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ABSTRACT

Over the last two decades universities and posirskary
education policies have addressed globalizatiomdse by
internationalizing curricula and articulating glblsancern in their
missions. This paper presents the evaluation ointernational
training program for early-career digital governinegsearchers,
designed to develop their interest and skill inssroultural,
multidisciplinary, and practice-oriented researdihe program
overall appears to stimulate participants’ indiatcreativity,

scholarly productivity, and professional networksyhile

broadening their appreciation for work that invgstes
internationally important topics and involves notnlyo
multidisciplinary but multicultural teams. The sewresults also
suggest that a short-term (one-week), intensivenersive, and
relatively inexpensive program can have stronglasting effects
on early-career scholars.
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1. INTRODUCTION

As globalization continues to influence world aiara clear and
growing need exists for internationally-trained, Itarally

sensitive scholars who can work effectively in amptex,

information-intensive environment. While this neisdevident
across all fields, it is especially critical for hetars who
investigate the role of government in confrontihg thallenges
of globalization. Examples of these challengesuidel regulation
of world financial markets, control of infectiousisdases,
response to disasters, migration of jobs and werkand global
environmental stewardship.
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From 2007 to 2010, under a United States Natiormérse
Foundation (NSF) Directorate for Computer and Infation
Science and Engineering (CISE) grant [#1IS-0540066f
“Building a Sustainable Digital Government Research
Community,” the Center for Technology in Governmé@iG)
conducted two quasi-experiments designed to tesbvative
approaches to stimulate long-lasting internatiomapacts and
professional networks within this community of slelie. As a
field of inquiry, digital government is fertile guad for this effort
— it is relatively young and small, but growingyelise and global

[8].

We know the impacts of information and communigatio
technologies and burgeoning information contentluerfce
governments world-wide, but their effects and iatgions vary
widely according to demographic, economic, and tigali
differences. As such, the field is ripe for interoaal
collaboration to address at least two kinds of phezna—
comparative topics (such as citizen engagement) ¢ha be
examined and compared across various national tural
contexts, and transnational problems (such as gubéalth
epidemics) that have essential information compt:esnd
transcend political and cultural boundaries [9].

The first of the two experiments was a set of thnternational
working groups composed of scholars from a varidtgountries
and disciplines focusing together on essential tipres of public
governance, North American cooperation, and eantsisc
detection [10]. The second experiment was an annesiblential,
research institute for PhD students (iGov Resedrtitute)
designed to encourage young scholars at the begirofi their
careers to develop an appreciation for the glolapbaict of
information and communication technologies on thklig sector.
The working group evaluation has been presentenvbisre [10].
This paper reports the evaluation of the iGov tosgi

By contrast to the working group experiment in vbhtbe same
three groups of senior and junior scholars worlagkther over
three years including periodic face-to-face meetintpe iGov
Institute experimenthttp://www.ctg.albany.edu/institytavas an
immersive experience in international engagemensfizcessive
cohorts of doctoral students. Each year, a, cotiati selected
group of students came from universities and céesaround the
world to live and work together with distinguishedernational
faculty in an intensive week-long residential paogt Each year,
the program was held in a different city, which wes only the
physical location, but the substantive contexttfa experience.
The grant provided for a program director and sthffusing,
meals, local transportation, and materials for stlidents and




faculty; and needs-based travel support for stisdemtolled at US
institutions. The cost per student varied by lamatbut was about
US$5000 per individual.

The remainder of this paper presents the results lohgitudinal
evaluation of the iGov strategy. We begin with aiew of

existing models for international engagement amdhimmg, then
describe the experimental strategy, and preseninitbodology
and results of the evaluation from the perspectofe the

participants. We conclude with a discussion of findings and
their implications for fostering future internatenDG research
and education.

2. MODELSOF INTERNATIONAL
ENGAGEMENT

Due to globalization trends and national stratégterests, U.S.
universities and post-secondary education poliokta “global

turn” in the last two decades by internationalizowgriculum and

rearticulating university missions [2]. The godlinternational

education, generally, is to foster “an internatloodentation in

knowledge and attitudes by bringing together teechand

scholars in academic exchange and interchangep.[B18]. A

handful of empirical studies have examined the egpees of

undergraduates, and find that students who haweeléd or

studied overseas in international education progratavelop

greater communicative capacity for languages, aater
appropriately in other cultures, and acquire pnob#®lving skills

for international living [3]. While there is somigekature on, and
evaluations of, international education models,re¢hes little

cumulative evidence pertaining to graduate prograors

addressing their impact on graduate student researc

Several international education models are avalaltb

undergraduate and graduate students, which indtudly abroad
programs, scholar-initiated visits, faculty-inigdt projects, and
residential institutes. Study abroad programs asemermlly

