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Context
Viewed from the standpoint of economic competitiveness, the capacity to engage in productive and perceptive dialogue with people of different cultures constitutes a fundamental ability within the workplace. With this need in mind, Georgia Tech (GT), a highly selective technology-focused research institution in the United States, has developed a degree designation called the International Plan, which may be completed by students across a variety of academic disciplines.  This study sets forth the operational definitions, evaluation design, measures, and preliminary results gained thus far in the evaluation of the International Plan (IP). The program was introduced in Fall 2005, and expects to graduate its first substantial cohort of students in Spring 2009.
Research Questions
The International Plan is designed to inculcate the knowledge, skills and abilities that comprise “global competence” within academic disciplines.  The primary research questions that are posed by the evaluation include:

· Are there any preexisting differences between students who choose to enroll in the IP and those who do not (such as demographic characteristics, intended major, high school activities, goals/expectations of college/career)?

· Do students who enroll in the IP differ from other students in their levels of Intercultural Sensitivity (as measured by the psychometrically valid tests)?
· Are there differential gains in Intercultural Sensitivity between and within groups (IP, Study Abroad, Non-participants) over the course of an undergraduate education? If so, what factors might account for these differences?
· Does acquiring a second language or the degree of fluency make a difference in intercultural skill development? 
· Are there any differences in career outcomes of IP students versus other students? Metrics include having a job offer upon graduation, the decision to pursue graduate education, and salary and career progression as alumni.
It should be noted that some of these research questions will take some time to answer.  However we have some preliminary data to share at this point.
Theoretical Framework
Georgia Tech’s International Plan (see http://www.assessment.gatech.edu/SACS/QEP/) is conceptually based in what Qiang refers to as a competency approach to internationalization.1 Unlike earlier activity-based approaches, the International Plan has at its core an orientation to student acquisition of relevant knowledge, skills, attitudes, awareness, and values—in this case through a clearly structured, multi-faceted educational intervention that operates within the context of disciplinary degree programs.  Within the general rubric of global competence, a number of approaches to defining the appropriate domains of learning have been articulated over the past decade and substantial consensus is evident among those definitions. 2,3,4,5 Promising approaches to understanding the interwoven relationship between cultures and nationally-differentiated disciplinary practice are also emerging.  For example, Downey et al. describe a strategy to engender professional understanding among engineers from different countries in basic problem definition.6 In view of the general consensus in the literature base, its institutional mission and its strategic goals, Georgia Tech’s International Plan utilizes a definition of global competence as the product of both education and experience, characterized by a graduate’s proficiency in several domains: second language ability, comparative global knowledge, intercultural assimilation and competence, and the ability to practice his or her discipline within an international context. 

Despite the relative consensus on definitions of global competence, the body of research that concentrates on student competencies gained through international experiences and on the long-term impact of the acquisition of global competence is at present surprisingly narrow. 1 Even within the realm of study abroad programs, research reported by Sideli determined that while most study abroad programs engage in some form of evaluation, fewer than 10 percent are measuring career-related outcomes and only 15 percent are assessing aspects of intercultural proficiency.7  The use of control or comparison groups against which to gauge the effect on students of international experiences is almost entirely lacking; in only one reported instance were comparison groups intentionally structured into a multi-institution study.5
One promising theoretical approach to global competence is posited by Bennett in his Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS). 9 The DMIS utilizes concepts from constructivism and cognitive psychology to describe six stages of sensitivity to cultural differences.  The model assumes that as people progress through these increasingly complex reactions to different cultures, one’s intercultural competence increases as well. Bennett describes three ethnocentric stages of development (Denial, Defense, and Minimization) and three ethnorelative stages (Acceptance, Adaptation, and Integration).  This theory underlies the use of the Intercultural Development Inventory, described in subsequent sections.
Methodology
Developing student learning goals within each domain
Despite the emerging consensus in the literature concerning the domains of learning of relevance in programs designed to heighten students’ global competence, a problematic area that remains is the expression of actual student learning goals within each domain in a measurable manner. The American Council of Education Working Group on International Learning has developed what to date is one of the most broad-ranging operationalizations of global competence.2  We drew upon this group’s work in designing specific student learning goals for our International Plan, and added several learning goals that ensured relevance within our primarily engineering, science, and technology-oriented institution. Within each relevant domain, these goals for student learning include: 

Second language proficiency

· Communicate in a second language.
Comparative global knowledge

· Demonstrate knowledge about cultures within a global and comparative context.

· Demonstrate knowledge of global issues, processes, trends, and systems.

· Demonstrate knowledge of at least one other culture, nation, or region, such as beliefs, values, perspectives, practices, and products.

Intercultural assimilation

· Readily use second language skills and/or knowledge of other cultures to extend their access to information, experiences, and understanding.

