ABSTRACT

PAPARELLA, PAUL DAVID. Learningto Lead: Faculty Learning on Short-Term Study
Abroad Programs. (Under the direction of Dr. Audrey Jaeger.)

The purpose of this doctoral study was to gain a deeper understanding of faculty
learning from their experiences directing and teaching on short-term study abroad programs.
While student learning outcomes in education abroad have been widely studied over the
years (Anderson, Lawton, Rexeisen, & Hubbard, 2006; Chieffo & Griffiths, 2004; Mapp,
2012; McKeown, 2009; Ransbury & Harris, 1994), only a few empirical studies (Rasch,
2001; Strang, 2006, Watts, 2015) have examined another vital stakeholder in any university’s
internationalization strategies: the faculty who direct short-term study abroad programs.

This gap in the literature is surprising given the increasing popularity of credit-
bearing study abroad programs, in particular short-term programs (which can include
summer, January term or Maymester) within the last decade. With rising student enrollments
leading to an increase in the variety and type of study abroad program offerings, university
officials are also working to increase the accessibility of these programs to traditionally
underrepresented students. In addition to concerns about program access and equity,
institutions of higher education are also addressing questions from parents and other
stakeholders about the academic rigor of short-term programs as well as the risk of sending
undergraduate students abroad, with differing levels of preparation. Studies (Hoye & Rhodes,
2000; Janeiro, Fabre & Rosete, 2012; Luethge, 2004) reveal the legal exposure faculty
directors may face especially overseas when handling individual student emergencies or
group-level crises, ranging from natural disasters or terrorist activity, without the support of

campus-based offices and systems such as campus police or the student health center.



These rising concerns about the evolving landscape in study abroad render it critical
to focus not only on students going abroad and their experiences, but also on the faculty
directors who are responsible for supervising and teaching their students on the program.
Using a basic qualitative research design, the researcher interviewed 16 faculty directors
from six different institutions of higher education in the southeast U.S. to investigate the
following research questions: What are experienced faculty directors perceiving to be the
most important dimensions of their role? And how did they learn about these dimensions?
This study sought to answer those two research questions, using Goode’s basic typology
(2007) as an analytical tool for understanding faculty director’s roles and responsibilities
from an organizational perspective, while also seeking deeper insights into faculty learning
by employing Neumann’s (2009) five learning propositions for an ‘inside-out’ point of view.
The role of context in shaping faculty learning was another key component in this study.

Findings in this study supported the relevancy of the four dimensions in Goode’s
typology (“Dean of Students”, Logistical, Intercultural, and Academic) to understanding the
fundamental responsibilities of directing a short-term program. This study recommended
updating the typology to include the addition of certain responsibilities within each
dimension, namely, sexual assault awareness, pre-departure preparation, admissions and
enrollment management, intercultural mentoring, inclusive teaching practices and
experiential learning pedagogy. Other insights gained from this study include changes in
faculty identity that can take shape over time when directing a short-term study abroad
program, as well as the personal and professional development opportunities faculty directors
may experience when leading their programs, that can foster new forms of scholarship, in

terms of content and pedagogical practice.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Within the United States, the proliferation of cross-border education sponsored by
institutions of higher education over the past 20 years has been widely noted, with 325,339
U.S. students studying abroad for academic credit in the 2015-2016 academic year, according
to the 2017 Open Doors report from the Institute of International Education (IEE). This was
an increase of 3.8% from the previous year and an all-time record for study abroad among
U.S. students (Open Doors, 2017). As universities in the U.S. expand the portfolio of global
opportunities for their undergraduate and graduate students, often with faculty driving these
efforts (Hulstrand, 2009), these institutions continue to pursue internationalization as a means
to create and cultivate students with a global perspective (Braskamp, Braskamp, & Merrill,
2009).

Although many studies are available that have documented the experiences of
undergraduate students who chose to study abroad, there has been much less research on a
critical stakeholder in any university’s internationalization efforts, the faculty who many
universities and colleges employ to direct these international programs for undergraduates.
To make up for this shortfall, my study will add to the scholarly literature on study abroad
from the perspective of faculty who lead these credit-bearing programs abroad. This study
should also be of value for study abroad administrators who are seeking to find different
approaches to train new faculty directors of their international programs.

Definition of Internationalization

Noting the widespread and varying use of the term internationalization, Knight (2004)

helped clarify this construct with the following definition that has been widely cited in the

literature: “Internationalization at the national/sector/institutional levels is defined as the



process of integrating an international, intercultural or global dimension into the purpose,
functions or delivery of post-secondary education” (p. 11). Other scholars (de Wit, Hunter,
Howard, & Egron-Polak, 2015) added to Knight’s (2004) definition of internationalization by
providing a supplemental purpose: education for the public good and improving academia’s
mission. As they stated, “the intentional process of integrating an international, intercultural
or global dimension into the purpose, functions and delivery of post-secondary education, in
order to enhance the quality of education and research for all students and staff, and to make
a meaningful contribution to society” (de Wit et al., 2015, p. 29).

Specific examples of internationalization activities include international exchange
programs, transnational research, recruitment of international students, service-learning
programs, international branch campus building, internationalization of the curriculum at
home, and study abroad (de Wit, 2002). In fact, previous research on higher education cites
the vital role that faculty play in all aspects of internationalization (Childress, 2010; Engberg
& Green, 2002), yet research that centers specifically on the role of faculty directors in
education abroad is limited, with only a few studies available (Rasch, 2001; Strang, 2006,
Watts, 2015).

One particular facet of internationalization, education abroad, frequently referred to
as study abroad, is defined as an “education abroad enrollment option designed to result in
academic credit” in the Education Abroad Glossary (Forum for Education Abroad, 2014,
p.13). Whether for a summer, semester or academic year, many higher education institutions
provide study abroad opportunities that feature credit-bearing coursework in countries
around the world. The increase in study abroad programs and student enroliments

nationwide coincides with globalization patterns such as an increasingly interconnected



world—technologically and economically speaking—with international travel becoming
more commonplace (Anderson, Lawton, Rexeisen, & Hubbard, 2006).
Lincoln Commission and the Growing Importance of Study Abroad

The Lincoln Commission (2005), spearheaded by the late U.S. Senator Paul Simon,
was a bipartisan panel of government-appointed education officials that outlined a bold
vision to have one million U.S. undergraduates study abroad for academic credit by the year
2020. In its landmark report, the Commission presented a robust defense of the value of
study abroad, citing the ways in which study abroad can enhance U.S. global economic
competitiveness and maintain the country’s security, a key concern following the September
11, 2001 attacks on the U.S. The report states, “Study abroad is one of the major means of
producing foreign language speakers and enhancing foreign language learning. In today’s
world, study abroad is simply essential to the nation’s security” (Lincoln Commission, 2005,
p. 6).

In addition to addressing national security concerns, the Commission’s report
depicted other benefits of study abroad, including the value of training students with skills
and knowledge to be global citizens while boosting their intercultural sensitivity—a critical
factor to enhancing the performance of U.S. businesses that are tied to international trade
(Lincoln Commission, 2005; Wiers-Jenssen, 2008). Just as crucial to the nation’s economic
success, according to the Commission, is the notion of a globally competent American
leadership capable of defending its democratic values.

The gradual increase in the number of U.S. undergraduate students studying abroad
each year appears in data from the Open Doors Report from the 1IE (2017). For example,

during the 2000-2001 academic year, 154,168 U.S students (graduate and undergraduate)



studied abroad, compared with 325,339 U.S. students in the 2015-2016 academic year, an
increase of 111% over this 15 year time period. While this growth in student participation is
considerable, it continues to fall short of achieving the Commission’s target goal of one
million U.S. students studying abroad by 2020 (Twombly, Salisbury, Tumanut, & Klute,
2012). In fact, the 285,322 U.S. undergraduates who studied abroad in the 2015-2016
academic year are but a small percentage of the total national enrollment of 16,470,964 U.S.
undergraduate students (excluding international students) in higher education (Open Doors,
2017).

To put this in perspective, these participation numbers represent a mere 1.7% of all
U.S. students enrolled in U.S.-based higher education institutions in 2015/2016 and only
10.4% of U.S. graduates (Open Doors, 2017). According to Stanitski and Fuellhart (2003),
the low study abroad participation rate among undergraduate students in the U.S. can be
attributed to a variety of factors, including financial limitations, curricular requirements on
the home campus that limit student’s opportunities to go abroad, or shifts in student’s
priorities during their undergraduate career (i.e., some students may end up choosing a U.S-
based internship over an international program if they feel compelled to choose one over the
other). These constraints have made it difficult for U.S. colleges and universities to show
large-scale growth in their study abroad enrollments in the short-term, but as noted
previously, when viewed over a longer stretch of time, such as the past decade, the gradual
increase of student participation in credit-bearing study abroad becomes more apparent.

Generation Study Abroad
A more recent initiative to increase the study abroad participation rates for

undergraduate students in the U.S. has emerged, known as Generation Study Abroad.



Sponsored by the Institute of International Education (IIE) with a $2 million initial
investment, “Generation Study Abroad is a five-year initiative to mobilize resources and
commitments with the goal of doubling the number of U.S. students studying abroad by the
end of the decade” (“Generation Study Abroad,” n.d.). To achieve the objective of doubling
the participation rate, which would bring the enrollment total to 600,000 undergraduate
students per year, additional funds will be required from other institutions throughout the
U.S. to allow for new scholarships for high school and university students. The Institute for
International Education is also soliciting support toward this initiative from the U.S.
government (as well as other countries that are trying to increase the number of U.S. students
applying to their universities), along with interested private sector and non-profit
organizations. This comprehensive approach aims to change the study abroad landscape by
opening up opportunities for all students, especially those with financial need, to participate
in study abroad as a means to bolster their career prospects in a global, 21% century economy.

Despite the national challenge of boosting low rates of participation in study abroad
to the aspirational levels of Generation Study Abroad, U.S. institutions of higher education
are nonetheless responding to the increased annual demand from students wishing to study
abroad. One of the most visible signs of this response on a national level has been the rapid
expansion of short-term programs (characterized as study abroad programs that last eight
weeks or less) such as January term (also known as ‘J-term’), ‘Maymester’, and summer
programs. These programs are described in the following section, including the benefits they
provide for students and faculty, as well as the challenges that colleges and universities
(along with faculty directors) may encounter in preparing for and running short-term

programs abroad.



Overview of Short-term Study Abroad Programs

American public and private colleges and universities have been offering study
abroad programs since 1923 when a professor at the University of Delaware first led a junior
year abroad program in France. So while the study abroad experience within the U.S. is itself
not a new development, what has appeared within the past two decades is a surge in student
demand nationwide, especially for short-term programs (Mapp, 2009). This trend has
prompted institutions of all types, ranging from four-year institutions to two-year community
colleges, to expand education abroad opportunities and take advantage of the fact that faculty
at these universities may be more willing to undertake the responsibility for leading a short-
term program. In addition to the rapid growth of short-term study abroad programming,
another widely noted trend in international education has been the development of a wider
variety of program types that include internships and service-learning activities (Donnelly-
Smith, 2009) though the focus for this study will be on traditional short-term faculty-led,
credit-bearing education abroad programs.

