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Abstract 
 

This article presents a systematic review of 12 empirical studies examining internationalization of curriculum (IoC) in the 
fields of school psychology, counseling psychology, counselor education, and organizational psychology. Situated in the 
historical, sociopolitical context of the disciplines, we synthesized the purposes, strategies, and challenges of 
internationalization of curriculum in these fields. We argue that professional preparation programs, such as school 
psychology and related fields, provide a promising context to understand the complex nature of IoC through a disciplinary 
lens. The article raises concerns over the Western-centric and neoliberal approach to internationalization and emphasizes 
the need to consider disciplinary characteristics in all facets of the IoC process. The article contributes to the conversations 
on IoC by encouraging the field to think beyond what has been done and what is possible when it comes to curriculum 
internationalization across disciplines. 
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Introduction 

 
Internationalization is most often understood as the ways in which colleges and universities respond to globalization 

processes by engaging in binational and multinational relationships with individuals and organizations from other countries 
(Altbach, 2004; Knight, 2012). Internationalization had originally been conceived as a strategy driving institutions and, 
ostensibly, their top leadership. More recent theorization, such as the comprehensive internationalization framework, has 
understood internationalization as both a top-down and a bottom-up process (Hudzik, 2015; Hudzik & Stohl, 2012). 
International mobility, one of the most widely adopted approaches to internationalization, is criticized for being less 
accessible and inclusive (Yakaboski & Perozzi, 2018). Defined as “the incorporation of international, intercultural and 
global dimensions into the content of the curriculum as well as the learning outcomes, assessment tasks, teaching methods 
and support services of a program of study” (Leask, 2015, p. 9), curriculum internationalization is core to higher education 



 6 

institutions’ internationalization efforts due to its focus on both the domestic learning environment and international 
mobility.  

There is no one size fits all approach to internationalization of curriculum across academic disciplines and programs 
(Leask, 2015; Green & Whitsed, 2012). Disciplinary and programmatic differences go beyond the content of the subjects, 
as disciplines are central to “ways of knowing, teaching, learning, and assessing to curriculum development” (Green & 
Whitsed, 2012, p. 156). Professional preparation programs, in particular, offer a unique opportunity to understand the 
interaction between the historical, sociopolitical, and structural context of a discipline, and the goals, values, and strategies 
of IoC. Professional preparation programs have a primary purpose of training students to gain entry into a specific 
occupational field (Stark, 1998). Internationalization of curriculum of these fields may be particularly important as they are 
training frontline professionals to work with individuals who have been directly influenced by globalization (e.g., 
international, immigrant, and refugee youth).  

While international mobility continues to be the mainstream approach to internationalization, scholars have 
proposed various terms such as Comprehensive Internationalization (CI) (ACE, n.d.), campus internationalization (Paige, 
2005), Internationalization at Home (IoH) (Beelen & Jones, 2015; Leask, 2015), and IoC to capture more inclusive and 
accessible means to internationalization that take people who cannot travel abroad into consideration. Among these terms, 
IaH and IoC are frequently used when one specifically examines the implications of disciplines because of their emphasis 
on the learning environments (e.g. Shahjahan et al., 2023; Kefala & Rönnberg, 2023; Zadravec & Kočar, 2023; Bulnes & 
Louw, 2022). While some claim that the boundaries between IaH and IoC have increasingly blurred (Jones, 2013),  IoC 
differs from IaH, a form of internationalization of the curriculum that centers the domestic learning environment (Beelen & 
Jones, 2015; Leask, 2015) because it encompasses both mobility and the curriculum in the domestic learning setting.  

It is important to note that curriculum is broader than the content of a course. Fraser and Bosanquet (2006) suggested 
that curriculum is not only the structure and content of a subject area or program of study, but also the student learning 
experience and dynamic, interactive process of teaching and learning. Indeed, IoC has its unique emphasis on both processes 
or activities and student outcomes, aims, or other indicators of quality. The process attends to both the structure and content 
of the subject area or program of study and pedagogy, teaching, and student learning (Brandenburg & De Wit, 2011; Green 
& Whitsed, 2013). What adds to the complexity is that the process of internationalization is not value-neutral and may have 
harmful consequences (Stein et al., 2019). For instance, internationalization often reproduces the geopolitical hegemony of 
the Global North (Larkin, 2015). Additionally, in their rush for revenues and other international opportunities in the global 
economy, higher education institutions frequently fail to create culturally responsive learning environments for international 
students and scholars (Yao & George Mwangi, 2022). In the case of IoC specifically, the process of internationalization 
may consolidate the Western-hegemony by only incorporating superficial and tokenistic components of non-Western 
knowledge into the existing curricular (Stein, 2017). 

