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Since World War II international exchange and training programs for educators have increasingly played an important role in
developing prospective consciousness and awareness of cultural diversity and global interdependence among teachers. However,
international programs have always depended on extra educational factors such as political, ideological, cultural, or financial
circumstances. As a result, program sustainability and proper institutionalization of program’s results that are a testimony of
achieved success, are both matters of concern for program developers and alumni. This paper identifies factors and contexts
that facilitate sustainable development of international programs and institutionalization of their outcomes. Two cohorts of
international teacher program alumni from Russia and the United States were interviewed about the impact of exchange programs
on participants’ status and pedagogies. The study demonstrated that respondents consider three factors, namely, motivational,
administrative, and cooperative, most critical for the institutionalization of international program results.

1. Introduction

As a result of major cultural and political transformations
in the world, international programs in education that
initially started as a means for promoting Western values [1]
have become an important component in developing global
awareness and cross-cultural learning. Researchers of inter-
national exchange programs predicted that (a) international
educational exchanges will increase, (b) the purposes of the
agencies and individuals will be clarified, (c) procedures at all
levels will be improved, (d) research into all aspects of cross-
cultural relations will be continued and expanded, and (d)
the competence, professionalism, and understanding of the
individuals involved in the operations of these programs will
grow [2–5]. These predictions have been well justified. For
59 years (1949–2008), almost 29,000 foreign and more than
20,000 US educators participated in international exchange
programs through Fulbright grants administered by the
US Department of State [6]. More than 43,000 individuals
participated in educational exchanges in 1964–2008 through
Fulbright-Hays grants administered by the US Department
of Education [6]. In different years, government-sponsored
exchange and training programs accounted for 4 to 7 percent

of all programs [7], besides the numerous international
exchange programs for educators sponsored by private
funds.

2. International Programs and Teachers’
Professional and Cultural Development

The importance of international educational exchanges
has been emphasized by many scholars and politicians.
Educational exchange programs contribute greatly to the
major goals of international understanding by promoting an
awareness of the shared nature of most human concerns.
They develop participants’ understanding and respect for
other people and their cultures, awareness of the increasing
global interdependence between peoples and nations, ability
to communicate with others, understanding of the necessity
for international solidarity and cooperation, and awareness
not only of the rights, but also the duties incumbent upon
individuals, social groups, and nations towards each other
[8]. Describing the significance of school exchanges, Burn
[1] contended that “exchanges of teachers should have more
priority and support because of their multiplier impact,
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assuming experience abroad affects what teachers teach and
how, as well as their perceptions and attitudes towards other
countries and cultures” (p. 131). Albert Shanker, president
of the American Federation of Teachers, recommended that
school teachers in all disciplines should be encouraged
to attain proficiency in a foreign language and to teach
abroad on exchange as part of this effort [1]. Teachers who
have been short-term international sojourners teach more
accurately, authoritatively, creatively, enthusiastically, with
more understanding about places they have visited; they
extend themselves to people of different cultural background
and they are generally committed to passing on their
knowledge to students and community [9].

Leestma [10], Associate Commissioner for International
Education, summarized some of the values of the interna-
tional exchange of teachers for American schools and the
American people: (a) teachers have an opportunity to com-
pare their own educational organizations with the systems of
other countries, (b) teachers develop a better understanding
of themselves and of their society through the perspectives
gained by cross-cultural experience, (c) teachers acquire
new educational and cultural knowledge, (d) teachers are
more stimulating when they can draw on their first-hand
experience, (e) with the exchange of teachers, the schools in
both countries can move forward and enrich their regular
instructional programs with this valuable opportunity for
students and teachers to have a sustained experience with a
citizen and a professional educator from another country, (f)
exchange teachers, after returning from abroad, often share
their new knowledge and experiences with civic groups and
professional societies, thus influencing public understanding
of international relations as well as classroom instruction,
and (g) the exchange teaching experience can grow into
continuing and expanding bonds between the schools in
both countries and in their respective communities.

