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internationalization experimentation at SEU3 began with the process of developing the
2010 QEP. In the outcome, the institution proposed creative ways to accomplish more
in-depth and intentional campus internationalization. The review of documents revealed
SEU3 decided to first implement a policy of global pre-requisites for undergraduate
students. The QEP also included co-curricular global learning experiences in the form of
the Alternative Spring Break program, the International Education Week event, and
Tuesday Times Roundtable discussions, among other activities and events. These new
and creative programs were geared to meet students’ needs for multicultural
competencies and global citizenship. Other best practices that emerged in this stage were
a systematic approach to internationalization, and the development of internationalization

change agents (Figure 4.4).
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Response to Research Questions

The research sub-questions sought to identify the strongest indicator and best
practices of intentionality in successful internationalization at a public research
university. These questions were answered by conducting a qualitative case study
investigation at the university that resulted with the highest degree of contribution of
intentionality in its campus internationalization based on results of the quantitative study.
This university was SEU3 (Figure 4.5).

To realize the case study, the researcher interviewed eight officials, 101 through
108, involved in internationalization at SEU3 (see Appendix M), reviewed documents
and audio-visual materials pertaining to internationalization at SEU3, and conducted field
observations at the university. The researcher designated the interviews as the main

source of information in the qualitative investigation.

90%

80%

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

SEU2 SEU3 SEU4 SEU5 SEUG6 SEU7 SEU8

Campus Internationalization

Degree of Contribution of Intentionality in

Institutions

Figure 4.5 Degree of Contribution of Intentionality in Internationalization at U.S.

Southeast Region Universities



107

Indicators of intentionality in successful internationalization at a public research
university

The first research sub-question of this study sought to answer the question: What
is the strongest indicator of intentionality in successful internationalization at a public
research university? In the thematic analysis of the interviews, each official cited
planning as the key indicator of the university’s intentionality in internationalizing the
campus. The literature investigation of this study identified this indicator as a strategic
and systematic planning approach to campus internationalization, and aligned it with the
creation of a vision for internationalization stage of the theory of strategic intent. This
indicator emerged as the strongest indicator of intentional internationalization at SEU3
primarily due to its impact on the development of the 2010 QEP, the resulting
incorporation of global learning requirements into the curriculum, the creation of the
OGLLI, and the development of the 2010-2015 Strategic Plan and assessment plans.

According to 102, these engagements demonstrated “purposeful support from the
institution’s leadership.” 103 affirmed that internationalization was “being looked at in a
more coordinated fashion, particularly the curriculum, assessments, and student learning
outcomes.” 104 believed that the meaningful planning accomplishments pertaining to the
internationalization of SEU3 was making internationalization the theme of the QEP,
incorporating it as a pillar of the 2010-2015 Strategic Plan, and creating SIPA. 104
sustained that planning was one of the two most important indicators of
internationalization of higher education. 102 and 107 held the same positions.

Furthermore, the participants indicated that with a five-year internationalization

assessment plan in place, SEU3 was now able to assess global course completions, global
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learning outcomes, the number of students engaged in international education programs
and activities, the number of students taking foreign languages, the number of faculty
engaged in international education and research, and university agreements with overseas
entities. 104 believed that cohesion had been “reignited by the QEP,” and 107
underscored that having embarked on a comprehensive planning process, the institution
now had “a vision for where it is heading.” These officials gave serious, ample, and
significant credit to the deliberateness of the institution’s planning efforts in
internationalizing SEU3.

The existence and availability of numerous planning documents corroborated that
planning was highly indicative of successful internationalization at SEU3. In addition to
the documents related to the strategic outcomes of the planning process, the existence of
proposals, meeting agendas and minutes, focus groups results, letters, and documents on
committee and team memberships allowed the researcher to navigate the
comprehensiveness of the planning process. A strategic and systematic planning
approach appeared as an internationalization indicator theme in approximately 96% of all
the documents reviewed by the researcher, and, with almost a 50% frequency rate, it
resulted as the highest indicator in the document analysis for this case study.

Internationalization of the curriculum and the educational experience was
intricately associated with strategic and systematic planning at SEU3. This second most
prevalent indicator represented 14% of the indicator themes in the interview data set
(Figure 4.1). Major curricular changes were the outcomes of planning for
internationalization. 103 elaborated that every student affairs department chose one of

the global student learning outcomes established by the university and focuses on that
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outcome in its semester planning efforts. These global learning outcomes were global
perspective, global engagement, and global awareness. 104 pointed out that, in addition
to the creation of SIPA, making internationalization the theme of the QEP and a pillar of
the 2010-2015 strategic plan established curriculum as a strong indicator of intentional
internationalization at SEUS3.

104 moreover referred to the creation of certificate programs that focus on
internationalization, such as Latin-American and Caribbean Studies, African-American
Diaspora Studies, and Asian Studies strongly substantiated the university’s curricular
efforts toward intentional internationalization. According to 105, “there is an
international dimension to every school and college in the university.” Furthermore, 108
emphasized that the university needed to remain focused on the basics of teaching culture
and foreign languages, and that the internationalization of the curriculum will continue to
increase as SEU3 would be “going after federal grants to fund language studies.” In
addressing what the future of internationalization would look like for SEU3, 102
affirmed that all “students will be graduating from a globalized curriculum through all
disciplines, and having internationalization experiences on campus or abroad.”

Appearing in approximately 60% of the documents, the thematic analysis of the
researcher’s document reviews supported internationalization of the curriculum as the
second highest indicator of intentional internationalization at SEU3. In the documents,
this indicator was generally associated with the strategic and systematic planning
approach to internationalization of the SEU3 leadership, and since major curricular
changes were the outcome of planning for internationalization, this theme had a high

affinity with the planning indicator. This indicator involved increased English as a
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Second Language teaching, foreign language and area studies training, extracurricular
activities such as intercultural events, acquisition of global skills and competency, and
intercultural sensitivity to live in a globalized world.

In the researcher’s field observations, discussions about planning regularly
signaled the addition of global learning prerequisites to the undergraduate curriculum and
to the law school and medical school curricula, the development and increase of overseas
internships, and co-curricular global learning experiences. Respondents explained that
co-curricular activities included alternative spring breaks where students took up global
causes, such as the restoration of a national park in Costa Rica and a mentorship program
at an elementary school in Nicaragua.

Another prominent co-curricular engagement interviewees and field-observed
officials pointed out was the International Education Week (IEW), which comprised of
activities such as international workshops and events, speeches on globalization, art
exhibitions and a film festival, information sessions on study abroad and overseas
internships, video conferences with the Department of State, and visits by local
consulates. According to the officials, these activities were jointly planned by the global
learning faculty and student affairs officials at SEU3, and were designed to enrich global
learning. Respondents also noted that students received extra credit by participating in
the Tuesday Times Roundtables.

Of added value to SEU3s internationalization planning was the institution’s
embrace of the strategic response to globalization indicator. This indicator represented
the strategic manner in which the institution responded to the effects of globalization, and

was highly associated with strategic and systematic planning (Figure 4.1). Interview
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participants believed that the geographic location of SEU3 and the demographics of the
region were extremely favorable to the university in terms of campus internationalization,
and that the university has purposefully incorporate globalization components from its
local community, Latin-America, and the Caribbean into its institutional planning
activities. 104 expressed that the demographic richness of having such diverse
immigrant communities in the county in which the university was located, and in the
surrounding counties, offered “a wealth of very interesting research in terms of trans-
cultural adjustment.”

105 pointed out that SEU3 was at crossroads with the Caribbean, and referred to
this region as “one of the most globalized areas in the world.” 108 underlined that “the
local economy was intimately embedded in the global economy,” and 102 expressed that
SEU3 was “preparing students to serve a globalized U.S.A. internally.” 104 believed that
SEU3 was inherently globalized since 80% of its student population was minority, and
many of the students were born in other countries. 104 also affirmed that these students
had a very “migrational philosophy when it comes to citizenship; they are whatever they
are plus American.”

104 furthermore highlighted SEU3s global expansions with programs in Jamaica,
China, and India, and expressed the need for more focus on increasing educational
partnerships with Brazil and Russia. 108 underscored the need for SEU3 to engage in
more dual degrees with other countries, and for SEU3 students to participate more in
study abroad engagements so that they would have an opportunity to “understand how
similar issues are addressed in foreign contexts.”

While the document reviews analysis strongly supported the association of
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internationalization of the curriculum with strategic and systematic planning at SEU3,
analyses of the audio-visual materials and researcher observations highly substantiated
global response as having the strongest affiliation with the strategic and systematic
planning indicator. Global response, therefore, resulted with the highest frequency rate
amongst all the other elements in both the audio-visual and researcher observations data
sets analyses. This was mostly because of the ample amount of videos existent on SEU3s
website heavily favoring the Worlds Ahead branding initiative and the Tuesday Times
Roundtable discussions, which the researcher evaluated as a significant means employed
by the university to strategically respond to globalization.

In the thematic analysis of the interviews, commitment surfaced as the fourth
most salient indicator of intentional internationalization. It stood for a top/down down/up
culture of dedication, particularly by the senior administration of the university, to
support and fund campus internationalization. While 108 identified faculty hiring as
highest indicator of intentional internationalization, 102 and 105 chose commitment,
explicitly in the form of investment in the faculty of the institution, as their highest
indicator of intentional internationalization. Additionally, 104 and 106 both decided on
commitment in the form of executive support as their strongest indicator of intentionality
in successful internationalization at SEU3.

For example, in answering question number one regarding the reasons why SEU3
had been highly intention in its internationalization efforts, 106 stated, “It comes from the
president. He has a vision and understands the importance of preparing students for the
future.” In answering question number two regarding the reason why internationalization

was important to SEU3, 105 pointed out that “The LACC, which became the centerpiece
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of the university’s internationalization was founded by the current president in the
1970s.”

In answering question number three concerning the indicators of intentional
internationalization at SEU3, 105 highlighted that the university had brought in a
competent internationalization consultant. In the answers to question number four in
which the participants were asked to narrow their indicators down to the two strongest,
102 indicated that the participation of the leadership of the institution in the planning
processes was so strong that it engendered faculty buy-in. 105 reiterated the impact of
leadership on faculty buy-in, and 108 confirmed the importance of hiring competent
faculty. 106 also underscored the steady focus of the leadership, particularly the
president, and the availability of resources to hire faculty with internationalization
experience.

The most prominent expression of commitment as a strong indicator of
internationalization surfaced in the answers to question number five, in which six of the
eight respondents stated that senior administrative commitment was the strongest
indicator of intentional internationalization at SEU3. In answering question number six
related to interviewees’ beliefs regarding whether there were other indicators of
intentional internationalization that the university had yet to embrace, 106 stated the
importance of “having the right person in a senior level position that could bring all the
internationalization areas together.” In addressing answers to question number eight
regarding interviewees’ thoughts on what the future would look like for
internationalization at SEU3, 105 declared, “The University will expand further,

particularly because it has a passionate president.”
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Best Practices of intentionality in successful internationalization at a public research
university

The second research sub-question of this study sought to answer the question:
What are best practices relative to intentionality in successful internationalization at a
public research university? This question was answered by the outcome of the thematic
analysis of the second ten questions of the second part of the interview questionnaire (see
Appendix F), the documents and audio-visual reviews, and the researcher’s field
observation, which resulted in the identification of best practices relative to
internationalization at SEU3. Best practices were assessed based on the frequency of
their outcomes in the thematic analysis. The frequency of outcomes was determined by a
percent score in each of the three stages of strategic intent.

Outcomes of this study found that the most salient best practice related to the first
stage of strategic intent, intentionality in creating a vision for internationalization, was the
leadership commitment of the university (Figure 4.2). The most salient best practice
related to the second stage of strategic intent, intentionality in organizational commitment
to internationalization (Figure 4.3), was the establishment of internationalization structure
at the university. Finally, the results of this study found that the most salient best practice
in the third stage of strategic intent, intentionality in the practice of internationalization,
was a systematic approach to internationalization through creativity and experimentation
(Figure 4.4).

Intentionality in the creation of a vision for internationalization. In the first
stage of strategic intent, creation of a vision, interview participants rated the commitment

of the leadership of the university as the most prominent best practice of visionary
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leadership and innovation in campus internationalization. Resource allocation and vision
in planning were also highly rated by respondents as best practice in this stage. These
three themes of intentionality in this co-invention stage of strategic intent combined for
almost two-thirds of SEU3s creation of a vision for internationalization (Figure 4.2).

In six of the eight responses to the question regarding what is the driving force
behind intentionality at SEU3, the answer was leadership commitment, and, of these six
answers, three of them directly signaled the president as the driving force. According to
104, the president “reignited the value of the institution due to its geography, its
community, and the kinds of students it serves.” 105 affirmed that “the leadership plays
a significant role in turning things around.” These answers aligned with
internationalization indicators’ outcomes in this study showing that senior leadership
commitment was vital to the intentional internationalization of SEUS.

Throughout the responses corresponding to the analysis of this phase of strategic
intent, SEU3s leadership commitment was prominently highlighted. 104 illustrated this
level of commitment by informing, for example, that the university contracted
consultants who were specialists in internationalizing curricula to assist in the QEP
initiative. According to 104, the consultants “put together a very thorough research
project looking at internationalization efforts across the country, pulling out best
practices, and suggesting several options.”