In this literature review, we highlighted one subset of professional preparation programs, school psychology and 
related disciplines such as psychology, school counseling, counselor education, and organizational psychology, to 
understand how IoC is conceptualized and actualized within the disciplines. These disciplines have historical, theoretical, 
and practical overlap. The disciplines of psychology and counseling are considered “helping professions,” as their primary 
goal is to work with other individuals (e.g., clients, students) to support their well-being. Organizational psychology also 
has significant overlap with school psychology, with their common emphasis on institutional structures and systems, and 
the impact of those structures on individual functioning. The overlapping foci of these disciplines have resulted in some 
common elements in their training programs, including common theories covered (e.g., theories of mental health, theories 
of organizational functioning), research paradigms, and perspectives (e.g., values, worldviews). This study has conceptual 
significance for understanding IoC, as well as practical significance for understanding how practitioners working directly 
with youth affected by globalization have been trained. IoC may manifest differently across fields, as the sociopolitical and 
historical context of each field varies. For example, public education in the U.S. has a long history of colonialism, 
segregation, and inequality and school psychology, specifically, has played a critical role in the equitable access to education 
for students with disabilities (Fagan & Wise, 2000). These contexts may influence how IoC plays out in higher education 
settings. However, considerations about disciplines, particularly how the characteristics of professional preparation 
programs influence the process of curriculum internationalization, has been under-studied (Bulnes & de Louw, 2022; 
Shahjahan et al., 2023).   

Practically, one of the primary goals of school psychology is to more effectively prepare future school psychologists 
to serve students impacted by globalization (e.g., non-native English speakers, students of color) who experience 
disproportionately poorer academic, social-emotional, and behavioral outcomes compared to their White counterparts 
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(Redding, 2019; Skiba et al., 2011). Meanwhile, disciplinary associations, accrediting bodies, and other professional 
organizations play an increasingly important role in defining field-specific international content and student learning 
outcomes (ACE, n.d.). Thus, it is important to understand how internationalization of the school psychology curriculum has 
manifested to prepare educators to interact with youth most affected by globalization. With that said, we reviewed and 
synthesized the literature to better understand the purpose, strategies, and challenges of IoC among school psychology and 
related fields (e.g., school counseling, counselor education, and organizational psychology), given their overlapping foci 
described earlier that may influence the IoC process. Thus, we aim to shed light on the characteristics of disciplines and 
their implications for IoC. We answered the following research questions:  

1. What are the main characteristics of the internationalization of curriculum process in school psychology and 
related fields? 

2. What are the scholarly and practical implications for IoC in school psychology and related fields?  
 

Literature Review 
 

Internationalization of Curriculum 
Much of the internationalization literature in psychology broadly emerged from the sub-discipline of counseling 

psychology. Counseling psychology, as a discipline and corresponding graduate curriculum, originated in the United States 
(Alsoqaih et al., 2017). After World War II, as a part of the Marshall Plan in the 1950s, counseling psychology found its 
way to other regions of the world as a one-way exportation of psychological knowledge from the developed countries to 
developing countries in Asia, Africa, and South America (Coker & Majuta, 2015; Ilhan et al., 2012; Lee et al., 2013). 
Internationalization of school psychology, counseling psychology, and other related programs included ideologies of 
individualism, rationality, and empiricism that corresponded to North American values. Begeny et al. (2018), for example, 
reviewed literature discussing internationalization in school and educational psychology across geographical regions and 
found that the overall scholarship predominantly featured participants living in, and authors working in, North America or 
Western Europe. While there is a growing body of literature examining internationalization in school psychology and related 
fields, there is a lack of attention specifically paid to the development of curriculum (Bulnes & de Louw, 2022; Shahjahan 
et al., 2023). It remains unknown how IoC is conceptualized and actualized in these fields, nor how disciplinary and 
programmatic considerations inform curriculum development. This gap in understanding drove our literature review. 

 
Curriculum in School Psychology and Related Programs 

Higher education professional preparation programs, such as school psychology and school counseling, seek 
accreditation from professional organizations to ensure their curricula are aligned with the entry-level requirements outlined 
by licensing bodies (Kratochwill & Shernoff, 2004). These entry-level requirements are country-specific, given that 
accrediting bodies exist within national regulation and legislation. In the U.S., these licensing bodies include state 
departments of education and state licensing bureaus that regulate the qualifications of professionals to protect the public 
whom they serve. These accreditation requirements might be considered institutionalized “blockers” (Leask, 2011), 
preventing strong IoC practices beyond individuals or specific institutions.  

School psychologists and other school-based specialists are uniquely positioned to influence the lives of the many 
students coming from a broad range of racial, ethnic, linguistic, and cultural backgrounds. Professional preparation in these 
programs occurs at the graduate-level with several licensing bodies serving as the gatekeepers for entry into the occupation. 
For school psychology programs in the U.S., these accrediting bodies include the American Psychological Association and 
the National Association of School Psychologists. Curriculum in school psychology and other professional preparation 
programs must consider these requirements in order for the goals of professional preparation to be realized (Ysseldyke et 
al., 1997; Tilly, 2008).  

