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To put it in blunt terms and quite candidly, revenue generating streams, 

revenue generating practices, cannot go away. That’s the reality. I think as an 

institution, we need to think about how we can integrate the idea of a financial 

model, and a model that will allow us to continue to get paid, and allow us to 

continue to have those viable opportunities. 

These revenue generation rationales and strategies led Professor Brown, Private 

University English faculty and director of the writing program, to observe that there is 

“a sort of a naked commerce motivation in that international students are paying full 

freight.”  

Other important negative consequence of this expanding, revenue-generation 

focus in international pathway and bridge programs and related international student 

recruitment is the displacement of institutional support and programs for domestic, 

first-generation and immigrant ESL students. At both Public and Private Universities, 

staff administrators and faculty remarked that the expansion in international ESL 

programs has compromised, and even displaced, institutional support for ESL support 

for domestic immigrant, non-native English speakers. Ms. Stanley, the director of 

ESL and international programs at the continuing education division at Public 

University, noted: 

There's faculty that are having to stop teaching what's on the syllabus to 

explain something in a different way because they've never really had this 

many students who didn't understand. Before, when it was one student who 

didn't understand, they could go to office hours. But when half the class are 

non-native English speakers, I think that it's not just affecting international 
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students anymore. It's kind of getting to a boiling point. The ESL program is 

now almost entirely international students. On a day-to-day basis, what are 

these particular business practices that we're doing and what are the effects of 

them? It's great if we're getting the numbers, but what are the latent side 

effects? Students are walking in and we don't have enough staff to answer 

their questions about ESL, so that's one less number we're getting if you care 

about numbers, or that's one less student who's learning if you care about 

learning, or that's one less student who might be escaping an abusive 

relationship because she comes from a culture where her husband beats her 

and we have the support system here that a private ESL school doesn't, if you 

care about that. 

Meanwhile, at Private University, Professor North said: 

The College of Continuing Education was an adult education (division) and 

they placed the pathway programs there, which was anything but adult 

education. I mean there were some adult learners, but they were no longer that 

traditional working adult, and those working adults became kind of displaced. 

It conflicts with the mission and the identity of the College. 

On the displacement of the access mission of Private University, Professor Brown, 

director of the writing programs, added: 

We don't have a lot of generation 1.5 students, or domestic non-native English 

speakers, here. We’ve been having conversations about this on one of the 

committees I’m on. As Private University has wrapped up its (mission) in 

terms of excellence, as measured by incoming SAT scores, it is at the cost of 
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access. Where that has changed things is the enrollment in fields like health 

sciences, humanities, and some of the social sciences because those students 

don't fit the same kinds of admissions profile as students that we are recruiting 

so heavily or accepting (including international students). There’s a narrowing 

of academic diversity which correlates pretty strongly to racial and ethnic 

diversity as well. 

It is ironic that while pathway and bridge programs provide international students 

much needed academic remediation and cultural transition to enable them to succeed 

in Private University’s competitive culture, domestic non-native English speakers and 

underrepresented students are denied admission due to an emphasis on academic 

excellence standards. In addition, the racial and national homogeneity of the 

international student population as well as their preference for management and 

engineering majors further compound the lack of academic and racial diversity at 

Private University. 

The second finding related to prevalent strategies of internationalization at Public 

and Private Universities is the rise in and narrowly focused international student 

recruitment from Asia. Public University has a partnership with three for-profit 

undergraduate student recruitment and pathway programs geared toward increasing 

the enrollment and matriculation of international students from key Asian markets, 

such as China and Vietnam. Specifically, Public University has a goal of increasing 

international students’ enrollment to 15% as part of an overall enrollment growth goal 

of 20,000 students by 2020. Public University director of international admission Mr. 

Martinez noted that the function of enrollment management has dramatically changed 
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in the past 15-to-20 years, and is much more intentionally and strategically shaped by 

the economy, technology and marketing. He further noted that institutional decision-

making in international recruitment and admissions, his principle area of leadership, 

has become decentralized and disparate. He lamented the fragmented decision-

making in international recruitment and admissions, noting that most of the 

considerations and prioritization were driven by enrollment management. 

Comparatively, international student recruitment is also a dominant 

internationalization strategy at Private University. With over 9,000 international 

students representing 20% of the student body, international student advisor at Private 

University Mr. Williams noted that there has been a growing prevalence in second- 

and third-party recruitment, particularly from Asian countries. He goes on to add, 

“There are some programs where there are really large populations of international 

students and I’ve had some Chinese students who have said to me that they feel like 

they’re still studying in China.” In contrast to the purported benefits of international 

students engendering positive global educational benefits on campus, Mr. Williams 

noted that international ESL students struggled with integration and reported a lack of 

cross-cultural interactions with U.S.-born students. Paradoxically, due to these 

barriers, they also struggled with their linguistic skills and training, which further 

compounded their sense of cultural isolation and lack of belonging. Mr. Williams 

concluded, 

A lot of international students come to this campus thinking that their English 

is going to improve drastically, that they are going to become fluent in six 

months to a year, that they’re going to become integral parts of the community 
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both on campus and in the city, and sadly, that's not the case. International 

students have a really difficult time integrating with the community, 

especially on campus…they have no American friends, they rarely speak 

English outside the classroom and they live predominantly with other people 

from their same culture. 

With the rapid expansion of revenue-generating international ESL programs at 

Private University, other resultant negative consequences are the displacement of 

adult education and the stratification of university internationalization strategies. 

Several administrators and faculty argued that there are two segregated undergraduate 

colleges at Private University – the ‘day college’ and the ‘night college.’ Reminiscent 

of non-traditional adult continuing education college divisions with mostly evening 

and night classes, the continuing education undergraduate college at Private 

University enrolls two distinct constituents: local, non-traditional, professional adult 

learners, and international ESL and pathway program students. The discourse of the 

‘day college’ and the ‘night college’ was echoed by three participants although 

Professor North, director of faculty in the international programs, suggested that ESL 

and pathway programs at Private University were not relegated to evening or online 

classes.  

Not only does this stratification have the effect of creating two distinct cultures at 

the University, but it further compounds the malaise of isolation, segregation and lack 

of integration experienced by international students in the programs. For example, a 

student shared that the two colleges even had separate commencement ceremonies for 

pathway students and ‘day’ undergraduate students even though they are awarded the 
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same degree. In addition, Professor Brown also described the symbolic implication of 

the stratification of these activities:  

We sometimes talk about the day school, which is serving our residential 

traditional students on campus, and everything else. The global strategies are kind 

of ‘everything else.’ 

Consequently, Professor North observed the commingling of adult education and 

international programs in the school of continuing education has contributed to two 

separate and conflicting missions in the college: “globalize the local” (day school) 

and “localize the global” (evening school). 

Applied Research Rationale 

At both Public University and Private University, several respondents described 

international applied research opportunities, particularly aimed at solving global 

issues, as a key institutional rationale. Faculty at Public University discussed the 

importance of international research collaborations and partnerships to their 

scholarship and research productivity. By so doing, they posited a possibility for 

mutual agreements between the organizational and their professional rationales in 

internationalization.  

Furthermore, Dr. Johnathan, founding dean of a global college at Public 

University emphasized the growing importance of student engagement in global 

experiential learning. To enumerate, some students expressed that the opportunity to 

engage in applied research projects abroad and international service learning shaped 

their educational experiences in invaluable ways. Public University undergraduate 

student Marjorie credited the applied research experience she gained while on an 
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international service learning program with giving her a strong sense of public 

purpose in her education. She said: 

It's given me the “why” and the “where” and the “who” for my ultimate career 

in medicine. I still want to go to medical school. I still want to either become a 

PA or a doctor, but I know who I want to serve. I know why I want to serve as 

a doctor, and I know where I want to go. That's really, I think, how they've 

shaped me. The ‘who’ is the underprivileged. That's what I see myself doing. 

(The community engagement program) has really kind of enforced that, or I 

don't know, imparted that unto me. That I have a skill. Who's going to benefit 

the most from me practicing that skill? 

Marjorie credited her three international service learning experiences with clarifying 

her career aspiration and developing the necessary skills to serve an underserved 

community. In contrast, Alexis, a sophomore engineering major at Private University 

who has participated in one study abroad program and is currently pursuing a self-

directed student exchange program, described the institutional driver for 

internationalization as institutional striving. Yet, she went on to also describe her 

department’s integration of a global and applied research focus in the curriculum. She 

said,  

I think we definitely have global opportunities but in terms of our university 

being far reaching, I think our students are global but I don't think our 

university is global. On a department level, our teams and professors, 

specifically in engineering, have a big emphasis on being a global 

engineer…because we’re in such a globalized society that everything that 
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we’re doing here is affected by what other people are doing in other countries 

and we can learn from them. 

Further complicating this paradoxical tension and simultaneous convergence in 

internationalization rationales, she added: 

But I think that in order to be a global university, it’s more than just opening 

up new buildings in places. I think it’s more like establishing longer 

connections with other universities. It’s definitely something that I’ve talked 

about with other students, and we feel that it’s odd for Private University to be 

branding the university as a global university. 

At Private University, Dean Tucker, dean and vice president of global strategy at 

Private University, described student engagement in global applied research as a 

critical competency to gain marketable technical expertise and workforce skills. In 

addition to workforce readiness skills and competencies, Private University also 

aspires to train global citizens who would contribute solutions to global problems. 

Ultimately, applied research serves as a rationale and driver for 

internationalization at both Private and Public Universities. Yet, as my findings 

demonstrated, there is a tension between the public good- and market-driven 

impetuses for this institutional strategic engagement. 

Community Engagement Rationale 

In my study, several participants at both institutions discussed the institution’s 

engagement with local surrounding communities and, relatedly, how these local 

communities are supported or further disadvantaged by the institution’s global agenda 

and strategies. Relatedly, several participants described their institutions’ community 
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engagement as an essential part of the public good motivation for institutional 

internationalization.  

Most Public University students who participated in this research study have been 

involved with the University’s Community Partnerships and Engagement Office 

(CPEO), and credited the department for their transformational learning 

opportunities. For example, Public University junior Marjorie, who participated in an 

exchange program in Scotland her freshman year and was preparing to co-lead a 

student service learning trip to Guatemala at the time of our interview, shared her 

learning goals for her students:  

I think the biggest goal is a sense of cultural competencies. I want these 

students to know the culture they’re going to serve. I want them to learn what 

being an ally means, what the real definition of service is, how to be an active 

citizen. I want them to take those experiences they have in Guatemala and 

bring them back here.  

In contrast to students’ perceptions of global community engagement, Public 

University undergraduate senior Whitney, who works at a local rental leasing 

company and is a student representative to the campus physical planning committee, 

suggested that there is also a growing tension between the University and local 

communities due to campus physical expansion into neighboring low-income 

communities. Whitney said: 

I worked at a local leasing office when Public University was trying to build 

dorms. It was like a point of tension because obviously the landlords lease to 

students, and mostly international students, at a fairly high rate. They make a 
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lot of money every year, like a lot of money. And I was in a (Public 

University) construction meeting a couple of weeks ago. The campus is trying 

to be very inclusive. We promised the community that we wouldn't be 

building dorms, but we are. We are trying to be really inclusive for it. We 

have elementary and middle schools over here, so we're not trying to be a big 

black wall of a dorm that comes. We're trying to how to be open and work like 

we are also part of ... the community. 