The uptick in short-term study abroad programming is reflected statistically: the
number of students enrolled in short-term programs now represents well over half of the
study abroad population (63%), compared to approximately 35% who opt for semester-long
programs and a mere 2.4% of study abroad students who participate in traditional year-long
programs (Open Doors, 2017). Whalen (2008) acknowledged the variety of programming
available, including special courses created for U.S. or other international students on the
program; integrated university study where students directly enroll in a foreign university;

one-on-one student exchange programs, faculty-led short-term study abroad programs and



travel-embedded courses taught by faculty that fall outside of the study abroad office’s
purview.

Indeed, since most short-term programs are directed by university faculty and receive
the largest share of students compared to other types of international programming, the focus
of this study will be centered on faculty, and their learning experiences when directing a
short-term study abroad program. The escalating popularity of short-term study abroad
programs can be attributed to various benefits that students experience when they choose this
type of program over a longer-term international sojourn.

Benefits

With regard to students, the rising popularity of short-term study abroad
programming has been attributed to a variety of factors, in particular greater affordability,
with these programs typically offered at lower price points than semester or academic year
study abroad program offerings. Reduced costs can help students with higher financial need
such as first-generation students who may have already secured substantial financial aid or
scholarship funding. Another benefit of short-term study abroad programs is the ease of
accessibility they provide students in certain disciplines with tightly sequenced curricular
requirements, including engineering or the hard sciences that may make it more challenging
for students to study abroad for longer periods of time than the summer or a J-term
(Hulstrand, 2006).

Yet another advantage of short-term programs is that they allow students who have
not been overseas before to try this out as an important first step before considering a longer
sojourn abroad, thus building their self-esteem in the process as a form of learning

(McKeown, 2009). Moreover, several studies have documented ways in which study abroad



experiences can serve as professional development opportunities where undergraduate
students can acquire marketable skills, such as intercultural communication and creative
thinking (Carley & Tudor, 2006; Mills, Deviney, & Ball, 2010; Movassaghi, Unsal, & Goger,
2014).

There are benefits for faculty directors of short-term study abroad programs as well.
An advantage for faculty members who direct a short-term study abroad program is that they
are able to control the curriculum, aligning the program activities with the student’s
coursework on the home campus (Donnelly-Smith, 2009). Moreover, short-term programs
often provide greater flexibility with faculty schedules, compared to semester or academic
year programs, which would require the faculty member to receive approval from the
appropriate department head for a leave of absence, and would entail a more difficult
sacrifice of teaching and research responsibilities on the home campus (Mapp, 2012). Lastly,
the rewards of leading a study abroad program include the ability for faculty to offer unique,
enriching intercultural experiences that can be brought back to the home campus for more
research and enhanced teaching (Sandgren, Elig, Hovde, Krejci, & Rice, 1999).

Yet the benefits of directing a short-term study abroad program also need to be
weighed against the various challenges inherent in this position. The complexity of the
position stems from the fact that not only are there multiple levels of responsibility involved
(institutional, program, and student-level), but the faculty directors themselves may have
differing degrees of control over some of these challenges, especially at the institutional and

student level.



Challenges

Institutional level (institution and faculty). With the rapid growth in short-term
study abroad programming, came greater calls for accountability from stakeholders ranging
from government officials, policy makers and senior-level university administrators, to
parents and professional associations (Bolen, 2001; Stebleton, Soria, & Cherney, 2013). The
heightened demands to justify the value of the short-term study abroad experience for
students surged in recent years due to emerging concerns about a) whether the institution’s
short-term study abroad programs provide a sufficient level of academic rigor that justifies
assigning academic credit to the experience in compliance with the university or college’s
accreditation requirements (an area of responsibility shared by both the institution as well as
the faculty directors who manage programs abroad), and b) whether the university or college
can provide financial support to students for a short-term study abroad experience, which is
the institution’s responsibility to increase the capacity of its financial aid office to support
student access to short-term programs.

Academic rigor.

Some scholars have criticized the increased commodification of study abroad in
higher education, reflected in the consumeristic approach taken by various higher education
institutions to market and advertise their study abroad programs that can override the
academic focus (Bolen, 2001; Engle & Engle, 2010). There is also concern that some of the
undergraduate students who choose a short-term program may adopt a touristic attitude while
abroad. This can be contrasted with student expectations that the pre-packaged ‘bubble’
experience will allow them to fulfill all of their personal goals with only minimal effort on

their part to gain a deeper sense of cultural understanding through meaningful engagement
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with citizens from the host community (Ogden, 2008; Tenhaken, 2014). Compounding the
difficulty in maintaining a suitable level of academic rigor for the short-term program abroad,
is the lack of required standards for universities and colleges to follow, making it less evident
for faculty directors to know how to be consistent in setting their academic expectations for
the study abroad programs they manage (Bolen, 2001).

Since the ever-expanding array of short-term programs has also invited critical
commentary and sweeping generalizations of the kind witnessed in news accounts (Marklein,
2004), it becomes the responsibility of the institution and the administrative office offering
short-term faculty-led programming to ensure that faculty directors are given the training
necessary to create robust experiential learning opportunities for their students. Although
experiential learning is a primary objective in most study abroad programs, faculty may be
new to this style of pedagogy or simply unaware of how to incorporate culturally immersive
elements to their program (Roberts, Conner, & Jones, 2013; Zamastil-Vondrova, 2005).
Failure to offer sufficient guidance and training to faculty directors can result in programs
that tilt more toward recreation and less toward education despite lofty program goals (Mills
et al., 2010).

Financial. As argued by Brown (2002), from a financial perspective, it can be
difficult for institutions of higher education, in particular public universities dependent on
state funding, to secure additional funding resources for students with high financial need so
that students can afford a short-term faculty-led program. Many students also rely on
financial aid and scholarships for study abroad opportunities, especially summer programs
that exist outside of the academic year, though such aid may be limited depending on the

institution and its policies on releasing institutional and federal aid for a study abroad
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program (Dessoff, 2006). With competition for limited financial resources, institutions of
higher education must also be prepared to demonstrate why education abroad is a worthwhile
investment, since funds for the school’s international programming could otherwise be
steered toward administrative offices and academic departments on campus.

Kamdar and Lewis (2015) maintain that justifying this spending for study abroad
requires assessing the value of the experience, a task that falls on both university
administrators as well as faculty directors who are in the best position to gauge whether the
students on their program are achieving the various goals set out for them. Yet reaching a
consensus as to which program objectives are the most important for assessment is not an
easy task, since it is common for universities to list multiple objectives for their study abroad
programming, ranging from enabling students to achieve select pre-professional goals,
interact successful with citizens from the host country in terms of communication and
behavior, achieve various academic outcomes, and experience personal enrichment on a wide
range of criteria such as becoming a global citizen (Braskamp, Braskamp, & Merrill, 2009).

As Anderson et al. emphasize, “While the specific objectives established for study
abroad programs vary from institution to institution, academic and intercultural competencies
are common to virtually all programs” (2006, p. 458). And despite the considerable number
of studies that have examined the academic and intercultural impacts of study abroad on
undergraduate students (Chieffo & Griffiths, 2004; Mapp, 2012; McKeown, 2009), the
literature on international education often fails to explain the role of the faculty director in
facilitating opportunities for students to achieve the academic and intercultural objectives of

the program.
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While students must bear responsibility for their academic and intercultural
performance on a study abroad program, the faculty director who leads the program abroad
needs to have the professional skills and ability to enable students who put forth the effort to
achieve the program’s objectives (Tenhaken, 2014), keeping in mind how the program
objectives will be expected to coincide with the institution’s overarching internationalization
objectives (Dewey & Duff 2009).

The next series of challenges in running a short-term study abroad program speak to
program-level responsibilities of short-term faculty directors, which include establishing and
assessing the academic and intercultural competencies expressed in the program’s mission
and goals, and responding to any external threats that may affect the entire program, such as
a terrorist strike in the host city abroad or unexpected political turbulence following a
national election.

Program-level (faculty and students). Carly and Tudor (2006) suggested that the
rapid increase in short-term study abroad programs has prompted concerns from international
education scholars and practitioners as to whether the faculty directors are being equipped
with the training and tools to not only deliver a robust academic experience for the
undergraduate students on their programs, but to adequately assess the learning outcomes as
well for the student cohort.

To address the growing concerns among international education scholars that short-
term education abroad programs may be lacking in academic rigor, national professional
associations in the field of international education, such as the National Association of
Foreign Student Advisers (NAFSA) the Forum for Education Abroad have published their

own ethical principles (NAFSA, 2009) and ‘Standards of Good Practice’ (Forum, 2015),
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which provide guidelines for institutions of higher education to maintain the highest degree
of academic integrity possible for their international programs, regardless of the program’s
duration.

While pre and post-program examinations completed by students can determine
whether they a) gained factual knowledge in the theme of the program, such as in an
environmental science program in Australia focusing on the country’s marine conservation
efforts, or b) improved their foreign language proficiency (for language-based study abroad
programs), other types of assessment beyond traditional campus-based metrics may be
needed to determine higher-level cognitive abilities in students, such as enhanced critical
thinking skills, resulting from experiential learning abroad (Nguyen, 2012). As noted by
Vande Berg (2006), the influence of the faculty director of a study abroad program is
paramount to the learning environment onsite and the director is uniquely positioned to
observe student’s intellectual progress over time, which reflects the higher level of control
that faculty directors have in the assessment process, including evaluating their students’
level of intercultural competency, another program-level responsibility in their purview.

Intercultural competency: definition and application in study abroad. Since the
definitions of intercultural competency have varied widely in the scholarly literature, it is
important to identify a unified interpretation of this complex topic to the fullest extent
possible. Bennett (2009) interpreted this theoretical construct as centered on increasing one’s
awareness of the subjective cultural context while learning how to communicate effectively
and sensitively in other cultural contexts in the short- and long-term. And in a similar vein,
Fantini (2006) portrayed intercultural competence as a “complex of abilities needed to

perform effectively and appropriately when interacting with others who are linguistically and
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culturally different from oneself” (p. 12, emphasis in original).

Some common threads among these varying definitions of intercultural competence
include valuing and comprehending other cultures through experience while also
understanding one’s own cultural background (Byram, 1997). Deardorff (2004) maintains
that, “intercultural competence is the ability to communicate effectively and appropriately in
intercultural situations based on one’s intercultural knowledge, skills, and attitudes” (p. 194).
Deardorff’s (2004) definition is especially useful in that it is encompasses these multiple
domains (knowledge, skills, and attitudes) compared with other studies that are more

narrowly focused on a singular dimension.

