Deliverable 5.3 Report
on the Action Plans
implementation and
impact in HEIs

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercialNoDerivatives 4.0 International License.

DRAFTED BY:
RUG – MARIA YAROSH
CONTRIBUTORS:
UNLA – VALERIA SUAREZ, GUILLERMO TANGLESON, FERNANDO DE LEONE
UV – GUNTHER DIETZ
GCU – DANE LUKIC

Document Control Sheet
Project
Grant Agreement n.

PROFIC - Professional Development in Intercultural Competence in
Higher Education Institutions
2018-2506/001-001

Document Title

Deliverable 5.3 Report on the Action Plans implementation and
impact in HEIs

Lead Beneficiary
Deputy
WP number
Type
Dissemination level
Version
1.0

P12 - RUG
P10 - UNLa
WP5
Report
International

Date
14/13/2022

Date
Number of pages
Authors
Contributors

Description
Report drafted based on the results of WP5 and
participants’ responses received

14/6/2022
7
RUG - Maria Yarosh
UNLa – Valeria Suarez, Guillermo Tangelson, Fernando de Leone
UV – Gunther Dietz
GCU – Dane Lukic

1
This project has been funded with support from the European Commission.
This publication reflects the views only of the authors, and the Commission cannot be held responsible for
any use which may be made of the information contained there in.

Contents
1.

Overview .......................................................................................................................................................3

2.

Lessons learned ............................................................................................................................................4
2.1

2.1.1

Helping students develop IC (further) as a first step ....................................................................4

2.1.2

Core curricular activities might have more success than co/extra-curricular activities ..............5

2.1.3

Academics need comprehensive support ....................................................................................5

2.2

Accompanying persons who implement/prepare to implement .........................................................5

2.2.1

Importance of continuity ..............................................................................................................5

2.2.2

Importance of revising an action plan before it is implemented .................................................5

2.3
3.

Challenges in implementation ..............................................................................................................4

Importance of reflecting on implementation experience ....................................................................6

Reflection on the impact ..............................................................................................................................6

2
This project has been funded with support from the European Commission.
This publication reflects the views only of the authors, and the Commission cannot be held responsible for
any use which may be made of the information contained there in.

1. Overview
Work Package 5 (WP5) activities were aimed at supporting those Learning Programme participants who were
interested in implementing their Action Plans around intercultural competence (IC) in late 2021 and early
2022. To identify such participants, an online questionnaire was administered among all those who completed
the Learning Programme and prepared an Action Plan. Local facilitators and contact persons in the seven
PROFIC LA HEIs were invited to support this process as well.
36 responses were received. Among these,
-

1 respondent had already implemented their Action Plan by early October 2021;
6 reported that they were already in the process of implementing their Action Plans by early October
2021;
5 reported that they expected to start implementing their Action Plans in the remaining months of
2021;
22 reported that they expected to start implementing their Action Plans in early 2022; and
2 expected to be able to implement their Action Plans later on.

This led to identifications of two groups of participants to be engaged in the WP5 mentoring activities:
Group 1: 12 persons who have already implemented, were already implementing or were going to start
implementing within 2021 [3 from UDG and 3 from UV (Mexico); 3 from UTEC (El Salvador); 2 from UNLP and
1 from UNC (Argentina)];
Group 2: 22 persons who were going to start implementing in early 2022 [4 from UDG and 1 from UV (Mexico);
2 from UDB and 3 from UTEC (El Salvador); 5 from UNC, 5 from UNLP, and 2 from UNLa (Argentina)].
Work with Group 1 participants started in early November 2021 with the aim of having two online meetings
with each participant between then and end of 2021. In each of these meetings, two project participants acting
as mentors and representing two different consortium partners would dialogue with one project participant
working on their Action Plan implementation. The meetings were to be of approx 1 hour (60 min). The mentor
team (7 persons: 4 from UNLA, Argentina; 1 from UV, México; 1 from GCU, UK; and 1 from UG, the
Netherlands) agreed on the general guidelines for the meetings (see here) and used a joint document to take
notes about each encounter. Other than that, the three mentor teams were free to tailor their meetings to
the concrete situation and preferences of the participants (‘mentees’). If the Action Plan was already
implemented before the first WP5 meeting or by the second WP5 meeting, the person who implemented it
was invited to reflect on the experience through writing it up for the PROFIC Toolkit (see template).
20 online meetings with 10 of the Group 1 participants before the end of 2021. Follow-up communication has
been maintained through emails and work on shared GoogleDocuments. One more participant could not
attend the meetings scheduled for health-related issues, and another participant decided not to engage with
the mentoring activities proposed.
The following Table 1 is an overview of the Action Plan implemented by Group 1 participants.

