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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this research is to examine challenges and issues of higher education (HE) internationalization in the quest to reflect on HE internationalization.
Design/methodology/approach – A qualitative research is conducted in a UK university. The total of 20 interviewees from the case study university participate in this research. Content analysis, critical discourse analysis and categorization of meaning are adopted as data analysis strategies. 

Findings – This study identifies critical issues that challenge HE internationalization within an institutional context, and provides reflection of the development of HE internationalization. These critical issues include resource and investment, workload, agent and partnership management, communication, integration and cooperation, motivation and incentives, programmes contextualization, and staff attitude and development. 
Research limitation/implications – This research contributes to rich understands of issues and challenges stem from the present case study. Therefore, further research in this area is encouraged to test the generalizability of these highlighted challenges through quantitative research. 
Practical implications – Research findings provide different understanding of critical challenges and issues of HE internationalization at the present university. These issues are empirical and creditable to international operation at the case study.  This study encourages an internal cohesion and reflection of internationalization across different key departments. 

Originality/value – This research suggests that prior attention should be given to these practical issues and challenges that stem from the empirical investigation of HE internationalization. Compared to the extent discussion of risks and challenges, these factors are more operational and relevant to an institution’s daily function of internationalization. Research findings can guide institutions to precisely address and resolve these issues. These issues are also transferrable and applicable to other similar cases. 
Keywords -- Internationalization, higher education, issues, challenges, risks and reflection of higher education internationalization. 
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Introduction
Internationalization of higher education has moved from the fringe of institutional interest, such as simple exchanging of students, to the core initiatives, such as a big business of recruitment and academic collaboration, over the past two decades (Brandenburg and De Wit, 2011). “The process of internationalization affords many benefits to higher education, while it is clear that there are serious risks associated with the complex and growing phenomenon” (Knight, 2007, p. 9). Although many studies have addressed the main risks and obstacles of HE internationalization, such as financial problems (King, 1994, Harper, 1995; Gahungu, 2001), commodification  and commercialization issues (Knight, 2007 and 2008; De Meyer, 2012; De Wit, 2011, quality assurance (OECD, 2004; Knight, 2007 and 2008; Bataeiineh, 2008; Deardorff, et al, 2009; De Wit 2011, cultural difficulties (Saffu and Mannman, 1999; Brook, 2000; Canto and Hannah, 2001; Olson and Kroeger, 2001; Dunn and Wallace, 2004), language barriers (Thorstensson, 2001; Pritchard and Skinner, 2002; Bakalis and Joiner, 2004; Yen and Stevens, 2004), diversity management (Barbosa and Cabral-Cardoso, 2007; Maringe, 2009, Boyle, et al, 2012), and individual and development commitment (Audenhove, 1998; Brown, 1998), there have been few discussion in relation to the challenges and reflections of HE internationalization from an institutional internal context. Research in similar areas either concentrates on the overall challenges of HE internationalization (Hodges, 2007; Knight, 2005 and 2007; Harris, 2009; Maringe, 2009; Brandenburg and De Wit, 2011; De Wit, 2011; Eldik, 2011), or is based on quantitative surface studies (Teichler, 1996; Teichler and Maiworm, 1996; Van Damme, 2001; IAU global survey, 2005; GATE survey, cited in Sidhu, 2007; Niser, 2010), which lacks in-depth analysis and explanation of particular issues from a university’s standpoint in terms of implementation of HE internationalization. This paper addresses the challenges of HE internationalization faced by the case study, and provides associated reflections in relation to the implementation of HE internationalization.  

A post-1992 university was chosen as a case study. This university is located in central England. This university is a typical example of the majority institution group whose international development is less advanced. The choice of case study leaves more room to transfer and apply the research findings to other similar institutions of the majority group. First, a brief literature review of risks and challenges of HE internationalization presents the extent trends in the examinations of HE internationalization, and identifies a knowledge gap in this field. Next, methodology addresses the research approach, data collection and analysis strategies, followed by a discussion of the research findings. Finally, conclusions are drawn from the analysis, and implications and suggestions of further research are provide at the end. 
Literature review: risks and challenges of HE internationalization  