Whitney went on to add that these tensions between the university campus and the 

local community are further exacerbated by lack of economic and social revitalization 

within the local community due, in part, to the failure of the University to invest in 

social services and infrastructure.  

Comparatively, Alexis, an undergraduate sophomore at Private University, 

explained that the University’s actual engagement efforts stood in contrast to its 

image as a community-engaged campus. Describing a recent Private University-

sponsored playground and small community center built in a nearby low-income 

community, she theorized that the projects were more “spruce up” gestures motivated 

by the “appearance of community outreach” than substantive investments in 

transformational and community-based change. Drawing similarities between this 

approach to local community engagement and global community engagement, Alexis 

added: 

I think as a global university, Private University should be more focused on 

the relationship with the place. That’s why I think forming relationships with 

other universities would be more globally mindful than say opening a campus 
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where they would send a couple of professors not nearly as many or nearly as 

qualified because what professor would want to go teach and be detached 

from all of the campus activities and opportunities here? 

Notwithstanding Alexis’ critique of Private University’s local community 

engagement as superficial, Dr. Long also of Private University suggested that the 

University’s local community engagement activities were mission-centric and based 

on mutual respect: 

From my perspective, I want to make sure that we are ingrained in the local 

culture and taking into consideration the local culture when we promote our 

program and we deliver our program. 

Although Private University offers 150 fully funded scholarships annually for local, 

urban students and has a recruitment and admissions partnership with the local public 

school system, both Professors North and Brown noted that more recent focus on 

international ESL students has displaced the recruitment of domestic, immigrant 

students and community college transfer students.  

Overall, participants at both Public and Private Universities emphasized the 

importance of place-based local and global community engagement in response to the 

public good mission of the institution. Students pinpointed community engagement as 

a driver and motivation for their personal engagement in internationalization activities 

and learning opportunities.  

Emerging Critical Perspectives  

In existing critical studies on internationalization in U.S. higher education 

(Khorsandi, 2014; Rizvi, 2001; Vavrus & Pekol, 2015), there is seldom a focus on 
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social justice. In the absence of critical, social justice-focused internationalization 

studies, the question of who and what forces shape institutional internationalization 

strategies, and who benefits and who is marginalized are still unanswered, and the 

question of whose perspectives are represented and marginalized are still unanswered 

and need to be examined. A critical social justice study of internationalization seeks 

not only to understand the drivers, process and implementation of 

internationalization, but also the impact and influence of these strategies on various 

stakeholders as well as on institutional equity, equality, fairness, and equal 

opportunity (Charmaz, 2005).  

While one of the goals of this grounded theory study is a social justice approach 

to the study of internationalization, a significant finding was the emergence of critical 

approaches of administrators and faculty engaged in internationalization. For 

example, four participants, including faculty and administrators, at both Public and 

Private Universities described how they began to recognize problematic neocolonial 

patterns in transnational internationalization strategies, although the origins, activities 

and consequences of these patterns varied in each context. Yet, drawing on 

anticolonial, postcolonial, decolonial and social justice frameworks, respectively, 

each participant described how a consideration of these critical approaches shaped 

their perspective and engagement in internationalization.  

Among them, Private University Professor White mentioned that she and her 

colleagues who teach in a transnational education leadership program in Vietnam 

have wrestled with the implications for critical internationalization and pedagogy. 

They frequently pondered together what constituted an ‘international experience’ for 
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a Vietnamese student enrolled in a Private University course taught in Vietnam 

focused on largely American content and pedagogical approaches. She explained it 

this way:  

Do we take what we have here, pick it up and plunk it into Vietnam, or do you 

make an adjustment? If a Vietnamese student comes to the United States and 

is exposed to the American way of learning, when they go out the door, 

they’re still in the United States. We go over to Vietnam; we give them the 

American way of learning. When they go out the door, guess what? They’re in 

Vietnam! 

As Professor White continued to ponder this contradiction of internationalization-

as-Americanization and “transnational education as a different form of colonization” 

from her experience teaching in Vietnam, she went on to describe a different 

subsequent experience she had in a course delivered in Australia. In Australia, 

Professor White adapted her curriculum, teaching pedagogy and the learning 

outcomes to the rich multicultural diversity of the students. She shared that she was 

immensely gratified by her Australian experience, which forced her to decolonize her 

“almost entirely American-centric” curriculum by engaging the students to “adjust 

(the curriculum) to the richness in the classroom,” including adding international case 

studies from each student’s country. She was proud to share with me that one of her 

research case studies, co-published with a student, won an international award. 

As a senior administrator tasked with internationalization initiatives at Private 

University, Dean Tucker reiterated the importance of critical internationalization to 

his consideration of international partnerships and transnational programs. 
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Interestingly, Dean Tucker responded to my question on the drivers and 

considerations of Private University’s transnational global strategies by contrasting 

the University’s approach to other prevalent institutional approaches. First, he 

emphasized that Private University’s transnational programs were a countertrend to 

traditional British branch campuses in Asia, which he considered “a form of 

educational colonialism.” Instead, Private University international programs and 

campus constituted models of place-based and pedagogically, philosophically and 

culturally-relevant approaches to teaching and learning in each country.  

Second, he reported that Private University’s international campus was distinct 

from prevalent American universities’ branch campus expansion, which he described 

as “establishing physical campuses in different countries, but their curriculum and 

their courses, and most of their faculty are still being promulgated by faculty from the 

main campus.” Instead, Dean Tucker described Private University’s first international 

campus, which he will serve as the founding president, as “intellectually and 

foundationally, a different presentation” constituting indigenous faculty. Despite his 

assertions, Dean Tucker did not expand upon this institutional distinction, or his 

strategies for establishing coexisting values and cultural reciprocity.    

While the two participants at Private University notably discussed emerging 

anticolonial and decolonial epistemologies in their transnational programs and 

international partnerships, conversely, articulations of critical perspectives in 

internationalization at Public University focused on democratization, equal 

opportunity, and the global public good. Dr. Johnathan, dean of a global college, 

described the critical transnational focus of the college as grounded in social justice 
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principles of equal opportunity, social inclusion, and a community asset-based 

approach. To put it differently, Dr. Jackson, senior advisor to Public University’s 

system office and former director of a transnational research institute at Public 

University, suggested that the role of international research is to identify, translate, 

transfer and apply knowledge and techniques to global issues. In addition, Dr. 

Jackson emphasized that critical engagement in internationalization required a 

disposition of cultural humility, postcoloniality, and non-paternalism.  

In the final analysis of the postcolonial and decolonizing internationalization 

considerations and practices discussed by all four respondents identified above, the 

institution’s critical commitment to transnational teaching, partnerships and 

engagement were consistently identified. Although campus-based internationalization 

activities constituted a significant strategy at each campus and a significant 

responsibility for each of these respondents, ranging from teaching to founding 

college divisions, none discussed how critical internationalization influenced their 

strategic leadership, engagement, and teaching practices within the U.S. context.  

Summary 

In this chapter, I presented my research findings related to the emergence of 

institutional internationalization strategies, and the development of a global public 

university and a private global multiversity. I described the role of leadership by 

explaining the importance of university leadership and faculty entrepreneurship in 

institutionalizing internationalization, and provided an overall analysis of the process 

of internationalization with illustrative evidence drawn from my participants’ 

experiences and perceptions of campus internationalization. I also discussed prevalent 
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conceptualizations of and considerations for internationalization reflected by 

participants.  

Although these were varied and multidimensional, they nonetheless represented 

the following main themes related to conceptualization of internationalization: 

institutional internationalization, global competencies and pedagogies, transnational 

partnerships, and multicultural or global diversity. Relatedly, the four main rationales 

driving institutional internationalization included: globalization, competition and 

striving, global public good, and revenue generation.  

Based on these conceptualizations, considerations and rationales, participants 

have come to value the role and influence of leadership, particularly university 

presidents, provosts and faculty, in the institutionalization of internationalization. My 

findings advanced the importance of university presidents and provosts for 

institutional vision and academic leadership, such as the vision for a global public 

university and private global multiversity, while emphasizing the vital influence of 

faculty leadership and entrepreneurialism in advancing and creating innovative 

approaches to international programs and partnerships. Although internationalization 

is an institutionalized strategic priority at both Public and Private University, it 

nonetheless has significant as well as both positive and negative outcomes. Both 

Public and Private University are invested in strategic internationalization as 

recognized by organizational awards and demonstrated by related goals and outcomes 

identified in institutional strategic documents in these four areas: the 

internationalization and expansion of the University’s ESL programs, international 
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student recruitment, global branding and the development of transnational 

partnerships, and faculty engagement in international research and scholarship.  

Despite the measurable progress and positive impacts of internationalization 

strategies, including emerging approaches in global community engagement and 

critical internationalization, several participants at both institutions also discussed 

aspects of institutional strategic processes as ad hoc and accidental with potential 

negative implications due to market-driven approaches that threaten to compromise 

access, equity, opportunity and affordability for historically underrepresented and 

underserved students. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

CONSEQUENCES AND COEXISTENCE:  THE INTERSECTION OF 

ACADEMIC CAPITALISM AND THE PUBLIC GOOD IN 

INTERNATIONALIZATION   

 

 

In this chapter, I synthesize my findings related to my third and final research 

question, which interrogates the intersections of market- and public good-driven 

rationales in institutional internationalization strategies at Public University and 

Private University. Organized into two main sections, first I summarize and discuss 

the key consequences and risks inherent in and reflected by the dominance of market-

driven rationales in both institutions' internationalization strategies. Secondly, several 

participants at both universities describe institutional internationalization as the 

coexistence of the public good- and market-driven strategies. Therefore, I present my 

key findings on these areas of intersection, highlighting countertrends such as critical 

transnational pedagogies, democratization of internationalization, multisector 

partnerships, and cooperation and collaboration. By delineating the coexistence 

between market- and the public good-driven internationalization strategies in U.S. 

higher education from a variety of institutional perspectives at a Public University 
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and a Private University, these findings will contribute to evolving perspectives and 

insights on intersectional internationalization.  

Analyzing Consequences and Risks 

Knight (2015) advanced our understanding and conceptualizations of 

internationalization by contributing new empirical findings on national and contextual 

internationalization rationales, including international reputation, income generation, 

research and knowledge production, strategic alliances, and student and staff 

development. More importantly, she underscored an important area of scholarship 

that is often overlooked - the influence of these institutional rationales on the ‘public’ 

and ‘private’ nature of internationalization strategies in higher education (Knight, 

2015). She declared, “There is room for greater reflection and clarity in the 

articulation of the values, especially cooperation and competition and the positioning 

of education as a ‘public’ or ‘private good,’ in the provision of higher education” 

(Knight, 2015, p. 5). However, she stopped short of offering specific reflections on 

the potential implications of these values on private good- and public good-driven 

rationales in internationalization. While the previous chapter in this study interrogated 

the conceptualizations of the “public” (defined here as public good-driven) and 

“private” (market-driven) goods within U.S. internationalization strategies, in this 

section, I describe my findings and discuss the implications of these rationales on 

institutional goals and educational outcomes for students.  

Participants in the study identified numerous consequences and risks arising from 

a market-driven focus in institutional internationalization strategies. In this section, I 

discuss the four main consequences highlighted by interview participants. They 
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include: risking domestic equity in pursuit of internationalization; isolation, ethnic 

enclaves and institutional cultures of exclusion; stereotypes and counter narratives; 

and the lack of evaluation and assessment.  