organized by academic institutions and geared wwlaeir own

undergraduates. Students spend a specified pdritmi@in short

(2 to 3 weeks), mid-length (6 to 8 weeks), or laegn (half or

full academic year) engagements at a host uniyeisiainother
country. Students are immersed into university pasrlife, and
in some cases, the programs offer field trips tplae the

country. Scholar-initiated programs, such asingiexchanges or
individual Fulbright training scholarships [2], ageared toward
graduate students and faculty. Participants appiyahd arrange
their own program or research plan for one semesferto

multiple academic years. Faculty-initiated groupagtice or

research experiences, such as the University athgten's

exploration seminars [7] or the Fulbright groupessh grants
[2], create opportunities for faculty to take sttdeout of their
classrooms and immerse them in international pracif research
settings for brief periods of one to several weekastly,

residential institutes, conducted outside of a ersity’s regular
academic schedule, bring students together fronferdiit

institutions via a competitive admission process doe to four
weeks. Residential institutes create a microcosemofersity life

using the traditional lecture and classroom sedting

We found some evaluations of these typical mods.example,
in 2009, the National Science Foundation (NSF)pubh the
Directorate for Engineering, commissioned an eva@naof the
International Research and Education in EngineefiiREE)
program [4]. The program provided support for intgional
travel to early-career researchers in the U.S. ¢habled them to
gain international research experience and pelspectind

provide closer research interaction between U.Sitinions and
their foreign counterparts. A total of 84 graduatedents in
engineering participated by traveling to 10 différeountries.
The average grant awarded was $28,500, the durefidravel
lasted on average 90 days. The evaluation was ctetlover a
six-month period by analyzing budget data from NSiB, reports
filed by participants in 2006 at the end of theiperiences, and
interviews with a sample of participants. Over#ile evaluation
concluded that most participants gained new rebeaxperiences
and perspectives, but graduate and postdoctoritipants were
more likely to have acquired new tools, methodgeohniques. A
challenge noted by participants was that the progra
characteristics made U.S. participants “guests’haat than
“colleagues” of the host institutions in other coies.

The German Academic Exchange Service (DAAD) comiarigsl
the Institution for International Education (lIEp evaluate its
Research Internships in Science and Engineerin§ERprogram
between 2004 to 2008 [5]. The program paired unddrgte
U.S. and Canadian students with PhD student meimassience
and engineering at German universities for summggriships
and research opportunities. The scope of the assessncluded
pre- and post-assessment surveys of U.S. and Ganadi
undergraduate interns and German Ph.D. studenbnseifollow-
up surveys were administered to previous cohortismgldack to
2004. The evaluation looked at both programmatfece$ and
long-term outcomes. The data was based on the 2008rt
(n=302), and 214 responses. Approximately 77 pémfestudents
came from a U.S. institution, while 23 percent wieoen a higher
education institution in Canada. Forty percent sifesi
themselves as graduate students. Approximatelyev@ept of the
interns felt that their overall expectations of ghegram were met
and the vast majority of interns (87 percent) agjtbat they were
satisfied with the amount of practical, hands-cseagch that they
were involved in during the internship. The evélwyaconcluded
that the program enhanced participants’ internatieapabilities,
which included a combination of deepened crossicailt
understanding, knowledge of another country’s sgsteand
practices, and a broader academic and professauikdok that
goes beyond the scope of their home country. La8flypercent
agreed or strongly agreed that the program reiefbrtheir
commitment to pursuing a science or engineeringegegnd their
interest in pursuing a career related to sciencengineering (83
percent).

Both evaluations recommended a strong evaluaticiiadelogy
at the outset of the program, including more formm&thods for
capturing on-site research activities and cultdnalensions of the
experience, as well as doing pre- and post- arglgsid attention
to long-range output and impact measurements.

Unlike European models of higher education, whifteroinclude
an extended visit in an institution in another doyinAmerican
doctoral training usually takes place entirelyhie student’s home
institution. In a set of EU-US international res#mpartnerships,
however, student exchanges were seen as a crintidbétween
the investigators in different countries. Thesehexges followed
a typical model in which one student spent a sunonesemester
working with an international colleague of theirnhe advisor
[11]. As such, like the European model, they @febenefits to a
single student who was able to move to a diffenintry for
several weeks or months to work in the same fiela different
environment. In considering how best to build aogport the
digital government research community at an intéonal scale,
this project aimed for broader impact by testingdifferent



approach that offered a short, but intensive, #gonal
experience to cohorts of students representingde wariety of
disciplines and cultures, at modest personal astitutional cost.

The next sections describe this approach, knowrhasiGov
Research Institute, and present the results of ngitladinal
evaluation of its effects.

