
H igher education leaders today recognize 
the urgency of developing an international 
strategy for their institutions but often 

lack the knowledge and perspective needed to 
inform good decisions. Students are graduating into 
an increasingly integrated international environment 
that, while offering exciting opportunities, also 
presents many challenges. Institutions must 
create educational environments where students 
will begin to appreciate the complexity of global 
integration but also develop skills to navigate it 
successfully. Faculty are seeking opportunities to 
collaborate with colleagues in other countries, to 
develop globally-attuned academic programs, and 
to expand research networks and collaborative 
projects. International outreach and initiatives 
enrich institutional culture but must be based on 
good information and analysis. 

This series reflects a strategic collabora-
tion between the American Council on Education 
(ACE) and the Center for International Higher 
Education (CIHE) at Boston College. Each Brief is 
designed to provide a succinct overview of cur-
rent issues in international higher education 
and features articles written by leading schol-
ars, policymakers, and practitioners. Ultimately, 
this series is designed to help senior leader-
ship develop cumulative knowledge to inform  
institutional strategy.
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Welcome to the 7th edition of International Briefs for Higher Education Leaders. We selected 
the current topic, Mapping Internationalization Globally: National Profiles and Perspectives, 
to celebrate the release of the fourth iteration of ACE’s Mapping Internationalization on U.S. 

Campuses study in June 2017. Conducted every five years by ACE’s Center for Internationalization and Global 
Engagement (CIGE), Mapping assesses the current state of internationalization at American colleges and 
universities, analyzes progress and trends over time, and identifies future priorities. It is the only comprehensive 
source of data and analysis on internationalization in US higher education, and includes two- and four-year, 
public and private, degree-granting institutions.

While the Mapping data provide an excellent overview of how internationalization is progressing inside the 
country, they do not address how the US experience relates to higher education internationalization glob-
ally. In a joint report released by ACE and the Boston College Center for International Higher Education in 
2015 , Internationalizing Higher Education Worldwide: National Policies and Programs,  we commented on 
the need to “internationalize internationalization,” stating, “Around the world, an enormous amount of time, 
energy, and resources is being devoted to the development of higher education internationalization policies 
and programs. Policymakers and institutional leaders everywhere would be wise to pay careful (and ongoing) 
attention to the experiments being undertaken by colleagues across the globe…” We continue to believe that it 
is “vital that national conversations on internationalization not occur in a vacuum.”

Our goal in this installment of the Briefs series, therefore, is to add both depth and breadth to the global 
conversation on higher education internationalization. Written by higher education scholars and experts, 
country-focused articles explore existing policies and activities, key challenges, and emerging opportunities 
for internationalization in a variety of unique national contexts. One synthesizing article, “Emerging paradox-
es of internationalization in higher education,” provides a meta-analysis of the country specific information, 
identifying global trends and areas that require our collective focus going forward. 

As a starting point for the country articles, authors were asked to address the aspects of internationalization 
delineated in the CIGE Model for Comprehensive Internationalization. Just as internationalization unfolds in 

Introduction  

Source: Helms & Brajkovic (2017)

http://www.acenet.edu/news-room/Documents/National-Policies-and-Programs-Part-1-Global.pdf
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different ways in different places, so too did the authors’ articles; some closely follow the structure of the CIGE 
Model, while others highlight different aspects of internationalization that are particularly germane to their 
country contexts. The availability of data on internationalization also varies significantly; the authors did an 
excellent job of marshalling existing research and resources, a number of which we compiled into the sum-
mary table on page 37 for ease of reference.

We hope this Brief will serve as a useful resource for institution leaders—in the United States and around the 
world—who are seeking to internationalize their campuses and increase their global engagement. A view of 
how other countries “do” internationalization can help leaders identify particular opportuni-
ties and synergies that might facilitate collaboration, as well as good practices from other 
contexts that could amplify internationalization efforts at home.
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Internationalization in the United 
States: Data, Trends, and Trump
Robin Matross Helms and Lucia Brajkovic

The American higher education enterprise is extremely 
large and diverse, encompassing over 4,700 degree-
granting institutions and enrolling more than 21 mil-

lion students. In terms of policy actors, what sets the United 
States apart from most other countries is the lack of a min-
istry of education or other agency that holds overall respon-
sibility for higher education nationwide, and in many cases, 
drives the internationalization agenda at the national level 
and substantially influences institutional efforts. 

Rather, a number of federal agencies—including the Depart-
ments of State, Education, Defense, and Commerce—inde-
pendently administer programs that promote student and 
faculty mobility, research collaborations, and other interna-
tionalization activities. Typically, the goals of these initiatives 
are tied to the mandates of the administering agencies (such 
as diplomacy, national security, etc.); the internationaliza-
tion of US higher education per se is not an explicit objec-
tive. Overall, there is little coordination among administering 
agencies around their internationalization-related programs, 
and compared to many other countries, funding is scant. 

The lack of central coordination of the higher education sys-
tem as a whole, and the dearth of federal support for interna-
tionalization-related programs mean that internationalization 
truly is an institution-driven endeavor, in terms of funding as 
well as strategy, priority setting, and program administration. 
While calls have been made for a unified national policy for 
internationalization, the size and diversity of the US higher 
education system mean that internationalization must—
and does—play out very differently on different campuses; 
formulating a national policy that has enough specificity to 
be meaningful and go beyond generalities, but is still broad 
enough to be applicable across all institutions, would be a for-
midable challenge. 

In lieu of a single national policy, the American Council on 
Education (ACE) has called for better coordination among 
federal agencies and more explicit policy and funding sup-
port for internationalization-related programs (Helms, 2015). 
Given the policy orientation of the Trump administration and 
proposed budget cuts to existing internationalization-related 
programs, however, the onus for advancing internationaliza-
tion is likely to remain with institutions themselves for the 
foreseeable future.

Mapping Internationalization on US Campuses
Because institutions are the locus of US internationalization 
efforts, they are also the most important source of related 
data. In order to understand internationalization trends and 
identify priorities going forward, every five years, ACE admin-
isters its Mapping Internationalization on U.S. Campuses survey 
to colleges and universities around the country. Conducted 
first in 2001 and most recently in 2016, the Mapping study is 
the only comprehensive source of data on internationaliza-
tion in all sectors of US higher education (Helms & Brajkovic, 
2017). In terms of content and areas addressed, the survey 
is structured around the six pillars of ACE’s Model for Com-
prehensive Internationalization (ACE, n.d.): an articulated in-
stitutional commitment; administrative leadership, structure, 
and staffing; curriculum, co-curriculum, and learning out-
comes; faculty policies and practices; student mobility; and 
collaboration and partnerships. 

2016 Survey Findings
At the broadest level, the 2016 Mapping data indicate that 
internationalization is gaining traction among US colleges 
and universities. Regarding the pace of progress, nearly three-
quarters (72%) of respondents indicated that international-
ization accelerated in recent years, compared to 64% in 2011. 

As in 2011, “improving student preparedness for a global era” 
is among institutions’ most compelling reasons for interna-
tionalizing, followed by “diversifying students, faculty, and 
staff at the home campus,” and “becoming more attractive to 
prospective students at home and overseas.” Revenue gener-
ation holds the number four spot, indicating an increased (or 
at least more overt) focus on this as a goal compared to 2011. 
Largely in line with these objectives, outbound and inbound 
student mobility are first and second, respectively, when it 
comes to priority activities for internationalization, followed 
by developing partnerships with institutions and organiza-
tions abroad. 

Looking beyond perceived progress and stated priorities, 
finer-grained data on the practice of internationalization—as 
operationalized through policies, programs, and activities—
shed additional light on the realities of how internationaliza-
tion is unfolding on campuses, and paint a more complex pic-
ture when it comes to progress and trends over time. 

Articulated institutional commitment

Approximately half (49%) of responding institutions’ mission 
statements specifically refer to internationalization or related 
activities (e.g., international or global activities); a similar 
proportion of institutions (47%) have included internation-
alization or related activities among the top five priorities 
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in their strategic plans. A sizeable proportion of institutions 
have launched a dedicated fundraising campaign to support 
internationalization, and many are tapping alumni, other do-
nors, and foundations for support. Somewhat surprisingly, 
given overall commitment levels and resource allocations, the 
percentage of institutions reporting that they had formally as-
sessed their internationalization progress or impact in recent 
years declined from 37% in 2011 to 29% in 2016. 

Administrative structure and staffing

The 2016 data indicate that on many campuses, internation-
alization is becoming an increasingly centralized and admin-
istrative endeavor. At 58% of institutions, a single office now 
leads internationalization activities or programs—compared 
to just 36% of institutions in 2011. The senior international of-
ficer (SIO) now occupies the number two slot when it comes 
to catalysts for internationalization—ahead of the chief aca-
demic officer, faculty, and other administrative leaders. At 
doctoral universities, the SIO is in fact seen as the top catalyst 
for internationalization, ahead of the president.

Curriculum and co-curriculum

Internationalization of the curriculum and/or co-curriculum 
ranks #4 in terms of internationalization priorities—behind 
recruiting international students, increasing study abroad, 
and developing international partnerships. Despite this rela-
tive lack of explicit emphasis, however, 2016 saw positive 
movement when it comes to operationalizing on-campus 
student global learning. In the last five years, more institu-
tions have implemented globally focused general education 
requirements and student learning outcomes, and—for the 
first time since the Mapping survey was initially administered 
in 2001—the percentage of institutions with foreign language 
requirements is on the rise, if modestly.

Globally focused co-curricular programming is increasing, 
as well. However, in 2016, as in past iterations of the survey, 
the most ubiquitous co-curricular programs (e.g., interna-
tional festivals and events and a meeting place for students 
interested in international topics) were those that require the 
least sustained and intensive engagement by students. On-
going programs and those with a more intensive educational 
component, though offered by a growing proportion of insti-
tutions, are still much less common.

Faculty policies and practices 

The 2016 survey saw modest gains in the percentage of insti-
tutions that factor international experience and activity into 
hiring, tenure, and promotion decisions, and in the proportion 
that recognize faculty contributions to internationalization 

through awards. Although faculty professional development 
is seen as a relatively low priority area for internationaliza-
tion, opportunities of this type expanded somewhat over the 
last five years—with an emphasis on funding and mobility, as 
opposed to on-campus workshops and curriculum-focused 
activities. 

In spite of these gains, however, the faculty-related data, 
when taken together and compared to data in other areas, 
raise concerns about overall status and recognition of faculty 
members’ key role in the internationalization process. 

Student mobility  

While student mobility has long been a cornerstone of inter-
nationalization efforts, the 2016 data indicate an increasingly 
sharp emphasis in this area relative to other aspects of in-
ternationalization. In order to spur inbound mobility, nearly 
half (48%) of institutions now have an international student 
recruiting plan in place—either for the institution as a whole, 
or for one or more schools/colleges. Over 80% of these plans 
specify numerical enrollment targets for undergraduates, 
graduate students, or both. For those with geographic targets, 
top countries include China, India, and Vietnam.

About two-thirds of respondents reported that the number 
of students studying abroad from their institutions increased 
(45%) or remained the same (27%) in the last three years; 
participation rates for other types of education abroad—such 
as international internships, service opportunities, and re-
search abroad—have grown less dynamically in recent years. 
Just over half of colleges and universities provide institutional 
funds, such as student scholarships, for education abroad. 

Although the total number of students going abroad is cur-
rently at an all-time high, it is important to note that still only 
about 10% of all US undergraduate students will study abroad 
before obtaining their degree (Institute of International Edu-
cation, 2016).

Collaboration and partnerships 

The 2016 data indicate that international engagement and 
collaboration are garnering increased attention, energy, and 
support on many campuses. However, there is still a wide 

At the broadest level, the 2016 
Mapping data indicate that 
internationalization is gaining traction 
among US colleges and universities. 
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spectrum in terms of activity levels, as well as the extent of 
planning and intentionality surrounding institutional relation-
ships abroad. Nearly half of responding institutions reported 
that they have begun to develop international partnerships 
(13%), or have expanded the number of partner relationships 
(36%) in the last three years. Many have established a formal 
strategy for partnership development, as well as campus-
wide guidelines for partnerships. Top countries of interest for 
expanded partnership activity in the future include China, In-
dia, Brazil, Mexico, Vietnam, and South Korea. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

The 2016 Mapping data for the individual pillars of the ACE’s 
Model for Comprehensive Internationalization are for the 
most part encouraging. However, a broader comparison of 
overall percentages across categories indicates that, for many 
institutions, internationalization efforts are still focused first 
and foremost externally. Not only do institutions explicitly 
identify student mobility in both directions and international 
partnerships as their top internationalization priorities; these 
areas are at the forefront when it comes to funding, human 
resources, and programs. On-campus internationalization 
efforts (“internationalization at home”), such as internation-
alization of the curriculum/co-curriculum and faculty profes-
sional development, are lower on the priority list—both in 
terms of rhetoric and practice.

While an external orientation for internationalization efforts 
is an issue in many countries around the world, the lack of 
attention to on-campus activities is especially problematic 
in the United States, given its persistently low study abroad 
rate. When institutions report that “improving student pre-
paredness for a global era” is their number-one goal for inter-
nationalization, presumably they mean all students—not just 
the small percentage that study abroad. Going forward, more 
efforts are needed to ensure that students at US institutions 
have opportunities to acquire global competence through 
their coursework, co-curricular activities, and interactions 
with internationally oriented faculty. In light of intensified re-
cruiting efforts, support for international students and maxi-
mizing their contributions to the global learning environment 
are also critical to on-campus efforts, and to furthering prog-
ress toward truly comprehensive internationalization.

The Trump Effect 
In looking toward the future of internationalization, it is im-
possible to ignore US political developments in the last year. 
The Mapping survey closed in December 2016—following the 
election of President Donald Trump, but prior to his inaugura-
tion. Since then, the Trump administration has issued a series 

of executive orders and policy statements related to immi-
gration and foreign relations that will likely impact, perhaps 
dramatically, student mobility—the aspect of international-
ization delineated clearly by the data as the top priority for 
US colleges and universities.

Initial data and anecdotal reports from US campuses, as well 
as sources abroad, indicate that the current political environ-
ment is indeed factoring into international students’ decisions 
about where to study. Yet, the long-term effect on student 
mobility numbers—and broader internationalization efforts—
is difficult to predict. The impact of these developments will 
undoubtedly vary by institution and sector. 

In light of new policy hurdles and a charged political climate, 
some colleges and universities may indeed turn away from 
internationalization activities. For others, though, momentum 
will continue, perhaps with different activities and emphases 
coming to the fore. Some institutions may turn their interna-
tionalization focus inward, with increased attention and re-
sources devoted to on-campus curricular, co-curricular, and 
faculty development initiatives—vitally important activities, 
in fact, to advance progress toward comprehensive interna-
tionalization in ways that an exclusively external orientation 
and on-going emphasis on mobility will not allow. Time—and 
the 2021 Mapping survey—will tell.
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Australia’s Cosmopolitan 
Campuses Count Their Blessings
Christopher Ziguras

Already one of the world’s most internationalized high-
er education systems, Australia is again experienc-
ing rapid growth in incoming international student 

numbers. Unlike similar growth phases in the past, where the 
mobility was one-directional, Australian universities are also 
experiencing a boom in outbound mobility. After two earlier 
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phases that were dominated by an international aid philoso-
phy (1950s to 1985) and then by commercial imperatives 
(1986 to early 2000s), Australian university leaders consider 
themselves to be deep into a third phase of internationaliza-
tion, in which their efforts and priorities align significantly 
with the key dimensions of ACE’s model of comprehensive 
internationalization. So, how is internationalization in Austra-
lia progressing in relation to the six pillars of ACE’s model for 
comprehensive internationalization?