In the field of higher education, assessment of student’s learning outcomes has been a
longstanding requirement for on-campus coursework. Yet the call for an accurate evaluation
of off-campus student learning has become prevalent as well, prompted not only be best
practices within the field of education abroad, but also by parents and regional accreditation
bodies as concerns mount about rising tuition rates, declining financial resources for state
institutions and deregulation (Vande Berg, 2007). As Savicki (2008) argues, current
assessment efforts that focus on student’s intercultural skill development have lagged behind
the evaluation of academic outputs, such as curriculum-based objectives employed by faculty
to gauge what students have learned in class. In some institutions, senior-ranking university
administrators and academic departments have only begun to recognize the importance of
assessing intercultural competency in study abroad students, despite the fact that international
educators have long been aware of the value of cognitive, affective, and behavioral

competencies facilitated through study abroad experiences (Carley & Tudor, 2006).
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Helping students improve their intercultural competency on a short-term study abroad
program is not only a common institutional goal, but often a program-level objective
determined by the faculty director who is then charged to make this goal attainable for the
students on the program. This becomes a more difficult task when working with students of
diverse backgrounds who may lack experience in overseas travel or interacting with people
from other cultures (Medina-Lopez-Portillo, 2004). Compounding the complexity, faculty
directors themselves do not necessarily possess advanced levels of intercultural competency,
much less the tools needed to deliver these experiences abroad in a way that is integrated
with the programs’ curricula and enables students to demonstrate noticeable gains in their
intercultural skill set (Deardorff, 2009; Goode, 2007).

In sum, complex challenges await institutions of higher education and the faculty
directors of short-term programs when they attempt to assess not only the material curricular-
specific outcomes of study abroad, but the intercultural products as well, including critical
thinking when applied with a cultural context (Yershova et al., 2000). Key to these efforts,
yet lagging behind in the scholarly research, is the role of the faculty director of a short-term
study abroad program in not only providing students with opportunities for learning and
intercultural skill building, but also assessing the individual progress of each student in these
domains. These program-level responsibilities fall neatly within the academic and
intercultural dimension, yet another critical responsibility for all faculty directors belongs in
a different realm entirely: maximizing the safety and security for the entire cohort of
undergraduate students while abroad, which requires an entirely different skillset and type of

preparation.
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National security threats to study abroad programs. The complexity of program
management emerges when entire student groups have had to evacuate their program site,
whether due to natural disaster, such as the March 2011 earthquake and tsunami in northern
Japan or from political turmoil, as when programs in Turkey were shut down due to the
attempted coup in mid-July 2016. Though the university study abroad offices in the U.S.
were responsible for coordinating the emergency response in these situations, they must still
rely on the judgment and experience of faculty directors abroad who may be in danger as

well depending on the situation (Friend, 2012).

Of equal concern in recent years has been the current turmoil in the Middle East
fomented by ISIL and now manifested in the continuing spectacle of terrorist attacks around
the globe, including historically popular study abroad destinations in Western Europe, as
recently demonstrated by vehicular attacks in Barcelona (August 2017), Nice (July 2017),
London (March 2017); and Berlin (December 2016) to name some of the most high profile
attacks.

Other attacks involving armed terrorists believed to be affiliated with ISIS include
bombings at concerts (Manchester, 2017), airports in Brussels (May 2016) and Istanbul (June
2016), as well as coordinated strikes with mass shootings from heavily armed suicide
bombers operated in densely populated tourist districts in Paris (November 2015).

These terrorist activities have generated escalating concerns among practitioners in
the field of international education as to whether the faculty directors of these short-term
programs are sufficiently prepared to handle the myriad challenges that come with directing

an overseas program, including the potential of a terrorist strike.
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While the statistical likelihood of a group-level emergency on a study abroad program
remains low in most countries hosting U.S. students, there can be no room for complacency
for the faculty who direct these programs. Yet at the same time, a different challenge for
faculty directors has emerged in recent years: responding to individual student health and
safety concerns, that span the spectrum from mental health problems such as depression to
sexual assault. These constitute a student-level challenge that faculty directors may need to
confront while their programs are underway.

Student level. As faculty directors contend with increasing demands from their home
institution for a more accurate assessment of the academic rigor and intercultural
effectiveness of short-term education abroad programs, they must also respond to heightened
health and safety concerns for the student participants (Hummer, Pedersen, Mirza, & Labrie,
2010; Luethge, 2004; Van der Woorf, 2007). All of which further magnifies the complexity
of their role and demonstrates the multifaceted challenges that directors may encounter that
are not always within their direct control. According to Hornig (1995), “For the faculty
director of the foreign study program, the nontraditional teaching situations and the
unexpected responsibilities and obligations can pose difficult and potentially serious
professional problems” (p. 22), including responding to student health and safety concerns
and issues that may emerge on a short-term program.

Student health and safety. With regard to student safety, the fact remains that for
most universities, study abroad represents one of the institutions’ top liability concerns, yet
“unfortunately, many institutions also lack appropriate policies, procedures, resources and
staff abroad to adequately deal with these issues when they arise thousands of miles from the

home campus” (Hoye & Rhodes, 2000, p. 152). Incidents reported from abroad span the
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spectrum from routine occurrences such as petty mugging and harassment to more serious,
but quite rare, events, ranging from drowning to motor vehicle accidents, sexual assault to
murder. Faculty directors may also need to confront the possibility of some students
consuming excessive quantities of alcohol while on the overseas program, which can result in
their impaired judgment, leading to catastrophic outcomes such as experiencing sexual or
physical aggression (Hummer et al., 2010).

The startling rate of mental health disorders reported on U.S. college campuses,
particularly depression, has been the source of significant discussion among campus health
practitioners and student affairs professionals (Barr, 2013; Kadison & DiGeronimo, 2004). It
is not uncommon for students with pre-existing mental health problems to fail to report this
information to their study abroad office when applying to a program. Moreover, the stress of
adjusting to a different culture may trigger even higher levels of psychological distress and
loneliness (Hunley, 2009). As the primary point of contact for students while they are
abroad, faculty directors must be prepared to respond to a student’s anxiety or depressive

disorder, with few resources on site to assist the student (Lucas, 2009).

According to Kimble, Flack, and Burbridge’s (2013), another emerging concern for
student safety is the increased risk of sexual assault on study abroad programs. In their
study, two hundred eighteen female undergraduates filled out a modified version of the
Sexual Experiences Survey (Koss et al., 2007), providing information about their sexual
experiences abroad and on campus. Kimble et al. (2013) found increased risk for sexual
assault overseas compared to on-campus rates, especially in non-English speaking countries.
Some of the contributing factors attributed to this elevated risk in sexual assault abroad

include students having minority status (Cachelin, Schug, Juarez, & Monreal, 2005), first-
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time legal access to alcohol (Hummer et al., 2010) and less oversight (Decker, Raj, &
Silverman, 2007).

All of these scenarios, ranging from an individual student’s mental or physical health
being compromised to national-level security threats that can quickly affect an entire group,
as well as the challenge of implementing and assessing rigorous academic and intercultural
objectives, point to the critically important role that institutions entrust to faculty directors:
providing students with an enriching, academically robust intercultural experience in a safe,
secure overseas environment in conformance with the institution’s policies and procedures.

Problem Statement

While it is common for colleges and universities in the U.S. to outsource their
overseas programs to companies or organizations often referred to as ‘third party study
abroad providers’, many institutions of higher education continue to hire their own faculty to
run summer and semester study abroad programs. However, in their respective studies, Rasch
(2001) and Watts (2015) found that higher education institutions lacked an in-depth
understanding of the myriad challenges faculty directors face when they are directing
students on an overseas program. Given the widely acknowledged importance of education
abroad, the prevalence and growth of study abroad programs in the U.S (especially short-
term programs for undergraduates), and the pivotal role played by faculty who are often
asked to lead these international programs, there is a need to consider the proficiency of
faculty directors in their roles since not every faculty director may be up to the increasingly
complex task of leading a short-term program.

The growing demand in the U.S. for short-term study abroad opportunities reflected

by record levels of outbound students, combined with greater scrutiny on the academic
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quality of the programs themselves and rising expectations that programs abroad demonstrate
stricter adherence to western health and safety standards, make it clear that what faculty
directors perceive to be the most essential dimensions of the directorship position and how
they learn about these dimensions needs to be more fully understood by study abroad office
administrators. By gaining a more in-depth understanding of how faculty directors learn
about the roles that they fulfill, study abroad offices may be in a better position to facilitate
more effective training mechanisms to prepare new faculty to lead their short-term programs
abroad.

Yet the learning experiences of faculty directors as they assume responsibility for the
institutional, program, and student-level challenges addressed previously (some of which are
not always within their control as in the case of students’ personal health issues), receive
little attention in scholarly literature, aside from a small number of studies, anecdotal in
nature, that touch on some of the complex challenges confronting all faculty who manage
study abroad programs (Hornig, 1995; Lucas, 2009). Other studies provide guidelines for
developing and implementing new short-term programs (Fabregas Janeiro, Fabre, & Rosete,
2012; Stanitski & Fuellhart, 2003) or highlight the perceived barriers to faculty engagement
abroad (Savishinsky, 2012).

A few studies have explored the roles of faculty directors more explicitly. One such
example is Goode’s study (2007) of faculty at North American College’ (NAC), a private,
undergraduate liberal arts college. In this study, Goode synthesized the research on faculty
directors and their roles and responsibilities when leading a short-term study abroad program,
producing a typology that framed the role of faculty director in four dimensions: “Dean of

Students”, logistical, intercultural, and academic. This study will use Goode’s model to
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determine whether the dimensions he outlined in his study continue to mesh with
contemporary accounts of the roles and responsibilities of faculty directors. In other words,
do his dimensions remain current and accurate in how they define the core functions of a
faculty director of a short-term program? In addition to Goode’s work (2007), three other
studies (Rasch, 2001; Strang, 2006; Watts, 2015) that are closely aligned with this
researcher’s field of inquiry will be analyzed in greater depth in the next chapter, since their
primary focus on the faculty director’s perspectives is highly relevant to this study.

The general lack of scholarly literature on the faculty role in short-term study abroad
experiences is alarming given the rising numbers of students choosing these experiences.
Understanding the faculty experience and the learning that takes place contrasts sharply with
a rich volume of student-centered research, in particular the assessment of student learning
and personal development outcomes in areas such as global sensitivity and intercultural
competence (Deardorff, 2011; Root & Ngampornchai, 2013; Salisbury, An, & Pascarella,
2013), intercultural communication and sensitivity (Williams, 2005), personal growth and
development (Chieffo & Griffith, 2004), as well as foreign language acquisition (Amuzie &
Winke, 2009; Engle & Engle, 2004; Magnan & Back, 2007).

Other student-focused research studies addressing the student experience abroad have
identified issues such as the historical lack of diversity in the student population (Brux & Fry,
2009; Dessoff, 2006) where the vast majority of students studying abroad continue to be
middle- to upper-class Caucasian females (Salisbury, Umbach, Paulsen, & Pascarella, 2009).
As institutions of higher education in the U.S. continue to boost their internationalization

efforts, they have added more international programs to their portfolio while also striving to
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increase accessibility to students who have been traditionally under-represented in study
abroad, most notably minority groups (Brux & Fry, 2009; Donnelly-Smith, 2009).

These are but a few topics of great importance to education abroad, since the growing
number of students participating in study abroad warrants continuing assessment of any
academic and personal gains resulting from these international experiences. University
administrators are also struggling to diversify their study abroad student populations and
ensure equity in terms of access to these valuable opportunities, making this literature highly
relevant to their efforts. However, leaving out the faculty directors from the scholarly
research produces a less informed perspective on study abroad in general since the faculty are
often involved in the recruitment process for their international programs and bear a
significant amount of responsibility for delivering safe, high-quality educational experiences
abroad, while assessing students’ progress on a variety of learning outcomes.