Risking Equity in Pursuit of Internationalization 

At both institutions, some participants believed that an increased emphasis on 

international student recruitment and other market-driven internationalization (e.g., 

international ESL, bridge and pathway programs) have contributed to the 

displacement of the public good values of equal opportunity and access for 

traditionally underrepresented students in the U.S.  For example, at Public University, 

advisors and faculty argued that there has been an increasing investment in 

international student ESL support services, which has displaced and in some cases, 

replaced English remedial language support for first-generation non-U.S. born 

students. At the same time, at Private University, faculty noted that the institutional 

culture of academic excellence and selectivity contributed to a narrowing of academic 

diversity and unequal access for underrepresented students.  

Ms. Stanley, director of ESL and international programs at Public University 

described this tension thus:  

When international students are the minority, we can draw upon their 

influence, and their needs are manageable. As the numbers grow, I think, it 

becomes more at odds, it becomes more problematic. I mean it’s difficult for 

me to say because my (role) is international advising, but I guess you could 

say that’s proof of the problem because my role has shifted (from ESL) to 
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working with foreign students coming in, and I look at support for domestic 

students as something that I don’t have the time to do. 

Paradoxically, as the population of international students in her division’s 

international partnership grows, their needs have supplanted her responsibilities in 

ESL advising and study abroad advising for domestic under-represented students. 

Further, Mr. Martinez of Public University argued that the institutional priority 

has shifted from diversifying the campus to globalizing the campus. He suggested: 

Maybe 15 years ago, we were saying ‘we need to increase the minority 

student population,’ so African-Americans, Latinos, Native Americans and so 

forth. Our goal was to increase the numbers. That goal or emphasis switched, 

or has taken a different turn, because now everything is about globalization, 

‘Let's globalize the campus.’ I suppose because of competition, because of 

other universities, there is so much emphasis on globalization, (and to bring) 

international students and faculty or professors from other countries to the 

campus. 

Similarly, several students, faculty and other staff at Public University credited 

the increase in pathway recruitment and regularly admitted international students for 

a recent majority-minority demographic shift. For the first time in Public University’s 

history, the incoming freshman class includes more traditional-age students than 

nontraditional students even though more Public University students continue to be 

in-state, students of color, and first-generation immigrant students. Citing this 

demographic shift, Public University senior Whitney expressed her concerns 

regarding the erosion of the public, urban mission:  
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We are all about the urban mission because we recognize it. We love the 

institution that we came into, but even in the past four years, I have seen a 

shift to traditional students and international students, because it's what sells 

which is a really bad way to say it. I think if you look at the population right 

now, you find it fulfilling the urban mission that it promises. I think that urban 

mission includes students like me. I think it includes continuing education 

students. I think it includes just the diversity that's here in our local 

communities that I've come to love. It's my favorite part about Public 

University….it scares me for the non-traditional students. I don't want this to 

become a traditional campus, because I have come to value the non-traditional 

aspect of it. 

Meanwhile, Dr. Brown at Private University discussed a narrowing of academic 

diversity, which he argued correlated strongly to racial and ethnic diversity as well. 

At the same time, he observed a growth in international student enrollment. He noted: 

We’ve been having conversations about this in one of the committees I'm on. 

As Private University increasingly strives for competitiveness and excellence 

both nationally and globally, it is at the cost of access. That's not an unusual 

trade off. Where that has really changed things is the enrollments around 

fields like health sciences, humanities, and some of the social sciences 

because those students don't fit the same kind of admissions profile as 

students that we are recruiting so heavily or accepting; students that we're 

essentially accepting. For example, I have colleagues in criminal justice, 

which is a great department. It used to be its own school, actually, but it's not 
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any longer. They just keep losing majors because the kinds of students Private 

University wants to attract don't want to major in criminal justice. There's a 

narrowing of academic diversity, which correlates pretty strongly to racial and 

ethnic diversity as well. 

Dr. Brown argued that Private University’s values of excellence and competition have 

contributed to a more selective admissions policy for in- and out-of-state students 

while expanding international enrollment. One consequence of this selectivity- and 

enrollment-driven emphasis is a narrowing of academic, racial and ethnic diversity, 

with disproportionate impact on fields of study that traditionally underrepresented and 

underserved students were typically drawn to, such as health sciences and criminal 

justice. 

In addition, at Private University, some participants suggested that a prevailing 

focus on international student recruitment has come to replace community college 

student transfer as an enrollment management and institutional diversity strategy. 

Professor North of Private University underscored the historical, social and cultural 

consequences and risk of this shift: 

It was a recruitment initiative, some message from above saying that we want 

a diversified student body. How do we accomplish that? Then they went to 

Global Recruitment, an international recruitment and pathway program. For a 

long while, the way it worked was that you had the regular admissions, and 

then you have people in the community college, who would transfer but 

Private University moved away from that. It went away from that and then it 

came up with the current model, which is that we will get international 
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students who are now considered transfer students. It’s called January 

freshman, but we do it with international students. When I first came, it was 

100, next year it’s going to be 800 transfer students. 

In addition to the unintended negative impact on access for underrepresented 

students, Professor James of Public University added that market-driven 

internationalization strategies have a negative consequence for the urban, public good 

mission of the University. He explained: 

I think that there's a sense in which, at least there's some perception that I 

would share to some extent, that the move toward globalism is a move away 

from the public good. That is, the urban local mission of Public University. 

There are some real wonderful exceptions to this. (But) I've been critical of 

the university because it has not really set up an office of community 

engagement and service learning in the way that is real and on the academic 

side of the house. It's just bits and pieces here and there. On the urban 

mission, you'll hear some of them say we've lost a soul of this university. If 

you push them, it will mean the focus of the urban mission which I think 

would fit with your exploring as the public good. 

In summary, while the values and rationales for institutional internationalization 

at Public University and Private University are diverse and complex, one attendant 

negative consequence, described here as risking equity in the pursuit of 

internationalization, is the displacement of local and marginalized student populations 

as well as the narrowing of academic and racial diversity in the quest for global 

access for international students. In the case of Public University, this displacement 
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coupled with a market-driven rationale in internationalization strategies, also has the 

potential for undermining the public good mission of access, equity and inclusion 

long sought for traditionally underrepresented and underserved students in U.S. 

higher education. 

Isolation and Ethnic Enclaves: Negotiating Cultures of Exclusion  

Several Public and Private University international students, international student 

advisors and faculty described a variety of challenges facing international students on 

campus associated with the lack of an inclusive culture and climate of 

internationalization. While international and pathway student participants at both 

institutions reported that the international diversity and opportunities were among the 

academic values that attracted them to their institution, they also noted several 

obstacles to their international engagement on campus. These included limited 

informal cross-cultural interaction with U.S.-born students, restricted institutional 

policies that prohibit them from enrolling in certain courses and international 

opportunities, a narrowed internationalization of the curriculum, an institutional 

climate of exclusion, and neoracism (Lee & Rice, 2007). Public University 

international student Nguyen discussed the personal impact and how she negotiates 

the lack of inclusion in academic spaces: 

If you are not White and you are not academically outstanding, U.S.-born 

White Americans would not respect you and they say you have broken 

English. The things that I experienced in the class is if they are in the lab, they 

ask students like them to work together. If I am in a group of mixed races, like 

Asian, Black and White, it’s easier for me to work. If the class is mostly 
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Asians, the Whites will mostly ignore me. But if I want them to notice or 

respect me, I have to be outstanding. I need to know everything that they don’t 

know, and I have to get excellent scores for them to look up to me. In a class I 

took last semester, I felt so uncomfortable because there was a lot of 

white(ness), it was a psychology class. 

Similarly, Private University Professor White described the lack of 

intersectional internationalization on campus: 

All you need to do is sit in the campus and watch. The Indians walk together 

with the Indians, and the Asians walk together with the Asians, and the jocks 

walk together with the jocks. Private University and everybody else needs to 

do a much better job of integration. 

Sally, a pathway student at Private University, described her experience as follows: 

We are separate from the native classrooms, so I want our program to make 

more connections with those classrooms so we can have mixed classrooms. 

Now I think back, we don't have any U.S.-born students in our classroom, so 

we don't know how they think about some topics, business cases, or general 

ideas in the U.S. I think there should be more courses in the program where 

American and pathway classmates can mix together and share, communicate 

together and become friends. When we graduate, or when I will graduate, 

even our graduation day is separated so the ceremonies are also separated. I 

feel a little bit isolated. 

Similarly, Private University pathway student Naomi shared her own personal 

experiences of isolation, loneliness, encounters with international student ethnic 
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enclaves, and the lack of an institutionalized inclusive culture for international 

students: 

The Chinese hang out with Chinese friends, the Indians hang out with Indians, 

and the Americans hang out with Americans. I guess it’s so easy if you find a 

person that speaks the same language as you. Another reason is being open. I 

think I’m more open compared to my peers. But actually, it hasn’t been easy 

for me to make a lot of friends either. I don't know why. Sometimes, when 

I’m walking on the road, and I would ask for directions and I would say to a 

U.S.-born student, “hey, can you tell me where to find some place?” They’re 

very polite and I can see that maybe we’re heading in the same direction but 

after my question, they just walk very fast to leave me behind. Sometimes, I 

want to carry out a conversation, but it seems that they are not interested. 

In contrast to other international student participants, including Naomi and 

Nguyen, Patel, a pathway student from India who had transferred as an international 

student from a Midwest institution to Public University, implicated international 

students for refusing to integrate and assimilate to American values and culture. 

Although a pathway program student, he was eager to distance himself from other 

pathway and international students on campus. He noted: 

Because I was Americanized enough already, I didn't really gel with people in 

the pathway program. It was too international for me. You have to understand 

that before Public University, I went to a Big Ten university in a small college 

town -- the most American thing you can do. I was a part of a fraternity as 

well. That's even more American. I was very Americanized. Now, I'm not 
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international. I don't see eye to eye with other cultures per se now. Before, I 

used to, but not now. I don't know if that's a good thing or bad, but I’ve just 

changed.  

When I asked him about what made him change, he went on to add: 

For example, there were a lot of Indians in the pathway program. When I was 

new to campus and this city, I wanted to make friends. But even after trying 

multiple times, I just could not gel with them. My interests include having a 

fun time, and going out drinking, getting some good food, watching a movie 

or two, hanging out here and there. Those people, they just wanted to indulge 

in other frivolous, sometimes illegal, activities. But also, they talk in another 

language. I only speak Hindi with my parents. I feel so weird talking in Hindi 

with someone else now. Before it wasn't the case, but now it's all English for 

me. I could not see myself associated with those people, or I didn't really want 

to spend time or waste time. Even though that made me lonelier, I still could 

not do that. Also, in my first year, I had a rough academic time so I just 

wanted to focus on my classes; I didn't really bother with a lot of things.  

Unlike other international students at Public University who were drawn to informal 

international student ethnic enclaves as safe spaces from the institutional culture and 

climate of exclusion and microaggressions, Patel actively disassociated himself from 

international programs and students, including those from his cultural group. Patel 

believed that distancing himself from his cultural and ethnic group on campus would 

better allow him to become Americanized and socially integrated. Even so, he 

discussed being confronted with several personal sociocultural challenges, including 
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loneliness, a lack of strong social peer community and network, and a lack of 

academic integration to the dominant academic culture.  

