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Abstract

Purpose — The purpose of this research is to identify and critically evaluate key issues faced by an
institution in the quest to implement higher education internationalization.
Design/methodology/approach — A qualitative research is conducted in a post-1992 UK university.
A total of 20 interviewees from three key departments participated in this project. Content analysis,
critical discourse analysis and categorisation of meaning were applied on analysing three sources of
data collection.

Findings — This study identifies critical issues that impede international strategy implementation
within an institutional context. These issues include resource allocation, communication, operational
process, cooperation and coordination, organizational culture, resistance to change, student support
and external environment. Researching findings indicate that most issues are rooted internally. Higher
education (HE) internationalization is deemed to be integration and cohesion.

Research limitations/implications — This research contributes to rich understanding of
challenges of the present case study; therefore, further research in this area is encouraged to test these
highlighted issues through quantitative population studies in other institutions.

Practical implications — Research findings show different understanding of critical issues of HE
internationalization, and highlight the areas that need to be improved. This study encourages different
key departments to conduct and evaluate internationalization internally.

Originality/value — This research suggests that HE internationalization is primarily an internal
matter of integration rather than a process driven only by external environment. This study
addresses particular forms of critical issues within an institutional context through a qualitative
analysis.

Keywords Internationalization, Higher education, Strategy implementation, United Kingdom
Paper type Research paper

Introduction

Strategy implementation has become an essential part of business strategies in
today’s international competition; however, it seems little attention has been given
to particular issues and challenges arising from higher education (HE)
internationalization, in spite of the discussion of related factors in literature. Most
research in this area either concentrates on commercial organizations (see Table I),
or is based on quantitative studies (Teichler, 1996; Teichler and Maiworm, 1996;
Van Damme, 2001; Joyce et al, 2003; GATE survey, cited in Sidhu, 2007), which
lack in-depth analysis and explanation of particular problems in an institutional
context. The literature cannot fully explain the observed issues of HE
internationalization in the present case study. Problems of HE internationalization
may take different forms within institutional contexts, which require more
research. This study addresses the issues and challenges of HE internationalization.
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Impeders

Sources

Planning consequences

Lack of exact strategic planning
Insufficient lining of the strategy to goals
Time limitation

Lack of consensus among decision makers
Lack of identification of major problems
Lack of effective role for formulations
Unsuitable training systems

Unclear regulation and executive policies
Organizational issues

Incompatible structure with the strategy
Unsuitable resource allocation

Lack of adequate communication

Lack of effective coordination

Lack of adequate information system
Incompatible organizational culture
Competing activities among people
Competing activities among units
Unsuitable evaluation and control system
Unsuitable compensation system
Inadequate physical facilities

Managerial issues

Unsuitable leadership

Lack of adequate organizational support
Lack of adequate manager commitment
Fear of insecurity among managers
Political factors in regards to power
Unsuitable personal management
Factors beyond management control
Individual issues

Lack of enough compabilities of employees
Resistance to change among people
Resistance to change among units

Fear of insecurity in the new territory
Lack of understanding of strategy
Inadequate connection to the vision

Source: Alashloo et al. (2005)

Alexander (1985), Hambrick and Cannella (1989),
Al-Ghamdi (1998), Noble (1999a), Pechlaner and
Sauerwein (2002)

Alexander (1991), Olsen et al. (1992), Schmelzer
and Olsen (1994), Al-Ghamdi (1998), Noble
(1999b), Aaltonen and Ikavaiko (2002), Heide

et al. (2002), Okumus (2001, 2003), Dobni (2003),
Freedman (2003)

Alexander (1985), Reed and Buckley (1988),
Mintzberg and Quinn (1991), Al-Ghamdi (1998),
Noble (1999a), Okumus and Roper (1999), Beer
and Nohria (2000), Heide et al. (2002)

Alexander (1985), Hambrick and Cannella (1989),
Al-Ghamdi (1998), Okumus and Roper (1999),
Okumus (2001, 2003), Pechlaner and Sauerwein
(2002), Freedman (2003)
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Table 1.
Impeders to strategy
implementation