105 reiterated, “The president’s focus on engagement reinforces the
international.” 105 also believed that the president’s establishment of a vision for
internationalization, appointing strong vice—presidents, and receiving strong support from

the provost contributed most to the intentional internationalization of SEU3. 108
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underscored that hiring the right faculty and supporting them was the best practice that
contributed the most. 102 expressed that it was the authenticity of the president, who
was supportive, including providing financial support, and actively involved in
internationalizing the campus that sustained such a high level of intentionality in
internationalization.

Several other respondents reiterated the impact of leadership on sustainability.
106 indicated that internationalization intentionality was sustained by “the power of the
leaders to make internationalization happen at the institution.” 102 affirmed that
internationalization needed to become the “the standard operating procedure, and culture,
of the university, sustained by leadership, resources, and communications.” 106
concluded, “The commitment of the leaders already exists.” These responses clearly
established leadership commitment as a major best practice of intentional
internationalization at SEU3.

Regarding the value of the best practice of resource allocation to the leadership
commitment best practice, interview participants stressed that resource allocation was a
critical ingredient in high commitment. 101 expressed the need to continue funding
internationalization, particularly as related to engendering systemic internationalization.
07 affirmed the need for expansion of resources and proactive thinking to keep
sustaining a high level of intentionality in internationalization. According to 108,
“Having resources available is very important, and the leadership has to keep a bully
pulpit and emphasize it so the people realize it is crucial.” 108 further detailed the need
for resources to reward internationalization in such ways as travel time and dollars for

faculty and staff to attend conferences.
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analysis. One-third of the documents reviewed by the researcher discussed the various
administrative internationalization structures at SEU3, including the various programs
and activities supported by these structures. For example, the LACC, which offered a
number of degree programs and certificates in different areas of studies related to the
hemisphere, became part of SIPA. SIPA itself offered training and research to students
with the objective of developing internationalization proficiency. According to 105,
SIPA enrolled between eight and ten thousand students, which represented approximately
one-fifth of the SEU3s total student enrollment. Additionally, the OGLI promoted global
learning initiatives, conferences, events and activities, amongst which were the Tuesday
Times Roundtable discussions.

In the researcher’s review of audio-visual materials and field observations,
structure establishment was prominently represented, particularly in the thematic analysis
of the videos related to the president’s Worlds Ahead initiative and the Tuesday Times
Roundtables.

In addition to the creation of new internationalization administrative structures,
results of the interviews analysis highlighted the establishment of several other core
competencies, such as the globalization of the curriculum, financial support, professional
development, communications, promotions and advertisement, and stakeholders’
commitment and collaborations. Other internationalization operations at SEU supported
student engagement in several aspects of international education, including study abroad,
awareness activities, and various academic programs, information, and research
endeavors.

Additionally, the theme of employee engagement surfaced as the second most
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prevalent best practice of organizational commitment to intentional internationalization at
SEU3 (Figure 4.3). The literature investigation of this study identified this theme in the
theory of strategic intent as employees at all levels of the organization having an
opportunity to become critically engaged in the internationalization vision of the
university. One of the most unique features that surfaced in this data analysis was that
the human resources at SEU3 were already heavily internationalized, and employees
seemed to be actively involved in the process of internationalization.

According to 105, “The institution has to listen to all of its constituents.” 105
believed that, in addition to the QEP, the driving force behind internationalization at
SEU3 was the community, the faculty, and the staff. 103 affirmed that while top/down
leadership was important in establishing the vision, buy-in from the bottom up was also
critical to intentional internationalization.

103 indicated, for example, that integrating the academic units into the process of
internationalization was hugely successful, and that support trickled down from the
president to the deans, subsequently to the chairs, and then to the different areas. 108
underlined that the driving force behind SEU3s successful internationalization was the
faculty who institutionalized it, and its success was possible because the concept was
student-centered, for which reason students were easily engaged since it met their needs.

Referencing the critical engagement of employees, 103 stated, “Many of the
employees are internationalists, who have studied in Latin-America and the Caribbean;
they have studied health, social, cultural, disaster, and anthropological issues.” 102
reported, for example, that the division of student affairs, particularly the student

government association and the office of judicial affairs, embraced the 2010 QEP by
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supporting various co-curricular activities.

The document reviews revealed that SEU3s more than 8,200 faculty and staff
represented approximately one hundred and thirty-eight countries. Addressing whether
there were some best practices relative to intentional internationalization that contributed
more than others at SEU3, 103 affirmed that “there was a general feeling that the
university had some international expertise to begin with.” The researcher interpreted
that 103 was alluding to the inherent internationalization experiences of the faculty and
staff based on the fact that they were originally from other countries, or, in one way or
another, had meaningful associations with foreign cultures.

During the observations of SEU3s demographic framework, the researcher
observed, for example, the prominence of flags displays representing various countries,
and international artifacts, tokens, mosaics, souvenirs, paintings, pictures, and posters on
top of the desks and hanging from the walls of the offices he visited. In answering the
question regarding what the university must do to sustain a high level of intentionality in
internationalization, IO8 made it clear that internationalization at SEU3 “must be
recognized and celebrated, and not taken for granted.”

Another best practice of organizational commitment to internationalization that
resulted in the thematic analysis of the qualitative investigation in this study was
competencies establishment (Figure 4.3). Based on the theory of strategic intent, this best
practice represents the establishment of the core competencies required for
internationalizing a university, including communicating to employees at all levels of the
organization all policies and operational procedures.

According to 101, SEU3 prioritized internationalization by “documenting these
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priorities in the institution’s strategic plan and in the current QEP.” 107 indicated that
instituting the global learning course requirements were a big priority, which propelled
the involvement of various offices on campus with the internationalization plan.
Moreover, 107 felt that engaging students internationally, such as in study abroad,
internships abroad, work abroad, and service learning abroad as in the case of the
Alternative Spring Break program contributed more than any other core competency to
the intentional internationalization of SEU3.

In highlighting the administration’s support as a core competency, 102 stated that,
in addition to the globalization of the curriculum, a best practice of intentional
internationalization at SEU3 was “offering financial support and release time to faculty to
re-write the curriculum and be involved in internationalization.” 104 discussed that
“intentionality in choosing the right courses, integrating faculty, giving stipends to
faculty to work on the courses, and having workshops for faculty” were best practices
that contributed to successful internationalization at SEU3. 108 believed that the core
competency that contributed the most was hiring the right faculty and supporting them.
According to 108, it was essential to make sure that the faculty were “getting out, doing
their research, and are able to have excellent communications with their peers around the
world.”

In response to the question regarding what the university needed to do to continue
sustaining a high level of intentional internationalization, 108 expressed that
internationalization had to be rewarded with travel time, travel dollars, and attendance to
conferences. 102s response was that it needed to become the “standard operating

procedure of the university, sustained by leadership, resources, and communications.”
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Regarding communications, promotions, and advertisement, 107 believed in the
need to expand the resources and becoming intentional about how to integrate the foreign
students enrolled at SEU3 into the campus community. 107 also believed in the
importance of showcasing the outcomes of SEU3s internationalization efforts. 102
underlined that some of the best practices that contributed to successful intentional
internationalization at SEU3 could be attributed to the leadership of the institution
“communicating and reinforcing the Worlds Ahead strategic initiative to the entire
university.”

In terms of stakeholders’ collaborations and commitment, 104 believed this was
an area of strength in the development and execution of the 2010 QEP. Respondents
amply discussed the various co-curricular activities in which several offices were jointly
engaged, such as the Alternative Spring Break program, International Education Week,
and the Tuesday Times Roundtables.

The competencies establishment theme was supported by the document analysis
conducted by the researcher for this case study, particularly in the review of the QEP.
This document corroborated the responses of the interviewees related to this theme
regarding the establishment of a clear strategy and architecture to intentionally
internationalize SEU3. Several other documents, such as the institution’s strategic plans,
the Office of the Provost Organizational Chart, the Global Learning Curricular
Framework, the university’s undergraduate catalog, and other documents related to the
various curricular and co-curricular programs, activities, and assessments also elucidated
the establishment of core intentional internationalization competencies.

The audio-visual analysis and the researcher’s field observations confirmed the
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operationalization of the core competencies identified in the interviews and document
analyses. In both the audio-visual reviews and the field observations, the researcher
experienced the administration’s investment in real estate and activities. For example,
SIPA was located in a new state of the art building with modernized office and teaching
facilities; the Worlds Ahead re-branding initiative was prominent throughout the campus
with posters and advertisements; and, areas such as the OGLI, student affairs, and various
other departments were noticeably and actively working together in producing and
advertising the Tuesday Times Roundtable discussions.

Intentionality in the practice of internationalization. In the third stage of
strategic intent, intentionality in the practice of internationalization, interview participants
rated creativity and experimentation as the most prominent best practice in this stage of
the strategic intent of internationalizing the SEU3 campus. Systematic approach and
change agents emerged as the other two highest best practices in this final stage of
strategic intent analysis. These three best practices of intentionality in the practice stage
of strategic intent combined for two-thirds of SEU3s practice of internationalization
(Figure 4.4).

The theme of creativity and experimentation represented the accomplishment of
innovation during the process of internationalization. With a 30% frequency rate, this
theme rated highest among all the themes corresponding to best practices in intentional
internationalization resulting from the SEU3 interviews data set. The most salient aspect
in the emergence of this theme is the unique manner in which internationalization
operated at SEU3. The institution was able to effectively capitalize on its geographic

proximity with Latin-American and the Caribbean, its location in one of the most
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internationalized regions of the country, its internationalized human resources, and the
demographic diversity of its students.

According to 104, as the university embarked upon developing its 2010 QEP, the
president reignited the value of the institution due to its “geography, community, and the
kinds of students it serves.” 105 indicated that the establishment of the Latin American
and Caribbean Center in the 1970s had set the stage for how creative and experimental
SEUS3 could be in developing internationalization.

Analysis of the case study data sets revealed that the current new phase of
internationalization experimentation at SEU3 began with the process of developing the
2010 QEP. According to 105, the QEP led the innovation. The review of documents
revealed SEU3 decide to first implement a policy of global pre-requisites for
undergraduate students. The QEP also included co-curricular global learning experiences
in the form of the Alternative Spring Break program, the International Education week
event, and Tuesday Times Roundtable discussions. These new and creative programs
were geared to meet students’ needs for global competencies enabling global citizenship.

According to 105, “There is a huge push for an engaged university that has an
international dimension.” For this reason, SEU3s medical school and law school also
incorporated global learning into their curricula. According to 106, part of SEU3s
experimentation was to increase the engagement of foreign students enrolled at the
university so that they could acquire a sense of identity with SEU and become strong
advocates for the institution when they returned home. 102 underscored that SEU3 also
supported and demonstrated sensitivity to global needs, such as those resulting from the

2010 Haiti Earthquake and the 2011 Japan Tsunami, and brought in guest speakers, such
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as Fareed Zakaria, to discuss global issues.”

Since financial and family constraints limited the opportunities for students to
participate in extensive study abroad, even for one-semester engagements, 107 proposed
exploring “bringing the world to the students.” Additionally, IO2 recommended that
students who were unable to participate in study abroad might consider participating in
the shorter Alternative Spring Break program. 108 expressed the importance of
“structuring the curriculum around student needs rather than around faculty needs.”

In addition, according to 108, having students receive global exposure as early as
in their freshman experience, or participating in study abroad or receiving substantive
cross-cultural experiences before becoming juniors was an experiment worth exploring.
108 further expressed that “there isn’t a single set of practices adhered to.” 106
articulated that it was important to SEU3 not to have restrictions, but to allow for
creativity. Referring to the best practices relative to intentional internationalization that
contributed to successful internationalization at SEU3, 106 further stated, “The important
thing is that the project is beneficial to the students, is cost-effective, and will produce
tangible results.”

Moreover, the responses of the interview participants, the documents and audio-
visual reviews, and the researcher’s field observations corroborated the prominence of the
creativity and experimentation theme in SEU3s practice of intentional
internationalization. The document review revealed that SEU3 believed that, for the
campus community, “geography is destiny,” therefore, it embraced its diversity and
geography as “resources for student learning.” In conversations with university officials

during the field observations, the officials informed the researcher that, once the
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institution has had a chance to assess the effectiveness of global pre-requisites model in
undergraduate education, it would move to add global pre-requisites to the graduate
curriculum. At a 100% frequency rate, the outcomes of the researcher’s reviews of
approximately fifty photographs and over fifty videos revealed prominent support for the
theme of creativity and experimentation in the practice of intentional internationalization
at SEU3.

Additionally, taking a systematic approach to internationalization surfaced the
second most prominent theme related to the practice of internationalization at SEU3
(Figure 4.4). During the interviews, 104 referred to the development of the 2010 QEP as
a “collaborative process to streamline internationalization of the curriculum under the
OGLLI. 101 believed that SEU3 brought all of the internationalization areas together “in a
meaningful way.”