Australian universities continue to have a high level of insti-
tutional commitment to internationalization, and this orienta-
tion has now become embedded in the character of nearly  
all institutions. For several decades, the vast majority of  
Australia’s 43 universities have recruited globally and, as a 
result, international students now comprise more than a 
quarter of all students in Australia’s higher education system 
(Department of Education and Training, 2017). Most have  
offered transnational programs abroad for decades, with  
around a quarter now having campuses outside Australia, 
accounting for a significant proportion of the world’s largest 
international branch campuses (Garrett et al., 2016). Near-
ly all have explicit commitments to global and intercultural 
engagement in their statements of graduate attributes, and 
actively promote learning abroad and international research 
collaboration. 

Fortunately for the country’s institutions and their students, 
Australia has so far not seen the rise of nationalist and xeno-
phobic political movements on the same scale as the United 
States and the United Kingdom. Internationalization of edu-
cation continues to enjoy bipartisan support at the federal 
level and among state governments, providing a supportive 
policy environment that is focused on making Australia an at-
tractive destination for scholars, and encouraging Australian 
students to learn abroad, particularly in Asia. 

The Vanishing International Office?
The deepening of international engagement has had an in-
teresting effect on administrative leadership, structure, and 
staffing in recent years, with a trend to integrate international 
education leadership and service provision into mainstream 
operations.

In the 1980s, when the Australian government ended subsi-
dies and restrictions on enrollment numbers for international 
students, many universities established new units catering to 
international students, from marketing and recruitment to ac-
commodation and careers counselling, all overseen by a dep-
uty vice-chancellor (DVC) international—a level equivalent 
to a vice-president in the US higher education context. As the 
scale of international activity has increased, and in recogni-

tion of the duplication that dedicated international services 
often involved, universities have for the past decade been 
integrating these services. This has been sometimes contro-
versial on campuses, as staff who work in the international 
units, and sometimes also international student groups, have 
portrayed “mainstreaming” as a reduction of support to inter-
national students.  

Universities have usually countered that by integrating these 
units, international students will have access to a wider suite 
of services, and that with a large proportion of the domestic 
population coming from migrant backgrounds, there is exten-
sive overlap in service needs. This leaves DVCs international 
with a much smaller portfolio, consisting of direct manage-
ment of study abroad and international relations offices, and 
an overarching role in international strategy through coordi-
nating the activities of senior leaders responsible for academ-
ic affairs, research, recruitment, student services, and so on.

Support for Teaching, Learning, and Research
With such significant international student populations, 
coupled with a highly internationalized economy and a high 
rate of immigration, Australian universities expect faculty to 
develop curricula, co-curricula, and learning outcomes that 
prepare students for international and intercultural practice. 
Doing so is easier in Australia than in some other countries 
since a high proportion of faculty are themselves migrants 
and most textbooks and curriculum materials are imported, 
although almost exclusively from the Global North. 

Faculty policies and practices remain supportive of interna-
tional engagement by faculty, and especially international 
research collaboration. Because global university rankings 
such as those produced by QS and Times Higher Education 
are taken so seriously in Australia, universities encourage fac-
ulty to develop a wide range of teaching, research, and service 
linkages that might raise the university’s profile among the in-
ternational scholarly community and employers. 

Mobility with Asia is Booming 
As noted previously, in relation to student mobility, Australia 
is experiencing rapid growth in both incoming and outbound 
student numbers. On the outbound side, there has been a 
concerted effort on the part of universities over the past de-
cade to increase the proportion of students learning abroad. 
This ambition has bipartisan political support and, since 
2013, successive Australian governments have been provid-
ing, and increasing, funding for outbound mobility to Asia in 
order to enhance young people’s familiarity with the region. 
Universities have steadily expanded their semester exchange 
opportunities in Asia, though the bulk of students on such 
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programs are still studying with North American and Euro-
pean partners. The majority of growth, however, has been 
in faculty-led study tours, overseas work placements, and 
short courses offered by, or in collaboration with, overseas 
partners—particularly in Asia, where Australian universities 
are keen to deepen their engagement and where students are 
open to travel due to the relative proximity, affordability, and 
their growing cultural familiarity with the region.  

Universities have been willing to support the massification of 
mobility because such study options are attractive to prospec-
tive and current students, promote deep student engagement 
with peers and faculty, and are attractive to employers (espe-
cially when linked to professional skills development). Also, 
more than a quarter of Australia’s universities have campuses 
abroad, most of which are in Asia, and these universities are 
increasingly promoting mobility between their campus loca-
tions and integrating their offshore campuses into their global 
exchange and study abroad partner university networks. 

The combination of institutional prioritization and govern-
ment support has been spectacularly effective. By 2015, there 
were 38,000 students learning abroad, up from just 7,000 a 
decade earlier, and fully 45% of outbound students are now 
studying in Asia. Nearly one in five Australian undergradu-
ate students now undertakes learning abroad during his or 
her studies (Harrison & Potts, 2016; Potts, 2016). This is a 
higher rate of mobility than that seen in the United States, 
United Kingdom, Canada and most other countries. If the rate 
of growth continues as expected, Australia’s mobility levels 
will, within a few years, be on par with those of Germany, the 
Netherlands, and Singapore (Gribble & Tran, 2016). 

This growth in mobility provides several opportunities for 
US colleges: more Australian exchange students going to 
the United States allows for more reciprocal places for US 
students in Australia, and in Australian branch campuses 
around the world; credit-bearing courses offered as part of 
a summer school in July in the Northern hemisphere are 
attractive to Australian students who wish to escape the 
Southern winter during the July break; and Australian uni-
versities are keen to run collaborative, faculty-led study tours 

with students and faculty from partner universities.

When it comes to inbound mobility, Australia made headlines 
a few years ago when a “perfect storm” involving a tightening 
of visa conditions for students and migrants, several highly 
publicized attacks on Indian students, and a high Australian 
dollar led to a marked decline in enrollments between 2010 
and 2012. The rebound, however, has been impressive. En-
rollments have grown by over 10% per year for four years in 
a row, according to data from the Commonwealth Provider 
Registration and International Student Management Sys-
tem, and the 554,179 international students in Australia in 
2016 in fact represented more than one in 50 people living 
in the country (Australian Trade and Investment Commis-
sion, 2017). Now, Australia’s main challenge is to maintain 
the quality of international students’ experience of living and 
studying in the country in a period of rapid growth in scale 
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2017).

Fortunately, current government regulations facilitate, rather 
than hinder, institutions’ ability to attract international stu-
dents and provide a well-rounded educational experience. 
Like Canada and New Zealand, Australia maintains much 
more welcoming migration and student visa policies than the 
United States and United Kingdom. In Australia, Canada, and 
New Zealand, students are allowed to work part-time during 
study periods and full-time during breaks; international grad-
uates are permitted to remain and work for several years after 
graduation, and many are able to obtain permanent residency 
and then citizenship. 

In large part, the enthusiastic internationalization of the stu-
dent population has been possible on such a scale because 
the societies in which this is occurring are already profoundly 
ethnically diverse. Overseas born residents account for 32% 
of the population of Sydney, while 58% of Melbourne’s popu-
lation have at least one parent born overseas. The incidents of 
a few years ago notwithstanding, Australia generally provides 
a culturally open and welcoming environment.

Flatlining Offshore, Building Support at Home 
Nearly all Australian universities have extensive international 
collaboration and partnerships, the most significant of which 
are collaborative teaching and research programs offshore. 
Many of these are long-standing partnerships, but the scale 
of transnational enrollments has begun to decline in recent 
years (Department of Education and Training, 2016), mainly 
due to the growth of quality local providers in Southeast Asia, 
the restrictions on foreign providers in China and India, and 
competition from UK universities that are seeking to expand 
abroad in response to shrinking international enrollments on 
home campuses.

Unlike similar growth phases in the 
past, where the mobility was one-
directional, Australian universities are 
also experiencing a boom in outbound 
mobility.
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The biggest risk facing the international education sector is 
that economic inequality between urban and rural electorates 
could result in the election of nationalist populist parties that 
then limit (both temporary and permanent) migration, thus 
restricting student mobility, as has occurred in the United 
States and Britain. So far, though, Australia has enjoyed bipar-
tisan support for internationalization of higher education, and 
key stakeholder organizations and policy influencing bodies 
continue to work to build continued support for international 
engagement at the political level, as well as among the stu-
dent community and broader society.
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The State of Internationalization in 
Canada: Strategic and Innovative
Grace Karram Stephenson

“Internationalization has become a central pillar in the quest for 
excellence in Canadian education” (Canadian Bureau for Interna-
tional Education, 2016).

 In Canada, higher education is the jurisdiction of 10 provin-
cial and two territorial governments. Each province relates 
in a unique manner to its institutions and it is often diffi-

cult to identify the specific features of a Canadian system of 

higher education. For this reason, internationalization takes 
different forms across different institutions and in policy pri-
orities at different levels of government.  

Institutions are more likely than government agencies to pri-
oritize ACE’s “Pillars of Comprehensive Internationalization.” 
Recent surveys suggest that Canadian institutions are ac-
tively developing an articulated institutional commitment to 
international education, internationalized curriculum, global 
partnerships, and student mobility. In contrast, the main in-
ternational education policies of the federal and provincial 
governments emphasize the development of a “Canadian 
brand” for the recruitment of foreign students and the acqui-
sition of skilled labor. At the same time, there is a noticeable 
imbalance between the large number of foreign students who 
enroll at Canadian institutions and the low numbers of Cana-
dians heading abroad. The following brief provides the details 
of these trends and reflects on the limitations of Canada’s 
strategic focus on talent acquisition.

Federal Strategy
In recent years, international education has become a priority 
of Canada’s federal government and is one of the few areas in 
which a pan-Canadian strategy has been developed in higher 
education. In 2011, the government of Canada’s Economic Ac-
tion Plan designated funding for the creation of a comprehen-
sive International Education Strategy to guide the often inde-
pendent actions of provinces and institutions. This step was 
welcomed by provincial governments, whose ministers of ed-
ucation had called for Canada-wide recruitment and branding 
strategies in their 2011 report Bringing education in Canada to 
the world, bringing the world to Canada (Council of Ministers of 
Education, 2011). By 2013, international education was listed 
in the government’s Global Markets’ Action Plan as one of 22 
areas in which Canada has a competitive advantage. 

The primary focus in federal policy, up to this point, relates 
to the acquisition of skilled labor through the recruitment of 
international students. Since 2005, the number of foreign 
students studying in Canada has quadrupled, with more than 
336,000 long-term students studying in Canada in 2015 
(Guhr, Furtado & Yyos, 2016). The most recent report on in-
ternational education released by Global Affairs Canada in 
2014 highlights the importance of international students for 
Canada’s economy. It states:

 …total annual expenditure of international students in-
cluding their visiting families and friends, contributed 
almost $11.4 billion to economic activities in Canada in 
2014. This translates to $9.3 billion in GDP contribu-
tion to the Canadian economy…The amount of overall 
annual spending by international students translates to 
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122,700 jobs (equivalent to 104,100 FTE) supported in 
the Canadian economy (Kunin, 2016, p.III).

Beyond their economic contributions, foreign students are 
also seen as essential for Canada’s “long-term capacity for 
research and innovation” (Department of Foreign Affairs, 
Trade and Development [DFATD], 2014, p.9), areas that are 
threatened by Canada’s aging population and shortages in 
professional fields.

The main policy agenda for the federal government is maxi-
mizing Canada’s brand. Research indicates that the Canadian 
brand is among the most trusted in the world and interna-
tional students are aware of an “integrated offer” when they 
come to Canada: the ability to study, pursue student em-
ployment, and move toward immigration (DFATD, 2014). 
The first major branding campaign, Edu-Canada, took place 
between 2007 and 2012. Canada dramatically increased its 
presence at global recruitment activities and championed the 

slogan, “Imagine Education au/in Canada.” During that time, 
the number of international students to Canada increased by 
51%. Currently, the federal government prioritizes five coun-
tries and one region as key markets from which to recruit in-
ternational students: Brazil, China, India, Mexico, North Af-
rica and the Middle East, and Vietnam. 

The third area of federal involvement relates to the immigra-
tion pathways of international students. Under the previous, 
Conservative, federal government, international students 
were grouped in the same category as other skilled appli-
cants, making it more difficult for them to attain permanent 
residency. The current government is taking action to amend 
the application process to favor those who have attained a 
Canadian degree. An in-depth look at immigration policy 
highlights the profit-driven approach that often characterizes 
the recruitment of international students.

Provincial Strategy
Provincial governments, like their federal counterparts, strong-
ly emphasize foreign student recruitment in their strategic 
planning. Although provincial bodies have lobbied for nation-
wide strategies, the provinces are the main parties responsible 

for higher education policy and have significant autonomy to 
determine how internationalization is enacted in their jurisdic-
tion. Provinces set priorities and, when needed, draw on specif-
ic supports from the federal government in areas such as visa 
acquisition and naturalization. 

Despite the autonomy of the provinces, one finds several com-
mon themes in recent international education strategy docu-
ments. The importance of recruiting foreign students contin-
ues to be the top priority, but this is matched by the related 
commitment to ensuring the quality of students’ degree ex-
perience. There is consensus that maintaining a high quality 
educational experience is essential for the long-term stability 
of Canada’s foreign student inflows.

Across Canada, different provinces tend to prioritize partner-
ships with different countries. For example, while all provinces 
focus on China, provinces in Western Canada tend to place a 
higher priority on India, while British Columbia also has a dis-
tinct relationship with the Asia-Pacific community. Overall, 
provincial governments contribute stability and cohesion to 
the foreign student recruitment aspect of the education sec-
tor of each province. 

Institutional Strategy
While prioritizing foreign students, most Canadian institu-
tions have broadened their approach to internationalization 
and strive for a more comprehensive strategy. The 2014 sur-
vey of institutional internationalization, conducted by the 
Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada (AUCC), 
found that 82% of their members placed “internationaliza-
tion and/or global engagement [as] among the top five priori-
ties of the strategic plan or long-term planning documents.” 
Furthermore, 72% of institutions are currently working on in-
ternationalizing their curriculum, up from only 41% in 2006 
(AUCC, 2014). Following student mobility, the two main 
internationalization priorities for institutions are academic 
research collaborations and strategic partnerships with insti-
tutions for degree offerings. This broad range of international-
ization activities at institutions affirms Knight’s (2004) sug-
gestion that “it is usually at the individual, institutional level 
that the real processes of internationalization is [sic] taking 
place,” (Knight, 2004, pp. 6–7).

One area of concern for institutions is the low rate of out-
bound mobility. Despite concerted efforts to promote study 
abroad, the Canadian Bureau for International Education 
(CBIE) found that “a mere 2.3% of university students went 
abroad for a credit or not-for-credit experience in the 2014–
2015 academic year. This suggests that participation has 
declined since the 2012–2013 academic year when an esti-

Institutions are more likely than 
government agencies to prioritize 
ACE’s “Pillars of Comprehensive 
Internationalization.” 
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mated 3.1% of university students went abroad” (CBIE, 2016 
p.7). This number remains close to the 2006 rate of 2.2%, 
a minimal increase, considering that 74% of institutions list 
outward mobility in their top five internationalization priori-
ties (AUCC, 2014). These low numbers are also a stark con-
trast to the consistent inflow of foreign students into Canada. 
Despite a strong institutional focus on developing economies, 
outwardly mobile Canadian students still choose traditional 
destinations such as Europe or Australia for their stay abroad.