A post-1992 university was chosen as a case study. This university is located in
central England; it consists of four faculties[1], with approximately 25,000 students;
the main focus is on undergraduate delivery. This university is a typical example of
most UK universities that undertake HE internationalization without establishing
satellite overseas branch campuses. First, a brief review of literature is presented,
including factors of strategy implementation and choice of international market;
this is followed by an evaluation of related educational issues highlighted in
this area. Next, a discussion of the methodology addresses the research approach,
data collection and analysis, followed by the discussion of the findings.
Finally, this paper ends with conclusion, implications and suggestions for further

research.
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Literature review

Fuctors of strategy implementation

Numerous scholars are aware of the gap between strategy formulation and strategy
implementation and identify various factors of strategy implementation (see Table I).
One of the earlier popular implementation factor analysis studies is McKinsey’s
7-S framework (strategy, structure, system, style, staff, skills and subordinate goals)
proposed by Waterman et al. (1980); however, it was later concluded that these are
seven individual factors (Kazmi, 2008), with no clear explanation of the
interrelationship among them. Similar criticism applies to Pettigrew and Whipp’s
(1991) five-factor analysis (environmental assessment, leading change, human
resource, link strategic and operational change and coherence). Similar key
implementation factors were identified as understanding of strategy, culture, system,
power, conflict, coordination and environment impact (Stonich, 1982; Hrebiniak and
Joyce, 1984; Galbraith and Kazanjian, 1986; Reed and Buckley, 1988), yet none of them
have been subsequently or empirically tested (Kazmi, 2008). Joyce et al. (2003) analyzed
160 companies over a five-year period and found that success was strongly correlated,
among other things, with an ability to execute a strategy flawlessly. Different scholars
summarize similar impeders of strategy implementation with various perspectives
(see Table I).

All the above factors are derived from commercial background; some are based
on empirical research and some on conceptual analysis. However, they have the
same weakness: there is no discussion of relationships among these factors, nor is there
an explanation of particular forms of these factors within an institutional context
in terms of HE internationalization. Organizations may struggle to cope with each
factor individually at every level in a hierarchical organizational structure. Unlike
commercial business, some industries (e.g. accounting) and non-profit public industries
(such as national health care, education and local government authorities, as discussed
in Naranjo-Gil and Hartmann, 2006) go beyond the preview factors as they move
vertically into the finer aspects of strategy implementation. Implementation factors
in these industries may reveal in different perspectives or certain forms, such as
audit and taxation in accounting, Quality Assurance Agency examination for
UK HE, and implementation of effectiveness evaluation in hospitals and health
care. Thus, these highlighted factors may not fully address and explain the challenges
and problems arising from certain industries or particular aspects of strategy
implementation. The issues of HE internationalization may reveal its own unique
forms through an education-specific interpretation within an institutional context.

Choice of mternational markets

Selecting right target countries for foreign operations is an important decision, which
has a major impact on internationalization. Several studies in the area of international
marketing and management have focussed on external environment (O’Farrell and
Wood, 1994; Papadopoulos et al., 2002; Rothaermel et al, 2006; Ojala and Tyrvainen,
2007a). Many external key factors were identified, including culture and languages,
governmental regulations and policy, transactional costs, risk, opportunity and market
size (Bell, 1995; McGoldrick and Davies, 1995; Coviello and Munro, 1997; Chetty and
Campbell-Hunt, 2004; Moen et al., 2004; Rothaermel ef al., 2006). Alexander and De Lira e
Silva’s (2002, p. 301) add further three factors and state that “geopolitical, economic
and competitive conditions fundamentally altered the direction of market expansion.”
However, most factors have focussed on case studies (Coviello and Munro, 1997;
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Moen et al., 2004; Zain and Ng, 2006) or commercial surveys (Bell, 1995), rather than
from a non-profit organization’s (such as university) standpoint, where the impact of
external environment may not be as obvious as in commercial internationalization.

Risks and challenges of HE internationalization

Compared to the impeders of business strategy implementation (see Table I), there are
few discussions in relation to risks and challenges of HE internationalization, although
internationalization has become a key strategic element for universities around
the world (Ayoubi and Massoud, 2007; Maringe, 2009). Little research addresses the
problems of HE internationalization into strategic implementation of an individual
institution with in-depth analysis. A number of key issues are identified from previous
research, including insufficient resource (Van Damme, 2001), and external issues,
such as governmental policy and international competition (Altbach and McGill
Peterson, 1998; Maringe, 2009), quality assurance (Van Overbeek, 1997; Bruch and
Barty, 1998; Van Der Wende, 2002), recognition of foreign qualifications (Hildebrand,
1996; Van Damme, 2001), recognition of credits and length of study abroad
(Steiner, 1996; Teichler, 1996; Teichler and Maiworm, 1996; Van Damme, 2001), gap of
management of HE international strategy (Smith et al, 1995, Maringe, 2009),
challenges of managing diversity (Maringe et al, 2007; Maringe, 2009), ongoing
staff development and training (Killick, 2006; Maringe, 2009), lack of focus on the
curricula (Beyer and Liston, 1996; Maringe, 2009). However, these challenges
do not fully match the current issues that the case study is facing in HE
internationalization.