Additionally, from its inception as a disciplinary field around 1900 (Fagan, 1992), school psychology and related 
fields (e.g., organizational psychology) have embraced an underlying positivist paradigm (Lather, 2006; Reschly & 
Ysseldyke, 1995) perpetuated by U.S. legislation and the sociopolitical context. A positivist paradigm is based in the 
assumption that a “single tangible reality exists—one that can be understood, identified, and measured” (Park et al., 2020, 
p. 691). For example, school psychology training and practice in the U.S. is largely influenced by Every Student Succeeds 
Act (ESSA, 2015) and Individuals with Disabilities in Education Act (IDEA, 2004), which both require that the programs, 
interventions, and supports that school psychologists implement are supported by empirical studies, such as randomized 
controlled trials. These federal laws influence all related fields that practice within the context of public education (e.g., 
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school counseling, school social work, special education) and other subdisciplines within psychology have been influenced 
by the same sociopolitical influences of the U.S. Not only does this legislation implicitly communicate an underlying 
positivist assumption, but school psychology graduate programs also focus on advanced training in quantitative methods in 
order to access or understand the evidence upon which effective practices are identified (American Psychological 
Association, 2018). It is currently unclear how disciplines geared towards preparing professionals for entry into an 
occupation with a positivist predisposition engage with IoC which may embrace different epistemological assumptions. 

 
 

Research Methodology 
 

Search Strategy 
We conducted a quantitative systematic review, because the goals of our study aligned with the goals of systematic 

reviews described by Munn et al. (2018). These goals include confirming current strategies and identifying new strategies 
related to IoC of school psychology and related fields, investigating conflicting contexts surrounding the operationalization 
of IoC of school psychology and related fields, and informing areas for future research. This study adheres to the guidelines 
described in the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (Page et al., 2020). Eligible studies 
were identified by searching ERIC and Scopus for articles Search terms included internationaliz(s)ation OR 
internationaliz(s)ation of the curriculum OR internationaliz(s)ation of teaching and learning AND school psychology OR 
school counseling OR school social work OR counseling psychology OR clinical psychology OR special education. 

In order for studies to be included, they needed to be (1) published in a peer-reviewed journal, between 1990 and 
2021 (2) published in English, (3) included participants or programming in school psychology training or a related field 
(i.e., graduate programs in school counseling, school social work, counseling psychology, clinical psychology, industrial-
organizational psychology, teacher preparation, or special education or undergraduate psychology programs), (4) included 
discussion of the curriculum, as defined as the program of study, students’ experience of learning, or the interactive process 
of teaching and learning, and (5) collected empirical data using a variety of methodologies to describe strategies for 
internationalization of the curriculum. Studies were excluded if they (1) were published in non-peer-reviewed sources, such 
as book chapters or trade magazines, (2) were conducted in an unrelated field (e.g., business, nursing), (3) were conceptual 
in nature and did not include empirical data, or (4) did not discuss the curriculum (e.g., only described the conceptual 
definition of or rationale for internationalization).  

Our inclusion and exclusion criteria were based on our research questions, the scope of study, our definition of 
curriculum, our language capacities, and our access to research data base. We decided to examine only empirical research 
because we were mainly curious about the operationalization of IoC in the fields of interest. Initially, our literature search 
was not constrained to literature exclusively centered on the U.S. However, we observed that the majority of the search 
results were primarily oriented towards the U.S. context. We recognize that IoC is a global phenomenon. However, given 
our roles as scholars based in the U.S., familiarity with the U.S. laws and regulations that influence the curriculum of school 
psychology and related fields within the U.S., we made a deliberate decision to limit the geographical scope of our study to 
the U.S. 