Table 1. Action Plans implementation status in Group 1 as of project end date
Level of
Fully
implemen implemented
tation

3 Action Plans (1
of which jointly
between two
persons)

Target
audience

Students
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7 plans, which have already
impacted or will impact the
total of 250+ students

In process

6 Action Plans

Colleagues

2 plans, which have already
impacted or will impact
around 30 HE professionals
engaged in PROFIC activities

Work with Group 2 participants started in early December 2021 and continued in February/March 2022. Two
of the mentors continued working together as a pair, while the other four worked individually, in order to
balance the total workload of the meetings. 12 of the Group 2 participants were able to attend online
meetings. The others could not make time for this at the end of the academic year or - for at least 3 persons could no longer implement their Action Plans because their work conditions changed drastically (end of
employment period or a complete change of responsibilities within an HEI). Within Group 2, there were three
cases where participants had joint Action Plans (one within UNC; one within UNLA; and one between UNLP
and UDG).
As of the project end date, the situation with the Group 2 Action Plan Implementation can be viewed in
Table 2.

Table 2. Action Plans implementation status in Group 2 as of project end date
Action Plans implemented

4

Number of students engaged:
235+
Number of staff engaged: 12

Action Plans partially
implemented

2; expected to reach 90 students

Action Plans being
designed in detail now

3 (one of which joint among 4 persons)

2. Lessons learned
Through the initiative of supporting a sample of staff participants in implementing their action plans, we
have gained insights into pedagogical impact attempts during troubling pandemic and high workload times.
These insights were useful for developing our PROFIC Toolkit but also for future implementation activities.
2.1 Challenges in implementation
2.1.1 Helping students develop IC (further) as a first step
Participating academics tend to choose implementation actions targeting their students and to a much lesser
degree their colleagues and university administrators. In the future it will be important to mainstream these
actions to all university actors and not only to students. However, this is already a big change for those
concerned.
At the same time, it appears easier to impact (or at least reach) more individuals in the case of action plans
with students as their target audience. Given the group sizes, 50+ students can be easily engaged in IC-related
activities when at least one academic introduces such activities in their classroom.
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2.1.2 Core curricular activities might have more success than co/extra-curricular activities
Implementing action plans seems easier if academics include IC development in their ‘regular’ teaching
activities, in the study programmes of their ‘ordinary’ courses, whereas particular and special issue workshops,
seminars and other complementary measures seem more difficult to implement, sometimes due to lack of
time, due to other priorities or due to lack of students interested.
This is a very interesting and promising observation, for at least two reasons. Firstly, when IC-related activities
form part of the ‘normal’ courses, many more students can benefit from such activities. Even a very small
change here can have a far-reaching impact. Secondly, this can also encourage more academics to focus on
changing their every-day practice – it goes against a widely-held belief that it is easiest to introduce new things
through extra-curricular activities.
2.1.3 Academics need comprehensive support
Through our mentoring meeting we realised that academics need to be informed where and how they can
access bibliographic and audio-visual resources for teaching IC. Academics often need support to see how a
particular IC-related activity they introduce can be fully integrated in a course as a whole and how to help
students link this particular learning experience to other (parallel and subsequent) learning experiences. We
have covered some of these perspectives, especially our Pedagogic IC workshops. Still, more advice after the
programme was useful and sharing experiences among other colleagues in a peer perspective was welcome.
It would be important to consider how staff trying to further develop IC in their work with students can be
supported by more knowledgeable colleagues but also explore opportunities of pairing up/networking
between staff who are implementing similar activities in the same or other institutions.
Through our WP5 meetings as well as feedback received in meetings from the participants, it is clear that
academics need to feel supported by university management/authorities. To increase the impact of the
project it could be necessary to generate some type of incentive to incorporate intercultural skills in the
academic offer and in the relevant university management. This is aligned with our Organisational IC
perspective (See Figure 1 below) and potential follow up research on how institutions value, incentivise and
integrate IC development on a more organisational level.
2.2 Accompanying persons who implement/prepare to implement
2.2.1 Importance of continuity
Another insight from our WP5 is that implementation is at risk if participants are frequently changed in their
professional roles – as teachers, researchers, tutors, administrators – inside their universities. They need more
continuity in performing certain roles and tasks, otherwise they cannot deepen their own training in IC. The
continuity perspective is also related to organisational support (see point 2.1.3 above) where frequent changes
in governance structures and people responsible for international. Intercultural and pedagogic areas, without
proper knowledge management planning, might negatively affect the impact and sustainability of IC efforts.
2.2.2 Importance of revising an action plan before it is implemented
WP5 activities showed clearly how instrumental it is for academics to talk their plan through with an informed
peer. The key questions to be discussed are related to:
Constructive alignment