Several international advisors suggested that these obstacles and feelings of 

isolation and frustration risk alienating those students, and potentially impeding their 

academic progress and success. At Public University, international student advisor 

Ms. Brelin noted there is a general lack of awareness on campus regarding 

international students. She acknowledged that for international students, who have to 

meet legal residency requirements and might have particular academic needs, the 

campus can feel isolating and the lack of direction overwhelming. She noted: 

It would be awesome if more people were just aware of it, even if it's just on a 

surface level. I think that... I feel like there's a sense around the campus that 

people are just like, if they have an international student, they're like, "Go to 

the international office." 

She added that during her international student workshops, she has begun to prepare 

the international students for the culture shock that comes from the invisibility they 

might encounter.  

Paradoxically, Public University study abroad coordinator, Ms. Donald, 

argued that while U.S.-born students are eager to travel abroad and engage with 

international cultures and peoples, they are often unwilling to engage with 

international students from those same countries. She noted,  

A reoccurring problem that I have seen, although we tried to match them but 

not sufficiently, many universities have a buddy program so that the local 

student will be buddying with the exchange student. And at Public University, 
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we don’t. The other thing that I find really strange, all those students who 

want to study abroad make no effort to meet the international students either 

from that country, or in general, while they’re on campus. We put them in 

touch. I will say email this person. He’s from the same place, from the same 

university. We have conversation hours but they don’t come. The international 

students will come, but the U.S.-born students don’t. The most they say is, “oh 

yes, we’re exchanging, we’re on Facebook.” 

Similarly, Ms. King, the pathway program director at Public University described a 

challenge with cross-cultural interactions between pathway program students and 

non-pathway students: 

I think when it comes to mixing our students in with other local students that 

are non-pathway students, there are ways that we can improve on that. We're 

just trying to figure out what they are. Now that our numbers are growing 

we're seeing that we have more students out there in the regular community.  

Meanwhile, Ms. Warner, director of pathway programs at Private University, 

added that international students are incredibly stressed by their academic 

requirements, which can hinder their engagement in extracurricular and social 

interaction events. She said:  

I think we just don't do as good a job as we could to facilitate that cultural 

transition for students. I think it's still a struggle, certainly for the pathway 

programs, to integrate into the university. Partly because these students are 

very stressed; they have to meet a lot of requirements. We find them very 

preoccupied with their curriculum, their studies, their program, preparing for 



 197 

the (ESL) test. Our efforts to incorporate them through a conversations 

program or through community service activities sometimes fall flat. We 

encourage them to join student clubs, and try to facilitate those types of get-

togethers but they often don't engage. And if you look at the international 

student barometer data, the international students struggle quite a bit really, to 

feel part of the university. So you'll see many East Asian students together, 

you'll see the students grouping from their own nationalities so I think there've 

got to be ways to just better incorporate them socially into the university. 

Further compounding these personal and academic stressors related to 

institutional cultures and a climate of exclusion experienced by international students, 

Ms. Stanley of Public University noted the prevalence of mental health-related issues 

among international students. She observed: 

China, similar to Japan, is a shame-based society, so mental health issues are 

not acknowledged, learning disabilities are not acknowledged, any disabilities 

are not really talked about. Based on specific experiences that I've had over 

and over again, students coming from China to America have much higher 

incidences of mental health issues, learning disabilities, cognitive functioning 

issues, and they resist the testing. Our center for disability had never worked 

with international students until I brought a student over and said, ‘this person 

needs help.’ This was two years ago and there's still really no testing 

availability. Neuropsychological testing is normed for Americans who speak 

English. So, these kids have tons of family pressure and they end up having 

serious stress and mental health issues. They don't deal with it, and then 
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there's behavioral issues or health issues that arise. It's this thing that 

snowballs out of control, it's plopped into a seat and told, ‘be an international 

student, but be American too because now you're in America.’  

The psychological stressors and mental health issues facing college students have 

sociocultural implications for international students, who frequently feel isolated and 

whose needs often go unrecognized on campus (Lee & Rice, 2007). In addition to 

potential cultural stigma surrounding mental health, Ms. Stanley illustrated the unique 

challenges that international students face at Public University, where psychological 

services normed to U.S.-born cultural groups, are not structured to support them. 

Overall, international students interviewed at both institutions reported feeling 

isolated, disconnected from the campus community, and lonely. Many indicated that 

while they had hoped to make American friends and learn more about local cultures, 

there were minimal opportunities for cross-cultural interactions.  Furthermore, they 

experienced microaggressions and being stereotyped by U.S.-born White students. 

Due to a climate of exclusion, some international students exclusively socialized in 

international student ethnic enclaves, which serve as informal safe spaces. These 

findings suggest the need for both universities to develop practical policies that create 

a culture that is more inclusive of international students, whose social, academic and 

psychological challenges often go unrecognized on campus.  

Countering Stereotypes and Creating New Narratives  

 Many faculty, staff and student participants described dominant stereotypes about 

international students as underqualified, underperforming and English as a Second 

Language (ESL) speakers. While some participants were eager to disprove these 
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stereotypes by creating positive counter-narratives of international students as capable 

and committed students, other professors and peer students felt wary and hesitant 

about the growing international student populations, particularly pathway program 

students. For example, Ms. Stanley, director of the ESL and international programs at 

Public University, expressed strong reservation about the market-driven model of for-

profit international student recruitment and pathway programs. She argued:  

Our international pathway partnership business model is, from what I 

understand, recruiting students who wouldn't otherwise be admissible. When 

we have this relationship with a big money maker, exceptions are made. It 

gets to the point where this is very problematic. Where normally I have the 

authorization to deal with pathway students’ discipline issues in a way that I 

see fit, because I know that it's a partnership program, and I don't want to get 

in trouble for doing something that would risk our relationship, I have to tip-

toe around the issue. Sometimes exceptions are made by my supervisors, and 

it reinforces that this is okay. Almost all the academic and behavioral 

discipline cases I get are related to students in these profit-driven partnership 

programs. Their admission vetting process and standards are not as high as 

Public University claims that they are. 

Ms. Stanley feared professional retribution after having recently expressed her views 

to a dean of students. Yet, she worried that Public University’s increasingly market-

driven focus on international recruitment and enrollment of international pathway 

program students has negative consequences on academic outcomes, and poses risks 

for the institution’s reputation.  
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Conversely, Ms. King, the international pathway program academic manager at 

Public University, countered the negative stereotypes of pathway students. She noted 

that their organizational data demonstrate that pathway students have higher GPAs 

and degree completion rates compared to regularly admitted international students at 

Public University. Yet, prevailing negative perceptions of pathway program students 

as underqualified and inadmissible continue to plague all international pathway 

programs, while pathway program students (and the programs that support them) 

continue to struggle for acceptance within the University. She said:  

We have close to 100% progression rate, maybe 95% of the students who start 

the program, finish the program. When you look at the institutional numbers, 

our students actually end up finishing their freshman year with higher GPAs 

than all students at Public University. We're also starting to see that their 

GPAs are higher compared to international students. One of our goals is not 

just to bring in any student, but to bring in students that can do well. I think 

looking at those institutional research numbers, we've done a really good job 

of that.  

At Private University, Ms. Warner, director of two pathway programs, also noted: 

For many faculty, it's a challenge getting used to this different demographic of 

pathway students in the classroom. In part, I think it's still a struggle to 

integrate international students into the university, and that's particularly true 

of the pathway students. Based on the international student barometer data for 

Private University, the international students struggle quite a bit really to feel 

part of the university so I think we have some ways to go. For the pathway 
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programs, there's not a great awareness by the faculty of what our program 

looks like, where our students come from, what their requirements are. That's 

something we struggle with a little bit because oftentimes, at the university, if 

there's ever an international student, particularly one who looks like he may be 

from China, who is really struggling, there's just a rush to say, "Oh well, he's a 

pathway student. He's through pathway." That's not necessarily the case. In 

fact, the data we have on how students are doing once they matriculate put our 

students in a very positive light in terms of their GPA, their retention and 

graduation rates. The data suggest that our students do great but there’s still 

definitely a perception across campus and among the faculty that pathway 

students are not the highest achievers. That's a perception we're always 

fighting against by putting the data out there to show actually our students do 

very well when they matriculate. 

Both pathway program managers at Public and Private Universities discussed the 

stereotypes of pathway students as underqualified, inadmissible and academic 

underachievers, as well as their efforts to counter these negative perceptions and 

create new narratives about pathway students. It is also important to note the practical 

risks of these stereotypes expressed by some participants. Below, I discuss my 

findings from both institutions related to curriculum decision-making and policy 

changes driven by faculty assumptions and concerns about the quality and academic 

preparation of international students.  

At Public University, several departments implemented additional language 

prerequisite requirements to winnow out pathway students and ESL international 
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students matriculating from bridge and pathway programs to full-time undergraduate 

status. Ms. King, the pathway program manager at Public University, described the 

controversial curriculum change as part of a broader tension among the faculty 

regarding for-profit partnership students: 

There is a tension here with faculty, part of what I deal with is mediation with 

them. There is a lot of resistance from faculty here. A big issue is a couple of 

departments have set English 102 as a prerequisite for any course in their 

department because they say they are dealing with ESL students. But when we 

went through the list of ‘problem students’, more than half of them had never 

been in my ESL program. A lot of them were pathway students. Some of them 

were non-native English speakers who were raised in America and went to 

American high schools, but there is a trend that, “oh, ESL students are 

problematic.” We really need to think differently about how we are working 

when there is not a token international student. We need to look at them as 

part of the community and how that affects everyone else. 

At Private University, both Professors White and Brown discussed similar 

tensions and challenges. In the university writing center programs, for example, 

Professor Brown noted that the ‘one-size-fit-all’ ESL courses and undergraduate 

writing requirement offerings failed to account for the wide-ranging language abilities 

reflected in the international student population. Furthermore, Dr. Brown considered 

the potential of data-driven, asset-based pedagogies of internationalizing the writing 

curriculum to incorporate the linguistic diversity of international students at Private 

University. He noted: 
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At some point, I realized that every course section, we had international students. 

We thought, "Why not prepare all teachers to work with students from a whole 

variety of language backgrounds and kind of have an even system?" Then, we 

realized that we didn't really know very much about our international students, or 

more specifically, multilingual writers, knowing that not all international students 

are multilingual writers. That not all multilingual writers are international 

students. 

He added: 

We've been collecting survey data for the last three years essentially asking the 

question, who are multilingual writers. Not surprisingly, we found a really wide 

variety as far as proficiency, as far as different languages, as far as multiple 

languages. Then even within sub groups, whether they went to high school or 

outside this country, whether they came through pathway programs or not. I think 

we're still kind of in the midst of trying to figure out what that all means and how 

it affects our curriculum. It makes me also wonder what it would be like if we saw 

their linguistic diversity as an asset, for example, teaching writing courses such as 

translingual writing. But another part of the dilemma is different aspects of the 

institution don't communicate with other aspects of the institution. It's not like 

admissions comes to us and says, "What should we be doing about recruiting 

international students?" We don't get to weigh in on that. "Where should their 

language skills be?" We don't get to weigh in at all. 

