ _ _ _ 
Number of students awarded certificates 

17. Please circle numbers) for the languages offered by your institution, and indicate those offered as a 
major or minor 
LANGUAGE # COURSES UNDERGD MAJOR UNDERGD MINOR GRAB DEG 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
S 
9 
10 
11 
12 

Arabic 
Chinese 
French 
German 
Greek 
Italian 
Japanese 
Korean 
Latin 
Russian 
Spanish 
Other 

Circle 1 for yes, 2 for no 
18. Indicate which of the following are institu 

2 
2 

on-wide requirements for undergraduate degrees: 

1 2 Foreign Language If yes, number of semester hours 
1 2 Courses with international content If yes, number of semester hours 
1 2 International experience (e.g. study abroad) If yes, number of semester hours 

1 2 19. Does your institution offer English as second language courses (ESL)? 
// y**t 

l 2 Are students given academic credit for these ESL courses? 
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Out of Country Education; 

20. How does your institution facilitate U.S. students' participation in credit-bearing study abroad 
programs? PUas$ circU numbetis) for all thai apply: 
1 Consortia arrangements 
2 Agencies 
3 Other Texas institutions 
4 Other UJS. institutions 
5 Your own study abroad programs 
6 Direct exchange programs 
7 Special program for transfer of credits earned at overseas institutions 
8 Financial aid/scholarships 
9 Study abroad resource library 
10 Study abroad orientation/debriefing programs 
11 Study abroad advisor 
12 Other 
13 None 

21. Please list countries where you have active institutional agreements: 

NAME OF COUNTRY NUMBER OF AGREEMENTS 

Part 3. INTERNATIONAL STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES 

22. How many international students were enrolled Fall 1992? 
a. Graduate 
b. Undergraduate 
c. Non-degree programs 

Circle 1 for yesf 2 for no 
1 2 23. Does your institution have programs to actively integrate the international student body into the overall 

college/university life? 

1 2 24. Is there specific guidance provided to (he staff and faculty in how to assist the foreign students on 
your campus? 

25. Circle numbers) for all activities/services provided to your international students: 
1 Initial orientation 
2 Pre-academic English as a second language program 
3 Counseling 
4 Immigration advising 
5 Assistance with documentation 
€ Exit interviews 
7 U.S. student peer assignments 
8 Student conferences on international affairs or global topics 
9 International club 
10 Foreign language club 
11 International week 
12 International students utilized as guest lecturers in the classroom 
13 Other services (please list): 
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Part 4. OUTREACH 

Community: 

Circle 1 for yes, 2 for no 

1 2 26. Does your institution participate or sponsor any community-based programs which 
enhance understanding of global or international issues? 

1 2 27. Have outside speakers/guests visited your campus in the last two years to discuss international 
affairs, global issues, foreign cultures, etc? 

1 2 28. Are host families involved with individual international students? 

29. Circle numbers) for any of the following international continuing education programs which you 
now offer, or have offered, to the local business community: 
1 Short-term foreign language 
2 Import/export training 
3 Training for foreign workers in the U.S. 
4 Specialized English language training (ESL) 
5 Tailored occupational programs 
6 International business seminars 
7 Other (please list): 

30. Circle numbers) for the services provided to the community. 
1 International database of institution resources 
2 Translating 
3 International students utilized as guest speakers 
4 Assistance to K-12 schools in your area to enhance international education 
5 Document interpretation services 
6 Other (please list): 

Out of Country: 

Circle 1 for yes, 2 for no 
1 2 31. Does your institution have a "sister" relationship in which it is involved with a city or institution outside 

the U.S.? 
If yes. list location^: 

1 2 32. Does your institution offer any distance education courses (using telecommunications technologies) 
outside the U.S.? 
If yes. list location(s): 
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1 2 33. Does your institution provide technical assistance to foreign governments, institutions or agencies? 
V pltast circle numbers) for the sponsoring agency (agencies) and list location(s): 
Sponsoring (contracting) agency Location^) 
1 International agency (e.g., UN) 
2 US government agency (e.g„ USAID) 
3 Foreign government agency _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
4 Other US university (universities) 
5 Foreign university _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
6 US private agency ; 
7 Foreign private agency ; 

Pltast add any comments regarding international education areas you wish. 
(continue on additional sheets if necessary) 

If your institution has a model oroeram in any, or all of the international education areas below, please 
complete the following: 

Contact Person and Phone number 
Administrative Structure 
Faculty Development 
Curriculum 
Out of Country Education 
International Student Support Services _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
Community Ouueach 

Please give the name, position and phone number of the principal contact for international education 
at your institution: 

Name: 
Position: 
Phone: Area Code No. 

THANK YOU for completing this questionnaire. 
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TEXAS HIGHER EDUCATION 

C O O R D I N A T I N G B O A R D 
P.O. Box 12788 • Austin, Texai 78711 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

July 15, 1993 

To: Presidents/Chancellorsf 
Colleges and Universili 

From: Kenneth H. Ashworth /' 

Re: Survey of International Programs and 
Activities 

Tom Barker of the University of North Texas is a doctoral 
student studying international programming at four-year 
institutions in Texas. He has developed the enclosed survey 
instrument to study and better understand the participation of 
institutions like yours. The survey complements a separate study 
of community and technical colleges' involvement in international 
activities. 

In designing the survey instrument, Mr. Barker had the input 
and support of our Advisory Committee on International Issues. 
8ecause of this involvement, we believe that the information 
derived will provide valuable statewide information on this topic. 
It is our hope he may identify international initiatives which can 
serve as models for less experienced institutions. 

I hope you will return the survey form to Mr. Barker in the 
manner he requests. Thank you for your consideration and 
assistance. 
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COMMENTS AND MODEL PROGRAMS REPORTED BY TEXAS INSTITUTIONS 

COMMENTS 

University of Houston 

International education is decentralized on our campus. Colleges and faculty play a 
key role within their disciplines in developing agreements & exchanges. 

