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Abstract
The primary aim of partnerships between universities in different countries is to give the students intensive intercultural experiences. Unfortunately, many international partnerships do not represent the needs and capabilities of both partners, and many study abroad programs reflect a colonial mindset. There are many inequitable relationships that indicate a lack of trust between the international educators at the partner institutions. Critical internationalization is a movement to develop academic partnerships and forms of intercultural engagement that are grounded in reciprocal and equitable cooperation, and that move beyond the colonial model. In our paper, we describe some of the lessons that we have learned about the value of diverse and critical perspectives in international academic partnerships. We also consider some of the obstacles to the critical internationalization agenda. 
Introduction

 
This paper reflects on the experiences of administrators and faculty in international higher education as they examine international study abroad partnerships and programs with questions about whether colonial mindsets and structures are perpetuated through their implementation. Despite the best intentions to guide students through learning experiences that address important global affairs and to prepare them as citizens of the world concerned with social justice, do these programs foster cultural humility or do they reinforce mindsets that perpetuate cultural misunderstanding and mistrust? Do international partnerships fully represent the needs and capabilities of both partners?  Reflections on the experiences of these administrators demonstrate that international partnership development is problematic when it does not redress inherent inequities in resources and challenge structures and systems that perpetuate deep-rooted biases and inequity among partners. Likewise, through creating and leading study abroad programs, this paper aims to share important lessons about the need to design the students’ experiences in ways that push them “off the veranda” and into meaningful personal engagements, even when dominant mindsets and structures do not support such approaches.  

What is Critical Internationalization?
 
Critical internationalization is a framework that can provide perspective on developing international academic partnerships that are grounded in reciprocal and equitable cooperation. In their review of critical internationalization, Vavrus and Pekol (2015) argue that the scholarship on international education: “often uncritically supports the status quo regarding the division between higher- and lower-status institutions in the Global North and South, respectively, and fails to account for the broader historical and sociopolitical forces that influence opportunities for students and faculty to participate in international programs and to develop internationalization policies”(6). They assert that scholars of critical internationalization have played an important role in pointing out the ways that institutions of higher education in the North occupy a different position with the global political economy than do institutions in the South, and in analyzing the “ideological systems that bolster the unequal political-economic relations evident in internationalization today” (7).  They conclude that critical internationalization theory “insists on attention to relations of power that shape the encounter between self and the cultural Other, and between institutions with different degrees of prestige and financial resources… When applying this theory to practice, study abroad programs would seek to minimize differences in privilege and status between group members and engage them in cooperative activities” (8).  And this is often the nexus of the conundrum with developing equitable and reciprocal partnerships, the power imbalance of the Global North and Global South is not just the inequity of tangible resources but is also compounded by deeply rooted belief systems concerning how educational experiences and pedagogy should be structured.  
 
The Critical Internationalization Studies Network provides “organizing orientations” to utilize the framework.  They are: “challenging inherited epistemic hierarchies; thinking/acting trans-locally; fostering respectful relationships; and facing complexity and complicity” (Critical).  This framework provides an opportunity to reflect on our experiences and practices as international educators both in study abroad program structure and content.  


The Colonial Mentality in Study Abroad
 
Anthony Ogden (2007) wrote one of the most influential articles about the problems of many study abroad programs. We support many of his criticisms, and his piece, “The View from the Veranda: Understanding Today's Colonial Student”, which provides an excellent framework for our own paper.  He criticizes the behaviors and attitudes of many study abroad students who want to have an international experience, but who have a strong sense of elite entitlement and demand to bring their own world with them (luxury accommodations, familiar academic structures, protection from the “less desirable” aspects of being abroad, isolation from uncomfortable engagements with the local culture).  Ogden is especially critical of the administrators who create and perpetuate “the infrastructure which supports the privileged position of the student over the local. If we are merely transposing to foreign soils an American bubble of U.S. higher education concerned mostly with access, consumption, and personal gain, we may be doing little more than establishing a colonial-like presence in what appears to be our ‘country’s dominions abroad’” (40).
 
