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Abstract:  This study assesses the status of internationalization within the discipline of 
geography by examining patterns of international collaboration and faculty support for global 
learning outcomes.  Through a survey of the AAG postsecondary membership, we interpret the 
professional capabilities, experiences, and contexts of faculty members who have 
internationalized their practice for the purpose of enhancing teaching, research, or service. 
Nearly 25% of the sample reported having at least one experience with an international 
collaboration focused on teaching or course development, whereas 57.3% participated in an 
international collaborative research project.  Overall, geographers embraced the goals of global 
education in their teaching, yet their support varies considerably when considered by gender, 
research specialty, and institutional context.  Human geographers, women, non-native English 
speakers, and liberal arts faculty were more inclined to support global learning outcomes, 
especially those outcomes with a strong affective-trait or values component.  Our analysis shows 
that faculty members who practice international collaboration and incorporate global 
perspectives in their courses are more likely to perceive internationalization as important for 
their professional growth and for student learning.  Incentives and professional support from 
departments, institutions, and professional networks also proved to be important factors in 
faculty decisions to pursue internationalization efforts.  The results of this study contribute to 
theories of faculty development and educational change, but can also help professional 
associations, academic departments, and higher education institutions design policies aimed at 
facilitating scholarly and educational collaborations among faculty worldwide. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Global education involves learning about those problems and issues which cut across national 

boundaries and about the inter-connectedness of systems — cultural, ecological, economic, 

political, and technological.  Global education also involves learning to understand and 

appreciate our neighbors who have different cultural backgrounds from ours; to see the world 

through the eyes and minds of others; and to realize that other people of the world need and 

want much the same things (Tye 1991: 5).  

 

This statement by the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development 

describes what for many academic institutions would be the primary rationale for supporting 

internationalization in higher education, and surveys consistently show support for international 

education among students, faculty, business leaders, and the public (Green and Olson 2003).  

Despite this widespread support, many academic institutions find it difficult to implement a 

vision for internationalization because the literature on the subject reveals no consensus among 

academic researchers on definitions and standards that, in turn, could inform policy and result in 

measurable outcomes.  Indeed, research by the American Council on Education (ACE) 

documents a “gap between the positive inclinations of faculty toward international education and 

their considerable personal experience with foreign languages and travel abroad, on the one 

hand, and the low level of international content of the curriculum and absence of widespread 

institutional policies and practices that support internationalization, on the other hand” (ACE 

2004).  Consider the following patterns and trends identified by ACE in surveys of American 

higher education: 

• Just over one-third of institutions surveyed include international education in their 
mission statements (35 percent), and less than three in 10 rank it among the top five 
priorities in their strategic plans (28 percent) 

• 34 percent have formally assessed the impact or progress of their international education 
efforts in the last five years 

• Only 41 percent of institutions have an international course requirement 
• Enrollments in foreign languages as a percentage of total enrollments have remained 

steady since the mid 1970s, in spite of the increase in language requirements over the past 
15 years 

• Although study abroad has increased, only about 10 percent of all students have such an 
experience, and 43 percent goes abroad for one month or less. The student participation 
rate in on-campus, internationally oriented activities is low; the highest participation is in 
international student festivals, which drew 17 percent of respondents 
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In light of these findings, ACE received support from the Carnegie Corporation for a 

project, “Where Faculty Live: Internationalizing the Disciplines”, aimed at clarifying the nature 

and value of internationalization and global learning outcomes in specific disciplinary contexts, 

while exploring how this information can better engage faculty in campus internationalization 

efforts.  To achieve these goals, ACE invited representatives of four disciplinary associations 

(the Association of American Geographers (AAG), American Historical Association, American 

Political Science Association, and American Psychological Association) to participate in the 

project and charged each association with two tasks:  

(1) To articulate and disseminate a set of global learning outcomes that can inform 

both the major and general education; and 

(2) To develop an action plan to promote internationalization within the discipline 

 

Each professional association formulated its own methodology for developing their 

action plans and global learning outcomes, with the expectation that the findings would be 

submitted to ACE within one year and subsequently released to the respective memberships and 

disciplinary communities.  ACE’s rationale for having professional associations lead this work is 

that “disciplines are faculty members’ intellectual home” (ACE 2004: 5), and indeed many 

faculty identify professionally with their discipline (often via membership in a professional 

association) more so than with their institution, a disposition that is especially descriptive of 

faculty at research universities (Clark 1987; Austin 1994). 