Methodology

The focus group technique (Cohen and Manion, 1992) was adopted as a way to better
understand why different departments feel the way they do in relation to issues of HE
internationalization. Based on positions and job responsibilities, 20 interviewees from
three key departments were selected and 1:1 interviews were conducted over the period
of six months. The three interview groups are the corporate group, or the senior
management in charge of advancing the university’s strategic plan; the marketing
group, who liaise with different departments in charge of international recruitment,
partnerships, initiatives and student support; and the faculty group, or the academic
teaching team who are responsible for strategy implementation. The answers from
each group were used in comparative analysis, resulting in an overlapping pattern
structure, which consists of common points (agreed by three groups), partially shared
points (agreed by two groups), and group-specific points (single group).

The principal researcher is not an internal academic at the university and therefore
i1s better placed to maintain a more objective perspective on the data collected.
The secondary author, while internal to the institution, is not directly involved in
internationalization. Semi-structured interviews (Hammersley, 1992; Robson, 2002;
Bell, 2002; Denscombe, 2003) played a dominant role in primary data collection. Other
types of data collection were used to triangulate with primary data, including
observation (Ackroyd and Hughes, 1992) and secondary documentary data. A total
of 329 pages of interview transcripts were analyzed. Data analysis strategies included
content analysis, critical discourse analysis (CDA), categorization of meaning and color
coding. Content analysis normally accepts the circumstance as what has been told
(Stemler, 2001); while CDA (Fairclough et al, 2004) does not only recognize the
denotative meaning (Such as interview transcripts) (Chandler, 1998), but also interpret
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IJEM the underlying connotative meaning (Barthes, 1974, 1977) of interviewees’ subjective
271 views. With categorization of meaning, the data are ar_lalyzed for common sub-themes
’ and patterns (Kavale and Forness, 1996). Color coding of transcripts was used to
identify the most frequently mentioned issues and to develop sub-themes within the

categories (Strauss and Corbin, 1990).

8 Findings of primary data

The answers from each group were used in comparative analysis, categorizing data

(Saunders et al, 2009), and leading to an overlapping pattern structure (see Table II),
which indicates the degree of integration among three key departments (corporate,
SFPL and marketing) within the case study. The common points imply the highest

Common points
All groups

Partially shared points
Marketing-corporate

Marketing-faculty

Corporate-faculty

Group-specific points
Corporate
Marketing

Faculty

Table II.
Key points summary

Governmental policy and regulation
Competition, league table position and international reputation
Resources in terms of staff and capital

Faculty cooperation — staff attitude with strong resistance
Workload for academic staff should not be a problem because international
activities are part of their annual work

Organizational culture

Staff’s efforts need to be fully recognized

Environmental uncertainty — health and safety in African states
Peak academic schedules

Technology

Certain faculties lack international experience

Volatile international market

International Office needs to support international students more
Low efficiency of application processing in International Office

None

Low efficiency of agreement/contract preparation

Students need to be treated equally in both UK and partners’ sides

Staff attitude — fear, uncertainty and stress

Lack of staff development and training

Partnership management — people and trust

Internationalization is additional workload

Anglo-centric curriculum barrier — dilemma between standardizing own
syllabus and designing new programs

Communication and internal support

Faculty priority

Allowance delays

Lack of synchronization between partner and home institutions

Conflict around who goes for recruitment abroad (academics?/marketing
staff?)

Conflict between faculty’s own purpose and marketing central priority of
international initiatives

International Office needs to work closely with faculties and improves student
support

International students in each faculty should have equal access, opportunity
and experience
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level of cohesion, while group-specific points present the lowest. Research findings
identify and analyze the key critical issues as follows.

Resource allocation. All interviewees agree that financial and human resources are
vital to strategy execution. The corporate group considers resource less of an issue of
HE internationalization because they have already planned for it in the business
budget. Therefore, buying in new staff is not difficult if the cost of doing so is included
in the budget. The university does not intend to establish an overseas branch campus,
thus the corporate management believes that resource in terms of capital is not a
challenge, either:

Resourcing should not be an issue because we should have planned that so [...] all of our
overseas activity has to be fully estimated before we start [...] (interviewee no. 5, corporate
group).