Ogden calls upon international educators to be committed to intercultural learning. We must provide our students with meaningful community engagement and integration and foster reciprocity with the local community. He stresses the importance of understanding the impact our presence has within our host communities. When we hire locals, we need to let them teach our students as they do their own students (rather than forcing them to adapt to US pedagogical expectations). Finally, he asserts that we cannot expect the local community to change their ways to meet the demands of our students. In sum, Ogden argues: “Education abroad programs should make it impossible for students to avoid direct and meaningful contact with the host culture, to learn with and from them, to explore new values, assumptions and beliefs. As international educators, we should not be satisfied with simply exposing students to different experiences. Rather we should be satisfied only when our students are engaged and motivated to pursue experiences that lead to transformative personal growth” (50).  This true engagement does require us to step back and be willing to give up our assumptions of what is a robust academic experience or what constitutes a safe living environment.  And all too often, academics and administrators in a U.S. higher education context especially may use the frame of accreditation and other standards or inflexible risk management processes as the reasons for not adapting to the values we espouse that are the basis of the global learning experiences we develop.   
 
Blaney’s (2002) essay on global education, disempowerment and the limits of human agency reflects Ogden’s frustrations with the colonial mentality. Blaney aims to “locate a balance between empowering our students while cultivating a sense of humility in the face of a complex world, a willingness to live with ambiguity, and an ethos of political self-restraint when in an advantaged position” (268).  He argues, “if global education aims to cultivate in our students a responsible sense of agency, it should also involve disempowering them in important respects” (274).


Challenging Inherited Epistemic Hierarchies
 
Botha (2021) writes that we must focus on epistemological decolonization as a way to go beyond mere administrative changes to intercultural education. He defines epistemological decolonization as one that “requires taking nondominant knowledges and their epistemes seriously to open up the possibility of interrogating and dismantling the hegemony of the Western knowledge tradition” (2021, p. 51). Likewise, Anibal Quijano (2007) asserts that:  “Epistemological decolonization, as decoloniality, is needed to clear the way for new intercultural communication, for an interchange of experiences and meanings, as the basis of another rationality which may legitimately pretend to some universality” (177).  

 
Omolabake Fakunle, Chisomo Kalinga and Vicky Lewis (2022) provide a clear summary of the process of decolonizing international education. They assert that instructors must “move away from the Westernised, largely Anglo-Saxon, and predominantly English-speaking paradigm” and “acknowledge the hegemonic positioning of Western epistemologies” (2022, para. 2). Robert Aman (2018) summarizes decolonization by asking if it is possible to learn from the “other.”  He provides an important guide for shifting international education away from Eurocentrism and toward interculturality as an inter-epistemic project.

 
Brazilian scholar Boaventura de Sousa (2015) wrote about the conflict of epistemologies. De Sousa postulates that traditional Western epistemology has historically conflicted and eliminated the local and traditional ways of knowledge. He proposes reasserting the local and traditional epistemologies to produce what he calls “southern epistemologies” to counteract the combative, self-centered assumptions of Western thought. This coincides with Enrique Dussel’s philosophy of liberation, a philosophical movement that sprung up in Argentina in the second half of the twentieth century in search of a framework that allowed overcoming the legacy of colonialism and philosophy. In Dussel’s words (1985), the departure point of the philosophy of liberation “is an ethico-political option in favor of the oppressed of the periphery: respect for the exteriority of the other; geopolitically and socially speaking, listening to the word of the other” (175).