As a discipline, geography has a long tradition of international studies and many 

geographers may wonder how the discipline could be further internationalized.  It is true that 

much of past and present geographical inquiry is characterized by an international orientation, 

whether that is the result of a regional specialization or a systematic, comparative approach to the 

study of human and physical environments and phenomena.  Even a cursory survey of the 

discipline’s record of research and teaching illustrates a mode of thinking that probes 

internationally into questions of space, place, and scale through intellectual traditions as diverse 

as area studies and globalization, and many undergraduate and graduate programs have long 

specialized in educational experiences abroad through field study (Mikesell 1973; Livingston 

1992; Meyer, Gregory, Turner, and McDowell 1992; Gregory 2000).  In recent decades the value 
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of geography and spatial thinking has also emerged internationally as lines of inquiry across the 

social sciences, as noted by Murphy and Latz (1992).  However and as discussed below, an 

important component of internationalization is about developing the professional skills and 

interests of faculty to promote international collaborative teaching and research.  It also aims to 

reform the college experience for students by incorporating an international and intercultural 

dimension across the general education and specialized courses of study.  In this regard, much 

less is known about how and why geographers engage themselves internationally through 

collaborative work and contribute to the goals of an internationalized campus and curriculum.  

Thus, our inquiry was driven by three questions: (1) To what extent are geographers 

collaborating internationally in their careers of teaching and research? (2) What aspects of an 

internationalized curriculum do geographers in different subfields already incorporate into their 

own courses? (3) What factors account for these patterns? 

The present report summarizes the findings of an AAG survey of geographers that was 

conducted to support the objectives of the ACE “Where Faculty Live” project.  The survey 

addresses the relative experience of US geography faculty with international collaboration and 

the extent that these individuals support global learning outcomes in their teaching.  By focusing 

on the aspects of internationalization most directly related to faculty practice, our goal was to 

identify some of the professional development factors associated with faculty decisions to 

participate in the internationalization process, and thereby provide stakeholders with an empirical 

basis for formulating policies that can help translate internationalization from an institutional 

vision to a campus reality.  

We begin with a brief review of the related literature on internationalization and its 

manifestations in international disciplinary collaborations and educational projects in geography.  

Next, the report outlines the theoretical framework, research hypotheses, survey instrument, and 

methods of analysis used to interpret patterns of international collaboration and support for 

global learning outcomes among US geography professors.  The results of the survey are 

presented in two parts.  First, we describe the previous experience of US geography faculty with 

international collaboration in teaching and research.  Next, we discuss the types of global 

learning outcomes that geographers aim to achieve in their courses.  Our analysis considers how 

faculty members evaluate the value of international collaboration and global learning outcomes 

from the perspective of their professional abilities, needs, and work environment.  We conclude 
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by discussing the implications of our research for disseminating global learning outcomes and 

implementing actions plans designed to internationalize geography in higher education.  

  

BACKGROUND 

Internationalization in higher education is a process that involves activities as diverse as 

international collaborative teaching and research, recruiting students and marketing courses 

internationally, sharing curricula across national borders, and cross-border faculty and student 

exchange programs.  It also refers to the infusion of global perspectives across the college 

curriculum through comparative approaches, study abroad programs, international field courses, 

e-learning collaborations, and short-term immersion experiences (Lowenthal 1998, Lujan 2000, 

Schoorman 1997).  Given its broad scope, it is perhaps unsurprising that academic institutions 

pursue internationalization for different reasons and often using different methods.  For many, 

the primary purpose of internationalization is to help students become literate global citizens 

through a process of “integrating an international and intercultural dimension into the teaching, 

research, and service functions of the institution” (Knight and de Wit 1995, 17).  While it is 

difficult to overlook the economic dimensions of internationalization (and many institutions 

explicitly view internationalization as a revenue-generating enterprise), many researchers are 

careful to make distinctions between internationalization programs with an educational mission 

and those elements designed for global marketing and recruitment.  Currie et al. (2003, 11), for 

instance, argue that “internationalization represents arrangements between nation-states 

primarily [for the purpose of] cultivating greater tolerance and exchange of ideas” whereas 

“recently initiated programs gaining revenue from international students should not be 

considered a form of internationalization but a part of the university’s neoliberal globalization 

agenda.”   

Supporters of internationalized education contend, to varying degrees, that teaching can 

and should promote knowledge and understanding of world issues and events, appreciation for 

global cultural and environmental diversity, cognitive and social abilities for intercultural 

communication, and a mindset for working constructively and democratically for the welfare of 

all peoples (Hanvey 1976; Oxfam 1997; Lujan 2002).  Collectively, these competencies define 

the intellectual and moral dimensions of global citizenship (Coulson and Vallisneri 1999; Mason 

1998; Walkington 1999), a concept that has attracted its share of political controversy (Lamy 
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1990; Schukar 1993).  Internationalization often attracts faculty who seek new theoretical 

constructs, methods of doing research, and the use of foreign data to test hypotheses (Groennings 

1990).   