Teachers’ international experiences have become a pow-
erful tool in reconceptualization of various curricular topics
and in expanding pedagogical content knowledge. Teach-
ing practices and curricular decisions made by exemplary
teachers who reflect critically on their international experi-
ences are usually characterized by cross-cultural experiential
learning, emphasis on multiple perspectives and perspective
consciousness, multiple realities, and multiple loyalties [11].
Classroom teachers involved in implementing international
and global education in schools try (a) to make connections
across cultures and civilizations and across global issues
instead of teaching them separately, (b) to identify historical
antecedents to current world issues and problems, (c) to
link global content to the lives of their students, and (d) to
teach tolerance and appreciation of cultural differences [12].
Many experienced teachers use reflection as their teaching
strategy. Teacher’s reflection is an integral step in developing
instruction that brings about student reflection so that
students can begin to see the world around them in new ways
[13, 14].

Clearly, reflective strategies or experiential learning in
international education assume direct contacts with other
cultures and peoples. Direct interactions and contacts with
different cultures, political or educational systems, and

representatives of these cultures (a) improve teaching about
the places visited, (b) engender educators’ responsibilities
for passing on the experience, for opening windows on
the world to others, and (c) encourage teachers to try
more cross-cultural encounters [9, 15]. Such contacts also
help educators understand what it feels like to live outside
of the mainstream. Merryfield [14] pointed out that the
dissonance between identity and the meaning made of the
experience during the encounter with another culture made
“the lived experiences become, in retrospect, milestones in
the development of a consciousness of multiple realities” (p.
440). This recognition led many educators to realize that the
multiple realities that exist in a community or country also
exist globally [14, 16, 17].

The immediate demands of today’s world, the interde-
pendence of the global economy, and the increasing ideo-
logical and cultural pressures experienced by contemporary
students make international exchanges a meaningful tool
in international and global education and an inseparable
part of the educational process. Not only do they assist
in an understanding of other cultures, they also make all
agents of education aware of the multiple processes that
take place in their own nations and communities. By the
same token, experience in international and global education
helps students develop personal qualities and skills, such as
tolerance, perspective consciousness, acceptance of multiple
realities, and global dynamics. In this situation, classroom
teachers become key figures in providing the knowledge
and skills necessary in international education. Exposure to
various cultures, hands-on international experience, ability
to critically compare the achievements of foreign and native
cultures, experiential learning, and direct involvement in
international programs, in their turn, become critical for
truly international educators.

3. Educational Changes and
Patterns of Sustainability

All international exchange programs, particularly training
programs, are aimed at introducing and developing changes
in various realms of education. Research shows that schools,
by their nature, are very resistant to change and reform [18,
19], but in many cases, it is not the school bureaucracy that is
to blame but the persistence and tenacity of what is routinely
called the school culture and values that prevent new
“foreign” trends from penetrating the educational process.
Teachers and school administrators, in many cases, are too
persistent in their values about students, their subjects, or
methods of instruction [20–22]; they, as White [23] argued
“shape incoming, new curricula, substituting them for what
was formerly there, but transforming them so that they
become just another means to serve the same overreaching
cultural ends” (p. 239). On the other hand, there is evidence
that if the knowledge, skills, and values newly obtained
and observed in the course of international programs are
thoughtfully interpreted and negotiated through the means
of the existing educational and cultural discourses and then
carefully placed in the framework and contexts of this
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culture, these new skills and knowledge become a meaningful
and desirable tool in teachers’ pedagogies [17, 24].

Implementing something new is difficult. Changing or
implementing a new curriculum in a foreign classroom is
even more challenging. The “natural” skepticism caused by
teachers’ values and the school culture is complicated by a
disbelief in the ability of foreign methods to help, pride of
success and the achievements of the participants’ educational
system, or suspicion of hidden self-interests [25–27]. Among
the numerous factors that indicate the success of a program,
sustainability, or its durability [28] plays one of the most
important roles. The ability of an educational program to
survive and endure over time is critically important for
gradual change of the school climate and the evolutionary
institutionalization of possible changes that this program is
likely to trigger. However, researchers caution that not every
adaptation actually becomes institutionalized [29]. One of
the earlier institutionalization paradigms developed by Miles
[30] demonstrated the sequence of actions that demystified
the “mystery of institutionalization” (p. 14). The admin-
istrator, who worked from a centralized power base, put
considerable pressure on teachers to implement the change.
Despite the teachers’ initial resentment and with the help
of substantial assistance that increased the teachers’ practice
mastery, the stabilization of the change occurred. After
teachers became committed to the change, the innovation
was eventually institutionalized. Miles [30] demonstrated
that such actions as administrative commitment, admin-
istrative pressure, administrative support, teachers’ efforts,
and teachers’ commitments are indispensable elements in
institutionalization. Krist and Meister [28], after examining
school budgets and course enrollments, revealed the nature
of long-term changes, which entailed three crucial attributes:
“new structures, powerful constituencies, and easily accessi-
ble evidence of compliance” (p. 176).