 
Analysis of Literature 

The process of literature analysis was informed by the conceptual lens of geopolitics of knowledge (Mignolo, 2005), 
which recognizes that the dynamics of knowledge production and dissemination is under the influence of frameworks of 
colonial/decoloniality and post-coloniality (Shahjahan & Morgan, 2016). We used content analysis as a method, which is a 
flexible approach widely used for analyzing text data (Cavanagh, 1997). We followed Hseih and Shannon's (2005) 
conventional content analysis approach to analyze our literature. After identifying articles that met inclusionary criteria, 
studies were first summarized based on their primary characteristics, including sample description and research context 
(e.g., study location), primary research questions, overarching research methodology, and primary results. Then, studies 
were qualitatively analyzed using an iterative process by all three authors. No automated tools were used (e.g., Rayyan) to 
ensure we had in-depth interaction with and understanding of the literature. First, each of the authors read three randomly 
selected articles meeting inclusionary criteria in order to identify other study characteristics of interest. We compared and 
identified several charcteristics of the literature including assumptions of the study, theoretical framework, purported benefit 
or purpose of internationalization of curriculum, rationale or the context in which internationalization of curriculum 
emerged, and level of internationalization. Then, the three authors evenly divided the articles and highlighted the words and 
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phrases from the text that appeared to capture key ideas and concepts, which derived codes (Morgan, 1993; Morse & Field, 
1995). Initial codes that were taken out of the texts included global citizenship development (Bhat & McMahon, 2016), 
graduates’ employability (Griffith et al., 2012), intercultural competencies development (Hurley et al., 2013) financial 
support (Ng et al., 2012), faculty engagement (Nash et al., 2011), faculty competencies (Lau & Ng, 2012), study abroad 
(Bikos et al., 2013), and time commitment. Then, all three authors reviewed all the initial codes and independently identified 
axial or superordinate codes. Finally, the three authors discussed each of the axial codes until consensus was reached on the 
final categories of findings emerging from the literature: purpose of internationalization of curriculum, strategies for 
internationalization of curriculum, and challenges of internationalization of curriculum. We purposefully chose to name our 
results as “categories of findings” rather than “themes” as we summed up “a collection of similar data” and placed and 
ordered chunks of texts proximally (Morse, 2008, p. 727).  

Guided by our critical framing, which acknowledges that internationalization is not a value-neutral process, and 
that the characteristics and constraints of individual disciplines can complicate internationalization, we collaboratively 
examined the codes and resulting categories by revisiting the texts throughout all stages of data analysis. Our aim was to 
identify instances where the internationalization of our focused disciplines might inadvertently reinforce Western-centric 
knowledge paradigms. 

 
Positionality 

Our complex positionalities were influential to the approach taken to interrogate the literature. First, we are all 
people of color with Asian descent, with two of us being non-residents of the United States. Our nationalities, as well as 
racial and ethnic identities encouraged us to approach the analysis through a critical lens and interrogate the Euro-centric 
way of knowledge and knowing. For example, we are sensitive to how the literature positions international students and 
scholars in the mix of IoC and plural worldview, discussed later. We also paid attention to how internationalization was 
framed and whose framing was prioritized in the research. Additionally, coming from the fields of higher education 
administration (SM and SB) and school psychology (CB), our diverse disciplinary backgrounds were essential to our data 
analysis experience. We would provide feedback on each other’s interpretations and engage in a collaborative analysis as 
we made meaning of the discourses in multiple texts. Our diverse professional training and identities allowed us to leverage 
unique bodies of knowledge, which offered both complementary and contradictory interpretations of the literature. For 
example, we had multiple discussions about whether we wanted to speak to a higher education audience or school 
psychology audience and how the different target audience would affect our approach to data analysis and presentation.  

 
Limitations 

There are two main limitations in this study. The first limitation comes with the conceptualization of IoC itself. We 
must acknowledge that curriculum internationalization is not a concept that is adopted in every piece of literature that 
touches on the internationalization processes of the curriculum. Other terms such as internationalization at home, inclusive 
internationalization, internationalization at distance might be used in some studies when discussing the international 
dimensions of the curriculum. Further, international schools, college or career counseling, pastoral counseling, and 
references to decolonizing curricula were also excluded, which may have yielded different results. Limiting the search to 
keywords that specifically pointed to IoC may have excluded some relevant literature. Further, this literature review 
included only peer-reviewed publications in the English language and prioritized Western citation databases and indexes. 
Hence, there might be a broader list of notions relevant to IoC written in different languages. More importantly, as we 
critique the Euro-centric approach to knowledge and knowing, we are aware that by conducting a literature search, writing, 
and publishing in English, we as well participate in a system that reproduces Euro-centric ideologies. However, focusing 
on studies published in English allowed us to hone in on the external regulations and legislation that are discipline and 
country-specific. 
 

Findings 
 

Search Results  
The initial search of the literature yielded 102 results. After removing duplicates and screening titles and abstracts 

for inclusion and exclusion criteria, 43 were retained for further discussion. Inter-observer agreement was calculated when 
reviewing the 43 studies for final inclusion in the study. For studies in which there was initial disagreement, all authors 
reviewed and discussed the study until consensus was reached on whether the study met inclusionary criteria. This resulted  
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Table 1 
 

Included Studies (N=12) 
 
Author(s) Discipline  Country/Region of Focus 
Ng et al. (2012)  Counseling Psychology U.S. 
Duan et al. (2011) Counseling Psychology U.S./Southeast Asia 
Nash et al. (2011) School Counseling U.S. 
Turner-Essel & Waehler (2009).  Counseling Psychology U.S. 
Bhat & McMahon (2016) School Counseling U.S./Australia 
Wathen & Kleist (2015) Counseling Psychology U.S. 
Hurley, Gerstein, & Ægisdóttir (2013) Counseling Psychology U.S. 
Shannonhouse & Myers (2014) Counselor Education U.S.  
Giordano (1996) Counselor Education U.S. 
Griffith et al. (2012) Organizational Psychology  U.S. 
Jessop & Adams (2016) Psychology  U.S. 
Bikos et al. (2013) Psychology  U.S. 

 
in 12 studies included in the analyses. The PRISMA chart (see Figure 1) shows our literature search and selection process. 
The literature included in the analysis is shown in Table 1.  