Thinking-Acting Trans-Locally and Fostering Respectful Relationships: Pachaysana Case Study
Csoman can provide multiple examples from a thirty-two year career in international education administration of the challenges to thinking and acting trans-locally when developing and implementing study abroad programs. Creating immersive experiences abroad for U.S. students requires careful consideration of institutional structures and processes, like student services and risk management, and expectations from constituents such as families, senior leaders, alumni, public opinion and students themselves in relation to perceptions of an institution’s duty of care.  Such examples include evacuations of students from West Africa (medical evacuation in 2010); from North Africa (security evacuation during Arab Spring in 2011); and Ecuador (security evacuation during protests and civil unrest in 2019).  Despite programs that were developed with trusted international partners in all cases, the perceived risks to student safety and security based on Western standards, and in each example, the lack of individual student preparedness, led to unilateral decision-making to remove students from experiences abroad.     
In the article, Reimagining Risk Management: Decolonizing Crisis Response Through Holistic Partnership Building in Education Abroad, Csoman and her co-authors engaged in critical dialogue to reflect on a risk management response in which students were evacuated from Ecuador during protests and political unrest in 2019.  
The education abroad program Pachaysana, a combination of two kwicha words which mean world (earth, or the continuum of time & space) and balance, was set up according to the principals of fair-trade study abroad (Hartman 2014).  The fair-trade study abroad model intends to provide equal educational opportunities for the community partners and distributing and investing income generated through the program among the local and international program participants.  
Students, mostly from the United States, on the Pachaysana program live, work and study in an Ecuadorian host/partner community, Pintag, in a completely embedded experience.  The local host community in Pintag is an agrarian community located in the Andes in a region near to Quito.  The students and their local community counterparts become one group that collectively develop a curriculum and related programming that addresses the host community’s needs and examines larger social justice concerns.  Throughout the program experience, students and community partners are brought together in dialogue and shared learning experiences that seek to co-create balanced and just relationships.  
When the Ecuadorian government introduced austerity measures in October 2019, a movement led by Indigenous communities resulted in protests across the nation.  There were large marches, the blockade of roads and bridges, and sit-ins at oil facilities which resulted in the stoppage of production. Although the protests were nationwide, Quito was most impacted by the presence of around 50,000 Indigenous who came from other parts of the country.  The civil unrest brought the country to standstill and illuminated the socio-economic stratification that exists in Ecuador.  The crisis further revealed a significant division among those who supported the government, including large nongovernmental organizations such as the IMF, and those who were in support of the indigenous movement.  The former were insisting that the steadiness of the status quo would contribute to economic growth.  Those who sided with the Indigenous communities argued that systemic inequities required radical changes to achieve social justice. 
This divide was deepened by news sources as accessed by the opposing sides. The news most readily accessed in the United States were mainstream sources that were more favorable to the Ecuadorian government.  These media outlets were the ones that were being accessed by the administrators at the U.S. sending institutions and by the families of the students.  Another aspect of the mainstream media coverage was the focus on the violence of the civil unrest and less on the process of dialogue and negotiation between the government and the protesters. 
Although political protests are not uncommon in Ecuador, the El Paro unrest of 2019 escalated into unstable and uncertain circumstances.  In the first several days, a strike by public transportation workers did not disrupt the study abroad program’s normal course.  Within three days, the situation intensified.  A planned excursion for the program was suspended and students were returned to the safety of the host community.  It was during this time that the students and the community members in Pintag were more deeply bonded through their  support of the Indigenous movement, an outcome aligned with the program’s educational goals.  The protest itself became an important element of the co-learning and co-living experience for the students and community.  In the following three days, the unrest escalated, and the Pachaysana’s Resident Directors moved students to their own homes.  This allowed for close monitoring of the students, a level necessary to assuage the concerns of sending institutions, as well as supporting the community members of Pintag.  The community members had shifted their focus to supporting the Indigenous communities in Quito who were engaged in the protests.  At this stage of the situation, U.S. sending institutions began to evacuate students, one after the other in a domino-like effect.  
On October 13, the government and the Indigenous communities reached an agreement that repealed the austerity measures that led to the protests.  Daily life began to return to a normal pace.  Many U.S. sending institutions returned students to resume programming on site with the Pachaysana program.  
Through this experience, Csoman reflects on how complicated it is to enact a trans-local mindset and related action when indeed one set of partners, the study abroad students in this case, are in a position of privilege over the locals.  The safety of the students from the United States was deemed as having the foremost importance during the political disturbances. 
As an administrator at a U.S. institution, Csoman was faced with a complex set of circumstances, including the potential lack of access to food and medical supplies, compounded by roadblocks and airport closures, the pressure of institutional legal counsel and administrators and concerned families, and international insurance carriers.  The understanding of institutional concerns and other pressures took precedence over engaged dialogue with partners at Pachaysana and in the Pintag community, who had experience and first-hand knowledge of the situation as it was unfolding.  And although decisions were made with the belief that they were in the best interest of the students, the students themselves did not have a voice in the decision concerning their evacuation.  Dramatically, as one student was being retrieved by a safe car, as arranged by the international insurance carrier, the student refused to leave. In follow up conversations, the students strongly voiced concerns that their  evacuation was incongruent with the stated learning objectives of the program.    
The principles of fair-trade study abroad compel us to consider the outcomes of both the community and students and to provide space for community voice and direction.  (Hartman 2014).  Critical Interculturality (Walsh, 2018) provides us a context to consider how conferring with the various stakeholders, including the local community members who are a critical component of the community-based learning model, may have allowed for other approaches to ensure the students’ safety.  
The Pachaysana model of immersive study abroad intended to develop a mind-set and practice of thinking and acting trans-locally was promoted heavily to the students at one of the U.S. based partner institutions, well-known for a peace studies curriculum.  In a time of critical decision-making, the administrators that institution and the structure of a provider program model resulted in a power-imbalance that weighted the authority and resources in favor of the U.S. sending institution.  This resulted in much consideration for the harmful effect on the community and the program provider.  This example of a transactional vs. relational partnership is problematic when considering the development of equitable and sustainable international partnerships.  Complicity with existing parameters of institutional structures and lack of meaningful relationship-building among partners in education, especially those between the Global North and the Global South, complicate true critical internationalization approaches.  