More recent research has expanded the notion of sus-
tainability. Studying why some technology-based innova-
tions in schools fail while others succeed, Owston [29]
identified two sets of conditions: those that are essential
and those that contribute to sustainability. The essential
requirements are teachers’, principals’, and students’ support.
Contributing requirements are support from others in the
school and support from external sources. Hargreaves [31]
argued that the concept of sustainability is much broader
than simple endurance over time. This concept comprises
five principal interrelated characteristics: (a) improvements
that sustain learning, (b) improvements that endure over
time, (c) improvements that can be supported by available
or achievable resources, (d) improvements that do not
impact negatively the surrounding schools and systems,
and (e) improvements that promote ecological diversity in
educational and community environments.

How sustainable are the outcomes of international
programs in schools? Are the general conditions required
for sustainability and institutionalization of programmatic
changes also applicable to the outcomes of international
exchanges? What are the curricular and instructional effects
of a given program for a given teacher? It appears that after
decades of exchange programs in education and thousands

and thousands of alumni of those programs, we do not
know much beyond descriptive articles or online success
stories. In 1973, Leestma [10] wrote about the lack of
understanding of the value of international teacher exchange.
Eight years later, Hayden [32] complained that “very little is
systematically known about the immediate let alone longer-
term educational and personal impact of an international
exchange experience” (p. 2). Quite recently, Craddock and
Harf [33] contended that “without research and assessment,
those who are involved in both the support and practice
of promoting democratic education [through international
programs] rely on anecdotal and intuitive analysis to inform
their activities and planning” (p. 2).

4. Context

The majority of participants of this study were involved
in exchange programs for educators sponsored by Western
government and private funds in the late 1990’s–early 2000s.
The primary reasons for international exchange and training
programs for educators since their mass inception after
World War II were mostly the improvement of foreign
language skills and area studies [9, 10, 15]. Dramatic changes
in Europe in the late 1980s and the disintegration of the
Soviet Union in 1991 gave a natural strong impulse to a
whole series of projects and programs aimed at change
of, or in some cases developing anew, the system of civic
and economic education in the countries of the former
Soviet Union, Central and Eastern Europe. Education in
those countries faced multiple problems, such as excessive
centralization and bureaucratization [34], unawareness of
innovative methods of instruction, outdated textbooks and
content materials [35, 36], and unwillingness and inability of
many teachers to change [20] to name a few. Civic education,
in whatever form it existed in the countries of the former
Soviet block, experienced similar problems multiplied by the
dependence of the former on sociopolitical situation. In this
chaotic situation, the Western experience in the organization
of civic and economic education was desired [37, 38].

Since 1995 with the help of Western government and
private funds a number of projects on civic and economic
education were started. Although every project was devel-
oped separately and was determined by specific features
and conditions of a particular nation, the ultimate goals
in all projects were defined by Quigley and Hoar [38]: “to
acquaint educators from EEN/NIS with exemplary curricular
and teacher training programs in civic education. . .; assist
educators from EEN/NIS in adapting and implementing
effective civic education programs in their own countries” (p.
13).

As it follows from the goals, an exchange and training
component was a mandatory part of every project. The
purposes of these exchanges were developing new curricula
or new lessons, writing new textbooks or content materials,
or observing and learning new methods and strategies.

Despite the amount of descriptive literature about inter-
national programs and projects in civics and economics,
the evaluative literature is less numerous. The effectiveness
of the conducted programs is usually measured either by
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numerical data (the number of seminars, workshops, or local
educators involved in those seminars or workshops), or by
the fact of publishing new curricula, textbooks, or teaching
manuals. The outcomes of the programs measured through
the changes in students’ knowledge, participatory skills or
dispositions [33, 35] are rare. This is also the case regarding
the impact of those programs on the pedagogical practices of
program participants. Understanding that it is not possible
to judge the long-term effect of the international programs
and projects, Quigley and Hoar [38] contend “clearly the
civic education programs that have been developed in all of
the participating countries have borne the hallmarks of the
exchange experience” (p. 19).