In detailing the process of internationalization, 105 stated that the approach was
to “articulate a vision, speak to the chairs, discuss with individual departments, have the
departments discuss among themselves, vote on it, and have the OGLI keep the ball
rolling.” 105 also added that the presence of area studies-related centers, institutes, and
other internationalization programs reinforced the QEP. 106 saw the SEU3 approach as a
best practice in intentional internationalization at a university, which was to “create an
institutional framework and let it develop.” 101 stated that this approach formalized
internationalization at SEU3, and was responsible for it being sustained at such a high
level of intentionality.

105 listed the sequential manner in which internationalization was accomplished,

which was first to develop the action plan in the form of the QEP, then create
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administrative structures such as SIPA and the OGLLI, then add the international
dimension to the medical school and law school curricula, and finally nominate a vice-
president of engagement to embrace and promote the accomplishments. 105 believed
that this approach would keep spreading internationalization throughout the university.
107 summed it up by saying that incorporating the global learning courses was the
biggest priority, after that, other offices began getting engaged in the overall
internationalization plan, which is supported by the university’s administration.

During the analysis of the interviews and, in particular, the analysis of documents,
the researcher found this theme to be easily traceable throughout these data sources. For
example, not only did the 2010 QEP explain the timeline and events of its development,
but it also publicized a timeline of major items to be accomplished up until the end of the
period of funding established for the OGLI, meaning fiscal year 2014-2015. All of the
participants in the development of the QEP and in the implementation of
internationalization at SEU3, and the roles and extent of their participation were clearly
defined in the documents the researcher analyzed.

Furthermore, during the researcher’s field observations, in conversations with
SEU3 officials, everyone pointed to the coordinated manner in which the QEP process
was conducted. Finally, based on the outcomes of the audio-visual materials and the
researcher’s field observations, the systematic approach theme was evidenced 100% of
the items analyzed.

Finally, with regard to the practice of internationalization, results of the data
analysis of the interviews data set additionally revealed that 14% of the best practices in

intentional internationalization at SEU3 involved the development of change agents
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(Figure 4.4). In answering the question concerning what was the driving force behind
internationalization at SEU3, interview respondents specifically identified the President,
the Provost, the Executive Director of SIPA, the Vice-Provost for Academic Planning
and Accountability, and the faculty.

In the outcomes of the analysis of the data sets of this case study, the leadership of
the university surfaced as having a strong commitment in the practice of
internationalization at SEU. Among these leaders, the internationalization leaders were
highlighted, particularly the Director of the OGLI, who was identified consistently in the
data analysis as the individual that had operationalized internationalization at SEU3. The
document reviews analysis revealed that the person appointed as Director of the OGLI
was strategically selected for the position having demonstrated significant competence in
the process of internationalization at SEU3.

The president was mentioned several times throughout the interview and during
the researcher’s field observations in respondents’ remarks about influencers of
intentional, sustained, and successful internationalization. According to 105, “The
president’s focus on engagement reinforces the international.” The researcher’s analysis
of the audio-visual materials data set supported this comment. In the Worlds Ahead
promotional and advertisement videos, the president was portrayed as playing a
prominent leadership, strategic planning, and support role in reengineering SEU3s
internationalization. 102 highlighted that internationalization was sustained at SEU3 due
to the authenticity of the president regarding its importance, and his active and supportive
involvement in the process.

The researcher’s field observations also profiled the Director of International
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Student and Scholars Services, the Associate Vice-President for Academic Affairs for
Research, the Associate Dean of Undergraduate Education, The Director of the Office of
Study Abroad, and the various faculty and staff who led, were involved in, and promoted
and advertised internationalization at the university as change agents in this new strategic
planning phase of intentional internationalization at SEU3.

Degree of Contribution of Intentionality in Internationalization at Eight Public
Research Universities in the Southeast Region of the U.S.

This study sought to answer the overarching question: What is the degree of
contribution of intentionality in internationalization at the eight public research
universities in the Southeast region of the United States? This question was answered by
the outcomes of the quantitative investigation. The researcher tabulated an analyzed the
responses from the seven responding institutions by using descriptive statistical
procedures.

Responses to the demographic questions of the survey were positively related
with several outcome variables (see Appendix N). This correlation analysis showed that
the more years of service a respondent had at their institution, the higher they rated
intentionality in the creation of a vision for internationalization, intentionality in
organizational commitment to internationalization, and the degree of contribution of
intentionality in campus internationalization.

Survey outcomes revealed the degree of contribution of intentionality in
internationalization at each university in each of the areas of strategic intent: co-
invention, engagement, and practice. The mean results from each area of strategic intent

at a university represented the degree of contribution of intentionality in
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internationalization at that institution. The degree of contribution of intentionality in
each stage of strategic intent was computed in the form of a percent, which was the
average score of the answers to the questions in each of the three areas. The degree of
contribution of intentionality at the institution was a composite percent representing the
means of each of the areas of strategic intent at that institution (Table 4.1). A higher
percent meant a higher degree of contribution in intentionality in internationalization; a
lower percent meant a lower degree of contribution.

The results of the quantitative analysis showed the degree of contribution of
intentionality in internationalization at each of the seven public research universities in
the Southeast region of the United States (Figure 4.5) and answered the research
overarching question. To validate outcomes by determining how significant the
relationship was among the variables, the researcher computed a Pearson product—
moment correlation coefficient (see Appendix N). The results of the correlations showed
that the more the institution’s leadership was intentional in creating a vision for
internationalization, in committing the entire campus to internationalization, and in
practicing internationalization, the higher was the overall intentionality of the
organization in accomplishing campus internationalization. Conversely, higher overall
intentionality also meant higher intentionality in each strategic intent stage.

Chapter Summary

This Chapter reported the statistical results of data collected in the quantitative
and qualitative investigations of this study.

The findings of the quantitative investigation showed the degree of contribution

of intentionality in internationalization at seven public research universities in the
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Southeast region of the United States, and identified SEU3 as the one with the highest
degree of contribution of intentionality in its campus internationalization process. The
findings of the case study investigation of SEU3 identified a strategic and systematic
planning approach to campus internationalization as the highest indicator relative to
intentionality in successful internationalization at a public research university, and
revealed nine best practices vis-a-vis intentional internationalization.

The first three best practices, leadership commitment, resource allocation, and
vision in planning were associated with the co-invention stage of the theory strategic
intent. The next three best practices, structure establishment, employee engagement, and
competencies establishment were aligned with the engagement stage of the theory
strategic intent. The final three best practices, creativity and experimentation, systematic
approach, and change agents were associated with the practice stage of the theory
strategic intent.

The next chapter will discuss these results and their implications for the
intentional internationalization of higher education, and offer recommendations for future

studies.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
Summary of Study

This mixed methods study was designed to determine how organizational
intentionality has impacted successful internationalization at public research universities
in the United States. For this study, successful internationalization was based on
international student enrollment, and was defined as a research university at which at
least 1% of its student enrollment in the academic years 2009/2010 or 2010/2011 was
comprised of international students. This criterion was aligned with the U.S. News &
World Report’s survey results, which indicated that 78% of the research universities in
the United States reported that at least 1% of their undergraduate student population was
comprised of international students (U.S. News & World Report, 2010). Each of the
institutions participating in this study met the definition of successful internationalization.

The purpose of this study was accomplished by examining internationalization at
seven public research higher education institutions in the Southeast region of the United
States (see Appendix A) through a variety of planning, implementation, and sustainability
indicators, which were uncovered in this literature investigation. Additionally, the
researcher analyzed the effectiveness of the use of the theory of strategic intent in the
processes of internationalization at these institutions.

In the first part of this investigation, a quantitative study was employed to answer
the overarching research question concerning the degree of contribution of intentionality
in internationalization at the participating institutions. The subjects for the study were a

senior internationalization officer at each of the seven institutions. Each subject
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answered the “Organizational Intentionality in Campus Internationalization Survey” (see
Appendix B) instrument online. By using the SPSS computer programming software, the
researcher analyzed responses to find the degree of contribution of intentionality in
campus internationalization at each of the institutions (Table 4.1). Subsequently, the
researcher computed a Pearson product—moment correlation coefficient (see Appendix N)
to find whether officials differed in their responses and to determine how significant the
relationship was among the variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2000).

The second phase of the investigation comprised of a qualitative case study
designed to answer the research sub-questions established to ascertain the strongest
indicator and best practices of intentional internationalization at the institution identified
in the quantitative study as having the highest degree of intentionality in its campus
internationalization. During the case study, the researcher interviewed eight officials
involved in different aspects of campus internationalization, such as planning,
institutional governance, internationalization governance, teaching, research, and service.
In addition, the researcher conducted document and audio-visual reviews, and field
observations to triangulate interview outcomes.

By answering the three research questions, this study elucidated the role of
organizational intentionality in the process of internationalization in higher education. Of
particular interest to this study was the influence of intentionality on the development and
operationalization of an organizational plan to strategically respond to the impact of
globalization on the institution. The following sections are descriptions of the results of
this investigation. They begin with an analysis and discussion of the research findings,

and end with the researcher’s conclusions and insights regarding the practice of
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intentional internationalization in higher education.
Analysis of Research Findings

In the outcomes of the thematic analysis of the interviews, on average, four
themes surfaced from the responses to each interview question. There were five hundred
and forty-two references to themes identified as indicators and best practices related to
the intentional internationalization of higher education. The analysis of these themes
allowed for several findings to be made in this study regarding intentionality in the
internationalization of higher education by answering the research questions.
Overarching Research Question: What is the degree of contribution of intentionality in
internationalization at the eight public research universities in the Southeast region of
the United States?

Outcomes of the quantitative investigation showed the degree of contribution of
intentionality at each of the seven institutions studied (Figure 4.5). Findings were
represented in the form of a percent. SEU3 scored the highest percent, and was,
therefore, identified as the institution with the highest degree of contribution of
intentionality in its internationalization its process. As the outcomes indicated, there are
varying degrees of contribution of intentionality in the internationalization of higher
education. Therefore, an institution’s percent score in this investigation is not equated to
the institution’s success in internationalization. Rather, it reveals the degree to which
intentionality contributed to the participating universities’ internationalization efforts.

Outcomes also uncovered the degree of contribution of intentionality in each of
the three stages of strategic intent (Table 4.1). Additionally, the results of the

correlations of the variables studied revealed that, while each stage of strategic intent
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positively impacted the others, intentionality in all three stages likewise positively
impacted SEU3s overall intentionality in achieving campus internationalization.
Conversely, the more intentionality contributed to campus internationalization at SEU3,
the more each of the stages of strategic intent increased. These data suggest that the
achievement of strategic intent in campus internationalization is directly related to the
accomplishment of intentionality in all the three stages of strategic intent: the creation of
a vision, organizational commitment, and the practice of internationalization.

An issue of relevance to the degree of contribution of intentionality in
internationalization that surfaced during the data analysis of this investigation was the
relatively high score outcome of SEU3 in the strategic intent area of intentionality in
organizational commitment to internationalization (Table 4.1). There was a gap of 29
percentage points between SEU3s score of 84% and the average score of the other
institutions, which was 55%. This was the largest gap between the highest scoring
institution and the average of the others in any of the three stages of strategic intent. The
researcher assumes that the reason for such a wide difference in organizational
commitment between SEU3 and the other institutions was the recent increased and
purposeful focus of the institution on campus internationalization, which resulted in the
development and implementation of the 2010 QEP emphasizing internationalization.

Of added interest to this research regarding the quantitative outcomes was that
SEU3s 74% score in intentionality in the practice of internationalization was not as high
as its score in the two other areas of strategic intent. The researcher infers that the reason
for this lower score is that the institution has been placing more emphasis on the first two

stages of strategic intent during its most recent focus on intentionality in its
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internationalization process. However, while this was the lowest of the three SEU3
scores, it was still higher than each of the average scores for all institutions in all three
areas of strategic intent.

Regarding the analysis of the demographics of the subjects in the quantitative
investigation, outcomes indicated that the longer respondents had worked in higher
education administration, the longer they had remained in their current positions, which
were all in some aspect of international education. In addition, the longer respondents
had worked at their current university, the longer they had remained in their current
positions.

Furthermore, the results demonstrated significantly positive relationships between
the total number of years the respondents had served their universities and their responses
regarding intentionality in their institution’s creation of a vision for internationalization,
commitment to internationalization, and to the overall degree of contribution of
intentionality to their campus’ internationalization. Noticeably, no significant
correlations emerged between this demographic variable and the practice of
internationalization, even though this area recorded the highest average score among the
mean scores of the three areas of strategic intent (Table 4.1).

The correlations with statistical significance, however, suggest that international
education officials who have been in their positions longer have stayed at their
universities longer, and have had an opportunity to observe how intentionality has
evolved and increased over time, or have had the chance to compare a distant former
change management neutral stage of internationalization with the breakthrough results of

strategic intent (Figure 2.1).



140

Research Sub-Question 1: What is the strongest indicator of intentionality in successful
internationalization at a public research university?

The planning indicator was found to be the most prominent indicator impacting
the institution’s high intentionality in its efforts to internationalize, and was by far the
most important indicator associated with efforts to assess the university’s success in
internationalization (Figure 4.1). Moreover, interview participants believed that this
indicator was the most essential when discussing the future of internationalization at
SEU3. Each official cited planning, particularly as it related to the development of the
2010 QEP, the resulting incorporation of global learning requirement into the curriculum,
the creation of SIPA and the OGLI, and the development of the 2010-2015 Strategic Plan
and assessment plans, as a key propeller of the university’s intentionality in
internationalization.