Assessment of Short-Term Programs in Vietnam, The Gambia, and Mexico
 
Prior to designing a short-term trip to Mexico for Juniata College students, Nagengast had created and led nineteen trips abroad: one to Germany, one to Vietnam, seventeen to The Gambia (West Africa).  After taking sixteen Juniata students to Vietnam, he decided that he needed to devote some time to assessing the learning outcomes of his trips.  How did he know if his trips were having a positive impact on the students? What kind of impact did they have? Was he achieving his goal of following Ogden’s advice about making sure that the students “left the veranda”?  He was frustrated by the literature on assessing learning outcomes in study abroad programs because the scholars focused mostly on the degree to which students became “global citizens.” His aim was more specific. Specifically, to help the students to question their own political assumptions. And even more specifically, he wanted to see how/if his trips affected his students’ values concerning human rights.
Jones et al (2012) compare four programs and conclude that the structure of the courses explains much of the variance in transformative learning outcomes. DeGraaf et al (2013) demonstrate an important link between the location of a study abroad experience and the long-term personal impact of the program on the students. Likewise, Tarrant et al (2014) emphasize the importance of the study abroad location for fostering global-mindedness, but they also assess the role of pedagogy prior to and during the short-term trip. This conclusion caught my eye: “We have demonstrated that study abroad alone is not optimal for nurturing a global citizenry, but it has the potential to do so when the academic content and pedagogical delivery is offered in a synergistic fashion” (155). It was my aim in each study abroad course to create this type of coherence.

 
Nagengast gathered data from three short-term study abroad courses in The Gambia (West Africa) and one in Vietnam. His aim was to assess whether or not these courses caused my students to adopt a more ethnocentric or more ethnorelativist view on human rights. In other words, after completing the course did the students shift in the direction of supporting the western, liberal definition of human rights, or did they show greater sympathy for a multicultural approach to human rights? 

 
Similar to the survey data, the findings from the students’ essays refute his hypotheses. Considering the stark socio-economic differences between The Gambia and Vietnam, these results seem to be irrational. A closer examination of the students’ essays helps us to understand why most of the students in the Gambia course defended an ethnorelativist view of good governance, while most of the students in the Vietnam course defended ethnocentrism. 

Aside from the frequent references to our group meetings with state representatives, and the few mentions of political discussions with Vietnamese students during the Hanoi scavenger hunt, the essays resembled typical research papers in an upper-level Political Science college course. In short, it was clear that the students’ personal interactions in Vietnam played a small role in shaping their responses to my prompt about defining and assessing good governance. 
 
The essays from the Gambia course were much different in that most of the students drew from their extensive interpersonal relationships during the study abroad experience to define and assess good governance in The Gambia. The depth of the students’ immersion in Gambian culture is evident in their essays: 
 
“It was the people of The Gambia that adjusted my harsh view of their ruler to one that is not as inconsiderate.”  
 
“Who are we as outsiders to come in and declare that the people are wrong and we know better than they about their own living state?”
 
“I was very shocked by how many of the individuals in the country were so upbeat and happy although the conditions that they were living in were nowhere up to par to that of the West. Overall, what changed my view of Jammeh was something simple. The people of The Gambia were always in good spirits. Everyone I encountered was happier than people in America. Perhaps The Gambia is so happy because of Jammeh, even if some of his practices may be unorthodox to the average American.”
 