In this paper, I will demonstrate and analyze the opinions
of the alumni of international teacher exchange programs
regarding the conditions that can help sustain the results
of the international programs and eventually institutionalize
them. For the purpose of this paper, I define sustainable
outcome of an international program in education as a
curricular activity or device that appeared in curriculum or
in educational setting as the result of teacher’s involvement
in an international program and that at minimum meets the
following conditions.

(i) It is used on a regular basis for longer than one year.

(ii) It gained support from administration whose com-
mitment gradually turns into administrative pressure
[30].

(iii) It became attractive to more than one individual in
school and/or beyond [29].

(iv) It draws support and even commitment from exter-
nal groups or entities [29].

5. Method

Data for this study were collected in 2005 and 2008 from
two cohorts of alumni of several international exchange
programs for educators from Russia and the United States.
The first cohort of 26 Russian and 9 US educators was
interviewed in 2005 in the course of a descriptive inter-
pretive phenomenological case study whose purpose was to
research the impact of international exchange and training
programs on the curricular and pedagogical practices of their
participants. The 2005 study participants were alumni of
4 different international exchange programs in civic edu-
cation. They were selected through purposeful convenience
sampling and were interviewed at six different locations in
the United States and Russia. In 2008, the second cohort
was interviewed. This cohort included 16 Russian and 4
US alumni of a 2007 exchange program sponsored by the
US government. The 16 Russian teachers of the second
cohort were English as Foreign Language (EFL) teachers, 4
US teachers taught Social Studies and Language Arts. The
total number of participants interviewed for this study were
55. All 13 US participants were classroom teachers. Among
42 Russian participants only 16 worked as only classroom
teachers and other 26 combined classroom teaching and
administrative work, which is a normal practice for Russian

schools. The US participants were from seven different states,
while the Russian participants represented eight territories.
All the participants in the study were working in education at
the time of their international programs and had completed
their exchange trips at least one year prior to the interview.
The interviews with the US participants were transcribed
verbatim, while the interviews with the Russian participants
were translated and transcribed. The accuracy of translation
was assured by back translation and member checking.

The data collected were then processed with the help of
the inductive analysis method where the data are organized
into categories, patterns, and themes, most of which emerge
from the data, rather than being imposed on the data prior
to their collection [39, 40]. To insure data reliability, (a)
only education professionals with experience in international
programs were interviewed, (b) data collected in English
from US participants underwent member checking, and (c)
randomly selected Russian participants’ interview transcripts
were checked using back translation by two bilingual profes-
sionals who were not involved in the study.

On various stages of this study I encountered limitations
that I had to consider. First, a convenience sampling pro-
cedure rather than random sampling was utilized due to
a restricted access to databases of international programs
for educators. Second, locations and conditions of data
collecting determined the categories of educators that were
interviewed. Many participants were interviewed during
conferences that are traditionally attended by educators
who can either afford it or who are to some extent
independent in their actions. This explains a high percentage
of administrators and officials among conference attendees.
Third, interviews with Russian participants were conducted
in Russian and then transcribed in English. Although
two bilingual professionals conducted back translation to
guarantee appropriate accuracy of translation, only several
randomly selected interviews were checked with the help
of back translation. Finally, researcher’s own background
and active involvement in international programs could
make him unintentionally biased regarding the composition
of interviews, construction of questions, remarks during
interviews or observations, and also in the process of
translation.

6. Findings

6.1. Personal Responsibility. Many participants felt personally
responsible for preserving their programs and keeping the
results sustainable. It is hard to say whether this feeling
of responsibility was a result of the personal qualities of
the participants, the sensation of the uniqueness of their
experience, or, maybe, the understanding that others who
“did not see it with their own eyes,” as one of the participants
put it, simply are not able to “carry the burden.” As a result,
the fear that the program or its outcomes would not last
long if program alumni left their schools was expressed in
many interviews. Henna (Cohort 1) was sure if she left her
school, her experiences would leave with her, not because
she was greedy and would take everything but because every
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teacher is unique and every teacher has his or her own style.
Cleo (Cohort 1) also was pessimistic regarding the fate of
the program and its outcomes. She knew this from her own
experience. She had moved not long before the interview and
she could observe how her initiatives had slowly died out in
the school where she had worked before.

