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ABSTRACT The Higher Education Act of 1965 for the first time gave discretionary authority to 
campuses to use federal financial aid in support of students studying abroad. Thereafter, US study 
abroad has thus evolved from the periphery to the center of the global curriculum. In 2005 the Lincoln 
Commission report proposed an ambitious goal of sending one million students abroad each year to 
promote educational and cultural exchange for intercultural understanding, peace and global 
citizenship. Following this recommendation a legislative and federal policy, the Senator Paul Simon 
Study Abroad Foundation Act, was approved in June 2009 by the US House of Representatives 
authorizing generous funding for fiscal years 2010 and 2011 to the US Department of State and Peace 
Corps for innovative new programs that would enhance US capacity to engage with the world. The 
article traces this historic expansion effort, its link with the current pedagogical discourse on global 
citizenship and reflects on its relation to the ideology of curriculum to highlight the need to develop 
more critically reflexive curricula and pedagogy. The article also reflects critically on the empirical 
research literature to highlight the gaps between the assumptions driving investment in study abroad 
and its learning outcome.  

History of US Study Abroad 

In spite of the rising interest in study abroad, earlier Institute of International Education (IIE) Open 
Doors data have found the number of US students studying abroad is far less compared to 
international students studying in the USA (Cushner & Karim, 2004). However, recent Open Doors 
data published by IIE (IIE Network, 2007b) show a massive increase in numbers of US students 
studying abroad. Over the past decade, the number of US students studying abroad has increased 
by over 150%. In the academic year 2007-08, 262,416 US students studied abroad, which is an 
increase of 8.5% from the previous year. This increase in number could be related to several 
factors. In the following sections as I trace the history of US study abroad I will try to form an 
understanding of the probable reasons for this growth. 

The first series of IIE Study Abroad White Papers published in 2007 (IIE Network, 2007a) was 
entitled Meeting America’s Global Educational Challenge: current trends in US study abroad & the impact 
of strategic diversity initiatives. This first White Paper is a thorough quantitative study done by the 
IIE research wing. It begins by highlighting the fact that, in order to succeed and prosper in a global 
economy and interconnected world, US students need international knowledge, intercultural 
communication skills, and global perspectives. This policy research paper presents the current 
trends in study abroad in the United States and informs us about new funding initiatives and 
program models to expand capacity and diversity in study abroad. The paper further informs us 
that IIE is also working to encourage study in places of growing strategic importance to the United 
States. It cites the Lincoln Commission report (Commission on the Abraham Lincoln Study Abroad 
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Fellowship Program, 2005), which emphasizes the critical need to provide more students with 
international experience for America’s competitiveness and national security (IIE Network, 2007a, 
p. 7). Therefore, it is clear that a rising need is felt not just to expand study abroad but also increase 
the diversity of American students who study abroad. The focus on diversity of race and ethnicity 
in this document seems to be an effort to show the multicultural face of the USA to the rest of the 
world. However, though the document informs about funding opportunities it lacks any serious 
discussion of socio-economic class and the need to give access and opportunity to socio-
economically marginalized students. This is a very important issue which seems to be missing in 
most policy documents and literature on study abroad. However, taking into consideration the 
amount of government funding that will now be diverted towards expanding the capacity and 
diversity of study abroad, this discussion needs to happen. If the discussion is not happening then it 
is also important to find out the reason behind it. Hence, as I chronicle the history of study abroad I 
will try to understand what kind of political ideology has been driving study abroad in the USA to 
keep the discussions of socio-economic class absent even as study abroad grew from the periphery 
to the center of the curriculum. 

Though for most, the history of US study abroad begins with the Higher Education Act in 
1965. In a recent publication A History of US Study Abroad: beginnings to 1965, William W. Hoffa 
(2000) chronicles the interesting history and rationale of the early US study abroad experience 
before the passing of the Higher Education Act. Reading this book we can find that even before 
government recognition of the importance of study abroad and allotment of funding, study of 
foreign languages and cultures was considered very important and the assumption that travel (or 
research/study) abroad fosters intercultural understanding was strong in popular social 
imagination. Hoffa writes in his book that even the imperial Alexander the Great, who had set out 
to defeat the barbarians in battle, learned that these barbarians ‘had something good to contribute 
to the general good of the human race’ (Hoffa, 2000, p. 5). He further refers to Kenneth Holland’s 
observation in the conclusion of the Institute of International Education’s first annual census in 
1948-49: 