Although institutions are free to pursue their own collabo-
rations and partnerships, the 2014 AUCC report notes that 
“China is overwhelmingly the top focus of almost all facets 
of Canadian universities’ internationalization activities” (p.5). 
Following China, institutions also prioritize international ac-
tivities in Brazil, India, the United States, France, Mexico, and 
Germany. Institutional activities in China go beyond foreign 
student recruitment: China is also the site of the majority of 
dual or double degrees offered in partnership with Canadian 
institutions (19%). 

At the faculty level, Canadian professors have high levels of 
global partnerships. In 2012, 43% of Canadian publications 
were co-authored with an international partner, twice the 
world average (AUCC, 2014). 

The Way Forward: Collaboration and Evaluation
In summary, Canadian internationalization can presently be 
described as strategic rather than comprehensive. Institu-
tions and government agencies are focusing on target areas 
that promise the most for the country’s relatively small higher 
education sector. While Canada has established a compara-
tive advantage in recruiting foreign students, there is grow-
ing concern that Canada’s international education activities 
are mainly driven by economic or commercial rationales. The 
recruitment of foreign students is still a top priority for both 
government and institutions as fiscal austerity measures re-
quire the revenues and talents of high-skilled immigrants.  

Fortunately for Canada, the recent push for effective evalua-
tion of internationalization offers a way forward. The AUCC 
2014 survey found that “59% of Canadian universities track 
the implementation of their internationalization strategies 
within their quality assessment and assurance procedures, 
and just over three-fifths assess their success in supporting 
international students” (p.4). For countries and institutions 
that wish to collaborate with Canada on internationalization 
initiatives, an institution-to-institution approach is most likely 
to expand opportunities outside of student mobility. 
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Internationalization of Higher 
Education in Colombia:  
From Fragmentation to a 
Comprehensive Policy
Jeannette Vélez Ramírez

According to the National Information System of High-
er Education (known by its acronym in Spanish as 
SNIES), in January 2017 there were 289 higher edu-

cation institutions (HEIs) in Colombia: 62 public, 208 private, 
and 19 that are governed under a special rule/regime—i.e., 
they are higher education institutions but each of their legal 
personalities depends on other public institutions (Law 30 
1992, art. 137; IESALC-UNESCO, 2002). Universities com-
prise 84 of the country’s 289 HEIs, including 31 public, 52 
private, and 1 special regime institution. Key variables that af-
fect the depth and scope of internationalization among this 
diverse set of institutions include institutional type, regional 
location, and budget allocated to internationalization. 

At the national level, policy makers see great potential for Co-
lombia to become a key player in global higher education, as 
do outside observers (Bothwell, 2016). They also recognize 
the importance of internationalization to realizing this poten-
tial, and the need for a public policy on the subject; indeed, 
such a policy—the result of an interdisciplinary and interin-
stitutional working group established in 2016—is currently 
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under review by the Ministry of Education (MEN) (National 
Council for Higher Education, 2013). 

To date, however, there is no existing national policy or stra-
tegic plan that gives guidelines, defines focus areas, or inte-
grates the various actors needed to improve the international 
activities of individual institutions or of the Colombian higher 
education system as a whole. Certain initiatives and pro-
grams have been implemented, but there has been a lack of 
continuity over the years.

Internationalization Strengths, Weaknesses, 
and Priorities
Colombia’s HEIs speak regularly about comprehensive inter-
nationalization. However, there is no common definition for 
this concept, nor any indication of how it applies to the daily 
life of HEIs in terms of coordinating the work of the relevant 
actors or achieving institutional goals. 

Still, various sources of information on internationalization 
(Nupia, 2014) show significant results and advances by Co-
lombian HEIs with respect to the six pillars of the American 
Council on Education’s (ACE) Model for Comprehensive In-
ternationalization. This does not mean that all HEIs are de-
veloping comprehensive strategies, but they are actively pur-
suing, at least to some extent, internationalization in the key 
areas of education, research, and service.

Various studies (Jaramillo, 2003; Rodriguez Pinto & Cardoso 
Arango, 2007; Nupia et al., 2013) have been carried out in 
order to gauge the level of internationalization at HEIs. How-
ever, their methodologies and instruments have been evolv-
ing, which makes it difficult to make comparisons between 
them. The data listed below come from the study conducted 
in 2013 in the agreement between the MEN and the “Colom-
bia Challenge Your Knowledge” (CCYK, see below) initiative 
(Nupia et al., 2013). 

Management models

Nearly all (96%) Colombian HEIs have implemented some 
type of management model for internationalization (e.g., es-
tablishing an international office); however, on closer inspec-
tion, it is clear that there is still much to be done in this area. 
Effective leadership for internationalization includes not only 
the design of policies, but also concrete and quantifiable ac-
tions that enable the institution to meet objectives and goals 
in a coordinated manner. Examples include increasing budget 
allocations, improving physical and administrative infrastruc-
ture, and developing information management systems and 
tools. These operational aspects of internationalization man-
agement are still lacking at many Colombian institutions.

Curriculum and co-curriculum

Just under half (48%) of Colombia’s HEIs state that they 
have a policy for the internationalization of curricula – though 
it is noteworthy that while a majority of private institutions 
(54%) say they are active in this area, only 28% of public 
institutions are similarly engaged in this work.

At institutions nationwide, there are numerous examples of 
programs and activities aimed at “touching” the curriculum 
and the co-curriculum. Many of these initiatives are innova-
tive, but there is a lack of effort to measure their impact, or 
to determine how academic units might be involved in sup-
porting them. Better evaluation of these activities is needed 
to understand if and how they contribute effectively to the 
development of globally competent students. 

Research

Colombian HEIs place special emphasis on the international-
ization of research. This priority is reflected in the new “Co-
lombia Cientifica” program, launched in 2016, which allocates 
resources and defines key research areas—i.e., food, health, 
sustainable energy, society, and bio-economy—for the coun-
try (Colombia Científica, 2017). Only high quality accredited 
HEIs can be leaders of the projects chosen for inclusion in the 
program, which encourages collaboration with international 
HEIs, local companies, and governments, as well as with less 
developed Colombian HEIs.

Community engagement

Service to local, national, and regional communities is also an 
important aspect of internationalization for many Colombian 
institutions. Examples of initiatives to facilitate such engage-
ment include UTOPIA , the Scientific Park of Social innovation 
of UNIMINUTO , CAPAZ German-Colombian Peace Institute, 
CACAO FOR PEACE, and the mathematics Olympiads cre-
ated for schools by Antonio Nariño University, among others. 

Overall, while Colombian HEIs are conceptually committed 
to internationalizing, their degree of progress varies due to 
factors such as lack of commitment of some actors, lack of 
resources, and lack of professionalization across entire in-
stitutions, including, but not limited to, international offices. 

Today, countries such as Ecuador, 
Argentina, and Peru are looking to 
Colombia as a model for how to pursue 
higher education internationalization in 
the Latin American context.
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Going forward, priorities include increasing academic mobil-
ity, transforming the culture of internationalization within in-
stitutions, and furthering the internationalization of research. 
Measuring the impact of internationalization policies is an-
other key concern. 

Networks and Recent Initiatives
Since the 1990s, the Colombian Network for International-
ization (known by its acronym in Spanish as RCI) has been 
promoting international collaboration, exchange, training, 
and studies (RCI, n.d.). In 2007, RCI undertook the first-ev-
er nationwide study on the state of Colombian internation-
alization, and developed a program to assist universities in 
strengthening their internationalization capacities. RCI was 
also a key organizer of the Latin American and Caribbean 
Higher Education Conference for Internationalization (LA-
CHEC) in 2008, an event that, since that time, has brought 
together each year representatives from institutions in more 
than 30 countries in Latin America, the Caribbean, Europe, 
and occasionally the United States—with participation of up 
to 500 people (ASCUN [Colombian Association of Universi-
ties], n.d.).  

Also in 2008, Colombian universities that were accredited by 
the MEN joined forces to promote Colombia as a producer of 
quality education and research. The resulting CCYK initiative 
engaged not only individual institutions, but also the MEN; 
the Colombian Institute of Educational Credit and Study 
Abroad (ICETEX); the Administrative Department of Sci-
ence, Technology and Innovation (Colciencias); ProColombia 
(which focuses on exports, tourism, and branding); and the 
National Accreditation Council (CAN). 

Since the CCYK was created, Colombia’s visibility as a viable 
destination for student mobility and a source of partner insti-
tutions for international research collaboration has increased 
considerably—for example, in the context of the European 
Union’s Horizon 2020 funding schemes. These positive de-
velopments were possible due to the improved economic and 
security conditions of the country from 2004 onward, but 
also as a result of the fact that the participating institutions 
within the CCYK initiative formed an unprecedented network 
of allies, sharing a common purpose. 

In agreement with the MEN, the universities and other enti-
ties involved in CCYK carried out The Study on the Internation-
alization of Higher Education in Colombia and the Modernization 
of Internationalization Indicators in the National System of Higher 
Education in 2013 (Nupia et al., 2013); published five Manuals 
for the Internationalization of Higher Education (CCYK, n.d.b); 
and produced the Inbound Mobility of US Students to Colombia: 

CCYK® Report 2016 (CCYK, n.d.c). Since 2011, these universities 
have also offered a peer coaching program, in coordination with 
the MEN, designed to build capacity at HEIs that are just begin-
ning to internationalize (Longhurst, Duran, & Parra, 2014). 

Recently, both the RCI and CCYK have been working with the 
vice-minister of higher education, proposing legal reforms to 
create a favorable framework for the development of interna-
tionalization in relation to areas such as visas, curricular flex-
ibility, degrees recognition, definition of relevant indicators, 
and the creation of a public policy agenda and national strat-
egy for internationalization. Today, countries such as Ecuador, 
Argentina, and Peru are looking to Colombia as a model for 
how to pursue higher education internationalization in the 
Latin American context.

Implications for US–Colombia Engagement 
Relationships between Colombian and US HEIs have been ex-
panding in recent years for several reasons, notably as a result 
of improved safety conditions in Colombia and the implemen-
tation of programs on both sides—such as 100,000 Strong in 
the Americas, Colombia Cientifica, and Nexus Global (Col-
ciencias, 2017)—as well as national and international funding 
for initiatives aimed at strengthening the Colombian peace 
agreement signed on November 24, 2016 and addressing 
key issues such as agriculture, sustainable energy, and wa-
ter management. In this context, there is clear and growing 
potential for transformative agreements between US and Co-
lombian institutions, focused on these areas and others. 

Colombian HEIs have always worked toward ensuring that co-
operation is reciprocal in every sense. This implies that there 
is an interest in brokering partnerships where there is a real 
and measurable benefit for those involved in the relationship 
that allows for the construction of transformative alliances 
on equal terms, while limiting merely “transactional relation-
ships.” Thus, US institutions looking to engage with Colombian 
partners should carefully consider their ability and willingness 
to commit to mutuality in these arrangements.

Since the CCYK was created, 
Colombia’s visibility as a viable 
destination for student mobility and 
a source of partner institutions for 
international research collaboration 
has increased considerably.
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Internationalization in India
Lakshmi Iyer

 By 2030, India will be the youngest nation in the world 
(EY, n.d.). When it comes to higher education, India al-
ready faces a demand–supply gap, which is set to in-

crease with the rise in population. India’s Gross Enrollment 
Ratio (GER) of 23.6% (Business Standard, 2005) stands 
well below the global average of 30% (Roy, 2014). While 
the government has set a target of 30% by 2020 (Business 
Standard, 2005), reaching this goal will be a significant chal-
lenge given the limited existing capacity. Quality is a serious 
concern. Curricula lack rigor and relevance, and, as a result, 
almost 80% of Indian college graduates are not considered 
employable (Wheelbox, 2016). Overall, there is a shortage 
of well-qualified faculty, even at relatively prestigious institu-
tions such as the Indian Institutes of Technology (IITs) and 
Indian Institutes of Management (IIMs). Over 35% of IIT fac-
ulty positions are currently vacant (Gohain, 2017). 

Internationalization is seen as a potential means by which Indi-
an higher education can address the supply–demand gap, rem-
edy the low quality of teaching and learning that plague Indian 
institutions, accelerate research and innovation, and prepare 
students to be competitive in the global labor market. Individu-
al institutions are motivated to internationalize in order to fulfil 
their educational missions, remain academically relevant, and 
enhance their profiles internationally and domestically. 

Improving the international ranking of Indian institutions is also 
emerging as an internationalization priority. Currently, only two 
Indian higher education institutions (HEIs), the Indian Institute 
of Science (IISc) Bangalore and IIT Delhi, feature in the top 200 
global institutions (Shihabudeen, 2017). Interest in rankings is 
increasing at both government and institutional levels and, go-
ing forward, is likely to factor into internationalization efforts 
and strategies.

Resource levels at HEIs in India vary greatly, as do approaches 
to internationalization, which are also influenced (positively 
and negatively) by an array of government policies. Currently, 
the ministry of human resource and development is working 
on a mechanism of “graded autonomy” (University Grants 
Commission, 2017), which will give top institutions more 
freedom to devise their own internationalization strategies 
(Bansal, 2017). 

The following overview of current status and trends—and 
included case examples—are based on research conducted 
by Sannam S4 Business Intelligence (Sannam S4, n.d.). Data 
sources and methods include analysis of university websites 
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and government policies, as well as interviews with interna-
tional relations officers at public and private HEIs.

Articulated Institutional Commitment 
Traditionally, internationalization has not been articulated 
as a priority among Indian HEIs, although, for a number of 
educational institutions, especially new private players, in-
ternationalization is a buzzword and a marketing strategy. 
Various private HEIs have used international links to brand 
themselves domestically; the international student presence 
on campuses and arrangements with foreign universities are 
widely publicized in advertising campaigns. National Univer-
sity Associations. 

Most HEIs do not have a clear internationalization strategy. 
Some, however, mention global exposure or globalization in 
their mission and vision statements. Xavier Institute of Com-
munication’s (XIC) mission, for instance, states, “We believe 
in an education that nurtures global citizens” (Xavier Institute 
of Communications, n.d.). The institutional vision of FLAME 
University, located in Pune, includes providing global expo-
sure to its students and facilitating global faculty exchange—
though it does not have a strategy in place to fulfill these ob-
jectives. 

Examples of institutions that are taking concrete steps to-
ward strategic planning include Birla Institute of Technology, 
Pilani (BITS), which has a vision 2020 document focusing on 
internationalization and has set up a task force to draw up 
an actionable strategy (Birla Institute of Technology & Sci-
ence, 2016). At Central University of Gujarat (CUG), inter-
nationalization is a fundamental institutional value, and CUG 
has become a member of the Association of Commonwealth 
Universities (ACU) in order to facilitate global engagement.

Administrative Leadership, Structure,  
and Staffing
While many institutions of all types have an international 
relations officer in place, dedicated international offices are 
relatively less common. Not surprisingly, dedicated offices 
are most often found at more well-resourced, prestigious 
institutions; examples include Jawaharlal Nehru University 
(JNU), FLAME University, St. Xavier’s College (Mumbai), the 
University of Madras, and the IITs. 