The included studies represented a variety of disciplines related to school psychology (see Table 1). Most of the 
studies were from counseling psychology (n = 5), followed by school counseling (n = 2), counselor education (n = 2), 
undergraduate psychology education (n = 2), and organizational psychology (n = 1). All of the studies were at least partially 
based in the U.S. The majority of studies employed qualitative methods (n = 7), followed by quantitative methods (n = 3), 
and mixed methods (n = 2). 
 
Approach  

The papers included for analysis in this literature review approached their studies differently. Some studies took a 
mapping approach, where the authors sought to understand what the existing strategies were to internationalize the 
curriculum in psychology education (Ng et al., 2012, Turner-Essel & Waehler, 2009; Griffis, 2012; Shannonhouse & Myers, 
2014). Ng et al. (2012), for example, developed a checklist for IoC in counseling psychology. Similarly, through surveying 
psychology programs and interviewing faculty members, Turner-Essel and Waehler (2009) compiled a list of 
recommendations faculty members and higher education institutions could follow to advance internationalization work. On 
the other hand, some studies took an evaluation and assessment approach, by examining internationalization efforts in 
existing courses and programs with the goal of understanding the way courses operated and identifying potential areas of 
improvement (Nash et al., 2011; Duan et al., 2011). Oftentimes, evaluation and assessment were conducted through the lens 
of both faculty and student experiences. Duan et al. (2011), for instance, offered insights into the level of internationalization 
in the counselor education curriculum in the United States by investigating the experiences of U.S. trained counselors 
working in Asia. 

Additionally, the literature represented diverse respondent groups throughout the collected empirical literature. In 
particular, the empirical literature included professionals in the field (Ng et al., 2012), graduate students (Lau & Ng, 2012), 
counseling psychologists (Duan et al., 2011), faculty members (Nash et al., 2011), and undergraduate students (Turner-
Essel & Waehler, 2009). While this diversity of perspectives provided a broad understanding of trends and issues implicating 
stakeholders, it procreated limitations in developing the conceptual implications of a specific nature, rather than general 
ones. In some cases, the sample population was represented by a single study that provided episodic evidence subject for 
analysis. 

 
Definition and Purpose 

The examination of collected literature demonstrated a lack of shared understanding of what it meant to 
“internationalize the curriculum” or what an internationalized curriculum should be like. While it was apparent that 
internationalization of curriculum was important, it was also clear that this endeavor was still a work in progress. Whitsed 
et al. (2021) noted that definitional opaqueness was further complicated with verbs used to describe the components of 
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curriculum internationalization. The collected literature, in some cases, specifically used the term of internationalization of 
curriculum (Marsella & Pederson, 2004; Nash et al., 2011), while in other cases the authors defined internationalization of 
curriculum through curricular measures originated across the disciplines (Buczynski et al., 2010; Shannonhouse & Myers, 
2014). Despite the differences, along with Western orientations and ethnocentricity of curriculum practice, the literature 
used Western-originated theoretical frameworks and approaches to define internationalization of curriculum. Knight’s 
definition of internationalization that argues for integration of international perspectives was mentioned in the literature 
(Bhat & McMahon, 2016; Nash et al., 2011; Ng et al., 2012). Different from the process-focused definition, Griffith et al. 
(2012) used the definition of curriculum internationalization provided by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) that is outcome-focused. Specifically, the internationalized curriculum is a curriculum with an 
international orientation in content and/or form, aimed at preparing students for performing professionally or socially in an 
international and multicultural context and designed for domestic and/or foreign students (OECD, 1996 as cited in Griffith 
et al., 2012).  

In the reviewed studies, the purpose of internationalization of the curriculum was intertwined with how 
internationalization of the curriculum was conceptualized. Overall, most arguments for internationalizing the counseling 
psychology curriculum included development of competencies, international competencies checklist (Ng et al., 2012), cross-
cultural skills (Lau & Ng, 2012; Turner-Essel & Waehler, 2009; Wathen & Kleist, 2015), and global psychological literacy 
(Takooshian et al., 2016) to communicate across cultural borders and integrate multiple perspectives. Certain studies 
provided alternative perspectives based on the notions of social justice, indigenization, and individual transformation 
beyond the professional and competency dimensions. One example is Giordano (1996), who discussed the movement of the 
counseling curriculum from a multicultural perspective developed from U.S. social and professional realities to international 
human rights. 