However, the marketing group states that resource in terms of capital is a challenge
because more capital is needed to develop international markets. Resource in terms of
staff puts more pressure on faculty academics. Faculties talk about having to deal with
work overload and peak schedules, and they need more people, thus the resource in
terms of staff to faculty group is also an issue. The corporate group does not quite
agree with that because they think that capital resource has already been given to
marketing and faculties. The potential reason for this discord is that the corporate
group is responsible for strategy formulation, rather than strategy implementation
(Hrebiniak and Joyce, 1984; Hrebiniak, 2009). They hand off the “ball” of implementation
to other departments and expect the strategy to be executed as it is supposed to be.
Inefficient communication may also be considered a potential reason.

Communication. Communication is a critical issue on most levels at the university.
In respect to international initiatives, information sharing within one group or
among three key departments is inefficient, and staff are not well informed. For
example, within the marketing department, interviewees comment that there is lack
of staff development and training. Sometimes, they find it difficult to promote certain
programs that are out of the scope of their understanding:

Some subjects I am very familiar with [...] but some subjects that I have no idea. If I do not
know this programme, how can I sell it internationally? It really needs staff development
and regularly updating (interviewee no. 13, marketing group).

Within the faculty group, interviewees state that there is inadequate central marketing
support. Faculties with less international experience find it harder to implement the
Internationalization strategy:

[...] they (academics) do not know what to do, there is a knowledge gap [...] who are they
going to ask to tell them what they need to do to make the developments [...] There is a
diversity of advice and no central repository of that [...] We do not always recognize where
the expertise is in the university (interviewee no. 16, faculty group).

Finally, compared with the other two groups, the corporate group rarely realizes this
issue, stating instead that the internationalization is visible as they “do not have to
force international initiatives across faculties and all the deans are very cooperative”
(interviewee no. 4, corporate group). Inefficient communication may contribute to
the reason why the corporate group feels this way as they may not be well informed.
And there is no standard or measurement to evaluate the quality and efficiency
of communication. Communication cannot guarantee understanding and action.
The feedback that the corporate group gets does not appear to contain correct
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understanding of the challenges that the university is facing because the triangulated
results show that there is a strong resistance in terms of participating in
internationalization at the faculty level (as discussed later).

Operational process. Most issues of operational process exist within faculty. For
example, academics state that internationalization clashes with their teaching at home
institution. Work overload is the main challenge for faculty academics. This point is
interrelated with the previous issue of insufficient resource. Faculties require more staff
and more time to handle internationalization:

Staff have to be marking while they are teaching [...] you can imagine where a pile of
moderation of assessment comes in from overseas in the middle of that, the workloads can
peak and get quite high (interviewee no. 16, faculty group).

However, the marketing and corporate groups have an opposite view of workload.
They believe that workload should not be an issue because international activities are
part of the duties stipulated in the academic contract:

[...] this activity should be built into the academic workload of appropriate faculty staff[...]
It should be part of their overall annual workload [...] That is part of the overall institutional
agreement [ ...] (interviewee no. 10, marketing group).

The next issue is scheduling, which is used in planning and control to indicate the
detailed timetable of what work should be done and when. This issue is highlighted by
the faculty group because international collaboration overextends academic schedules,
and there is a lack of synergy between home institution and foreign partners.
International collaboration clashes with the home university academic schedule.
Consequently, staff’s annual leave and individual holidays can be affected:

We have the variety of challenges from scheduling [...] that causes a logistical problem, you
can get a situation where staff have nowhere to take a holiday [...] lack of synchronization
between things (interviewee no. 17, faculty group).

Sequencing determines which work holds the priority and should be done first and
which work can be done later. Marketing group believes that it is unfair if academics
always put international activities (e.g. marking and assessment) at the bottom of their
list of priorities. International students should be treated equally to home students,
even though they may be far away. Sometimes, faculties’ version of sequencing puts
pressure on the marketing staff, especially the coordinators or project leaders, because
they feel uneasy in explaining the faculties’ response to collaborative partners. It may
impact on trust and communication during partnership development:

You want the students overseas to have a good experience as well as home students. And it is
very natural human reaction to leave that till last because the students are long way away
and they will not come to your door [laughs][...] Staff will naturally prioritize the things that
are here and now in front of them, and the people that are a long way away will be bottom of
the list (interviewee no. 14, marketing group).

