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1. The impact assessment 

philosophy of SUCTIA

The SUCTIA project followed a specific philosophy 
regarding impact assessment.

Firstly, the team wanted to ensure that actual impact was 
measured, rather than just assessing the output of the 
training sessions in the form of number of participants 
or participants’ general satisfaction with the training. 
Ultimately, we wanted to assess whether these training 
sessions had any effect at all and if so to which extent.

Secondly, we did not want to rely only on perceptions of 
the participants, so the indicators used needed to address 
the issue of impact from different angles.

Thirdly, we did not want to rely on post-only evaluations 
but rather assess the true impact and this required that 
a baseline be established before the teaching started. 
Furthermore, we wanted to control for possible long-
term effects.

Fourthly, since we also planned to not only teach a 
group of advanced academics who would become 
trainers themselves but also then run inhouse training, 
assessments only in English would not be appropriate. 
Instead,   the language of instruction at the respective 
partner university needed to  be used.

Fifthly, pure differences in frequencies were not 
considered sufficient to assess impact and therefore a few 
stronger statistical means were employed.
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1.1. The indicators

The SUCTIA project builds on the experience of the SUCTI project. In that project, the team 
decided to assess impact by applying a set of four different tools:

Figure 1. Four indicators used in the previous SUCTI project

In the evaluation of the project, it showed that three of those indicators proved to be very 
useful, while the Intercultural Competence Scale (ISS)[1] did not perform  satisfactorily (see 
SUCTI report). Moreover, the aspect of knowledge in internationalisation was considered 
less relevant for the academic community that was being addressed.

The personality trait Openness from the Big Five Inventory (BFI)[2] was the most convincing 
of the four scales and was retained for the SUCTIA project. It consists of 10 items, two of 
which are turned scales (i.e., the lower the score the better), here highlighted in red:

Table 1. Items of the BFI Factor Openness

I am someone who…

5. Is original, comes up with new ideas

10. Is curious about many different things

15. Is ingenious, a deep thinker

20. Has an active imagination

25. Is inventive

30. Values artistic, aesthetic experiences

35. Prefers work that is routine

Personality
trait: 

Openness (BFI)

Intercultural 
Competence 

Scale
(ISS)

Knowledge in 
Internationa-

lisation

Attitudes 
Towards

Internationa-
lisation of the 

HEI

40. Likes to reflect, play with ideas

41. Has few artistic interests

44. Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature

[1] See http://www.kul.pl/files/395/public/SensitivityScale.doc 

[2] See https://www.ocf.berkeley.edu/~johnlab/bfi.htm

Table 2. Scale for BFI

[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

Strongly  
disagree

Disagree  
a little

Neither agree  
nor disagree

Agree  
a little

Strongly  
agree

For the SUCTIA project, the team also decided that the indicators needed to more closely 
reflect the intentions of the project, i.e. to support the internationalisation of academics. 
Therefore, the attitudes towards internationalisation of HE were revised and a set of 11 items 
was developed:

Table 3. Items for attitudes towards internationalisation

1. Universities should receive more international students

2. Universities should encourage national students to have a study abroad experience

3. The costs of international higher education exceed the benefits

4. Staff should receive training regarding the challenges of internationalisation

5. It is not enough to know languages in order to understand international  
students’ needs

6. International students are harder to manage than local students

7. If you have been on an exchange abroad, you understand international  
students better

8. Exchange periods should be compulsory for all academics

9. Many international students do not make enough effort to integrate into our way  
of doing things.

10. Becoming more international should be a priority for all universities

11. Costs of international students are higher than their benefits

http://www.kul.pl/files/395/public/SensitivityScale.doc
https://www.ocf.berkeley.edu/~johnlab/bfi.htm


10 11

 1.   |   The impact assessment philosophy of SUCTIA

Table 4. Scale for attitudes towards internationalisation

[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

Strongly disagree Disagree  Uncertain Agree  Strongly agree

Two new indicators were developed to substitute the two indicators dropped. Firstly, the 
team wanted to control for the change of perceptions regarding some highly relevant global 
trends. The following two items were developed for this purpose:

Table 5. Items for global trends

1. How much do you think the changing global demographics affect 
internationalisation in higher education?

2. How much do you think that current global trends are intertwined?

Table 6. Scales for global trends

How much do you think the changing global demographics affect internationalisation  
in higher education?