A number of institutions have convened committees to fo-
cus on internationalization or certain aspects of it—in some 
cases, as a first step toward establishing a dedicated office. 
Ambedkar University of Delhi (AUD), for instance, has an 
advisory committee on international partnerships, which is 
likely to be converted into an international office (Ambedkar 

University Delhi, n.d.). Overall, however, most Indian HEIs 
lack adequate leadership and staffing to drive institutional 
internationalization. A lack of synergy and communication 
between top institutional leaders, other administrators, and 
faculty—in general, and specifically around internationaliza-
tion—makes it difficult to achieve a shared vision and coher-
ent plan to move internationalization forward. 

Curriculum, Co-curriculum, and Learning  
Outcomes 
In line with many HEIs’ focus on quality improvement as an 
internationalization priority, efforts to internationalize the 
curriculum often mean bringing course content and teaching 
methods up to global standards. Indian HEIs have an advan-
tage in that the medium of instruction is English; this allows 
for easier adoption of materials and content available in the 
global academic marketplace, and assessment of existing re-
sources against accepted exemplars.

Some institutions are focusing on providing cutting-edge ex-
periences to students that will set them apart in the global 
workforce. CUG, for example, prioritizes student research and 
foreign language learning. It offers a variety of research-in-
tensive subjects and has invested in elaborate language labs 
and infrastructure: most notably, in a Central Instrumentation 
Facility that houses instruments for chemical, biological, and 
environmental sample analysis. NIIT University (NU) recruits 
faculty from industry as well as academia, in order to better 
equip students with knowledge of current developments in 
their fields and make them job ready for the global labor mar-
ket (NIIT University, n.d.).

A number of institutions supported by large philanthropic 
trusts or private endowments have emerged recently, includ-
ing Ashoka University, Azim Premji University, Jindal Global 
University, and Shiv Nadar (SNU) University. Often, these 
have ambitions of being “global institutes”—not just in terms 
of international presence, but also in cultivating a global out-
look among their students. Programs and course content re-
flect this orientation. Ashoka University, for example, offers 
the Young India Fellowship (YIF), a yearlong postgraduate di-
ploma in liberal studies. The YIF curriculum is delivered by In-

Mapping Internationalization Globally

Resource levels at HEIs in India 
vary greatly, as do approaches to 
internationalization, which are also 
influenced (positively and negatively) 
by an array of government policies.
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dian and international faculty from several institutions abroad 
(Ashoka University, n.d.).

Faculty Policies and Practices
Government regulations prohibit Indian HEIs from hiring 
foreign faculty on a permanent basis. However, bringing in 
international faculty to teach on a short-term basis and pro-
vide international training to domestic faculty is an impor-
tant aspect of internationalization and quality improvement 
at many institutions. To encourage such arrangements, the 
federal government’s Department of Science and Technol-
ogy recently launched the Visiting Advanced Joint Research 
(VAJRA) faculty scheme, which allows overseas researchers 
to work as adjunct faculty for a specific period of time at a 
publicly funded Indian institution (VAJRA, n.d.).. Institutions 
of national importance like the IITs and IIMs have also been 
able to bring international perspectives to campus by hiring 
foreign-educated Indian faculty.

In terms of research and teaching collaborations, most In-
dian academics either do not have international connections 
or lack funding for international projects. In recognition of 
the potential benefits of global engagement by Indian fac-
ulty, however, the government of India’s ministry of human 
resource development created the Global Initiative of Aca-
demic Networks (GIAN, n.d.) in November 2015, to enable 
partnerships between international scientists and entrepre-
neurs and faculty at Indian institutions (Verma, 2015). As a 
follow up to GIAN, the government has launched the Global 
Research Interactive Network (GRIN) to fund research col-
laborations (Press Information Bureau, 2015). 

Student Mobility
India sends about 350,000 students abroad (Sannam S4, 
n.d.) and receives around 30,000 international students 
(Ministry of Human Resource Development, India, 2012). 
It is the second largest source market for study abroad stu-
dents, but hosts only 0.6% of the global population of stu-
dents studying outside their home countries (Sharma, 2017). 
The top source countries for international students in India in 
2015 were Nepal, Afghanistan, Malaysia, and Nigeria (ICEF 
Monitor, 2017); however, the overall number of international 
students in India has dropped from 31,126 in 2015 to 30,423 
in 2016 (British Universities’ International Liaison Associa-
tion, 2017). There is an attempt to increase the number of 
international students in India by reserving 25% of seats for 
international students at the 20 world-class institutes or in-
stitutes of eminence that the government plans to create in 
the coming years (Sharma, 2017). 

Until recently, transfer of credits from foreign institutions to 

Indian institutions was not recognized. This prevented se-
mester abroad and joint program exchanges. In 2015, how-
ever, India migrated to a credit-based transfer system in a 
bid to move from the single discipline approach, institute 
parity across institutions within India and abroad, and enable 
greater student mobility  (Confederation of Indian Industry & 
Deloitte, 2015). A number of leading institutions have also 
recently opened their entrance examinations to foreign stu-
dents, which will likely boost incoming student numbers go-
ing forward. 

Despite these developments, many challenges still constrain 
student mobility. Due to limited funding, outgoing student 
mobility is generally limited to either the privileged or the 
brightest. On the inbound side, few institutions provide Eng-
lish language training or other pathways for students from 
non-Anglophone countries, which decreases the pool of pos-
sible applicants. There is a lack of appropriate infrastructure 
and facilities at Indian institutions to support international 
students—though some private institutions are building such 
facilities. For example, FLAME University has an air-condi-
tioned international hostel and IIT Bombay houses interna-
tional students in newer facilities.

Collaboration and Partnerships
In its 2016 Foreign Education Bill, the government relaxed 
previous restrictions on foreign academic collaborations, and 
began allowing Indian higher education institutions to enter 
into “twinning” arrangements with foreign partner institu-
tions. Under the new guidelines, courses taken at foreign in-
stitutions can be recorded on students’ transcripts and used 
to fulfill degree requirements.

The loosening of regulations has increased the overall inter-
est in international partnerships among Indian institutions, 
including those that previously were not active in this area. 
In some cases, relationships with a limited scope (e.g., focus-
ing solely on short-term student exchange) are now being 
expanded to include joint degree programs and other kinds 
of deeper engagement. One example is a double degree mas-
ter’s program offered by Manipal Institute of Technology and 
Chemnitz University of Technology, Germany (Manipal Uni-
versity, n.d.). 

Some larger institutions that are particularly active with re-
gard to international partnerships are establishing adminis-
trative systems to manage their relationships abroad. Jawa-
harlal Nehru University, for example, is in the process of 
creating an online system to make its partnerships process 
more efficient. Like counterparts around the world, it is not 
uncommon for Indian institutions to have partnership agree-
ments in place with little actual activity. Research by Sannam 
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S4 suggests that Indian institutions’ most successful and sus-
tained international partnerships include short-term visits by 
faculty from the partner institution to the Indian institution, 
careful mapping of the curriculum for students participating 
in exchanges or joint academic programs, and tuition agree-
ments that do not require Indian students to pay additional 
fees beyond what they would pay at home.

In addition to international partnerships, some private Indian 
HEIs’ global engagement activity also includes establishing 
offshore campuses. S.P. Jain Institute of Management and 
Research has campuses in Dubai, Singapore, and Sydney. 
BITS has a campus in Dubai, and Amity University is present 
in Dubai and London. Manipal University has a presence in 
Dubai and so does the Institute of Management Technology, 
Ghaziabad (IMT). Among public sector institutions, Mumbai 
University is actively looking into setting up an offshore cam-
pus in the United States in order to form linkages with US in-
stitutions and offer international courses (India Today, 2017).

Conclusion
Both the government of India and an increasing number of 
Indian institutions are realizing the benefits of internation-
alization. Currently, internationalization is more common in 
private institutions and in top universities in India. The gov-
ernment is actively taking steps toward creating globally rec-
ognized institutions, which will provide more opportunities 
for foreign collaborations and attract foreign students. How-
ever, it is unlikely that this opportunity will extend to middle-
rung institutions, due to restrictions embedded in the regu-
latory framework, inadequate funds, and lack of appropriate 
infrastructure. 
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Internationalization in German 
Higher Education
Hans-Dieter Daniel

Internationalization has been a topic of considerable inter-
est for German higher education in recent years, due in 
part to the Bologna Process, but also because of various 

European Union (EU) programs and a general desire to play a 
competitive role in the global knowledge economy.

Recent policies implemented by the federal government and 
the 16 Länder (states) underscore this interest. In 2013, for 
example, the federal ministry of education and research and 
the 16 state ministries of education and research launched 
a joint strategy for the internationalization of higher educa-
tion in Germany. In that strategy, they defined nine fields of 
action and developed joint policy goals for each field within 
the framework of their respective constitutional remits and 
respecting the autonomy of higher education institutions 
(HEIs) (Joint Science Conference, 2013). The nine fields of 
action are:

• Promoting strategic internationalization by individu 
al institutions

• Improving the legal framework for internationaliza 
tion

• Creating a culture of welcome

• Establishing an internationally oriented campus  
(e.g., courses and classes taught in English or other  
foreign languages; inclusion of international content  
in curricula)

• Increasing the international mobility of German stu 
dents

• Enhancing Germany’s international attractiveness as a 
study destination

• Attracting excellent (young) academics from abroad

• Expanding international research cooperation

• Delivering transnational education courses

Building on the 2013 policy, in February 2017, the federal gov-
ernment launched a new strategy for the internationalization 
of education, science, and research, which focuses on further 

strengthening Germany’s position as an internationally at-
tractive place for studies and research (Federal Ministry of 
Education and Research, 2017). 

While government policies provide a broad framework for in-
ternationalization efforts in Germany, institutional autonomy 
is at the forefront. It is up to HEIs to craft their own interna-
tionalization agendas, pursue funding, and decide whether to 
participate in programs and initiatives offered by the German 
government, the European Union, and other entities. 

Even with this emphasis on institutional autonomy, national-
level data on higher education internationalization is rela-
tively abundant in Germany, particularly compared to many 
other countries. Data comes from various sources—particu-
larly the German Rectors’ Conference (HRK) and the German 
Academic Exchange Service (DAAD)—providing insight into 
the shape and scope of institutional efforts nationwide, and 
allowing for identification of key issues and trends.

Articulated Institutional Commitment

According to the federal government and the Länder, interna-
tionalization should be seen as a horizontal task that affects 
all areas and units of an HEI. Internationalization strategies, 
however, must be customized and take into account the spe-
cific features of each individual university and the regional 
context in which it is embedded (German Rectors’ Confer-
ence, 2012). Two recent government-funded initiatives are 
designed to help German institutions develop their own 
strategies, affirm their commitment to internationalization, 
and determine how best to operationalize that commitment 
on their own campuses. 

With funding supplied by the federal ministry of education 
and research, the HRK administers an “Internationalization 
of Universities” Audit, which helps HEIs assess and (further) 
develop their internationalization strategies. Conducted by a 
team of internationally experienced experts and HRK staff, the 
Audit is tailored to each university’s needs; it is holistic, volun-
tary, and confidential. Since the project’s launch in 2009, one 
in three German universities has applied for participation. So 
far, 76 HEIs have completed the Audit process. All in all, there 
has been a tremendous response to the Audit, and the univer-
sities’ feedback on the benefits of the Audit is very positive.

A new project, also funded by the federal ministry of educa-
tion and research and administered by the HRK under the 
name HRK EXPERTISE Internationalization, will focus on the 
integration of international and intercultural components into 
study programs, further internationalization of university staff, 
expansion of structured forms of cooperation with overseas 
partners (including the use of digital teaching and learning), 
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and development of an international profile. Information on 
how institutions can participate in the project will be available 
in late 2017.

Administrative Leadership, Structure, and 
Staffing 
German universities are convinced that internationalization 
needs to be professionally managed by university leadership. 
The president or a vice-president is usually responsible for 
the strategic governance of internationalization; he or she is 
typically supported by an academic council of international-
ization experts and an international office.

A key task of the internationalization office is to manage the 
institution’s participation in government-backed initiatives 
such as those described in the previous section, and to secure 
access to other government funding—a substantial amount 
of which is earmarked as part of the federal budget. Often, 
this means liaising with intermediary organizations such as 
the HRK and the DAAD, which provides government-funded 
scholarships to support both inbound and outbound student 
mobility.

Curriculum, Co-curriculum, and Learning  
Outcomes

Recent data available through the Hochschulkompass (High-
er Education Compass) (https://www.hochschulkompass.
de/en.html), an information portal maintained by the HRK, 
provide insights on international degree programs offered by 
Germany universities, a key focus of curriculum internation-
alization for many HEIs. 

In 2015, 1,959 international degree programs were listed in 
the Hochschulkompass database, and were offered by nearly 
two-thirds of German universities. There is no formal defini-
tion of international degree program. The programs are typi-
cally bilingual or fully taught in English and offer special ser-
vices for international students. The data reflect a significant 
push toward English-language instruction in Germany in re-
cent years; from 2007 to 2013 English-taught master’s pro-
grams, for example, increased from fewer than 100 to more 
than 700.

According to the Hochschulkompass, 640 of the 1,959 inter-
national degree programs included in the database in 2015 
were international dual degree programs. In three-quarters 
of the dual degree programs, the participating partner insti-
tutions were located in Europe; partner institutions in North 
America participated in 7.7% of these programs (Maiworm,  
2016, p. 57). 

Very little is known about international elements of study 
programs offered in the German language, or programs fo-
cusing on international competencies. According to the HRK, 
internationalization of the curricula should be strengthened in  
the future (German Rectors’ Conference, 2017), because  
63% of all students at the bachelor and master’s levels in Ger-
many graduate without a study-related stay abroad (DAAD, 
2015, p. 8).

Faculty Policies and Practices 
The internationality of teaching and study at HEIs in Germany 
is measured not least by the internationality of the academic 
staff. The Federal Statistical Office of Germany has recorded 
nationality/citizenship in its personnel statistics since 2006, 
which makes it possible to determine how many persons with 
foreign passports are working at German HEIs. In 2014, there 
were 41,010 such academic and artistic staff and professors 

(Maiworm, 2016, pp. 65–73), i.e., 10.8% of the total number. 
Looking at professors only, there were 3,004 persons with 
foreign passports, or 6.6% of the total number of professors 
at HEIs in Germany, up from 5.5% in 2006. Almost 80% of 
the foreign professors were nationals of a European country; 
62% were from the European Union, and 17% were from oth-
er European countries. Ten percent of all foreign professors 
were from North America. 

In 2014, more than 9,000 German postdocs and academics/
university teachers received funding, mainly from the DAAD 
and the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation, to support 
short-term international mobility. The United States was the 
most popular destination country; 13.8% of all funded post-
docs and academics/university teachers went to the United 
States for research/teaching. 

Student Mobility 

In 2014, Germany’s federal government established a goal of 
350,000 international students studying in German institu-
tions by 2020. In 2015, as many as 321,569 degree-seeking 
foreign students were enrolled at German institutions—an in-
crease of 7% or about 20,000 students compared to the year 

While government policies 
provide a broad framework for 
internationalization efforts in Germany, 
institutional autonomy is at the 
forefront.
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before. Europe is the most common region of origin of these 
students, followed by Asia. Though numbers are smaller, rep-
resentation from North America is increasing; 5,632 North 
American students were enrolled in German institutions in 
2015, compared to 4,000 in 2005 (DAAD/DZHW, 2016, p. 
15). If overall upward trends continue, Germany is on track to 
meet, and likely exceed, the government’s 2020 target.

