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CHAPTER 2  

 

LITERATURE REVIEWS 

 

The examination of globalization and internationalization as distinct processes is 

essential for serious scholarship addressing contemporary trends in higher education. 

Globalization is a multifaceted phenomenon enveloped by economic, social, political and 

cultural dimensions that melds 21st century higher education to international endeavors. 

The impact of globalization poses challenges to the role of nations as the sole providers 

of higher education and to academic communities as the primary voice for education 

decision-making. Processes of globalization within university settings transcend the 

integration of research, the use of English as the language of academia, the expanding 

international market for scholars, the growth of multinational publishing, and reliance on 

information technology (Altbach, 2003). 

Scholars agree that processes of globalization are unalterable while those 

representing internationalization remain fluid and changeable. Elkin, Devjee and 

Farnsworth (2008) note that, internationalization is not something that is either achieved 

or not achieved; rather it is an engagement with a range of dimensions. 

Internationalization represents university policy, initiatives, and practices that are adopted 

in response to the affects of globalization (Scott, 1998). The structure of 

internationalization includes university sanctioned branch campuses, cross-border 

collaborative arrangements, international student programming, and English-medium 

programs or degrees. Various terminologies are used interchangeably to describe the 
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internationalization of higher education, such as transnational education; global education; 

world education; international education; multi-cultural education; and cross-border 

education (Knight, 1999b). With these in mind, the following sections will summarize the 

factors that influenced the internationalization of higher education such as globalization 

and marketization. Similarly, factors such as risks, benefits, and barriers to 

internationalization were also discussed to give insights on the implications of these 

efforts. Lastly, relevant internationalization researches both local and global were 

synthesized to assist in the formation of the theoretical backgrounds of HEIs 

internationalization. 

 

Globalization and Internationalization 

 

Since the early 2000s, use of the term globalization has grown in popularity in 

Europe, North America, and East Asia (Teichler, 2004). Friedman (2005) noted that 

globalization in the current age began during the fall of the Berlin wall and the launch of 

the World Wide Web in 1989. Recently, many researchers have discussed the impact of 

globalization on economic, social, political, and cultural fronts (Giddens, 1990, 1999; 

Robertson, 1995; Sklair, 1995). In fact, not one single definition of globalization is 

agreed upon (Mok, 2000); it is more commonly viewed as a paradigm shift from 

separation to integration, and from heterogeneity to homogeneity (Friedman, 2000; 

Robertson, 1995). 

Globalization is a multi-dimensional term (Levin, 1999). Commonly, 

globalization is defined as the closer integration of the countries and peoples of the world, 
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brought about by the enormous reduction of costs of transportation and communication, 

and the breaking down of artificial barriers to the flows of goods, services, capital, 

knowledge, and people across borders (Stiglitz, 2002). It also refers to the process and 

consequences of instantaneous communication and technological advancement, which 

brought about the tremendous growth in the quantity of information and integration 

(Grunzweig & Rinehart, 2002). While academic systems and institutions may make 

different accommodations to these trends, however neither one can ignore its impetus and 

implications. Globalization, as it applies to higher education, involves information 

technology and the use of a common language for scientific communication (Altbach, 

2005). 

Altbach (2005) noted that globalization includes the broad, largely inevitable 

economic, technological, political, cultural, and scientific trends that directly affect 

higher education. Globalization has a strong impact on higher education because it 

influences what universities must teach in order to prepare students for their professional 

lives (Currie, DeAngelis, de Boer, Huisman, & Lacotte, 2003; Currie & Newson, 1998). 

In addition, Kenway and Fahey (2009) mentioned that with the notion that globalization 

entails necessarily the mobility and crossing of borders. In effect, the rapidly changing 

world thus requires students to possess broad international knowledge and strong 

intercultural skills, in addition to the more traditional disciplinary knowledge gained from 

university education (Paige, 2005). 

Internationalization has also become an important concern in the development of 

higher education. Kerr (1990) mentioned that internationalization is perceived as one of 

the laws of motion propelling HEIs. In fact, internationalization has been a major issue of 
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the past half century (Altbach, 2000), it is also one of the most important trends of the 

last decade (Teichler, 1999), and shall definitely be one of the major theme for the next 

decade (Davies, 1997). In essence, internationalization has always been part of the 

fundamentals of HEIs (Scott, 1998). 

