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AIEA First Global Dialogue Notes

February 13, 2010

Report submitted by Coordinators of the First AIEA Global Dialogue
Background:

The First AIEA Global Dialogue took place on Saturday, February 13, 2010 at Georgetown University. Thirty participants from different parts of the world participated in this session organized by AIEA and co-sponsored by ELS.  The participant list is attached. The Dialogue was coordinated by Gary Rhodes (Center for Global Education, Loyola Marymount University), Francisco Marmolejo (CONAHEC/University of Arizona) and Nico Jooste (Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University, South Africa), with the support of LaNitra Berger (NAFEO) taking minutes to document the proceedings of the Dialogue.


The Presidents of the organizations that had supported the previous Transatlantic Dialogues and Dialogues of the Americas representing:  AIEA, EAIE, and AMPEI participated in the entire programs and played leadership roles during the small group breakout sessions during the Global Dialogue.

Georgetown University hosted the Global Dialogue.  This followed a change in host institutions in the Washington DC area two weeks prior to the program.  The high level of snow in Washington DC resulted in airports being closed before the Dialogue.  There were a total of 30 participants, with only one registrant canceling because of problems with transportation to Washington DC because of the weather.

Topics:  When participants applied to participate in the Global Dialogue, they were asked for potential topics to be discussed.  Coordinators collected their feedback, reviewed them, and provided a list of potential topics based on participant feedback.  Coordinators requested additional feedback from participants if they thought any topics had been missed.

Readings:  Once the topics were confirmed, Coordinators provided readings for participants that were all available for download at no charge from the Internet.  Attendees were given an initial list of readings and asked attendees to provide any additional suggestions.

Individual Introductions 

The first part of the Global Dialogue was the introduction of each individual participant to the other participants by going around the table and including their personal/professional goals for the First Global Dialogue. 
Topic 1: Role(s) of Chief International Officer

In breakout sessions, participants discussed about the changing role(s) of Chief International Officers in higher education institutions. 
Reports after Group Discussions:

Group 1 Report

1. Priority theme: CIO position in flux, full of power struggles; it’s not clear who is in charge. Conflict between different definitions of internationalization. Very chaotic, no uniform methods.

2. Responsibility of CIO to define discussion as person who takes internationalization forward at university.

3. What should the CIO really look like in an ideal world? CIO should have staff, authority, leadership role, visionary, be an enabler, consensus builder, relationship builder, strategic planner, cross culturally competent, ethical voice in a post-colonial world, watchdog for accountability, risk manager, and champion of international learning for a higher education institution.

Group 2 Report

1. Priority theme: need to institutionalize international education. Have not institutionalized internationalization if you only rely on the senior leader. You know you are internationalized when no decision is made without thinking of international implications – the importance of integrated internationalization activities.

2. How to access key decision makers: trustees, president, provost, and faculty. Need key qualities: consensus builder, communicator, etc.

3. Pushing a research agenda on international education. Robust research agenda on international education. Providing support for internationalization with academic credibility and financial support.

Group 3 Report 

1. Priority Theme: The structure of international office, how is internationalization integrated into the academic mission, what is the CIO’s role and responsibility in that in terms of level of authority with sufficient budgetary support? 
2.  Proactive vs. reactive: Working through the divide between faculty and the administration.  If faculty are doing the work and getting grants, what support do they need from administrators – do they respect the authority of the CIO? Successful relationships are those where people can work together.  Help faculty understand that administrative resources and funding support faculty resources and funding.
3.  What is the mission/model for internationalization at the institution? What is the relationship between the administrative structure and the core university mission? Must make international office core to university mission. Working with and beyond the connection between international students and revenue: University is increasingly revenue oriented. University funds international education from international students, international students want to know what they are getting for their fee. There should be a flow chart of the university about departments and who is in them, and develop methods to integrate study abroad –importance of the role of the study abroad coordinator.