According to the perceptions of the interview participants, the purposefulness
with which the institution made internationalization the focus of the institution’s 2010
QEP, committed resources to instituting the determinations of the QEP, and threaded
internationalization into the 2010-2015 Strategic Plan had established planning as the
most important indicator of intentionality in internationalization at SEU3. These
perceptions were amply supported by the amount of planning documents available and
the high level at which planning was evident in the document reviews conducted by the
researcher.

Notwithstanding, while planning was important to SEU3 in its internationalization
efforts, it was still seen by officials as the indicator that most needed to be embraced by

the university to achieve continued and sustained internationalization success. Interview
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participants expressed, for example, that SEU3 should plan for multicultural
living/learning communities, more undergraduate research in globalization projects,
mentoring programs that allow faculty to connect students on international issues, dual
degree programs with other countries, and more educational involvement in Brazil and
Russia. The officials were particularly intent on the importance of making long-term
study abroad more feasible for students, and in establishing an organizational model that
would bring all the internationalization operations under the umbrella of one area.

Additionally, internationalization of the curriculum and the educational
experience emerged as a high indicator of intentional internationalization and was seen
by interview participants as having a vital association with the planning theme at SEU3
(Figure 4.1). Participants’ discussions about the strategic and systematic planning
approach regularly signaled the addition of global learning prerequisites to the
undergraduate curriculum, and to the law school and medical school curricula. These
discussions also highlighted the development and increase of overseas internships, and
co-curricular global learning experiences. Respondents explained that co-curricular
activities included alternative spring breaks where students took up global causes, such as
the restoration of a national park in Costa Rica and a mentorship program at an
elementary school in Nicaragua.

In addition to planning and curriculum, strategic response to globalization
surfaced in the thematic analysis of the interviews as an important indicator of intentional
internationalization at SEU3, and emerged in high association with strategic planning.
For example, interview participants believed that the leadership of the institution has

been highly intentional in capitalizing on the institution’s diverse stakeholder population,
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its location in one of the most multicultural regions in the country, and its geographic
proximity to Latin America and the Caribbean. They believed that these characteristics
have been vital to the institution being able to successfully plan and advance its
internationalization program.

According to 104, as the university embarked upon developing its QEP, the
president reignited the value of the institution due to its “geography, community, and the
kinds of students it serves.” The researcher interpreted this statement as a reference to
the institution’s embrace of its internationalized demographics. For example, SEU3
implemented the Minority Health International Training Program for undergraduate and
graduate nursing students and faculty to collaborate with foreign nursing faculty at
selected universities in Italy, Germany, Thailand, England, and several countries in Latin-
America in researching disparities care of chronic illness patients and families.

SEU3s senior administration’s commitment emerged as another salient theme
corresponding to indicators of intentional higher education internationalization, and was
also highly associated with the planning indicator. Several interview participants
highlighted, for example, that for internationalization to be sustained at SEU3, there was
need for the senior administration to ensure organizational commitment, particularly by
allocating resources to attract, retain, and engender buy-in from faculty competent in the
delivery of international education.

What was moreover significant about a culture of commitment as an indicator of
internationalization intentionality at SEU3 was that six out of the eight interview
participants selected it as the strongest indicator when directly asked the question: “In

your estimation, what is the strongest indicator of intentionality in successful
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internationalization? The two other participants chose planning. However, inasmuch as
the participants felt so strongly about senior administration commitment, it was planning
that surfaced to the top as the strongest indicator of intentional internationalization based
on the thematic analysis of the entire interview data set. Nevertheless, the commitment
indicator resurfaced as the most prevalent best practice in the creation of a vision for
internationalization stage of strategic intent in the form of leadership commitment. What
this finding suggests is that commitment had a major impact on SEU3s
internationalization efforts, both as a prominent indicator and as a salient best practice of
intentional internationalization.

Research Sub-Question 2: What are best practices relative to intentionality in successful
internationalization at a public research university?

With regard to best practices of intentional internationalization, this literature
review identified the existence of thirty best practices through research of the theory of
strategic intent. According to this theory, ten best practices existed in each of the three
stages of strategic intent (Hamel & Prahalad, 1989; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990; Smith,
1994). In assessing best practices relative to intentional internationalization at SEU3, the
outcomes of the thematic analysis of the interviews, supported by document and audio-
visual reviews, and the researcher’s observations, revealed three best practices with an
almost 50% or more frequency of occurrence in each of the stages of strategic intent
(Figures 4.2, 4.3, & 4.4).

In the analysis of best practices in the first stage of strategic intent, intentionality
in the creation of a vision for internationalization, leadership commitment emerged as the

most prevalent with a 28% frequency rate, resource allocation was 22%, and vision in
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planning accounted for a 14% rate (Figure 4.2). Based on the thematic analysis
corresponding to vision creation, the leadership commitment theme was conspicuously
associated with the tactical allocation of resources and the vision in planning best
practices.

Respondents stressed that the resource allocation best practice was a critical
ingredient to the high level of internationalization commitment of the institution’s
leadership. For example, the OGLI was established to implement SEUs QEP and was
granted a seven-year $4.1 million budget. Additionally, the university’s leadership
allocated $30,000 to an integrated communications campaign promoting the global
learning for global citizenship initiative. Interview participants acknowledged that
SEUS3s vision in planning for internationalization was clearly established in the
institution’s 2010 QEP, which became the single most important driving force for
internationalizing the university.

Additionally, the commitment of the leadership was prominently expressed in the
institution’s re-branding efforts through the Worlds Ahead initiative, and in the various
vivid representations of a globalized SEU3 in the form of such globally-themed items as
monuments, banners, posters, and flags prominently displayed throughout the campus.
The researcher interpreted these expressions as clear articulations of the institutions
leadership commitment to campus internationalization.

In assessing best practices of intentional internationalization in the second stage
of strategic intent, organizational commitment, structure establishment emerged with a
22% rate of occurrence, employee engagement was 16%, and competencies

establishment featured 11% (Figure 4.3). Interview respondents not only believed that
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having strong administrative structures to support internationalization was vital to its
success, but also coincided on the need for a single high level administrative structure to
oversee, and be accountable for, all aspects of internationalization at SEU3.

In addition to the Office of International Scholars and Students Services, the
Office of Education Abroad, the LACC, the International Research Hurricane Center, the
International Forensic Research Institute, the Applied Research Center, the Center for
Leadership, the Minority Health International Training Program, and the Partnerships for
International Research and Education Program, respondents reported that SEU3 had
created SIPA and the OGLI as major outcomes of the QEP process. Given the scope of
the structure established by SEU3, inclusive of strategic planning and the physical
infrastructure, the researcher surmises that structure establishment was a very
comprehensive undertaking at SEU3. The researcher noted, for example, that the
planning structure, inclusive of the 2010 QEP and the 2010-2015 Strategic Plan,
established the core competencies relative to internationalization at the institution, and
strategically committed the entire university to an intentional process of
internationalization.

Regarding employee engagement as a best practice of intentional
internationalization, the researcher ascertained that the entire campus community had
been given the opportunity to become critically engaged in SEU3s internationalization
vision through several levels of involvement, inclusive of planning, management,
support, promotion, and branding. Internationalization, therefore, seemed to be woven
into the cultural fabric of SEU3. Interests in the celebration of diversity and attention to

global issues seemed to be a natural reaction and way of life of everyone on campus. The
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document reviews, for example, revealed that SEU3s more than 8,200 faculty and staff
represented approximately one hundred and thirty-eight countries. Additionally, the
researcher noticed the prominence of flags displays representing various countries, and
international artifacts, tokens, mosaics, souvenirs, paintings, pictures, and posters on top
of the desks and hanging from the walls of the offices he visited.

In terms of the best practice of establishing core competencies, this literature
investigation revealed that identifying, implementing, and supporting core competencies
is a major component of the theory of strategic intent. Findings of this study suggest that
the establishment of core competencies at SEU3 enabled the institution to create a
strategic architecture for internationalization by developing critical units. This theme
resulted as the third highest best practice in this stage of strategic intent in the interview
analysis, and held a 63% association with structure establishment, which was the highest
theme in this second stage of the strategic intent of internationalizing SEU3. This meant
that every time structure establishment was mentioned by the respondents, there was a
63% chance that competencies establishment would also be mentioned.

Core competencies establishment appeared prominently throughout the interviews
as respondents conveyed a strong belief in the comprehensiveness of the 2010 QEP in
clearly identifying the university’s internationalization expectations, and in the resulting
decisions of the administration that created SIPA and the OGLI. In addition to the
creation of new internationalization administrative structures, interviewees highlighted
the establishment of several other core competencies, such as the globalization of the
curriculum, financial support, professional development, communications, promotions

and advertisement, and stakeholders’ commitment and collaborations.
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The analysis of the data sets revealed that the best practice of competencies
establishment at SEU3 also involved implementing the global course requirements,
promoting student study abroad and global engagement, supporting faculty with financial
resources and release time to become globally engaged, hiring faculty with competence
on global issues, promoting the global re-branding initiative to all stakeholders, and
creating administrative and physical structures to operationalize internationalization at
SEUS.

In the assessment of best practices in the final stage of strategic intent,
intentionality in the practice of internationalization, creativity and experimentation
emerged with a 31% frequency rate, a systematic approach to internationalization was
21%, and the development of change agents had a frequency rate of 14% (Figure 4.4) at
SEUS.

In terms of creativity and experimentation, data results revealed the creative ways
in which SEU3 was able to converge the distinctive identities and needs of the various
demographics it served--a wide range of cultures, races, ethnicities, and expectations--in
developing programs and activities to deliver the education imperative. For example,
given the financial and family constraints limiting opportunities for SEU3s students to
participate in extensive study abroad, interview respondents proposed exploring creative
and experimental avenues for students to experience study abroad while still physically
located in their hometown, such as video conferencing.

Additionally, in response to the best practices that contributed most to intentional
internationalization at SEU3, 106 stated, “The important thing is that the project is

beneficial to the students, is cost-effective, and will produce tangible results.” The
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researcher interpreted this statement to represent a strong commitment on behalf of SEU3
in finding every possible means to engage its students in the acquisition of the cognitive
skills that would allow them to compete at the highest level in the global marketplace.

Results from the emergence of a systematic approach to internationalization as a
best practice of intentionality in the practice of internationalization suggest that SEU3s
approach to campus internationalization was purposeful and collaborative. A prominent
example demonstrating this kind of approach was the organization’s willingness to
engage the entire campus community by allowing stakeholders to submit proposals on
what ought to be the focus of the 2010 QEP. The analysis further revealed that once the
theme of the QEP was established, the planning process ensued with the full support and
engagement of the leadership of the institution. Additionally, roles were clearly defined,
timelines for accomplishments were established, and resources were allocated to meet
expectations.

Findings in this study also suggest that SEU3s planning efforts resulted in the
institution implementing competent administrative structures to manage, assess, and
monitor all of its internationalization engagements and activities. The researcher
interprets these achievements as the result of the university having been able to move
from seemingly ad hoc internationalization to a more systemic approach (Figure 2.1),
which was, moreover, evident in the institution’s high strategic intent ratings (Table 4.1).

Notwithstanding, interview participants highlighted the need for one
administrative structure to oversee and be accountable in a comprehensive manner for the
various international education areas of the institution, which currently report to different

areas. This finding suggests that the different internationalization areas acknowledge the
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need to optimize the systematization of internationalization at the institution, and are
ready to further collaborate with each other.

Regarding the emergence of the theme of change agents as a prominent best
practice in the practice stage of intentional internationalization at SEU3, the outcomes of
the interviews and the researcher’s conversations with university officials during the field
observations identified all the interview participants as internationalization change
agents. Results confirmed that these officials were actively involved in intentionally
leading, supporting, and sustaining the new strategic plan for internationalization at
SEUS3, as outlined in the QEP.

While the outcomes of the qualitative data sets suggest that the institution’s
leadership and its internationalization leadership became major change agents of
intentional internationalization at SEU3, the results also identified several other officials
who had been developed as change agents, particularly the faculty members who
submitted proposals for the QEP focusing on the internationalization of the university.
These faculty members highlighted the need for intentional internationalization at SEUS3,
and from among them, one proposal was selected to frame the QEP.

One very interesting researcher observation was that, on several occasions, while
talking with a given official, that official would refer the researcher to another official
from whom to obtain additional information, or more expert opinion or experience, on
the SEU3 internationalization process. Coincidentally, often times, the official to whom
the researcher were referred would be one of the interview participants, of whom the
referring official would have had no prior knowledge that the researcher had made plans

to interview. Of interest to this analysis was that the names of all of the interview
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participants were often mentioned as internationalization change agents at SEU3.

In the final data analysis of the best practices of intentional internationalization at
SEU3, among the twenty-eight best practices emerging from the data sets, creativity and
experimentation, leadership commitment, resource allocation, structure establishment, a
systematic approach to internationalization, and employee engagement featured as the
most salient best practices of intentional internationalization at SEU3. Coincidentally,
these top six best practices were evenly distributed among the three areas of strategic
intent.