Typically, internationalization as defined as the creation of an environment which 

is international in character, whether in teaching or in research. It also includes the 

exposure of students to the cultures and languages of different countries (Paige, 2005). In 

addition, it should also includes the policies and programs adopted by governments, and 

by academic systems and subdivisions to cope with or exploit globalization, thus 

allowing significant autonomy, initiative, and creativity in dealing with the new milieu 

(Altbach, 2005). 

Internationalization at the national, sector, and institutional levels is defined as the 

process of integrating an international, intercultural, or global dimension, into the purpose, 

functions or delivery of higher education (Knight, 2004). Expanding further, Ellingboe 

(1998) added that internationalization is the ongoing process of integrating an 

international perspective into HEIs. It should encompass a multi-dimensional, inter-

disciplinary, and future-oriented leadership vision, which involves the many stakeholders 

of the institution, in order to respond and adapt appropriately to the ever increasingly 

diverse and global environment. Hence, the many definitions and dimensions of 

internationalization have definitely given grounds to its complexity. 

Comparatively speaking globalization and internationalization are similar in two 

aspects. Both issues tend to drive the traditional closed system of higher education, 

towards a more open and complex system. Similarly, globalization and 



 

17 

internationalization both poses a challenge for higher education to change its context and 

structure (Knight, 1997a; Teichler, 2004; van der Wende, 2001). In contrast, 

globalization and internationalization also differs with respect to their implications. 

Globalization tends to trigger the blurring out or even the disappearance of national 

borders and economic systems (Ohmae, 1990). While internationalization tends to 

address the increase physical cross-border activities amidst the national systems of higher 

education (Mok, 2006b; Teichler, 2004). 

The aforementioned situations are part of the transition of higher education; the 

beginning of a great transformation (Kerr, 1994). Internationalization will take place in 

the context of globalization processes, processes that cannot simply be seen as reiteration 

of the old internationalization, however still dominated by the West, but are now 

intensified by the new information technologies (Scott, 1998). The globalization of our 

societies and markets and its impact on higher education and the new knowledge society 

based on information technology will change higher education profoundly and will also 

change the nature of internationalization of higher education.  

 

Marketization of Higher Education 

 

In recent years, the tremendous rise in demand for higher education qualifications 

has transforms higher education (Stamoulas, 2006). Particularly in the form of 

marketization and new managerialism, which have underpinned the recent emphases on 

accountability and administrative efficiency (Ntshoe, 2004). This trend is also 

challenging both the academic values and campus management (Kezar, 2005; Kirp, 2003; 
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G. L. Williams, 2004), which in turn greatly affects academic research, together with the 

teaching and learning process (Jarvis, 2001; Lincoln, 1998; Powers, 2003; Slaughter & 

Rhoades, 2004). Marketization has tilted the balance in higher education from internal; 

essentially academic concerns to external; issues such as institutional positioning and 

reconfiguration of missions to ensure an institution’s financial survival (Henkel, 1997). 

Government departments, funding councils, and other agencies have developed strategic 

policies to reinforce the notions of the market culture and resource allocation, which 

changes higher education into a quasi market (Harbour, 2006). Inter-institutional 

competition has also intensified, and this has resulted in the recast of university-state 

relations into contractual terms. 

In the year 1989, the new accountability movement in the United States (US) has 

emerged (Kearns, 1998); a critical factor contributing to marketization is the 

government’s use of market-based mechanisms (MBMs) in institutional accountability 

programs and legislative appropriation processes (Dill, 2003; Middleton, 2000). This 

trend has lead colleges and universities to respond to state pressures, by means of the 

proposal to incorporate accountability standards into the regional accrediting process 

(Burke & Minassians, 2003; Harbour, 2006). Similarly in the end of 20th century, all 

Swedish higher education institutions were evaluated by external audit panels and such 

auditing procedures have raised the question as to what the extent of higher education 

institutions may become; which is more homogenous and standardized at the expense of 

institutional diversity and uniqueness (Stensaker, 2000). While in England two important 

sets of performance indicators are also established; research and teaching quality ratings, 

specially the former indicator which has greatly influence government’s funding 
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decisions (Patrick & Stanley, 1998). Thus, we can see that the outcome of marketization 

oriented policy is to increase the government control over higher education. 