[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

Not at all To a very small 
extent

To some extent To a quite 
large extent

Extremely

How much do you think that current global trends are inter-twined?

[1] [2] [3]

not at all – they each 
stand on their own

to some extent – some are 
connected, some are not

extremely – each is influenced 
somehow by the others

The second new indicator was also the most complex one. Since the SUCTIA training would 
cover various areas such as general internationalisation, teaching, and research, the team 
wanted to ensure that the outlined learning outcomes would also be met. Therefore, a set 
of items was developed that would directly reflect the results on any of the international 
learning outcomes (ILOs) set by the individual trainers. This led to a set of 19 items for this 
indicator, 10 of which are turned scales:

Table 7. International Learning Outcomes (ILOs)

1. Internationalisation was always based on concepts that were developed in different 
regions of the world.

2. In the past, internationalisation was mainly individual mobility and “nice-to-have” but 
today it is about educating Global Citizens.

3. In the future, most people will re-enter education in a second cycle and then also 
change their jobs.

4. The influence of artificial intelligence and big data on us in general and internationali-
sation in particular is over-estimated.

5. I understand that rankings are important to the leadership of my institution, but not to me.

6. I have a good understanding about why internationalisation is important for my 
institution and higher education in general.

7. I can contribute to internationalisation both in my classroom and outside of it.

8. Teaching an international class is the same as teaching my local/national class.

9. Teaching an international class is primarily a language issue.

10. Teaching an international class requires including an international perspective in the curriculum.

11. The effects of an international study experience extend beyond the classroom.

12. Internationalisation at Home is the responsibility of the International Office.

13. Internationalisation is about preparing students for a globalised world.

14. Intended learning outcomes only depend on the course content, regardless of the 
composition of the class.

15. Alignment of ILOs /assessment with international frameworks clarifies expectations 
regarding levels and competencies.

16. Our traditional expectations in assessment are easily reconciled with internationalised ILOs.

17. In research, internationalisation essentially means presenting at international conferences.

18. Research is useful mainly for the academics in my field and for my sponsors.

19. International faculty is the most relevant sign of an internationalised university.
 

Table 8. Scales for international learning outcomes

[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

Strongly  
disagree

Disagree Neither agree  
nor disagree

Agree  Strongly  
agree

Ultimately, we therefore worked with the following set of indicators:
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Figure 2. Four indicators used in the SUCTIA project

Additionally, we used a set of items which were only asked after the training (post and 
postpost). These items should allow the participants to directly reflect on the effect that the 
training had on key aspects according to their own perception. There were 4 of these items:

Table 9. Post-only items

1. I now better understand the important future trends in internationalisation

2. I now have better tools to explain to my peers what Internationalisation of Higher 
Education entails.

3. I now better understand the path to becoming  an international researcher.

4. I am now more comfortable with discussing the opportunities and challenges of 
teaching an international classroom with my peers.

Table 10. Scales for post-only items

[1] [2] [3] [4] [5]

Strongly  
disagree

Disagree Neither agree  
nor disagree

Agree  Strongly  
agree

 

All these indicators were programmed into an online survey using the zoho.eu software that 
had been already used successfully by the Global Impact Institute (GII) in various other EU 
projects.

Personality
trait: 

Openness
(BFI)

Attitudes 
towards 

internationali-
sation of the 

institution

Global Trends
International 

Learning 
Outcomes 

(ILOs)

1.2. Languages

The survey for the Train the Trainers module was developed exclusively in English because 
all trainers were academics with high-level experience in international project work and 
fluent in English.

The survey for the inhouse training sessions  was additionally translated into Italian, Polish, 
Portuguese, and Spanish to accommodate for the fact that participants in the inhouse 
training  might be less experienced in international projects and less fluent in English.