HE internationalization is defined as the “process of integration an international and intercultural dimension into the teaching, research and services functions of the institutions” (Knight, 2004, p. 5). Although HE internationalization has evolved dramatically and experienced with tremendous growth in relation to student and staff mobility and internationalization of institutions and higher education systems cross national boundaries since the 1990s, several challenges confronted and remain unsolved for long in the process of HE internationalization. According to International Association of Universities (IAU, 2005) global survey, there are 70% of the responding institution from 95 countries agree that substantial risks and challenges associate with the international dimension of higher education. The controversy areas such as the commercialization and commodification of HE internationalization, quality assurance, international curriculum, recognition and accreditation, management diversity, brain drain/gain, obstacles of strategy implementation remain the most challenges and risks that increasingly affect a true international higher education identity. The following section discusses each area individually:
Commercialization and commodification of HE internationalization
The first challenge relates to the commercialization and commodification of HE internationalization. The trend towards more economically oriented rationales for internationalization is continuing (Abdullahi, et al, 2007) and commercialization and commodification appear to be the dominant driver of HE internationalization policy. The institutional trade in education services has become a multi-billion dollars business and a major source of income for many developed countries (Cheung, et al, 2011). For example, in Australia, higher education service sector has become the third exporter, generating approximately US $11 billion annually. In the USA, this sector contributes $13.5 billion per year, and international students in the United Kingdom bring about US $20 billion revenue each year to the UK economy (Obst, 2008; Access Economics Pty Limited, 2009; Cheung, et al, 2011). Developing countries such as Malaysia and Singapore have also set goals to host more international students and involve in more international initiatives. 
“Today, internationalization has been considered as the ‘white knight’ of higher education (compared to globalization)… and internationalization has become a synonym of doing good” (Brandenburg and De Wit, 2011, cited in De Wit, 2011 p. 29). Internationalization has been marketed by university as “a new indicator of excellence” (Harris, 2009, p. 348); consequently, there is less concern about the substance, outcomes and true meaning of HE internationalization. Quality of education and research has been eclipsed by the economical rationale, and incrementally destroyed under the ‘rightful’ flag of internationalization. The substance of HE internationalization is becoming formality (De Wit, 2011), and devaluation of internationalization arises. Higher education has been treated as a commodity in various ways, but no different from the raw materials and manufactured goods exported (Shubert, 2004; Naidoo and Jamieson, 2005; Eldik, 2011). The public and social role of higher education has been deformed by the forces of commercialization, globalization, entrepreneurialism, marketing and competition. Even prestigious international associations also ‘close one eye’ and ‘tacitly’ approve the trade of education in international marketplaces. According to Brandenburg and De Wit (2011, p. 31), “… these concerns have come to the surface in the response of higher education organization around the world to the inclusion of education in the General Agreement on Trade and Services (GATS) of the World Trade Organization (WTO)”. 
However, there is a paradox to define the products, customers and manufacturers across international business and institutional context because marketing metaphors are inappropriate to describe the student-institution relationship (Svensson and Wood, 2007; Ramachandran, 2010). Corresponding to marketing/business approach, GATS/WTO sees education service as products, students as prospective customers, and institutions as manufacturers. In contrast, “many academics reject the universal view of the student as a customer” (Lomas, 2007, p. 42), and faculty generally prefers recognizing students as products (Obermiller, et al, 2005). Moreover, if industry that employs the students is considered as an end-user? According to Ramachandran (2010), the relationship among institution, student and industry can be re-defined as manufacturer-product/customer-end user, then who has the right to determine the characteristics of the product? The marketing approach does not fit education service well, but many institutions still treat HE internationalization as a ‘gold mine’, where the quality of education is mostly sacrificed.  
Quality assurance
Quality assurance has started to take seriously into account the international dimensions of universities (Virkus and Tammaro, 2005); meanwhile the quality assurance itself has become an important issue on the agenda of HE internationalization. Quality assurance in higher education has given way to a concern of commercialization (Starck, 2000; Matthews, 2002; Harris, 2008), internationalization processes and policies (Van Der Wende, 2002; Harris, 2009). Without quality assurance, all the efforts, processes and initiatives of HE internationalization might be in vain, leaving more room for nonrecognized and illegitimate ‘degree mills’ that ‘sell’ certificates with no or minimal course work. 
How to assure the quality is the key concern as most related discussion focus too much on ‘why’ and too little about the ‘how’ to assess the quality (Joris, 2008; De Wit, 2011). Due to visibility, transparency, and policies of HE internationalization, “it becomes crucial to assess the outcomes of internationalization, and to determine exactly what students are learning and how effective the programmes are in achieving the stated learning outcomes” (Deardorff, et al, 2009, cited in De Wit, 2011, p. 40). The quality assurance has been widely realized as a critical issue of HE internationalization, but there still lacks of standardized benchmark to precisely assure the quality. For example, a survey conducted for the Association of American Colleges (AAC) found that 60% of the employers surveyed said that recently graduated student did not have the skills to succeed in a global economy (Fischer, 2007, cited in Niser, 2010). Nothing can be guaranteed from the activities (such as study abroad) and processes (such as exchange programmes). Why? Because generally quality assurance refers to diversity in terms of types of institution, culture, discipline, language, programme, level and approach. There is a wide spectrum on which the quality is evaluated and assured. It is less possible to provide a standardized instrument within such a divergent context. Therefore, most extent ‘standards’ of quality assurance, for example, Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) and Higher Education Quality Council (HEQC) only work as guidelines or outlines. The underlying connotation implies that these so called ‘standards’ are neither particular nor specific for any given phenomena. Quality of education should be examined through a wider range of criteria that requires a commitment, responsibility and involvement from various perspectives, including student, faculty, institution, nation, and society (such as employability and social experience). 
Internationalization of curriculum