In addition to degree-seeking students, Germany hosts a 
substantial number of international students for short-term 
stays, primarily through the Erasmus program. In 2014, 
30,964 Erasmus participants spent time at German institu-
tions, 2% more than in the previous year. France, Italy, and 
Spain are the main countries of origin.

On the outbound mobility front, for the first time since 1994, 
the number of degree-seeking Germans enrolled abroad 
in 2013 fell slightly compared to the previous year—from 
138,500 to 134,500. The figures for Great Britain and the 
United States increased slightly. Overall, Austria, the Neth-
erlands, Great Britain, and Switzerland were the four most 
popular host countries (DAAD/DZHW, 2016, pp. 37–39). 

At present, approximately 37% of German students go 
abroad for at least 3 months on study and practicum visits. A 
significant increase in temporary study-related visits abroad 
is required, however, if the goal of 50% set by the federal gov-
ernment, the federal states, and the DAAD is to be achieved 
(DAAD, 2016).

Collaboration and Partnerships 
According to the HRK’s Hochschulkompass, in 2016, there 
were more than 32,000 instances of international coopera-
tion arranged by 301 German HEIs, with almost 5,300 HEIs 
in 154 countries. About half of these were partnership agree-
ments in the context of the Erasmus program and primarily 
focused on student exchange. HEIs in North America were 
involved in 17.7% of the non-Erasmus collaborations (Mai-
worm, 2016, pp. 60–64).

Aggregated data from the HRK’s “Internationalization of Uni-
versities” Audit suggests that German HEIs signed too many 
memorandums of understanding (MoUs) in the past. Often, 
long-standing MoUs—typically based on personal connec-
tions—were found to be inactive. In many cases, auditors 
have recommended that HEIs centralize the coordination of 
partnerships, and designate certain cooperation agreements 
as strategic or privileged partnerships. 

Looking Forward: Challenges and 
Opportunities
German universities are actively committed to providing edu-
cation and further training to the growing number of refugees 

in Germany, many of whom obtained a higher education en-
trance qualification in their home country, and had started (or 
even completed) their studies prior to leaving (vbw, 2016, pp. 
203–232). In a recent survey of the 16 Rectors’ Conferences 
in the German Länder carried out by the HRK, over 70 uni-
versities reported activities and services designed to support 
and integrate refugee students, including information events, 
legal advice, German language classes, psychosocial support, 
and help with finding accommodation. While their commit-
ment is strong, this will require significant resources and on-
going attention and efforts in the coming years.

Another important component of Germany’s internation-
alization landscape going forward is the European Union’s 
Erasmus+ program, which was introduced in 2014 and runs 
through 2020, with a total budget of EUR 14.7 billion. With 
an emphasis on collaboration outside of Europe, the program 
focuses on international mobility agreements, strategic part-
nerships, and joint degree programs, and presents opportuni-
ties for Germany HEIs to expand and deepen their engage-
ment with counterparts in the United States and other areas 
of the world.
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Mapping Internationalization 
of Japanese Universities: Goals, 
Strategies, and Indicators
Hiroshi Ota and Yuki Watabe

Higher education internationalization has long been 
recognized as a priority by the Japanese government, 
as well as by Japan’s colleges and universities. In re-

cent years, a series of national policy initiatives have promoted 
internationalization, with a particular focus on student mobil-
ity, educational partnerships, and international rankings. Key 
examples include the 300,000 International Students Plan, 
Global 30, Go Global Japan, the Inter-University Exchange 
Project, and the Top Global University program, which, col-
lectively, entail three major quantitative targets:

• Increase the number of international students studying 
in Japan from 135,000 in 2013 to 300,000 by 2020

• Increase the number of Japanese students studying 
abroad from 60,000 in 2010 to 120,000 by 2020

• Situate 10 Japanese institutions among the top 100 uni-
versities in the world within 10 years, i.e., by 2024

Given their time horizons, it is still too early to judge whether 
these policies will succeed in accomplishing their goals. Prog-
ress thus far, however, suggests that the established numeric 
targets are likely to be a stretch. As of 2014, for example, the 
number of Japanese students studying abroad had actually 
declined to 54,000, and currently, only two Japanese uni-
versities rank among the top 100 in the world. As of 2016, 
240,000 international students were studying in Japan, indi-
cating that the goal of 300,000 by 2020 is perhaps the most 
likely of the three to be realized.

Beyond such quantifiable indicators, neither the government 
nor other organizations have undertaken national-level as-
sessments of Japanese higher education institutions’ interna-
tionalization efforts and progress. In order to begin to fill this 
gap, in 2014 a group of researchers at Hitotsubashi University, 
Tohoku University, and the National Institution for Academ-
ic Degrees and Quality Enhancement of Higher Education 
administered a survey to 141 Japanese universities that ad-
dressed these institutions’ internationalization goals, strate-
gies, priorities, and assessment mechanisms.

Internationalization Goals
As a framework for understanding Japanese institutions’ rea-
sons for internationalizing, the 2014 survey identified and 
adapted five commonly-cited internationalization goals from 
the Indicators for Mapping and Profiling Internationalisation 
(IMPI) project in Europe (IMPI, n.d.).  These included:

• Enhance the quality of education

• Prepare students effectively for life and work in an inter-
cultural and globalizing world

• Enhance the quality of research

• Enhance international reputation and visibility

• Provide services to society and foster community en-
gagement

Respondents were asked to rate how important each of these 
goals was to their institution on a four-point scale (1 = not  
important at all, 4 = very important).

Outward-facing goals focused on institutions’ external repu-
tation or engagement beyond the campus were considered 
less critical.  One caveat, though, is that large, research-inten-
sive universities (those with enrollments of 10,000 or more) 
rated “enhance international reputation and visibility” as sig-
nificantly more important than did their smaller counterparts.  
These same universities compose the majority of institutions 
selected to participate in the Top Global University project, 
which again indicates an alignment of institutional and na-
tional policy goals, and suggests that government policies are 
an important driver of institutions’ own internationalization 
objectives.

Strategies for Internationalization
To provide further insight into why and how Japanese insti-
tutions are pursuing internationalization, respondents were 
asked to consider how four possible approaches to interna-
tionalization factored into their own institutional interna-
tionalization strategies. Adapted from the Higher Education 
Institution’s Responses to Europeanisation, Internationalisa-
tion and Globalisation (HEIGLO) project in Europe (van der 
Wende, et al., 2005), the four strategic approaches included 
in the survey were:

• Competition with elite institutions: Aiming for world-
class university status

• Cooperation and networking with foreign universities: 
Strengthing the international profile of the institution in 
order to be seen as an attractive partner/collaborator by 
foreign universities
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Table 2. Strategic Approaches to Internationalization of Selected Japanese Universities

Strategic Approach (presented in order of 
frequency cited as the first or second priority 
by respondents)

Number of respondents that 
chose the approach as the 
1st or 2nd priority

Characteristics of Institutions Prioritizing  
This Approach

Domestic visibility 99

1st: 53

2nd: 46

• Small- and medium-sized private universities

• Total enrollments: (a) less than 5,000 and  
(b) 10,000 -14,999

• International students: (a) few-
er than 150 and (b) 300-499

Cooperation and networking 92

1st: 37

2nd 55

• Cited by institutions of all types

Survival 49

1st: 23

2nd: 26

• Semi-medium-sized universities 

• Total enrollments: 5,000-9,999

• International students: fewer than 300

Competition 22

1st: 16

2nd: 6

• Large-scale national universities

• Total enrollments: 15,000 or more

• International students: 500 or more

Source: Ota, Watabe, & Noda, 2016.

Table 1. Importance of Internationalization Goals to Selected Japanese Universities

Internationalization Goals Mean Response

Enhance the quality of education 3.87

Prepare students effectively for life and work in an intercultural and globalizing world 3.77

Enhance the quality of research 3.65

Enhance international reputation and visibility 3.29

Prepare students effectively for life and work in an intercultural and globalizing world 3.77

Provide services to society and communicty social engagement 3.28

Source: Ota, Watabe, & Noda, 2016. 
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• Domestic visibility: Raising the institution’s profile with-
in the country in order to recruit high-quality domestic 
students

• Survival: Recruiting international students as means of 
ensuring institutional survival and/or maintaining com-
petitiveness in education and learning.

Most respondents indicated that multiple approaches were 
accounted for by their institution’s strategies. “Cooperation 
and networking” and “Domestic visibility” seemed to reso-
nate most strongly with the sample institutions; about two-
third of respondents ranked these as either their first or sec-
ond priority. 

Like the data on internationalization 
goals and strategies, the assessment-
related data suggest that 
Japanese government policies are 
significantly impacting institutions’ 
internationalization priorities and 
activities.  

As illustrated in Table 2, however, different types of institu-
tions prioritized different approaches. For example, consis-
tent with the data on internationalization goals noted previ-
ously, the “Competition” approach was most often cited by 
large, research-intensive universities; overall, though, it was 
the least likely among the four approaches to be considered 
an institutional focus.  

Priority Activities and Assessment
Finally, the 2014 survey asked respondents for information 
about internationalization assessment – in particular, how 
effective they considered an array of commonly recognized 
indicators of internationalization.  Effectiveness was defined 
as the extent to which the indicators were seen as useful and/
or relevant for universities to assess their efforts and progress 
toward the specific internationalization goals and objectives 
of their own institutions.  What institutions consider impor-
tant to assess likely reflects what they are doing, and/or what 
they aspire to do moving forward; thus, the patterns revealed 
provide additional insights into internationalization priorities 
and activities at Japanese institutions.

Respondents were asked to rate the effectiveness of 152 dis-
tinct indicators, adapted from a list of 489 indicators included 
in the IMPI Toolbox (IMPI, n.d.), which provides resources for 

institutions to use in designing internationalization assess-
ments. The 152 indicators comprised eight categories:

• Students (21 indicators): International student demo-
graphics and domestic students’ participation in inter-
national activities 

• Staff (23 indicators): Academic and administrative 
staff demographics, skills, international activities, and 
internationalization-related professional development 
opportunities

• Administration (16 indicators): Internationalization and 
international affairs policy, administration, and manage-
ment

• Funding and finance (14 indicators): Funding and  
resources for international activities

• Curricula and academic services (31 indicators): Inter-
naionally-focused curriculum content (including lan-
guage study) and learning support

• Research (19 indicators): International collaborations, 
larger scale cross-border research activities, publica-
tions, and citations

• Promotion and marketing (7 indicators): International 
outreach activities, marketing materials, websites, and 
overall institutional visibility 

• Non-academic services, and campus and community 
life (21 indicators): Support services for international 
students and study abroad students

Of the 152 indicators included, 101 were seen as “effective” 
(i.e., received a rating of at least three on a four-point scale). 
Indicators in the “non-academic services” and “administra-
tion” categories were considered most effective, while “staff” 
and “research” indicators were regarded as least effective. 

Like the data on internationalization goals and strategies, the 
assessment-related data suggest that Japanese government 
policies are significantly impacting institutions’ internation-
alization priorities and activities. The overall interest in “non-
academic services” indicators, for example, likely reflects 
the policy emphasis on inbound student mobility articulated 
through the 300,000 International Students Plan (and the 
100,000 International Students Plan that preceded it). A 
strong sense of effectiveness around “administration” indica-
tors is likely related to the fact that these indicators are simi-
lar to the selection criteria and objectives of the Top Global 
University project and other government initiatives and fund-
ing programs.

The perception of “staff” indicators as less effective suggests 
that Japanese universities are still not fully attuned to the im-
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portance of cultivating globally-minded faculty and adminis-
trators who are well prepared to carry out internationalization 
efforts.  Institutions are relatively unconcerned about the in-
ternational profiles of academic staff, the global dimensions 
of their teaching, their international activities, or their profes-
sional development. Attention to the international skills (e.g., 
foreign language ability) and professional development of ad-
ministrative (non-academic) staff is also lacking.

While “research” indicators were perceived as relatively less 
effective overall, there was an important distinction between 
those universities that prioritized the “competition” approach 
to internationalization and those that focused on the other 
approaches described in the previous section (“cooperation 
and networking,” “domestic visibility,” and “survival”). The 
former are, as noted previously, mostly major public research 
universities at which research already is a top priority in gen-
eral, so it is not surprising that it is a focus for international-
ization, as well. 

For the majority of universities in Japan, particularly the pri-
vate institutions that comprise 80% of the country’s higher 
education system, research tends to be seen as a matter of 
individual faculty or research units, rather than of the insti-
tution as a whole.  Many of these institutions cannot afford 
to engage in international research, so it makes sense that 
research-related internationalization indicators would not be 
particularly effective for them.

Looking Forward
Overall, the results of the 2014 survey highlight the impact 
of major national policy initiatives on the internationaliza-
tion goals, strategies, and priorities of Japanese colleges and 
universities, and indicate a fairly close alignment between 
government and institutional objectives. Student mobility 
and global learning are at the forefront for much of the sec-
tor, while international visibility and research are key priorities 
for a subset of universities, whose international activities in 
these realms are supported by targeted government policies. 

When it comes to assessing internationalization outcomes – 
both at the national and institutional levels – Japan still has 
a long way to go.  Quality assurance in general is a relatively 
new concept to Japanese higher education, with a mandatory 
accreditation scheme in place only since 2004.  Assessment 
of internationalization is even newer, and is not typically done 
by institutions with any consistency; of the 152 indicators in-
cluded in the 2014 survey, there were only 19 for which more 
than 50% of respondents reported that they collect data on 
a regular basis.  

Building on the 2014 survey, more data is needed on the out-

comes and effectiveness of national policies and institutional 
internationalization efforts – not only to understand the im-
pact of initiatives and activities in retrospect, but to drive de-
cisionmaking, resource allocation, and program development 
going forward. Given the clear priority of student engagement 
and learning at both the national and institutional levels, as-
sessing the impact of internationalization initiatives on the 
student experience – beyond numbers of participants – will 
be particularly critical.

References

IMPI (n.d.). Indicators for Mapping and Profiling Internationalisation. Re-
trieved from http://www.impi-toolbox.eu/

Ota, H., Watabe, Y., & Noda, A. (2016). Assessment of University Internation-
alization: A Case Study of Japan. Retrieved from http://www.unescobkk.
org/fileadmin/user_upload/apeid/HigherEdu/Indicators-Nov2016/2-
HiroshiOta-HitotsubashiUniversity.pdf  

Van der Wende, M., Coate, K., Kontigiannopopulou-Polydorides, G., Luijten-
Lub, A., Papadiamantaki, Y., Stamelos, G., et al. (2005). International 
comparative analysis. In J. Huisman & M. Van der Wende (Eds.), On 
cooperation and competition II: Institutional responses to internationalisa-
tion, Europeanisation and globalisation (pp. 201-233). Bonn, Germany: 
Lemmens

Internationalization of Higher 
Education in Mexico: Progress and 
Challenges
Jocelyne Gacel-Ávila

Mexico is the world’s 11th largest economy and is 
considered an upper middle-income country in 
transition to a “stage of development driven by 

innovation” (World Economic Forum, 2016). Mexico has the 
potential to become an international trade hub (it is already 
a top global exporter of some commodities), but its persis-
tentlow growth rate (2.8%) over the last two decades (World 
Bank Group, 2016) contrasts with the economic develop-
ment of nations like Chile, Korea, Latvia, Lithuania, or Malay-
sia1.  Major gaps between Mexican states in terms of com-
petitiveness, productivity, income, and opportunities among 
regions,economic sectors, and social groups seem to account 
for this paradoxical situation. While some competitive states 
in Mexico contribute 42% to the national gross domestic 
product,  others contribute only 22%. And while 10% of the 
industriesare increasing in productivity, the remaining 90% 
are declining. This situation has prompted Mexico to be per-
ceived as one country running at two different speeds (Insti-
tuto Mexicano para la Competitividad (IMCO), 2016). 