At the same time, the cross-border mobility of international students has increased 

due in part to the advent of the commercialization (marketization) of higher education 

(Mok & Tan, 2004). As a result the essence of international study has shifted from an 

elitist experience accessible only to scholarship or fellowship recipients to the mass 

movement of students. International students thus represent a diverse group ranging from 

those motivated to study internationally at any personal financial cost and/or 

undergraduate students seeking traditional international academic or cultural experiences 

to carefully targeted elite students in high-quality programs. 

 

 

Figure 2-1. International student numbers at the tertiary level from 1955–2006 
Source: OECD (2009). 

 

Figure 2-1, disseminates the total number of university level international students 

in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) nations 
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(Knight, 2002b; P. Williams, 1981). Omitted are all other international students enrolled 

in lower level education and language training programs (P. Williams, 1981). Figure 2-1 

illustrates that the international student population has risen steadily since 1955, with 

sharp increases in recent years (OECD, 2002, 2009; UNESCO, various years). 

 

 

Figure 2-2. Global destinations of higher education students in 2007 
Source: Project Atlas (2004) and IIE (2007). 

 

Figure 2-2, highlights the changing landscape of international student mobility 

patterns for the year 2007 based on the Institute of International Education (IIE) data. The 

IIE annually collects and publishes institutional aggregate data in a report on international 
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exchange titled Open Doors. The report is an attempt to stimulate awareness of the 

shifting education contexts and their relationship to student mobility. Figure 2-2 also 

presents the top host nations for international student mobility patterns in 2007; Western 

European nations and the US are leading destinations; yet the summation of incoming 

international students to the nation of China, and the category all others, (33 percent of 

the market) suggest a shift in the pattern of cross-border mobility (IIE, 2007). 

Clearly the population of international students in the 21st century represent a 

diverse group ranging from those motivated to study in the global arena at any personal 

financial cost and/or undergraduate students seeking traditional international academic or 

cultural experiences to carefully targeted elite students in high-quality programs. It is 

important to note that traditionally students migrated internationally to be associated with 

world renowned scholars or to further a disciplinary knowledge base; in the 

contemporary era they are more likely to study in the global arena for advancement of 

degrees, diplomas, or certification (P. Williams, 1981). The increasing population of 

international students has shifted the essence of global cross border mobility from an 

elitist experience accessible only to scholarship or fellowship recipients to the mass 

movement of students (Teichler, 2001). 

Contemporary patterns of cross-border mobility encompass a complex, 

contradictory, and expansive discourse shaped by the discussions, policy issues, and 

mission statements of individual universities as well as the themes of education policy 

and global trade within the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) and the 

World Trade Organization (WTO) (van der Wende, 2001). This discourse impacts newly 

established competitor nations that are expanding incoming international student 
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enrollments, as well as the US and Western Europe as leading yet declining host nation 

destinations (Zachrisson, 2001). The case of China exemplifies this position. In 2004, 

China was a leading sending country as defined by the nation’s 343,126 university degree 

seeking students who studied abroad annually (UNESCO, 2006). In recent years China 

has also emerged as a popular host nation, as noted by expanding incoming international 

student enrollments from less than 45,000 in 1999 to more than 141,000 in 2005 

(McCormack, 2007). Similar trends are occurring in Japan, South Korea, India, Malaysia, 

Thailand, and Taiwan. 

Trends in Taiwan reflect traditional East Asian patterns; substantial numbers of 

university students from Taiwan studied in the US and United Kingdom (UK) while very 

few incoming international students chose the island nation as a host destination. In 

recent years the influx of international students to Taiwan has increased significantly, 

rising from 6,380 in 2001 to 21,005 in 2007 (Ko, 2008). Between 2001 and 2005 

incoming international student enrollments from Central and South America increased 

208 percent and 95 percent from European nations. Incoming students from Vietnam 

comprise the largest group, followed by Malaysia, Indonesia, Japan and the US. Scholars 

attribute the rising population of incoming international students to the global popularity 

of Mandarin studies, the growing reputation of Taiwan universities as world class 

institutions, and availability of scholarships administered by the Taiwan Ministry of 

Education (MOE) (Ko, 2008). 