Geographers have participated in the dialogue on global education in decades spanning 

parts of three centuries (e.g., Kropotkin 1885; Harris 1965; Lawson 2005), and the present study 

benefits from research on strategies for international curriculum development (Fortuijn 2002; 

Haigh 2002, 2003; Hartmann 2004; Kaviola 2003; Martin 2004; Pandit and Alderman 2004), the 

development of international networks for teaching and learning (Healey 1998; Hay, Foote, and 

Healey 2000; Shepherd, Monk, and Fortuijn 2000; Donert 2003), critiques of Western bias in 

internationalization (Garcia-Ramon and Monk 1997; Jackson 2003), and the role of information 

and communication technologies (ICT) and distance learning in the internationalization process 

(Foote 1999a; Foote 1999b; Hurley, Proctor, and Ford 1999; Warf, Vincent, and Purcell 1999; 

Reeve et al. 2000; Solem 2000; Mitchell and Reed 2001; Reed and Mitchell 2001; Mendler, 

Simon, and Broome 2002; Chalmers et al. 2003; Jain and Getis 2003; Solem et al. 2003; Brooks 

and Morgan 2004; Fox and Assmo 2004; See et al. 2004).   

In recent decades geographers have also pursued a wide variety of global education 

projects at all levels of education, including EUROGAME (Beckers et al., 2000), YoungNet 

(Brooks and Morgan 2004), Geographic Inquiry into Global Issues (Hill 1994), and the AAG’s 

My Community, Our Earth, ARGWorld, and Online Center for Global Geography Education 

projects (AAG 2005).  Related initiatives outside of geography include Global Learning and 

Observations to Benefit the Environment (GLOBE 2005), the Global SchoolNet networks (GSN 

2005), the Shared Futures program at the Association of American Colleges and Universities 

(Hovland 2005), and the American Council on Education’s Leadership Network on International 

Education, the Internationalization Collaborative, the Global Learning for All project, and the 

Internationalization Laboratory (ACE 2004).  Though all of these projects provide models for 

academic programs seeking to internationalize the curriculum, much less is known about the 

motivations of faculty to engage professionally with internationalization within specific 

disciplines.  This information is needed for two reasons.  First, it can identify factors and 

conditions that encourage or dissuade faculty as potential participants in the internationalization 

process. Second, it can help departments, institutions, and disciplinary associations implement 
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specific measures that faculty view as relevant and supportive of their professional interests and 

needs.  

The question of how academic administrators and professional associations can better 

prepare faculty for internationalization has acquired added urgency given the increased demands 

on faculty and institutions to prepare students for a globalized workplace and efficiently manage 

academic programs in an era of global change in higher education and industry (Craft, Carr, and 

Fung 1998; Farquhar 2002, Haigh 2002).  Much can be learned from studies of faculty 

development and educational change, and both issues have been productively explored in the 

context of disciplinary cultures, the culture of the academic profession, and the climate of 

departments and the academy as an organization (Austin 1994; Becher 1989; Berner 2002; 

Colbeck 1998; Colbeck, Cabrera, and Marine 2002; Davis et al. 1982; Solem and Foote 2004).  

When faculty perceptions of educational issues and innovations are understood, this information 

can be used to craft policies that empower faculty with the skills and practical resources 

necessary to reform practice and participate constructively as agents of institutional change 

(Austin 1994; Davis et al. 1982; Solem 2000, 2001; Siaya and Hayward 2003).  As Becher's 

(1989) Academic Tribes and Territories implies, the diversity of disciplinary cultures means that 

change must often come from within specific academic communities. 

As a first step toward understanding the propensity of geography faculty to support 

internationalization, we adapted a model of faculty development developed by the primary 

author of this paper in a study of early-career geography faculty in the United States (Solem and 

Foote 2004).  The results of that study suggest that faculty development is shaped by issues 

related to personal abilities and characteristics as well as by the social and academic 

environment.  Drawing on these findings, we hypothesize that patterns of internationalization – 

specifically, faculty engagement with international collaboration and support for global learning 

outcomes – can be explained by an interconnected set of factors related to the personal beliefs 

and institutional context of geography faculty (Figure 1).  This model of internationalization 

implies that individuals base judgments about internationalization on their self-perceived 

professional needs and skills as well as the overall climate of that person’s department and 

institution.  It also suggests that individuals who participate in the internationalization process 

gain valuable experiences that, in turn, may enhance campus climate and lead to professional 

growth.  As was the case in previous research (Solem and Foote 2004), we expected faculty 
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perceptions of internationalization to vary on the basis of demography, academic subfield, and 

institutional type. 