Discussion of Research Findings

This discussion is based upon the findings in Chapter 4 of this study, and the
review of literature corresponding to the internationalization of higher education,
including the strategic intent theory relative to intentionality. While the findings of this
study indicated that successful internationalization at different public research
universities may have different degrees of contribution of intentionality (Table 4.1), no
significant correlations emerged between the degrees of contribution of intentionality in
campus internationalization at public research universities and the percentage of
international students enrolled at these institutions.

For example, while SEUG6 had the highest percentage of international students
among its total student enrollment (see Appendix A), the institution ranked fourth among
the seven institutions investigated in terms of the degree of contribution of intentionality
in successful campus internationalization (Table 4.1). The institution that ranked second
lowest among the participants in terms of the percentage of foreign students enrolled,

SEUS (see Appendix A), had the second highest percentage score in terms of the degree
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of contribution of intentionality in its internationalization success (Table 4.1).
Furthermore, the institution that ranked as the most intentional in its internationalization,
SEU3 (Table 4.1), was second among the participants relative to the number of
international students it had enrolled (see Appendix A). These outcomes suggest that,
while intentionality contributed to successful higher education internationalization in
varying degrees, no direct correlation was established between the level of successful
internationalization at the institutions participating in this study and the degree of
contribution of intentionality in their internationalization.

Among the indicators of intentional internationalization uncovered in the
literature review, international student recruitment featured as one of the most prominent
(Altbach & Knight, 2007; Burnett & Huisman, 2010; Stromquist, 2007). Cudmore
(2006), for example, signaled foreign student recruitment as one of the most significant
signs of internationalization. However, in the data analysis corresponding to this study,
this indicator did not emerge as a relevant theme. The only mention of this indicator was
a comment from 101 informing that SEU3 had hired an international admissions recruiter
and that SEU3 needed to have a more targeted approach toward international student
recruitment. However, there was no additional follow-up, as 101 did not have any
further information regarding the circumstances surrounding the hiring. As a result,
among the six rationales of emerging importance driving internationalization at the
institutional level postulated by Knight (2008), the income generation rational was the
only one not evidenced in this study (Table 2.1).

In considering the reason why international student recruitment did not feature in

the findings of this study, the researcher surmises that the highly multicultural
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environment of SEU3, and the high representation of foreign-born students on campus
probably deemphasized the need for the institution to engage in this effort. However,
with the financial benefits of foreign student enrollment in the U.S. being an $18.8 billion
industry (NAFSA: Association of International Educators, 2011b), and with SEU3 having
a highly multicultural campus featuring a high degree of contribution of intentionality in
its internationalization efforts, the researcher infers that intentional international student
recruitment looms as a great revenue maximization opportunity for the institution.

In the quantitative investigation, outcomes showing a significantly positive
relationship between participants’ years of service at their universities and their responses
relative to the impact of strategic intent in internationalizing their institutions suggest that
these officials see themselves as stakeholders in the process of internationalization at
their institutions. These outcomes align with Smith’s (1994) assertion that every
stakeholder commits to the vision and positively promotes the realization of the strategic
intent, to the point of transforming individual commitment to collective reality.

Findings in this research revealed that planning was the strongest indicator of
intentional internationalization at SEU3. This result aligns with the postulations of
several researchers emphasizing planning as an essential engagement in institutional
response to globalization (Bruce, 2009; Burnett & Huisman, 2010; Childress, 2009; de
Wit, 2002; Goodin, 1996; Knight, 2008). Bruce, Burnett and Huisman, and Goodin were
particularly resolute regarding the importance of intentional internationalization planning,
and pointed out that planning is intensified when it is strategic. de Wit declared that
internationalization had now become a strategic process in higher education. The SEU3

officials believed so strongly in the importance of planning that, while identifying the
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success it had generated at the institution, they still saw it as the indicator most needed to
be embraced by the university to achieve continued and sustained internationalization
success.

In addition to the interviews data set, SEU3s comprehensive planning process was
very evident in the documents and audio-visual reviews, and in the researcher’s field
observations, particularly in the development of the 2010 QEP, the incorporation of
global learning requirements into the curriculum, the creation of SIPA and the OGLI, and
the development of the 2010-2015 Strategic Plan and a five-year internationalization
assessment plan. These engagements were also manifestations of the convergence of
planning with other prominent indicators of intentional internationalization at SEU3, such
as internationalization of the curriculum, global response, and a culture of commitment.

Outcomes of the analysis of audio-visual materials and the researcher’s
observations concluded, for example, that globalization response, university awareness of
strategic priorities, and a top/down down/up culture of commitment were very prevalent
in the following expressions of intentional internationalization at SEU3: the designation
of specific areas as halls of flags; the use of different languages to name buildings; the
existence of various monuments honoring global issues; promotions of international
programs and activities; and, the presence of numerous posters and banners across the
campus advertising the Worlds Ahead branding initiative.

While internationalization of the curriculum emerged as the second highest
indicator of intentional internationalization at SEU3, the researcher found it necessary to
highlight it in the findings of this study due to its high association with the planning

indicator. Curricular determinations were the outcomes of strategic planning efforts,
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particularly the 2010 QEP. In the documents review and researcher’s field observations,
expressions of planning were generally connoted with the internationalization of the
curriculum. This level of internationalization operationalization at SEU3 is supported by
Knight’s (2008) emerging internationalization rationale concerning knowledge
production at the institutional level (Table 2.1). This rationale proposes that
internationalization is being driven by the knowledge that is needed in society.

Vaira (2004) also highlighted that globalization is impacting what knowledge is
needed and taught in society, and Tierney (2004) indicated that globalization is reshaping
college and university curricula. Colleges and universities are, therefore, seeking to
incorporate international components into their curricula (Capalbo, 2011; Gacel-Awvila,
2005). For these reasons, Knight (2008) emphasized the criticalness of strategized
internationalization planning that produces programs that would prepare students to be
internationally competent and able to function professionally in an increasingly
multicultural world. Furthermore, Green, Luu, and Burris (2008) highlighted the need for
higher education institutions to invest in the internationalization development of faculty,
which also features as one of the emerging rationales proposed by Knight as a driver of
internationalization at the institutional level (Table 2.1).

A strategic response to globalization and a culture of commitment were the next
highest indicators that emerged from the quantitative data analysis of this investigation.
These indicators are also of importance to this discussion since they are integrally linked
to strategic and systematic planning. Global response, for example, resulted as the
indicator with the highest frequency rate in the analysis of the audio-video materials and

the researcher’s field observations data sets, most of which highly represented strategic
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internationalization planning at SEUS3.

Stromquist (2007) indicated that the dynamics of globalization are inspiring
responses form colleges and universities, and Childress (2009) expressed that institutions
are embracing internationalization as the way to coordinate institutional responses to the
globalization impact. Altbach and Knight (2007), furthermore, emphasized that
internationalization proposes policies and practices to be used by higher education
institution to respond to globalization.

SEU3s commitment to purposefully pursue internationalization was evident in the
outcomes of the analysis of the data sets of this study. Most of the interviewees, for
example, identified this indicator when directly answering the question concerning what
they believed to be the strongest indicator of intentional internationalization at SEUS3.
Therefore, if this question were analyzed in isolation, commitment would be the strongest
indicator of intentional internationalization at SEU3. However, in the context of the
entire interview and the other data sets, it emerged as the fourth strongest indicator.
Notwithstanding, the high level of commitment to internationalization at SEU3 was
obvious in the institution’s investment of time, effort, and resources in planning for
internationalization, and in its execution of the plan.

Of added importance to this research regarding the emergence of the commitment
indicator was that, in addition to its relevance to planning, it was moreover amplified as a
best practice of intentional internationalization, in the form of leadership commitment.
Furthermore, this indicator was intricately linked to other emerging best practices, such
as resource allocation, structure establishment, employee engagement, competencies

establishment, creativity and experimentation, and a systematic approach to intentional
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internationalization. Smith (1994) affirmed that, in an environment motivated by
strategic intent, commitment eliminates barriers that would prevent vision realization, and
offers employees the opportunity to collaborate with the leaders of the organization.
Hamel and Prahalad (1989) stressed that, when activated by strategic intent, commitment
stimulates a winning attitude among employees at all levels of the organization.

In terms of the emergence of leadership commitment as a best practice of
intentional internationalization at SEU3, this theme resulted as the most salient best
practice in the strategic intent area corresponding to the creation of a vision for
internationalization. Interview participants of this study expressed that the institution’s
internationalization was stimulated and sustained by SEU3s senior leadership,
particularly in the form of tactical resource allocation, which was, coincidentally, the
second highest best practice in this stage of strategic intent at the institution.

These two best practices, along with the emergence of the best practice of vision
in planning, particularly evident in the institution’s Worlds Ahead re-branding initiative,
suggest the establishment of a deliberate framework for accomplishing systemic
internationalization at SEU3. This level of vision creation is supported in the literature
by one of Knight’s (2008) emerging rationales driving internationalization at the
institutional level, known as international branding and profile (Table 2.1). Additionally,
Hamel & Prahalad (1989) sustained that visionary leadership is at the core of strategic
intent.

In the strategic intent area of organizational commitment to internationalization,
findings of this study uncovered structure establishment as the best practice at SEUS.

Data outcomes revealed, for example, the establishment of a strategic framework for
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internationalization, and the creation of SIPA and the OGLI. Knight (1999) identified
structure as the pragmatic expression of organizational commitment that serves to sustain
internationalization by connecting students with the academic and service areas.

Beyond physical and administrative structures, however, the aspect of structure
that resulted as most salient during this investigation was the prominence of a planning
structure at SEU3 that strategically committed the entire university to an intentional
process of internationalization. All of these aspects of structure were intricately linked to
the other two best practices of intentional internationalization that surfaced in this area of
this study, which were employee engagement and competencies establishment.

Prahalad and Hamel (1990) stressed that, while core competencies are developed
within the units of a company, they also propel the strategic architecture of the
organization. The findings of this study suggest that, as core competencies are
established and further developed, they optimized internationalization at SEU3. For
example, at the end of SEU3s Tuesday Times Roundtables, in which current
globalization issues were discussed every Tuesday, a film crew from the university
recorded the reactions of the participants and posted the video reactions on the
university’s website. This allowed the OGLI to evaluate the program and plan for
improvements. According to Prahalad and Hamel, organizational leaders need to commit
the necessary resources to the establishment of core competencies, particularly because
core competency building converts companies into global winners.

The most salient best practices of intentional internationalization that emerged
from the data analysis of this study in the strategic intent area of practice were creativity

and experimentation, a systematic approach to internationalization, and the development
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of change agents. Interview participants underscored that the development of the 2010
QEP led the internationalization innovation at SEU3 by planning new and creative
programs, such as: an internationalized curriculum; increased research partnerships with
other countries through the Minority Health International Training Program, among
others; the Tuesday Times Roundtable events; and, the Alternative Spring Break
program.

These programs were geared to meet students’ needs to develop global skills that
would enable them to become global citizens, and competitive professionals in the global
marketplace. Data analyses outcomes of this investigation corroborated that the
development and implementation of these programs were the result of a systematic
approach to internationalization by SEU3, in the process of which several
internationalization change agents and champions were developed. These
accomplishments are validated by several of Knight’s (2008) emerging importance
rationales that drive internationalization at the institutional level, specifically: quality
enhancement/international standards; student and staff development; strategic alliances;
and, knowledge production (Table 2.1).

The systematic approach to internationalization best practice finding at SEU3 is,
furthermore, substantiated in this literature review by Bruce’s (2009) declaration that
engaging in, and accomplishing, a systematic and intentional approach to
internationalization is essential to leveraging competitiveness. Additionally, Burnett and
Huisman (2010) surmised that a high degree of systematization in response to
globalization, and an overall systematic approach to globalization, were vital to a

successful process.
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Conclusions

Through a mixed methods investigation, this study sought to determine how
organizational intentionality had impacted successful internationalization at public
research universities. Several conclusions can be drawn from the results of this study.

Findings in the first, quantitative, phase of the investigation established that
intentionality contributed at varying degrees in successful campus internationalization at
public research universities in the Southeast region of the United States. Since there was
no attempt at causality in this study, outcomes did not show as having an impact on the
level of internationalization success at the institutions studied. Rather, outcomes suggest
that that college and university strategy, such as internationalization, can be associated
with varying degrees of organizational intentionality.

Outcomes, furthermore, reveal that overall intentionality in accomplishing
campus internationalization is the outcome of positive relationships among all of the
areas of strategic intent, which are intentionality in the creation of a vision, intentionality
in organizational commit, and practice. The more one stage of strategic intent increases,
the more each of the other stages and the overall strategic intent increases. It is the desire
of the researcher that these outcomes draw the attention of the leadership of colleges and
universities to the value of intentionality in successful vision accomplishment and in the
activation of positive organizational change.

With regard to the demographics of the subjects studied, several positive
relationships emerged from the researcher’s computation of a Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficient (see Appendix N). For example, the longer subjects had worked in

higher education, the longer they had remained in their current positions. This finding
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infers that senior internationalization officers become increasingly committed
internationalization as they progress in their higher education careers.