Individual universities and associated governments interpret the rising number of 

incoming international students as an indicator of success and reputation of their 

institution. Policymakers at the national level utilize the total number of incoming 
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international students as a principal statistic to interpret the implications surrounding the 

international student experience on university campuses (Davis, 1995). Universities 

recognized as world class centers of excellence attract more international student 

applicants than other higher education institutions. Many actively advertise their services 

and provisions in order to expand the total population of incoming international students. 

Davis (1995) notes that while a statistical measure is a useful starting point for policy 

initiatives, it should not serve as an end point. Rather, a critical interpretation at the 

national and institutional levels is paramount to the development of policies and practices 

supportive of the issues and dilemmas of expanding numbers of international students 

within their host campus communities. 

 

Relevant Studies on HEIs’ Internationalization 

 

The term internationalization is being used increasingly when discussing the 

international dimension of higher education. It means different things to different people 

and is thus used in a variety of manners (Knight, 2006b). While it is encouraging to see 

the increased use and attention dedicated to internationalization of higher education 

institutions, however, measuring its performance is equally important. Currently, a great 

deal of awareness of the significance of performance indicators has been arising, and 

much has been written about this. However, in order to allow for a wide variety of 

perspectives in the formation of Taiwan’s HEIs’ internationalization indicators, various 

studies from different authors and organizations were compared and analyzed. A total of 

46 studies were grouped into the following regions and sponsoring organizations: United 
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Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO); American Council 

on Education (ACE), United States of America (USA) and Canada; Europe, Organization 

for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), and UK; and Asia. 

Some highlights of these studies include two global case studies written for 

UNESCO, wherein Neave (1992a, 1992b) developed two paradigmatic models of 

internationalization; one used a leadership driven model and the other used a base unit 

driven model. The first model has an essential feature a lack of formal connection below 

the level of the central administration. While, the second model sees such central 

administrative units mainly as service oriented to activities coming the lower level units 

of the institution (Neave, 1992a). Neave models brought forth the importance of 

combining leadership and strategies planning. 

Studies by the International Association of Universities (IAU) and the 

International Universities Bureau of UNESCO focus on the practices, priorities, issues, 

and trends related to the international dimension of higher education (Knight, 2003, 

2005). IAU was founded in 1950 under the aegis of UNESCO, being an international 

non-governmental organization. The permanent Secretariat of the Association is based in 

Paris, France. IAU is a membership organization bringing together universities, 

institutions of higher education and national and regional associations of universities 

around the world. It aims to promote debate, reflection and action on key issues in the 

field of higher education. The Association provides its members and in general all higher 

education stakeholders (decision-makers, specialists, administrators, teachers, researchers 

and students) a global meeting forum and various services such as information (through 

the IAU/UNESCO Information Centre on Higher Education) and analysis on latest 
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developments in higher education (through different reference and scholarly publications), 

advocacy of higher education institutions views and opportunities to build partnerships 

and networks between higher education institutions worldwide as well as with various 

international, regional and national bodies (Knight, 2005). 

In the two IAU studies, more than 66 countries in every region took part in the 

initial 2003 survey and almost 95 countries took part in the 2005 survey. Data gathered 

from the two studies allow for much exploration according to specific issues and 

questions; more importantly, they suggest several important indicators, such as 

organizational support systems and institutional policies, which are deemed important 

factors in the internationalization of HEIs. 

In the US, the ACE has been very active in conducting internationalization studies 

and has become one of the most influential higher education organizations in this area 

(Paige, 2005). ACE pays specific attention to the important of finding synergy and 

connections among the various internationalization activities. ACE also specifies the 

ways in which the institution can support internationalization by means of an articulated 

mission vision, a strategic plan, and international infrastructures and policies. In addition, 

these studies by ACE mentioned six key indicators of internationalization which are used 

to measure and distinguish highly active US universities from other, less active 

institutions (Green, 2005; Green, Luu, & Burris, 2008; Green & Olson, 2003). These 

indicators enable comparisons among similar institutions and allow individual research 

universities to compare their own practices and policies with those of their peers. 

However, the authors suggested that further institutional analysis would be require to 
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determine the significance of different dimensions of internationalization or their impact 

on faculty or students. 