 

[Figure 1] 

  

METHODOLOGY 

A five-part survey was administered using a Web-based form to gather the primary data 

for this research (Table 1).  Items in Part I of the questionnaire gathered information on faculty 

demographics and institutional characteristics.  In Part II, respondents were asked to reflect on 

the importance of achieving specific knowledge, values/attitudes, and skills outcomes that are 

generally understood as being hallmarks of an internationalized curriculum (cf. Hanvey 1976; 

Green and Olson 2003; Hovland 2005).  Respondents continued the survey in Part III by 

assessing the value of international collaboration and rating their own abilities to collaborate in 

teaching and research.  Next, the survey presented a list of administrative policies for promoting 

internationalization and asked respondents to indicate those policies in effect at their department 

or institution.  The final section asked respondents to describe their experience with 

internationalization, including previous or current international collaborative work, attendance at 

international conferences, memberships in international organizations, international education 

experiences as a student, and publications in international journals. 

 

[Table 1] 

 

 We defined the target population for this study as AAG members who hold full-time 

faculty appointments and teach geography at a higher education institution in the United States. 

Using these parameters, a sampling frame of 2,579 individuals was compiled from the AAG 

membership directory.  To achieve a 95%-confidence interval for a population of this size, we 

needed to acquire data from 336 individuals through random sampling (Thompson 1992).  

Anticipating a response rate in the typical range of 25-30% for online surveys (Sheehan 2001), a 

simple random sample of 1,668 faculty members was drawn from the sampling frame to receive 

the survey.  Prior to implementation, a draft of the survey was reviewed by a group of 

geographers and ACE representatives, and subsequently adapted in an online format and piloted 
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with students and staff at the AAG and Department of Geography at Texas State University.  

Pilot testing led to further revision and development of the survey questions.  The Texas State 

University Institutional Review Board reviewed the survey and approved our procedures for 

informed consent. 

 An announcement to participate in the survey was sent to the sample in two stages via e-

mail communication in November 2004 and January 2005.  Respondents were given an option to 

print and return the survey by facsimile or mail.  To control for non-sampled faculty and 

maintain confidentiality, respondents were prompted to create a user identification and password.  

Electronic reminders to participate in the survey were sent a few weeks after the initial contact, 

and paper surveys were mailed in a final attempt to encourage the participation of individuals 

who had not responded to the online survey.  This process resulted in 426 useable paper and 

electronic survey returns for a response rate of 26% (when incomplete, late, or otherwise 

ineligible returns are considered, the “participation” rate was close to 35%).  The sample meets a 

“95-and-5” level of statistical confidence and is representative of the demographic, institutional, 

and professional diversity of the AAG postsecondary faculty membership (Table 2). 

 

[Table 2] 

 

A principal components analysis (PCA) using Varimax rotation with Kaiser 

normalization was conducted to validate the 16 Likert items (n = 426) and to explore 

interrelationships in the data (Garson 2001, Sheskin 2004).  Upon examination of the factor 

pattern matrix, two factors were identified and four survey items were eliminated from analysis 

because of loadings below 0.3.  The first factor, accounting for 52% of the data variance, consists 

of five survey items measuring faculty perceptions of the value of internationalization for 

enhancing teaching, learning, and research, plus three items assessing the collaborative skills and 

practice of faculty.  Collectively, the responses to these eight items provide a quantitative index 

by which we can assess faculty perceptions of professional development issues related to 

internationalization.  The second factor, accounting for an additional 9% of the variance, 

contains two survey items measuring faculty perceptions of administrative support for 

internationalization and two items assessing faculty members’ awareness of teaching and 

learning issues in an international context.  Collectively, the responses to these four items 
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provide a quantitative index by which we can assess faculty perceptions of the academic climate 

for internationalization. 

Next, we calculated Cronbach’s alpha coefficient to assess the internal consistency of the 

eight-item professional development scale and four-item academic climate scale, a test resulting 

in alpha values of 0.96 and 0.80, respectively.  Alpha coefficients at or above 0.8 indicate a high 

level of reliability (Nunnally 1978).  On the basis of these results, no additional items were 

dropped from the scales. 

Having established the professional development and academic climate scales as 

statistically valid and reliable constructs, we prepared the data for analysis by averaging the 

scores on the items constituting the two scales.  Both scales range in value from one to seven, 

with scores above four representing increasingly favorable perceptions of internationalization 

(i.e., agreement with positively worded statements and disagreement with negatively worded 

statements) and scores below four signifying increasingly unfavorable perceptions of 

internationalization (i.e., disagreement with positively worded statements and agreement with 

negatively worded statements).   