Mexico ranks 57th on the World Competitiveness Index, be-
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hind Chile (33rd) but ahead of Brazil (81st) and Argentina 
(116th) (World Economic Forum, 2016). Adverse factors like 
extensive inequality, poverty, insufficient educational attain-
ment, weak law enforcement, and high levels of corruption 
are some of the reasons for this situation. Additionally, low 
performance in the 2015 Program for International Students 
Assessment (PISA)  shows that one of Mexico’s highest 
needs is to strengthen basic education in order to foster the 
acquisition of basic, generic, and soft skills. A reform of ter-
tiary education (TE) is also needed to encourage knowledge 
generation, innovation, and structural changes.

Tertiary Education in Mexico
Despite a series of public policies launched in the 1990s to 
improve quality, access, pertinence, and equity through fund-
ing granted on the basis of quality assurance and account-
ability, indicators show that Mexico has not yet achieved 
international standards. Deeper reforms are required to im-
prove, in particular, learning outcomes and skills. Mexico’s 
30% enrollment rate is significantly below the 45% regional 
average for Latin America, and is heavily concentrated at the 
bachelor’s level in the fields of law, business, and administra-
tion (41%), with a 25% unemployment rate among graduates 
(UNESCO Institute for Statistics, 2012). While the participa-
tion rate of the poorest groups in society is 16%, enrollment 
of the wealthiest segment is disproportionally higher, at 46%. 
Only one Mexican institution ranks in the 2016 Academic 
Ranking of World Universities among the top 201-300 . The 
Science Citation Index indicates low performance in research  
compared with Brazil (the region’s research and publication 
leader), while only 7% of faculty members hold a PhD (Brun-
ner & Miranda, 2016).

Hence, despite progress made in the last two decades, Mex-
ico requires further development of its tertiary sector in ac-
cess, relevance, faculty professionalization, and knowledge 
production.

The Internationalization Process in Mexico
In a study carried out by the British Council  (Ilieva & Peak, 
2016), which assesses the national policy frameworks for in-
ternational engagement in 26 countries, the Mexican govern-
ment is ranked as one of the least supportive in the world. 

This study identifies three areas where national governments 
can provide enabling environments to their higher education 
institutions (HEIs) to internationalize and forge collabora-
tions:

a) openness of the respective education system, measured 
through government-level commitment to internation-
alization and the provision of an enabling environment 
for the international mobility of students, researchers, 
academic programs, and university research.

b) a regulatory environment that aims to help the interna-
tional mobility of students, education providers, and ac-
ademic programs—such as quality assurance practices 
and recognition of international qualifications.

c) equitable access and sustainable development policies, 
drawing on existing infrastructure and funding to pro-
mote student and academic mobility and international 
research collaboration. 

Under item “a”, Mexico ranked “very low” (against a “high” in 
the case of Brazil). Under item “b”, Mexico scored “very low”. 
And under item “c”, Mexico ranked “high”. Mexico’s overall 
score was “low”, while emerging countries—such as China, 
India, Indonesia, Thailand, Turkey, and Vietnam—scored 
“high”.

As far as academic collaboration is concerned, according to 
a survey conducted by the Regional Observatory on Interna-
tionalization and Tertiary Education Networks in Latin Amer-
ica and the Caribbean (OBIRET), the three most important 
regions for engagement by higher education institutions in 
Latin America are: Western Europe, Latin America and the 
Caribbean (LAC), and North America (Gacel-Ávila & Rodrí-
guez-Rodríguez, 2017).

According to Maldonado-Maldonado, Cortes Velasco, and 
Ibarra Cázares (2016), international student mobility rose 
in the region from 11,371 in 2010 to 18,281 in 2014, in terms 
of outgoing students; and from 7,689 to 12,789 for the same 
period of time, with respect to incoming students. Mobility 
(78%) is mainly taking place at the bachelor’s degree level 
in the social sciences, and in the fields of business admin-
istration and law. The private sector is particularly active in 
relation to student mobility, accounting for 70% of all mobile 
Mexican students. The top five destinations for outbound 

1 Growth rates for these countries have increased from 4% to 6% in the last 25 years.

2 Mexico achieved a score of 423 in reading, in contrast with the OECD average of 493 points. In mathematics Mexico scored 408 points versus the OECD average of 490; and in 
science, 416 against the OECD average of 493 points (OECD 2016).

3 This is the National Autonomous University of Mexico (UNAM).

4 In 2013, Mexico published only 15.4% of the articles in the Science Citation Index while Brazil published. 

5 4.4% (Red de Indicadores de Ciencia y Tecnologia Interamericana 2016).
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Mexican students are Spain, the United States, France, Ger-
many, and Canada, while the main destinations in LAC are 
Chile, Argentina, Brazil, Peru, and Costa Rica. Thus, the most 
popular region of destination is Europe (8,757 students), fol-
lowed by North America (4,649), and Latin America (2,967). 

The regions sending the highest number of incoming  
students into Mexico in 2012–2013 were Europe, North Amer-
ica, and South America, while in 2013–2014, North America 
and South America switched positions  (Maldonado, Cortes 
Velasco, & Ibarra Cázeres, 2016). Open Doors 2015  (Farru-
gia & Bhandari, 2015) underlined a 17% increase in Mexican 
students to the United States, mainly due to programs such 
as “100,000 Strong in the Americas”, and Mexico’s “Proyecta 
100,000”; placing Mexico as the 10th most popular source 
country for international students in the United States. 

Although these are important increases in international mo-
bility, Mexico, like the rest of LAC, is one of the world regions 
with the smallest numbers of students abroad and incoming 
students, especially if compared with other emerging regions 
like Asia, and even Africa (see Table 1). 

Scholar mobility is difficult to assess, given the absence of 
regional databases. Nevertheless, according to Open Doors 
2015  (Farrugia & Bhandari, 2015), Mexican scholars hold the 
14th position (1,646) in terms of the source country for in-
ternational scholars in the United States, below Brazil (in 7th 
position, with 4,394) and ahead of Colombia (in 22nd  place 
with 765). 

Student and faculty mobility are by far the main activities 
related to the internationalization of the curriculum, with an 
increased number of initiatives focused on improving signifi-
cantly Mexican students’ English language skills  (Ilieva & 
Peak, 2016) to enhance their mobility prospects. Mexico is a 
leader in the region for collaborative programs with Brazil, Ar-
gentina, and Colombia, mainly at the bachelor’s degree level 
in private institutions, and in areas such as administration, 
engineering, the humanities and social sciences, with main 
partners being institutions in France and Spain (Gacel-Ávila 
& Rodríguez-Rodríguez, 2017).

Concerning research collaboration, Mexican academics are 

among the most active in the region together with the Brazil-
ians, achieving a 40% collaboration index according to SCI-
mago (2015) . As a result, knowledge production has mainly 
increased in the past decade thanks to international coopera-
tion with European (French, German, Spanish) and US part-
ners (Gacel-Ávila & Rodríguez-Rodríguez, 2017).

Universities’ organizational structures related to internation-
alization have improved significantly in the last decade thanks 
to a greater importance given to internationalization by edu-
cational leaders when it comes to institutional agendas. Nev-
ertheless, according a recent survey conducted by OBIRET 
(Gacel-Ávila & Bustos-Aguirre, 2017) among members of the 
Mexican Association for Internationalization (AMPEI), the 
limited professionalization of management and institutional-
ization of structures are still undermining the sustainability 
of internationalization strategies. Indeed, the large majority 
of international offices (IO) (71%) occupy a second-level po-
sition on the organizational hierarchy in contrast with 60% 
of universities around the world where this position sits at a 
first level (vice-rector/vice-president) position  (Egron Polak 
& Hudson, 2010). The relatively high turnover of heads of IO, 
who hold their positions for less than 4 years on average, is 
noteworthy.

Overall, the internationalization process in Mexico demon-
strates positive trends, with an increase in mobility schemes, 
English language instruction, collaborative programs, re-
search collaboration, and international visibility of knowl-
edge production. Nevertheless, numbers are still relatively 
low compared with Asian countries. With some urgency, 
the Mexican government should back up institutional efforts 
through public policies and increased funding for interna-
tionalization. Institutionalization of organizational structures  
and professionalization of management should also be a 
priority, to enhance the sustainability of internationalization 
strategies.

Universities’ organizational structures 
related to internationalization have 
improved significantly in the last 
decade thanks to a greater importance 
given to internationalization by 
educational leaders when it comes to 
institutional agendas.

With some urgency, the Mexican 
government should back up 
institutional efforts through public 
policies and increased funding for 
internationalization.
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Table 1. International Student Mobility by World Region

Outbound Inbound

Outbound  
mobile 
students  
#

Outbound  
mobile 
students 
Regional  
%

Outbound  
mobility 
ratio  
%

Inbound  
mobile 
students  
#

Inbound  
mobile 
students  
Regional  
%

Inbound  
mobility  
ratio  
%

East Asia and the Pacific 1,298,061 27.8 1.8 771,162 17.8 1.4

North America and 
West Europe

639,764 14.7 1.5 2,417,856 55.8 5.6

Central and Eastern Europe 427,342 9.7 1.8 513,153 11.8 1.5

South and West Asia 408,162 9.4 1.2 53,257 1.2 0.1

Arab States 391,977 9.0 3.1 307,373 7.0 2.7

Sub-Saharan Africa 299,991 7.0 4.9 134,137 3.0 1.7

Latin America and 
the Caribbean

227,819 5.2 0.9 96,682 2.2 0.3

Central Asia 219,683 5.0 5.8 39,080 0.9 2.1

Not specified 509,901 11.7 0 0 0 0

World 4,332,700 100 2.0 4,332,700 100 2.0

Source: Assembled by the author based on UNESCO, Institute for Statistics 2017.

Note: Data for outbound and inbound mobile students corresponds to 2015. Both outbound mobility and inbound mobility ratios are from 2012, the last year 
UNESCO reported on these indicators.

Definitions: The outbound mobility ratio is the total of students from a given country/region studying abroad, expressed as a percentage of total tertiary enroll-
ment in that country/region. The inbound mobility ratio is the total number of students from abroad studying in a given country/region, expressed as a percent-
age of the total enrollment in that country/region (UNESCO Institute of Statistics 2012, 69).
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Internationalization of South 
African Higher Education: An 
Overview
Nico Jooste

The internationalization of the South African higher 
education system and its universities was an uninten-
tional activity during the period from 1948 to 1994. In-

ternational mobility consisted mainly of students and schol-
ars leaving South Africa due to its political system, to study 
and work outside the country. Movement was driven by the 
country’s dual academic origins, linked to Dutch universities 
through the Afrikaans universities, or to universities in the 
United Kingdom through South Africa’s English universities. 
Prior to 1994, international cooperation as an aspect of South 
African higher education was greatly restricted as a conse-
quence of the country’s political and economic isolation.  

The period from 1994 to 2014 saw the transformation of a 
once fragmented and racially defined higher education sys-
tem into a single but diverse system, serving the whole popu-
lation and providing a full spectrum of academic programs. 
The South African Higher Education Act of 1997 established 
a legal framework for the reconstituted system, ensuring di-
versity and quality while allowing considerable autonomy for 
institutions to govern themselves. The National Commission 
on Higher Education (NCHE) and a 1997 White Paper on 
Higher Education have also been key drivers of the redefini-
tion of South African higher education since 1994. These pol-
icy instruments have had to address, simultaneously, South 
Africa’s reconstruction and developmental needs, as well as 
its positioning to respond to the challenges of globalization. 
They do not, however, offer a detailed vision, or specific prin-
ciples, goals, or strategies for the internationalization of high-
er education (Council on Higher Education, 2004, p. 213).

The first instance of a concrete governmental stance on high-
er education internationalization activities emerged in the 
early 2000s in relation to the General Agreement on Trade 
in Services (GATS) and transnational education. The South 
African minister of education stated:

 Education is surely not a commodity to be bought and 
sold. A reductionist view of education as merely an in-
strument for the transfer of skills should have no place 
in our world-view. Education must embrace the intel-
lectual, cultural, political, and social development of in-
dividuals, institutions and the nation more broadly. We 
cannot sacrifice this “public good” agenda to the vaga-
ries of the market (Asmal, 2003, p. 47).

Also in part as a response to GATS, in a report to the minister 
of education issued in 2004, the Council on Higher Educa-
tion (CHE) (a semi-autonomous governmental organization) 
distinguished between globalization and internationalization, 
and emphasized the need for the latter—particularly student 
mobility and academic collaboration—in the context of the 
former. The report stated:

 Globalization and internationalization are viewed as 
distinct concepts rather than as different sides of the 
same coin. Globalization is one aspect of the context 
within which higher education operates, and which 
renders consideration of the international dimension of 
higher education important. However, internationaliza-
tion of higher education does not mean a blurring of the 
boundaries between state, market and higher education 
institutions (HEIs)—as globalization does….

 Internationalization is closely linked to the fact that 
nation-states, which have autonomous but interdepen-
dent higher education institutions, have a fair degree 
of control over who can provide higher education and 
what counts for higher education. It has essentially to 
do with the fact that international exchange students 
and staff, and international collaboration in the produc-
tion of knowledge, are central to the life-world of the 
modern nation-state university (CHE, 2004, p. 213).

While these statements provide a general sense of the South 
African government’s orientation toward higher education in-
ternationalization—in favor of outward-facing activities that 
enrich the educational experience, but denouncing a profit 
motive—they have not been translated into specific policies 
or laws that dictate the activities of institutions.

Internationalization Driven by Institutions
In the absence of a national policy, strategy, or vision on the 
internationalization of higher education, it is largely up to 
South African institutions to internationalize the system and 
themselves. Internationalization per se is funded through the 
normal budgets of universities; i.e., no specific funding is set 
aside at the governmental level for internationalization pur-
poses. This practice has influenced the degree of internation-
alization at the institutional level, leading to an unequal devel-
opment of internationalization, aligned with the historically 
uneven patterns of institutional development in South Africa 
in general.

At this stage, however, most South African universities have 
included some element of internationalization in their strate-
gic plans. As part of the government’s reporting system for 
South African public institutions, all universities are required 
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to submit a formal strategic plan to the South African Depart-
ment of Higher Education. A study of these plans confirms 
that aspects of internationalization and the recognition of the 
institutional connectedness to the global context are present 
among them. Notably, a 2016 analysis conducted by Nelson 
Mandela Metropolitan University of the ten South African 
universities where most international students study and that 
are considered to be the furthest developed in their interna-
tionalization endeavors, reveals the following:

• Internationalization is seen to be the major enabler to 
enhance research and new knowledge creation.

• A comprehensive approach to internationalization en-
hances the development of an internationalization at 
home mindset that can assist with the development of 
global competencies in students. Most of the univer-
sities are implementing internationalization at home 
strategies relevant to their own needs. Outward mobil-
ity is not a major driver of internationalization, as it is 
out of reach for most due to financial constraints.

• Most universities have developed clear strategies to 
manage international students and have established the 
necessary infrastructure to manage international activi-
ties.

•  Internationalization is still seen as a luxury by more 
than 50% of the institutions and, as such, the applica-
tion of policies and development of capacity to support 
internationalization activities is uneven.

• Internationalization is seen to assist in the improvement 
of institutional status and, as a result, leads to improve-
ment of positioning in world rankings.