Thus an arch-imperialist, indeed the most successful of all imperialists, was converted by the 
broadening of his mind, with the result that before he died he had dreamed of a world-state, the 
City of Zeus, in which all mankind might live peaceably and harmoniously as citizens of the 
universal republic of human beings. As soon as he had grasped the wonders of the non-Greek 
world, Alexander set to work to bring people in contact with people. He took young Greeks with 
him on his conquests, so that they might learn the ways of foreign lands, and he sent the best of 
the youth of the conquered countries to Greece. This was, of course, in addition to marrying a 
foreign woman himself, and bringing about mass marriages between his soldiers and the women 
of invaded territories. Probably Alexander was not the first ruler to hit upon this obvious plan, 
with the unity of the human race as his objective. But it is certain that never since his time has it 
been entirely abandoned as an instrument of peace based upon mutual comprehension. (Open 
Doors 1948-1949, as quoted in Hoffa, 2000, p. 5) 

In the post-World War context, with soldiers returning home from various corners of the world 
along with firsthand knowledge of diverse cultures and educational systems, the importance of 
study (or research) abroad was deeply felt by educators and policymakers for the promotion of 
international understanding and peace. 

As early as the mid-twentieth century we find such liberal humanitarian discourse among 
comparative education scholars like Brickman (1966), stating that: 

There were many factors which underlay the rising interest in comparative education, both in 
the technical and popular senses of the term. With the aid of the government, American students 
were enrolling in foreign universities, and students from distant countries were pursuing higher 
education in the U.S. Travel abroad was becoming popular, and colleges and universities were 
organizing tours for credit. (p. 6) 

Robert Ulich further illustrates this point: ‘comparative education requires an unusually long 
preparation: knowledge of foreign languages, traveling, acquaintance with various cultures and 
their history, and an insight into the intellectual and spiritual forces which shaped man’s 
civilization’ (as cited in Brickman, 1966, p. 6). As Brickman elaborately chronicles the history of the 
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development of comparative education, he tells us about the numerous field trips organized by 
comparative education researchers to different parts of the world. The primary goal of these trips 
was to gain better understanding of other peoples, societies, cultures and their educational systems. 
A similar need has arisen in the context of rapid globalization and security concerns in the post 
9/11 contexts (NAFSA, 2003; Commission on the Abraham Lincoln Study Abroad Fellowship 
Program, 2005). The quote below can be useful in understanding this need. 

As Arjun Appadurai argues in his Fear of Small Numbers: An Essay on the Geography of Anger 
(2006), the rise of violent fundamentalisms (including Islamic and Christian) around the world is 
largely a response to the anxieties of our now firmly globalized and interpenetrated world – or, 
as he writes, ‘the uncertainties about identity that global flows invariably produce.’ These violent 
fundamentalisms ‘may be seen as part of an emerging repertoire of efforts to produce previously 
unrequited levels of certainty about social identity, values, survival, and dignity’ (2006, p.7). ... 
These global flows have not been met, on the whole, with cosmopolitan dispositions. Rather, 
they have been met with vicious fundamentalisms that aim for new and brutal kinds of clarities. 
A set of binaries now structure the beliefs and actions of many world actors – ‘us’ vs. ‘them,’ 
‘true believers’ vs. ‘infidels,’ those ‘with us’ vs. ‘against us.’ This quest for clarity is evidenced in 
much 21st century violence, from 9/11 to the invasion of Iraq. (Dimitriadis, 2007, p. ix) 

Peacemaking requires students to become more conscious of the true nature of their own reality in 
this context of globalization, as well as the reality of others to be able to get out of the quagmire of 
these binaries arising from ethnocentric attitudes. Therefore, scholars like Nel Noddings (2005) 
have emphasized the need to adopt pedagogical methods to promote non-ethnocentric attitudes 
among students for peacemaking. Study abroad is being universally considered by policymakers 
and educators as an appropriate pedagogical method to achieve this liberal humanitarian learning 
outcome. In the following sections I will discuss further the logic behind this consideration and 
what the empirical research on study abroad tells us. 