3. IGOV INSTITUTE

iGov comprises a “living laboratory” for explorirand assessing
how information needs, policies, and technologiepdct critical

issues within and across cultures and governmeiitsrough a

variety of field and classroom activities organizeund the
experiences and problems of a specific city, reg@mcountry,

students developed a first hand understandingesfetithallenges.
While the focal themes were chosen because of teeticular

importance in each locale (i.e., city managemembnemic

development, quality of life, and intergovernmentelations),

they are also widely shared by cities and regiormurad the

world.

Each student cohort numbered between 14 and 2Zerssd
representing between eight and 15 countries andtcsiright
different disciplines. An Institute director, pragn staff, and
three senior faculty provided intellectual contiguifor the
program from year to year. Beginning in 2008 &beond year of
the program), the faculty team was enlarged by ethrenior
faculty who were invited from the previous yeartshort. While
all faculty were involved throughout the prograrhe tjunior
faculty had a special role as mentors for the studeorking
groups that were formed during the program.

3.1 Program Structure

Through the program structure, the iGov progranate in one
place, a crossroads of cultures, political systeams] scientific
disciplines, where participants were able to irdesaith public

sector leaders and serious contemporary publiccyolnd
management problems. The immersive aspects weftedrto

expose students to (1) cultures outside of thein,oand (2)
research and practice problems embedded withinah werld

setting. Starting in 2008, the program began withguaded
walking tour of the locale and an interactive “spefating” (or
paired interviewing) afternoon for getting to kname another
and the place they would call home for the nextlkwée 2009,
students presented their own research during tasakfieetings
that allowed other faculty and students to engageohversation
about the topics presented. The main programmdéments
included:

¢« Engagement with leading scholars in the field. Lectures
and in-depth discussions covered cutting edge abpieas,
methodologies, and theories, as well as relatisgaech to
practice and sharing first-hand experience
international research.

« Direct interaction with public sector leaders. Through a
series of field activities, students enriched thigiarning
though discussions with experts ranging from etecte
officials to government managers to community oizgns.

¢ Participation in a small group project on an international
digital government research question designed faloex
ways to work in multi-disciplinary and multi-cultir
research teams. The group work was structureddeide

some guidance without losing the sense of discovery

Although limited in time and scope, these groupcpeses

in doing

represented an actual crostshall

research experience.

cross-disciplinary,

¢ Opportunities to present their own developing research
ideas and proposals to their peers and faculty for feedback
and discussion.

¢ Oneon-one discussions of their
questions with faculty.

* Development of networks of relationships with other
students and faculty who share their interests. The program
used several techniques to increase the amouninaf t
students were able to spend in informal settingsrder to
forge stronger personal relationships. Startin@®®8, day
one of the program began with an intensive sodmaiz
period — a welcome reception and facilitated “speating”
or paired interview, exercise structured aroune figpics:
expectations for the institute, current field anesearch
interests, required readings, and native culture.

3.2 iGov Themes

Each year the Institute was held in a different oitregion that is
an international leader in some aspect of inforomatiage
government innovation (see Table 1). This deliegabunding in
a real place and its government was a way of fogushe
diversity of the group on a shared experience. Baeh faculty
talks focused on digital government as a researeld, fthe
connection between research and practice, and -sahstive
design and other collaborative methodologies fomitali
government research and development.

3.2.1 iGov 2007 New York City: City Management
iGov 2007 was held in New York City (NYC) to higgiit the use
of advanced information and communication techne®glCTs)
to manage city government and citizen services.udeits
interacted with senior city officials who share@ tthallenges of
implementing program innovations and informatiochtgology
solutions in a dense, highly diverse urban enviremm Students
visited a variety of government agencies to empeatsie breadth
and depth of municipal efforts to make the city enefficient,
accessible, and livable. These included a site taisthe NYC
Health Department to discuss its diabetes educatiampaign, the
311 citizen call center which offers information multiple
languages about all city services, and the Porhévitly to learn
about a joint intiative with two transit agenciesing radio
frequency identification tags to unify and simplifgass transit
usage, fares, and financial accounting for the opefitan New
York area. The program was hosted by the UniyegtitAlbany
and based in the Union Square neighborhood of M#arhaThe
keynotes focused on international research careansl
collaboration between the city council and the €fyagency.