“Looking from the outside, people might not see Jammeh as a good president, but you have to put yourself in the shoes of the people there. People should not judge Jammeh for how he acts, without going to The Gambia and spending time with the people to really see what is important to them. What is important for their country may not be the same as what is important for our country.”
 
“After many conversations, observations, and a more developed understanding of Gambian culture, I have a better idea of why President Jammeh rules the way he does. The people there seemed happy and content with their lives, and it took me visiting and experiencing the daily routine to realize why Gambians often do not fight for more freedoms; they are simply trying to get through the day, feed their families, and work to make money. My opinions have changed of him due to my experiences in The Gambia.”

The surveys and essays show that Nagengast’s short-term study abroad programs produced outcomes that were the opposite of what he expected.  He rejected all three of his hypotheses: 1) The students in the Vietnam course did not shift toward ethnorelativism; 2) The students in the Gambia course did not shift toward ethnocentrism; 3) The students who did not go on either trip (the control group) showed more change than the students in the Vietnam course (but less than the students in the Gambia course). He created these hypotheses on the assumption that one of the most impactful aspects of a study abroad program is the location of the program. He assumed that the contrast between Vietnam’s impressive economic growth and The Gambia’s economic underdevelopment would be the primary factors in shaping the students’ views on human rights. He learned, however, that the structure of the study abroad programs was the most influential factor. 
 
There were significant differences between the levels of cultural immersion in his courses. His findings support Allport’s intergroup contact theory, which asserts that prejudice and ethnocentrism can be broken down through contact between members of different groups (1954).  For most of their time in The Gambia, the students stayed in a guesthouse located in a residential neighborhood. Four Gambians (his former students at the University of The Gambia) lived in the guesthouse with us. He gave his students a lot of independence to explore the area on foot and by taxi. They developed friendships with Gambians on their own, and through my numerous contacts in the country. He put the students in groups of three and placed them in homestays with Gambian families for three days and two nights in the capital region. When they traveled upriver to rural villages, he placed each of the students on their own with a Gambian family for two days and one night. Throughout the program, the students had constant, personal contact with Gambians. The fact that English is The Gambia’s official language made it easy for the students to strike up conversations with anyone. 
 
Unintentionally, he structured the Vietnam course in a way that made it difficult for the students to experience cultural immersion. For most of our time in Vietnam, they were travelling together by bus, train, boat and plane. Because he wanted the students to see as much as possible, they moved around the country rapidly. In Hanoi, where they stayed for almost half of the program, the students stayed in a Backpacker Hostel. This meant that most of their personal interactions (outside our group) were with other young people from Europe and Australia. In addition to all of these aspects of the program in Vietnam, the language barrier played a role in limiting the students’ immersion in Vietnamese culture.
  
The results of his study support Wortman’s assertion that students on fully integrated programs and students on programs in English language programs show more change in the direction of openness to diversity than students on non-integrated and on non-English programs (Wortman). Likewise, my study confirms Nam’s findings from her comparison of short term study abroad programs. Namely, what matters most is the structure of a program. The key factor, she concludes, is the frequency and intensity of interactions with the inhabitants of the study abroad program (Nam).  As a strong advocate of study abroad, I am troubled to realize that my findings confirm Greene’s argument that “the anticipated benefits of study abroad experience may need to be reconsidered to accurately reflect any real effects of studying abroad” (p.3).
 
Pettigrew (1998) builds upon Allport’s contact theory in noting the significance of deprovincialization, generalization and friendship for shaping views of ingroups and outgroups. Pettigrew describes the consequences of effective intergroup contact: “Ingroup norms and customs turn out not to be the only ways to manage the social world. This new perspective can reshape your view of your ingroup and lead to a less provincial view of ingroups in general (‘deprovincialization’)” (p. 72). Pettigrew affirms Allport’s argument concerning the importance of intimate contact, as opposed to trivial contact: “The contact situation must provide the participants with the opportunity to become friends. Such opportunity implies close interaction that would make… friendship-developing mechanisms possible. It also implies the potential for extensive and repeated contact in a variety of social contexts” (p. 76).