Additionally, findings revealed that the longer a respondent had been at their
institution, the higher they rated intentionality in the creation of a vision for
internationalization, intentionality in organizational commitment to internationalization,
and the degree of contribution of intentionality in campus internationalization (see
Appendix N). However, there was no significant correlation between this demographic
and responses regarding intentionality in the practice of internationalization, even though
this area recorded the highest average score among the mean scores of the three areas of
strategic intent (Table 4.1). The researcher infers, therefore, that while the subjects
believed internationalization was being highly practiced at their institutions, there might
be other extraneous variables beyond the scope of this study, and for which this
investigation did not control, that might have influenced the relationship between this
demographic and the practice of intentional internationalization.

In the second, qualitative, phase of the investigation, the results of this study
identified planning as the strongest indicator of intentional internationalization at a public
research university among the seventeen indicators that surfaced at SEU3 (Figure 4.1).
Furthermore, the outcomes revealed that the best practices of intentional
internationalization at a public research university are leadership commitment, resource
allocation, vision in planning, structure establishment, employee engagement,
competencies establishment, creativity and experimentation, systematic approach, and the
development of change agents. The first three of these best practices correspond to the

first stage of the theory of strategic intent (Figure 4.2), the second three correspond to the
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second stage (Figure 4.3), and the last three correspond to the final stage (Figure 4.4).

Of particular importance to sustainability was that, inasmuch as the findings in
this study uncovered systematic internationalization as one of the most salient best
practices of intentional internationalization at SEU3, interview participants still
emphasized the need for a single administrative structure to manage all of the
international education areas and undertakings on campus. This outcome reveals that
SEU3 has an opportunity to add value to its systematic approach to intentional
internationalization and increase the sustainability of this process through structure
optimization. The researcher concludes that this ought to be of significant interest to the
institution’s leadership, especially since the internationalization officials seem eager and
ready to support such action, based on the explicitness of their responses indicating the
need.

This study has identified how the concept of intentionality, as defined through the
theory of strategic intent, impacts the internationalization of higher education,
particularly in leveraging leadership opportunity to achieve sustainable
internationalization (Figure 1.1). In addition to influencing an institution’s creation of a
vision for internationalization, and its commitment and practice of internationalization,
intentionality plays a significant role in an institution’s overall strategic planning efforts.
It can also be a meaningful tool in determining and ascertaining what are the institution’s
strong indicators and best practices of internationalization.

Findings in this study have shown, therefore, how the concept of intentionality
can be an asset of significant added value to an institution’s strategic plan for

internationalization. The researcher concludes that a plan which integrates intentionality
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optimizes strategic planning, since it instigates leadership vision, encourages the building
of internal capacity, and inspires systemic internationalization as the institution seeks to
respond effectively to the challenges of globalization.
Recommendations

The following are the recommendations of the researcher for implementing
investigation results based on the findings reported in Chapter 4 of this study. Since the
data sets used in this study were specific to this research, the researcher does not assume
that the findings of this investigation are applicable to other institutions beyond the
sample of this study. Notwithstanding, given the high level of affinity of the literature
outcomes with the investigative results of this study, and the rich and thick descriptions
supporting these results, the researcher is confident in offering these observations and
recommendations to higher education institutions seeking to accomplish, and sustain,
successful campus internationalization. The researcher believes, therefore, that colleges
and universities may find the following recommendations useful:

1. Given that intentionality may have a varying range of impact on higher
education internationalization, the researcher recommends that colleges and
universities utilize the “Organizational Intentionality in Campus
Internationalization Survey” (see Appendix B) to assess the degree of
contribution of intentionality on their campus internationalization processes.
The results of this assessment may lead to a determination of whether
organizational intentionality plays a significant role in internationalization at
particular campuses, and help officials ascertain which areas of strategic intent

in their internationalization requires intentional considerations.
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2. The researcher recommends that colleges and universities explore their
highest indicators and most prominent best practices of intentionality based on
the findings of this study. This type of evaluation would allow institutions to
ensure that their missions adequately reflect their internationalization agenda,
become more purposeful in their strategic planning engagements, and
determine the best course of action in establishing internationalization
priorities and optimizing resources.

3. The researcher recommends that campus leaders utilize the findings in this
study to intentionally create a vision for campus internationalization, commit
the entire institution to a process of internationalization, and practice
internationalization on their campuses. This type of engagement would help
institutions move from change management neutral to breakthrough results in
their internationalization efforts (Figure 2.1).

4. Outcomes of the quantitative investigation of this study revealed significantly
positive relationships between the number of years a subject served at their
universities and their responses regarding intentional internationalization in
the areas of vision creation, organizational commitment, and the degree of
contribution of intentionality in campus internationalization. However, since
no significant correlation was established between this demographic variable
and the practice of intentional internationalization, the researcher recommends
further research to investigate this absence of correlation in this study.

5. The researcher recommends further study exploring SEU3s lower score in

intentionality in the practice of internationalization, as compared with its
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higher scores in the other two areas of strategic intent.

6. The researcher recommends further study exploring the reasons for SEU3s
higher scores in intentionality in the commitment of internationalization, as
compared with the other participating institutions’ lower scores in this area.

7. The researcher recommends further study exploring why international student
recruitment did not emerge as an indicator of intentional internationalization
at SEU3 in this investigation.

In addition to the aforementioned recommendations based on the data sets
outcomes of this study, in the course of this investigation, other ideas emerged for future
research. Consequently, the researcher offers the following suggestions for consideration:

1. To the knowledge of the researcher, this is the first study that explores the
impact of organizational intentionality on successful internationalization in
higher education. Therefore, the researcher recommends the need for further
studies to provide additional and more exhaustive insights regarding the
findings of this study.

2. During the researcher’s investigation of a theoretical framework on which to
base intentionality in organizational planning, the researcher found only one
theory in research, which is the theory of strategic intent. Based on this
literature review, the concept of strategic intent had been developed as a
business principle, which the researcher applied to an educational setting, vis-
a-vis internationalization of higher education. The researcher, therefore,
recommends further, and more exhaustive, applications of the theory of

strategic intent in higher education. The researcher believes that the
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application of this model by future researchers will lead to constant
improvement of the model, and to the development of more targeted models,
thus increasing the value of intentionality to strategic planning in higher
education.

Since this literature investigation revealed a limited amount of research on the
use of intentionality in higher education planning, the researcher recommends
further exploration of this concept in higher education research.

While intentionality has been promoted, or alluded to, in the studies
supporting this investigation, the researcher did not find in research any
instruments that measure intentionality. For this reason, this study used a
limited data set to explore the impact of intentionality on higher education
internationalization efforts. Consequently, the researcher recommends
repeating the “Organizational Intentionality in Campus Internationalization
Survey” (see Appendix B) with a larger sample allowing for increased
transferability and broader insight. Additionally, because this survey was
derived primarily from one premise, the theory of strategic intent, the
researcher recommends the development of a more comprehensive and
scientific instrument to measure organizational intentionality to increase
generalizations.

Since this study narrowly defined successful higher education
internationalization to represent an institution’s student population in which
1% percent of its enrollment were foreign students, which this literature study

revealed is only one indicator of successful internationalization, the researcher
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recommends that several other indicators be factored into determining
successful internationalization in future research. Such indicators might
include: international prominence of a university; tier classification of a
research university, based on Carnegie classifications (Carnegie Foundation
for the Advancement of Teaching and Learning, 2010); national and
international rankings of a university; geographic location; cost of attendance;
and, international marketing efforts.

. While the findings in this research established that intentionality contributed
at varying degrees to successful campus internationalization, this research did
not seek to show causality between foreign student enrollment and the degree
of contribution of intentionality. Consequently, the researcher could not
establish whether intentionality contributes to an institution’s success in
internationalization, vis-a-vis foreign student enrollment. The researcher,
therefore, recommends for future study investigations into whether
intentionality influences frequencies in foreign student enrollment at higher
education institutions, or otherwise impacts successful internationalization.
The research recommends that this study be repeated with samples of
universities in other states, and with private universities.

The researcher recommends that this study be repeated with a sample of the
top U.S. universities enrolling international students, based on the IIE
Opendoors 2010 fast facts report (Institute of International Education, 2010b).
The researcher recommends that this study be repeated with a sample of

students.
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Dissemination

The researcher will ensure that this study is disseminated in the following ways:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

The researcher will seek to publish this research in U.S. and overseas journals
on internationalization of higher education, and strategic planning in higher
education.

The researcher will attend national and international conferences related to
international education and present workshop sessions on what colleges and
universities can do to strategically internationalize their campuses, particularly
in making use of the theory of strategic intent to systematize
internationalization.

The researcher will attend national and international conferences related to
educational planning and present workshop sessions on how colleges and
universities can incorporate intentionality into their institutional strategic
planning processes to lead change.

The researcher will make this research available to public and private U.S. and
overseas higher education institutions, organizations, and agencies supporting
the internationalization of higher education and strategic planning in higher
education.

The researcher will make this research available to other researchers
investigating internationalization of higher education and strategic planning in
higher education.

The researcher will provide a copy of this study to SEU3.
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University | Academic Year Total International | Percentage of
Headcount Student International
Enrollment Students
*SEU1 Fall 2009 12,261 210 1.7%
SEU2 Fall 2009 27,707 1,597 5.8%
SEU3 Fall 2010 44,010 2,677 6.1%
SEU4 Fall 2010 40,838 1,383 3.4%
SEU5 Fall 2009 53,603 1600 3.0%
SEU6 Fall 2009 50,841 4,920 9.7%
SEU7 Fall 2009 47,306 2,039 4.3%
SEU8 Fall 2010 11,630 214 1.8%

* Did not participate in the study
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Part 1
Demographics

1. What university do you represent?
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2. What is the title of your current position?
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3. How many years have you been in your current position?
=]
[« | f

4. How many years have you been involved in higher education internationalization?
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5. What is the total number of years you have served at this university?
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[« | 2l

6. What is the total number of years you have served in higher education administration?
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E4

[« | 2l

7. What is the highest degree you have earned?

C Bachelors

C Masters

C Specialist

'

Doctorate

Other (please specify)|
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Part 2
Introduction of the role of intentionality on internationalization

In reviewing the literature for my study, intentionality stood out glaringly as the vital ingredient
needed for higher education administrators to successfully internationalize their campuses,
particularly in accomplishing systemic rather than ad hoc internationalization. The scholars all
pointed to intentionality as a purposeful and holistic organizational approach to campus
internationalization, at the core which is the creation and support of a vision for
internationalization by the institution’s leadership; the establishment of a solid administrative
structure and activities that align with the vision; commitment and engagement of the entire
organization in accomplishing the vision; and the creation of a culture of organizational
flexibility, innovation, and enthusiasm that inspire everyone to work toward the achievement of
the vision. In summary, through intentionality, the internationalization vision is accomplished by
means of a deliberate planning process that begins with the end in mind. With this concept of
intentionality in mind, | decided to explore its role in internationalization at research universities
to see if indeed it impacts successful internationalization.

To the best of your knowledge, please rate the following items pertaining to your
university by checking the appropriate box based on the following scale:

Level of agreement with each statement:

From “Least Agree With” (1) to “Most Agree With” (5)

v

A. Intentionality in Creating a Vision for Least Most
Internationalization 1 2 | 3| 4 5

1. Campus internationalization at this university
began with the institution’s leadership establishing a
vision that had the end in mind.

2. The leadership of this university committed to
internationalizing the institution based on what the
institution will look like in the future, and not
based on the institution’s current or past identity.

3. The process of internationalizing at this university
was initiated by a charge from the leadership of the
institution.

4. This university’s leadership ensured that the vision
for campus internationalization was clearly
articulated in the institution’s mission statement.

5. This university’s leadership ensured that the vision
for campus internationalization was clearly
articulated in the institution’s strategic plan.

6. The leadership of this university is committed to the
accomplishment of internationalizing this
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institution.

The leadership of this university sustains the
progress of internationalization at the institution by
tactically allocating resources to internationalization
efforts and activities.

The leadership of this university assumes
responsibility for defining the future of
internationalization at the institution.

The leadership of this university inspires employees
to increase their capabilities beyond their current
levels to successfully internationalize the institution.

10.

The leadership of this university assumes
responsibility for the success or failure of
internationalizing this institution.

B. Intentionality in Organizational
Commitment to Internationalization

Least

v

Most

This university has developed a strategic plan for
campus internationalization based on the vision
established by the leadership of the institution.

This university’s strategic plan for campus
internationalization is amply publicized throughout
the institution.

The scope of the challenge to internationalize this
university is clearly outlined and communicated to
employees at all levels of the organization.

The core competencies, along with policies and
operational procedures, required for
internationalizing this university are clearly
established and communicated to employees at all
levels of the organization.

Employees at all levels of the organization have a
sense of identity with the internationalization vision
of this university.

Employees at all levels of the organization have
an opportunity to become critically engaged in the
internationalization vision of this university.

Employees at all levels of the organization
are committed to the internationalization vision of
this university.

This university has established one or more
competent administrative structures to implement
the campus internationalization vision of the
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institution.

All the administrative structures of this university
work in a coordinated manner to accomplish the
campus internationalization vision of the institution.

10.

All activities pertaining to internationalizing this
university are clearly detailed and communicated to
employees at all levels of the organization.