Furthermore, the increase in litigation from parents against universities for perceived
failures in protecting the welfare of their children during a study abroad program has raised
the stakes considerably, suggesting diminishing tolerance for ambiguity or delay in how
directors negotiate a crisis abroad (Burch, 2009; Johnson, 2006). In fact, the expanding
academic, legal, and financial expectations and requirements from U.S. institutions that send
students abroad have become more prominent within international education, according to
study abroad administrators and professional associations such as the National Association of
Foreign Student Advisers (NAFSA) and the Forum for Education Abroad (Goode, 2007;
Rasch, 2001). Heightened concern about the unregulated nature of the U.S.-based study
abroad industry (Redden, 2007), led to the Forum’s Standards of Good Practice, which

strives to “improve practices in education abroad, so that our student’s international
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education experiences are as rich and meaningful as possible” (Forum for Education Abroad,
2015). Yet some faculty directors may be unfamiliar with the Forum’s Standards of Good
Practice, especially if the study abroad office is not able to find a way to disseminate this
information to them effectively.

In sum, the growing national demand for academically rigorous short-term study
abroad programming that maintains the highest levels of safety for the student participants
necessitates more research on the pivotal role of the faculty director entrusted with fulfilling
these expectations.

Purpose Statement

The study abroad landscape poses a wide array of unique challenges not typically
encountered by faculty on their home campus: (a) working and living in another country will
subject the director to differing cultural norms as well as logistical and financial challenges,
(b) teaching and directing a study abroad program—regardless of its duration—involves
managing a cohort of diverse undergraduate students, handling group dynamics as well as
individual behavioral and health issues without instant access to the extensive student support
systems and legal protections of the home campus (Barr, 2013), and (c) teaching a course, or
multiple courses, on a study abroad program involves implementing experiential teaching
strategies to contextualize student learning by connecting it to local realities as well as global
dimensions.

To prepare faculty directors for these challenges, study abroad office administrators
may need to put aside their own beliefs and assumptions about what it means to lead a study
abroad program and begin to learn from the directors themselves. The purpose of this study

was to investigate the learning experiences of experienced faculty directors, those with a
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minimum of four consecutive years of experience leading a short-term program up to the
present year (2017), in order to gain a fuller understanding of their unique perspectives when
they lead a group of undergraduate students on a short-term study abroad program. By
adding to the limited compilation of scholarly literature on faculty learning within the study
abroad context, this inquiry gave faculty directors a voice in sharing what they had
discovered over time as they became more adept at performing the multifaceted roles of a
program director.

Without this first-hand perspective, study abroad offices run the risk of inadequately
preparing faculty directors for the task of leading their respective study abroad programs. A
common approach taken by higher education institutions involves sharing information in
handbooks on institutional policies and procedures along with functional areas such as
marketing and recruiting and managing student enrollment, all of which may not necessarily
require much input from faculty directors. A number of universities and colleges also
organize training sessions for faculty directors on topics such as reconciling program
expenditures, responding to real or perceived emergencies and vetting host families for
programs with homestays. While training sessions offer a more interactive approach than
simply providing handbooks to faculty, there are limits to how much information can be
presented to faculty in this format. This one-size fits all approach to training faculty may
inadvertently omit critical components of program management, such as handling complex
group dynamics or individual student behavioral issues that are more nuanced (for example,
working with a gay student who is struggling while on a study abroad program in a society
that may view homosexuality as a taboo), and tends to force the faculty into a more passive

role as a recipient of information.
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Another problem with top-down training is that it can miss the individual strengths
and weaknesses of faculty when they assume this leadership role for the first time by
neglecting to take into account any prior experiences they may have had in leading students
on international programs. Though some institutions of higher education may be content
with their approach to faculty director training, there has been little empirical research on
faculty and how they learn to handle the differing responsibilities and challenges of directing
a study abroad program. As Lattuca emphasizes, “Research on the role of learning in faculty
member’s lives is critical because the success of faculty member’s learning experiences has
real consequences for students, scholarly communities, and the larger society that is informed
by their work™ (2005, p. 14). This study has contributed a more comprehensive
understanding of the faculty directors’ learning experience, which may lead to new ideas for
study abroad office administrators on how to more effectively train faculty, especially novice

directors.

Research Questions
My study addressed the following research questions:
1) What are experienced faculty directors perceiving to be the most important
dimensions of their role?
2) How did they learn about these dimensions?
Education Abroad Glossary
For greater ease in understanding the various terms commonly used in the field of
international education and in this study, the following Education Abroad Glossary
(Peterson, Kinnear, Kreuter, Olausen, Ramos, & Rudd, 2011) is provided from the Forum on

Education Abroad.
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Direct Enrollment

Study at an overseas university without the assistance of external offices such as
those of a program provider.
Education Abroad

Education that occurs outside the participant’s home country. Besides study abroad,
examples include such international experiences as work, volunteering, non-credit
internships, and directed travel, as long as these programs are driven to a significant degree
by learning goals.

Exchange

A program involving reciprocal movement of participants—whether faculty, students,
staff, or community members—Dbetween institutions or countries.
Faculty-Led Program (or Faculty-Directed Program)

A study abroad program directed by a faculty member (or members) from the home
campus who accompanies students abroad, usually, though not always, brief in duration.
Hybrid Program (or Mixed Program)

A program that combines two or more of the program types to a significant degree.
For example, a study abroad center might emphasize courses just for study abroad
participants but also permit students to enroll in host university courses and to do a credit-
bearing internship.

Immersion Program
An informal term for a program that integrates students into the host culture to a

substantial degree. Includes integrated university study programs and some varieties of field



27

study programs.
Internship Abroad

A work abroad placement, usually connoting working with professionals, with a
primary purpose that is educational. Essentially synonymous with the terms Practicum and
Practical Training (the latter term also describes a status for international students pursuing
an internship in the U.S.). An internship program may be offered for the experience in its
own right, or it may be combined with coursework and offered within the context of a study
abroad program for academic credit. An internship may be paid or unpaid.

Island Program

An informal term for a program whose pedagogy formally includes little cultural
immersion, such as a program in which home-campus students live together and home-
campus faculty instruct them in facilities owned by the home campus. Usage of this term is
declining because of pejorative connotations.

January Term (or J-Term, or Intersession)

The shorter term between fall and spring semesters. Some institutions on this calendar
require the J-term for graduation; at others it is optional or is required only for a specified
number of years.

Maymester or May Term

Semester system similar to the 4-1-4 system except that the three- to four-week term,

almost always optional, comes after spring semester, typically in May.
Service-Learning Abroad (or Community-Engaged Learning)
A specially designed experience combining reflection with structured participation in

a community-based project to achieve specified learning outcomes as part of a study abroad
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program. The learning is given structure through the principles of experiential education to
develop an integrated approach to understanding the relationship among theory, practice,
ideals, values, and community.
Short-Term Program

A program lasting eight weeks or less; may include summer, January, or other terms
of eight weeks or less.
Student Exchange

A reciprocal agreement whose participants are students. Subtypes are Bilateral
Exchanges and Multilateral Exchanges. Exchanges often involve some system of “banking”
tuition (and sometimes other fees) collected from outgoing students for use by incoming
students. The term student exchange is sometimes used erroneously as a synonym for study
abroad.
Study Abroad (synonymous with, and preferred to, Overseas Study or Foreign Study)

A subtype of Education Abroad that results in progress toward an academic degree at
a student’s home institution. (Or may also be defined as a subtype of Off-Campus Study that
takes place outside the country where the student’s home institution is located.) This
meaning, which has become standard among international educators in the U.S., excludes the
pursuit of a full academic degree at a foreign institution. (In many other countries the term
study abroad refers to, or at least includes, such study.)

Conceptual Framework

The research questions used in this study were derived from Neumann’s (2006)

research, which introduced newer approaches to understanding faculty learning,

development, and growth. In one area of Neumann’s work on faculty learning, she
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investigated scholarly learning as an emotional and personal endeavor through her empirical
study of the role that passion plays in how faculty view their teaching, research and creative
endeavors. In another study, Neumann (2009) focused on the efforts and struggles of
recently tenured faculty to pursue their own scholarly learning in the midst of increasing
administrative responsibilities, such as committee work, student advising, and research
activities that may be of greater interest to others in the department than to the faculty
member. Neumann (2009) explores how faculty enact agency in support of their scholarly
learning as they encounter time constraints from their heightened administrative duties. The
implications of her studies extend to both faculty and university leaders in that she advocates
for joining an ‘inside-out’ perspective that takes into consideration faculty lives, teaching,
research, and scholarly learning, with an ‘outside-in’ perspective that concentrates on
organizational structure, financing and reward structures, institutional missions and other
imperatives.

This approach mirrors what was described in the problem statement for this study:
faculty directors of study abroad programs should be invited to contribute their learning
experiences to the scholarly literature on international education so that study abroad
administrators can understand what the faculty may need to enhance their skills in this
complex task. If this is done, then greater collaborations between faculty and the study
abroad office may be fostered, which bodes well for the continuing professional and personal
growth of the faculty director.

In her study of recently tenured faculty, “Professing to Learn”, Neumann (2009)
delineated five propositions for discerning the ways in which learning can take place, several

of which are addressed in the aforementioned research question. 1) “Professors’ learning as
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part of professors’ work: Professors’ work requires that they learn” (p. 255); 2) “Learning as
someone learning something: To say that someone learns implies that someone is learning
something” (p. 256); 3) “Professors’ scholarly learning: to understand a professor’s
scholarly learning is to understand how she learns what she professes through her practices of
research, teaching, and service: her subject matter knowledge and ways of knowing unique to
it” (p. 258); 4) “Professors’ scholarly learning as personal and emotional experience: For
many professors scholarly learning holds personal meaning. It may be intensely emotional”
(p. 261); and 5) “Contexts, in part, as the contents of learning: Professors’ learning happens
in contexts that shape what they learn (content). Yet they can also learn new ways to think
about these contexts, thereby influencing what they learn in them” (p. 263).

The last learning proposition on context is particularly crucial for this study as it
examines the ways in which faculty learning may be affected in an off-campus environment.
What adaptations, if any, have they made over time as study abroad directors in light of
evolving conditions in the foreign country? And a question that relates directly to the context
of an education abroad program, but is not present in scholarly literature: What have faculty
learned from the students? To further support this context-driven approach, | will draw from
situated learning theory, which maintains that meaning is created through the interactions
between learners, the authentic environment they are working in, and their actions toward a
particular task or goal-oriented domain (Lave & Wenger, 1991). Traditional learning occurs
from abstract, out of context experiences such as lectures and books. Situated learning, in
contrast, suggests that learning takes place through the relationships between people and
connecting prior knowledge with authentic, informal, and often unintended contextual

learning (Northern Illinois University, n.d.). For this study, I linked situated learning theory
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with Neumann’s conceptual propositions on faculty learning by connecting the learning
process of individual faculty members with the unique context in which they are working, the
study abroad program setting, which includes the students on the program as well as the
geographical environment.

Each of these five propositions comprise Neumann’s conceptual framework (2009)
on faculty’s scholarly learning and will be analyzed in more depth in chapter two. This study
helped build on Neumann’s work by extending it beyond the campus context to the field of
study abroad.