On the other hand, Private University Professor White, who similarly noticed a 

growing presence of international students, particularly from China, in her 
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classrooms, shared her personal challenges with negotiating cross-cultural differences 

in the classroom. Perceptions and stereotypes about international students’ academic 

preparedness, linguistic competencies and scholastic commitment continue to 

challenge efforts focused on institutional internationalization as well as mask the 

empirical evidence of international and pathway students’ academic successes at both 

Public and Private University. A potential risk of this stereotyping is a failure to 

recognize the immense diversity among international students from socioeconomic 

and linguistic perspectives, as well as in terms of their previous educational 

experiences. Several participants described a lack of institutional academic and social 

support services for international students beyond ESL support, and ad hoc faculty 

and departmental academic policies regarding international students. Another 

consequence is that uncritical faculty and institutional narratives about international 

and pathway students have the potential to sustain asymmetrical institutional 

investments in international recruitment versus support services.  

Lack of Evaluation and Assessment  

Participants at Public and Private University spoke about the lack of 

evaluation and assessment, and absence of clear benchmarks of internationalization, 

including internationalization of the curriculum, multicultural pedagogies, and the 

global public good – all identified as key internationalization strategic goals. Another 

finding related to this theme is the lack of empirical data on the positive learning 

outcomes of commonly implemented internationalization strategies, such as study 

abroad, international curriculum and international student recruitment. In addition, 

some administrators and advisors explained that they spent significant amounts of 



 205 

time implementing internationalization strategies, such as study abroad, international 

curriculum and international student recruitment, yet found no empirical evidence 

that these strategies have positive influences for students, faculty and the institution. 

As Mr. Benjamin, Public University admissions director, said:  

What I’d like to see us do even more (is) articulate what (internationalization) 

does for the campus. How does that change the overall experience? We say 

we want students to have a global experience. Well, how do we determine that 

they’ve done that and what’s the benefit of it? It would be great if we were 

more deliberate about measuring that, or being more specific about the 

benefits of that. Also, we have expanded our international student population, 

well, what does that mean? What does it mean for our local students? We talk 

about our classroom experience being diverse, but you could talk about 

diversity in many different ways. When it’s diverse because of international 

students, how does that change the overall conversation in the classroom? 

With our faculty, we’ve been really successful in attracting faculty throughout 

the world. What does that mean for the students’ experience? We know, or we 

think we know, that it’s a positive thing, but do we know why? What does that 

lead to? Does it produce students that are ready for a different challenge in 

society? I don’t know that as an institution we have been as good about kind 

of articulating what internationalization means. 

Similarly, Public University international advisor Ms. Brelin suggested that the 

institution needs to define its academic and research goals for internationalization as 

well as the purpose, values and rationales for a global education.  
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At Private University, Professor White also advocated for a clear institutional 

rationale for international engagement and partnerships. She noted that too often U.S. 

higher education institutions develop transnational partnerships and presence without 

assessing and evaluating their goals, or recognizing the differences in those 

institutional and cultural contexts. She observed: 

One has to know, what is the reason for a transnational program? Before any 

institution says, "Oh boy, oh boy, I'm heading off to Iceland," there needs to 

be a reason for the transnational program. Then, there needs to be a cultural 

understanding of what prior learning processes have been for the people who 

are in that country, and if it's a multi-national partnership, then you need to do 

some research. It isn't just teaching is teaching is teaching is teaching. To do 

that, I think that an understanding of more non-Western approaches is 

something that we, in higher education, not just Private University, need to 

understand. 

Furthermore, Dr. North at Private University added that the institution’s 

internationalization vision and goals are still quite unclear: 

I think there's a lot of confusion about what the institutional vision of a global 

university is. The senior leadership team had a meeting two days but they 

were sitting around and they’re asking office managers and staff, ‘tell us your 

vision of what a global college is.’ From the faculty standpoint, that shows a 

lot of lack of leadership and a lack of understanding, they’re kind of figuring 

it out as they go along. They don't say “this is our vision;” they're searching. 
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In the meantime, there have been a lot of missteps. The branch campuses are a 

misstep.  

The absence of an evaluation and assessment culture related to institutional 

internationalization at both Public and Private University demonstrates that there is a 

clear need and opportunity to define, assess and evaluate the impact of institutional 

internationalization strategies on students’ learning outcomes, engagement and skill 

development. While emerging research on global competency measurements and 

evaluation are promising (Harris, 2015), little is known about how undergraduate 

students’ engagement in institutional international activities informs and shapes their 

short- and long-term personal, educational and professional experiences. 

Coexistence of the Public Good and Academic Capitalism  

In addition to the four consequences and risks related to market-driven rationales 

in internationalization discussed in the previous section, some participants upheld that 

market- and public good-related approaches coexist to produce positive public good 

outcomes. This section explores four areas of coexistence in the internationalization 

strategies at Public University and Private University, including critical transnational 

pedagogies, democratization of internationalization, multisector partnerships, and 

cooperation and collaboration. 

Critical Transnational Pedagogies  

Although the internationalization of the curriculum did not emerge as a prominent 

strategy in participant interviews or institutional strategic documents at either 

institution, one faculty participant at Private University credited institutional 

internationalization activities for his development and incorporation of critical, 
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transnational pedagogical approaches. Critical transnational pedagogies did not 

emerge as a theme among participants at Public University. 

Professor Brown, director of the writing program at Private University, described 

the rise in international students with increased supplemental writing needs in his 

program. As part of an initiative to assess the academic support demands of 

international student enrollment on academic units, international admissions used to 

engage Professor Brown and other department chairs in discussions of the 

international student placement language requirements.  

However, Dr. Brown noted that soon those collaborative meetings ended, even as 

the institutional investment in international student enrollment continued to grow. 

Despite the institutional drive for international student recruitment and enrollment, 

Professor Brown attributed the rise in international students in the first-year writing 

seminars to the development of an innovative writing program for trilingual language 

speakers. He said: 

We started to weigh in on (international admissions placement issues), but 

somehow that conversation stopped. At the same time, the trans languages 

division of students actually did increase. The preparation of multilingual 

writers and international students has definitely been strengthened over the 

last five years. We're able to bring in noted scholars around issues of second 

language writing, or trans-lingualism. We now have a trans lingual writing 

course. That was an attempt to kind of recognize the change in (our student) 

population, that we have many more multilingual writers in our classes, and 

what are we trying to do about it. I think curricularly, we need to think even 
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more, as I said, a few people are doing world English, but I think there's other 

ways we might want to continue to be creative about curriculum in first year 

writing and how it can take into consideration issues of globalization and 

language and culture. 

The Democratization of Internationalization 

The second salient finding related to the coexistence of market- and public good-

driven strategies was within the relational context of transnational partnerships. 

Within the social and educational context of the U.S., it is easier to diminish the 

impact of the internationalization process on partnering institutions and organizations 

due to power, privilege and the unquestioned perception that internationalization is 

positive sum for all institutions. Participants expressed a complex conceptualization 

of social equality, reciprocity, mutuality and common goods within the process of 

transnational educational partnerships, which I describe as the democratization of 

internationalization process. Three elements define the democratization of the 

internationalization process. Specifically, internationalization 1) broadens educational 

access for students at all participating institutions; 2) increases accessibility to higher 

education for students at home and abroad; and, 3) provides mutual and reciprocal 

benefits that accrue to the academic and economic development of both U.S. 

institutions and their foreign counterparts.  

At Public University, Dr. James described his experience spearheading a joint 

institutional partnership in Asia, which was driven in part by his professional 

motivation to develop a democratic and collaborative research partnership. At the 

same time, the University was eager for him to cultivate this partnership because of 
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the potential for income generation in a competitive international student market in 

Asia. Ultimately, Dr. James collaborated with Public University to establish an 

institutional agreement which prioritized two seemingly contradictory purposes of 

collaborative research and revenue generation. In addition, Dr. James of Public 

University was especially interested in ensuring that the partnership was focused on 

shared mutual goals, rather than a one-way flow of knowledge, resources and 

technical assistance that privileged the perspective and agenda of American higher 

education institutions. Furthermore, Dr. James wanted to ensure that his foreign 

collaborator was a dual grantee, received equal co-publication credit, and shared 

governance in the transitional partnership program.  

Meanwhile, at Private University, Dr. North, whose responsibilities include the 

cultivation and development of for-profit pathway programs focused in China, Brazil 

and Mexico, in partnership with foreign governmental agencies in those countries, 

discussed his opposing rationale for more equitable and public good-driven programs. 

Dr. North acknowledged that the focus and sole purpose of his portfolio of pathway 

programs was to generate revenue through international student recruitment to their 

short-term pathway programs. Yet, in a recent expansion of those programs, he 

staunchly advocated for the inclusion of Nigeria as the fourth national pathway 

recruitment site. He explained that his rationale for selecting Nigeria was to include 

more equitable access to students from underserved low socio-economic 

backgrounds, underrepresented racial and ethnic groups, and from a developing 

nation. Dr. North also strategically leveraged the Sub-Saharan African nation to 

recruit international students on need-based financial aid subsidized by the foreign 



 211 

government. By integrating a partnership, focused on equity, access and global 

diversity, into an institutional strategy of pathway programming long dominated by a 

sole focus on revenue generation, Dr. North demonstrated the potential convergence 

of market- and public good-driven rationales through the democratization of 

internationalization. In discussing his and the institutional rationale for this initiative, 

Dr. North noted: 

It was the first program where we were not just going after the very wealthy 

kids. We were going after scholarship kids who were just given an 

opportunity for an education. That was our dream to make that work, and it 

just failed. There was also a plan to bring Angola into it. Angola also has oil, 

but interestingly the negotiations with the Angolan government, they broke 

down because the Angolan government is controlled by the oil industry, and 

the oil industry said we'll send you students, but they can only be engineers to 

come back to work for the oil industry. That conflicted with our university 

philosophy, that a student has the right to choose their major. We didn't want 

the corporation interfering with student liberties. 

Dr. North was especially invested in ensuring that educational access provided by 

pathway programs also extended to international students from less privileged socio-

economic backgrounds, and the black diaspora. 

It is important to note that the process of internationalization has the potential to 

disproportionately benefit U.S. higher education institutions rather than their foreign 

counterparts. In some cases, the attendant positive benefits of internationalization in 

U.S. higher education contribute to several negative consequences (e.g., brain drain) 
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for institutions abroad. By asserting concepts of mutuality, reciprocity and common 

goods in the transnational engagement of their respective campuses, these participants 

provide critical insights into the democratization of internationalization.  

Multisector Partnerships  

In recent years, as higher education institutions have increasingly searched for 

more innovative ways to sustain and expand their global agenda, universities have 

increasingly developed multi-agency and multi-program (hereafter referred as multi-

sector) public-private partnerships. Kinser and Green (2009) defined public-private 

partnerships as “a cooperative agreement between a higher education institution to 

coordinate activities, share resources, or divide responsibilities” (p. 4). Both Public 

and Private University have networks of multisector public-private partnerships in the 

areas of international recruitment, ESL providers and third-party study-abroad 

providers that deliver services on behalf of the institution. Several participants 

underscored that those services are often more economical and efficient than what the 

institution can provide on its own. In some cases, these multisector partnership 

services provided more affordable access for students. This section illustrates the 

important findings related to the functioning and consequences of multisector public-

private partnerships in the global agenda of Public and Private University.  