Issues Raised in Larger Group Follow-up Discussion After Each Group Presented:

Responses and Questions

· Duality of the role—academic and administrative sides, including raising funds, contributing time. 
· Creating partnerships to elevate CIO’s leadership role; answer to the President about international activity – what will the President want from this?
· Change of ethos of internationalization; needs to be a long term effort

· Qualifications—who is the right person for the role? How to prepare someone for the role. How to prepare other administrators to understand internationalization (taking faculty and administrators abroad as an important strategy).

· North-South issue: institutions are in different stages of internationalization

· Intellectual capital at the university. Build networks to advance research. Link between internationalization and intellectual mission.

· We may be focusing too much on the hierarchy rather than integrating internationalization throughout the university.
Topic 2: Global vs. Local

In breakout sessions participants discussed the tension between the pressure to support local (home campus) institutional needs and issues and responding to those vs. global issues – looking at institutional needs from a global perspective in the teaching, learning, and research process. 

Reports after Group Discussions:
Group 1

· Priority Issue: Must link actions to outcomes.

· Expectation to be engaged both globally and locally since higher education institutions are anchors in their communities. 

· We need to articulate that global is ever-present in our lives. 

· Partnering community groups with global organizations can help

· Local communities should benefit from university research just it benefits people globally

· Fundraising, curriculum development, and changing demographics affect local

Group 2

· Priority Issue:  Management of global and local - do students really want to be integrated into local culture when they study abroad, or do they want to get the skills they need and go home? South Africa case: local language differences cause self-segregation

· Public institutions have specific obligation to engage locally; private institutions can become islands in their communities

· Balancing international vs. local students for enrollment

· Tendency towards homogenization; creating identities that reflect local communities (i.e., Catalan language instruction in Catalan higher education institutions as opposed to Castilian Spanish)

· Intensive English programs for non-matriculated students; home stays for international students.

· Town-gown relationship—universities should respect needs of local community.

· Recruitment—doing it for monetary reasons rather than for internationalizing campus. How to create opportunities for international students so that they feel respected, included, and valued in their role to help internationalize the campus.

Group 3
· Priority Issue: Global/Local/local - tension between behaving locally and acting globally. Importance in promoting the global perspective for mobility; community service is important component. Limits put in place by state legislature, alumni to keep university admissions for local (in state) students. Local issues—identifying minority students who qualify for admission. How to make connections between local community work and global work.

· Parochialism—Is it a zero sum game? How to balance access to in-state students and international students. We need to give more minorities exposure to international education Use a hook to bridge gap; university’s Carnegie Classification includes global/local engagement. Using Cuban population while balancing anti-Cuban sentiment. 

· Multiculturalism vs. globalism: What justifies international equally with multicultural? People put up barriers first; do not look at global first. Intercultural versus/in combination with international focus.

· Using study abroad to meet other institutional goals (retention and success): What international education can provide to help with overall persistence goals? How can study abroad contribute to what employers say they look for in students? How to connect international education to help increase students’ interest in school/persistence. Access issues in CA; some students must go to community colleges because there is not enough space, then how do you justify recruiting international students if there are no spaces for residents? Sustaining international students who are already at the university. Strategic priorities: put resources where you have the best global/local connections (example – one campus focus on issues related to Mexico and Cambodia locally and how to translate that to internationalization activities for the campus).
Issues Raised in Larger Group Follow-up Discussion After Each Group Presented:

Responses and Questions

· Using international education to prepare graduates

· Heritage learning is an important tool; can provide gateways for international learning on campus and supporting study abroad

· Linking diversity issues to international education

· Developing country issues; North-South (North viewed sometimes as global, and South sometimes as local); xenophobia; debate is very different in developing countries—how to do outreach so that local communities are respected

· Globalization process in Latin America and other parts of the world does occurs in local communities; debate is different based on location 

· It is sometimes too easy to be U.S.-focused in discussion. Dialogue is the only way to advance discussion.