In general, the participants reported that they encoun-
tered ambivalent attitudes of their colleagues when they
tried to implement their new knowledge and experiences in
schools. They usually explained this apathetic and sometimes
even unfriendly reaction either by the so-called “eyewitness
effect,” in which the alumni were convinced that they knew
everything better than anybody else because they “saw it
with their own eyes”; or by a simple jealousy, or as some
participants called it “a worm inside,” for those “lucky ones”
who had participated in exchange programs. Irene (cohort 1)
described such situations eloquently and emotionally:

Well, it was impossible to apply everything. Let
us say, as to my round of responsibilities, I felt
pretty free. . . in school we developed our own
curricula, own strategies. . . I tried to use those.
As for the activities that could be organized
in several classes or school-wide, it was out of
the question because teachers in our school,
although they listened with interest to what I
told them about the trip, but beyond that. . . I
ran into a wall, there was no wish or intention
from their side to do anything together, to try to
accomplish together.

“Running into a wall” is a feeling that many informants
experienced when they talked about the attitudes to which
they wanted to bring into their schools. Respondents talked
about “running into a wall” as well as positive experiences
when they described their attempts to disseminate infor-
mation through professional development workshops and
seminars.

Some respondents were less pessimistic and more self-
confident. Helga (Cohort 1), for example, expressed her
concern that when program alumni change their spheres
of activity, this was a loss because “a lot of resources are
deposited in programs and people.” However, she was sure
it was a natural loss. Such losses can be minimized by the
“transmission of the received information and knowledge. . .
through theory or practice, through seminars or dissemina-
tion of information, or with the help of development of new
materials, or by new activities.” Natalie (Cohort 2) noticed
that even if a program alumna left the school, her colleagues
already knew how to work. She never used the term
‘teamwork” but her vision of keeping the program outcomes
sustainable was very close to the ‘teamwork” category. Rupert
(Cohort 1) understood the challenge of “program longevity”:
alumni want to immediately implement everything they
learned in their programs, but this is hardly possible; it takes
time. They have to convince their colleagues that what they
bring is worthy. They have to find ways; they have to be
diplomatic. They also have to think how they can change
their behaviors. He decided he would give himself five years
to implement the results of his program.

6.2. Creating a Team. Helga (Cohort 1) was not the only
one who considered creating a group of people who were
interested in promoting the results of exchange programs,
which is a significant measure in keeping the program alive.
Other participants, both US and Russian, told me how
critically important it was in the implementation of the
results of their programs to have a team of like-minded
people. “The most important thing is to have a team, a team
of like-minded people,” said Claudia (Cohort 2) “Good God,
I have such a team, so I can say that if I am gone one day
the work won’t stop.” Angela (Cohort 1) suggested steps for
creating a team of teachers and educators, “First, we have
to raise people who will ensure sustainability. Second, to do
some projects. . . Not just one seminar but. . . something on
a regular basis.” Delia (Cohort 1) hoped that if teachers got
into teams, this would help support international programs.
She hoped her experience would stay with her for a long time.
She had presented her program in several schools, and her
team helped to write a textbook and gave their feedback on
what they had learned.

Tricia was active in organizing professional development
seminars for her colleagues. She had planned her presenta-
tion even before the program:

I had enough time and opportunity. . . I began
by presenting all materials, all pictures, all
stories in schools. I presented in our school, 50
people who expressed great interest and listened
to me with interest. I conduct seminars for
teachers and with teachers’ teachers, so I use
everything I brought. We had planned a district
conference before my trip. Then, approximately
half a year later, I organized a two-day semi-
nar in our school with the help of American
Education Center. I invited Americans, with
interactive methods, with the presentation of
many various programs. Many of our teachers
are still under impression of that seminar, and
seminars that were a result of my trip.