Study Abroad as Education for Global Citizenship and Peacemaking 

As discussed above, since the World Wars study abroad has been considered an effective 
pedagogical method in higher education for global citizenship and peacemaking. The following 
excerpt from the syllabus of an experiential study abroad program (International Development 
Studies) spells this out: 

Experiential learning is an opportunity for you to begin to reflect on the global/local and 
theory/practice dynamics of the world around us. Other programs and departments use terms 
such as internship, volunteer or co-op placements. IDS have adopted the term experiential 
learning because it reflects the interplay between academic and practical skills development that 
this program offers. Experiential learning courses are available for both local/Canadian and 
international placements. The Canadian component of experiential learning focuses on the 
themes of community development and public engagement. The international component 
addresses questions of global citizenship, ethics and identity.[1] 

However, though the promotion of peace driven by security concerns in the post-9/11 world 
seems to be primary, there are several other socio-economic and political factors involved to 
promote education for global citizenship. As early as in 1994, Vaclav Havel (the last president of 
Czechoslovakia and the first president of the Czech Republic) explained during his speech at 
Stanford University that: ‘Practically the entire world is now connected by thousands of political 
and economic bonds and by elaborate communication networks. We are all aware of one another, 
and we have thousands of common habits, technologies, modes of behavior, civic forms, and aims’ 
(Havel, as cited in McDougall, 2005, p. 1). 

The crux of Havel’s statement is the fact that the world is becoming more interconnected and 
thus more interdependent. Arjun Appadurai (1996) discusses these interconnectivities and 
interdependence at length in his book Modernity at Large: cultural dimensions of globalization. In 
today’s interconnected world, fields such as business, technology, science, law and medicine can no 
longer be limited to a single national context. A bird flu epidemic in a developing country in Asia or 
Sub-Saharan Africa is a matter of great concern for people in the developed nations as well. 
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Companies large and small are now exposed to intense competition on a worldwide basis and must 
be engaged in the global marketplace if they wish to keep pace. Research enterprises and scientific 
communities can likewise no longer consider the implications of their work solely on a local basis. 
Just as it is unthinkable that Ford or Microsoft would design products solely for the US market, 
legal decisions, scientific and medical studies, as well as public policy decisions, must be undertaken 
with global considerations. Moreover, in spite of the significance and power of nation-states, their 
historic monopoly is lately being challenged. This challenge is being posed by the dramatic 
expansion of dual (or multiple) citizenship and the nested citizenship concept promoted by the 
European Union (Kivisto & Faist, 2007). 

In this heightened age of global flows of people and ideas facilitated by the development in 
media and information technology, it is not just businesses that inhabit transnational spaces but 
also human beings. Hence the discourse of global citizenship has become a dominant discourse 
within corporations, government, media, and education. These factors have also contributed to the 
growing attachment of study abroad programs with the discourse on ‘global citizenship’ in recent 
times. Much of the recent literature on study abroad (Clyne & Rizvi, 1998; Rizvi, 2000; Dolby, 
2004; Szelenyi & Rhoads, 2007) testifies that study abroad for an extended period of time has a deep 
impact on students. Scholars believe that study abroad helps in broadening the world view of 
students. It helps them to develop a more complex perspective of the world, promote 
understanding of other nations and cultures and to a great extent ‘embrace a nascent form of 
cosmopolitanism’ (Dolby, 2004, p. 172). 

Empirical Research on Learning Outcomes of US Study Abroad 

However, there is little empirical basis so far to validate the claim that study abroad is a successful 
pedagogical method to educate for global citizenship and peacemaking. Research on the learning 
outcomes of study abroad programs in the USA does not prove this assumption. Sell’s (1983) 
research review of five studies utilizing one-time questioning of program participants and 15 
articles employing analysis of pre- and post-sojourn questionnaires shows that student attitude 
change after studying abroad is seldom verified empirically in these works, including Sell’s own 
empirical study at Kent State along with Hensley in 1979. According to her possible explanation of 
this could be loosely structured experimental designs, infrequent use of follow-up studies, the lack 
of an established theoretical base, and most importantly the lack of a consensus concerning what to 
measure. Therefore, Sell gives suggestions for future research. She suggests that in the future study 
of specific variables thought to facilitate attitude change should be conducted. Also, analysis of 
subgroups of students similar on a particular characteristic or ability, and measurement of 
behavioral competencies, should be made. In my own review, after doing an extensive survey of 
literature on different outcomes of study abroad using the online study abroad learning outcome 
bibliography of the University of Minnesota [2], studies published in Comparative Education Review 
and other sources, I found few examples in the literature to validate the assumptions made about 
the learning outcomes of study abroad that are driving policymaking. My own research to measure 
attitude change among two groups of students studying abroad in Italy and China also did not 
show much attitude change. However, after studying student responses to open-ended questions, 
the demographic and socio-economic background of my sample and reviewing the literature on 
attitude change, intercultural sensitivity development and global citizenship, I concluded that a 
control group of students coming from a lower socio-economic background and with not much 
foreign connection or travel abroad prior to the program could have produced a more significant 
change in attitude and fulfilled the mission of the program. Students’ responses prior to study 
abroad showed that the sample of students in my study was already quite globally minded prior to 
participating in the semester-long study abroad program. Most of the students also came from 
affluent families (as the cost of the program is quite high) or families with strong connections with 
relatives abroad. Most of the students had also traveled abroad prior to the study abroad trip. 
Dolby’s (2004) ethnographic qualitative research on US students studying in Australia focuses more 
on national identity development of US students than on student attitudes towards global 
citizenship and peacemaking. Clyne and Rizvi’s (1998) and Szelenyi and Rhoads’ (2007) studies are 
about international students studying in Australia and the USA respectively. Only studies on 
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learning outcomes of US students studying abroad by Leonard (1964), Girault (1964) (as cited in 
Sharma & Klasek, 1986), and Douglas and Jones-Rikkers (2001) show moderate attitude change in 
students. These studies show that students become slightly less conservative and more sensitive to 
the international problems facing the USA. Moreover, Hensley and Sell (1979, p. 398) also point out 
a caveat regarding change in student attitudes by quoting Smith (1955): 