3.2.2 iGov 2008 Manchester: Urban Regeneration
The University of Salford, in the UK hosted iGovi®0 Focusing
on the role of advanced ICTs to support Manchestarban
revival and regeneration agenda, students livegaiford as their
academic and residential base and conducted & sérgite visits
in and around Greater Manchester. The criticaligssin
Manchester at the time reflected severe pressoresotial and
economic development in an aging urban infrastrect8pecific
topics included use of social media to develop tsetged
communities and congestion transportation pricingcontrol
traffic tie ups in the city center.

research areas and



Tablel.iGov Program at a Glance & Themes

Y ear 2007 2008 2009 2010
. Delft & Den Haag, the
City New York, NY Manchester, UK Seattle, WA Netherlands
. Urban revival and . . . eGovernment across local,
Theme City management regeneration Innovation and quality of life national and global contexts
Faculty « International « E-government » Becoming Citizens: Wired| - Value-Sensitive Design and
Presentation Research Research Perspectives  Youth, the Online e-Governance
Topics - Interdisciplinary « Crossing National & Generation in Public Life | « Big Questions in Digital
DG Research Cultural Boundaries | « Big Questions in Digital Government Research
« Transnational « Introduction to Government Research « Advancing E-Governance:
Research » Modeling and « Advancing E-Governance}f  Connecting Learning &
« Connecting Matching Connecting Learning & Action
Research & Methodology, Value Action « Simulation and Gaming for
Practice Sensitive Design » DG Research in e-Government
« Careers and » Designing Urban International Settings « Service Orchestration and
Opportunities in Simulations/Models « Value Sensitive Design Infrastructure Development
Digital « Demonstration of » Methodologies for DG in e-Government
Government High End Virtual Research « Careers and Opportunities ir}
Research Reality « Careers and Opportunities  Digital Government Research
« Connecting Research in Digital Government
& Practice Research
Discussion- « NYC Dept. of « Gorton Monastery - Seattle Dept. of « Dutch Ministry of Interior
based Site Health and Mental | «+ Manchester Digital Information Technology and Kingdom Affairs
visits Hygiene Development Agency| « Seattle Dept. of Planning | « City of Den Haag
« 311 Call Center » Centre for the Urban and Development + Port of Rotterdam
« Port Authority of Built Environment « City of Seattle Emergency - International Criminal Court
NY and NJ, New » New East Manchester;  Operations Center + Dutch Immigration and
Jersey Transit, » Manchester Town » Seattle Central Library Naturalization Service
Metropolitan Hall » eCityGov Alliance
Transit Authority » Microsoft Corporation
« Ellis Island » Puget Sound Regional
Counci

Students visited both government and non-profit nems
including Gorton Monastery
redevelopment project in process, the ManchestegitdDi
Development Agency (MDDA) which supports regenerati
through strategic and practical technology-focupegjects, and
the Manchester Community Information Network, a -poofit
organization dedicated to increasing social indasthrough
ICTs. A keynote lecture focused on the future redeagenda for
e-democracy.

3.2.3 iGov 2009 Seattle: Innovation and Quality of

Life
In 2009 iGov focused on innovation and quality ifé issues in
Seattle and the rapidly growing but environmentally
sensitivePuget Sound region. The program was hostethe
University of Washington. Site visits to public agees included
Seattle’s Department of Information Technology, Bément of
Planning and Development and Seattle’s Centrali®uidrary to
better understand IT strategies for maintaining iamgtoving life
in the city. The group also visited the eCityGovia#ice, an
intergovernmental collaborative of 34 municipabtievith the
mission to provide Web-based services to all ofrtbenstituents
on a regional basis. Similarly a visit to the Pu§etind Regional
Council offered a window into the operations of sthi
intergovernmental agency, which provides a mecharidas local
governments and transportation agencies to plathéofuture of
the region by addressing issues that go beyontbdhedaries of
any individual city or county. A visit to Microsof€orporation

to see a community-based

provided a look at the company’s intergovernmertasiness
activities and an opportunity to experience virtteslity labs for
the future home and office. A keynote lecture fecl®n civic
learning through online youth engagement in pditic

3.2.4 iGov 2010 Delft & Den Haag: eGovernment

across Local, National, and Global Contexts
Moving back to Europe, iGov 2010 took place in Delfid Den
Haag, hosted by Technical University of Delft. Giwhe compact
arrangement of municipalities, national governmerand
important international agencies in one small gaphic area, the
week focused on the theme of information sharingd an
collaboration across local, national, and globaitexts. Site visits
included the Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Retats which
oversees the national e-government agenda, thefciden Haag,
the internationally important Port of Rotterdam, darthe
Immigration and Naturalization Service (IND). Eaishworking
on a project that requires cross-boundary inforomasharing and
interoperability, ranging from cargo and shippingtal to a
nation-wide project aimed at improving inter-citynda inter-
governmental information sharing to improve systeffios
immigration and asylum. Keynotes included the @majes of a
diplomatic career, ethics in technology, and theafsgaming as a
research methodology.

4. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

The iGov evaluation took place during years 2007620Using
surveys and observations, the evaluation of theviGwtitute



strategy addressed two goals. The first goal wasotdinually

improve the Institute by assessing the strengtdsrsaknesses of
each year's program including curriculum, speaksitg visits,

location, and overall experience. Using formatiasessments
provided an active learning cycle from year to y&ar example,
the addition of a local walking tour, speed datercise, and
junior faculty were the results of the first yeaakiation.