Unlike teaching in one’s own classroom where respon-
dents were masters of the situation, dissemination of newly
acquired information and pedagogical techniques through
seminars or workshops was much more difficult. This is how
Joshua described his “secret weapon” that he used to attract
more colleagues to his presentations:

Were my colleagues dying to hear me to tell
them my stories? In many cases–no. There were
occasions when I might be invited into a class
to tell about my experiences. But in general, it’s
difficult to get colleagues to be overwhelmingly
interested in a program that you’ve been. . . in
other word–professional development. If I say,
“I am gonna have after school today a presen-
tation on this experience in this program.” Do
I have a tremendous turn out for that type of
thing? No. And are they really dying to see? No.
How I’ve had to go about doing it? Food works
wonders. I’ve had pizza, and brown bag talks
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in lunch time live, provided food and I’ve got
pretty good turn outs with those things. Once
they were there, and it’s a very good situation,
but if I had to say, “Come in this time,” they
would not be happy. They would feel as though
there is another imposition on their already
limited time.

Helen (Cohort 1), who worked as an instructor in
one of the centers of extracurricular education, knew very
well how teams of like-minded colleagues emerge. She
explained that when teachers in Russia are invited to a
professional development meeting, most of them do not
come voluntarily, but only because their principals tell them
to do so. If it is a regular seminar or workshop, only half
of those who initially came to the first meeting will keep
coming regularly. However, after the mandatory workshop
is over, at least 15 or 20 percent of those who came to the first
meeting will still want to meet again to discuss something
that they became interested in during the workshop. Those
15–20 percent, Helen said, make up the core of the future
team. She metaphorically called the creating of a team “seed
planting”.

6.3. Administrative Support. Many respondents specifically
underscored how much the implementation of program
outcomes and the sustainability of the programs depend on
administrative support. Vladimir, Rosy, Lilia (all Cohort 1),
Tatyana, Natalie, Irida, and Veronica (Cohort 2), all from
Russia, simply said they could not imagine how they would
be able to achieve everything they had planned without the
support of their local Department of Education or regional
Ministry of Education. Interestingly enough, Vladimir was
a principal and Rosy was a high ranking regional education
official. Polly (Cohort 1), who also worked as a principal,
noted that school administrators can help change teachers’
attitudes to new methods and approaches, “When we started
projects in our town, we first invited principals and their
deputies. Because if they don’t support, teachers cannot do
anything by themselves.”

Fred (Cohort 1) and Tatyana (Cohort 2) argued that it
was the administration, not the teachers who were more
open to new ideas; therefore, it was easier to talk to principals
and their deputies about the implementation of program
results than to regular teachers. Teachers in schools are not
well-prepared, Fred contended; they do not usually have
an idea of what should be done to make a program work.
School administrators have this conception; they are more
motivated to implement changes.

In general, I did not hear much complaint about the
school administration or local officials. If any criticism
was expressed, it was indirect and mild. Henna (Cohort
1), for example, said that her colleagues and the school
administration did not “stand in her way” because they
did not want to look retrograde. Irene (Cohort 1), when
asked about the attitude of her school administration to
her program, simply reported that “the administration
permitted [the trip] because it was during the school year and
I had to get permission from the principal.” Lora (Cohort 2)

expected her supervisors to be less flexible; she was happy
when they allowed her to participate in the program. Direct
resistance from the school administration is very rare,
contended Helga (Cohort 1); she personally had never heard
of such cases. “But resistance is not necessary,” she continued.
“If a principal does not see much sense in a program, he can
simply stop helping the teacher. And without help it is much
more difficult for a teacher to do anything.”

For the US respondents, the support for their participa-
tion in exchange programs and the following application of
the new ideas in the classroom were practically self-evident.
Why would they bother sending us and paying substitutes
if they did not support the programs, asked Joshua (Cohort
1). He said his administration wanted to see the results of
his program in return. Jacob’s (Cohort 1) administration
also was very supportive. Even his superintendent had been
involved in this program even before Jacob was and, of
course, supported it too. Rupert (Cohort 1) believed that his
school administration supported his participation because
they saw it as a “good thing”:

Whether it is good or bad, the administration
that I work with is very supportive of this.
They, however, do not demand certain numbers
of the presentations to be done, in-services
done, neither that goes along with it. They look
upon it as a good thing because it provides
development that, I think, they see as being real
because it includes some of the policy makers
on various trips and such. So they understand
what it’s about and they endorse it as a good
professional development, and we always try
to demonstrate that students benefit, not just
teachers but students.