1.3. Timeline of assessment

In order to achieve our aim to use a baseline and then assess the concrete impact of a 
training course  both directly after the training and after a longer period of time, we applied 
the pre-to-post method. This means that we first asked every participant in both, the Train 
the Trainer (TTT) component and then the individual inhouse training courses , to fill in the 
pre-survey very shortly before the training started. The post survey was then answered by 
the participants directly after the end of the training, and a postpost survey was distributed 
4-6 months after the last training session . Since some additional training courses were held 
later during the project and the partner ECA also could only conduct their inhouse training 
in May 2022, not all participants could participate in the postpost survey. We also expected 
to have a drop in participation between the pre, post and postpost surveys.

Figure 3. Timeline for the impact assessment

Due to the COVID pandemic, we had to split the TTT and therefore the post survey was only 

conducted after the in-person part of the training in October 2022.
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2. Assessment methods

2.1. Paired versus independent samples

The simplest way to assess the impact of  training as such is to compare all answers in the 
pre survey to all answers in the post survey. This ensures that no answer is lost but it also 
carries certain risks: you might have people with strong results in the pre survey which then 
do not answer the post survey but the course still had a strong impact on them. However, 
while they will have pushed the average of the pre survey up, their even stronger results 
are not recorded in the post survey and therefore it is likely that the difference between pre 
and post is smaller than it really was. The opposite may also happen. In short, this approach 
is vulnerable to outliers or vastly different numbers in each survey (in our case we had to 
compare 123 pre to, e.g., 42 postpost). While counterbalancing this with certain statistical 
methods shown below, it is not an ideal method.

If you want to analyse the concrete impact of a training course , the best way is to use a 
paired sample approach, i.e., you compare the result in the pre and the post survey of an 
individual. In this way, no possible outliers can skew the results. However, this requires a 
minimum number of responses since you have to exclude any cases in which an individual 
only answered the pre survey but not the post (the most common case) or in which it 
answered the post survey but had not answered the pre survey.

We decided to choose either the first or the second option based on the concrete answers 
received in either of the three surveys.

2.2. Averages

The most basic comparison is to calculate the averages over all answers in an indicator and 
then compare the averages for the pre survey to the post survey and for the pre survey to 
the postpost survey.

This method, however, carries the enormous risk of over interpreting any difference you may 
find. There might be a value of 3.5 in the pre survey and 3.6 in the post, but this difference can 
be due to many factors such as different sample sizes or outliers and in the end be arbitrary.

Therefore, while it formed the basis of any analysis, , a simple comparison of averages was 
considered necessary but insufficient to make confident inferences regarding impact from 
the data available.
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2.3. Significance and Cohen’s d

Two rather simple statistical methods, which  helped us to decide whether any differences in 
frequencies carried a meaning, are significance tests and Cohen’s d.

Significance tests provide you with an indication whether the difference you found is 
arbitrary or not. We apply t-tests to measure significance. Since we could fairly assume that 
training  should improve people rather than decrease their competence, we decided that 
usually one-tailed t-tests would be sufficient, i.e., you control for a better result in the post 
or postpost than the pre. As a margin, we applied the standard 5%. We would therefore 
consider a result significant if we found  a significance on a one-tailed test with 5% margin. 
Only if we detected  a decrease in the average frequency from pre to post or postpost, would 
we also look at the two-tailed test result.

Figure 4. T-test

Significance tests tell you whether a result is arbitrary or not, but we also wanted to know 
whether an effect was small or large. To do so, we applied the Cohen’s d. Cohen differentiates 
between sizes : <0.2 means no effect could be detected, 0.2<0.5 is a small, 0.5<0.8 a medium 
and 0.8> a large effect.

Figure 5. Cohen’s d

In combination, these three assessment methods would provide us with sufficient results to 
confidently assess the impacts of our training courses. 
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3. Participation and results

3.1. Participation

The surveys for the TTT were conducted in April 2022 (pre survey) and October 2022 (post 
survey), while the postpost survey was run in February-April 2022.

18 out of 19 trainers participated in the pre survey (95%), 14 in the post survey (73%) and 
15 in the postpost survey (79%). These participation rates can be considered as very good.

For the inhouse training, the surveys were run continuously from October 2022 until the 
end May 2022. Participation rates could not be calculated since not all potential participants 
could really participate in the end. In the presurvey, we had 123 usable replies, in the post 
survey 77 and in the postpost survey only 42.