Internationalization of curriculum is defined as “curricular with an international orientation in content, aimed at preparing students for performing in an international and multicultural context, and designed for domestic as well as foreign students” (IDP, 1995, cited in Elkin, et al, 2008, p. 241). Recently, ‘internationalization of curriculum’ is well recognized as an important indicator of HE internationalization (Huang, 2006; Elkin, et al, 2008; Jones, 2008; Killick, 2009). A misconception emerges and implies that internationalization of curriculum equals HE internationalization (De Wit, 2011). It is too simplistic to declare the synonym of the two terms (ibid). This misconception moves institutions’ effort from the fundamental essentials of internationalizing curriculum, for example inclusion of overseas ideas in the programmes for domestic students and a melding of different cultural ideas, to an aggressive and blindfold adaption of foreign international standards (through partnership/collaboration). However, foreign international standards are not always better than local ones. The merger between local and foreign curriculum should be integrated as a diversified approach to add merit to the outcome of study. 
The homogenization of international curriculum challenges the value of study outcome, especially with business subjects. Similar international curriculum adopted erodes the local autonomy and identity, and makes foreign curriculum stands a better chance to succeed.  For example, the popular MBA curriculum offered by most business schools are criticized as a ‘cash cow’ subject that focuses too much on theoretical/analytic models and reductionism, thus is not well suited to handle the difference, ambiguity and high rate of changing in today’s industries (Mintzberg, 2004; Schoemaker, 2008; Thomas and Cornuel, 2012). Curriculum internationalization should have a more critical and evaluative content to embrace international studies. 
In addition, many institutions and authors believe that a culturally diverse student population can enhance the development of international curriculum and facilitate cross-cultural group experience as the international student population can be considered as a source of knowledge, cultural sensibility, richness and diversity (Seymour, 2002; Lee and Rice, 2007; Bamford, 2008; Lowe, 2008). However, curriculum internationalization is not a necessary outcome of running a diverse student body. Actually, most local students are not keen to interact with international students due to language, cultural or perceptual barriers (Jiang, 2011). The ‘difference’ is not always valued, and sometimes it is even unwelcomed. Therefore, the aforementioned belief of curriculum internationalization may just remain as an inspirational ideal (Summers and Volet, 2008; Lim, 2009).
Recognition and accreditation
The variety of education systems and national legislation put more pressure on recognition qualification and academic accreditation. Firstly, recognizing a foreign qualification is a complicated issue in HE internationalization, including recognizing obtained qualifications by another country, especially home country (Van Damme, 2001); recognizing obtained qualification by employers (ibid); and recognizing qualifications gained through online / distance learning and part-time study (Jiang, 2011). Although many initiatives (such as ERASMUS, SOCRATES, NARIC, and ETCS) attempted to address this issue, many institutions still refuse to participate and compel because there lacks of a standardized global instrument. 

Next, the academic accreditation reflects on recognition of credits and length of study abroad, especially for advanced standing students and exchange students (Van Damme, 2001; Jiang and Carpenter, 2013). Lack of transportability and readability at the national, institutional and even faculty levels impels a real barrier against students’ further study (Teichler, 1996; Teichler and Maiworm, 1996; GATE survey, cited in Sidhu, 2007). For example, the recognition rate for ERASMUS students was 75% and almost half the mobile students experienced prolongation of their studies (Teichler, 1996; Teichler and Maiworm, 1996). A Dutch survey echoes the above criticism and reveals that 41% of the study period abroad resulted in delayed completion of study (Van Der Wende, 1999).
Management diversity

Management diversity has become a key challenge brought about by HE internationalization due to the language, social and cultural barriers (Maringe, et al, 2007; Maringe, 2009). Two types of diversity emerge in HE internationalization: student diversity and staff diversity. Firstly, student diversity stems from international student exchange programmes (such as ERASMUS and SOCRATE) and cross border recruitment. Student diversity is a straightforward and expected outcome of HE internationalization, although it can put pressure on home institution in terms of student service, study experience and outcome, and student balance (Jiang, 2011; Jiang and Carpenter, 2012). Next, staff diversity refers to the “systematic and planned commitment by organization (such as institution) to recruit, retain, career development, reward, and promote a heterogeneous mix of employees” (Ivancevich and Gilbert, 2000, p. 75). Partnership and establishment of overseas branch campus stimulate the staff diversity, mobility, and interaction, but also raise barrier between native and foreign staff. Foreign employees may remain easy target for prejudice and for ‘institutional discrimination’ (Liff, 1999; Barbosa and Cabral-Cardoso, 2007), and ‘sameness’ tends to prevail over ‘difference’ (Liff and Wajcman, 1996). Foreign staff have to develop unilateral effort to fit into the institution (or department), while the institution does not seem to make any special effort to accommodate these foreign individuals. Although the benefits of a diversified workforce were acknowledged, little respect for diversity was detected in practice. For example, Barbosa and Cabral-Cardoso (2007, p. 285) cite a native professor’s response of staff diversity: “minorities (foreign staff) are not especially welcome, but their presence is not faced as a disaster. It is alike a rainy day: it is boring, but you must live with it”. Home staff believe that they have welcome and value foreign academics, while foreign academics do not share such a view, an example provided by the way that foreigners are often disregarded and ignored in department meetings (ibid). Unlike student diversity, the issue of staff diversity remains considerably under-researched in HE internationalization. 
Brain drain/gain