Nagengast’s analysis indicates that the strongest factor in changing students’ views on human rights was the structure of the study abroad program. The degree of immersion in the local culture had the strongest impact on students’ views on human rights. This suggests that deeper cultural immersion produces increased respect among the students for an ethnorelativist understanding of human rights.  Is this a desired learning outcome? Could an intensely immersive study abroad program make students tolerant of any “cultural practice”?  
 
This study has forced us to wrestle with some important questions. Did the study abroad program in The Gambia promote openness to diversity, or did this program push the students’ toward cultural condescension? How do we reconcile the determination to promote openness to diversity with Zechenter’s assertion that cultural relativism undermines efforts to protect individuals (Zechenter)? Woolf captured the paradox of linking study abroad to human rights education: “Cultural relativism, embedded in study abroad, contradicts the moral imperatives implicit in the idea of human rights that are, theoretically, universal, absolute and applicable across all political, national, and social structures” (Woolf, 29).

Eyewitness to Migration in Mexico
In 2021 Nagengast decided to create a new virtual (online) study abroad program for Juniata students. He worked with Dr. Alejandro Herran at the Autonomous University of Mexico (UNACH) to create a Collaborative Online International Learning (COIL) course that brought together Juniata and UNACH students to negotiate a US-Mexico migration agreement. 

This COIL project was a success in terms of making US and Mexican students work intensively and autonomously on a migration project for an entire semester. The Juniata College students learned a lot about US migration policies, but their primary aim in this course was to “win” the negotiations, i.e. to create a bilateral migration agreement that promoted US interests. Did the Juniata students gain an appreciation for the causes of migration? Did they develop empathy for the people seeking to enter the US? The evidence suggests that they did not. Instead, this intense intercultural experience had done more to strengthen the colonial mentality than to foster cultural humility. At the end of the semester, the students reported that this was an exciting intercultural experience, but the professors realized that this COIL course did not change the students. They did not develop an appreciation for the human side of migration.  They learned about policies and gained some skills in negotiating and writing an international agreement, but Nagengast and Herran concluded that the US students needed to witness migration first-hand.
 
Nagengast and Herran spent the following two semesters redesigning the course so that in Spring 2023 they would offer a much richer learning experience for the students that combined a semester of COIL with a two-week trip to Chiapas that focused on migration. Nineteen students enrolled in our second COIL course and a co-requisite for this course was that the students travelled to Chiapas, Mexico with professor Nagengast. Professor Herran organized and co-led the two-week study abroad trip.

 
Building upon the lessons that Nagengast learned from assessing his previous trips to Vietnam and The Gambia, he knew that they needed to design the Chiapas trip in a way that fostered cultural immersion.  As they created the course and trip, they followed Ogden’s priorities: foster meaningful community engagement and integration, and develop reciprocity with the local community
 
For the 2023 pre-trip course, Professor Herran chose four UNACH graduate students who served as mentors for the Juniata students. The professors devoted the first five weeks of the spring semester to giving the Juniata students lectures about various aspects of Mexican history and about migration from Central America into Mexico and about migration from Mexico to the US. For the rest of the semester, the Juniata students worked in four separate groups. The professors assigned to each group a question that they had to answer at the end of the semester in a public presentation. The four questions were: How do Mexicans view themselves?  How do Mexicans view the US?  How do Mexicans view the rest of Latin America?   How do Mexicans view the “cultural assimilation of migrants”? 
 