C. Intentionality in the Practice of
Internationalization

Least

v

Most

A culture of organizational flexibility, innovation,
and enthusiasm exists at this institution regarding
campus internationalization.

Employees at this university feel inspired as
they work toward the achievement of the vision of
internationalizing the institution.

Internationalization change agents have been
developed in the process of internationalizing this
university.

Champions of the new culture of
internationalization have emerged in the process of
internationalizing this university.

Continuous risk-taking and improvisation is seen as
critical in the process of internationalizing this
university.

Innovation during the process of
internationalization is accomplished through
creativity and experimentation.

During the process of internationalization, as
barriers are overcome and goals are met,
employees’ enthusiasm and drive to succeed
increase, momentum accelerates, and change is
mastered.

This university embarks on internationalization
with an enterprising campus spirit.

This university engages in a systemic approach to
internationalization.

10.

This university has a mechanism in place to
successfully assess the effectiveness of
the internationalization process.
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“PERMISSION FROM DR. JANE KNIGHT TO USE THE TABLE ON RATIONALES
DRIVING INTERNATIONALIZATION (Knight, 2008)”
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From: JANE KNIGHT [mailto:janeknight@sympatico.ca]
Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2011 12:27 AM

To: adrawdius@gmail.com

Subject: RE: Request for Permission to Use Chart

Dear Adrian

I am delighted to hear that you are preparing your PhD research and disseration on the
Internationalization of Higher Education. Our field is a complex and changing one and we need
to have PhD students such as yourself tackling some of the critical issues.

It is a pleasure to give you permission to use the chart on rationales in your dissertation.

Good luck with your research.
With all good wishes
Jane Knight

From: adrawdius@gmail.com

To: janeknight@sympatico.ca

CC: tamelton@georgiasouthern.edu

Subject: Request for Permission to Use Chart
Date: Sun, 29 May 2011 22:00:15 -0400
Dear Dr. Knight:

As a doctoral candidate in higher education administration at Georgia Southern University (in
Statesboro, GA, U.S.A.), my research interest is in the internationalization of higher education, for
which reason, my dissertation is focused on the intentional internationalization of higher
education as a strategic institutional response to the pressures of globalization.

I have researched several of your publications, including your 2008 book entitled “Higher
Education in Turmoil: The Changing World of Internationalization,” and was particularly
impressed with your “Internationalization Model” (Chapter 2). I would, therefore, like to include
your table ("Rationales for Driving Internationalization”) in my research. Please accept this e-mail
as my request to be able to do so.

On a related issue, I would like to also request your kind assistance in pointing me to any
additional publications (or researchers) on assessments of campus internationalization,
particularly theories and models related to assessing organizational (and/or leadership)
intentionality in campus internationalization processes.

By the way, I am copying my advisor, Dr. Teri Melton, in case you might be interested in
contacting her on the status, or scope, of my research.

Please accept my appreciation for all the work you have done, and continue to do, in this
fascinating and increasingly relevant field of higher education internationalization, in which, as a
higher education scholar/practitioner, I have become extremely interested.

Many thanks for your time and consideration of my request.

Sincerely,
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Adrian

Adrian Cornelius

adrawdius@gmail.com

Doctoral Candidate

Georgia Southern University

Statesboro, GA
http://coe.georgiasouthern.edu/Ithd/leadership.html
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APPENDIX D

“PERMISSION FROM DR. CHARLES SMITH TO USE & ADAPT THE MERLIN
FACTOR™”
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From: Charlie Smith [mailto:smicharlie@aol.com]

Sent: Wednesday, April 13, 2011 11:24 AM

To: adrawdius@gmail.com

Subject: Re: Follow-Up to Our Conversation This Afternoon

Hi Adrian,

I enjoyed our conversation as well.

Thanks for your thesis description.

Good job and thanks for the acknowledgment.

Here is a brief version of an assessment that measures collective energy in any goal based
project or system by giving weights to the questions. It will be easy for you to add questions if

you wish.

Also, here is a copyrighted and proprietary toolbox relating to increasing energy in the same
categories and then bringing it into focus.

Inversely, this ought to suggest ways of measuring the strength and effectiveness of strategic
intent in any given context with a defined group.

Also, here is some text that elaborates on the Merlin Factor.

Please use the material with discretion and in a way that makes it hard for someone else to sell it
or claim credit.

Please stay in touch.
Charlie

Please stay in touch.

From: Adrian Raul Cornelius <adrawdius@gmail.com>
To: 'Charlie Smith' <smicharlie@aol.com>

Sent: Tue, Apr 12, 2011 4:38 pm

Subject: Follow-Up to Our Conversation This Afternoon

Dr. Smith, it was indeed a pleasure speaking with you today. I appreciate your insights and look
forward to your e-mail with the information we discussed, relative to how I might measure
organizational intentionality/strategic intent/energy ...

Once again, many thanks for taking the time to talk with me and for your willingness to be of
assistance. I am pleased to share with you the attached excerpt from my research. It will give
you a better picture of how I'm integrating the concept of strategic intent into my study of
internationalization of higher education. Thank you for any additional comments, feedback,
insights, etc. Also, thank you for keeping the attached confidential, as I will do the same with all
the materials you send me.


mailto:adrawdius@gmail.com
mailto:smicharlie@aol.com
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I look forward to remaining in touch with you and will also be happy to share further updates
with you.

With appreciation,

Adrian

Adrian Cornelius

adrawdius@gmail.com

Tel: 941-539-8086

Doctoral Candidate

Georgia Southern University, Statesboro, GA http://coe.georgiasouthern.edu/Ithd/leadership.html
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APPENDIX E

“DR NANCY SHUMAKER’S AGREEMENT TO PILOT-TEST THE
ORGANIZATIONAL INTENTIONALITY IN CAMPUS INTERNATIONALIZATION
SURVEY”
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From: Nancy Shumaker [mailto:shumaker@georgiasouthern.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 9:37 AM

To: Adrian Raul Cornelius

Subject: Re: RE2: Kind Request for Short Consultation

Hi Adrian,
I assumed that is what you meant by leadership but I did find myself thinking about deans when
the question had to do with 'across the campus' since VPs don't have much impact directly across

the campus. It's the deans that have the direct impact at the academic college level.

Nancy S

On Tue, Jun 14, 2011 at 6:45 PM, Adrian Raul Cornelius <adrawdius@gmail.com> wrote:

Hi Dr. Shumaker:

Thank you very much for your kind and prompt response, and insightful comments. I will revise
the survey to specify the term “leadership.” Its use in this survey is referring to the President and
Vice Presidents. I wonder if this clarification would change your responses to the first part of the
survey. If so, please feel free to resend that part to me.

Once again, thank you very much for all your wonderful and expert assistance. Knowing that I
could count on you was very significant to my peace of mind regarding my methods section.

With appreciation,

Adrian

From: Nancy Shumaker [mailto:shumaker@georgiasouthern.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 2:18 PM

To: Adrian Raul Cornelius

Subject: Re: RE2: Kind Request for Short Consultation

Cornelius,

I've completed the survey and I've been pretty critical of our own internationalization process just
because I think we have not been as systematic about it as we should have been. Too many
changes at too many levels with regard to strategic planning and assessment of the need for
university-wide internationalization. Anyway, I'm attaching it to this e-mail.

The one thing that I had problems with is the term 'leadership’. As Assistant VP and Director of
the Center, I rank as part of the leadership of the university. I would think any dean or
department chair would, also. Is that correct? Or do you mean upper leadership --- VPs and
above? I think you may find that there might be some confusion with regard to the definition of
that term. You could define it for the survey-taker at the beginning of the survey.

Good luck with the survey. I hope you get a good response.

with best regards,
Nancy Shumaker


mailto:adrawdius@gmail.com
mailto:shumaker@georgiasouthern.edu

198

On Tue, Jun 14, 2011 at 12:25 PM, Adrian Raul Cornelius <adrawdius@gmail.com> wrote:

Hello Dr. Shumaker:

Attached is the survey on “Organizational Intentionality in Campus Internationalization.” Once
again, thank you so very much for your kindness in piloting it for me. In addition to taking the
survey, please feel free to offer me any feedback you deem necessary.

Looking forward to your responses.

With appreciation,

Adrian

From: Nancy Shumaker [mailto:shumaker@georgiasouthern.edu]
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2011 8:23 AM

To: Adrian Raul Cornelius

Subject: Re: RE2: Kind Request for Short Consultation

Adrian,
I'll be glad to test the survey for you.

Nancy Shumaker

On Sun, Apr 24, 2011 at 2:11 PM, Adrian Raul Cornelius <adrawdius@gmail.com> wrote:

Dr. Shumaker, I am in the process of developing the survey (as we discussed), and would like to
ask if you wouldn’t mind pilot-testing it for me and offering some feedback. It will just take few
minutes to complete (probably 10-15 minutes the most), and this wouldn’t be for another couple
of weeks.

Please let me know, and thank you so much.

Adrian


mailto:adrawdius@gmail.com
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APPENDIX F

“STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE”
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Part 1
Demographics

1. What is the title of your current position?
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2. How many years have you been in your current position?
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3. How many years have you been involved in higher education internationalization?
=]
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4. What is the total number of years you have served at this university?
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5. What is the total number of years you have served in higher education administration?
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=]

[« | 2l

6. What is the highest degree you have earned?

C Bachelors

C Masters

O Specialist

Doctorate

Other (please specify)|
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Part 2
Introduction of the role of intentionality on internationalization

In reviewing the literature for my study, intentionality stood out glaringly as the vital ingredient
needed for higher education administrators to successfully internationalize their campuses,
particularly in accomplishing systemic rather than ad hoc internationalization. The scholars all
pointed to intentionality as a purposeful and holistic organizational approach to campus
internationalization, at the core which is the creation and support of a vision for
internationalization by the institution’s leadership; the establishment of a solid administrative
structure and activities that align with the vision; commitment and engagement of the entire
organization in accomplishing the vision; and the creation of a culture of organizational
flexibility, innovation, and enthusiasm that inspire everyone to work toward the achievement of
the vision. In summary, through intentionality, the internationalization vision is accomplished by
means of a deliberate planning process that begins with the end in mind. With this concept of
intentionality in mind, | decided to explore its role in internationalization at research universities
to see if indeed it impacts successful internationalization.

The reason you and | are meeting today, besides your kindness in accepting to participate
in this study, is because your university ranked highest in my research regarding the
degree of contribution of organizational intentionality in internationalizing a campus.

Research Sub-Question #1.:

What is the strongest indicator of intentionality in successful
internationalization at a public research university?

Interview Questions

Supporting Research

1. | What do you consider to be the
reasons why this institution has been
highly intentional in its efforts to
internationalize?

Altbach & Knight, 2007; Bruce, 2009;
Burnett & Huisman, 2010; Childress,
2009; Davies, 2001; de Wit, 2002; Felin &
Foss, 2004; Knight, 2008; McCabe, 2001;
Stromquist, 2007

2. | Why is internationalization important
to this university?

Altbach, 2004, 2009; Bruce, 2009; de Wit,
2002; Johnstone, 2001; Knight, 2004,
2008; Mclintosh, 2005; Rivzi & Lingard,
2000; Spring, 2005; Stromquist, 2007,
Tierney, 2004; Vaira, 2004;

3. | What do you consider are the
indicators of intentional
internationalization at this university?

Altbach & Knight, 2007; Burnett &
Huisman, 2010; Capalbo, 2011; de Wit,
2002; Gacel-Avila, 2005; Green, Luu, &
Burris, 2008; Hamel & Prahalad, 1989;
Knight, 2008; Luijten-Lub, van der Wende,
& Huisman, 2005; Olsen & Kroeger, 2001;
Prahalad & Hamel, 1990; Smith, 1994;
Stromquist, 2007

4. | In your estimation, of those indicators,
what are the two most important
indicators of intentionality in
successful internationalization at this
university?

Burnett & Huisman, 2010; Cudmore, 2006;
Hamel & Prahalad, 1989; Knight, 1999,
2008; Olsen & Kroeger, 2001; Prahalad &
Hamel, 1990; Smith, 1994; Stromquist,
2007
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5. | In your estimation of those indicators,
what is the strongest indicator of
intentionality in successful
internationalization at this university?

Burnett & Huisman, 2010; Cudmore, 2006;
Hamel & Prahalad, 1989; Knight, 1999,
2008; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990; Smith,
1994; Stromquist, 2007

6. | Based on your experience in higher
education internationalization, do you
believe there are other indicators of
intentional internationalization that
this university has yet to embrace?

Bruce, 2009; Burnett & Huisman, 2010;
Cudmore, 2006; Hamel & Prahalad, 1989;
Knight, 1999, 2008; Prahalad & Hamel,
1990; Smith, 1994; Stromquist, 2007

7. | How does this university assess its
success in internationalization?

Davies, 2001; De Wit, 2002; Knight, 2008;
Stromquist, 2007

8. | What does the future look like for
internationalization at this university?

Altbach, 2004; Bruce, 2009; de Wit, 2002;
Goodin, 1996; Knight, 2008; van der
Wende, 2003;

Research Sub-Question #2:

What are best practices relative to intentionality in successful
internationalization at a public research university?

Interview Questions

Supporting Research

1. | What is the driving force behind
internationalization at this university?