We proceeded with our analysis by testing hypotheses of how patterns of 

internationalization are associated with faculty perceptions of professional development issues 

and academic climate.  The null hypotheses under consideration are: 

 

HO1: Faculty engagement with international collaboration has no relationship with faculty 

perceptions of (a) professional development issues related to internationalization, and (b) 

academic climate for internationalization.  

 

HO2: Faculty support for global learning outcomes has no relationship with faculty perceptions 

of (a) professional development issues related to internationalization, and (b) academic climate 

for internationalization.  

 

RESULTS 

Faculty Engagement with International Collaboration 

Approximately one-quarter of the sample (24.4%) reported having at least one experience 

with an international collaboration focused on teaching or course development (Table 3).  
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Among the most commonly cited activities were efforts to share course materials with an 

international colleague, mentor international colleagues on teaching and course development, 

develop web-based courses and materials, team-teach a course with a visiting scholar, and 

develop courses as part of an international studies program.   

We used nonparametric statistical tests to compare responses on the “professional 

development” and “academic climate” scales on the basis of faculty experience with 

international collaborative teaching.  The results suggest that faculty who pursue international 

collaboration in teaching have the necessary professional competencies and believe the practice 

will enhance their professional development, compared to the relatively indifferent beliefs of 

respondents (75.6% of the sample) lacking any experience with international collaborative 

teaching.   

 

[Table 3] 

 

Faculty also differ in their perceptions of academic climate, and these differences map 

directly onto patterns of international collaboration.  Respondents with international teaching 

experience tend to view their departments and institutions as being highly committed to 

internationalization (Table 4).  This finding led us to investigate what administrative policies in 

particular may be contributing to a “supportive” climate.  Using cross-tabulation analysis, we 

studied the distribution of administrative policies cited by faculty and found that international 

collaborative teaching is more likely to be practiced at departments and institutions that 1) base 

tenure or promotion decisions partly on the quality of international collaborative work, 2) offer 

international field courses, and 3) encourage the adoption of new teaching practices or materials 

to internationalize the curriculum (Table 5). 

 

[Tables 4-5] 

 

A majority (57.3%) of the sample reported at least one experience collaborating with 

international colleagues on a research project.  Of this number, 81% reported using the Internet 

to conduct some of the research.  Faculty reported a diverse range of research projects across the 

major geographic subfields and a similarly extensive record of participation in conferences and 
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publications drawing an international audience.  These individuals are more likely to view 

international collaboration as benefiting their research practice and themselves as being capable 

research collaborators (Table 6).  

 

[Table 6] 

 

Once again, a supportive academic climate was associated with patterns of international 

collaboration.  Professors with international research experience were more likely to perceive 

strong commitment from their department and institution.  Interestingly, these individuals also 

perceive themselves to be more knowledgeable of international developments in geographical 

teaching and research (Table 7).  And judging from our cross-tabulation analysis of 

administrative policies, international collaborative research seems to be facilitated by 

departments and institutions that 1) host visiting scholars from other countries, 2) offer honors or 

awards for international collaborative research, and 3) designate funding for international 

research projects (Table 8). 

[Tables 7-8] 

  

On the basis of these results, we conclude that international collaboration is positively 

related to faculty perceptions of germane professional development issues and aspects of 

academic climate, and thus find no support for the first null hypothesis.  We found no significant 

differences on the basis of gender, institutional type, academic rank, or academic specialization.  

 

Faculty Motivations to Support Global Learning Outcomes 

To gauge “support” for global learning outcomes, we asked faculty to tell us how 

frequently they tried to achieve specific knowledge, values/attitudes, and skills outcomes of an 

internationalized curriculum.  Their responses were measured on a five-point scale ranging from 

zero points (indicating a “not applicable” goal that one “never” aims to achieve) to five points 

(indicating an “essential” goal that one “always” or “almost always” aims to achieve).  Item 

scores were averaged within each scale to create a quantitative indictor of faculty support for 

knowledge, attitudes/values, and skill outcomes.  Using nonparametric tests, we examined 
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differences in the average scores on the knowledge, attitudes/values, and skill outcomes scales 

for various groups of faculty. 

  Overall, geographers view global learning outcomes as important and worthwhile course 

goals, with average scores on the three outcomes scales indicating that global learning is 

frequently supported in geography courses irrespective of specialty area.  There are, however, 

significant differences in the magnitude of support for these outcomes on the basis of academic 

specialization, gender, native language, and institutional type.  We found geographers who 

specialize in human geography and nature-society relations support knowledge- and values-

oriented outcomes more heavily than their colleagues in physical geography and GIScience 

(Table 9).  Women tend to teach values-oriented outcomes more frequently than their male 

counterparts (Table 10).  This is also true for non-native English speakers who, in addition, view 

skills-oriented outcomes to be slightly more important than native English speakers (Table 11).  