 Most Public University and Private University students noted the financial 

cost of study abroad and international service learning programs as inherent barriers 

to participation, particularly for students juggling family responsibilities and full-time 

employment. To help subsidize these cost barriers for domestic students, both Public 

University and Private University offer financial aid and scholarships for study 
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abroad, generally in the amount of $1,000 to $2,000. Most students described their 

institutional support towards study abroad as insufficient. Additionally, at Public 

University, compared to the cost of study abroad options offered by third party for-

profit providers, the cost to participate in Public University-run study abroad and 

exchange programs is more expensive. Public University study abroad coordinator 

Ms. Donald noted: 

These (public-private study abroad) partnerships are very good and they are 

the least expensive. The third-party providers offer very competitive prices. If 

you added the tuition of Public University which is around $6,000 and then 

you build in housing and airfare, you cannot come up with a price of less than 

around $12,000 per semester total. These partnerships do allow our students to 

go more affordably. They are very competitive because they accept also 

financial aid. When the student applies to those programs, their financial aid is 

also applicable to go. Some of our institutional financial aid, e.g. presidential 

scholarship, are not.  

In addition, Public University uses multisector public-private partnerships in 

traditional undergraduate recruitment and admissions, including the use of agents, and 

the development of ESL bridge programs with foreign corporate subsidiaries, private 

and public educational institution. Public University director of operations, Mr. 

Andrew, offered his perspective on international partnerships with corporate and for-

profit entities versus more traditional partnership models with overseas public higher 

education institutions in undergraduate recruitment: 
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I think the private partnerships are more influential. The private partnerships, 

since they are resource-driven, tend to be more strategic. They know what the 

market is looking for, and they work with institutions that can offer the 

programs, the amenities, geography. I can tell you one thing, non-profit 

recruitment programs and foreign universities are not as strategic; they also 

lack in resources. I know that money drives things too (at private 

partnerships), but it just doesn't seem like the people behind (public 

partnerships and institutions) are as vested in a partnership like your private 

corporate. 

Although comparative findings on multisector partnerships in global enrollment 

strategies at Private University did not emerge, Private University administrators 

referenced a growing influence and dominance of public-private partnerships over 

institution-led global opportunities programs, which eventually led the institution to 

outsource all traditional, non-faculty-led study abroad programs to a network of third 

party providers.  

Collaboration and Cooperation  

The fourth area of coexistence between public good- and market-driven strategies 

in internationalization is represented by collaboration and cooperation. Ms. Warner, 

director of pathway programs at Private University, described a growing sense of 

institutional awareness aimed at supporting the growing numbers of international and 

pathway students on her campus: 

To the first question our larger university efforts over the years, as we've so 

rapidly increased our number of international students, is growing awareness 
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that we aren't necessarily familiar with what other colleges and units are doing 

for international students, or have a similar mission, to really incorporate 

international students into the university because we're not necessarily always 

communicating with one another to know what those different offerings are. 

One of the bold things is to bring together these different groups that are 

already doing work so that the work is coordinated and that the 

communication is clear.  

She went on to add:  

In terms of my programs, we've definitely made strides over the past couple of 

years to better connect with the advising units. We have students matriculating 

into the graduate programs, including all of the graduate colleges across the 

university and the school of law. In addition, we have undergraduate students 

in the undergraduate residential ‘day’ programs. There's a lot of different 

advising units so we've really made an effort to try and facilitate a bridge 

(between pathway and regular admission programs) so that we're advising 

students in a similar way. We have a series of transition events in our students' 

final term of study where they have an opportunity to meet with the advisory 

of their target degree program just to learn more about requirements. There's a 

common understanding of who the students are, what their needs are, or what 

types of support they need so that's certainly an improvement we've seen over 

the past couple of years of transition. 

This finding demonstrated that greater collaboration and cooperation in institutional 

internationalization strategic engagement aimed at improving institutional awareness 
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of international students’ support services may help to bridge the disparities in 

international and domestic students’ experiences.  

Ms. Stanley, director of international and ESL programs at Public University 

agreed that there is a need for more communication, coordination and collaboration 

with other colleagues engaged in internationalization strategies. She said: 

There's an international student forum that was created for people who work 

with international students, involved with advising and involved with the 

counseling center. It would be great if we had specific things that resulted 

from it, but we don't have the influence to really get stuff done. The goal I 

think is to say, look, the more people that agree on this, the more we can bring 

it to someone in a diplomatic way and say this really isn't working and this is 

what needs to happen. Because there are so many things that aren't being done 

right that the people who are doing them know that but just aren't able to in 

terms of advising and registration and just the logistical stuff. If the 

institution's priorities, and I've heard cited our goals for the next five years is 

to increase, I think we're at a fracturing moment where things are not going to 

work to scale if you sort of hobble along, that's not going to work when we're 

talking about those types of numbers. Hopefully that means that there's some 

bigger conversations around. Okay, let's revisit a model and try to develop 

something that's more holistic and more comprehensive.  

Countering disparate, market-driven internationalization with public good-driven 

approaches in advising, retention and logistics through collaborative and cooperative 
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approaches has the potential to create institution-level changes that have the potential 

to improve students’ global education success. 

Summary 

Notwithstanding the benefits and positive impacts of internationalization, 

there are several negative consequences and risks that can arise from the intersection 

of public good- and market-driven rationales that characterize institutional 

internationalization strategies. Participants at both Public and Private University 

spoke about four negative consequences and risks arising from these tensions: risking 

equity in the pursuit of internationalization; isolation and ethnic enclaves; negative 

stereotypes; and the lack of evaluation and assessment.  

First, participants spoke about the risks of increased institutional focus on 

market-driven internationalization strategies, such as international student recruitment, 

bridge and pathway programs, and limited access (through narrowing academic 

diversity and cultures of academic excellence) and equal opportunity (to student 

support services like ESL) for historically underrepresented students in the U.S.  In 

addition, some participants argued that a consequence of this market-driven focus is 

the lack of international student integration, which results in institutional cultures and 

climates that exclude international students. Several international students expressed 

feeling a sense of isolation and marginalization on campus. While several U.S.-born 

participants were frustrated with the prevalence of international student ethnic 

enclaves, international students described the importance of these ethnic enclaves as 

informal networks upon which they can rely for social, emotional and practical 

support to negotiate and navigate school.  
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The third finding related to negative consequences is stereotypes of 

international students. Some participants described dominant stereotypes of 

international students as underqualified, underperforming and sometimes, 

academically dishonest. These participants described a wariness about the growing 

presence of international students on campus. However, other participants were eager 

to disprove these stereotypes through data-driven counter-narratives of international 

and pathway students’ academic performance, retention and persistence. The final 

theme in my findings focused on the lack of institutional evaluation, assessment and 

clear benchmarks of internationalization strategies and goals.  

Notwithstanding the consequences and risks of a largely market-driven focus 

in institutional internationalization, some participants asserted and described how 

public good- and market-driven rationales converged in positive, highly 

unconventional and non-normative ways in internationalization strategies, including: 

critical transnational pedagogies; democratization of internationalization; multisector 

partnerships; and, cooperation and collaboration. Although critical transnational 

pedagogies were not a theme at Public University, faculty at Private University 

discussed how their pedagogical challenges in dominant international programs, 

notably ESL writing programs and transnational program delivery, motivated them to 

create and implement critical pedagogies in transnational and trans-lingual teaching 

and learning, respectively.  

Secondly, several participants at both Public and Private University discussed 

the importance of prioritizing bidirectionality, mutuality and reciprocity, alongside 

their institutional market-driven agenda, in their international institutional partners. 
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By rupturing the normative market-driven institutional rationale as a key driver for 

internationalization, participants at Public University emphasized the values of 

knowledge production, translational research and access to international academic 

partnerships. Similarly, at Private University, participants discussed the importance of 

mission-centric values, such as global diversity, access and equity values, in the 

expansion of for-profit pathway partnerships. This view of international institutional 

partnerships as mission-centric and mutual partnerships has the potential to 

democratize the internationalization process by disrupting the system of power and 

privilege that sustain and reproduce the regime of Americanization in 

internationalization strategies.  

Third, participants credited multisector partnerships in internationalization, 

particularly those aimed at global opportunities and international student recruitment, 

for providing more access for students. In so doing, the convergence of the private 

and public sector helps to expand the availability, variety and affordability of existing 

institutional internationalization strategies in global education. Finally, participants 

also indicated that new forms of collaboration and cooperation emerge from the 

convergence of public good- and market-driven strategies and partnerships. A 

growing awareness of the challenges and barriers to U.S.-born students’ and 

international students’ engagement and integration have led to more coordinated 

approaches in academic and student support services. Although market-driven 

rationales and approaches continue to inform and prevail in internationalization 

strategies in U.S. higher education, with attendant negative consequences and 

significant risks, my findings expand our notion of internationalization by advancing 
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and highlighting the intersection and coexistence of academic capitalism and the 

public good.  
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CHAPTER 6 

 

TOWARDS A GROUNDED THEORY OF INTERSECTIONAL 

INTERNATIONALIZATION 

 

 

Higher education institutions engage in internationalization for diverse and 

complex sociocultural, political, academic and economic reasons, including as a 

response to globalization, research and knowledge production, competition, student 

and faculty development, and income generation (Deem, 2001; Marginson, 2007, 

2012; Scott, 2005). This study’s exploration of these complex institutional 

internationalization rationales also revealed several important areas of coexistence, 

with attendant tensions and consequences, between market- and the public good-

driven outcomes in internationalization.  

To examine these rationales and outcomes, I reviewed four theories of 

marketization in higher education – academic capitalism, entrepreneurialism, new 

managerialism and the Triple Helix model. Collectively, these frameworks intimated 

that there is a growing influence of economic rationalism in higher education that 

prioritizes cost effectiveness, efficiency and revenue generation as important 
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rationales in internationalization strategies (Deem, 2001; Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 

1997; Meek, 2002; Santos, 2006; Schugurensky, 2006; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; 

Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Most notably, Slaughter and Rhoades’ (2004) study 

complicated our understanding of marketization rationales in higher education by 

positing that there are potential sites where academic capitalism and the public good 

overlap, intersect, and co-exist. Although few studies critically examined the 

intersections between the public good and academic capitalism in higher education 

(Mars and Rhoades, 2012; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004; Szelényi and Bresonis, 2014), 

they make it clear that these sites of intersection present nuanced complexities and 

tensions in institutional and public policy environments.  

To inform a conceptualization and theorization of internationalization as a site of 

coexistence between academic capitalism and the public good, it was also critical to 

better understand the role of the public good in the internationalization of higher 

education. Samuelson’s (1954) conceptualization emphasized the characteristics of 

the public good as non-excludable and non-rivalrous (Marginson, 2007; Samuelson, 

1954). Several scholars called attention to how the public good is shaped by public 

and institutional policies, decisions and strategic actions as well as counter-actions of 

higher education leaders and policy-makers (Couturier, 2005; Marginson, 2007b, 

2012; Menashy, 2009). 

Together, these theoretical and empirical studies on internationalization, academic 

capitalism, and the public good (and their intersections) demonstrate that there is a 

dearth in our scholarly and practical understanding of the nature, extent, and qualities 

of internationalization as a site of intersection between academic capitalism and the 
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public good. Consequently, this study examined the coexistence of market- and 

public good-driven rationales in the internationalization strategies of two U.S. higher 

education institutions. 