· World Cup—how will local communities in South Africa respond to the international event – included or excluded?

· Cannot apply North-South divide to capture all student opinions about global/local

· Global/local is an artificial way of thinking about young learners. The digital age makes it easier for learners to use technology to connect internationally. Educators must work to respond to these new types of learners. 

· Some populations in the U.S. and abroad that still have no connection to the global. We need to find other ways to reach out to communities that are not digitally connected. 

· Digital divide/gap is an issue. Some students have no access to technology

· Institutional presence globally and students’ presence internationally. Students may be globally connected but do not necessarily have the skills to be culturally competent. 

· Students without access to technology are still interested in technology and using the resources available.

· Students can develop projects organically, which is why we need to close digital divide (Ex: Canadian students helping rebuild in Indonesia after Tsunami; Indonesian students help rebuild in New Orleans after Katrina)

· These success stories should be reported and discussed at annual meetings to demonstrate the concrete value of international education (***This is a specific recommendation for AIEA***)

· Terminology has limited discussion in some ways. Does globalism provide a connection to multicultural programming?

· European universities have an advantage in internationalization. Malmo is the most multicultural university in Sweden because the city is diverse. Study abroad is still an elite activity. Bologna target: 20% of students will have studied abroad. Will delinking permanent residence status from university status arm universities?

· Australian Universities had a scholarship program to recruit students from Asia/Pacific to study in Australia. Government used international students to satisfy skills needs. 

Lunch and Short Tour of Georgetown University Campus:  Following lunch, most participants took part in a short tour of the Georgetown University campus, providing a connection to the host institution for the Global Dialogue.

Topic 3: Maximizing international partnerships

The fourth topic focused on the importance of maximizing international partnerships.  Discussion of this topic was maintained in the large group, with time for a brief statement by each participant.

Introduction 

How do institutions enter into and manage international partnerships?

What does reciprocity mean? What is the strategic value of partnerships?

· How to sort through the many partnership opportunities. Using seed grants to faculty for collaborative teaching. GAP (Global Academic Partners) programs—work with 5 foreign institutions. Faculty is upset when their university is not a partner. Measuring how many new faculty are engaged in internationalization.

· How to evaluate viable partnerships. Authentic reciprocity is important. One institution only has three partnerships to maximize work with each partner. Strategic partnership is a 10-year commitment. No activity will be involved without all partners participating. Partnership will affect all areas of the university. All students will be aware that the partnership exists.

· Created position of Director of Global Strategies at Georgetown. Director visits all partner institutions to discuss potential partnerships. There is also a Director of Global Initiatives who looks for new partnership opportunities. 

· Failed partnership example. Partnership started out an entrepreneurial activity by one faculty member. Included institutional commitments that the institution was not aware of. No “opt out” clause. As a result, policies and procedures were developed to guide implementation. Sometimes you have to turn some opportunities down. 

How do you nurture partnerships?

· Sometimes partnerships cannot be equal. How much do you subsidize and for how long?

· Institutions sometimes cannot run exchange with some institutions. Bergen, for example, does not charge tuition. Need for a “Bologna Process” for North-South relationships… who will fund it?

· We spend a lot of time and money on travel to establish partnerships that don’t work. How do you provide institutional leadership to avoid this?

· One institution has one partnership on every continent. Do not overpromise. It takes two years to develop a program once a partnership is signed. Example of relationship with university in Cape Town: This institution gives money to the South African university to educate students at home rather than pay expense to send to the U.S. 

· Bergen examples. Need all basic components activated in an exchange. Researchers are crucial to making exchanges work. Have a restricted number of international agreements. The government wanted to have more international research. Cooperating with networks, such as the World University Network. Doctoral exchanges - networks allow for high quality student exchanges. Can set up agreements without bureaucracy. 

· Opted to sign as many agreements as possible to offer a wide range of opportunities. 48% of class of 2009 studied abroad.