Global engagement and transferability of the curriculum are two other points of discussion in the literature when 
conceptualizing IoC. Conceptualization at these levels took into consideration the factor of global powers and 
ethnocentricity of counseling curriculum. Jessop and Adams (2016), for example, focused on higher education institutions’ 
“open, inclusive, reciprocal, and critical engagement with the diversity of the global community, toward the transformation 
of knowledge and praxis in psychology” (p.42). They further recognized the concerns over the hegemonic version of 
psychology originated from the Euro-American global power. Meanwhile, Duan et al. (2011) highlighted the transferable 
nature of internationalized curriculum, stating the approaches needed to be transformed to be applicable in other contexts 
and cultures, which challenged the Western-centric view of psychology curriculum.   

 
Strategies 

Among many strategies the literature indicated, incorporating international perspectives into the course materials 
and students’ classroom experience was the most prominent. Both Hurley et al. (2012) and Ng et al. (2012), for example, 
suggested incorporating non-U.S. focused readings in the learning materials and encouraging students to reflect on their 
bias and perspectives in course discussions. Ng et al. (2012) specifically addressed the need to focus on transferability of 
the course content to other cultures that are sensitive to international students’ need to work internationally. While the 
literature emphasized the learning of domestic students (Lau & Ng, 2012; Lau & Ng, 2014), several scholars emphasized 
the role of international students who received training in the United States (Duan et al., 2011; Turner-Essel & Waehler, 
2009). The latter studies described assumptions in U.S. counseling psychology and weaknesses of internationalized 
curriculum such as the American-centric training content and process, the inattention and insensitivity of training programs 
to the international students’ unique backgrounds and needs, and apparent inattention to internationalization in general (Lau 
& Ng, 2012; Ilhan et al., 2012). 

Another commonly relied on approach was project-based initiatives. Giodano (1996), for example, reflected on 
program-level partnerships between a U.S. institution and a Greek institution, where faculty members from both countries 
co-taught. Studying abroad for in-training counselors, attending international conferences, and engaging in international 
collaborative projects were a few examples of how international learning opportunities expanded students’ global horizon 
(Ng et al., 2012; Duan et al., 2011; Nash et al., 2011). Moreover, it was also recommended that lectures, conferences, visiting 
scholars, and festivals with an international focus should be integrated into the curriculum as a way to increase students’ 
exposure to international matters (Nash et al., 2011). 

Debates about new forms of internationalization in school psychology have also emerged with the development of 
technology. Takooshian et al. (2016) pointed to the rise of online courses and Internet-based technologies as influential to 
instruction and international points of view. Bhat and McMahon (2016) defined the use of information communication 
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technologies in counseling programs as an internationalization at home effort focused on expanding awareness beyond 
“ethnocentric monoculturalism”. E-based learning provided the potential to have more teachers and learners in the same 
“classroom” and more fluidly position themselves across different settings and conditions, culturally, economically, and 
politically (McWha et al., 2014).  

Finally, studies also underscored the importance of expanding the personal and institutional capacities in 
internationalization endeavors. Studies pointed out that faculty’s interests, as well as their international competencies were 
central to IoC. Thus, faculty should be allowed to develop international relationships and contacts to encourage more 
meaningful personal and professional experiences. To expand institutional capacities, there was the need to recognize and 
use available structural incentives and supports that may assist faculty internationalization efforts (e.g., grants, policies, 
professional development opportunities) (Hurley et al., 2012). This viewpoint was reaffirmed by Shannonhouse and Myers 
(2014), who suggested that “it will be necessary for counselor education programs to provide training for both students and 
faculty to increase cross-cultural awareness and sensitivity” (p. 361). 

 
Challenges 

The literature addressed various challenges when internationalizing psychology curriculum. First, conceptual 
misunderstanding about internationalization led to confusion among faculty and students when making efforts to 
internationalize the curriculum. Oftentimes, internationalization and multiculturalism were understood as interchangeable 
concepts. Whathen and Kleist (2015)’s arguments for internationalization of counselor education, for example, were built 
on the importance of developing students’ multicultural competence. Not having a clear distinction between international 
education and multicultural education is concerning. As Hurley et al. (2012) nuanced, situating internationalization in the 
multicultural environment might not be effective enough and thus “the relationship between counseling psychologists in the 
multicultural movement and international movement needs further examination” (p. 45).  