With Neumann’s work on faculty learning providing an overarching framework for
this study, I also incorporated Goode’s typology (2007) and its four dimensions (logistical,
intercultural, academic, and “Dean of Students™) to serve as an analytical framework. In so
doing, | could better gauge whether Goode’s dimensions (2007) of the faculty director of a
short-term education abroad program continue to fit neatly within that rubric or whether new
dimensions that build on this typology emerged from the findings in this study.

Significance of the Study

This study was significant for a variety of reasons. With internationalization efforts
now prevalent in most institutions of higher education and expanding in scope and scale, as
evidenced by the escalation in short-term faculty-led programming (Chieffo & Griffiths,
2004), the need to conduct research on faculty who lead study abroad programs has become
paramount (Hulstrand, 2009). The added responsibilities inherent in directing a study abroad
program expose directors to a greater degree of risk than when they are teaching students in
class and holding office hours on the home campus, since they assume a wider variety of

roles (parent, counselor, mentor, teacher, travel advisor, financial officer) when abroad,
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operating without the wide variety of student support systems often in place on the home
campus, such as counseling centers and the student health clinic (Burch, 2009). This
researcher only found three studies that examined faculty specifically in the context of
delivering a study abroad program (Rasch, 2001; Strang, 2006;Watts, 2015).

Since learning is not restricted to students only, the ontological and epistemological
shifts that faculty directors of short-term study abroad programs may experience as they
adjust to the responsibilities of their role were worth exploring, especially with regard to how
their learning relates to their professional development and understanding of international
education in general. What insights can veteran summer faculty directors offer based on
what they have learned along the way? Then, using this insight, how can a university’s study
abroad office better prepare new faculty directors for the complex roles they will assume
when they direct a program abroad?

Research Methodology

This qualitative research study investigated the learning experiences of faculty who
direct short-term study abroad programs at various public and private four-year colleges and
universities located in southeastern U.S. Qualitative research provides the best fit for the
study of a phenomenon such as faculty learning in the study abroad context since it strives to
understand the complexity of phenomena in natural settings through the meanings people
ascribe to them (Merriam, 2014). Quantitative research on the other hand, uses statistical
instruments to test a given hypothesis with the goal of generalizing concepts more widely and
predicting future results if possible, based on whether the study’s findings are found to be
statistically significant (Mertens, 2010). For this study, the overall objective was not to look

for statistical correlations between variables or attempt to generalize the findings, but to
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focus on understanding the learning experiences of faculty who direct international programs.
With that approach in mind, a basic qualitative research design was ideal for the study of
processes and how people construct meaning through their experiences (Merriam, 2014).

Using criterion-based sampling, I conducted semi-structured, open-ended interviews
of sixteen faculty directors in various four-year private and public colleges and universities in
the southeast. Each interview adhered to an interview protocol and standard interviewing
strategies for basic qualitative research (Mertens, 2014). In addition to individual interviews,
| also collected data from a post-interview reflection questionnaire that the faculty
participants were asked to complete. A pilot study of three faculty members, drawn from one
of the selected universities in this study, who all had significant experience directing summer
study abroad programs helped me refine and clarify the interview gquestions and ensure
content validity (though the faculty in the pilot study were not interviewed afterwards for the
dissertation study). Data analysis consisted of two—cycle coding, analytic memoing, and the
use of triangulation to boost the trustworthiness of this study as described in more detail in
chapter three.

Chapter Summary

This study was designed to address a gap in the literature on international education
that has historically concentrated on student learning outcomes abroad as opposed to faculty
learning experiences. Several factors point to the importance of turning a lens on faculty
learning abroad: (a) the volume of U.S.-based undergraduate students who partake in study
abroad has increased in the past decade (witnessed by the escalating enrollment in short term
programs such as summer and J-term); (b) the increase in students choosing to study abroad

has resulted in universities offering even more programs, especially short-term, as part of
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their internationalization efforts; (c) faculty who lead short-term programs are facing more
complex responsibilities related to student health and safety, such as complying with
university protocols on sexual assault and Title IX, working with students who may exhibit
mental health problems, or responding appropriately to a major security incident abroad,
while attempting to deliver on the programs’ intercultural and academic outcomes, and (d) as
universities become more legally accountable for delivering a safe experience for their
students, whether they are on campus or enrolled in a study abroad program, faculty directors
must shoulder the burden, while often lacking key resources on-site such as a counseling
center for students, residential life staff, peer support groups, etc. The research questions in
this study incorporated both Goode’s typology (2007) for the analytical framework as well as
Neumann’s (2014) five propositions on faculty learning, especially the last proposition on
context-driven learning (which is related to situated learning theory), as the conceptual
framework to further support these context-driven queries.

The significance of the study is explained in light of the perceived shortcomings of
training of new faculty directors by U.S.-based study abroad office staff. With the increased
responsibilities and complexity of the faculty director position, one would anticipate more
comprehensive training strategies than disseminating a faculty handbook or holding an
occasional meeting to discuss the program budget, logistics or student health and safety
concerns. Yet while it is incumbent for education abroad administrators to provide
professional guidance and support, it stands to reason that understanding the realities of the
position can be achieved only by first listening to faculty perspectives from experienced
faculty directors who have encountered the rewards and challenges of managing a short-term

program abroad. The collected insights from the faculty participants in this study can be
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analyzed by theorists and practitioners in the field of international education to determine not
only the content of future training, but whether different training formats may be needed to
more effectively transfer the knowledge of what it means to lead the current generation of

undergraduate students on a short-term international program.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

To lay the groundwork for my study on the learning process of faculty directors of
short-term study abroad programs, this chapter is divided into two sections, beginning with a
survey of studies on the myriad responsibilities, ranging from academic to administrative, of
faculty directors who lead undergraduate students on a short-term study abroad program.
Adapting Goode’s (2007) typography of the various roles of a faculty director, I will briefly
investigate the ways in which the scholarly literature has interpreted these roles (and in select
cases, tested them empirically in different settings), by highlighting the most salient points,
as well as any perceived limitations or shortcomings from the findings of these studies. In
this way, | can provide the reader with a more robust understanding of the complex
challenges that faculty directors may encounter when leading a short-term study abroad
program.

In the second section, I will delve into Neumann’s (2009) conceptual framework on
the faculty, which offers rich insights and a more holistic understanding of the personal and
professional motivations of faculty members themselves, in relation to their learning (i.e.,
learning from the ‘inside out’). Neumann’s research on the scholarly learning of faculty as
articulated through her five propositions on faculty learning, mentioned briefly in the first
chapter, constitutes the conceptual framework for this study.

Situated learning offers a useful lens to apply to faculty learning in the context of a
study abroad program and provides support for Neumann’s work especially as it relates to the
importance of context in shaping faculty learning. Situated learning theory may enable

researchers to better understand how faculty directors who manage short-term program
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abroad programs learn to adapt to the realities they confront overseas, which can be quite
different from their typical work routine on their home campuses in the U.S.
Faculty Roles in Study Abroad

Despite the strong scholarly interest in the phenomenon of internationalization at the
university level (de Wit, 2002; Stromquist, 2007), as well as the emerging recognition of the
vital role played by faculty in these efforts (Bedenlier & Zawacki-Richter, 2015; Bond, Qian
& Huang, 2003), there remains a noticeable lack of research on faculty involvement in one
particular domain: education abroad (Savishinsky, 2012). This is surprising in that the
opportunity to direct a study abroad program represents a unique and integral way for faculty
to impact students and is often touted as one of the most prominent indicators of a
university’s commitment to internationalization (Dutschke, 2009; Green & Olson, 2003) at
least from a U.S perspective. As expressed by Janeiro, Fabre & Rosete (2012), other
countries and regions outside of the U.S. have not incorporated the faculty-led study abroad
model in their internationalization efforts, focusing instead on increasing traditional student
exchange agreements, recruiting international faculty, engaging in global research projects,
and establishing joint degree programs, most of which are driven by economic incentives and
the desire to boost competitiveness along with the institution’s global ranking (Green, 2013;
Huang, 2007).

Hence, only a small number of studies have undertaken empirical research on faculty
directors and their experiences in managing a study abroad program (Dewey, 2009; Goode,
2007; Rasch, 2001; Savishinksy, 2012; Strang, 2006; Watts, 2015). Other studies are more
anecdotal in nature, drawn from first-hand experience (Gordon & Smith, 1992; Hornig, 1995;

O’Neal & Krueger, 1995). Further, in a few of these studies (Goode, 2007; Rasch, 2001;



38

Watts, 2015), the findings are based on a one-unit case study sample circumscribing any
generalizable conclusions that could be drawn from them. Nonetheless, the research on
short-term study abroad programs conducted by Rasch (2001), Strang (2006), and Watts
(2015) warrants special attention in this study due to their specific focus on faculty who lead
these international programs and how they perceive their role as directors.

Since there was no prior data available in the literature that connected to her research
questions, Rasch (2001) used grounded theory in a qualitative research design to seek
emerging themes that would enable theory development. Her exploratory study investigated
fifteen faculty directors in a private, research university in the south to gauge their
perceptions of the value of study abroad. Noting the escalating attention paid to the
internationalization efforts of U.S. institutions of higher education, Rasch addressed a
significant gap in the literature on international education, faculty directors and their
experience managing these short-term programs, as well as how this experience impacted
them personally and professionally. Rasch’s study is significant in that it was the first of its
kind to center its focus on the role of a faculty director of a study abroad program, setting a
baseline for further study of faculty directors in the context of education abroad.

Rasch’s Study

Rasch (2001) employed triangulation in collecting data through her analysis of
multiple rounds of interviews with students as well as faculty participants, along with
document review of pertinent materials such as syllabi, university webpages, university
catalogs and brochures, and faculty publications. Rasch (2001) avoided using any models or
theoretical frameworks, in keeping with recommended standards for use of grounded theory

(Yin, 1993). The model she developed (Figure 1) illuminated the influence of faculty on
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students, in three dimensions: the students’ personal development, intellectual development

and expanded international perspective.



Categories of Possible Role of faculty in the Study Student Outcomes

Student Change Abroad Experience Impacted by Faculty
Involvement
|. Personal e Share life expertise on-site e Increases in

Development

with group

e Foster cultural encounters for
students

e Share areas of research with
students

e Guide students to “view” life
differently

interpersonal skills
Increases in
intrapersonal skills
Changes in values
Changes in life direction

Il. Intellectual
Development

e Facilitate experiential
learning

e Foster a broader sense of
experience in students

e Experiment with new
teaching methodologies

e Extend research

Increases in foreign
language skills
Expansion of learning in
major

Increases in general
knowledge

Gains in critical

N - -

I11. Expanded
International
Perspective

Figure 1. Rasch’s model (p. 117, 2001) of faculty influence on students in the study abroad experience (evolving process).

e Interest in getting students to
experience new culture

e Contacts with foreign
colleagues

e Collaborative research
projects

Appreciating host
culture
Appreciating own
culture
Broadening global
perspective
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One noteworthy finding in Rasch’s study was “the capacity of faculty to share their
knowledge, foster, and guide cultural experiences [which] has a direct impact on the student
group experience as well as the building of self-awareness and shifting life values.” (p. 118).
In revealing their perceptions of what it meant to direct a study abroad program, the faculty
respondents used similar terms to describe their roles: parent, counselor, professor,
administrator, caretaker, mother/father figure, cultural guide, friend, etc. Rasch also
discovered a lack of institutional commitment toward study abroad from their home
university, according to the majority of faculty respondents in her pioneering study. The
faculty participants who raised this complaint also decried the insufficient resources at the
home institution, human and capital, to support their study abroad programs, which they felt
revealed a devaluing of their position. The issue of whether faculty directors feel supported
by the study abroad office at their home institution is an important one as it relates to faculty
training and development. In that regard, Rasch’s study was instrumental in the way it
revealed faculty discontent with the level of preparation they received from the study abroad
office at their home institution.