These ACE studies were actually follow up studies based on Siaya’s (2003) and 

Hayward’s (2000) mapping of US students and higher education internationalization 

reports. This report examines the internationalization efforts of US colleges and 

universities with comparisons to previous data, as appropriate and possible. It also looks 

at the international experiences and attitudes of undergraduate students and faculty. In 

2000, ACE began a series of surveys, funded by the Ford Foundation, to examine the 

status of internationalization in US post-secondary education and identify any noticeable 

changes since the earlier studies were completed. To accomplish this, ACE conducted 

three national surveys. The first survey included a national sample of 752 US colleges 

and universities chosen to reflect the range of institutional types: community colleges, 

liberal arts colleges, comprehensive universities, and research universities. The second 

survey gathered data from 1,027 undergraduate faculties, drawn from the institutional 

survey respondents. The third survey collected information from 1,290 undergraduate 

students, all from the institutions that responded to the institutional survey (Hayward, 

2000; Siaya & Hayward, 2003). The key indicators include the following: articulated 

commitment; academic offerings; organizational infrastructure; external funding; 

institutional investment in faculty; and international students and student programs. 

Several US studies, such as those conducted by Marden and Engerman (1992), 

Ellingboe (1998), Paige and Mestenhauser (1999), Mestenhauser (2002), Paige (2003), 

Whitaker (2004), Schwietz (2006), and Shutina (2008) were also included, wherein they 

discussed internationalization practices in US HEIs. In these studies, indicators such as 
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institutional leadership and organizational support systems were deemed important. 

However, special focus was dedicated to internationalization of curriculum programs; 

namely, to provide learning opportunities that are inter-cultural, inter-disciplinary, 

comparative, global, and integrative in character (Paige, 2005). Similarly, importance on 

faculty and student involvement in international activities is highly regarded as a 

dimension which leads to internationalization. Altbach and Knight (2007) noted the 

importance of including a mechanism for accountability, monitoring, and evaluation of 

internationalization efforts, which confirmed Mestenhauser’s (2002) earlier suggestion. 

Marden and Engerman (1992) International Fifty Consortium study is composed 

of a group of 52 private institutions. These institutions are liberal arts colleges; four-year 

US colleges that have placed internationalization as one of their top institutional priorities. 

Formed in 1991, the International Fifty Consortium decreed that all consortium members 

should meet certain qualifications which includes high percentages of international 

students in the student population, students who study abroad, faculty members who 

participate in international teaching and research, undergraduates awarded degrees in 

international fields, and alumni who go on to get advanced degrees in international fields 

(Paige, 2005). Their study mentioned the importance of language professions and the 

recent a heightened perception of the value of it (Cross, 1992). In addition, the high rates 

at which their students enroll in foreign language courses, select majors in languages, and 

study abroad as evidence of their internationalization efforts. 

Ellingboe (1998) mentioned six internationalization indicators which are the 

result of two major research conducted in the US. Five of these indicators are the 

following: faculty involvement in international activities, an internationalized curriculum, 
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study abroad, international students and scholars, and college leadership. In addition, 

Paige and Mestenhauser (1999) looks into the curriculum of higher education institutions 

in the US. They provided a very detailed account of characteristics that in their view 

make the curriculum more or less international. Internationalized curricula provide 

learning opportunities that are, among other things, intercultural, interdisciplinary, 

comparative, global, and integrative in character (Paige, 2005). 

Mestenhauser (2002) looks into the even broader view of internationalization by 

analyzing the additional indicators that are needed to be taken into account including 

mechanisms for monitoring and evaluating the process, budget and resource allocation, 

promotion and publicity, incentives for student participation in international activities. 

While, Paige (2003) did a case study on the University of Minnesota in the US in which 

he describes 25 plus years of internationalization projects in the areas of international 

students and scholars, the curriculum, faculty participation in international activities, 

internationalization of co-curricular units, study abroad, and the leadership aspects of 

internationalization that have helped sustain these efforts. 

Whitaker (2004) examines the geography of international education programs 

associated with US research institutions and shows that world cities emerge as popular 

places for US institutions to interact with other universities. This research shows that 

Paris, Tokyo, Seoul, London, and Melbourne emerge as the top five locations for US 

abroad activities among the universities studied. While in many instances US study 

abroad programs displayed characteristics that allowed students and researchers the 

opportunity to gain exposure to another language and culture, some abroad programs 

expanded the opportunities for participants by including the opportunity to work and 
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interact with international firms and pursue degrees (such as: international business, 

masters of economics, and international law) that make individuals competitive in the 

global employment market. 