International brain drain, a term that most educator are uncomfortable with, is one of the most critical issues as the higher education sector face demographic changes, increased labor mobility, and growing national competitiveness for knowledge production and distribution (Knight, 2007). Students from sub-Saharan African are the most mobile in the world with one out of every 16 studying abroad. Many of these students may never return to their home countries. China was the major ‘sending’ country of students followed by India. “Far too many students are leaving their home countries to study elsewhere…” (Nzimande, cited in World Conference on Higher Education, 2009, n.p). Some countries (such as China) are attempting to reverse the brain drain through incentives. 
Although the risk of brain drain remains a serious concern in some parts of the world, some countries, especially developed countries benefit directly from student mobility (see previous discussion of commercialization and commodification of HE internationalization). Brain drain is less considered an issue for the developed countries. In contrast, brain gain has been highlighted for the developed countries in terms of attracting the brightest international talents, and replacing retiring and old national workforce. In fact, instead of brain gain, the developed countries are more interested in the education trade business. Not every international student can become a brain gain identity (for the developed countries), but every international student has to ‘contribute’ to the host country’s economy in the length of their study abroad. 
The challenge of brain drain is an unavoidable effect of HE internationalization due to several reasons, including global labour markets, unbalanced regional development, unequal power relations, individual freedoms, and personal choice and willingness.  The brain drain has increased the gap of development between the developed and developing countries through uneven global flows of talent, but in a long term, this impact can be attenuated because a wider array of nations is developing their capacity and opportunity locally through HE internationalization. Consequently, brain drain is more likely to be converted into brain gain (for developing nations), and the gap of development among nations will be reduced.
Obstacles of strategy implementation 
Unlike external factors, the obstacles of strategy implementation in HE internationalization derive from a university’s internal integration, and result in inefficient cohesion within the university (Jiang and Carpenter, 2013). International initiatives can overload academics, overextend their schedules and impede taking personal holidays, which consequently leads to stress and results in passive cooperation in internationalization, thus impacting on strategy implementation of HE internationalization (ibid). The AACSB report (2011) echoes with a consensus, and highlights the importance of careful implementation of globalization initiatives. Thomas and Cornuel (2012, p. 4) state that “it is easy for institution to announce globalization initiatives but far harder to implement them”. However, some university’s senior management may not fully realize the obstacles of strategy implementation (Jiang, 2011; Jiang and Carpenter, 2013), but focus too much on strategy formulation and analysis of the external environment. 
Other challenges
Other challenges identified from previous research include insufficient resource (Van Damme, 2001), and external environment, such as governmental policy and international competition (Altbach and McGill Peterson, 1998; Maringe, 2009), loss of cultural or national identity, especially in the Middle East and Latin America (IAU, 2005; Knight 2007), and gap of management of HE international strategy (Smith, et al, 1995; Maringe, 2009). De Wit (2011) adjusts the total of nine misconceptions of HE internationalization, and stresses that internationalization should be considered as a journey, process or set of means, rather than the ultimate goal. The extent discussion of risks and challenges of HE internationalization seem no longer sufficient to address a far more specific, complex and changing reality at the case study university. The current studies address the issues of HE internationalization based on a ‘macro’ stance that examines HE internationalization with common and broad criteria, such as commercialization of HE internationalization, quality assurance, recognition and accreditation. Although these criteria have been well studied, investigation from a ‘micro’ stance (such as an institutional internal context) is overlooked. Different concerns may emerge when investigation is undertaken from a particular institutional context. More issues may need to be added to the list of challenges of HE internationalization. 
Methodology 

This research adopts a post-1992 UK university as a single case study (Patton, 1990; Yin, 1994). This qualitative study focuses on ‘why’ and ‘how’ instead of only ‘what’, thus a quantitative population study is not targeted, but uses a particularizable case. Firstly, based on the positions and job responsibilities, the total of 20 interviewees from three key departments (corporate, marketing, and faculty) were selected. This focus group technique enables the researchers to better understanding of why different departments feel the way they do (Cohen and Manion, 1992) in terms of the challenges and issues of HE internationalization. 

The three interview groups are the corporate group (nine interviewees) - the planners, who are senior management in charge of advancing the university’s strategic plan, including pro vice chancellors, deans, directors, and senior managers; the marketing group (six interviewees) - the supporters, who coordinate across different departments in charge of international recruitment, partnership and student support, including marketing staff, project leaders, coordinators, and international recruiters; and the faculty group (five interviewees) - the academic teaching team, who are responsible for strategy implementation, including programme leaders, heads of schools, and lecturers. 
Next, the interview questions were pilot tested twice for ambiguity and clarity. Semi-structured interview plays a primary role in data collection through a 1:1 basis. The longest interview lasted 96 minutes, while the shortest one took 37 minutes. The average length of interview was 56 minutes. The original interview transcript was a total of 329 pages long, containing 22 semi-structured interview records, collected over the period of six months. A copy of the relevant interview transcript was later sent to each interviewee for checking. The researchers also sought interviewees’ permissions to directly cite their response. Most interviewees agreed to have their answers cited directly; for those who hesitated or declined, indirect citing was adopted.