Lastly, faculty respondents in Rasch’s study noted one of the key motivating factors
for leading a short-term program was the opportunity to combine the academic components
of their program with the host country setting in innovative ways. This speaks to the
pedagogical opportunities available for faculty who direct short-term programs abroad to
enable experiential learning for their students, a point which will be further addressed in the

next section (Goode’s typology).
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Strang’s Study

Strang’s (2006) qualitative study on faculty directors of study abroad programs
examined their motivations for leading a program, prior travel experience, and their personal
philosophy on leadership. Strang used a two-phase model, interviewing five faculty directors
in person and then an online open-ended survey completed anonymously by 40 participants
from accredited four-year institutions of higher education. The results from the interviews
and online survey employed in Strang’s study revealed that faculty participants shared
common motivators for their work abroad, in particular the personal growth they experienced
while directing a program overseas, as well as their desire to facilitate student’s academic
and personal development. Other motivating factors included the opportunity to build strong
relationships with the students on the program as well as financial incentives, especially the
reduced cost of international travel as most faculty participants were subsidized for their
overseas expenses, including flights and living costs, by their home institutions. The findings
also indicated that while the faculty participants demonstrated leadership characteristics to
some extent, they appeared to lack the vocabulary to articulate their personal leadership style
or philosophy.
Watt’s Study

In another descriptive study of the experiences of faculty directors of short-term study
abroad programs Watts’s (2015) surveyed how these experiences shaped the personal and
professional development of the faculty participants in her study.

Employing a qualitative research design and using purposeful sampling, Watts (2015)
was able to recruit a sample of twelve faculty directors from a public flagship university for

interviews. As with Rasch’s study (2001), the findings from Watt’s research contributed to
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the literature on international education by elucidating the multifaceted roles of the faculty
directors from their perspective. The faculty participants in Watt’s study also illustrated the
magnitude of the directorship position by their delineation of its core responsibilities, which
encompassed overseeing student health and safety, maintaining the financial viability of the
program and respecting the local community itself so that students were not engaging in
culturally inappropriate activities that would jeopardize the director’s in-country
relationships. In addition, the participants in Watt’s study touched on a significant point
mentioned in Rasch’s study as well: the unique connection between the faculty director and
the student that cannot be replicated back at the home institution to the same extent. As
Watts (2015) explained: “The connection with students had an impact on how faculty
appreciated the experience through the excitement of someone else, provided an
understanding of today's student and influenced their teaching in a traditional classroom”
(p.69).

Lastly, a key finding from Watt’s research was a campus-community disconnect; a
number of faculty participants expressed frustration with the lack of interest they observed
among many of their departmental colleagues back at their home institution for what the
director had experienced abroad. Their faculty peers on the home campus also demonstrated
an inaccurate sense of what the position truly entails, as stated by Watts: “While members of
the campus community at large, and faculty in particular, may be familiar with the idea of a
short-term, study abroad program, faculty expressed that there is a lack of understanding
from their peers and supervisors as to what directing a program entails and the impact,

positive and negative, that is has on the program director” (p.69).
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Watts maintained that the findings from her study would be useful for institutions that
are seeking to improve their training of faculty directors in all phases: before (program
design and preparation), while the program is underway and after the study abroad program
has ended.

In short, all three studies (Rasch, 2001; Strang, 2006; Watts, 2015) noted faculty
directors’ concerns about student health and safety, and the challenges that directors
encountered when confronting student mental health issues. Two of the three studies (Rasch,
2001; Watts, 2015) were limited in scope to a single case study respectively, nonetheless all
three studies provided empirical support that the faculty director role encompasses a complex
array of responsibilities not always understood by the faculty colleagues and administrators
at their home institutions. Yet none of these studies (Rasch, 2001; Strang, 2006; Watt, 2015)
connected faculty experiences abroad with contemporary theories on cognition, such as
situated learning, or with recent conceptual studies on faculty learning in particular, a void
that this study will attempt to fill in order to address the role of context in shaping learning.
In addition, this study will build on the work of Rasch, Strang, and Watt by using an
analytical framework on faculty roles abroad to allow a more nuanced and updated
examination of these directorship responsibilities. Lastly, this study will delve into the role
that context may play in shaping faculty learning abroad by inquiring on the impact that the
student cohort as well as the study abroad setting (the host country itself) may have on the
director over a period of time (minimum of four years).

Another constructive contribution to the literature on faculty learning within the study
abroad context is Goode’s (2007) mixed methods study of faculty directors at ‘North

American College’ (NAC), a private, undergraduate liberal arts college with high student
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participation rates in study abroad. Goode provided a useful typology that serves as an
analytical framework for this study.
Goode’s Typology

The primary focus in Goode’s (2007) study of faculty directors at one North
American College was to explore the intercultural dimension of the faculty director role, as it
relates to the intercultural development of students on the program. Goode maintained that
this has been a frequently listed goal at many institutions for their study abroad
programming, yet there has been a lack of research in the scholarly literature on the degree of
intercultural acquisition among the faculty themselves who lead programs. In addition,
Goode (2007) also explored a question previously overlooked: “How do study abroad
faculty directors conceptualize their role in the intercultural development of their study
abroad students?” (p. 150).

From interviews he conducted with eight faculty directors (out of 34 who were
invited) from one institution (North American College) who volunteered to participate in his
study, Goode was able to qualitatively assess a) the degree of intercultural development
among the individual faculty directors and b) how the director’s conceived their role in
facilitating the intercultural development of students on their program. Using an integrative
approach to measure each faculty director’s level of intercultural development, Goode
employed a widely-used quantitative measure known as the Intercultural Development
Inventory (IDI), a standardized instrument in international education that draws from
Bennett’s Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (Bennett, 1993). The DMIS
model (Bennett, 1993) measures the dynamic process by which an individual or group

engage cultural difference, along a continuum that ranges from ‘ethnocentrism’ on one end
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(marked by denial of differences between cultures, defense of one’s own cultural background
or minimization of cultural difference) to ‘ethnorelativism’, in which a person or group are
able to recognize, accept and even adapt to cultural difference. Goode’s findings of the
faculty directors he interviewed are briefly summarized in the section below on the
intercultural dimension.

Moving beyond his exploration of the faculty director’s intercultural development,
Goode incorporated feedback from the faculty respondents on how they conceptualized their
role, producing a typology that categorized the perceived functions of the directorship role
into four major dimensions: “Dean of Students”, logistical, intercultural, and academic, with
a brief listing of the respective responsibilities for each dimension (see Table 1).
Table 1

Dimensions of the NAC Study Abroad Faculty Director Role (Faculty Perspective) (Goode,
2007)

Faculty Director Dimension Responsibilities
Student social life, student group dynamics,

“Dean of Students” student mental health, student physical health,
dimension student safety, and student alcohol use.
Logistical dimension Program logistics, scheduling, administration,

staff management, and budgeting.

Intercultural dimension Familiarity with the study abroad program
sites ahead of time, and intellectual insights
about the culture of the sites to share with
students

Academic dimension Curriculum development, teaching,
grading, and academic mentoring.

While Goode’s (2007) descriptors provide the reader with a general understanding of

key dimensions in the faculty director position, they fall short in offering deeper insights into
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the growing complexity of the position. They also neglect to mention certain challenges that
faculty directors may face leading a program abroad, such as addressing allegations of sexual
assault (and complying with Title IX regulations afterwards if an investigation is deemed
necessary), managing complexities in group dynamics (particularly in the realm of student
identity formation abroad), working with students at their various levels of intercultural
assimilation, and applying the appropriate balance of in-class academic learning experiences
with extracurricular components that enable students to maximize their experiential learning.
It is therefore beneficial to build on Goode’s pioneering work to ensure a more
comprehensive and current interpretation of what it means for faculty to direct a short-term
study abroad program.
“Dean of Students” Dimension

According to Goode (2007), the “Dean of Students” dimension can be summarized as
“attentiveness to students on a personal level” (p. 155) with responsibilities for addressing
students’ mental and physical health needs while also monitoring and disciplining students
for any observed violations of program regulations, such as over-drinking and missing class
the next day or getting into an altercation. In addition to working with students on an
individual level, the faculty director must also address group-level needs and issues that may
arise, such as the formation of cliques that threaten to undermine the cohesiveness of the
student cohort. For the purpose of clarity, this category can be considered the equivalent of
any university’s Student Affairs office. The following subsections will explore some of the
paramount components of the “Dean of Students” dimension in more detail.

Mental health. It is not a small task to monitor the mental and physical wellbeing of

a cohort of undergraduate students and respond to any concerning behaviors. The prevalence
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of college youth who have self-disclosed mental health problems in the U.S. is well
documented, with large-scale national surveys providing the statistical data to show how
widespread this problem has become. According to a large-scale study organized by the
National Research Consortium of Counseling Centers in Higher Education, with 26,000
students from 70 colleges and universities surveyed in 2006, 6% of undergraduates and 4%
of graduate students reported having seriously considered suicide over the past year (Hunt &
Eisenberg, 2010). The American College Health Association (2017) executive summary
report revealed that in the 2016-2017 academic year, more than 40% of college students
reported feeling so depressed that it was difficult for them to function during the previous
academic year.

The pattern of undergraduate students presenting significant mental health issues is
not only witnessed on the home campus; as more students participate in study abroad, an
uptick in overseas cases has been reported by study abroad directors (Lucas, 2009). Studies
have confirmed the link between stress and study abroad, which can manifest itself in
students experiencing higher levels of anxiety, depression and/or loneliness when living in a
foreign environment (Hunley, 2009; Ryan & Twibell, 2000). Faculty directors must be
prepared for the responsibility of responding to a student health crisis during the program,
which can become serious at any moment. As Barr (2013) suggests, “Burnout and stress in
the study abroad setting may result [for the faculty director leading the program], at least in
part, from both physical demands of travel and teaching, and the emotional exhaustion that
comes from dealing with the difficulties with students on a 24/7 basis” (p. 140).

Alcohol consumption and students abroad. The reported increase in the volume of

alcohol consumed by students studying abroad has been equally concerning for study abroad
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administrators and faculty directors. One study suggested that some students may self-select
for the purpose of drinking excessively while on a study abroad program, taking advantage of
lower drinking age laws in other countries as well as enhanced freedom and independence on
an off-campus program (Pedersen, LaBrie, Hummer, Larimer, & Lee, 2010). According to a
study by Hingson, Zha, & Weitzan (2009), the combination of alcohol or other drug use can
also magnify existing psychological disorders. This further demonstrates the serious risk
involved when college students are in a foreign environment where they may have
inadequate preparation, language skills, and cultural familiarity to exercise proper judgment.
Faculty directors must be able to set expectations in advance so that students understand the
disciplinary consequences of overdrinking during the program such as a reduction in their
grades, or for more severe cases—when a student’s drinking behavior is impacting his/her
health or the well-being of the entire group—dismissal from the program.