The rather low response rates in some universities meant that we could not conduct 
comparisons of results between the different training courses  and also had to restrict the 
paired sample analysis to the TTT (pre-to-post and pre-to-postpost) and the pre-to-post 
comparison for the inhouse training.

3.2. Results according to the perceptions 
of the participants

Firstly, we asked participants four questions regarding their personally perceived 
improvement, as a result of the course. 71 answered the questions in the post survey and 42 
in the postpost survey.

Figure 6. Path to international research

83,1%
92,9%

80,7%83,3%
93,3%

77,8%

0,0%
10,0%
20,0%
30,0%
40,0%
50,0%
60,0%
70,0%
80,0%
90,0%

100,0%

Total TTT Inhouse

I now better understand the path to become an 
international researcher.

Post

Postpost
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83% of all respondents agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that they now better 
understand the path to becoming  an international researcher. The TTT group responded 
even stronger (92.9%) than the inhouse group and for them the share also increased over 
time to 93.3% while it slightly decreased for the inhouse group (to 77.8%).

Figure 7. Future trends

90.1% stated they  agreed or strongly agreed that they understood the important future trends 
in internationalisation better than before the training, while this decreased over time to a still 
strong 83.3%. Again, the values were stronger for the TTT group than the inhouse group.

Figure 8. Opportunities and challenges of teaching an international classroom

90,1% 92,9% 89,5%
83,3% 86,7%

81,5%
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10,0%
20,0%
30,0%
40,0%
50,0%
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100,0%
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I now better understand the important future trends in 
internationalisation
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I am now more comfortable with discussing the 
opportunities and challenges of teaching an international 

classroom with my peers.

Post

Postpost

The same percentages (90.1%) agreed or strongly agreed that they had perceived the training 
as successful in helping them to feel comfortable with discussing the opportunities and 
challenges of teaching an international classroom with their peers, one of the key elements 
of the training. This dropped but less than in the case of the previous questions to 85.7% As 
before, the TTT group felt stronger about this than the inhouse group and the feeling even 
grew, while it dropped for the inhouse group.

Figure 9. Tools to explain internationalisation of higher education

Lastly, we asked the participants about their feelings about having better tools to explain 
internationalisation of higher education to their peers. This was the most essential question 
since the training sessions are foremost about generating tools that allow for sustained effects.

The results are more than encouraging: 90.1% agreed or strongly agreed after the training   
that they indeed feel better equipped due to the activities and this percentage rose after time 
to an astounding 95.2% which means practically everybody who answered the questions 
felt that the training   had longer lasting positive effects. This time, while the TTT still had a 
stronger result in the post survey and the share increased again, the inhouse group showed 
the most remarkable result: already 89.5% felt positive about the effect of the training  in terms 
of providing them with useful tools but this rose to an amazing 96.3% in the postpost survey.

To summarize, the self-perception of the participants was overwhelmingly positive. The 
SUCTIA project managed to make people feel very well equipped to pursue international 
research, cope with international classroom environments, understand future trends and 
especially have tools at hand that will allow them to pursue the TTT idea in the future, since 
especially TTT participants were adamantly positive about this.

We will now see how this self-perception relates to the objective indicators used.

90,1% 92,9% 89,5%
95,2% 93,3% 96,3%

0,0%
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20,0%
30,0%
40,0%
50,0%
60,0%
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90,0%

100,0%

Total TTT Inhouse

I have now better tools to explain to my peers what 
Internationalisation of Higher Education entails.

Post

Postpost
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3.3. Results for the four key indicators

3.3.1.   Total sample

In the first step, we wanted to look at the result for the entire group of participants across the 
TTT and the inhouse training sessions  and then subsequently ook into the different groups 
to understand possible differences.

Pre to post analysis

Firstly, we needed to analyse the change from pre to post surveys. We started this with  
a comparison of all existing cases and thus looked at:

Independent samples

Overall, we could use 137 cases in the pre and 91 cases in the post survey. All indicators show 
an increase in averages from pre to post, and all are substantially larger than the differences 
observed for the TTT.

Figure 10. Averages pre-to-post for the inhouse

Also, all differences are statistically significant for the one-tailed t-tests and even for the  
two-tailed t-tests with the exception of Internationalisation.