Finally, data analysis is conducted by four strategies, including content analysis, critical discourse analysis (CDA), categorization of meaning, and colour coding. Content analysis helps examine large volume of data in a systematic fashion and with relative ease (Stemler, 2001). Since the interview transcript is primarily considered denotative, thus content analysis was adopted to examine and identify the focus of individual and group attention. However, content analysis uses word frequency count to make inferences about the matters of importance (Chandler, 1998), thus the application of content analysis is limited especially with qualitative study because in qualitative study, an item occurring frequently in a text is not necessarily significant (ibid). Therefore, this research adopts the critical discourse analysis (CDA, Fairclough, et al, 2004) to examine the latent connotative meaning such as the interviewees’ underlying subjective views, particularly when there is no transcript gained (such as interviewees refuse to answer certain questions). Categorization of meaning analyses and categorizes primary data into sub-patterns (Kavale and Forness, 1996). This strategy is compatible and complementable with data reduction and summary. Colour coding of transcripts was used to identify the most frequently mentioned issues and to develop sub-themes and patterns from large paragraphs of conversation (Strauss and Corbin, 1990). 

Findings

First, every respondent was asked the same question: “What is internationalization strategy of the University of [X]?” This question examines interviewees’ understanding of international strategy at the case study university. The answers to this question concentrate on related activities or process, such as dealing with the international initiatives, student recruitment, staff mobility, establishment of academic collaboration, and internationalization of curriculum. Although these answers are primarily coincide with the extent discussion of HE internationalization (Francis, 1993; Whalley, 1995; Hamilton, 1997; De Wit, 1998; Wachter, 1999; De Wit, 2002; Black, 2004; Knight, 2005 and 2007), the interviewees’ understanding partially reflect certain misconceptions of internationalization identified by De Wit (2011, p. 10) whereby “internationalization is regarded as synonymous with a specific programmatic or organizational strategy to promote internationalization”. In other words, where the means of internationalization (such as strategy, activity, process, and initiative) appear to have become the goal of internationalization. Next, all interviewees are required to evaluate the issues and problems of HE internationalization based on their individual understanding: “During the process of internationalization, what are the challenges you face?” Research findings identify and analyze the key critical issues as follows:
Resource and investment
Many institutions around the world face the lack of adequate resource for major international initiatives (Van Damme, 2001; Maringe, 2009). The resource issue at the present case study university emerges into two terms. The first term reflects a discord of resource among the three key departments. Both marketing and faculty departments agree that the current resource is insufficient for internationalization: 
“The involvement in marketing is difficult. Because it’s expensive, it’s a bit of a barrier. How do you advertise your international programme?”








          -- Marketing interviewee


“It’s very difficult to develop some subjects, for instance, biology and geology at an international level, because the budgets…So we need a much longer-term strategy to enable the subject areas to budget for that, and for the faculty to budget for it.”  







         -- Faculty interviewee
In contrast, the corporate group considers resource less of an issue because “[w]e should have planned that”: 
“We shouldn’t have (resource issue) because all of our overseas activity has to be fully costed before we start. So we have a very sophisticated system of estimating what the cost of delivery will be.”








         -- Corporate interviewee
The reason of this discord may be that the corporate group is not strategy operator, but strategy formulator (Hrebiniak and Joyce, 1984; Hrebiniak, 2009). They may hand off the ‘ball’ of implementation to other departments for execution (Jiang and Carpenter, 2012). The corporate group only agrees that there is a resource challenge if the students are suddenly over-recruited: 

“If you suddenly had a lot more students than you were expecting…but you might not have the people (academics) in place on day one because you didn’t expect 200 students instead of 50.” 







               
 -- Corporate interviewee 
While faculty group holds a different point of view: “[w]e have got a very finite pool of academics… it (human resource) is manageable, but it is always a pressure there.” 
The second term of resource does not focus on whether the extent resource is adequate or not, but the university’s willingness to invest (their resource) into international initiatives. A marketing interviewee draws a hard picture and stresses that the university hesitates to invest in internationalization; and if the investment has been placed, a quick return on investment (ROI) is expected: 
“When I first started…there was a head of international who had just persuaded the Finance Director to invest a little bit of money in getting a couple more staff… And so it meant that there were nine people in the international office. So the [---] had this sense that he’d spent a lot of money on international already and…They (internationalization) weren’t turning up …”

                         -- Marketing interviewee
“Actually, nine people’s salary is not an enormous investment in internationalization. So there’s that kind of belief in senior management for a while that they had invested heavily and it wasn’t working…actually, they haven’t invested heavily…So there’s issue there about this kind of belief that we’ve invested our money, when are we getting the money back?  When are we getting the return, and they expected it in a very short-term, not realizing it would take several years to build up to awareness and all the rest of it.”