Finally, support for knowledge-oriented outcomes is highest at liberal arts colleges with the most 

pronounced differences between liberal arts college faculty and those who teach at master’s and 

PhD-granting institutions (Table 12). 

 

[Tables 9-12] 

 

 Faculty perceptions of internationalization on the professional development and academic 

climate scales are positively related to their support for global learning outcomes.  The data 

clearly indicate a broad foundation of support for global learning outcomes regardless of how 

faculty members perceive the professional value of and climate for internationalization.  

Nevertheless, faculty support for global learning outcomes becomes even more favorable as their 

perceptions of related professional development and academic climate issues grow increasingly 

positive.  When faculty view internationalization as offering tangible benefits to them and for 

students, they are more likely to incorporate global learning outcomes in their teaching (Table 

13).  Similarly, faculty who teach in departments and institutions that are perceived to be highly 

committed to internationalization also view global learning outcomes as very important and 

worth knowing (Table 14). 

 

[Tables 13-14] 
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On the basis of these results, we conclude that support for global learning outcomes is 

positively related to faculty perceptions of professional development issues and aspects of 

academic climate related to internationalization, and thus find no support for the second null 

hypothesis. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 
The AAG undertook the present study with the aim of understanding how geographers teaching 

at American institutions engage the internationalization process through collaborative work and 

support for global learning outcomes.  Though American geographers generally view 

international collaboration as professionally valuable, the results of this study indicate the 

practice is not widespread in the domain of teaching and that more faculty consider its value as 

enhancing research: only a quarter of the survey respondents indicated they had some experience 

with international collaborative teaching, while over half previously collaborated with 

international colleagues on research projects.   

Though the motivations of faculty are complex and not fully explored in this study, we 

conclude from our analysis that faculty development is an important component and likely to 

define the overall success of the campus internationalization process.  Our study also indicates 

that departmental and institutional support for internationalization is closely associated with 

patterns of international collaboration and faculty enthusiasm for global learning outcomes.  

While departments and institutions often vary in the types of administrative policies they 

implement to encourage international collaboration and other aspects of internationalization, we 

conclude that strategies aimed at enhancing faculty practice (e.g., rewarding faculty who 

participate in internationalization efforts and providing funds for international research and 

educational programs) are particularly important because they create environments that support 

faculty with professional development opportunities and resources for carrying out international 

collaborative work.  Groennings (1990, 11) notes that faculty often need assistance from 

colleagues and departments to fulfill their teaching and learning goals, and that “basic changes in 

the curriculum do not occur until faculty in their disciplinary and departmental arenas are ready 
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to implement them.”  Indeed, many impediments to faculty development and educational change 

are rooted in institutional culture.  Foote (1999: 166) notes:  

 
Faculty incentives and rewards, as well as financial and institutional factors, will 
remain barriers to collaborative projects for some time to come. The irony of this 
situation is that some of the most difficult barriers to surmount are ones that have 
evolved over the past century to assure the quality of scholarship, to reward 
faculty accomplishment, and to fund and expand systems of higher education. 

 

Given that academic staff members are expected to generate funds, perform research, 

work as consultants, participate in university administration, undertake service activities, and 

teach (Bohen and Stiles 1998; Hay, Foote, and Healey 2000 Surry and Land 2000), it seems the 

primary challenge for departments and institutions is finding and supporting a meaningful role 

for faculty in the internationalization process so that they are convinced that incorporating an 

international dimension to their work will result in scientific and educational dividends.  When 

professors are not duly engaged by a supportive institutional culture, they are more likely to 

reject innovations and less willing to participate cooperatively in the campus mission (Bohen and 

Stiles 1998; Feldmen and Paulsen 1999; Lee 2001).  In many ways, the tactics that departments, 

academic institutions, and professional associations can adopt to engage faculty in 

internationalization are similar in nature to measures known to make a difference in promoting 

faculty success and improving campus climate (Boice 2000; Solem and Foote 2004).  Among the 

relatively straightforward and uncontroversial steps that departments and institutions can enact 

are offering compensation and rewards to faculty through existing academic mechanisms such as 

tenure and promotion policy, providing faculty with training and time to learn collaborative 

practices including the use of information and communication technology, and making use of 

existing models for funding international courses and programs that meet shared educational 

goals.   