The second, and more long-term goal, was to uratedsio what

extent the iGov strategy for international educati@and

community building 1) leads to increases in the amoquality,

and pervasiveness of international digital govemmm@search
and teaching by the participants in their subseqoareer paths,
2) leads to long-lasting professional relationshapsoss national
boundaries, and 3) encourages American studeneventually

study or work in other countries (a particular gimalNSF).

A series of surveys were collected from each cohbdifferent
time periods — right after participation (exit seyy, and one, two,
and three years later (follow-up surveys). Thisgugmesents the
results of the initial (at exit) effects for allfocohorts and longer
lasting effects (one- and two-years later) for th@07-2009
cohorts.

An exit survey was administered to all of the iGahorts (i.e.,
2007-2010, total n = 74) within two months of attery the
institute. In total, 74 participants responded (@0 lpercent
response rate). Follow-up surveys were administeretie 2007,
2008, and 2009 cohorts one year later (total n=34jotal of 46
participants responded (an 85 percent responsginateding at
least 85 percent from each cohort).

The iGov evaluation looked at whether the iGov egree
contributed to certain individual career effects)creased
international and cultural awareness, and enharsmtblarly
development and products. Figure 1 below provitiesoverall
evaluation model. While the model contemplates Itey-term
community-oriented outcomes of the program, the 7200
timeframe of this analysis and paper focuses maany the
individual effects.

Inputs Individual effects Community

outcomes

Career effects

iGov program
characieristics

Scholarly advances in

International & cultural international digital
awareness government

Development of an
international digital
government community

of researchers.

Participant
eharacteristics

iGov
experience

Figurel. iGov Evaluation L ogic Model

Scholarly deveiopment

Bariers 1o participation

Scholarly products

To assess the participants’ perceptions of the i&gerience, the
evaluation team constructed an exit survey consjsif 10 Likert
scale items with multiple sub-items, open-endedstioles, and
network questions. The subsequent follow-up surteeked the
changes in attitudes and opinions of a sub-sehef10 Likert
scale exit survey questions, and added additiotkarscale and
open ended questions. Together the surveys cotreeddllowing
topics:
« Opinions about general and specific elements ofegpce
» Assessment of the value of certain features ofGloe
program, such as the value of discussion-basedisite

» Identification of research products such as jouanttles, or
dissertations associated with iGov participatiomfluence

» Interactions in the larger DG community during tinee of
the experiment such as conference participation

« Barriers to engaging in international educationapmities
such as funding or visa requirements

« Demographic questions such as amount of interreltion
experience, discipline, institutional location, aredr in
doctoral program

« Several open-ended questions covering personal and
professional benefits or achievements, and othanuanity
building activities.

We analyzed the data using both descriptive anéréntial

methods. The exit and follow-up surveys were aredyby

individual cohort and also combined to represent oaerall
assessment of the iGov strategy. Additional vaesitere created
or calculated in order to assign respondents togg@ccording to
citizenship (US versus non-US), by gender, by statudoctoral
program (Advanced - 3 or more years versus Ealyo-or fewer
years), home base of educational institution (USeHaversus

Internationally-based), and citizenship in a depetb or

developing country.

5. SURVEY FINDINGS
5.1 Student Characteristics

Table 2 shows the characteristics of the four i@okiorts. Over
four years, iGov brought together 74 doctoral shisidrom 35
countries. Countries included Argentina, Austraieazil, Brunei,
Bulgaria, Canada, China, Croatia, Denmark, Frari&aland,
Germany, Greece, India, Israel, Italy, Libya, Liinig,
Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, Philippines, PolaBdudi Arabia,
St. Lucia, Sri Lanka, South Korea, Sweden, Switaet| Taiwan,
Thailand, Tongo, Turkey, Uganda, United States, \dedezuela.
The institute attracted students from eight to dlintries each
year. The greatest number of U.S. students, whe waktso U.S.
citizens, attended in the years when the institvas held in the
U.S (2007 and 2009).

Students came from a variety of disciplines andgpssion in
their doctoral programs ranging from nearly graddatto
beginning students. Areas of study were grouped ifite
summary categories: computer and information seienc
government, management, social sciences, and dndltnatural
environment. Examples of specific fields were infatics,
computer science, public administration, commuidcatforestry,
political science, and anthropology.