7. Discussion

During the interviews, the participants did not seem or
sound very much concerned about the sustainability of
the outcomes of their programs. Almost nobody had an
immediate answer; they either took a long pause or asked
for time to think over a reply. Such an unexpected reaction,
I admit, was disappointing at first. Was this a dangerous
sign of indifference to a very important aspect of every
exchange or training program? Only later, after I analyzed
all interviews, did I realize that the ostensible reluctance to
respond was most likely caused by the fact that a lot of what
program participants could do had already been done. Most
of my interviewees had been international program alumni
for several years. By the time of the interviews, many of them
had already accomplished a lot of what was related to their
programs and the program outcomes had become part of
their regular pedagogical or administrative routines. From
this perspective, the perplexity caused by my question was
a good and promising sign.

The data collected demonstrate that to be properly
institutionalized and kept sustainable, international pro-
grams and their outcomes should meet three principal
conditions: (a) a personal interest on the part of program
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alumni to actively implement the program outcomes in
their pedagogies, (b) support of the school administra-
tion and local education authorities, and (c) a team of
like-minded educators who are interested in promoting
innovative teaching methods or new curricular materials.
Many participants also underscored the importance of a
combination of these measures together with publishing
new textbooks, developing new curricula, or keeping regular
contact with foreign partners.

7.1. Personal Interest of Alumni. No doubt, the alumni’s per-
sonal interests and involvement in implementing program
results are the single most important factor in promoting the
outcomes of their programs and keeping them sustainable.
Many participants told me how passionate they were in their
wish to deliver information about their program and its
results and also to secure speedy application of the newly
acquired knowledge or skills in pedagogical practices. These
personal interests and wishes are usually motivated by a
number of factors, both external and internal. Among the
external factors that motivated alumni were methodological
and content literature or other artifacts that they were
provided during their programs; regular contacts with the
members of their groups and with the program coordinators,
or genuine interest in the program or its results from the
colleagues of the alumni.

However, it is internal motivation that plays the most
important role in supporting international program alumni’s
interest in keeping the program outcomes sustainable.
Among the internal motivational factors, two seem to be
particularly important. They are (a) an eyewitness effect and
(b) a pioneering effect. What I call an eyewitness effect is the
program participants’ conviction that they become an expert
in an activity only because they saw this activity during
the exchange program and now know that this activity
brings about good results. A pioneering effect, in turn, is the
participants’ conviction that they are the first in their area,
region, or country to start something new based on what
they observed during the exchange program. Both of these
phenomena are critically important in motivating teachers
to actively pursue expedited implementation of the results of
their programs. Nonetheless, the impact of these two effects
can be controversial: I observed several cases where uncritical
“blind” copycatting based on the eyewitness effect brought
about the most undesirable results.

7.2. Seeking Administrative Support. Upon completion of
the traveling component of an exchange program, alumni
usually bring back a lot of new materials. Such novelties as
new courses, new published materials, or even new curricula
require administrative involvement and special permission
to be implemented. Official support is also necessary for
funding purposes. In the centralized and hierarchal system
of Russian education, support from authorities is a carte
blanche, which becomes even more important in a situation
where everything connected with foreign contacts, partic-
ularly in such a sensitive area as education, can be highly
politicized. I was appalled when one of the participants
told me that her colleague had warned her, “Wait, we

will see what you will say when ours come back!” As the
participant explained, her colleague’s husband worked in
local government. Another participant risked her academic
career by participating in an exchange program. Her doctoral
dissertation defense was postponed because her academic
advisor, as she recounted, considered her trip unpatriotic.

Suffice it to say, the majority of Russian participants
reported good business relations with their school admin-
istrators or officials, and some of them were administra-
tors or officials themselves. Before this study, I had often
been unpleasantly surprised by the disproportionally large
number of school administrators or officials among the
participants in noncompetitive international programs that
were supposed to consist primarily of classroom teachers. I
was sure that this was the result of the access of the former
to power. In the course of collecting data, I interviewed
several international program developers and organizers,
both Russian and US. It was not at all surprising that
they were very well aware of this situation. Moreover, they
did not see anything wrong with it (except, maybe, the
really excessive number of officials in a few cases). They
explained to me that inviting administrators and officials
was sometimes even a better investment in the program
than bringing classroom teachers because administrators and
officials provided real support to the program. This study
supports their views.