Within geography, a number of international networks have emerged in recent years as 

resources for faculty seeking to incorporate an international perspective in their teaching and 

research.  The International Network for Learning and Teaching (INLT) Geography in Higher 

Education, established in 1999 at the AAG annual meeting in Honolulu, is disseminating 

information on good practice and supports international research studies and curriculum projects 

through workshops and distance-based collaborations (Hay, Foote, and Healey 2000; Solem et 
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al. 2002).  The International Geographical Union cultivates international perspectives in 

geographic research through commissions, task forces, and its biennial meeting program.  

Outside of the United States, internationalization is growing in influence on higher education and 

geographers are once again at the forefront of this movement.  European Union-programs such 

as Erasmus Mundus and the European Higher Education Area (“Bologna Process”) has 

compelled many European institutions to enact internationalization strategies.  Within 

geography, the HERODOT network focuses specifically on professional development issues in 

European higher education and acts as a network for geography faculty to exchange curricula 

and pursue international collaborative research (Donert 2003).  

Our survey confirms that global learning outcomes are widely supported by US 

geography faculty, a finding mirrored in a study of British geographers conducted by the Royal 

Geogaphical Society’s Global Perspectives in Higher Education project (Lunn 2005).  The data 

indicate that geographers frequently and purposefully teach content, skills, and perspectives 

based on international and intercultural competencies, thereby contributing broadly to the “global 

education” of students at American universities.  However, our results also underscore the fact 

that geographers are not equally committed to the goals of an internationalized curriculum.  

Whereas many human geography courses incorporate values-oriented goals such as promoting 

tolerance for cultural diversity and the ability to empathize with peoples in different world 

regions, these outcomes are less likely to be achieved or valued in physical geography and 

geographic information science.  There tends to be broader support among geographers for 

knowledge-oriented outcomes, yet human geographers are once again more inclined to pursue 

those goals.    

One explanation for the uneven support for global learning outcomes might be the 

epistemological differences among geographers in different subfields, an argument implied by 

Schoorman’s (1997) work on disciplinary subcultures.  Previous research (DiBiase 2000; Solem 

2001) has found similar disciplinary divides over critiques of geographic information technology 

and technology-based educational innovations.  The thrust of these critiques focused on 

objections to the scientific philosophy of positivism and technologies such as GIS for 

purportedly limiting geographic inquiry to an analysis of “observable” or “measurable” patterns 

without due regard for the processes and diversity of views and experiences underlying these 

patterns.  That conjecture might explain why human geographers address the values dimension 
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of global learning more explicitly in their curricula.  An alternative explanation might be the 

practical necessity for teaching competencies that support career development and professional 

needs within particular geographic subfields.  Though there may be much to gain intellectually 

from being more aware of global cultural diversity or international perspectives of world events, 

these specific competencies may not be perceived by GIS faculty as criteria for success in the 

geospatial industry workforce.  Whatever the reason(s) for these intradisciplinary patterns, 

international education appears to be one of the many issues that geographers view differently 

from the perspective of their particular field of expertise.  Additional research with geography 

professors is needed to clarify the nature of this issue. 
 

Action Plan for Internationalizing Geography in Higher Education 

Ultimately our research leads us to conclude that internationalization plans must strive to 

accommodate faculty as stakeholders and provide the tools and resources faculty need to support 

effective instruction and research.  Green and Olson (2003: 69) argue, “Although vigorous 

leadership by the president, provost, and chief international educator is essential to envisioning, 

financing, and steering internationalization, a core of committed faculty is essential to create and 

sustain its transformation.”   We agree that professional associations have a vital role to play in 

realizing this vision, and therefore the AAG will draw from the outcomes of the ACE project to 

enhance elements of its annual meeting, grant programs, specialty groups, and international 

education projects.  To initiate this work, we asked a ten-member advisory committee of 

geographers (including postsecondary faculty, department chairpersons, and elected AAG 

officials) to consider the implications of the present study for expanding internationalization 

within the discipline.  Their recommendations encompass several action items that we categorize 

under three main themes (in no order of priority or importance): 

 

(1) Incorporate an internationalization component across existing professional development and 

leadership programs.  The AAG currently administers several federally funded professional 

development programs for geography students, faculty, and department chairpersons.  Two of 

those programs, the Geography Faculty Development Alliance (GFDA) and Enhancing 

Departments and Graduate Education (EDGE), are funded by NSF and respectively focus on 

improving the professional skills of early-career geography faculty and graduate students.  A 
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third project, the Healthy Departments Program, sponsors leadership workshops for new and 

experienced department chairpersons as a strategy for enhancing the programmatic and 

organizational quality of undergraduate and graduate geography programs.  These projects 

provide an existing infrastructure through which the AAG can directly engage students, faculty, 

and departments in the internationalization process.  Recommended action items include: 

• Through GFDA and EDGE, conduct research on the educational experiences and 
career paths of international students and faculty 