                                          -- Marketing interviewee
Obviously, the senior management may not fully understand the needs of investment of internationalization. In this case, all the international objectives and initiatives may just stay as lip-words with less possibility to succeed. 
Workload 

Work overload is one of the main challenges faced by academics during the process of HE internationalization (Jiang and Carpenter, 2013). All interviewees realize that international initiatives could be considered as additional work by faculties because most academics see teaching and researching as their main responsibilities. Therefore, the corporate group suggests a flexible schedule, meanwhile also stresses that internationalization is part of academics’ work: 
“We have to work with staff to say well, we will give you time for doing this extra activity, so you don’t feel it’s another job on top of the job you have got now.  It’s part of your job, they (foreign partners’ students) are all University of [X] students, wherever they happen to be and they’re on your module, so you have to look after them. That can be a challenge but it’s important to meet it.”








  
           -- Corporate interviewee

Unfortunately, the flexible schedule given by the senior management seems not to work. Changing can’t keep pace with planning. HE internationalization continues to ‘bother’ the faculties: 

“Obviously, it (internationalization) creates an additional load on us (academics) which is not being planned into our work schedules…Where you can plan it, but unfortunately, these things have a habit of appearing, and you have to take them on board.”   
-- Faculty interviewee
Unlike the above two groups (corporate and faculty), marketing group views this challenge from a partner’s standpoint and highlights the importance of internationalization: 

 “Workloads, time, the fact that if you (academics) are under pressure and the people (partners and students) are still there… The partners were a very small percentage of what we (University of [X]) did, but we were a hundred percent of what they do, and that was a real mismatch.”









             -- Marketing interviewee
Agent and partnership management
Agent management challenges HE internationalization in various ways. Extreme and deceptive tactics were widespread, and acts of outright fraud were not unusual (Eldik, 2011). The case study university faces fake qualification and dishonest applications from overseas agents: 

“Certainly I think [country] is very bad for fake qualifications. People make them (fake qualifications) on their word processor on their computer and try and send them through, so we have to have a lot of checking…There has been a risk that some agents either help their customers by claiming to have IELTS scores that they haven’t got. They might be trying to push the student through… So I think we try to be very vigilant on that side of things and if we find out an agent was doing it, we would stop them. They wouldn’t be an agent for us anymore…”









            -- Marketing interviewee
In addition to carefully examining each application, there is no mechanism for the home university to redeem students who may become victims of such agents. Foreign governments should be responsible to protect their students’ legitimate rights and constantly monitor the agents’ performance. However, some agents’ activities may remain undetected for long, which could confuse the prospective students and even affect reputation of the home university: 
“Sometimes, you find the agents are charging the students to do certain things that should be free. So they (agents) think well, I (agent) will write a letter to University of [X] to see how your (prospective student’s) application is going and that’ll be $200. You (prospective students) don’t need to pay us (the case study university) to get it…You (prospective student) don’t have to pay somebody to do it for you. If you’re not confident about doing it I suppose you are paying for a service, aren’t you? But there’s that slight uncertainty about whether the student thinks they are paying the University of [X] for those things or whether they know they’re just paying the agent and it’s not guaranteed.”








                             -- Marketing interviewee
Agent’s activity is out of the scope of university’s control. There is not much the home institution can do in order to resolve this issue or completely clear the students’ confusion. Moreover, in most cases, home university has to primarily rely on the agents to boost the international student recruitment because using agent is less risk and more cost-efficient compared to the establishment of academic partnership and overseas campuses (Jiang and Carpenter, 2011). Although the direct application to the home university is highly encouraged, due to lack of ground support (such as university’s overseas offices), many local students still look for agents’ ‘assistance’ with their applications. 
In additional to agent management, partnership management also challenges the present university from partner identification to partner development because partners may have different goals or disobey the rule of the home university: 

“Identifying suitable partnerships is always a challenge. You have to be wary of the offers you’re made because, anybody will make as good a claim as possible and you’ve got to be able to ensure that they’re a partner…Not just that there’s a business opportunity but you and they (partners) match well enough to be able to work together. Because if you’re very different in what you’re trying to achieve – you both may be very good, but working together won’t be easy.”








                          -- Corporate interviewee

“Strategically, you can have partners who disobey the rules, so you either have to stop the partnership or stop them doing it. So we have seen marketing materials go out and they haven’t cleared it with us, so we have had to say, you can’t do that.  And some quality processes can be quite hard for some partners to get used to, so we have to do a lot of development with them.”