· We have to look at agreement for what the partner brings. We need to facilitate bringing students to the US. We need an Erasmus program for the United States between different Multi-National Organizations (European Union, African Union, etc.). Research programs, joint degree programs, and other ways to engage partners. 

· Mission complimentarily. Partnerships that are consistent with the mission, not just focused on research. Separate partnerships from study abroad agreements. Partnerships are a much deeper institutional commitment.  

Conclusion of topic 3. How do you make a partnership a real partnership?


Example: Along with international agreements, student mobility, etc.,  representatives of partner institutions come to visit Nelson Mandela University for one week each year. Partnerships must be seen as “international relations.”

Topic 4: Conclusion

To end the day, each participant provided final thoughts about the First AIEA Global Dialogue and any issues raised during the day:

Conclusions for the entire program: 

· Currently undergoing strategic planning at university. Will take ideas back to university and will use group as a networking resource. Appreciated looking at where the cutting edge issues are.

· Important to look at changing role of SIO. We should look at why senior SIOs at some institutions are being forced out. Will the SIO position survive, especially at research institutions? Also interested in the multiculturalism/globalism debate. Need to bring more people to the table to develop better alliances. Not as involved in partnerships but wants to learn more about what it takes to develop partnerships. 

· Wants email addresses of all participants. Most interested in partnerships discussion.

· There are no metrics for success for CIOs. If it’s not on the president’s report card, it doesn’t exist. We need to develop metrics of success for CIOs. 

· Want to develop process for developing best practices/follow through on the issues discussed.

· Global/local tension is an important issue.

· Suggests an alumni reunion of the Transatlantic Dialogue at annual meeting.

· How to do partnerships better.

· Thanks everyone for their contributions, looking forward to continued networking.

· Need to have serious discussion about collaboration needs for Latin American and African Universities.

· Currently in the strategic planning process and will use info to help improve strategic partnerships.

· Wants dialogue to continue and expand over two days. Liked the phrase “mission complimentarily.” Those responsible for internationalization should align with mission.

· Would like to see representation of Japan, South Korea, China, and other countries in Asia in the dialogue.

· We have a lot of ideas. How do we implement them now?  We need to strengthen international education associations so that they also become policy advocacy groups.

· Not enough diversity in the group. There is a wealth of ideas and experience. Hope to get more representation in the next dialogue.

· Appreciated the way the dialogue was organized. Heard different ideas and from many voices. We should try to be at the forefront of change in higher education.

· Now it is time to implement partnerships. 

· Wants to see more sessions on partnerships and how to make them work. 

· The most successful dialogue that he has ever attended. The structure was effective. Not sure what will come from change in leadership at his home campus. Also like the mission complimentarily phrase. Will work on building partnerships.

· Three discussion topics are very important. We need to define 3-5 key points or ways to implement solutions. Create a listserv for people to continue discussion.

· Appreciated hearing non-U.S. perspectives.

· Liked seeing questions to be discussed and readings beforehand. Small group conversations were useful. Group reports were a little thin compared to the richness of the small group discussions. What to do about the power of the SIO.

· All participants should learn more about HBCUs and develop partnerships with them.

· Five points: 1) Push internationalization of research; 2) Global/Local tension 3) Partnerships is an important discussion (best practices, networks, priorities); 4) Role of the SIO; 5) Continue dialogues and keep on the agenda at future conferences. 

· We will have the Dialogue of the Americas again. Wants to make sure that we continue conversation with follow up. 

· We will send an electronic evaluation for feedback. Felt that today’s dialogue was truly outstanding. AIEA will create regional dialogues. 

· South African voice is not always included in the dialogue. South Africa should be more active in these discussions. Dialogue shows that international education is healthy. We are the change agents and we should carry it through.

· We need to hear feedback to improve dialogue. Reviewed parameters of the dialogue. We think we have been able to fulfill expectations for dialogue

All participants went outside for a group photo at the end of the Global Dialogue.