The mean experience in DG research of each cohoged from
3.1 years in 2007 to 3.5 years in 2010 and expegieim
comparative or transnational work from 2.2 year@07 to 3.3
years in the 2010 cohort. Prior to attending th&tifute, more
than half of all students had at least moderateosx@ to
government or non-profit practitioners or agenciesid
organizations involved in government or communitifaies.
Roughly a quarter of all attendees had similar arteuof
exposure to citizens and their views on publicessu



Table 2. Characteristics of iGov cohort s*

2007 | 2008| 2009 201dq
N of students 14 20 20 20
N of countries represent 8 14 14 15
N of areas of study 7 6 8 8
represented
US citizens as percent of 29% | 15% | 20% 9%
cohort
Mean years of previous 31 33 35 B
experience in DG reseal
Mean years of previous
experience in comparative gr 2.2 3.0 3.3 --
transnational wor
Percent with moderate
previous exposure to - 60% | 60% | 35%
practitioners
Percent with moderate
previous exposure to - 50% | 55% | 35%
agencies or non profits
Percent with moderate
exposure to talkln_g V\_/lth _ 15% | 2506 | 25%
citizens about their views o
public issues T
* data drawn from both exit and follow up surveys
-- indicates the question was not asked on thigesuor the
cohort has not taken a follow up survey

5.2 Overall Institute Quality

All four cohorts rated the overall quality of thestitute as
excellent (an overall mean score of 4.47 on a Sntpscale,
n=72). Table 3 shows that all programmatic elemeatzived
high positive ratings. Students expressed how theements
came together in open-ended comments stating, tBiijected
into a new setting was very valuable to me. Whildolinteract
with practitioners and scholars, it was a new anditieg
experience to interact with them in a foreign sefti and another
noted that the institute “provides a unique opputjuto interact
with these difficult to reach government officiaad bridge the
practitioner-researcher divide.” The one-on-oneetinith faculty
also provided time for reflection and mentoringe @tudent noted
“| really valued the willingness of the faculty émgage with us at
all times, during meals and casual time.”

As described earlier, the small working groups, auhinet over
three to four days of the seven-day program, reptes a
concentrated experience as an actual cross-disaigli cross-
cultural research team. The assignment was verselgo
structured to give students maximum freedom to skotheir
topic that addressed some aspect of their experidncing the
week, their approach, and presentation style. Theps prepared
analyses and proposals for how their future rekearould
contribute to effective, equitable, and sustainaperoaches to
these problems that are scientifically rigorous andturally
aware. In this process, the students also builinéernational
network of future colleagues.

All students found this challenging, but most agdrtwt it helped
foster awareness of cultural factors in reseanct,emhanced their
ability to work across cultural and disciplinarypés. They also
gained an appreciation for the difficulty of notlypdesigning but
executing international research. One student ritbest the
frustration and the benefit stating, “[Personallyelt] the group

project, though difficult and seemingly impossilaletimes, was
also helpful. You forced six PhD students from eas disciplines
and countries to decide on a topic, do some relseard prepare
a presentation. [In addition] to it being a bondhitgal, it was
also a crash course on international and crosgtiisary

collaboration.”

5.3 Immediate Effects

The annual exit surveys confirmed that the iGovtitue
influenced young academics in the short term (T&)leAcross
all four years, respondents strongly agreed that itistitute’s
design and content fostered a sense of intelleataaimunity
(4.49), improved participants’ understanding of cpial
international DG challenges (4.38), and introduséddents to
useful ideas outside of their main fields (4.28)eGtudent stated,
“[the Institute is] a wonderful research experienedere you
learn a lot about e-government’s application arotimel world,
and new ideas [emerge] for your research...” Anotstedent
noted, “After this Institute, | began to serioustynsider studying
abroad for about 2 years, which would provide meremo
opportunities to communicate with foreign scholars.

These strongly positive perceptions hold up acrdggerent

groups although the effects are more strongly proned for
some types than others. For example, students wdre either
U.S. citizens or enrolled in U.S.-based institusioperceived
greater improvement in their understanding of pecatt
international DG challenges and were more stromadfigcted by
the introduction to ideas outside of their mainidéeof study.

These differences were statistically significarteft, p<.05). In
addition, students enrolled in U.S. based instingi perceived
iGov influencing their dissertation topics morerttgudents being
educated outside of the U.S.

Lastly, students who were citizens of developingurntdes

perceived the experience to be even more highlytipesthan

students from developed countries. Those studemtsn f
developing countries recorded higher mean scomefoftering a
sense of intellectual community, contributing tosearch or
professional goals, and prompting future considmmatof

comparative or transnational DG research. Thederdifces are
statistically significant (t-test, p<.05). We suspthat all of these
opportunities are less likely to be accessible #&wlyecareer
scholars in developing countries which may expléia higher
value they placed on these elements of the iGoeréxpce.

5.4 Longer Term Effects

The follow-up surveys showed that iGov’'s positivapact on
students’ career development, interest in inteonali research,
and international awareness actually increased twee. This
suggests that the experience has a sustainedvpasitiuence on
attitudes. For example, students reported thatiGo Institute
continued to increase their awareness and abibitycdanduct
international investigations and to include muliltaral aspects
in their research and teaching in the one to twar yperiod after
they attended (Table 4).