The effect sizes are also measurable for all four indicators with   Openness showing even  
a medium sized effect:
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Figure 11. Cohen’s d

Paired samples

Next, we controlled the same results for the paired samples, which left us with 88 cases.

As with the independent samples, all indicators show an increase in averages from pre to 
post, and all are substantially larger than the differences observed for the TTT.

Figure 12. Averages pre-to-post for the inhouse
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Also, all differences are again statistically significant but in this case always for both,  
one-tailed and two-tailed t-tests.

The effect sizes are also again measurable for all four indicators with this time Openness 
showing even a medium sized effect, while Trends were coming very close to a medium 
effect size:

Figure 13. Cohen’s d

In essence, the results between the independent and the paired samples are very similar but 
the paired samples allow for a more robust result.

Pre-to-postpost analysis

For the pre-to-postpost, we had - as in the case of the TTT - to take all cases. In this way, we 
could use 137 for pre and 43 for the postpost. All indicators show increases in averages from 
pre to postpost:
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Figure 14. Averages pre-to-postpost for the inhouse

For three indicators with the exception of Internationalisation, the results were also 
statistically significant.

And also, all indicators except again Internationalisation showed measurable effect sizes 
with the ILOs even showing a medium sized effect:

Figure 15. Cohen’s d
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3.3.2.   Differences between participants in TTT and Inhouse

We assumed when starting the project that those individuals chosen for the TTT would be 
different from the participants in the subsequent  inhouse training sessions. The underlying 
assumption was that the future trainers would already be substantially more open, 
internationally oriented and experienced. We, therefore, first analysed the two groups after 
the respective pre surveys.

Indeed, we found significant differences between the two groups across all four indicators:

Table 11. Comparison TTT to Inhouse, pre survey

Mean
Significance Cohen’s d

TTT Inhouse

Openness 4.13 3.67 yes Large

(0.85)

Internationalisation  
of the institution

4.18 3.79 yes Medium, nearly large

(0.75)

Trends 3.29 3.01 yes Medium

(0.54)

ILOs 3.62 3.38 yes Medium

(0.7) 

This means that the TTT participants were indeed much more advanced than the inhouse 
participants. This also led to the assumption that the training effects would have to be 
expected to be much smaller for the TTT group than the inhouse group.

3.3.3.   Train the Trainers results (TTT)

Pre-to-post analysis

The analysis of the TTT comparing the pre to the post values confirmed our expectations. 
Since we had only two cases in which a participant answered only one of the surveys (one 
only answered the pre, another only the post), we could confidently apply a paired sample 
analysis, i.e. we only looked at the concrete result for every single individual from pre to post.

Comparing the averages, we see that in all areas, they went up from pre to post with the 
remarkable exception of the indicator on internationalisation of the institution.

Figure 16. Averages pre-to-post for the TTT

However, as said above, these differences might not mean much. Thus, we ran the one-tailed 
t-tests (and also two-tailed for control). Only Openness showed a significance on the one-
tailed t-test while the differences in the three other indicators were not statistically significant.

Lastly, we checked for the effect size, since t-tests are susceptible to size and this was a fairly 
small sample of only 14 cases. We can see that Openness and the ILOs show medium sized 
effects and Internationalisation has a small but measurable effect. The Trends indicator  is 
on the border because while rounding to 2 digits leaves it with a small effect, the concrete 
value is minimally under 0.2 and therefore technically it could be argued that there is no 
measurable effect for this indicator.

Figure 17. Cohen’s d
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Overall, the results for the TTT confirmed our expectations: the trainers were already very 
experienced and thus the training sessions   did not improve their attitude. It should be 
noted, though, that the trainers showed positive effects on Openness and ILOs and arguably 
on Trends but they also showed a small measurable negative effect on Internationalisation, 
which remains a small mystery.

Pre-to-postpost analysis

For the pre-to-postpost, we had to take all cases, since too many would otherwise have been 
lost. The results showed minor discrepancies in the averages:

Figure 18. Averages pre-to-postpost for the TTT

Especially, since the results for Openness and Internationalisation showed a fractional 
decrease over time, we needed to control for significance. However, for none of the four 
changes could any significance be detected.