In this chapter, I synthesize and analyze my research findings presented in 

chapters 4 and 5. A major goal of this research was also to render a generative mid-

range grounded theory of institutional internationalization strategies, rationales and 

their intersections, which I present here as the grounded theory of intersectional 

internationalization.  

Discussion of Research Findings 

As indicated in my research questions, my goal in this study was to interrogate the 

internationalization strategies of two U.S. higher education institutions, a public and a 

private university, to better understand how their public and private nature similarly 

or differently shaped institutional rationales and engagement in internationalization. 

My research findings were organized into six main grounded theory categories: the 

emergence of internationalization; conceptualizing internationalization; leading 

internationalization; rationales shaping institutional internationalization strategies; 

processes of internationalization; and the outcomes of internationalization. For 

simplicity, I summarize the salient themes of those findings in Table 7. 

Table 7 reports the findings of the conceptualizations and rationales for 

internationalization at both institutions, and the areas of intersections between 

marketization and the public good in institutional internationalization strategies. In 

the first column, I present the seven key conceptualizations of internationalization 

described by participants at Public and Private University. In the next column, I 
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report the main rationales in institutional internationalization which were remarkably 

similar between institutional typologies. The last column contains findings related to 

the two possible outcomes in the intersection of the public good and academic 

capitalism: conflictual coexistence resulting from a market-dominant focus, or 

complementary coexistence of the public good and marketization. The findings 

summarized and presented in Table 7 are further explained below. 

Table 7. Context, Strategies and Outcomes of Internationalization. 

 

Emergence of Internationalization  

Early histories of internationalization engagement were evident in each 

institution’s historical archives and contemporary strategic priorities. Thus, 

internationalization is not a new phenomenon in the institutional contexts of my 

research sites. However, the resurgence and emergence of a new focus on 

CONTEXT,	STRATEGIES	AND	OUTCOMES

CONCEPTUALIZATIONS

Public	University
• Globalize	the	local

• Internationalization	of	the	curriculum
• Global	experiential	and	service	learning

• Global	citizenship	and	competencies
• Competition	
• Student	‘consumerist’	demands

Private	University

• Local-as-global
• Internationalization	of	the	curriculum
• Student	and	scholar	mobility

• Global	citizenship	and	cross-cultural	
competencies

• Transnational	education
• Global	diversity

RATIONALES

Market-driven
• Expansion	of	pathway	and	bridge	

programs
• Focus	on	full	fee-paying	int’l	

students
• Stratification	in	university	

strategies

Applied	research	
• Transformational	international	

service	learning

Community	engagement	
• Social	revitalization
• Local	community	development

Critical	internationalization

• Democratization
• Cultural	humility

• Community-asset	approach
• Critical	pedagogies
• Place-based	teaching	and	

learning

OUTCOMES

Conflictual	Coexistence
• Risk	to	domestic	equity	
• Isolation,	ethnic	enclaves	and	

institutional	cultures	of	
exclusion

• Stereotypes	and	counter	
narratives	of	international	
students

• Lack	of	evaluation	
Complementary	Coexistence

• Critical	transnational	
pedagogies

• Bidirectional	partnerships

• Collaboration	and	cooperation
• Public-private	partnerships

EMERGENCE

• Rise	in	global	institutional	identity,	not	

merely	functions
• Global	positioning

• A	focus	on	social	and	cultural	
development,	and	the	global	public	
goods

LEADERSHIP

• Identity	and	background
• Perspective,	experience,	competency
• Supportive,	diffused	leadership	infrastructure

PROCESS

Strategic
• Intentional,	mission-centric,	

accountability	measures

Ad-Hoc
• Spontaneous,	personal	

connections,	lack	of	
coordination	
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internationalization reflected a paradigm of a global institutional identity – the 

“global public university” and private “global multiversity,” respectively. At Public 

University, a traditional land-grant urban institution, this incorporation of a new 

“global public” institution in its mission, values and strategic identity reflects a shift 

from a localized institution towards a new global imaginary in terms of the 

institution’s global competitive positioning, the promotion of global economic and 

cultural development, and serving a global public good. Further analysis of 

institutional records showed that Public University was aggressively prioritizing 

international student recruitment; global partnerships with international universities 

and for-profit and non-profit organizations; and, the development and refinement of 

global academic programs (e.g., global majors, pathway degree programs) and 

international student support services (e.g., international advising, international 

student and scholar office, international ESL).  

Comparatively, my findings at Private University also pointed to a paradigm shift 

to join the ranks of selective, private, global multinational institutions, or “global 

multiversities,” modeled after and defined by NYU as institutions that seek to provide 

a global experience for all undergraduate students while also challenging the idea that 

a university can only deliver education at a single campus. In summary, both 

institutions articulated a new trend in institutional internationalization strategies – a 

move to a “global public” institution and a private “multiversity,” respectively. 

Potentially, this focus on the globalization of the institution as a whole, rather than 

merely its disparate functions, could reveal a promising avenue for future research on 

internationalization in U.S. higher education. 
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Conceptualizations of Internationalization  

An analysis of the strategic plan, mission and values of Public University and 

Private University collectively framed a multidimensional conceptualization of 

internationalization. Interview participants and institutional strategic plans at both 

Public University and Private University conceptualized internationalization as the 

globalization of the knowledge economy, widely understood as students’ pursuit of 

global competencies, institutional competition, and transnational and translational 

research (see Table 7). Collectively, administrators’, staff members’, faculty’s and 

students’ conceptualizations of internationalization ranged from global curricular and 

co-curricular activities to transnational partnerships and global branding. Other 

conceptualizations identified by participants included institutional striving for global 

relevance, internationalizing the campus, and international student recruitment. But 

the rationale for internationalization most frequently cited by participants at both 

institutions was revenue generation, or a market-driven rationale.  

Significantly, my findings on the conceptualization of internationalization were 

most convergent among institutional typologies (Public and Private University), and 

most divergent among participant groups, namely staff members and administrators. 

In other words, the perspectives within groups of students, staff, administrators and 

faculty across the two institutions were remarkably similar. For instance, 

administrators at both Public and Private Universities conceptualized 

internationalization as institutional as well as pedagogical strategies. In comparison, 

the conceptualizations of internationalization from the perspective of faculty and 

students at both Private and Public University were remarkably similar, including 
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global citizenship, partnerships and pedagogies (faculty), and global and multicultural 

competencies (students).  

While within-group analysis (e.g., administrators-to-administrators, students-to-

students) revealed similar conceptualizations of internationalization at both the 

private and public institution, the comparative analysis of between-group responses 

(e.g., staff vs. faculty vs. student vs. administrators) demonstrated key differences 

among the various groups at each institution. This was especially true for 

administrators’ perspectives compared to students and staff members. For example, at 

both institutions, administrators cited the positive contributions of internationalization 

to the global and local public good, and workforce and economic development. 

Meanwhile, staff members and students were more critical of the influence of market-

driven rationales, such as profitability and competition, on the institutional 

conceptualizations of internationalization. In summary, while both institutions 

conceptualized internationalization similarly, there were key differences and 

disagreements between participant groups within each institution, particularly 

between administrators, students and staff members, about the influence of public 

good- and market-driven considerations on those conceptualizations.  

Leadership in Internationalization  

A main finding that emerged in my study related to internationalization-focused 

leadership within the university. First, at both institutions, the support and leadership 

of senior administrators, particularly presidents and provosts, were cited as especially 

critical to the advancement and institutionalization of campus-wide 

internationalization strategies. Secondly, participants at both institutions noted that in 
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many cases, new internationalization strategies were initiated and launched by faculty 

members. In fact, several transnational initiatives and global knowledge production 

linkages were borne of faculty entrepreneurship and leadership. Therefore, faculty 

entrepreneurship and leadership were equally important to successful institutional 

internationalization.  

Despite the important contributions of strong leadership, whether administrative 

or faculty, to creating a supportive climate and outcomes in institutional 

internationalization, several participants at both Public and Private University 

described tensions arising from the lack of support for internationalization among 

mid-level leadership and within academic units. At Public University, participants 

discussed two sources of tension: (1) opposition to faculty entrepreneurial strategies 

by organizational leaders, particularly in the early stages of an international initiative, 

and (2) resistance of mid-level leadership to institution-wide, top-down initiatives, 

especially in the implementation of internationalization strategies. At both Public and 

Private University, faculty also discussed the lack of institutional incentives in tenure 

and promotion as a barrier and challenge to faculty engagement and leadership in 

internationalization. Importantly, these findings contribute new understandings on the 

role of faculty entrepreneurship and leadership in internationalization. 

Rationales Shaping Internationalization 

This study has also focused on the rationales shaping institutional 

internationalization strategies. My findings revealed four main rationales: market-

driven, applied research, community engagement, and critical perspectives (Table 7). 

In the study, I expected that institutional pressures resulting from diminishing state 
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appropriations in public funding would contribute to a greater focus on a market-

driven rationality in internationalization at Public University, particularly since the 

University sets tuition differentials for out-of-state and international students, as well 

as keeps the proportion of the revenue from international students’ tuition. But in fact, 

I found that market-driven rationales in internationalization are salient at both 

institutions. Revenue generation, profitability and a focus on international emerging 

markets were key drivers for institutional internationalization activities and initiatives 

at both institutions in the areas of international student recruitment; transnational 

program delivery; bridge and pathway programs; and global partnerships. For 

example, the overwhelming majority of Public University’s and Private University’s 

international recruitment, bridge programs and global partnerships are in China, 

including partnerships with Chinese governmental subsidiaries, high schools, colleges 

and universities, and businesses.  

Furthermore, both institutions have partnered with two internationally renowned 

for-profit pathway programs that specialize exclusively in recruiting international 

students from China. Faculty and administrators at both institutions observed that a 

revenue-generation focus has contributed to an uncritical institutional assumption that 

all Chinese-related partnerships are income generative. Internationalization strategies 

focused on China and other emerging markets highly prized for their revenue 

generation potential were hyper-visible and garnered more support from university 

leadership.  

This market-driven rationality at both institutions has also resulted in negative 

consequences for access, equity and equal opportunity, such as the narrowing of 
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academic diversity, the displacement of ESL support for historically underrepresented 

students in U.S. higher education, and the lack of racial and class diversity among 

pathway and bridge international students. These challenges were identified as 

especially problematic by some participants of this study because of the contradiction 

to the logic and espoused institutional commitment to the public good.  

Notwithstanding a market-driven rationale in internationalization strategies at 

both institutions, participants also noted the prevalence of public good-driven 

rationales and outcomes in internationalization, including applied research and 

community engagement. An analysis of the strategic agenda and participant 

interviews at both institutions revealed an international applied research focus on 

global public goods, including solving societal issues, cultivating democratic research 

partnerships, and supporting international service learning.  

Similarly, several participants discussed community engagement as an 

institutional driver in internationalization strategies. For example, students ascribed 

their personal engagement and transformational global experiential learning to an 

institutional focus on community engagement.  Specifically, students noted that their 

engagement in internationalization activities and programs was shaped by personal 

interests in global issues, cultural curiosity, and heritage affinity as well as an interest 

to engage in a unique educational experience. In fact, very few students had taken any 

courses related to international topics, and none attributed those courses to their 

academic and personal interests in internationalization. 