The second commonly discussed challenge was the lack of commitment from a broad higher education institution 
community. Governmental, institutional, and professional policy regulations that did not align with internationalization 
initiatives hindered the process of IoC (Bikos et al., 2013). Besides, curriculum internationalization in psychology was most 
likely the endeavor of a few passionate faculty members and students, who felt unable to convince the entire program to 
prioritize such an endeavor (Turner-Essel & Waehler, 2009; Jossep & Adam, 2016). A lack of interest from students was 
also raised by Bikos et al. (2012) as one of the barriers to internationalizing the curriculum. 

Additionally, logistics such as financial constraints, technical difficulties, and assessment challenges were also 
common concerns presented in the literature (Griffith et al., 2012; Duan et al., 2011; Hurley et al., 2012; Turner-Essel & 
Waehler, 2009). Students’ and faculty’s opportunities to participate in international activities such as attending international 
conferences and studying or training abroad were usually limited due to insufficient funding (Duan et al., 2011; Turner-
Essel & Waehler, 2009). Hurley et al. (2012) pointed to decreases in federal funding as a major barrier to internationalization 
efforts in counseling psychology. Scholars also suggested the need to provide technical support when using technology in 
virtual class settings (Bhat & McMahon, 2016). Last but not least, Nash et al. (2011)’s study unveiled the difficulties 
measuring intercultural competence. The authors also pointed out the mismatch between faculty’s expectations and students’ 
understandings of expected learning outcomes from internationalized curriculum.  

 
Discussion 

 
How the literature approached IoC in school psychology and related fields complicates the paradigm in which these 

fields are situated. As previously mentioned, school psychology and related fields mostly function in the positivist paradigm 
with the underlying assumption that “single tangible reality exists” (Park et al., 2020, p. 691). We observed tension in the 
literature concerning whether and how multiple perspectives and realities should be integrated into the curriculum when the 
fields strived to internationalize. Most of the studies recognized the ethnocentricity of Western curriculum and argued for 
the necessity of studying diverse ways of being and providing an epistemic standpoint from which to think more critically 
about natural manifestation of one’s own experience (Jessop & Adams, 2016; Duan et al., 2011). Beyond the terms of 
“ethnocentricity of Western curriculum” (Marsela & Pedersen, 2004) other authors used the terms of “cultural 
encapsulation” (Turner-Essel & Waehler, 2009) or “ethnocentric monoculturalism” (Bhat & McMahon, 2016) to describe 
challenges faced by the internationalization movement.  

Further, as we mentioned earlier, many of the studies utilized frameworks originating from Western perspectives 
to understand internationalization of the curriculum. However, complications can occur when individuals from other 
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cultures did not share conceptualizations of social justice, equality, and human rights that were prevalent among U.S. 
counseling psychologists (Hurley et al., 2013), and the underlying assumption that the U.S. approach to counseling 
psychology is the norm. Therefore, future studies may consider reimagining the conceptualization of the key terms using 
an alternative approach to frame their research. For example, Shahjahan et al. (2023) adopted a grounded theory approach 
to analyze a substantial body of literature on curriculum internationalization across various geographical locations and 
disciplines without relying on a pre-existing internationalization framework.  

However, when it comes to actualizing IoC in practice, it becomes obvious that there is a lack of further 
investigation concerning whether the process of internationalization can itself be Western-centric. Stein (2017) referred to 
IoC processes where “differential, historically accumulated institutional power of different knowledges and knowledge 
communities” (p. 33) are not the core of concern as “thin inclusion” (p. 33). Specifically, the “thin inclusion” of international 
perspectives in the curriculum focuses on inserting other perspectives and knowledge into the existing structure. 
Incorporating often superficial, tokenistic elements or areas of non-Western knowledge into existing curricular structures 
seems to be a strategic institutional means to manage difference (Nandy, 2000). Some scholars, for example, highlighted 
the possibility to incorporate international students’ knowledge in the process of curriculum internationalization (Duan et 
al., 2011; Turner-Essel & Waehler, 2009). Few, however, focused on developing curriculum that may help international 
students become successful in different cultural contexts. As Stein (2017) suggested, the ideals of using international 
students’ perspectives, showcase how other knowledge and beings are “commodified as property belonging to the cultural 
archive and body of knowledge of the West” (Stein, 2017, p. 64).  

Additionally, the neoliberal approach commonly taken when addressing IoC exemplifies the need for more attention 
paid to multiple perspectives and realities. A neoliberal approach refers to higher education as a private good provided for 
consumption of entrepreneurial students who seek to develop skills to be competitive in the marketplace (Jessop & Adams, 
2016). The globalization of the counseling psychology profession focused on cultural competencies of graduates (Nash et 
al., 2011) and implementation of accreditation standards by professional associations (Wathen & Kleist, 2015), which reflect 
a neoliberal approach. However, there are other pressing global problems such as poverty, migration, overpopulation, 
international war and violence, rapid urbanization, and cultural disintegration (Marsella & Pedersen, 2004) that may be 
under-addressed in the curriculum internationalization discourse in the disciplines included in our study. We recognized the 
neoliberal ideas manifested in literature and believed that both the external accreditation process and the positivist paradigm 
in which these programs were situated contributed to the emphasis on neoliberal skill development trajectories. 