                          -- Corporate interviewee
Communication 
The importance of communication and information sharing are widely agreed by the three key departments. Although all interviewees shared that “high performance is not always the result of good effort, but of greater understanding” (Frese and Zapf, 1994, cited in Jiang and Carpenter, 2013), their explanations of the communication issue vary. Corporate group concerns how much information can be released (to other departments) in communication: 

 “I have to think about how much information I can share with them (other departments). That’s quite important because I obviously will know things that aren’t appropriate to share with everyone.”  
               -- Corporate interviewee
Although “poor or inadequate information sharing between individuals or business units impedes strategy execution” (Hrebiniak, 2009, p. 27), understanding and efficient action are not the necessary outcomes by sharing adequate information because individuals may still resist (to cooperate) after they are well informed. This relates to an issue of staff attitude (as discussed later). 
Marketing group evaluates the communication issues from a broader perspective in relation to the university’s foreign partners: “communication is the key thing. It creates some clear roles for people so that our international collaborators know who to get in touch with – who is responsible?”(according to marketing interviewee), but overlooks the its communication and interaction with other departments (such as faculties), as the faculty group points out: 
“I don’t think communications have been very good between marketing and the faculties.  Marketing needs to take a stronger line on international issues…”






                                 -- Faculty interviewee
However, the faculties do not realize their own communication issue with overseas partners in terms of programme delivery. Marketing group states that misunderstanding emerges between the home university and foreign partners, and affects the running partnerships:
“You (home academics) are not critiquing someone’s (partners’ academics) ability to deliver that module or that knowledge, but you’re just simply explaining the rationale for why you designed your assessment strategy in that way. Some people really struggled with that because they couldn’t differentiate between leading something and sort of perhaps criticizing somebody’s subject expertise, and that caused problems.”








               -- Marketing interviewee
Integration and cooperation
Integration and cooperation enables individuals, groups, and departments to work together and achieve a common goal (Thorpe and Morgan, 2007; Hrebiniak, 2009). University’s internal integration and cohesion are vital for the success of internationalization (Jiang and Carpenter, 2013). The research findings at the present university echo the previous studies and provide consistent evidence. Inefficient cooperation does not only exist within single department, but also occur among key departments: 
“I don’t know if you met [name]? She was in the Chinese market and she would go abroad and meet people and they would say oh, we’d like to do a collaboration with you. And she would come back and pass on the details to the collaborative office (under marketing) who never did anything with them. So they (the collaboration) never developed.”






           
                                                                                                                               -- Corporate interviewee
Moreover, if university takes too long to response, the opportunities, momentum and staff’s enthusiasm of internationalization may just fade away: 

“There’s a very bureaucratic procedure. They take too long, forever and so it goes on and on and on. It’s not very fast in terms of its response time.  So it means that sometimes these things just fade away because they’re taking too long.”
                                                                                                                              -- Marketing interviewee

Motivation and incentives

Pay for performance is probably the first thing that comes to mind when people think about motivating employees. Awasthi and Pratt (1990) have found that monetary incentives would increase the employees’ effort in activities or actions, although this view has been criticized by other scholars (Frey, 1997; Deci, et al, 1999; Benabou and Tirole, 2003; Davies, et al, 2004). Internationalization has been conceptualized as an additional load, thus some academics sees monetary incentives as a kind of compensation. Some of them prefer to be ‘invested’ by the university: 
“If internationalization is going to become important, then emphasize maybe don’t do something else, or actually invest, as we (academics) are, in an International Development Fellow to actually take some of these things forward…maybe give allowances to module leaders to approve things, you know, it’s time-intensive.”








                               -- Faculty interviewee

Sometimes, allowance delay may deteriorate the academics’ cooperation of internationalization because academics sense that they do not get what they work for; consequently, they either stop doing internationalization or completely get rid of it by appointing someone else: 
“The issue (allowance) comes obviously where something comes on stream mid year and they (corporate) hadn’t made that allowance… that was something additional that we (academics) had to do on top of what else we were doing. Part of the transition will be to appoint somebody to do that as part of their role, or bring associate lecturers to deliver things (programmes), so we (academics) can actually focus on build up the number of students.”









-- Faculty interviewee
In contrast, the corporate and marketing groups do not think so. They stress that in fact, allowance and incentive can’t motivate staff’s effort because the underlying reasons are dealing with stress and uncertainty (Jiang and Carpenter, 2013):
“People will be concerned about allowances or workloads, how much time do I get for working with this partner. That will be a genuine concern…But when we (corporate) experimented and we gave people (academics) the allowance, nothing changed.  It wasn’t to do really with the allowance, it was maybe more down to pressures and ‘unknown’.”
-- Corporate interviewee
A project leader from marketing department gave an interesting example to describe the academics’ connotative concern of pressure and ‘unknown’ (uncertainty):

“I’ve sat in this office with three lecturers this morning and broke the news to them that from this September, their modules were going to run in [country] [laughs], and they were very nice about it, but I know inside how they feel. People were worried because they were thinking well…what is this, who is [---] College, who is this person called [---], what will he do to my module?  Will they teach it properly?  Will they assess it properly? What happens if they can’t mark? Will I have to fly to [country]…you know, they’ve panicking.”
-- Marketing interviewee
Another aspect of motivation is recognition of staff’s contribution and effort. It is important to let staff know that their work is recognized and appreciated because most people like to feel appreciated. However the corporate group may not well recognize other departments’ (marketing and faculty) contribution to internationalization:  
“Staff’s effort probably have not always been recognized as officially as it perhaps needs to be.”  