Similarly, Schwietz (2006) examines the attitudes, beliefs, experiences and 

involvement related to internationalization by faculty members at a group of universities 

in the US. The study uses data collected from faculty at nine public universities in 

Pennsylvania, wherein a descriptive and correlational analysis where done on the 

following variables: explores faculty attitudes, beliefs and experiences; reviews the extent 

to which faculty incorporate an international perspective into their teaching, research, and 

scholarship; determines what relationships exist between faculty characteristics, campus 

climate, and attitudes, beliefs and behaviors; and examines patterns that are used to 

describe or predict faculty members orientation to internationalization. The data show 

that important differences exist by gender, discipline, teaching responsibilities, tenure 

status, rank, and teaching/research preference. The study also shows that faculty with 

higher levels of international experiences at different educational stages have higher 

levels of involvement in internationalization as faculty members, and that they also have 

more favorable attitudes and beliefs about internationalization. Furthermore, faculty with 

more favorable attitudes and beliefs about internationalization are likely to have higher 

levels of involvement in internationalization, although the strength of the relationship 

varies according to the three attitudes and beliefs factors identified in the factor analysis. 

In a recent study by Shutina (2008), wherein an attempt to identify and describe 

the role of the nation's six major higher education associations in the internationalization 

of US higher education, and to map their involvement in terms of their advocacy efforts 



 

30 

for international education programs and their support of member campus 

internationalization endeavors. The study found that despite the longstanding interest in 

international issues, it was only at the turn of the 21st century that internationalization 

was promoted into an area of strategic priority in the higher education associations’ 

agenda. Results show that regarding campus internationalization, the associations saw 

themselves first and foremost in the role of a supporter of their members’ 

internationalization efforts. Within this supportive role, the major associations have 

assumed a number of functions, such as convener, public forum, research and resource 

center, leadership forum, and facilitator. The higher education associations also provide a 

wide array of services for members: research data, legislative updates regarding 

international education issues, information regarding funding and partnering 

opportunities, facilitation of international partnership-building efforts and international 

student recruitment efforts, and professional development opportunities.  

The AUCC (1995a, 1999, 2007) identified institutional and academic policies, 

research and collaborative opportunities, and internationalized curriculum as key 

indicators in internationalization of Canadian HEIs. AUCC (1995b) further mentioned 

that performance indicators are best used to gauge the performance of a system, 

university, or structure or process within an institution. These indicators should be 

problem-oriented and policy-relevant so that decisions can be made to improve university 

education. Progress and improvement in the delivery of education is the ultimate 

benchmark. Bartell (2003) also added the importance of the existing institutional culture, 

which emphasizes institutional commitments and strategic planning. 
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In Europe, Davies (1995, 1997) based his model for internationalization strategies 

on the need for universities to develop a framework for their international activities in 

response to changes in their environment. He suggested the importance of institutional 

mission, evaluation and assessments, and the presence of an organizational leadership 

structure. Knight and de Wit (1995) identified four categories ranging from research, 

academic, technical development, and extra-curricular activities as key 

internationalization indicators; however, Knight (1997a, 1999b) later revised these into 

academic programs, research and scholarly collaboration, external relations and services, 

and extra-curricular activities. These indicators were later expanded upon and used as 

standards in the IQRP’s report on OECD countries’ HEI internationalization status 

(Knight, 2002a; Knight & de Wit, 1999).  

Further, additional studies conducted by Rudzki (1995a, 1995b, 1998) which 

identifies four key indicators of internationalization: student mobility, staff development, 

curriculum innovation, and organizational change. In his studies on UK business schools, 

Rudzki (1995b) concluded that the spectrum of internationalization related activities 

ranges from those institutions that have position themselves in the global arena, to those 

who have stayed away from internationalization. In addition, Ayoubi and Massoud (2007) 

collected and analyzed mission statements from 117 UK universities. Their study shows 

that 74% of UK universities' mission statements include international dimensions. In 

addition, 48% of these universities are internationally active. 