It is clear that, due to the absence of a national strategy, insti-
tutional needs determine the internationalization strategies 
undertaken, not national or supranational needs. The major 
driver toward participation in external research and mobility 
programs is normally the availability of funding and not inter-
nationalization strategies.

International Students by the Numbers
International student enrollment in South African universities 
has increased dramatically since 1994. The number of inter-
national students more than quadrupled from 7,031 contact 
students (those studying on campus, as opposed to those 
studying via distance education) in 1994 to 40,213 in 2015; 
the 2015 figure represents 7% of the total student population 
for that year. While the growth in international student num-
bers is significant, it is important to note that it is occurring in 
a context of major growth in the higher education system as 
a whole; the ratio of international students to local students 

has, in fact, remained constant since 2007.

Of these 40,000 international students in South Africa in 
2015, about one-third were enrolled at the master’s or PhD 
level. The South African system is very attractive to inter-
national graduate students, particularly from other parts of 
Africa; indeed, most South African campuses are character-
ized by the focus they place on graduate engagement across 
Africa and their robust efforts to  recruit students at this level. 

At the same time, South Africa is also home to large num-
bers of students and researchers from Europe and the United 
States. South Africa hosted 4,968 US undergraduate and 
graduate students in 2013–2014. It is not only the major des-
tination in Africa for US students, but it also ranks among the 
top ten destination countries globally for US students (Far-
rugia & Bhandhari, 2015).

Knowledge Creation and Global Engagement
The historical ties of South African higher education to Eu-
rope and the presence of students and scholars from around 
the world create an interesting environment for knowledge 
production bringing together Western and African perspec-
tives. Certainly, South Africa, like the rest of Africa, remains 
peripheral to the world’s knowledge systems. Still, universi-
ties in South Africa are the most instrumental institutions in 
allowing South Africa to participate in the global knowledge 
arena on its own terms; that is, as entities able to identify 
African realities, taking responsibility for the production of 
knowledge about those realities, and infusing that knowledge 
into global knowledge systems.

Although the significant growth in connections with South 
Africa is encouraging, it should be stressed that real aca-
demic engagement by the United States and other countries 
with South Africa should be elaborated through formal links 
between universities, even if it is just to plan and facilitate a 
short faculty-led program. Too often, South Africa is used as 
if it were a laboratory that can be visited for a few weeks and 
then “closed” for a year or more. Real engagement with South 
African universities, with all their facilities, provides not only 

In the absence of a national 
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a true international experience that speaks to comprehensive 
internationalization, but allows for authentic participation in 
a real context of social change, focused on finding real solu-
tions to inequality and discrimination. 

Possibilities and Pitfalls of a New National 
Policy
Looking forward, a potential game changer for the future 
can be seen in the April 2017 publication of the Draft Policy 
Framework for the Internationalization of Higher Education 
(National Gazette, 2017). The draft policy document indi-
cates that its purpose is to provide high-level principles and 
guidelines, and a broad framework for the internationaliza-
tion of South African higher education. If implemented as 
envisaged, it would develop a system where the principles of 
mutuality, complementarity, quality, and ethical behavior will 
form the basis for internationalization.

One of the key aspects of the future policy would be the per-
mission given to institutions to develop their own internation-
alization strategies. It would also greatly enhance the offering 
of joint international programs and continue to regulate the 
role of foreign providers that intend to deliver higher educa-
tion in South Africa. Ongoing oversight by the CHE would 
guarantee program quality.

The draft policy clearly touches on a number of important is-
sues. However, funding and managerial capacity, which rep-
resent major barriers to equal access and implementation 
of internationalization, are still to be addressed, either in the 
final version of the policy, or through different mechanisms 
within the higher education funding regime. If not remedied, 
the lack of attention to these matters could further aggravate 
uneven implementation and unequal access to internation-
alization among South African higher education institutions. 
The devil, as they say, will continue to be in the details.
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The UK at an International 
Crossroads
Raegan Hiles

Higher education plays an important part in the social 
and cultural landscape of the United Kingdom (UK), 
and in the past two elections has featured unusually 

prominently in election policy. This has brought discussions 
about the role of higher education in society to the fore, and 
with other prominent political questions focusing around im-
migration and globalization, the intersectionality of education 
and international policy has become a key issue. 

Universities have been vocal in discussions about the UK’s 
international relationships. In the 2016 referendum about 
European Union (EU) membership, universities were strong 
advocates for the “Remain” position. Universities UK, the rep-
resentative Vice-Chancellors’ association and the voice of UK 
universities, ran a high-profile campaign, called ‘Universities 
for Europe,’ in the run up to the referendum. The campaign 
resonated strongly with sympathetic audiences, but failed to 
gain traction among those already in the “Leave” camp.

The UK’s education and policy landscapes are truly interna-
tional, operating in multiple tiers: local (regional) to national 
(including the UK’s four constituent nations); European (in-
cluding the UK’s current EU membership); and global (often 
referred to as ‘non-EU’). Over half of the UK’s university re-
search outputs are collaboratively authored, with 13 of the top 
20 collaboration partners being EU member states. Horizon 
2020, the EU Research and Innovation program, includes six 
of the UK’s top 10 research partners and the UK coordinates 
one in six Horizon 2020 projects. 

The people leading and participating in UK higher education 
illustrate the value that the university sector places on inter-
national relationships. In 2015-2016, 17% of UK university 
staff were from the EU and 12% came from further afield; the 
number of EU academics in the UK has more than doubled in 
the last decade. Outward student mobility is also a high pri-
ority – although take-up is low compared to other countries, 
over 27,000 UK domiciled students went overseas to work, 
study, or volunteer in 2015-2016. EU links are important with-
in that; the EU’s Erasmus+ program facilitated 55% of study 
abroad activity in 2015-2016. 

The value placed on higher education internationalization 
is also reflected in various government policies and priori-
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ties (UK-wide and at the level of the four individual coun-
tries comprising the UK).  Despite some recent resurgence 
of nationalist rhetoric in UK politics, and well-documented 
restrictions on immigration policy, government departments 
continue to call for a globally engaged nation. They look in 
particular to the education sector, and emphasize the impor-
tance of universities in leading this. Policies highlight the need 
for world-ready graduates, suited to the global economy and 
workplace. Ministries fund overseas delegations and encour-
age the export of higher education as a means of expand-
ing knowledge environments. Departments commission and 
publish research to inform international strategy and high-
light universities’ role in both contributing to and benefitting 
from a global economy. Ministers nurture ideas of engaging 
with the challenges of today’s society, and using higher edu-
cation to find solutions – both in the UK and overseas.

The UK does not, however, have a unified international edu-
cation strategy, and not all policies relating to international 
activity work in synergy. Moreover, what international ex-
pectations there are around education do not stipulate what 
universities should do or how they should act. Institutional 
autonomy is a key value to the success of UK higher educa-
tion, and while most UK universities now have international 
strategies, the focus of those depends on the overall ambition 
and context of the individual university and its governance.

Leadership and Strategy
In recent years, the UK has seen the rise of a new cadre of 
university pro-vice-chancellors who have specific responsi-
bility for international work – a role almost unheard of 5-10 
years ago. Universities UK’s international directorate (UUKi), 
which works to enable UK universities to flourish internation-
ally, has similarly grown in scale to support the increasing 
emphasis on international activities. Organizations like the 
Leadership Foundation for Higher Education and the Higher 
Education Academy also play key roles in shaping institution-
al governance for international activity, pedagogy for curricu-
lum development and integration, and delivery practices for 
staff responsible for program management ‘on the ground’.

Almost all UK universities now have international strategies 
– again, almost unheard of 5-10 years ago. A particularly re-
cent development is the tendency for international strategies 
to be explicitly linked to or referenced in the institution-wide 
strategy. Many have specified targets in ‘new’ international 
growth areas, e.g., outward student mobility or transnational 
education (TNE).

Outward Student Mobility
Work, study, and volunteer experiences abroad are recog-
nized as having a significant impact on student and graduate 
success, but participation in outward student mobility in the 
UK is low. In 2014-2015, just over 6% of UK students spent 
some time overseas as part of their studies. 

Three successive series of UUKi graduate cohort studies 
have found that those students who worked, studied, or vol-
unteered overseas during their studies generally achieved 
stronger academic and employment outcomes than counter-
parts who were not mobile (Richard, Lowe, & Hanks, DATE 
needed). Correlation does not, of course, equal causality—
and work and grades are not the only benefits of mobility. 
Nonetheless, alongside other qualitative research evidencing 
the life-changing impact of outward mobility, the case for 
positive outcomes related to student mobility is strong.

UUKi’s research has repeatedly shown that the benefits of 
international mobility are potentially greatest for underrep-
resented groups. There is a drive to address this, including 
through initiatives such as EU funded projects. UUKi and 
the Irish University Association will both launch “toolkits” of 
good practice in December 2017 to support widening partici-
pation in study abroad. Examples include some English uni-
versities that promote participation in outward mobility for 
underrepresented groups via their Access Agreements with 
the Office for Fair Access . This is particularly important for 
institutional progress not just in terms of internationalization 
but also as a means of aligning university teams across de-
partments around a common aim.

Having identified increasing participation in mobility as a 
priority for universities, UUKi launched a revised strategy for 
outward student mobility in early 2017. It seeks to double 

  1 The Office for Fair Access (OFFA) is the independent public body that regulates fair access to higher education in England. It promotes and safeguards fair access to higher education 
for people from lower income backgrounds and other underrepresented groups. For more information, see https://www.offa.org.uk/about/
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outward student mobility among full-time, UK domiciled un-
dergraduate students by 2020; it also focuses on improving 
opportunity and participation among disadvantaged student 
populations. The strategy was formulated by UUKi in col-
laboration with the higher education sector, and UUKi is co-
ordinating a national campaign to encourage universities to 
deliver the strategy (UUKi, n.d.).

Research and Development Assistance
The UK’s universities already conduct collaborative research 
in a range of countries, both EU and non-EU. The proportion 
of papers with an international co-author produced in the UK 
increased by 76% from 2006 to 2013. Collaboration is rec-
ognized as vital for research and problem solving with global 
relevance.

Increasingly, research conducted by UK universities is fo-
cused on answering societal challenges, and improving the 
evidence base for global problem solving. This is reflected in 
national priorities and the government’s foreign, educational, 
and research policies. For example, the Official Development 
Assistance (ODA) Aid budget aims to “create a safer and 
more prosperous world”. One of the ways that higher educa-
tion works within the ODA landscape is through the Newton 
Fund. Launched in 2014, the Fund is a government initiative 
that aims to build science and innovation partnerships with 
18 partner countries. It is administered by the UK Depart-
ment for Business, Energy, and Industrial Strategy (BEIS) and 
is implemented by 15 UK delivery partners (predominately 
sector agencies, often research councils or learned societ-
ies). The activities offered in each partner country are chosen 
and developed in collaboration with local government and 
funders to ensure that the programs offered meet local de-
velopment priorities. 

With its intercultural dynamic and focus on partnerships, the 
Newton Fund has added to policy and practice in internation-
al research management. The first two years saw around 420 
research projects funded; over 1,000 fellowships, placements, 
and mobility grants awarded; and some 1,750 research links 
between the UK and Newton partner countries.

Transnational Education (TNE)
In 2015-2016, over 701,000 students studied for UK degrees 
outside the UK. The trajectory for the UK’s recent TNE expan-
sion is phenomenal, with 5.3% growth in the last year, and 
17% since 2012-2013. More overseas students study for UK 
degrees outside the UK than within its borders, with delivery 

offered through a multitude of modes: from distance learning 
(the vast majority of TNE, at 52%) to branch campuses (at 
4% a small proportion, but important for reputational impact 
and visibility). UK degrees are now available offshore from 
83% of the UK’s universities in all but 15 countries. There are 
39 offshore UK university campuses – second only to the 
United States’ 77 offshore campuses (Cross-Border Educa-
tion Research Team, 2017).

It is estimated that TNE earned the UK GBP510 million in 
2014-2015, with further export contributions through ar-
ticulation arrangements (whereby students transfer to study 
for some years in the UK), and a ‘halo’ effect (whereby a UK 
university’s presence in another country generates additional 
value, such as access to foreign research funding or promotion 
for the UK education sector as a whole). The UK government 
departments, therefore, recognize TNE as a major export op-
portunity, and universities are increasingly turning to TNE in 
their international strategies to expand their global footprint.

The financial benefits of TNE for UK higher education institu-
tions are substantial, but the motivations and benefits are not 
generally monetary. Current TNE initiatives reflect a maturity 
in the design and set up of overseas degree programs, with 
greater focus on the student experience and alignment of the 
programs developed with local student and employer needs. 
Interactions between UK delivery partners and in-country 
hosts for new programs are more equitable than earlier ar-
rangements. However, while the balance of accountability 
may be more even in terms of service delivery and support 
infrastructure, UK partners generally lead on curriculum, 
quality assurance, and assessment. 

Looking ahead, four in five UK universities plan to increase 
their TNE activities. This is in part due to the pace of change 
in emerging markets where UK higher education has a good 
reputation. It is also a response to the pressure for institutions 
to continue to internationalize, as TNE partnerships often act 
as a means to solidify existing relationships or set the stage 
for future collaborations.

What and Where Next?
Government policies and programs that support UK higher 
education’s internationalization activities are multi-layered. 
This might seem sometimes like being tasked with initiatives 
at cross purposes, with policy goals that some might suggest 
are extrinsic to the academic enterprise itself.  TNE is often 
discussed as an export commodity; the Newton Fund is an 

2A definition of Official Development Assistance can be found here: https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/official-development-assistance-oda--2

 3Countries partnering with the UK in the Newton Fund as of September 2017 are: Brazil, Chile, China, Colombia, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Malaysia, Mexico, 
Peru, Philippines, South Africa and wider Africa, Thailand, Turkey, Vietnam. They are all on the OECD Development Assistance Committee’s list of ODA recipients.
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ODA mechanism with political dimensions; and outward stu-
dent mobility is often framed as a route to improve gradu-
ate employability. Where is the basis of academic pursuit so 
intrinsic to the original purpose of education? In practice, we 
find that the academic imperative is very much at the heart of 
all these endeavors: the potential to marry the multiple global 
aims through education places UK universities in a strong 
position to meet policy agendas and advance internationally. 

While the UK faces a new political future, UUKi’s data and 
interactions with member institutions indicate that higher 
education institutions and their leaders remain committed to 
internationalization. Underpinning this is the genuine desire 
for equity, improved access to learning, cultural awareness, 
and ultimately a better world; all aspirations which demand 
internationally driven leadership in UK higher education insti-
tutions and global connectivity. 
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Disparities and Parallels in 
Internationalization: 
The Ethiopian Experience
Wondwosen Tamrat and Damtew Teferra

Note: This article was originally published in International 
Higher Education (#92, Winter 2018).

Interest and involvement in the internationalization of 
higher education are unavoidably on the rise across both 
the developed and developing worlds. In both contexts, in-

stitutions are increasingly enticed to conform to this emerg-
ing trend. However, differences abound due to the influence 
of contextual factors such as prevailing needs, capacity, re-
sources, institutional status, and ambitions. We examine the 
manners in which internationalization is realized in developed 
and developing countries by exploring such factors as mo-
tives, approaches, policies, strategies, and the nature of in-
stitutional relationships in the Ethiopian context. We believe 
that such an exercise is instrumental to plan and develop 
frameworks that are relevant to Ethiopian higher education, 

instead of opting for wholesale adoption from elsewhere. 