In summary the findings ... indicate that a relatively brief experience in another culture has a 
limited impact on general attitudes as least as they are measured over a four to six month time 
interval. Relatively specific attitudes salient to the experience of the individuals ... do change, but 
more general, deeply rooted attitudes such as worldmindedness and ethnocentricism show a 
negligible change for most people. These findings agree with the results of other research. 

Study Abroad as Global Citizenship and Global  
Competitiveness: ideology of the curriculum 

Based on the discussion in the above section I can state here that common-sense logic seems to be 
guiding policymaking regarding study abroad since there is so little empirical basis to prove the 
bold claims of study abroad promoting global citizenship. 

Issues of power are the very core of our understanding (and mis-understanding) of the realities of 
curriculum, pedagogy, and evaluation and about who gets helped and hurt by our commonsense 
assumptions about education. Common sense is complicated. As I have documented at much 
greater length elsewhere, it has contradictory impulses and contains elements of both ‘good 
sense’ and ‘bad sense.’ This means that the ways in which ideological tensions are worked out 
and the ways in which hegemonic relations are constituted, reconstituted, and challenged will 
themselves be quite complex and will change given new historical realities. (Apple, 2004, p. 157) 

Therefore, it is important for us to consider the political ideology behind the massive promotion of 
study abroad. It is important to question if study abroad is education for global citizenship and 
peacemaking or education for global competitiveness and national security. It is important to 
analyze and understand the politics and ideology behind the curriculum of study abroad to 
understand its social reproduction. Scholars associated with the ‘new’ sociology of education like 
Geoff Whitty, Basil Bernstein, Pierre Bourdieu and Michael Young have argued that unlike popular 
notions knowledge is itself highly political. Their critical works have shown us how curriculum and 
pedagogy lead to social reproduction (Weis et al, 2006). Therefore, I will take a critical look at the 
discourse of study abroad as global citizenship and try to unravel the hidden political ideology 
behind this promotion of study abroad to the center from the periphery of the global curriculum in 
the USA. Especially in the context of the global economic crisis it is important to critically question 
why so much federal funding is being channeled for promoting study abroad. If there is a benefit to 
studying abroad in terms of global competitiveness and US national security then who are the 
people who have been benefitting from study abroad in the global economy? Who are left behind 
from reaping this benefit and who might benefit from this large federal allocation in difficult 
economic times? Since so much resources (both governmental and non-governmental) are being 
spent to promote study abroad, it is important to ask these questions. There is no doubt that in the 
USA, the promotion of study abroad in the post-9/11 context is intrinsically related to patriotic 
concerns of establishing what scholars like Michael Apple (2004) would call a ‘national security 
state’. These patriotic concerns for national security and global competitiveness surface repeatedly 
in both government and non-governmental documents on study abroad (NAFSA, 2003; 
Commission on the Abraham Lincoln Study Abroad Fellowship Program, 2005; IIE Network, 
2007a; Senator Paul Simon Study Abroad Act, S.473, 2009). Moreover, section 2, clause 12 of the 
recent Paul Simon Bill directly links the passing of the Act to The 9/11 Commission Report. The 
obvious nationalistic political agenda is clear from the language of the bill. 