The issue of operational paradox exists in certain faculties who face a dilemma
between standardizing existing curriculum and adopting foreign market demands,
designing new programs. Some Anglo-centric programs (e.g. education, nursing and
law) are bespoke for those who will teach or serve in the UK; thus there is little room for
these types of programs to become internationalized:

My Master’s [programme] in education is an excellent one but it is very Anglo-centric, and it
1S very bespoke for people who are going to teach in England. If I was going to open it up to
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international students I would have to rewrite a different curriculum that would not be
appropriate for home students (interviewee no. 6, corporate group).

Other negative aspects of operational process include staff’s efforts of internationalization
not being fully recognized, allowance delay in getting reimbursed for the expense incurred
abroad and lack of internal support.

Cooperation and coordination. Cooperation and coordination are key criteria to
achieve high level of cohesion within an organization. In the case study, cooperation
and coordination are supposed to be reflected in different departments (corporate,
marketing and faculty) working together and key units (marketing and faculty) or
individuals (program leaders and project leaders) supporting each other cooperatively
to pursue the same corporate goal of internationalization. However, there is lack
of understanding and cooperation among them, especially between marketing and
faculty. The responsibilities and accountability between marketing-driven and faculty-
driven international initiatives do not enhance positive reaction. The faculty group
argues that the roots of internationalization, especially partnership, must be within the
faculty who has expertise in subject areas; while, marketing claims that, as a central
department, it is mainly responsible for internationalization:

Faculties have to make the links, because if they are all centralized, it is very difficult for a
centralized, non-academic department to understand what the needs might be [...] the roots
of the plant (partnership) have to be the faculty (interviewee no. 19, faculty group).

Similar argument occurs about who (marketing or faculty) should go for recruitment
abroad:

As a faculty we feel that we can represent ourselves better than someone general from the
university [...]if you try to sell particular courses, it will be better to have our programme
leader going out and talking to them (students) rather than him (marketing) passing
information about the course to somebody because we think we can do it better than they
can [...] (interviewee no. 17, faculty group).

And the faculty’s own purpose may conflict with the marketing’s central planning in
Internationalization:

We might want it (international initiative) for our own purposes but it might not fit in the
overall university strategy so they (marketing) might not give the priority we want. So there
will always be groups who will be fighting for one thing or another (interviewee no. 17,
faculty group).

Unlike faculties, the marketing department does not have full operational functions
or administrative authority to implement international initiatives, such as program
delivery, moderation and assessment. Therefore, it can be argued that marketing may
not fulfill its responsibility. Furthermore, within marketing, inefficient coordination
in terms of preparation of contracts and agreements can frustrate its own staff’s
enthusiasm of internationalization:

[...]low efficiency, we need agent or partnership agreement [ ...] that agreement very slowly
goes through certain procedure [ ...]and the result is obviously disappointing and frustrating,
which is another reason I am leaving this university soon [...] (interviewee no. 13, marketing
group).
Orgamizational culture and resistance to change. In the case study, organizational
culture is reflected in the culture clash among departments. The culture of marketing is
more forceful in promoting internationalization, because establishing partnerships and
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recruiting students are their main job. The faculties see teaching as their primary
task. Some academics are not used to participating with internationalization. Both the
corporate and marketing groups consider internationalization to be an integral part
of the faculties’ daily job. Marketing passes international initiatives to faculties for
implementation. Then, faculties feel forced into cooperation. They have to deal with
work overload and peak schedules. Academics are less motivated because their efforts
may not be fully recognized by senior management. Allowance delay and unsuitable
incentive affect academics’ enthusiasm of internationalization and lead to passive
reaction. Additional work represents how academics conceptualize or think about
internationalization, for example, what is the value of internationalization/will
the changes benefit or harm my department, or me? This results in reluctance to
change. Consequently, the marketing group points out that the nature of programs is
always used by faculties as an excuse to refuse participating and there is strong
resistance in faculties in terms of cooperation:

There is quite a lot of resistance to anything new. I do not think a lot of the academics here are
that happy with change [ ...] they will say, “well, my subject is very specifically British”[...]
we do not quite understand it really [...] (interviewee no. 3, marketing group).

The context implies a rather unhealthy institutional culture, where there is a discord
among the key departments involved in internationalization. Moreover, besides
allowance, academics resist change simply because change represents uncertainty
(Visagie and Botha, 1998), and faculties fear the uncertainty and difference (Karim and
Kathawala, 2005). Staff are struggling to deal with stress, fear of changes and uncertainty:

It was not to do really with the allowance, it was maybe more to do with dealing pressures,
culture and fear [...] Fear about the unknown and difference (interviewee no. 14, marketing
group).