Higher education in Ethiopia began in 1950 with the estab-
lishment of the University College of Addis Ababa. The sector 
remained elitist in its orientation until the end of the 1990s—
with two universities, a student population of about 38,000, 
and a gross enrollment ratio (GER) of 0.8 percent, which 
was very low even by African standards. Over the last two 
decades, the sector has achieved phenomenal growth. The 
number of public institutions has reached 36—with 11 more 
projected in the coming few years. There are 110 private in-
stitutions—four of which with a university status. The sector 
accommodates over 700,000 students—85 percent in the 
public sector—and has a GER of 10 percent. This fast chang-
ing landscape has increasingly brought internationalization 
to the fore as a major mechanism to address the numerous 
challenges associated with fast “massifying” systems.

Disparities and Parallels
With regard to motives, the engagement of Ethiopian higher 
education institutions (HEIs) in internationalization has been 
driven mainly by emerging needs. The aggressive expansion 
in the sector has raised formidable challenges in terms of 
qualified staff availability and research output. Currently, PhD 
staff within the HE sector still stands at 15 percent despite 
government’s plan to raise it to 30 percent by 2019–2020. 
Research output has also been rather low due to, among oth-
er factors, poor research traditions, excessive teaching loads, 
deficiency in skills—and of course funding constraints. 

Ethiopian universities are aware of the importance of inter-
nationalization in terms of perceived benefits in improving 
teaching and learning, student and teacher development, 
and standards and quality. Their dominant forms of engage-
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ment relate primarily to teaching and research collaborations 
and international research projects. The government further 
envisages enhancing such collaborations and international 
exchanges in the interest of advancing the effectiveness of 
teaching and learning and the quality of academic programs 
and research.

When internationalizing, universities give the highest impor-
tance to PhD and masters programs, in that order. In terms 
of academic disciplines, engineering and health sciences 
take the lead. This appears logical, given the serious short-
ages of highly qualified personnel at these levels and in these 
disciplines. As a corollary, the dominant rationales identified 
for Ethiopian HEIs, as in most other African countries, relate 
more to academic than to economic, political, and/or cultural 
rationales. Issues of international student recruitment and 
using internationalization as a source of prestige, which ap-
pear to be dominant features of HEIs in the North and are 
increasingly emerging in developing economies, are not yet 
the focus of Ethiopian institutions. 

Institutions recognize the importance of national policies 
in shaping institutional policies on internationalization, but, 
to date, no such policies exist. The lack of a comprehensive 
policy on internationalization is acknowledged by a recent 
government document: The Education Sector Development 
Program V, which envisages the preparation and approval of 
a national policy and institutional collaboration strategy on 
internationalization in the period 2016–2020. Establishing a 
national unit or body to promote, monitor, and evaluate the 
internationalization of Ethiopian higher education, as well as 
developing and implementing a strategy to attract foreign 
students, is also included in the plan. However, this has yet 
to materialize. 

The lack of strategic engagement in promoting international-
ization is widely discernible across universities. Most of the 
institutions that have initiated and managed partnerships 
with foreign institutions have not handled their engagements 
in an organized and systematic manner, due to lack of re-
sources and clear directions. At the larger universities, initia-

tives are managed at different levels without being communi-
cated to the higher echelons of the institute or the particular 
office in charge. 

Equally serious is the paucity of data on many aspects of in-
ternationalization, further compounded by weak knowledge 
management systems that impinge on information flows at 
various levels. Institutions attribute these weaknesses to the 
excessive burden of mundane but critical issues, such as stu-
dent accommodations, catering, and leisure, keeping their at-
tention from more strategic tasks.

Most relationships established by Ethiopian universities are 
largely North–South rather than South–South, with Europe as 
the preferred continent for collaborations—distantly followed 
by North America. These lopsided partnerships are mainly 
attributed to the disparity in financial resources and capacity. 
In most cases, local institutions are mere “recipients” and the 
elements of reciprocity are not evident. There have also been 
instances of Northern partners seeking to achieve their own 
objectives without too much regard to the needs and aspira-
tions of their local partners and, at times, their own funders. 

A peculiar and instructive feature of internationalization in 
Ethiopia is the presence of regulatory regimes and frame-
works that are not always available elsewhere, even in de-
veloped countries. Academic recognition and equivalence 
arrangements for foreign qualifications was for a long time 
a task of the ministry of education (MoE). Any recognition 
of foreign credentials within the civil service required passing 
through the ministry’s scrutiny. This role, and the additional 
responsibility of granting accreditation to cross-border higher 
education providers, have been transferred to the Higher Ed-
ucation Relevance and Quality Agency (HERQA), established 
in 2003. The agency uses its double mandate to keep dubi-
ous credentials and unscrupulous providers at bay.

The Way Forward
The above analysis demonstrates the need to understand 
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global trends, national frameworks, and institutional contexts 
when navigating the internationalization terrain and setting 
one’s own agenda. While the trend in Ethiopia, in terms of 
improved awareness and readiness toward internationaliza-
tion, is upbeat, there is still an urgent need to address existing 
deficiencies—with regard to issues of policy, strategic direc-
tion, systems, and frameworks. Yet, given the multitude of 
challenges they are constantly confronting, HEIs in Ethiopia, 
and many others in similar nascent systems elsewhere, will 
probably continue to struggle with the complexities of inter-
nationalization—for many years to come.

Emerging Paradoxes of 
Internationalization in Higher 
Education
Hans de Wit and Laura E. Rumbley

Synergies and Complexities Across a  
Global Landscape
In recent years, a number of surveys and studies on internation-
alization of higher education (De Wit et al, 2015, Egron-Polak 
& Hudson, 2014), as well as the contributions to this Brief, pro-
vide ample evidence that internationalization has become a 
mainstream phenomenon. This is true at the level of programs 
of study, institutional policies, national strategies and schemes, 
as well as in terms of the actions and orientations of various 
organizations at the regional (for example, in Europe and across 
the Association of Southeast Asian Nations [ASEAN]) and 
global levels (OECD, World Bank, UNESCO). In itself, the main-
streaming of internationalization is a positive development and 
a demonstration of the increased connectivity of the sector and 
of its importance in the global knowledge society. 

It is also clear, though, that under the broad and common 
acceptance by educational leaders and policymakers of the 
relevance of internationalization, there is a great variety of 
rationales, approaches, strategies, and activities, with an in-
creasing trend to move from a more cooperative orientation 
towards a more competitive approach (De Wit et al., 2015). 
Indeed, Ferencz and Wächter (2017) observe for the Euro-
pean Union that “countries and HEIs [higher education insti-
tutions] alike, in their pursuit of strategic internationalisation, 
have to more carefully consider the benefits as well as bal-
ance cooperation and competition with other HEIs” (p. 27).  
The contributions in this Brief confirm that this dynamic is 
also true for other parts of the world. 

The Paradoxes of Internationalization and  
Nationalism
Meanwhile, there is an increasing disconnect between this 
notion of the relevance of internationalization, within and for 
the sector, and recent trends in society toward greater in-
ward focus, manifested by anti-global and anti-international 
tendencies. Such developments are clearly evident in the 
United States under the current administration; in the United 
Kingdom through the Brexit vote; in the election of nation-
alist-populist governments in such countries as the Czech 
Republic, Hungary, and Poland; and in light of the newly 
prominent role of hard right political parties in governments 
and/or parliaments in countries like Austria, Denmark, Ger-
many, France, Italy, Norway, and the Netherlands. Elsewhere 
(such as in China, India, the Philippines, Russia, and Turkey), 
regimes combine nationalist positions with an international 
agenda, unfortunately leaving little room for autonomy and 
academic freedom to operate in a truly open and internation-
ally engaged or enriching way. 

The paradox between increased internationalization in higher 
education and emerging nationalism in society is especially 
clear in the contributions to this Brief focused on the United 
States and the United Kingdom. Canada and Germany pro-
vide a different picture, although one cannot ignore the emer-
gence of nationalist voices in these countries, as well. Mean-
while, it would be wrong to assume that this divide is only 
present in the developed world. Other countries are encoun-
tering similar challenges in the contradictory push for a more 
internationalized or internationally engaged higher education 
sector while facing a stronger focus on national identity. 

How can we explain these paradoxes between internation-
alization as a collaborative endeavor and internationalization 
as a competitive approach; between internationalization as 
a key trend in higher education trend around the world and 
nationalization as a rising social phenomenon globally? There 
are no easy answers.

Parallel Universes: Institutional and National 
Priorities and Perspectives
Several of the contributions to this Brief illustrate that, under 
the broad concept of internationalization, there is great vari-
ety in—as well as disconnect between—national and institu-
tional policies and strategies. Internationalization is still pri-
marily driven by dynamics at the institutional level. National 
policies are often fragmented and tend to be focused on the 
mobility side and on matters of competition and competitive 
advantage, while institutional policies tend to be more coor-
dinated and integrated, and appear to strive to combine the 
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dimensions of “internationalization abroad” and “internation-
alization at home” more intentionally.

Even in countries like Australia, Canada, Colombia, Germany, 
the United Kingdom, and more recently South Africa—where 
there seems to be a stronger connection between national 
and institutional policies—the picture is not that bright. In 
most countries—most clearly manifest in the examples in 
this Brief among India, Japan, Mexico and the United States—
institutions feel ignored or even blocked in their attempts to 
be “more international.” Where it exists, national attention 
in all of these countries seems to be more focused toward 
the competitive end, i.e., the development of transnational 
education platforms and activities, the recruitment of inter-
national students, and the quest for more prestigious reputa-
tions and higher global rankings.

In comparison, at the institutional level, references are more 
regularly made to matters of internationalization at home and 
of the curriculum, to international and intercultural compe-
tences and learning outcomes, and to global citizenship de-
velopment—although, even at the institutional level, rhetoric 
around these ideas is still much more clearly in evidence than 
strategic and sustained action. As such, several contribu-
tions to this Brief rightly charge that there is still a long way 
to go to match rhetoric and action. Indeed, a more inclusive 
and innovative approach to internationalization is urgently 
required—one in which different stakeholders (government 
agencies, the private sector, alumni, students, faculty, insti-
tutional and sector leaders) all work together to balance the 
needs for internationalization at home and abroad, the needs 
for collaboration and competition, and the needs facing both 
local and global contexts.

A Two-Speed Global Framework?
Periodically, European Union (EU) observers have remarked 
on the phenomenon of a “two-speed” or “multi-speed” Eu-
rope (Prisecaru, 2017), in which those countries moving most 
quickly to achieve specific benchmark positions in relation to 
EU objectives or levels of integration are compared to those 
countries that may either purposefully be pushing ahead 
more cautiously, or are somehow “lagging behind.”  Could the 
same be said about the global community of countries and 
internationalization of higher education?

In the long run, and in some cases in the shorter term, the 
tension between nationalistic tendencies and the push for 
global engagement could have a serious impact on the evolu-
tion of internationalization in higher education. Altbach and 
de Wit (2017) expect that the commercial side of interna-
tionalization will continue to thrive for some time, while inter-

nationalization at home will encounter more opposition and 
will depend even more on institutions than on governments 
for development and support. Some longstanding “industry 
leaders”—like the United Kingdom and the United States, as 
well as a number of other European countries—will encounter 
challenges in their international efforts as a result of national-
ist tendencies and other internal dynamics that dampen the 
appetite for international engagement. Against this backdrop, 
others—such as Australia and Canada, but also a number of 
emerging economies—will become more active players and 
benefit from the waning engagement of the more longstand-
ing national powerhouses.

Of course, as stated by Helms and Brajkovic in their contribu-
tion to this publication, only “time will tell” how these com-
plex matters will play out. In the meantime, significant efforts 
should be expended to gain greater insight into the landscape 
of internationalization in higher education across the many 
different national, regional, and institutional frameworks in 
which it is manifest. To extend the foundational metaphor 
for this publication: mapping the terrain and navigating the 
political and social waters that define both rhetoric and real-
ity continue to be crucially important activities as we seek to 
deepen our understanding of internationalization’s possibili-
ties and paradoxes.
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Mapping Internationalization Worldwide: Selected Surveys and Research
Lucia Brajkovic

Name Date
Geographic 
scope

Respondents  
(to most recent 
iteration) Details

American Council on 
Education’s (ACE) Map-
ping Internationalization 
on U.S. Campuses 

2017, con-
ducted every 
five years

United States 
of America

1164 institutions 
across all sectors of 
U.S. higher education

Assesses the current state of internationalization at Ameri-
can colleges and universities, and analyzes trends over time.

Offers data-based recommendations for in-
ternationalization policy and practice.

International Asso-
ciation of Universities’ 
(IAU) Global Survey

2014, con-
ducted every 
four years

131 countries 
worldwide

1336 higher 
education institu-
tions worldwide

Provides global- and regional-level data on internationaliza-
tion trends and developments, and related policy making.

Examines reasons for international engagement across 
countries and regions, and allows for country-level 
comparison of internationalization indicators

European Association for 
International Education’s 
(EAIE) Barometer: Inter-
nationalization in Europe

2015, reoccur-
ring (the sec-
ond iteration 
to be released 
in 2018)

33 European 
countries

2411 individual 
internationalization 
practitioners in Euro-
pean higher educa-
tion institutions

Presents an overview of the state of internation-
alization in the European Higher Education Area 
(EHEA) from the practitioner perspective. 

Addresses developments in the field of internationalization, 
and tools required for further professionalization of the field.

Canada’s Universities in 
the World: AUCC Inter-
nationalization Survey

2014, reoccur-
ring (this is the 
first iteration 
since 2006)

Canada Executive heads of 
75 Canadian public 
and private not-
for-profit universi-
ties and colleges

Gauges Canadian universities’ level of engage-
ment and commitment to internationalization.

Includes indicators related to administra-
tion, strategic partnerships, research, stu-
dent mobility, and teaching and learning.

A World of Learning: 
Canada’s Performance 
and Potential in Interna-
tional Education 2016

2016, conduct-
ed annually

Canada 52 Canadian 
postsecondary 
institutions

Provides data on key aspects of internationalization efforts 
in Canadian education, including policy context, interna-
tional mobility, the student experience and trends to watch.

Japanese Universities’ 
Strategic Approach 
to Internationaliza-
tion: Accomplishments 
and Challenges

2014 Japan 141 Japanese 
universities

Examines indicators that Japanese universi-
ties consider effective in evaluating their insti-
tution-wide internationalization efforts. 

Explores Japanese universities’ goals and 
strategies for internationalization.

Gacel-Ávila, J., & 
Rodríguez-Rodríguez, S. 
(2017). Internacional-
ización de la Educación 
Superior en América 
Latina y el Caribe: un bal-
ance OBIRET. Guadala-
jara: UNESCO-IESALC

2017 Latin America 
and the Ca-
ribbean 

More than 400 
higher education 
institutions through-
out the region 

First survey on trends in higher education internationaliza-
tion focused exclusively on Latin America and the Caribbean.

Administered by the Regional Observatory on Higher 
Education Internationalization and Networks in 
Latin America and the Caribbean (OBIRET).

Gacel-Ávila, J., & Bustos-
Aguirre. (2017). AMPEI 
y La Internacionalización 
en México. Educacion 
Global, 21 (p.43-59).

2017 Mexico 46 higher educa-
tion institutions, 
members of the 
Mexican Associa-
tion for International 
Education (AMPEI)

Examines international office structures and officer 
profiles, benefits of AMPEI membership, and im-
pact of activities carried out by the Association.
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