On the other hand, we recognized the challenges for one to incorporate “thick inclusion” when internationalizing 
the curriculum in school psychology and related fields. As presented in the literature, challenges focused heavily on 
individual students and faculty without considering the disciplinary characteristics of school psychology and related fields. 
As previously discussed, the focus on development of student competencies aligned with the professionalization of school 
psychology and spread of the profession to other parts of the world (Duan et al., 2011; Takooshian et al., 2016; Wathen & 
Kleist, 2015). These external regulations and accreditation standards drive curricular decisions at the program level. While 
there are risks or limitations of not internationalizing professional programs or only incorporating “thin” 
internationalization, we must also recognize the risks associated with excluding or limiting existing content or competencies, 
such as risk of losing accreditation or harm done to future clients. That said, we are not suggesting that school psychology 
and other professional programs should disregard the accreditation organizations and other institutional and national 
regulation to avoid only “thin inclusion” of diverse perspectives. The literature we examined, however, did not delve into 
the tension between the urgency to internationalize the curriculum and the need to comply with the external regulations. 
Future scholars and practitioners should ensure they do not underestimate such tensions, nor overlook external regulations, 
programmatic culture, or other program-level factors.  

 
Implications and Conclusion 

 
Public schools are becoming increasingly diverse (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2019) and 

students from racially, ethnically, linguistically, and culturally minoritized backgrounds have continually experienced 
disproportionately poorer outcomes compared to their White and Asian peers (Lacour & Tissington, 2011; Skiba et al., 
2011). School psychologists and other school-based specialists have the potential to improve the outcomes of these students 
through assessment, intervention, and consultation practices (National Association of School Psychologists, 2010). IoCof 
these fields may be particularly important as they are training frontline professionals to work with individuals in public 
schools who have been directly influenced by globalization (e.g., international, immigrant, and refugee youth).  
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While internationalization approaches have primarily followed study abroad trajectories, recruitment of 
international students and faculty, regional area and language programs, there is a growing need for critical analysis of 
accumulated experience to develop a critically reflexive approach to curriculum development, curriculum conceptualization, 
and its implications for social justice and equity. IoC may replicate and perpetuate existing inequities, but it also has the 
capacity to change stakeholders’ understanding of their own context, others’ contexts, and the relationships implicating 
developed and developing countries. 

The quest for integrating global and international perspectives in the current psychology curriculum signals the 
change in basic assumptions. However, to address the prevalence of the neoliberal perspective in the internationalization of 
curriculum and the tendency to operate IoC with “thin inclusion,” more discussion on citizenship development and “thick 
inclusion” should surface as we are facing dire global problems more so now than ever before. In other words, without 
discrediting the importance of skill and competency development, studies about IoC in school psychology and related fields 
may look beyond individual gains and strive to educate students who are ready to contribute to a global common good. 
Meanwhile, scholars and practitioners should also recognize institutionalized “blockers” (Leask, 2011) in disciplines, such 
as resources and accreditation that prevent good IoC practice that occur at levels beyond individuals and higher education 
institutions.  

Literature examined in this review provided rich scholarly discussions about what curriculum internationalization 
means, why it is imperative to internationalize the curriculum, ways to actualize IoC, and challenges to address in school 
psychology and other related fields. Conceptually, this literature review goes beyond the surface to encourage critical 
reflection on the potential negative consequences of curriculum internationalization when underlying power dynamics are 
left unaddressed. Further, this literature review outlined a broad spectrum of IoC components including diverse stakeholders, 
curricular and extra-curricular elements, underlying paradigmatic assumptions, and the impact of external governmental 
and educational institutions. This breadth of coverage can be particularly valuable for practitioners seeking to integrate 
international and global perspectives into the curriculum of school psychology and related fields.  

While there are other countries and regions that have been active in researching IoC (i.e., U.K. and Australia), the 
empirical evidence of curriculum internationalization primarily represents U.S. psychology programs. Future research is 
needed to further diversify the sample of studies as well as the long-term and contextual features. As well, future reviews 
may broaden the search terms to include studies published in other types of outlets or potentially use terms other than IoC 
to address curricular and disciplinary issues. Future studies can also build upon this preliminary examination of research 
literature to provide insight into curriculum internationalization in school psychology and other professional preparation 
programs, while also investigating paradigmatic developments informed by different university and geographical settings. 
Our experience working across disciplines has been fruitful.  
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