When academics are forced to participate internationalization, they may take their own
frustrations out on the partners:

They (academics) can see internationalization as a drain on themselves and they can
blame the partners. Quite often, people used to take their frustrations out on the partners|...]
When they moderated work they were naturally inclined to be very negative [...]
(interviewee no. 14, marketing group).

Some academics might resist change because they are concerned about their own
personal failure (Mink, 1992) or potential threats to their reputation (Giangreco and
Peccei, 2005), such as “what am I going to do if the partners’ qualifications are higher
than mine?” (interviewee no. 14, marketing group) because most staff are used to
teaching or demonstrating to partners how to deliver programs. However, when their
partners have higher qualifications, some academics may feel uncomfortable to
guiding those partners during collaborations.

Student support. Issues of student support concentrate on English language,
international student settlement, transport and accommodation. A faculty interviewee
points out that international students at different campuses should have equal access,
opportunity and experience:

I think the challenge for us is to ensure equal access and equal opportunity and equal
experience for the international students here (interviewee no. 20, faculty group).

Faculty suggests that the International Student Centre (under marketing department)
needs to play a greater role and work closely with faculties to provide better student
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service, including improving the efficiency in processing international applications,
especially for advanced standing students or applications with exemption requests:

International Office needs to play a greater role in supporting students in the faculties [...]
I do not think it is as strong as it could be [...] and applications have not been dealt with as
speedily as they could do [...] (interviewee no. 19, faculty group).

Low efficiency of the application process can result in the faculty losing potential
international students. Insufficient student support leads a negative word of mouth,
consequently, adversely affects the university’s international reputation and
recruitment.

External environment. Research findings show that external environment also
impacts on HE internationalization. These external factors include governmental
policy, such as UK Boarder Agency visa regulations and English language
requirements (Altbach and McGill Peterson, 1998), overseas environment, such as
health and safety situation in African states, competition, such as league tables and
international reputation (Maringe, 2009), volatile international market, campus
location and technology, such as access to internet in some African countries.

In addition to above criteria, this research identifies two more potential issues of HE
Internationalization: first, on-campus overcrowded or unbalanced groups and second,
impact on off-campus study. The former typically occurs when international students
from one nation dominate classes; this results in unbalanced group and less mutual
inter-cultural enrichment. The latter implies that there is a significant quality drop in
terms of study experience because students who study locally with partners cannot
have the same experience as those who study abroad. This is the students’ choice due
to various factors (e.g. distance, economy and jobs); however, what the university can
do is to ensure that the academic standard of service provision is the same, no matter
which study model is adopted.

Conclusion, implication and further research

The research concludes that issues of HE internationalization are mainly in relation to
Integration, operation, communication, resource, people, change and culture. Most
factors are rooted internally, and the university’s internal cohesion, capability and
willingness are primarily vital to HE internationalization, although external factors are
also important. First, these critical factors present particular forms of international
strategy implementation issues within an institutional context, and highlight the areas
where the university needs to improve. Different key departments can better realize
and understand the challenges of HE internationalization, and adjust themselves to
achieve a more efficient outcome. Next, these factors are not unique to education nor do
they exist within one particular university. For other similar institutions, these critical
factors are also applicable. The larger proportion of overlap among the key
departments implies the higher level of integration within the university, and the more
possibility of success in HE internationalization.

Recommendations suggest that the university should provide more training and
staff development that can help in the transfer of knowledge (Sirianni and Frey, 2001;
Zhao, 2005), share more common values, increase interaction and level of cooperation
across key departments. Organizational culture needs to be changed fundamentally
through an internal top-down influence from leadership (Hrebiniak, 2009), facilitating
a culture shift (Carden and Callahan, 2007) and fostering the employees’ willingness to
support international initiatives. High performance is not always the result of good
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effort, but of greater understanding (Frese and Zapf, 1994), thus efficient
communication and understanding are highly encouraged. This qualitative research
contributes to a better understanding of the issues and challenges of HE
Internationalization in the present case study, and creates a sound basis for a more
broad-based study across the HE sector. Further research will concentrate on testing
these critical factors in other institutions through quantitative population studies.

Note

1. The term “faculty” is used to describe four distinct colleges or college groups within the
university. One of the examples is the Faculty of Education, Human Science & Law
(currently restructured).
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