It was the task of the four UNACH mentors to guide the Juniata students as they formulated their answers to their group’s assigned questions. These interactions between the Juniata students and the UNACH mentors were conducted each week in Zoom meetings. At the end of the semester the Juniata students presented their answers to the questions to a panel composed of professors and authorities from both universities. The students were given freedom to decide how to present their answers, some did traditional slide presentations, and one group chose to record and edit a video presentation with some fiction characters.
After the spring semester course, the students began the short study abroad program.  They were joined by the four mentors and four professors from UNACH who had organized the program. The trip lasted 15 days and was divided in two segments of similar duration. For the first part of the trip the Juniata students flew to Tapachula, Chiapas, an important city located at the border between Mexico and Guatemala that is the gateway for much of the flow of people that come into Mexico while trying to reach the United States. During six days the group visited seven different shelters, some were run by religious organizations, others by the local government, others by private organizations with international funding from the International Organization for Migration and the United States Government, and other were run by private citizens and former migrants new residing in Mexico. Through this variety students were exposed directly to people that were actively migrating and trying to reach the US, the quality of facilities and services provided by the shelters and to the people that run the facilities. Students engaged directly with the people housed at the shelters, played games with them like soccer or marbles, talked and listened to their stories, and also participated in daily activities like preparing meals or cleaning. The Juniata students group included a few students that were fluent in Spanish and other had a low level of Spanish, the rest of the students depended on these students and the UNACH mentors and professor for communication. 
The variety of the shelters exposed the students to different views and priorities related to the migration phenomenon. Students could see first-hand the difference in policies and organization between a general shelter with a no-rejection policy to a LGBTQ+ refuge with strict security and privacy measures. The difference in quality of facilities between shelters, like those funded by the government or the UN, and those funded through charity or donations allowed the students to appreciate how international support may be linked to political goals: the international funded shelters only accept people that have requested asylum in Mexico. But the most important part of the experience was the human interaction with the people in the shelters, often they were children or young teenagers that engaged in play with the Juniata students. The language barrier was an obstacle to overcome but most students were able to interact in some way directly with the people at the shelters. The activities also included a visit to the UNACH law school in Tapachula during which the students engaged with peers from Mexico and other countries studying law in Tapachula.
The second portion of the study abroad program focused on exposing students to local and indigenous communities’ culture. The group moved to San Cristobal de Las Casas, an old and richly cultural city that allowed the students to be exposed to the mixing of cultures that is representative of Latin American societies. This included some autonomous communities in Chiapas, economical organizations dedicated to the support of local trades, like weaving, and history and religious integration. The short study abroad experience was designed to expose students to the reality of the migration phenomenon as it is lived in the border and to allow them to appreciate the rich cultural mixed heritage of the region and its difficulties, principally poverty, which is one of the causes for people to migrate.
 
The students submitted a five-page reflective essay after the trip to Mexico. The professors asked the students to write about how (and if) this trip affected their views on migration. A preliminary reading of the journals allowed Nagengast and Herran to identify four major themes that were mentioned by most of the students in their personal reflections:
1. The experience gave the students a heightened sense of their reality and their privilege. They realized that they are well-off Americans that can enjoy a life free of worrying about basic necessities and fear. Almost all of them expressed this. Many of them explicitly stated that their everyday concerns have changed, they no longer care for material or superficial things in the same way, and now view having economic power (and money) more as a privilege and therefore a responsibility.

A selection of student comments: 
“This trip changed my view of my place in the world because it solidified concepts like white privilege and geographical/passport privilege.”
“Attending the migration camps through this course was truly an eye-opening experience that showed me how privileged I am for my life.”
“Going to the shelters, especially Olga’s shelter, made me realize that it is a privilege to have the problems I am having.”
“It was not until I walked into my conservative Republican household in my rural Republican town that I accepted the truth: this trip changed me.”
2. Many said that the greater knowledge gained through the experience, either academically or experiential, or both, helped them understand the migration problem as a very complex situation that should not be simplified and that does not have easy solutions. They also said they realized that what they knew about the “problem” was heavily filtered politically and much simplified by the media, this was specially mentioned by the students that are not politics students. 
A selection of student comments: 
“My realization is the fact that I was confronted with problems that were very complex and big that it is impossible to simplify them. Having a deeper understanding of the problem made it more difficult to find a solution since learning about the situation exposed me to the many hinderances to each solution.”
“This trip has helped me realize how ignorant people are and how humans continually fail to recognize how ignorant we are.”
3. Almost all of them mentioned that it is not useful to hold idealistic views about the problem. Many explicitly said that it is necessary to have a pragmatic and realistic views on how to tackle the issue. This I like because it speaks of political maturity, and moving to the center of political issues, something that can lead to better understanding with differing viewpoints.