 
• Use the Healthy Departments network as a platform for communicating the 

results of the internationalization survey and its policy recommendations for 
supporting faculty internationalization efforts   

 
• Spotlight departments in the AAG newsletter that have successfully promoted 

internationalized curricula, international collaboration, and other aspects of 
internationalization 

 
• Encourage editors of the Annals of the Association of American Geographers and 

Professional Geographer to produce special issue on a disciplinary topic related 
to internationalization 

 
• Train graduate students and faculty in methods of international collaborative 

research through workshops at AAG conferences 
 

(2) Develop international teaching materials that support the curricular needs of geography 

faculty.  As noted above, geographers who pursue international collaborative teaching often do 

so because their departments provide or support the use of instructional materials that support 

international topics and global learning outcomes.  For example, the AAG is currently 

developing an Online Center for Global Geography Education (CGGE), funded by the National 

Science Foundation to promote international collaboration using an e-learning platform.  Three 

prototype course modules, on Nationalism, Population, and Global Economy, are complete and 

available through the AAG website.  In each CGGE lesson, four per module, students read 

background text explaining geographic perspectives on the issue, work with interactive 

illustrations showing case studies, and answer questions in collaborative exercises and 

international discussions.  A second project, My Community Our Earth (MyCOE), is a 

partnership of non-profit, private industry, and government organizations to encourage the use of 

geographic tools and concepts by youth to address local issues of sustainability. By participating 

in MyCOE, young people from around the world can examine and learn more about 
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environmental issues, determine patterns and trends, and propose solutions to the challenges they 

study.  Recommended action items to enhance the effectiveness of CGGE and MyCOE for 

supporting internationalization include: 

• Revise and further develop CGGE and MyCOE materials to support global 
learning outcomes in different geographic subfields, based on the survey’s 
findings of faculty teaching interests 

 
• Align CGGE and MyCOE with efforts outside of geography to promote 

international education, such as the United Nations Decade of Education for 
Sustainable Development program, college and university centers for 
international education, and private/non-profit foundation projects such as 
Globalization 101 at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in 
Washington, D.C. 

 
• Encourage use of CGGE and MyCOE through workshops for students and faculty 

at AAG meetings, as well as meetings of international geography organizations 
 

(3) Building international disciplinary networks beyond Anglo-American-Australasian axis. 

Though many faculty cited geography’s international networks as key avenues for promoting 

international collaboration, the largest of these networks are centered upon Western nations with 

little reach to geographers and departments in Latin America, Africa, and portions of Asia 

(Shepherd, Monk, and Fortuijn 2000; Jackson 2003).  Indeed, many respondents to our survey 

wrote of the need to incorporate a broader a range of international experiences and perspectives 

in geographic research and education.  An example of this work is the International Critical 

Geography (ICG) group and its mission to internationalize geographical research through 

professional meetings in locations as diverse as Mexico, South Korea, Hungary, and India.  

Recommended action items to help geography students and faculty develop professional 

relationships with international colleagues include: 

• Encourage attendance of international members or visitors at AAG annual 
meetings, perhaps via sponsorship 

 
• Assist junior and senior scholars attending the IGU Congress through a travel 

grant program funded by the National Science Foundation 
 

• Hold a special reception at AAG annual meetings to honor the presence of 
international scholars and encourage relationship-building with American 
geographers 
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• Expand the AAG’s Guide to Geography Programs focus on US and Canada to 
include listings for faculty and departments located in Latin America and the 
Caribbean (collectively, the “Americas”) 

 
• In conjunction with AAG specialty groups with interests in developing regions, 

encourage the development of e-community networks for discussion and 
dissemination of geographic issues and research (perhaps modeled on the INLT 
network focused on higher education issues in geography) 

 
• Begin to provide foreign language translations of AAG publications (e.g., meeting 

and journal abstracts) and website resources 
 

As the AAG moves forward with its internationalization action plan, much can be gained 

through international dialogue and it is in this spirit that the AAG, together with other like-

minded organizations, might begin to explore joint initiatives to enhance internationalization.  

The first ingredient – a common vision – is already in place.  To implement this vision, we can 

take advantage of the disciplinary infrastructure built by the INLT network and various IGU 

Commissions.  Likewise, we can learn from the models and techniques employed by the 

disciplinary organizations participating in the ACE project.  Through research and outreach, 

geographers can engage the internationalization process underway in higher education and help 

direct it toward the improvement of geographic theory, methods, and education, as well as the 

improvement of higher education more broadly.  The challenges are great, but so too are the 

opportunities to develop faculty and enhance student learning through partnerships between the 

professional societies that support the work of geographers in the world.
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