(12) The Final Report of the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States 
(The 9/11 Commission Report) recommended that the United States increase support for 
‘scholarship, exchange, and library programs’. The 9/11 Public Discourse Project, successor to 
the 9/11 Commission, noted in its November 14, 2005, status report that this recommendation 
was ‘unfulfilled,’ and stated that ‘[t]he U.S. should increase support for scholarship and exchange 
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programs, our most powerful tool to shape attitudes over the course of a generation.’ (Senator 
Paul Simon Study Abroad Act, S.473, 2009, pp. 4-5) 

However, in the face of resurgent uncritical patriotism, anger and call for national security state 
marginalizing and further oppressing of minorities and new immigrants in the post-9/11 context, it 
is important to understand the larger ideological framework and the neo-liberal/neo-conservative 
projects and their effect on discourses that become common sense in society. We need to form a 
more complicated political understanding to find appropriate and socially critical pedagogical 
strategies to resist larger hegemonic projects including the redefinition of democracy as ‘patriotic 
fervor’ (Apple, 2004). 

Unlike the obvious nationalistic political discourse of recent government documents, the 
discourse of global citizenship and peacemaking permeates in the promotion of flagship bilateral 
exchange programs like the Fulbright Program established in the context of post-World War II and 
funded by the US State Department. In 1945, Senator J. William Fulbright introduced a bill in the 
United States Congress that called for the use of surplus war property to fund the ‘promotion of 
international goodwill through the exchange of students in the fields of education, culture, and 
science’. This led to the founding of the Fulbright Program in 1946 with the following mission: 

The Fulbright Program aims to bring a little more knowledge, a little more reason, and a little 
more compassion into world affairs, and thereby to increase the chance that nations will learn at 
last to live in peace and friendship. – J. William Fulbright.[3] 

This liberal humanitarian discourse of peacemaking and friendship is also emphasized in the 
documents produced by the Institute of International Education, a private non-profit global 
organization with its head office in the USA, established in 1919 in the aftermath of World War I by 
Nobel Peace Prize winners Nicholas Murray Butler, President of Columbia University, and Elihu 
Root, former Secretary of State, and by Stephen Duggan, Sr, Professor of Political Science at the 
College of the City of New York and IIE’s first president. They believed that we could not achieve 
lasting peace without greater understanding between nations – and that international educational 
exchange formed the strongest basis for fostering such understanding.[4] IIE reports have claimed 
over the years that it is widely accepted that study abroad helps to broaden students’ perspectives, 
which in turn helps to foster peace and understanding: ‘it prepares a new generation for global 
citizenship’ (IIE Network, 2007a, p. 7). However, we should also take a critical look at this complex 
discourse of global citizenship in the post-9/11 context, especially since these days: 

The underlying political concepts of the notion of citizenship struck during the Enlightenment 
are in disarray as though they have been melted under the constant sun of the combined and 
sometimes contradictory processes of globalization, localization and regionalization. (Peters et al, 
2008, p. 1) 

Critics of global citizenship like Miller (1998) have argued that since citizenship precludes shared 
values and democratic participation, it is not just impossible to achieve or practice global 
citizenship but it is also undesirable. Such a notion of citizenship devoid of the state and its rights 
and responsibilities runs the risk of further marginalizing the poor and oppressed sections of 
society. However, Arneil (2007) makes an attempt to counter Miller’s criticism of global citizenship 
with her theory of global citizenship as ‘social rights’ extended on a global scale (in order to speak 
for the least privileged) and ‘shared fate’ (in order to draw on the interconnectivity of north-south 
and east-west in the context of globalization). Her theory is based on Marshall’s theory of 
citizenship embedded in social relations and Melissa Williams’ theory of citizenship as shared fate. 
Her alternative theory of global citizenship is not rooted in the ‘realpolitik’ version of empire-
seeking national security vis-à-vis a hostile world in the immediate aftermath of 9/11, or nuanced 
notions of liberal cosmopolitan citizenship espoused by scholars like Martha Nussbaum. Arneil 
makes this point very clear by quoting Brett Bowden’s (2003, p. 355) critic of Nussbaum: 