Other studies in Europe includes, Nilsson (2003) in Sweden; and Teichler (2004) 

and Brandenburg and Federkeil (2007) in Germany were all considered, wherein various 

samples and models from HEIs are summarized and analyzed. In addition, East Asian 
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studies, such as those conducted by Kawaguchi and Lander (1997) and Paige (2005) in 

Japan, and Huang and Chang (2004), Wang (2006), Chen  (2007), Hsu (2007), Lu (2007), 

Mok (2006b, 2007), Chiang (2008), and Chen (2009) in Taiwan were also noted. 

Huang and Chang (2004) explores the internationalization indicators of domestic 

college students extensively, and chose Shu Te University as their case study. The 

authors categorized internationalization into four types, namely: International 

Organization, International Business, International Experience, and International Media. 

Results show that students of Shu Te University do indeed recognized the four types of 

internationalization indicators. In addition, the study also mentioned the importance of 

internationalized curriculum and foreign language studies. While Wang (2006) 

mentioned internationalization in Taiwan is driven by the increased of international trade, 

the wider availability of capital, improvements in communication, the internationalization 

of education, and the transfer of technological and managerial skills. Similarly, indicators 

such as internationalized curriculum and the presence of international students and 

scholars are trends which are commonly found in Taiwan’s HEIs.  

Chen (2007) used the competing values framework in studying HEIs 

internationalization in Taiwan. Results show that a quality assurance and accountability 

measures are needed to ensure a balance between the HEIs in Taiwan. Indicators 

mentioned in this study are the presence of international students and scholars, 

institutional policies and guidelines, internationalized curriculum, and performance 

evaluation and accountability. Hsu (2007) mentioned that HEIs in Taiwan are under the 

pressure of global competitiveness. In addition, internationalization in Taiwan is mostly 

patterned and modeled with features that have been set according to the advantages of 
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Western developed countries. In addition to English being the predominant language, 

other indicators such as scientific research output, qualitative and quantitative academic 

indicators, or even the numbers of Nobel laureates produced, are all favorable to the 

international level of Western countries.  

Lu (2007) mentioned that the major strengths generated by the 

internationalization of Taiwan’s HEIs depend on the strong support and drive from the 

related administration. The major weakness of Taiwan’s HEIs is in the failure to attract 

international students, not being able to adapt to global trends, and insufficient faculty 

incentives. While, Chiang (2008) did a comparative analysis between internationalization 

strategies and actual implementation of such strategies. Results show that strategic 

planning is definitely an important indicator of internationalization. However, the current 

implementation status of such internationalization strategies is still in its early stages. 

More active promotion and motivation should be implemented to further aid in the 

internationalization efforts of Taiwan’s HEIs.  

Chen (2009) did a study on 5 public and private universities in Taiwan. The study 

mentioned six internationalization indicators, namely: teachers, students, research 

internationalization, course internationalization, international visibility and 

internationalization of administration and campus. Additional results showed that the 

evaluation mechanism on Taiwan’s HEIs internationalization is still not enough. Chen 

(2009) added that the current existing indicators lack the international vision of students 

and international courses and therefore their accuracy and appropriateness are quite 

disputable. For internationalization strategy, the results show that the investment of 
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educational resources by the government is insufficient in comparison with the nearby 

countries. 

Numerous research results have suggested that the Taiwan government should 

invest more resources; long term financial assistance, as against to short term support. 

This would then foster a long term academic interactions between teaching and research, 

while developing a quality education system, which would hopefully develop Taiwan 

into an academic research center in Asia. 

 

Risks, Benefits, and Barriers to Internationalization 

 

More recently, internationalization has become a key element in shaping and 

challenging the higher education sector in countries all over the world (Knight, 2008; 

Mok, 2000, 2006b). During the last decade internationalization has increased in 

importance, impact, and complexity (Altbach & Knight, 2007; Knight, 2008). Knight 

(2009) recently mentioned that there are new actors, new rationales, new programs, new 

regulations, and the new context of globalization. While the process of 

internationalization offers many benefits to higher education, it is clear that there are 

various risks and barriers associated with this complex phenomenon. Potocnik (2005) 

European Union Commissioner for Science and Research mentioned that the progress in 

research and development due to globalization and internationalization is only one side of 

spectrum. Much risk is also seen such as the unfair advantage to certain areas of the 

world and disadvantages others, and the brain drain of skilled European researchers is 

perceived as an arising problem in the academe (Potocnik, 2005). 
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According to the results of the 2005 IAU Survey there is a strong agreement (96% 

of responding institutions from 95 countries) that internationalization brings benefits to 

higher education (Knight, 2005, 2006a). However, this consensus is qualified by the fact 

that 70% also believe there are substantial risks associated with the international 

dimension of higher education (Knight, 2005, 2006a). Some of the risks that arises, 

which have been widely acknowledged includes commercialization, foreign degree mills, 

brain drain, and growing elitism (Knight, 2005, 2006a, 2008). 