Prairie View A&M University 

Most colleges and departments at the university include some international education 
context/concepts in their curriculum. This is the approach which is preferable and will 
be followed across disciplines. This will not regate the courses, which because of the 
curriculum, have a high concentration on international education. Such courses reach 
only a small group or a specific college. Thus, education of the mass of students in 
better accomplished through the former approach. 

Southwest Texas State University 

SWT is evaluating it's international education programs and profile. President Jerome 
Supple established a commission to make recommendations for internationalizing the 
curriculum on campus in 1991. The commission completed its work in May 1992. If 
effect, the commission developed a strategic plan to internationalize SWT. Because of 
budget constraints, however, the plan has not been implemented except in those few 
instances where no expenditures of resources were required. 

University of Houston - Clear Lake 

Items in planning 
1. Adding international business concentration to MBA. 
2. Participation in NAFTA activities. 
3. Expansion of international transfer agreements. 
4. Continuation & expansion of providing faculty and administrative development for 
Mexico. 

Baylor University 

Global area study programs. 
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University of Central Texas 

We're just getting started! 

LeTourneau University 

Mission trips to foreign countries are an integral part of international education and 
service emphasis at LeTourneau University. Student trips are conducted every year, 
with approximately 89 students participating last year. 
A week on meetings and sessions focusing on foreign missions is held in the spring of 
each year featuring various cross cultural topics. All students are required to attend. 
Last year 35 mission representatives from approximately 25 foreign countries and 
mission organizations participated in the conference. 
Christian service through missions outreach is part of the heritage and purpose of 
LeTourneau University. 

The University of Texas Health Science Center at San Antonio 

We do not have an international education program at this health science center. I 
suspect that none of the health science centers in the state have such programs and if 
you use our responses you run the risk of skewing your results in a negative way. 
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MODEL PROGRAMS 

University of Houston 

International Student Support Services: Jack Burke (713) 743-5065 

The University of Texas at Austin 

Out of Country Education: Dr. Robert Green (512) 471-5515 
Dr. Henry A. Dietz (512) 471-4141 

University of North Texas 

Administrative Structure: Dr. Tom Hoemeke (817) 565-2197 
Faculty Development: " 
Curriculum: " 
Out of Country Education: " 
International Student Support Services: " 
Community Outreach: 

Texas Tech University 

International Student Support Services: Jacque S. Behrens (806) 742-3667 
Community Outreach: Idris R. Traylor (806) 742-2218 

University of Houston - Clear Lake 

Out of Country Education: Jerry Rhodeback (713) 283-2550 
(Transfer articulation) 

University of Texas - Pan-American 

Out of Country Education: Dr. Lino Garcia, Jr. (210) 381-3441 
International Student Support Services: Santiago Villanueva (phone # not given) 
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Austin College 

Faculty Development: David Jordan (903) 813-2226 
International Student Support Services: Jim Knowlton (903) 813-2350 

Paul Quinn College 

Administrative Structure: Dr. Joseph O. Esin 
Faculty Development: Dr. Weldon J. Walton 
Curriculum: Dr. Weldon J. Walton 
International Student Support Services: Ms. Marilyn O. Marshall 
Community Outreach: Dr. Burtis B. Robinson 

(Phone #s not given) 

St. Mary's University 

Out of Country Education: Dr. Manuel/Sr. Catron/Dean Aldave 
(Phone #s not given) 

International Student Support Services: Helen Garza (210) 436-3701 

Texas Lutheran College 

International Student Support Services: Stan Meyer (210) 372-8060 

Trinity University 

Faculty Development: Dr. Donald Clark (Phone # not given) 
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PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS 

Texas 

Public 

East Texas State University 
Lamar University at Beaumont 
Lamar University at Port Arthur 
Laredo State University 
Midwestern State University 
Prairie View A & M University 
Southwestern Texas State University 
Stephen F. Austin State University 
Sul Ross University 
Tarleton State University 
Texas A & I University 
Texas A & M University - Corpus Christi 
Texas Tech University 
Texas Southern University 
Texas Woman's University 
University of Houston 
University of Houston - Clear Lake 
University of Houston - Victoria 
The University of North Texas 
The University of Texas at Arlington 
The University of Texas at Austin 
The University of Texas at Dallas 
The University of Texas at El Paso 
The University of Texas at San Antonio 
The University of Texas - Pan American 
West Texas A & M University 

Private 

Abilene Christian College 
Amber University 
Austin College 
Baylor University 
Dallas Baptist University 
East Texas Baptist University 
Hardin-Simmons University 
Houston Baptist University 
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Howard Payne University 
Incarnate Word College 
Le Tourneau University 
Lubbock Christian College 
McMurry College 
Our Lady of the Lake University at San Antonio 
Paul Quinn College 
Schreiner College 
Southern Methodist University 
Southwestern Adventist College 
St. Edward's University 
St. Mary's University at San Antonio 
Texas Christian University 
Texas Lutheran College 
Trinity University 
University of Central Texas 
University of Mary Hardin - Baylor 
University of St. Thomas 
Wayland Baptist University 

Medical 

The University of North Texas Health Science Center at Fort Worth 
The University of Texas Health Science Center at San Antonio 
The University of Texas Southwestern Medical Center at Dallas 

Benchmark 

Public 

University of Massachusetts at Amherst, Amherst, MA 
University of Nebraska at Omaha, Omaha, NE 
University of North Carolina at Charlotte, Charlotte, NC 

Private 

Linfield College, McMinville, OR 
Utica College of Syracuse University, Utica, NY 
Warren Wilson College, Swannanoa, NC 
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