When Nussbaum and like-minded cosmopolitans declare themselves to be a ‘citizen of the 
world’ what they mean is that they are citizens of the cosmopolitan, globalised, liberal 
democratic Western World that constitutes ‘the center’. (Bowden, 2003, p. 355, as cited in Arneil, 
2007, p. 316) 
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Schattle (2005) has argued that the discourse of global citizenship, interconnectivity and 
interdependence is associated with the civic republicanism and moral cosmopolitanism of the 
ancient Stoics where heightened awareness leads to a sense of responsibility that creates one’s 
motivation to project his/her voice as a ‘global citizen’. Schattle’s (2005) empirical study on the 
discourse of global citizenship in public communication found two major discourses – one of civic 
republicanism and the other of libertarianism. The civic republican discourse gives importance to 
notions of citizen voice and focuses sometimes on transnational activism, sometimes on 
participation in domestic politics and society, and sometimes on cross-cultural empathy both at 
home and abroad. Whereas the libertarian discourse shows some ideas of ‘global citizenship’ which 
emphasize displacement and even exit from any form of political engagement, while other strains 
of thinking frame ‘global citizenship’ in terms of participation in local communities abroad as well 
as fostering specific skills and values in students. Therefore, according to Schattle the concept of 
‘global citizenship’ is an evolving discourse which is evolving and defining itself each day. Now if 
we are linking such an evolving concept of global citizenship with study abroad then how can we 
assess the learning outcomes of a study abroad program? What are the pedagogical and policy 
implications in planning study abroad programs based on such evolving notions of global 
citizenship? Should thousands of dollars be spent on promoting and administering study abroad 
programs without clear definition of aims, objectives and learning outcomes of such a curriculum? 
Is it possible to move beyond social and ideological reproduction and make study abroad an 
effective pedagogical tool for promoting global social justice? It is important for policymakers and 
administrators of study abroad programs to reflect on these questions especially in difficult 
economic times like this one. Peters and Tukdeo (2009) also identify inherent contradictions 
regarding the aims and objectives of study abroad and highlight the need to develop a critical 
theory of study abroad engaging with a broad range of scholarship including cultural studies, 
progressive education and critical geography among others. 

Conclusion 

From the above discussion it is clear that the recent growth of study abroad from the periphery to 
the center of the global US curriculum in the post-9/11 context is a queer mix of the notions of 
public diplomacy and soft power; and the neo-liberal/neo-conservative politics of the global 
capitalistic society, though the history of the early beginnings of US study abroad is rooted in more 
liberal humanitarian concerns. Educators need to realize this larger ideological framework behind 
study abroad in order to develop more critically responsive pedagogy so that the curriculum of 
study abroad retains its liberal humanitarian concerns at the core and does not solely become part 
of the global economy or a commodity itself. There is no denying the fact that we have all become 
part of the global economy whether we like it or not. Study abroad with its associations of public 
diplomacy and soft power has been historically a site for power and global elite formation. Because 
of the high cost factor of study abroad, historically the traditional elites could study abroad. The 
references to senators and congressmen coming from privileged families who have studied abroad 
in the Lincoln Report testify to this fact. The allocation of more funds in the new Simon Study 
Abroad Bill to provide scholarships for study abroad could be seen as an opportunity for students 
from minority and underprivileged backgrounds to take this opportunity of elite education and 
achieve social and economic mobility. This might seem to be hopeful for educators and social 
activists who are committed to issues to social justice and call for looking beyond pedagogy as 
ideological reproduction and want it to be connected to a larger project of social transformation. 
However, as long as there are inner city schools without libraries and students like Joseph forced to 
drop out of school and land in jail (Apple, 2004, p. xi), I wonder which section of society this 
allocation of federal funding for study abroad serves. Moreover, the emphasis given in the recent 
government documents to promote US study abroad in non-European locations in areas of 
growing strategic interest to the USA, and the leverage given to prepare students for global 
competitiveness instead of the promotion of peacemaking or global social justice, make me 
conclude this essay with a great deal of skepticism. Critical scholars and educators need to research 
and write more on this issue for affirmative policies, so that the students on the periphery of this 
global society can truly benefit from the elite power associated with study abroad and come to the 
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center of the global society. Only then will this growth of study abroad from the periphery to the 
center of the curriculum be truly meaningful. Otherwise, this discourse of study abroad as 
education for global citizenship and peacemaking will just remain a myth. 

Myth teaching, however, necessary to promote national [global] unity, is an education of 
deception. Upon becoming aware of having been duped, once compliant communities may 
become resentful and resistant. Those who view schools [curriculum] as building cultures of 
peace ignore at their own peril this dilemma in marginalized communities. (Epstein, 2006, p. 88) 

Notes 

[1] http://internationaldevelopmentstudies.artsandsocialsciences.dal.ca/Experiential%20Learning/. 
[2] http://umabroad.umn.edu/ci/resources/outcomes.html. 

[3] http://us.fulbrightonline.org/about_programhistory.html. 
[4] http://www.iie.org/en/Who-We-Are/History.  
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