Title IX and sexual assault at home and abroad. A student’s sexual health may
also be at risk when the student is under the influence of alcohol. Hummer et al.’s (2010)
quantitative study measured the outcomes from students studying abroad who consumed
alcohol and then encountered negative consequences, both general and sexual, such as
temporary loss of short-term memory, waking up in an unexpected place, and unwanted
sexual contact. The faculty director of an education abroad program may be one of only a
few personnel onsite handling an unexpected, complex development on the program, such as
a student claiming to be a victim of sexual assault. The director onsite bears the most
responsibility for working cooperatively with the study abroad office and other units at the
home campus, such as Title IX compliance officers, to respond as quickly and effectively as

responsible to the reported incident.
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Title 1X is a federal civil right prohibiting sexual discrimination in education that also
covers sexual harassment and assault. The recent federal guidelines for universities to
implement effective policies in compliance with Title IX regulations have prompted college
administrators to institute reform measures to better protect student victims so that they can
safely disclose the incident to the designated campus authorities without ‘victim blaming,’
which has been a common complaint from students over the years (Lankford, 2016). In turn,
U.S. universities are now under pressure to demonstrate their ability to educate students and
employees on sexual violence and have trained officials who understand how to investigate
and conduct hearings fairly and in a manner that “protects the safety of victims” (Ali, 2011).
In recent years, questions have been raised about an institution’s legal responsibilities for
complying with Title IX federal requirements abroad in the event of sexual assault of a
student on a program, and the degree to which the actions of the faculty director can be held
at fault.

The legal exposure for faculty directors is magnified considerably when responding
to students’ health and safety issues, both on an individual level and on a group level, as
witnessed in 2016 by security threats in Western Europe and Turkey. Indeed, the spread of
terrorism worldwide poses outstanding challenges to all faculty directors in their role as
group safety managers, and political instability remains a significant threat in countries
where students may be studying abroad. It is the responsibility of the study abroad office to
train faculty directors on crisis management protocols, including developing a
communication plan and ensuring appropriate insurance coverage and emergency support,
such as medical evacuation services, if needed for faculty, staff, and students abroad (Friend,

2012).
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While there is little written on international risk in study abroad in the scholarly
literature, it continues to be a pressing concern facing all universities in the U.S. and around
the world that offer study abroad programming (Aalberts et al., 2015; Engstrom &
Mathiesen, 2012; Hoye & Rhodes, 2000; Redden, 2016). Even faculty directors with years of
experience leading programs in a wide range of countries may lack training and awareness of
what to do in the event of an emergency in country. As Engstrom and Mathiesen (2012)

argue:

Crisis or disaster plans on campuses are often carried out by campus police, but
procedures lack clarity even on the home university campus, much less when students
are out of the country and the contacts and procedures are not clearly specified. (p.

787)

It is also possible for group-level problems on a study abroad program to emerge not due to a
national emergency as described above, but in subtler ways that involve disruptions in group
dynamics. This fits within the realm of student affairs as well and though not elaborated in
Goode’s (2007) study, it is worthwhile to explore the role of the director in overseeing group
dynamics on a short-term study abroad program.

Group dynamics. While the focus on student health and behavior involves
individuals, faculty directors are also responsible for managing the overall well-being of the
group, which entails a broader understanding of program leadership, including ways to
enhance group dynamics and create an inclusive learning environment. For example, faculty
directors who are able to facilitate students from different backgrounds (socio-economic,
race, religion, and sexual orientation to name a few) will enable them to feel that they have a

shared stake in the program (Brux & Fry, 2009). Although the number of US students
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studying abroad has increased by 62% between the 2003-2004 and 2013-2014 academic
years, the demographic profile for study abroad enrollments still remains fairly static, with
White students at 74% and minorities far behind despite small gains in their numbers within
the last few years (see Table 2). These statistics are important in that as more non-White
students partake in study abroad, they will present the faculty director with opportunities for
greater intellectual variety in the group’s discourse as perspectives are shared from students
with differing backgrounds (Hu, 2012).

At the same time, faculty directors may also encounter difficulties in maintaining the
morale of the group if factions develop or cliques form among the students that threaten to
disrupt the program. According to Tipping, Freeman, and Rachlis (1995), faculty leadership
is needed in these situations to measure the emotional climate of the group to ascertain if the
students are feeling supported, to determine the type and quality of interaction among the
group members, including how power or influence appear to be distributed, to observe the
degree of group solidarity and conformance with group norms, and lastly, to discern each
student’s contributions to the program along with their readiness to accept majority
decisions.

As study abroad offices in the U.S. create new faculty-led short-term programs,
expand their reach to different areas of the globe, and enroll a more diverse cohort of
students, the question emerges of whether institutions can maintain expected support
standards for various student groups abroad. Bolen (2001) describes this dilemma:

Are African American, gay/lesbian, or physically challenged students really well-

served by efforts to attract them into programs in greater numbers if the support

services, knowledge of cultural systems (i.e., around racism, sexual orientation



53

acceptance, or attitudes toward different levels of physical challenge), and trained
resident directors are not available to support these groups? (p. 189)

Managing conflicts that may arise between students is also a key leadership skill that
faculty directors may need to exercise as students are likely to encounter cultural as well as
group conflicts during their time abroad (Bodycott, 2015; Medina, Munduate, Dorado &
Guerra, 2005). As mentioned previously, faculty directors are not able to simply delegate the
task of managing a group of students in distress to university officials while the study abroad
program is underway, but must find ways to address the issue onsite while attending to the
other responsibilities inherent in the role of a faculty director such as teaching and facilitating
their student’s intercultural learning, the latter of which constitutes Goode’s (2007)
Intercultural dimension.

Logistical Dimension

The logistical dimension in Goode’s (2007) study involves functions such as
organizing the program’s logistics, managing staff, overseeing the program budget, and
scheduling the programmatic activities, including field trips. These functions present a
significant consideration for any faculty member who chooses to direct a short-term study
abroad program. Despite the practical importance of the logistical dimension, it is seldom
represented in the scholarly literature on international education, and only covered by a few
brief articles written by program directors (Hornig, 1995; O’Neal & Krueger, 1995). These
articles offer anecdotal descriptions of the challenge of juggling the numerous administrative
responsibilities inherent in this position, including handling complex staff issues or
responding to international currency fluctuations that can have a major impact the program

budget. As Barr (2013) argued, the faculty director’s burden of managing logistical tasks can
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often be shared with numerous offices, such as the business office back on the home campus,
as well as overseas vendors who can arrange home stay experiences, purchase tickets for a
group excursion, or help arrange other culturally enriching opportunities. Whether handled
individually or jointly shared, the logistical responsibilities inherent in the director’s role
remain an important element for this study as they may influence the ways in which faculty
view their work abroad as well as how they perceive the the study abroad office at their home
institution.

Intercultural Dimension

In almost all studies of the intercultural dimension in education abroad, the center of
attention has been on students to determine whether their participation in study abroad
triggered a wide array of cultural outputs, such as intercultural sensitivity, cross-cultural
communication, receptiveness to diversity, global mindedness and cultural self-awareness, to
name just a few elements that comprise the broader notion of intercultural competence cited
in the literature (Anderson et al., 2006; Dai & Chen, 2014; Deardorff, 2011; Fantini, 2006).
For this study, I will use Deardorff’s (2004) definition of intercultural competence to help
clarify this complex construct: “intercultural competence is the ability to communicate
effectively and appropriately in intercultural situations based on one’s intercultural
knowledge, skills, and attitudes” (p. 194).

A growing number of studies have determined that students can achieve certain
intercultural proficiencies on short-term programs, though findings have been mixed
(Anderson et. al., 2006; Carley & Tudor, 2006; Chieffo & Griffiths, 2004; Zamastil-
Vondrova, 2005). Other studies point to some student gains in intercultural skills on short

term programs but provide empirical evidence to suggest that college students who
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participate in longer term study abroad programs, such as semester or academic year, reveal
greater progress in terms of language proficiency, intercultural sensitivity, and a deeper
understanding of the host country and culture (Dwyer, 2004; Medina-Lopez-Portillo, 2004).
Despite the mixed findings in the literature on study abroad, intercultural competence
remains a commonly cited learning outcome for undergraduate students whether on the home
campus or abroad. And for students studying abroad on short-term programs, an increasing
number of studies are pointing to heightened intercultural skill development and cross-
cultural knowledge (Mapp, 2012). Yet studies also show students make the most progress
when they have a faculty director actively involved in the learning process, by facilitating
student’s learning in a mentoring and teaching capacity (Einbeck, 2002; Peckenpaugh, 2012;
Vande Berg, 2007). This raises the question of the degree to which faculty director’s
themselves are sufficiently equipped with the skills needed to both improve their student’s
intercultural competence and evaluate their individual progress while the program is in
session.

Unfortunately, the scholarly literature on intercultural competence focuses
predominantly on students, with little attention given to faculty directors. Goode’s (2007)
study maintains that faculty directors need to be interculturally competent themselves to be
able to successfully implement and assess intercultural activities and assignments in their
study abroad program. Goode’s research study was the first to test this empirically and in his
mixed methods research design, he discovered that most of the faculty directors in his study
were limited in terms of their own level of intercultural development (when measured by the

IDI), lacked formal intercultural training, and found this dimension to be the most
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challenging compared with the other three (Logistics, Academic, and “Dean of Students”) in
his typology.

Even though the faculty director’s intercultural experiences were clearly of great
personal value to them and they believed that these experiences had equipped them with the
ability to serve in the role of director, it was apparent that some of the faculty directors in
Goode’s study had struggled to apply what they had learned from their own intercultural
experiences to foster their student’s intercultural development. The possible reasons for this
surprising finding in Goode’s study included the lack of training from their home
institution’s study abroad office on how the faculty can effectively facilitate intercultural
development of their students. Instead, the faculty in Goode’s study reflected on how the
training for the student affairs and logistical dimensions overshadowed the intercultural
dimension, which meant that they simply followed an informal, inconsistent approach to
engaging with students in their intercultural development while the study abroad program
was underway.

While my study will not be measuring the degree of intercultural competence in
either the undergraduate students or the faculty directors, it will explore whether the faculty
directors envision the facilitation of culturally immersive experiences during their program as
a salient function in their role as faculty director. For the faculty directors that do view this
intercultural facilitation as a core responsibility, this inquiry will then gauge the extent to
which the faculty directors may be drawing from their own intercultural experiences.
Another area of interest is how faculty directors describe the ways in which their program

enables students to progress towards a more advanced level of intercultural competence.
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We can now turn our attention to the last dimension in Goode’s typology, the
Academic dimension, since we are investigating the role of faculty who not only lead, but
also teach on their credit-bearing programs overseas.

Academic Dimension

According to Goode (2007), the academic dimension involves the need for faculty
directors to develop a curriculum for their program, teach their course (or in some cases,
multiple courses), assign grades and provide academic support services such as mentoring.
While these are fairly obvious functional criteria, | would postulate that the ways in which
faculty directors engage in these tasks while abroad may not necessarily be the same as when
they are teaching similar courses on their home campuses. Studies have suggested that the
experiential nature of study abroad requires a different pedagogical approach to be able to
effectively incorporate the real-world context in ways that are accessible to students (Mills et
al., 2010). Savage and Lehman (2014) suggest that, “This type of education engages students
in a deliberate process of hands-on problem solving and critical thinking actions which are
integrated into the curriculum” (p. 2).