· Convey an appreciation for different cultures in terms of language, art, history, etc. 

· Interact comfortably with persons in a different cultural environment and be able to seek out further international or intercultural opportunities.

Global disciplinary practice

· Use cultural frames of reference and alternate perspectives to think critically and solve problems within the discipline in the context of at least one other culture, nation, or region.

· Collaborate professionally with persons of different cultures, and function effectively in multi-cultural work environments.

Intercultural sensitivity

· Accept cultural differences and tolerate cultural ambiguity.

· Comfortably assimilate within other cultures.

Population of interest, evaluation design, and assessment methods

Our study of the International Plan is a nonequivalent group comparison design. The population of primary interest for this comparative study consists of students enrolled in the International Plan.  Comparison group 1 includes students who undertake international experiences such as study abroad or who undertake one or more elements of the International Plan but are not enrolled in the plan.  Comparison group 2 consists of students who do not participate in any elements of study abroad or the International Plan.  As far as feasible, comparison groups 1 and 2 will be matched on demographic and performance variables with students in the International Plan. 

The evaluation design is keyed to an ongoing assessment of programmatic goals and student learning goals within the context of the various programmatic components of the International Plan. To enable overall program evaluation and ensure our ongoing ability to differentially measure the impact of each curricular or experiential component of the International Plan, a mixed-methods approach to evaluation has been taken.  Thus, with the need for multiple methods and approaches to measurement of program effectiveness and student learning in mind, assessment of the Georgia Tech International Plan includes: 

· Actuarial measures for program evaluation: enrollment, completion, placement of graduates in international careers, etc.

· Student demographic and performance data, such as gender, ethnicity, GPA, major, time to completion, etc.

· A longitudinal program of survey research, including

· pre/post international experience questionnaires;

· surveys of supervisors of interns; 

· surveys of graduating seniors; 

· commencement surveys; and 

· long-term (2–5 years following graduation) follow-up with graduates and their employers. 

· Standard tests of foreign language competence (ACTFL).

· A pre/post international learning standardized inventory, the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI), based on Bennett’s Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS).8 

· An inventory to assess basic knowledge in global economics and international relations.

· A case-study-based writing prompt that allows students to demonstrate their ability to synthesize what they have learned about the economic and socio-political factors of their target country in relation to a specific problem posed in the case study. 

Findings and Conclusions
While the evaluation results of the International Plan are preliminary, there are some intriguing findings that would be of interest to other engineering programs pursuing internationalization of their curricula. During the first two years of implementation of the International Plan, we have collected baseline data against which to judge further progress.  In very possibly the largest single-institution administration of such an instrument to date, slightly over half (n=4,025) of the incoming Fall 2005, 2006 and 2007 cohorts of first-year students at Georgia Tech were administered the Intercultural Development Inventory (IDI), a standardized and psychometrically sound instrument that assesses an individual’s ability to perceive cultural differences.  Student identification numbers were also collected, and IDI scores have been linked with student demographic and performance data in our assessment database.   Interestingly, compared to other first-year students, freshmen enrolled in the International Plan do not generally exhibit higher levels of intercultural sensitivity as measured by the IDI.  
In addition to the IDI preliminary data, we have analyzed data from the Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP) college orientation survey.  Results from the 2005-2006 cohorts reveal some interesting pre-existing differences among entering first-year engineering students who eventually chose to enroll in the International Plan.  Specifically, International Plan participants came from families with higher income and whose parents had higher levels of education. Indeed, students enrolled in the International Plan appear to resemble students who attend very high-selectivity private institutions (such as Cal Tech, MIT and University of Chicago) than they do students who attend high-selectivity public institutions (including Georgia Tech!).  Additionally, these students were found to exhibit a higher social orientation and predisposition towards civic and community involvement than non-participants and were more interested in pursuing leadership training opportunities while in college.  We are currently collecting pre/post survey data from students who have participated in semester-long study abroad programs, and we hope to share some preliminary results this summer.
Recommendations
An interesting aspect of this research is that it is being conducted on a nascent academic initiative, and one that is undergoing continual policy changes as academicians confront the interaction of complex individual disciplinary programs of study and the myriad international work, study and research opportunities available to students.  For example, the integration of coursework in intercultural communications into an already crowded engineering curriculum has been difficult, as has the creation of meaningful capstone experiences within the context of a senior engineering design course.  In a relatively fluid situation, conducting educational research is both challenging (i.e. studying a “moving target”), and yet providing academic policy-makers with the data to make evidence-based decisions is absolutely vital. In addition to the data that has been collected, the authors will discuss the challenges of the International Plan in detail, the ways in which we have used data to inform decision-making as this project moves forward, and some recommendations for how other institutions might coordinate the myriad actors on campus to internationalize their curricula. 
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