The findings from the IAU survey signified a relatively positive sign of the 

importance attributed to internationalization. The benefits are clearly articulated but so 

are the risks. The future of internationalization faces many challenges as the trends of 

commercialization and commodification are seen to threaten the human development, 

research, and national capacity benefits of internationalization (Altbach & Knight, 2007; 

Knight, 2005, 2008). The top three risks associated with internationalization are 

commercialization and commodification of education programs, the increase in the 

numbers of foreign degree mills and low-quality providers, and brain drain. These are 

signs that each of these risks relates more to the cross-border aspects of 

internationalization than the campus-based activities. It is somewhat surprising that both 

developing and developed countries identified commercialization as the most important 

risk over brain drain (Knight, 2005, 2006a).  

In the same IAU report, it is also informative that the demise of cultural or 

national identity, endangered the quality of higher education, and the homogenization of 

curriculum were identified as the least important risks(Knight, 2005, 2006a). These 

findings agrees with Lobelle’s (2008) case study of a Belgian university, wherein the risk 
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of students leaving their home country and seek employment or continue studying 

somewhere else. This sudden influx of student mobility had caused the shifting of foreign 

student policies from an aid approach to a trade rationale in many countries (Smart & 

Ang, 1993). Thus, signaling that cross-border education is a commodity of free trade 

rather than a public responsibility (Kirp, 2003).  

The 2005 IAU preliminary report also noted some changes from the results of the 

previous survey, taken in 2003. In the new report, Asia replaced North America as 

Europe's second choice for international collaboration, and North America slipped to 

third. (Other European countries are first choice.) Furthermore, in the latest report, 

distance education ranks as one of the three least-active elements of internationalization, 

a change from 2003, when it was identified as one of the fastest-growing aspects. Given 

this the market for international students has become a dynamic growth industry 

sustained by universities, government agencies, private corporations, and entrepreneurs 

motivated by financial profit (Altbach, 2003). National governments are keen to sustain 

active involvement through their Ministries of Education or dedicated promotional 

agencies (Kemp, 1995), that capitalize on the benefits of international student populations 

as linked to skill migration, economic growth, public diplomacy, and research associated 

with a knowledge society(Kishun, 2007). 

To internationalize a HEI is to implement university wide reforms (Altbach & 

Knight, 2007; Mok, 2000, 2003, 2006a, 2006b). Comprehensive internationalization 

means the need to reform attitudes, resources and policy (Aguilar, 2002). However, most 

studies mentioned internationalization is still not integrated in the main stream of higher 

education (Knight, 2003, 2005, 2006a). Presently is mainly marginal to institutional plans 
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of development and is first to be cut down in time of financial constraints. Attitude 

towards internationalization has proven to be the most important barrier, even more than 

the financial restrictions. Aguilar (2002) mentioned the lack of conceptualization among 

the various stakeholders seems to be a concurrent obstacle on the internationalization 

process. In addition, the lack of institutional policies, strategies and priorities towards 

internationalization (incentives, financial resources, legislation) and the lack of national 

policies encouraging internationalization as one of the top priorities for institutions of 

higher education are also deemed as important barriers to internationalization.  

Many scholars would claim that in the last decade they have witnessed a dramatic 

movement of internationalization rationales toward income production. While this trend 

might be true for a small group of countries, it is certainly not the case for the majority of 

institutions around the world. A more accurate description is an increased diversification 

of rationales driving internationalization at institutional and national levels. Current 

leading motivations still focus on enhancing the international knowledge and intercultural 

skills of students and professors, but other goals include the creation of an international 

profile or brand, improving quality, increasing national competitiveness, strengthening 

research capacity, developing human resources, and diversifying the source of faculty 

and student. 
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