A selection of student comments: 
“This crisis is hard so I can’t pretend to know what the solution is. Also, we must be realistic and pragmatic, helping the greatest number of people.”
“Because this course was not afraid to punch the students in the face with the significance of this issue, these students quickly understood that their way of thinking was about to be flipped.”
“I realized that the world is a much darker place than I ever thought it was.”
4. Many said that they felt overwhelmed by the severity of the problem and the impact that it had on the lives of the migrants trying to get to the States. They felt desperation at being confronted by such a difficult reality and having no real way to impact or change it. But most of them turned positive and mentioned changing specific behaviors in their lives so that they could have some impact and make things easier or better for at least some people

A selection of student comments: 
“I am not a politics person, nor am I interested in working in politics, but now I know that I need to do what I can to bring attention to the struggles the immigrants have trying to make it to the US. I need to share these stories with others.”
 “The main ways that I have decided to affect change has been through telling the stories of those who I met on the trip and donating to the migrant shelters that we visited on the trip.”
“While I am typically not a radical person, this trip has pushed me from being hesitant to enter the field of immigration law to being unequivocally sure of my path to becoming an immigration lawyer.”
 Additional quotes from the students’ journals
Following are some quotes taken directly from the students’ journals, they have been edited only to preserve anonymity and privacy.
“This trip also created an inner urge to continue to speak about the issues that exist within immigration policies and to not stop speaking about it.”
“…a trip that, perhaps, was one of the most impactful educational experiences of my life…This trip actually changed my perspective on immigration…This trip allowed me to see how difficult it actually is to come to the US and how desperate people are to get here…I am not a politics person, nor am I interested in working in politics, but now I know that I need to do what I can to bring attention to the struggles the immigrants have trying to make it to the US.”
 “I support immigration because I support human rights…. If the United States wants to keep its moral superiority complex intact, immigration policy needs to change.”
“This is something I will do with my kids so they can see how good they have it and how we should treat people less fortunate than us.”
Obstacles to critical internationalization in short term study abroad
Based on the assessment of the Vietnam, Gambia and Chiapas trips, there is clear value in making the program into a culturally immersive experience. The students’ learning outcomes were significantly enhanced when they left the veranda and threw themselves into meaningful personal engagement with the local residents. However, even though the students on Nagengast’s trips have moved toward the types of experiences that Ogden calls for, there is only so far that any US study abroad program can go toward achieving the goals of critical internationalization. No matter how much care and energy we put into the design and conduct of an international program for our students, we cannot escape the fact that our students’ experiences will be weighed down by the tremendous weight of their privilege. Did we really push our students off the veranda in Chiapas and in The Gambia? Perhaps, but only for part of each day.  The students knew that eventually (in a few hours) they would return to the comfort of their hotel. And no matter how physically and emotionally difficult the trip became, they knew that at the end of the two or three week program, they would return home. Thus, how far can a study abroad program go (even a semester-long program) toward achieving the aims of critical internationalization when the “privilege imbalance” permeates the experience? 
 
Furthermore, all our international programs are crippled by the threat of a lawsuit if anything happens to any student on our trips. Critical internationalization lays out goals that are, in many ways, unrealistic.  How do we maintain the balance between the desire for intensive student experiences, on the one hand, and the legal need to avoid anything that might increase the risk of anything bad happening to a student?  The fear of risk weighs heavily on all study abroad programs, which is why most international programs look more like tourist trips than immersive experiences. One complaint about the agenda of critical internationalization is that the advocates of this new approach ignore the degree to which we (who design and lead study abroad programs) do not have the freedom to break away from the “colonial model” that Ogden condemns. Rather than treating us like close-minded, colonial educators, the proponents of critical internationalization should focus more energy on changing the tight legal restrictions that determine almost every aspect of what we can and cannot do with our students.  
Conclusions

Critical internationalization as a framework does not purport to resolve the complexity of creating learning experiences in a global context, especially those that are developed across collaborations between institutions in the Global North and the Global South.  Even in the 21st century as Altbach (17) points out, “When institutions or initiatives are exported from one country to another, academic models, curricula and programmes from the more powerful academic system prevail.”  What can be done is to examine the assumptions that underly the  development of international partnerships and study abroad programs and to recognize the inherent epistemic hierarchy.  Determine a reasonable level of flexibility in academic content and an assumption of risk as these immersive experiences in other cultures are developed.  Accept that there is not one best way to foster global learning experiences for students.  International academic partnerships and programs that are equitable and sustainable require an iterative process of open communication and critical dialogue that that includes all the voices of educators, partners and students who are involved.        
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