Also, regarding the Cohen’s d, only Internationalisation showed a measurable small effect of 
0.35, while all other effects remained under the threshold of 0.2.

However, the fact that 3 of the postpost (20%) and an additional 2 from the pre survey 
(14%) would have been excluded in a paired sample approach suggests that the fractional 
differences found are more due to the differences in sample structure than concrete results.

3.3.4.   Results for the Inhouse training
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Far more important than the TTT results were the results for the inhouse training for this 
project, because SUCTIA is addressing academics so far less exposed to international 
experience. Accordingly, we expected substantially different results from this group, 
especially since we had observed under 6.2.1. that the inhouse group showed in all aspects 
significantly lower starting values than the TTT participants.

Pre-to-post analysis

The analysis of the inhouse training  was done in two ways: firstly, we applied  an independent 
sample approach to give the broadest possible result. Then we applied the much stricter 
paired sample approach to sacrifice sample size for precision.

Independent samples

For the independent sample approach, we could use 123 cases for the pre and 77 cases for 
the post survey.

All indicators show an increase in averages from pre to post, and all are substantially larger 
than the differences observed for the TTT.

Figure 19. Averages pre-to-post for the inhouse

Also, all differences are statistically significant for the one-tailed t-tests and even for the two-
tailed t-tests with the exception of Internationalisation.

The effect sizes are also measurable for all four indicators with the ILOs showing even  
a medium sized effect:
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3.   |   Participation and results

Figure 20. Cohen’s d

Paired samples

Next, we controlled the same results for the paired samples, which left us with 73-75 cases 
(depending on the indicator). As with the independent samples, all indicators show an 
increase in averages from pre to post, and all are substantially larger than the differences 
observed for the TTT.

Figure 21. Averages pre-to-post for the inhouse

Also, all differences are again statistically significant but, in this case, always for both, one-
tailed and two-tailed t-tests. The effect sizes are also again measurable for all four indicators 
with the ILOs showing even a medium sized effect:
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Figure 22. Cohen’s d

In essence, the results between the independent and the paired samples are very similar, 
but the paired samples allow for a more robust result.

Pre-to-postpost analysis

For the pre-to-postpost, we had - as in the case of the TTT - to take all cases. In this way, we 
could use 123 for pre and 27 for the postpost. The results showed that even after several 
months, the averages were still higher than in the pre for all indicators:

Figure 23. Averages pre-to-postpost for the inhouse

Only for Internationalisation were the results not signficantly different. . Trends was   
statistically significant on a one-tailed test, while Openness and ILOs showed significant 
results even on the two-tailed tests.
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Figure 24. Cohen’s d

The results for Cohen’s d support these findings: we find no measurable effect for 
Internationalisation but small effects for Trends and Openness and even a medium effect 
for the ILOs.
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Firstly, the analysis showed that relying solely on the 
participants’ self-perceptions can be quite misleading. 
As we saw, especially the TTT participants felt that 
they learned more and improved while more objective 
indicators did not support this self-perception. The 
inhouse participants were, shall we say, more self-critical 
and their perceptions actually under-estimated the 
positive effects of the training.

However, the overall extremely positive self-perception, 
especially among the TTT participants, may have longer 
lasting positive results: since they felt particularly well-
equipped with tools to promote internationalisation 
among their peers (the key deliverable for a TTT), they 
might very well continue to do so, despite the objectively 
lower personal development .

Overall, the SUCTIA training courses have most definitely 
achieved substantial and measurable results for its 
participants. Especially the inhouse training made  
a difference that in most cases was even long lasting.

Two areas seem to have particularly benefited from 
the training courses: on the one hand, the participants 
developed a much more open mind, and this will have  
a long-lasting effect across all areas of work.

Secondly, the training content was very specifically 
designed for the participants and obviously achieved the 
desired learning outcomes.

 

Annexes

Total sample pre to post independent samples



36 37

Total sample pre to post paired samples
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Total sample pre to postpost independent samples
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Comparison TTT to Inhouse pre survey
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TTT pre to post
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TTT pre to postpost
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Inhouse pre to post independent samples



48 49

Inhouse pre to post paired samples
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Inhouse pre to postpost independent samples
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