Interestingly enough, the perception of administrative
support for sustaining and institutionalizing program results
among Russian participants differs from that of US partici-
pants. Although both Russian and US alumni were convinced
that administrative support was critical, the former insisted
on seeking this support, whereas the latter were sure that
such support was self-evident and guaranteed. Obviously,
this difference was a result of the variability and dissimilarity
of power relations in Russian and US school systems.

7.3. Creating a Team. The third measure that would help
keep program outcomes sustainable is creating a team
of like-minded individuals. All those who suggested this
measure admitted that it was hardly possible to promote
the ideas and practices that they acquired during their
international programs alone without support from others.
The process of creating a team is long and laborious. It
requires patience, tolerance for the ideas of others, and
understanding of the difficulties and circumstances in which
other educators work. Nevertheless, the participants also
realized the advantages that a team of practitioners who hold
the same views can have. Creating a team of volunteers is
also an outcome of international exchange programs in its
own right because many participants observed this practice
during their trips, met and talked with members of national
and state educators’ councils and centers, and studied the
practices of public policy. In a country such as Russia,
where civil society is only taking first steps and the phrase
“trade union member” is almost profanity, creating a team
of professionals who are united by one goal is a noble and
bold endeavor, as well as a hopeful sign.

Teams usually grow out of seminars and workshops
conducted by international program alumni. Initially, such
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seminars and workshops attract teachers who hope to hear
“travelers’ stories.” Participants reported that normally three
categories of listeners attend their seminars and workshops.
First are teachers who personally know presenters; second
are teachers who were mandated by their administrators to
attend those meetings as a professional development event;
third are teachers who volunteered to attend in the hope
of learning something new. The representatives of this third
category usually constitute the core of the future team. If
seminars or workshops are conducted on a regular basis,
say monthly, 15–20 percent of initial attendees can make up
a team that begins to meet voluntarily outside the official
seminar time.

As a result of the regular seminars and workshops, a
team is created. Members of the team exchange materials
and develop lessons and new curricular units. What is next?
Ironically, this newly created team has to start searching
for. . .administrative support. Administrative support will
give the team an opportunity to use resources to buy books,
to implement their lessons and units, and to rent offices for
resource centers and educational centers. Eventually, they
will need administrative support to institutionalize these
teams, to make them heard, and to turn themselves into
official or semiofficial bodies that can influence educational
policies. Moreover, in the case of permanent educational
reform, officials need creative teams as much as teams
need the support of authorities. Summarizing the stories
and judgments of the participants, it seems that the most
plausible variant of institutionalizing the outcomes of inter-
national programs and keeping them sustainable is to make
efforts in creating a team and finding administrative support
simultaneously.

8. Conclusion

More and more educators from the United States and
other countries are involved in educational exchanges. The
international program alumni bring to their schools new
knowledge, new experiences, and new visions of the world.
These elements of the new gradually transform into new
pedagogical practices and content materials that transcend
curricula, facilitating both the students and the teachers
to develop global awareness, multiple perspectives, inter-
and cross-cultural competencies, as well as better under-
standing of their own culture. However, the observations
demonstrate that the mere fact of teachers’ participation in
international programs does not guarantee widespread and
unquestionable acceptance of the results of the program.
The international exchange program does not end at the
moment when the plane lands at the airport. On the
contrary, the return of program participants to their schools
marks a new step in the program development, namely, the
implementation of program results and institutionalization
of its outcomes.

Interviews with participants of international exchange
programs from Russia and the USA identified among
other conditions three mandatory conditions that if met,
can help keep the programs and their results sustainable.
These conditions are (a) personal interest of the program

participant to implement and disseminate new knowledge
and experience, (b) support of the administration in keeping
the results of the program sustainable, and (c) creation of a
group of like-minded colleagues motivated to institutionalize
the new experiences. The first two conditions have already
been described in the literature on the preservation and
sustainability of educational changes [29, 30]. The third
condition, the creation of a group of like-minded colleagues
seems to be a specific feature in the situation where the
initiative to sustain and institutionalize changes does not
come from above, as in the case of an officially mandated
reform, but originates from teachers themselves, as in the
case of curricular, programmatic, or methodological changes
prompted by international exchanges.

A proper understanding of these conditions by teach-
ers, administrators, international program developers, and
coordinators will enhance the planning and conduct of
international exchange programs. It will also make educators’
new experiences more meaningful and useful in a practical
way for themselves and for their schools.
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