In addition, the institute’s impact on participantssearch or
professional goals, inclination to do future conapi@e or

transnational DG research and ability to work agrosltures
continued to be positive, and generally showed atimoing

upward trend over time. The follow-up surveys atémw that
participants remain very interested in doing inéional research,
but perceptions of the opportunities availablehent are slightly
more modest.



Table 3. Summary of immediate effects

Exit survey for
2007 2008 2009 2010 Overall
n=14 n=20 n=20 n=20 n=74
Mean Mean Mean Mearn Mean
Program characteristics and components
Overall quality of Institute 4.08 4.40 4.74 4.55 4.47
Value of participating in small groups - 4.30 4.85 4.85 4.82
Made good use of the location as an integral gahieprogram 4.57 4.55 4.85 4.60 4.72
Value of presenting and discussing student research -- -- 4.75 4.40 4.65
Having junior faculty as mentors for the week -- 4.55 4.75 4.70 4.55
Overall value of practitioner sessions and sitéssis 4.62 3.95 4.68 4.22 4.55
Encouraged student and faculty interaction 4.29 4.20 4.25 4.45 4.35
Overall value of faculty presentations and disaussi 4.09 4.25 441 4.11] 4.30
Short-term strategy effects
Improved my understanding of practical internatldd@ challenges 4.64 4.25 4.40 4.30 4.38
Introduced me to useful ideas outside my main field 4.21 4.30 4.40 4.20 4.28
Institute design and content fostered a senseelfentual community 4.29 4.30 4.70 4.60 4.44
Heightened my awareness of culturaltors in my researc 3.8¢ 3.9C 3.94 3.5C 3.7¢
Heightened my awareness of cultural factors in @eaghing 3.62 3.71 3.37 3.47 3.64
Heightened my awareness of cultural factors in rgreday life 3.38 3.70 3.60 3.50 3.66
Enhanced my ability to work across disciplines 3.62 3.85 4.10 4.15 3.96
Enhanced my ability to work across cultures 3.62 803. 4.20 4.00 3.93
Lead to long-lasting professional relationships 73.7 4.00 4.60 4.16 4.17
Contributed to my own research or professionalgoal 3.71 3.70 4.35 3.95 3.95
Prompted me to consider a wider variety of carbeiaes 3.62 3.15 4.40 3.67 3.45
Influenced my dissertation topic 2.69 2.75 3.20 2.70 2.85
Influenced my dissertation research de -- -- 2.9C 2.8¢ 2.9C
Influenced my dissertation methods 2.15 2.75 2.70 2.84 2.69
Influenced my dissertation question(s) -- -- 3.15 2.79 2.97
Table4. Summary of longer-term effects
2007 200¢ 200¢
. 1 year 2 At L 2 At L
At exit later years exit year | years exit year
latel latel latel latel
n=14 n=12 n=13| n=20 n=1}Y n=14 n=320 n=[7
Mean Mean | Mean Mfa Mean| Mean| Mean Mean
Increased my interest in international DG research -- 4.08 4.23 -- 4.24 4.21 -- 4.56
Increased my opportunity to do international DG - 4.00 4.00 -- 388 431 -- 3.94
researc
Ir-éilé;;\:sned my awareness of cultural factors in my 3.85 4.00 431 3.90 376 438 3.94 4.00
tl-églgrf]}t%rled my awareness of cultural factors in my 3.62 350 4.00 3.71 3.76 4.08 3.37 381
Helghteneq my awareness of cultural factors in my 3.38 3.64 3.77 3.70 382 436 3.60 413
every day lift
Enhanced my ability to work across disciplines 3.62 3.75 4.31 3.85| 3.82 4.36) 4.10 4.29
Enhanced my ability to work across cultt 3.62 - 4.0C | 3.8C | 3.8Z 4.2¢ 4.2C | 4.2¢
Lead to long-lasting professional relationships 73.7 3.45 3.54 4000 3.76 3.79 4.6D 4.25
CP;g:’(r:gtted me to consider a wider variety of career 3.62 3.82 323 3.15 365 379 4.40 3.80
Influenced my dissertation topic 2.6 -- 2.50 2.[753.29 3.69 3.20 3.60
Influenced my dissertation research de - 2.64 2.62 -- 3.47 3.4¢€ 2.9C | 3.52
Influenced my dissertation methods 2.15 2.82 2.69.752 3.53 3.62 2.70 3.47
Influenced my dissertation question(s) -- 291 2.54 -- 3.35 3.62 3.15 3.40

! 5-point scale where 1 is most negative and 5 ist positive
-- indicates the question was not asked on thigeuor the cohort has not taken a follow up survey



The perception of being able to foster long-lastprgfessional
relationships was highest right after the institatel was more
modest, but sustained at a positive level, oveetirdVe surmise
that dissertation pressures for most students lésf$ time to
cultivate these relationships. One student notea ifollow-up

survey, “Once I've gathered my dissertation datd bam in the
writing phase, | will be in a better position taaoh out to fellow
iGov participants to inquire about joint publicatfoor conference
papers. | feel as though | don't have enough data to pursue
further collaboration with them, but will soon.”