Altbach & Knight, 2007; Beerkens, 2003;
Bruce, 2009; Burnett & Huisman, 2010;
Capalbo, 2011; de Wit, 2002; Gacel-Avila,
2005; Johnstone, 2001; Knight, 2004,
2008; McCabe, 2001; Spring, 2005;
Stromquist, 2007; Tierney, 2004; Vaira,
2004; van der Wende, 2003

2. | Is this university employing a
specific internationalization model or
approach as a strategy to
internationalize?

Altbach & Knight, 2007; Bruce, 2009;
Burnett & Huisman, 2010; Hamel &
Prahalad, 1989; de Wit, 2002; Goodin,
1996; Knight, 1999, 2004, 2008; Knight &
de Wit, 1995; Melin, 1992; Siaya &
Hayward, 2003

3. | How does this university prioritize its
internationalization activities and
engagements?

Altbach & Knight, 2007; Bruce, 2009;
Burnett & Huisman, 2010, de Wit, 2002;
Johnstone, 2001; Knight, 1999, 2004,
2008; Luijten-Lub, van der Wende, &
Huisman, 2005; Schoorman, 1999;
Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Spring, 2005;
Stromquist, 2007; Teichler, 1999; Tierney,
2004; Vaira, 2004, va der Wende, 1997

4. | Based on your experience in higher
education internationalization, what
do you believe are the best practices
in intentional internationalization of a
university?

Bruce, 2009; Burnett & Huisman, 2010;
Davies, 2001; de Wit, 2002; Goodin,
1996; Knight, 1999, 2008; Stromquist,
2007; van der Wende, 2003

5. | Do you believe this university is

Bruce, 2009; Burnett & Huisman, 2010;
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following best practices in the
industry for intentionally
internationalizing the campus?

Davies, 2001; de Wit, 2002; Goodin,
1996; Knight, 1999, 2008; Stromquist,
2007; van der Wende, 2003

6. | What are some of the best practices Bruce, 2009; Burnett & Huisman, 2010;
relative to intentional Davies, 2001; de Wit, 2002; Goodin,
internationalization that have 1996; Knight, 1999, 2008; Stromquist,
contributed to successful 2007; van der Wende, 2003
internationalization at this institution?

7. | Are there some best practices relative | Bruce, 2009; Burnett & Huisman, 2010;
to intentional internationalization that | Davies, 2001; de Wit, 2002; Goodin,
contribute more than others at this 1996; Knight, 1999, 2008; Stromquist,
university? If so, why? 2007; van der Wende, 2003

8. | What sustains such a high level of Bruce, 2009; Burnett & Huisman, 2010;
intentionality in internationalization Hamel & Prahalad, 1989; Knight, 2004,
at this university? 2008; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990; Smith,

1994; Schoorman, 1999

9. | What must this university do to Bruce, 2009; Burnett & Huisman, 2010;
continue sustaining a high level of Hamel & Prahalad, 1989; Knight, 2004,
intentionality in internationalization? | 2008; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990; Smith,

1994; Schoorman, 1999
10. | What do you consider are some Hamel & Prahalad, 1989; Knight, 2004,

improvements that can be made at
this university relative to best
practices in intentional
internationalization?

2008; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990; Smith,
1994; Schoorman, 1999
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APPENDIX G

“FOLLOW-UP E-MAIL TO SUBJECTS WHO HAVE INFORMED OF THEIR
WILLINGNESS TO PARTICIPATE IN THE SURVEY”
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Dear [Name of Subject]:

It was great having the opportunity to talk with you on [Date]. Thank
you very much for your kind willingness to participate in the Organizational
Intentionality in Campus Internationalization Survey, as per our prior communications.
As a reminder, this survey is designed to gather data for my dissertation research on the
impact of organizational intentionality on campus internationalization.

You can expect to receive a link to the survey via e-mail in the coming weeks. The
survey will be introduced by an informed consent form, followed by a two-part survey
which should take approximately ten minutes to complete.

Once again, please accept my appreciation for your kind collaboration with my study.

Best regards,

Adrian Cornelius



206

APPENDIX H

“ONLINE SURVEY INFORMED CONSENT FORM”
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-, SEORGIA
. SOUTHERN
4 e« UNIVERSITY

College of Education
Department of Leadership, Technology, and Human Development

ONLINE SURVEY INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Dear Research Participant:

Please accept this request for your valuable participation in this research. The title of this
fascinating study is Intentional Internationalization of Higher Education: A Strategic
Response to Globalization. The proposed study will be conducted with officials who are
senior international education officers on their campuses. The research focuses on
organizational intentionality as a strategy that steers organizational planning processes toward
systemic accomplishment. The purpose of the study is to determine how intentionality has
impacted successful internationalization at public research universities in the United States.

Your participation will involve answering questions in a confidential online survey
designed to gauge your assessment of the degree of intentionality in internationalization at your
university. The anticipated time to complete the survey is fifteen minutes, and it will be
available for online completion for five days.

While this is not an anonymous study, the risks of involvement to you are minimal. The
study has been designed to ensure participant confidentiality, and your participation is
voluntary. If you elect not to participate, to discontinue your participation in the study, or
decline to answer any part of the questions on the survey, you may do so at any time
without penalties. The results of the research may be published, but your name will not
be used. Although there are no direct benefits to you, your participation in this study may
help offer insights regarding the role of organizational intentionality in strategically
internationalizing higher education.

Findings from this study will be presented in my dissertation project for completion of
the degree of Doctor of Education in Higher Education Administration from Georgia
Southern University. Please be assured that strict confidentiality will be maintained
throughout this study. My handling of your data will be consistent with the standards of
the Federal Policy for the Protection of Human Subjects (Federal Register, 1991) and the
Ethical Principles in the Conduct of Research with Human Participants (APA, 1982).
Survey data and your signed consent form will be kept in separate locked file cabinets in
the researcher’s home office, to which only the researcher has access. All data will be
destroyed three years following the completion of the study.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding the study or your participation in the
study, you may contact me as the principal investigator of the project, Adrian Cornelius,
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via email at adrawdius@gmail.com, or by telephone at (941) 539-8086. You may also
contact my faculty advisor, Dr. Teri Melton via e-mail at tamelton@georgiasouthern.edu.
For questions concerning your rights as a research participant, contact Georgia Southern
University Office of Research Services and Sponsored Programs at 912-478-0843.

You will be given a copy of this consent form to keep for your records. This project has
been reviewed and approved by the GSU Institutional Review Board under tracking
number H12013.

You must be 18 years of age or older to consent to participate in this research study. If
you consent to participate in this research study and to the terms above, please click on
the “Consent” button below.

Yes, | voluntarily consent to participate in this study.

[Embedded logic will allow participant access to the questionnaire]

No, I do not consent to participate in this study.

[Embedded logic will deny access to the questionnaire]
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APPENDIX |

“INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE INFORMED CONSENT FORM”
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-, SEORGIA
. SOUTHERN
4 e« UNIVERSITY

College of Education
Department of Leadership, Technology, and Human Development

INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE INFORMED CONSENT FORM

Dear Research Participant:

Please accept this request for your valuable participation in this research. The title of this
fascinating study is Intentional Internationalization of Higher Education: A Strategic
Response to Globalization. The proposed study will be conducted with higher education
officers involved in internationalization on their campuses. The research focuses on
organizational intentionality as a strategy that steers organizational planning processes toward
systemic accomplishment. The purpose of the study is to determine how intentionality has
impacted successful internationalization at public research universities in the United States.

Your participation will involve answering questions in a confidential interview
questionnaire to describe your unique experience with internationalization at your
university. The anticipated time for completion of the interview is one hour.

While this is not an anonymous study, the risks of involvement to you are minimal. The
study has been designed to ensure participant confidentiality, and your participation is
voluntary. If you elect not to participate, to discontinue your participation in the study, or
decline to answer any questions during the interview, you may do so at any time without
consequences. The results of the research may be published, but your name will not be
used. Although there are no direct benefits to you, your participation in this study may
help offer insights regarding the role of organizational intentionality in strategically
internationalizing higher education.

Findings from this study will be presented in my dissertation project for completion of
the degree of Doctor of Education in Higher Education Administration from Georgia
Southern University. Please be assured that strict confidentiality will be maintained
throughout this study. My handling of your data will be consistent with the standards of
the Federal Policy for the Protection of Human Subjects (Federal Register, 1991) and the
Ethical Principles in the Conduct of Research with Human Participants (APA, 1982). The
interview will be audio recorded on the researcher’s personal lap top computer, which
requires a password for access that only the researcher knows. Interview transcriptions
and your signed consent form will be kept in separate locked file cabinets in the
researcher’s home office, to which only the researcher has access. All data will be
destroyed three years following the completion of the study.
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If you have any questions or concerns regarding the study or your participation in the
study, you may contact me as the principal investigator of the project, Adrian Cornelius,
via email at adrawdius@gmail.com, or by telephone at (941) 539-8086. You may also
contact my faculty advisor, Dr. Teri Melton via e-mail at tamelton@georgiasouthern.edu.
For questions concerning your rights as a research participant, contact Georgia Southern
University Office of Research Services and Sponsored Programs at 912-478-0843.

You will be given a copy of this consent form to keep for your records. This project has
been reviewed and approved by the GSU Institutional Review Board under tracking
number H12013.

You must be 18 years of age or older to consent to participate in this research study. If
you consent to participate in this research study and to the terms above, please sign your
name and indicate the date below.

Participant Signature Date

I, the undersigned, verify that the above informed consent procedure has been followed.

Investigator Signature Date
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APPENDIXJ

“DOCUMENT AND AUDIO-VISUAL REVIEW FORM”
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Document & Audio-Visual Review Form
Type of Document or Audio-Visual Material: D Document D Audio-Visual

Title:

Author(s) (if provided):

Operation Produced by:

Affecting what Aspect of Campus Internationalization:

Date of Publication:

1. What indicators of intentional internationalization at this university are published
in this document or audio-material?

2. Among the indicators of intentional internationalization at this university present
in this document or audio-visual material, which one surfaces as the strongest
indicator?

3. What best practices relative to intentional internationalization at this university
are published in this document or audio-visual material?
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APPENDIX K

“OBSERVATION FORM”
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Observation Form

Participant Designation: Date:

What indicators of intentional internationalization are prominently displayed in this
university’s environment?

Among the indicators of intentionality prominently displayed in this university’s
environment, what seems to be the strongest of them all?

What best practices in intentional internationalization are prominently displayed in this
university’s environment?
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APPENDIX L

“DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF QUANTITATIVE INVESTIGATION
RESPONDENTS”
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University Questions
What is the title of How many | How many years have What is the What is the What is
your current position? years have you been involved in total number | total number of the
you been in higher education of years you years you have highest
your internationalization? have served | served in higher degree
current at this education you have
position? university? administration? earned?
Director of the Office
SEU2 of International 5 20 5 20 Doctorate
Programs
Director of
SEU3 International Student 17 19 24 34 Doctorate
and Scholar Services
SEU4 Director of the Center 7 29 7 23 Masters
of Global Engagement
Assistant Vice
SEUS President for 22 25 22 25 Doctorate
Internationalization
Executive Director of
SEU6 the University’s 3 5 14 12 Doctorate
International Center
Director of
SEU7 International Services 4 6 19 15 Masters
Director of the
SEU8 International Student 4 19 4 19 Masters

Office
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APPENDIX M

“DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF QUALITATIVE INVESTIGATION
RESPONDENTS”
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Respondents

Questions

What is the
title of your
current
position?

How
many
years
have you
been in
your
current
position?

How many years
have you been
involved in higher
education
internationalization?

What is the
total
number of
years you
have served
at this
university?

What is the
total number of
years you have

served in
higher
education
administration?

What is
the
highest
degree
you have
earned?

101

Director of
International
Student and
Scholar
Services

17

19

24

34

Doctorate

102

Vice-Provost
for Academic
Planning and
Accountability

10

Doctorate

103

Director of the
Office of
Global
Learning
Initiatives

20

10

Doctorate

104

Associate
Vice-President
for Planning
and
Institutional
Research

17

32

Masters

105

Executive
Director of the
School of
International
and Public
Affairs &
Professor of
Politics and
International
Relations and
Law

18

36

28

Doctorate

106

Associate Dean
of
Undergraduate
Education

25

25

Masters

107

Director of the
Office of
Education
Abroad

10

Masters

108

President

35

35

33

Doctorate
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APPENDIX N

“CORRELATIONS MATRIX OF OUTCOMES OF THE “ORGANIZATIONAL
INTENTIONALITY IN CAMPUS INTERNATIONALIZATION SURVEY”
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Vision Commitment | Practice Strategic | Yearsin | Yearsat Years in
Intent Current Current Higher
Position | University | Education
Administration
Vision r=1
Commitment r=0.962** | r=1
Practice r=0.800* r=0.885** r=1
Strategic Intent | r=0.977** | r=0.993** r=0.901** | r=1
Years in r=0.463 r=0.425 r=0.342 r=0.438 r=1
Current
Position
Years at r=0.876** | r=0.801* r=0.514 r=0.801* | r=0.771* | r=1
Current
University
Years in r=0.099 r=0.177 r=0.130 r=0.120 r=0.771* | r=0.409 r=1
Higher
Education

Administration

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level