5
This project has been funded with support from the European Commission.
This publication reflects the views only of the authors, and the Commission cannot be held responsible for
any use which may be made of the information contained there in.

- What learning outcomes will students achieve (better) thanks to the activities to be
revised/introduced?
- How can students progress towards the intended learning outcomes be assessed?
If a particular IC activity/block of IC-activities is introduced, how do other course elements (including
final assessment) need to be adjusted in order to make this new activity/block of activities work best?
Principles of student-centred HE
How can students be helped to see the relevance of the new/revised learning outcomes (now) related
to IC development for their (personal and/or professional) future?
How can students be supported in monitoring their own IC development?
2.3 Importance of reflecting on implementation experience
Reflection-after-implementation appears to be essential. This can be done orally – in a dialogue with peers.
However, it is even more effective if done in writing with the help of a template, and then followed up with
an oral discussion. This way it is easier for academics to identify the lessons learned, as well as a way to make
it work even better next time. This also allows academics to become aware of their own professional
development.

3. Reflection on the impact
WP5 activities were focused on accompanying those who implemented their Action Plans on their journey of
further developing IC – others’ IC and own IC. Depending on the concrete characteristics of an Action Plan,
own IC to be developed could be Pedagogical and Supporting (with Action Plans aimed at students) or
Community IC (had there been Action Plans aimed at colleagues). Online meetings of WP5 where those
implementing discussed their experience with mentors (other HE professionals) were added to support
structured reflection, which – as can be seen in the PROFIC model (Figure 1) – is key for fostering the capacity
to continue developing IC.

Figure 1. Professional Development
in Intercultural Competence
in Higher Education Institutions (PROFIC) Framework
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Thus the impact that could be observed – at least as a first step – was on the personal, individual teaching,
tutorship and/or administrative activities. It was not completely limited to the persons who implemented the
Action Plans. For example, students have been engaged in new types of activities. Moreover, some of the
activities implemented had wider indirect audiences through sharing their activities on social media, streaming
and similar (for example intercultural sound maps initiatives). Besides, in various cases collaboration among
different actors within HEIs was required to make Action Plans work. However, it became very clear that more
collaborative and longer efforts will be required to achieve a noticeable impact on any HEI as a whole.
Perhaps a key challenge now is to find ways to institutionalize professional (development) IC-focused actions,
involving more actors and decision makers in the university. In this sense it is important to also mention that
PROFIC-related activities and at least some of the Action Plans have proved very innovative for many
institutions, teachers and university workers. This is a highly positive development. Yet, it also meant that
certain HEI professionals who piloted their Action Plans faced some resistance from other actors involved.
What has already been achieved thanks to the PROFIC activities, though, is making sure that this topic is now
on the agenda of the LA Partner institutions.
This means that the organizational IC is steadily increasing, which is key for achieving an institutional-level
impact. In this sense, PROFIC complements other efforts that the LA partner HEIs are initiating in order to
interculturalize their activities from a more “top-down” perspective. For such efforts to exist in the first place,
there needs to be a regulatory reform going at a national level, and in relation to HE in particular. For more
examples of institutionalisation attempts the partner institutions have already implemented see Deliverable
7-3 Sustainability Plan. These organisational level impacts were thanks not only to project teams and
authorities but also motivation and work of participants who have undergone the PROFIC Programme and are
keen to work in this area in their institutions long term.
PROFIC activities have also made evident that existing institutional diversity – both between and within the
participating countries, across individual HEIs, can be both a challenge and an advantage if tapped into. In
other words, for the longer-term institutional impact to be achieved, every partner HEI will need to adopt their
own set of action. The continued work to promote HEI professionals’ and institutional development in
intercultural competencies will need to be fully aligned with the dynamics of each institution, country,
community and other relevant cultures.

7
This project has been funded with support from the European Commission.
This publication reflects the views only of the authors, and the Commission cannot be held responsible for
any use which may be made of the information contained there in.