In addition, sustained international awarenessctsffalso appear
to have been realized. At exit, participants regbrtiGov

increased their awareness of cultural factors irtheaching,

research, and everyday life (all scoring aboventiepoint, Table

3). One and two years later, perceptions of iGag@stribution to

increased cultural awareness in teaching, researah everyday
life continued to increase (Table 4).

Tables 5 and 6 present the research productivity saholarly
engagement effects of the strategy as measured epgrts
ofspecific products that participants’ view as aedi result of
attending iGov. The total number of outputs remgbigemore than
double the number of survey respondents, indicasingstantial
research productivity, even at this early careegest Table 6
shows the collaborative activity in the years folliog iGov. Short
scholarly visits, joint research proposals, andtjaionference
panels were most common.

Table5. Scholarly engagement: individual reports of
collaboration with at least one other iGov participant

N of respondents reportir
in
Type of engagement planned progress/ total
complett

Joint manuscripts 4 4 8
Long scholarly visits 2 0 2
Short scholarly visits 5 5 10
Joint research propos 6 5 11
Joint conference panel$ 4 1 5
Jointly developed

1 1 2
software or other toc
J0|n.tly developed 4 0 4
curricula
Total by status 26 16 42

Table6. Research productivity: individual reports of sole
or jointly authored scholarly work influenced by iGov
experience

N of respondents reporting scholarly
activity related to their iGov experiende
Accepted
Type of research In Under or Tota
activity progress | review | publishe I
d

Journal articles 22 19 16 57
Conference papersg 21 20 23 6¢
Book chapters 17 17 17 5]
Total by status 60 56 56 172

6. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This paper presented a quantitative evaluation sfrategy to
encourage the development and growth of an intemetdigital
government research community at the doctoral ldveeported
the results of a series of participant surveys aksou annual
residential institute for doctoral students desibrie introduce
them to international colleagues and the globaliypartant
connection between research and practice in digidakernment.
The surveys, conducted separately for each of ¢oborts, were
administered at exit, and one and two years laera way to
assess the immediate and longer lasting effedtseoéxperience.

The iGov Institute strategy included a set of paogmatic

features consciously designed to create an experidrat aimed
at discovery as well as structured learning. Sttelemere
overwhelmingly positive about the immersion in alrglace and
its specific public problems and governmental andl society

organizations. Site visits and discussions with cfitianers

generated many ideas for the small group projectd also

prompted some to revise their dissertation topicapproaches to
incorporate more field work and empirical approach&he

opportunity to work closely in an informal settingith very

experienced senior faculty was something that mzey never
experienced before.

The small groups represented an opportunity to stoand
investigate a topic with new-found colleagues seting that was
new to all to all of them. Students found thistbdaunting and
exciting. Some found the freedom uncomfortable @rederred at
least initially to just be given a set of instracts to follow.
However, as the junior faculty mentors guided thgamough a
group formation process, they usually drew on tugety of skills
and perspectives in the group to produce resulis hiad two
effects: learning to work across disciplinary andltural
boundaries to approach a complex problem from pielti
perspectives and building a research team in wthiehstrengths
of different participants could be brought togetimea joint effort.

The one-week length of the program made it inteasel

concentrated — there was little time to spare aspttogram was
packed with activities and students used their ntisa¢s and
evenings to explore the locale and get to know edichr and the
faculty. Nevertheless, they overwhelmingly agrekdt ta short-
term (one week to 10 days) was the “right” length time,

suggesting that an intensive, immersive, and rxalbti
inexpensive program can have strong and lastingcisif as
demonstrated in the survey results.

While the survey results suggest consistently pesiffects, the
results do have limitations, specifically relatedthe nature of
using self-reported perceptions. However, thesdiriys are at
least anecdotally supported from other sources.eample, we
know that several doctoral advisors recommendedests for
admission to the Institute in successive years doase their

satisfaction with the results. Other supervisorvehaold us
informally that their students who attended esplgcizenefited

from the research-practice connection, which is mdten

emphasized in traditional doctoral programs. Alummgre also
eager to return as junior faculty mentors and caetil to respond
to successive surveys in high numbers. A numberoof

international colleagues have volunteered to jbie faculty or
host the program in future years.

The program overall appears to stimulate partidgandividual
creativity, scholarly productivity, and professibnaetworks,
while broadening their appreciation for work thatestigates



internationally important topics and involves notnly
multidisciplinary but multicultural teams. All dhese effects will
enhance the quality, versatility, and creativity fafure digital
government researchers.
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