               -- Marketing interviewee
Programme contextualization
University will not be able to attract international students onto all the courses due to the different nature of programme (Jiang and Carpenter, 2013). A consensus is well presented in this research as most interviewees agree that certain programmes (such as Education, Health, Law) are too UK centric and unsuitable to be developed with international flavour, although few marketing interviewees persist that “there’s always room for different ways of doing things or just to try and widen people’s perspectives”. Other courses that have potential to be internationalized face the problem of programme contextualization, especially in programme delivery:
“If you’re using case studies, you really want to use local case studies and not European case studies. Now it might be okay in the UK to talk about the European Union etc and consequences of that, but that isn’t particularly relevant to someone in Malaysia or China etc. So there is a certain amount of contextualization has to go on in terms of the examples you use and the assessments that are set, how relevant they are to the students in their particular context.” 








                                  -- Faculty interviewee
The programme contextualization should accommodate various students’ learning style. The synergy of programme has direct impact on students’ study outcome and experience. Teaching and learning should be sensitive to the context and culture where international students are recognized as a source. 
Staff attitude and development
A tridimensional (negative) attitude relates to the cognitive dimension that represents how an individual conceptualizes or thinks about change (Oreg, 2006). Research findings show that some staff are cooperative and enthusiastic about internationalization, while others may response with strong resistance. Staff’s reaction of internationalization varies due to different personal attitude:

“There’s a real range of attitudes. There will be some staff who are frightened but are also excited and would like to embrace it (internationalization) and move forward. There’s a whole raft of staff in the middle and then there will be some staff at the other end who don’t want it, don’t want to know, so frightened that they’ll bury their heads in the sand.” 








        -- Corporate interviewee
“…the representation of themselves (staff) is weak.  Say for instance, you are going for a fight, and you don’t want to fight, you’ll not win.”









        -- Marketing interviewee

Native attitude leads to reluctant participation and cooperation to HE internationalization, especially at the faculty level (Jiang and Carpenter, 2012). Consequently, marketing staff perceive that there is a strong resistance from the faculties:
“It depends on the attitude of the staff (academics)… if the staff see there is something extra (international initiatives) for them to do they probably just ignore it and I met a lot of problems like this. Different people have got a different attitude. It is difficulty for me.”








                          -- Marketing interviewee
“There’re cases where it’s difficult to do, but more often than not it’s the people…they (academics) say they can’t do it (internationalization) because they feel it is too fringe…just messing around the edges. But I think it’s probably more to do with attitude.”








         -- Marketing interviewee

Attitude relates to personal traits that cannot be changed easily (Gordon, 1991; Hrebiniak, 2009). Changing attitude is a long-term endeavour, and should not start with attitude directly, but through an incremental top-down influence, such as by leadership (Smith, 2006; Self and Schraeder, 2008). 

It is interesting that no faculty staff realize their attitude cause such a problem, affect the work of other departments, and impede the international development at the case study university. But faculty group do sense the need of staff development, although it may not fundamentally change attitude (Jreisat, 1997; Valle; 1999):  

“My staff, they’re not geared up to either internationalize the curriculum or deal with international students. They don’t have the experience…They don’t know how and they need a lot of staff development.”






                                    -- Faculty interviewee
“Definitely, I think there’s an area about sort of staff development, so that staff can understand the importance of internationalization.”








       -- Faculty interviewee

In addition, one interviewee stresses that having problems is common. Any issue emerged here should not be considered as a problem, but rather an opportunity for further improvement: 
“Every place has its own detailed issues and I don’t think that these are problems. They are challenges for us. Say for instance, if students automatically apply and come to the university, we don’t need marketing department, we don’t need agents, we don’t need international officers…so it’s not a problem, it’s an opportunity. If we don’t have any problem, nobody will have job.”









             -- Marketing interviewee
Conclusion, implication and further research

The research concludes the critical issues of HE internationalization in relation to resource and investment, workload, agent and partnership management, integration and cooperation, programme contextualization, communication, motivation and incentives, and staff attitude and development. This research examines HE internationalization across three key departments within an institutional context and highlights the empirical problems that challenge the institution’s daily function in terms of international development. These issues indicate the areas where the university needs to improve; different key departments can better understand their own issues from different perspectives. Compared to the extent discussion (see literature), these highlighted issues are derived from a ‘micro’ stance, which is more specific to an institution’s international operation. The more specific these issues are to the university, departments and individuals, more efficient and precise action to target them. 
Furthermore, certain factors are not unique to education nor do they exist within one particular university (such as communication, integration, workload, motivation and resource). For other similar situations, these critical factors are also applicable and transferrable. Recommendations are provide to better resolve these issues. The university should provide more training and interaction opportunity across different departments in order to transfer knowledge (Sirianni and Frey, 2001; Zhao, 2005), share more common values, increase the level of cohesion, and foster the employees’ willingness to support internationalization (Jiang and Carpenter, 2013). Further research will focus on testing these issues and challenges in other institutions through quantitative studies. More stakeholders (such as students, parents and employers) should be involved in further research to draw a more multilateral reflection on HE internationalization.
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