A leading figure in modern experiential learning theory is Kolb (1984), whose model
demonstrated a cyclical process where new experiences develop from prior ones,
characterized by four stages: concrete experience (experiencing), reflective observation
(reflecting), abstract conceptualization (thinking) and active experimentation (acting).
According to Passarelli and Kolb (2012), this experiential learning theory can be applied to
the study abroad context, but achieving the goals of experiential learning abroad requires not
simply understanding the core principles of Kolb’s theory, but having a faculty director

onsite who is willing and able to implement specific teaching strategies, or roles—facilitator,
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expert, evaluator, and coach—while leading the program in order to enable students to fully
engage in this learning process. Moreover, as argued by Roberts, Conner & Jones, (2013),
the reflection stage is critical here and requires the faculty director to purposefully guide
students in individual and group reflection activities to critically analyze their experiences
especially as they contemplate any goals they may have established prior to the start of the
program.

While Goode’s study (2007) illuminated the various complexities of the faculty
director position with a useful typology, his rubric does not reveal how faculty directors first
learn to navigate the challenges inherent in each dimension (especially in their beginning
years as director of a short-term study abroad program when they may lack advanced
preparation for adapting to new roles and responsibilities), and fails to explain how
experienced directors become proficient in performing these differing roles. Addressing
these gaps in Goode’s study requires another research angle that will be analyzed in the next
section of this literature review: social theories of learning that examine how people acquire
knowledge by directly engaging in with other individuals in their natural environment.

Learning Theories

This study focuses on faculty learning as a collective experience, not an isolated
activity as in the case of a scientist conducting a lab experiment by herself. To more fully
comprehend the learning process of a faculty director as a context-driven process, this section
will review the literature on learning theories that focus on the ways in which social
interactions enable individuals to develop new skills and knowledge within a given
community. This paradigm of learning can be contrasted with other learning theories such as

behaviorism, which positions learning as an individual endeavor through the lens of
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stimulus-response and selective reinforcement (Skinner, 1974), or cognitivism, which during
the second half of the twentieth century moved away from the behaviorist’s approach to
observing external behavior by focusing instead on internal mental structures such as
thinking, attention, memory, and reasoning (Tenenberg & Knobelsdorf, 2014). Cognitivism,
while helpful as a model for computation, evolved in more recent years into the field of

artificial intelligence (Craig, 1991).

According to Hung (2001), both the behaviorism and cognitivism schools were
significant in extending our understanding of how humans and animals behave under certain
testable conditions or how individuals use reasoning to solve problems through internal
cognitive processes, but these constructs were limited in terms of explaining how individuals
learn in real-world settings. A more recent learning theory known as situated learning (also
referred to as situated cognition), as described in the following section, removes any notion
of learning as a purely independent cognitive activity by identifying the critical importance
that context, culture and social activity play in enabling learning.

Situated Learning Theory

Derived from sociocultural learning theory, studies on situated learning demonstrate
the primary role of actors engaged in authentic activities in complex social environments that
provide the context for learning (Nasir & Hand, 2006; Putnam & Borko, 2000). This
approach is a major departure from traditional cognitive philosophies on learning that focus
on the individual as the unit of analysis and knowledge production as an internal process that
is applicable in any context (Paige & Daley, 2009). The situated learning framework offers
an alternate view of learning distinguished by its three core features, as posited by Putnam

and Borko (2000): learning as situated (embedded in the physical and social contexts in
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which it takes place), social (interactions between people in a given community shape what
is learned and how it is learned), and distributed (cognition is not the domain of any one
individual but is shared, or distributed, between people but also transferred through use of
physical and symbolic tools).

Many studies on situated learning (Anderson, Reder, & Simon, 1996; Brown et al.,
1989; Greeno, 1997; Resnick, 1994) used math education to illustrate the mismatch that can
occur in learning when math theories and formulas taught in class prove inadequate for
students in real world settings. These studies offered examples of ordinary people engaging
in goal-directed activity to solve math-related problems in real-world settings using
contextual clues to figure out the answer. Brown, Collins, and Duguid (1989) raised the
analogy of craft apprenticeship in constructing a related model: ‘cognitive apprenticeship’.
This model envisions students as practitioners engaged in the social construction of
knowledge, much in the same way that apprentice workers learning a trade, for example tent
makers, hone their skill by directly interacting with their instructors who coach them toward
a more sophisticated understanding of the craft.

In this study of experienced faculty directors and their perceptions of the most
significant dimensions of their role (as well as how they learned about these dimensions),
situated learning serves as an applicable theoretical framework since its focus on context,
social activity (through the interactions of the participants in a community), and the
environment lends itself well to the unique dynamics of a short-term study abroad program
that features a shared learning experience in a field-based setting. More specifically, how

faculty learn about these dimensions is best understood through a context-based model of
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cognition that enables higher order thinking skills such as problem solving and critical
thinking to navigate an unpredictable, yet authentic learning environment.
Critiques of Situated Learning

As with any theory, situated cognition theory is not devoid of critics who have
challenged several of its central precepts. For example, situated learning infers that
traditional classroom-based instruction may be less effective pedagogically since it removes
students from an authentic context, thereby, impeding knowledge transfer in the process.
Several studies have challenged this view by providing examples of successful knowledge
transfer from a school setting to the workplace (Anderson, Reder, & Simon, 1996; Hunter &
Hunter, 1984; Reder & Ritter, 1992). Other studies (Salomon & Perkins, 1998) contest
situated cognition theory for its emphasis on collective learning in authentic environments,
emphasizing that learning in situ does not guarantee a positive outcome from a learning
standpoint if the community itself is not regulating the behavior of its members appropriately
or if the individual is unable or unwilling to challenge the prevailing wisdom of the
collective, thereby stifling dissent.

Although the purpose of this study is not to test either the strengths or weaknesses of
situated learning theory per se, it is important to note the complexities of human learning
when one considers alternative viewpoints that have surfaced related to the issue of
knowledge transfer and whether student learning is most effectively realized in or outside of
the classroom.

The last section of this literature review will explore recent studies that delve
specifically into faculty learning within the university setting. The studies on learning

portrayed in this chapter have typically centered on students, especially children, or adults in
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school or at their workplace. Faculty who work for an institution of higher education
represent a unique constituency in that they have a high level of autonomy and freedom,
especially when tenured, to pursue their intellectual passions, participate in the governance of
their institution, and engage in peer dissent, often with low levels of affinity for their
institution (Castiglia, 2006). Since this study is attempting to fill the gap in the literature on
how knowledge creation occurs in faculty directors when they accumulate experience in the
role of directing a short-term study abroad program, it is worth exploring the personal and
professional influences of their scholarly learning and development in more depth.
Neumann’s Conceptual Theory on Scholarly Learning

Faculty learning has seldom received attention in the scholarly literature, compared
with a modest but growing number of studies on faculty productivity, which, according to
Lattuca (2002) are typically concentrated on measurable variables such as workload,
incentivization, institutional type reward, and reinforcement structures in higher education
(Bauerlein, 2013; Chval & Nossaman, 2014; Dickeson, 2013). These studies reflect a
renewed call for accountability in higher education nationwide through quantified
assessments of faculty teaching, research, publications, and grant output, but they also
oversimplify the professional and personal context in which faculty operate.

Neumann (2009) aimed to capture the essence of faculty learning instead of its
outward signs or trappings, as exemplified by contemporary assessment studies of faculty
productivity. Since so few scholars have delved into this area, it is worthwhile to survey
Neumann’s work on the scholarly learning of faculty, which will guide the research questions
and serve as the conceptual framework for my study. Neumann (2005) argued that,

“Scholarly learning converts the abstract concept of ‘knowledge production’ into a human
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event, a living person’s experience that, at its best, is a search for personal meaning” (p. 15).
In her efforts to detect valid scholarly learning, Neumann (2006, 2009) invoked the idea of
passionate thought, defined as “intense feeling for their subjects of intellectual study: high
excitement or exuberance at its realization, sadness or despair at its loss, frustration at its
delay, desire in its absence” (2009, p. 220). Neumann (2006, 2009) repeatedly employed the
theme of passionate thought, though its application to faculty in higher education is unique,
since studies on academia have tended to overlook the influence of individual emotion on a
professor’s career and focused instead on organizational mission or various markers of
faculty productivity such as the number of publications in peer-reviewed journals.

In Professing to Learn, Neumann (2009) presented compelling empirical examples of
scholarly learning experiences from 78 faculty members from the early post-tenure phase of
their careers, a crucial period when faculty members tend to be most productive and creative
as they determine where to direct their intellectual energies and passion. Her findings
produced the following insights: a) scholarly learning constitutes a ‘central experience’ to the
faculty at this early post-tenure stage and carries significant meaning to their lives and
careers, and b) cultivating scholarly learning requires a joint effort on the part of the faculty
as well as senior university administrators.

Neumann’s study (2009) also acknowledged the fact that “policy makers and
academic administrators rarely talk about the kinds of learning struggles and desires that
professors talked about in interviews” (p. 223). Thus, Neumann expressed that university
leaders who lack this insight may miss the target when they try to enhance faculty members’
commitment to their practice without first considering the intrinsic motivating factors that

keep faculty engaged in their scholarly learning in its various forms, including teaching,
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research, service, and community outreach, whether on the home campus or abroad.
Neumann (2014) also contended that to be effective, university administrators must try to
both understand the myriad ways in which faculty members learn while also identifying the
differing needs for support among faculty, depending on where they are positioned in their
careers.

To identify the signs of faculty learning that would enable university officials to
better understand the perspective of the professors, Neumann (2009) presented five
propositions. The first proposition viewed “Professors’ learning as part of professor’s work.
Professors’ work requires that they learn” (p. 255). In this first proposition, Neumann
maintained that professors learn ‘on the job’ both through intentional ways, such as when
they strive to deepen their understanding of a new theory in their discipline, as well as
incidental ways, when through informal discussions they develop new ways to consider a
study’s finding or hone an innovative teaching technique. In this study, | sought to discern
the degree to which faculty who lead short-term programs abroad were learning to do so in
an intentional way or developing their skills and building their knowledge incidentally.

In the second proposition, Neumann stipulated that learning means someone learning
some thing; for students, the object of learning may be a “disciplinary idea or a concept
central to being an adult in a democratic society—for example civic responsibility, moral
courage, compassion or altruism” (2014, p. 99). For faculty teaching on the home campus,
the object of learning may be the latest developments in a discipline or pedagogical
approaches to teaching a field’s new ideas (Neumann, 2014). According to Neumann,
learning cannot stand by itself; someone needs to be doing the learning, making this even

more complicated since each learner is unique in how they interpret the information, along
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with their willingness to be receptive to new ideas. This connects directly with the study on
hand because faculty directors will presumably differ in what they perceive to be the most
critical dimensions of their role in leading a short-term education abroad program, and how
they learned about these dimensions over time.

In the third proposition, Neumann (2009) focused on professor’s scholarly learning:
“To understand