The fourth and final rationale in internationalization cited by participants at both 

institutions related to emerging critical approaches. Concerned with the 
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Americanization and colonizing impacts of prevalent internationalization engagement 

approaches, several faculty and administrators described new institutional 

considerations of anticolonial, postcolonial, decolonial and social justice-oriented 

approaches to internationalization. Specifically, faculty described critical approaches 

in pedagogical, curricular and research paradigms, while administrators considered 

the positive impact of critical approaches towards more culturally relevant 

educational program delivery, social inclusion, equal opportunity, as well as 

community-based democratic partnerships, both domestically and transnationally. 

Process of Internationalization 

My study also revealed important findings related to the process of 

internationalization. Several participants described the process of internationalization 

as intentionally informed by the institutional strategic agenda, while others noted that 

it was ad hoc and sporadic. At both institutions, several administrators, working in 

offices that ranged from admissions and recruitment to international partnership 

development, collectively suggested that some key internationalization strategies in 

the areas of global recruitment and international university partnerships were driven 

by personal connections, spontaneous opportunities and preexisting professional 

networks of individual faculty and staff, rather than specific strategic or 

implementation plan goals and benchmarks.  In addition, at Private University, the 

director of international partnerships noted that there was little overlap and 

coordination between undergraduate study abroad and international exchange MOUs 

with offshore transnational education programming. 
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Consequently, the lack of coordination between internationalization strategies “at 

home” versus “abroad” in the areas of study abroad and exchange, and the lack of 

support for faculty engagement in internationalization within academic units have 

contributed to ad-hoc processes of internationalization at both institutions, and 

tensions between institutional internationalization strategies and various 

organizational units within the universities. 

Outcomes  

Several participants identified outcomes that demonstrate how institutional 

rationales and strategies have significant impact on students and faculty engaged in 

institutional internationalization activities. Those outcomes are represented within 

two broad categories: conflictual coexistence and complementary coexistence. While 

these outcomes are not inevitable in internationalization, they nonetheless present 

important implications for understanding the impact of market-and public good-

driven rationales on institutional internationalization organizationally. The first 

dimension, conflictual coexistence, describes the dominance of market-driven 

rationales in internationalization which present several negative consequences and 

risks to the public good, including the growth of full-fee-paying international 

students, the expansion of for-profit bridge and pathway partnerships, and a growing 

focus on emerging international markets in admissions, recruitment and enrollment.  

Even though several findings demonstrated the conflictual dimensions and 

tensions emerging from market-driven outcomes in institutional internationalization 

strategies, there was counterevidence indicating several positive outcomes resulting 

from this site of intersection. I describe this second dimension as complementary 
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coexistence. This countervailing perspective points to the convergence of both 

market- and the public good-driven rationales in internationalization, resulting in 

public good outcomes, including critical transnational pedagogies, democratic global 

partnerships, new forms of institutional collaboration and cooperation, and 

multisector partnerships that provide more affordable and high-quality global 

opportunities for all students.  

An Overview of Existing Theoretical Perspectives in the Study of 

Internationalization in Higher Education 

Numerous studies have examined the growing emphasis on internationalization in 

higher education (Davies, 1992; Ellingboe, 1998; Knight, 2004, 2008; Olson, 2005; 

Raby, 2007). Among this rich body of scholarship, Knight (2004, 2008) 

conceptualized internationalization as a range of strategic and operational institutional 

processes and choices, embedded in diverse and complex values, organized towards 

the purpose, function and delivery of higher education. Knight’s (2004, 2008) 

definitional engagement is distinctive for its focus on organizational behavior, culture 

and values, rather than a mere typological classification of those activities and 

functions (Edelstein & Douglass, 2012). Yet, few studies besides Knight’s (2015), 

provide empirical and analytical evidence of how these values work together to shape 

and inform university internationalization processes. Further, no study to date has 

focused on theorizing how institutional characteristics (private vs. private) and values 

(the public good vs. marketization) may be related to internationalization rationales 

and strategic choices, and how the intersection of these strategies and values shapes 

approaches to internationalization. For the purposes of this study, I draw upon 
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Knight’s (2004, 2008) definition to discuss the implied and explicit ways institutions’ 

typologies (public vs. private), values and leadership ethos shape its 

internationalization rationales and strategies.  

I use the public good theoretical construct to frame and interrogate the values, 

rationales and strategic choices of U.S. higher education institutional engagement in 

internationalization. For this study, the public good refers to the accrued benefits of a 

postsecondary educational system’s educational activities in teaching, research, and 

service to advancing the social charter as well as local, national, and global public 

wellbeing (Couturier, 2005; Samuelson, 1954).  In my analysis, I also considered 

global public goods theory, which advances a focus on the global and transnational 

dimensions of higher education institutions as well as a social justice focus on global 

equity, both important contributions to our contemporary understanding of 

internationalization (Marginson, 2007; Menashy, 2009). 

Previous studies have elucidated that the public good informs a focus on public 

good-driven values and rationales in internationalization, including a focus on process 

and pedagogy, multicultural and global perspectives in teaching and learning, 

internationalization of the curriculum, global collaboration, and the social goods 

aspect of internationalization (Absalom & Vadura, 2006; Foskett, 2010; Marginson, 

2012; Rumbley et al., 2012). Noting the increasingly blurred dimensions between 

public and private higher education as well as the role of private higher education 

institutions in providing the public good (Marginson, 2007; Menashy, 2009), this 

study also extended the theorization of the public good in internationalization to 

examine both public and private higher education institutions. 
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In this study’s context, my findings demonstrated that both Public and Private 

University focused on the public good in their institutional mission and values 

statements, and conceptualizations of internationalization. In my analysis of 

institutional strategic documents and participant interviews, both institutions 

emphasized “the public good” and “global social goods” as important strategic values 

in addition to related constructs of experiential learning, internationalization of the 

curriculum, global citizenship, cross-cultural understanding and competencies, and 

global diversity (Table 7). These findings supported existing literature, but also 

advanced Marginson’s (2007) and Menashy’s (2009) claims that both public and 

private institutions provide public goods. Significantly, while my findings on the 

conceptualization of internationalization were most similar between institutional 

typologies (Public versus Private University), demonstrating remarkably little 

difference between public and private institutions, they also pointed to a divergence 

between participant groups, namely administrators versus staff and students. At both 

institutions, administrators suggested there was a more public-good driven focus in 

internationalization, while staff and students countered that there was a more market-

driven focus in institutional internationalization strategies. In other words, my 

findings demonstrated the coexistence of both public good- and market-driven values, 

rationales and strategies in institutional internationalization.  

To further explore the growing focus on internationalization in U.S. higher 

education and complicate the coexistence of the public good- and market-driven 

rationales, the theory of academic capitalism provided an important analytical 

framework in this study. Originally developed by Slaughter and Leslie (1997) and 



 236 

expanded upon by Slaughter and Rhoades (2004), academic capitalism theorized the 

engagement of higher education institutions in market and market-like behavior by 

examining the regime of behaviors and policies in research, educational delivery, and 

service functions. Essentially, the theory advanced that a focus on revenue generation 

and consumerism has displaced the influence of the public good in higher educational 

processes and activities as well as blurred the boundaries between the non-profit and 

for-profit orientation of colleges and universities in the U.S.  While Slaughter and 

Rhoades (2004) posited that there are potential sites where academic capitalism and 

the public good overlap, intersect, and co-exist, they unfortunately provided little 

explanation on this important phenomenon.  

Building upon the theory of academic capitalism, Mars and Rhoades (2012) and 

Szelényi and Bresonis (2014) constituted two of the few studies that critically 

examined the intersections between the public good and academic capitalism in 

higher education. Both studies investigated how students and/or faculty in STEM 

negotiated tensions between academic capitalism and the public good in higher 

education (Mars & Rhoades, 2012; Szelényi & Bresonis, 2014). Szelényi and 

Bresonis (2014) advanced a conceptual framework of complementary (convergence) 

and oppositional (contradictory) rationales to theorize the dualism of academic 

capitalism and the public good as well as highlight the ways in which institutional 

actors negotiate the intersections in this new frontier in higher education. Their study 

extended the theory of academic capitalism by highlighting and complicating the 

nuanced interactions in the theoretical interstice, or ‘middle’ space, between academic 

capitalism and the public good (Szelényi & Bresonis, 2014). However, no studies 
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have examined internationalization as a site of academic capitalism, or the 

implications of the intersection of the public good and marketization in this important 

and growing area of U.S. higher education. 

In my findings, several participants indicated that market- and public good-driven 

rationales intersect in both contested and beneficial ways to shape internationalization 

strategies at both Public University and Private University. Participants also described 

the sites of intersection in internationalization as tense and contentious realities 

constituting a “difficult balancing act” between competitive marketization in higher 

education and public good values. In particular, four rationales emerged from my 

findings at both institutions: market-driven, applied research, community engagement 

and critical internationalization.  

Significantly, an equally large number of participants described 

internationalization processes, strategies and activities at their institutions as “blended 

strategies” that sought to balance a focus on revenue generation while advancing the 

global and local public good priorities of the institution. The areas of complementary 

coexistence included critical transnational pedagogies, the democratization of 

internationalization processes, multisector partnerships, and new opportunities for 

cooperation and collaboration. Even though several participants described the 

intersection of academic capitalism and the public good in institutional 

internationalization strategies as complementary coexistence, other participants 

discussed the conflictual coexistence, tensions, risks and negative consequences that 

often arise as institutions prioritize market-driven strategies in internationalization.  
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In fact, the risks and negative consequences identified by study participants at 

both institutions included a risk to access, equity and equal opportunity for 

traditionally underrepresented students; the narrowing of academic diversity; the 

displacement of ESL support for historically underrepresented students; and, the lack 

of racial and socioeconomic diversity among pathway and bridge international 

students. In addition, institutional climates of exclusion contributed to the 

stereotyping of international students as underqualified, underprepared and 

underperforming, further compounding international students’ sense of isolation and 

the prevalence of international student ethnic enclaves as safe spaces from those 

microaggressions. Further, there were tensions related to the fast-growing population 

of full-fee-paying international students on the campuses, the expansion of for-profit 

bridge and pathway partnerships, and a growing focus on emerging international 

markets in admissions, recruitment and enrollment. In addition, the lack of support 

from mid-level leaders and organizational units presented challenges to the 

institutionalization of internationalization strategies. These risks, tensions and 

consequences were further compounded by the lack of evaluation and assessment, 

and absence of clear benchmarks of internationalization goals, including those 

strategic goals identified by both institutions as key institutional priorities.  

Drawing on theories of academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004), 

complementary and oppositional rationales in academic capitalism (Szelényi & 

Bresonis, 2014), and social and eco-entrepreneurialism in academic capitalism (Mars 

& Rhoades, 2012), this study demonstrates that internationalization represents an 

increasingly important site of intersection between academic capitalism and the 
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public good in U.S. higher education. Yet, few studies have examined the 

transnationalization of academic capitalism in U.S. higher education (Kauppinen, 

2015; Kauppinen & Cantwell, 2014). The absence of critical considerations of 

internationalization within the frameworks of academic capitalism and the public 

good presents an understudied area of scholarship in higher education. In the next 

section, I outline and advance a conceptual theory of intersectional 

internationalization, which redresses this scholarly dearth.  

Intersectional internationalization, or the process referring to the 

internationalization of institutions of higher education at the intersection of the public 

good and academic capitalism, has three defining dimensions. The first dimension of 

intersectional internationalization challenges the understanding of internationalization 

as neutral by highlighting the positive, negative and contested rationales, processes 

and consequences associated with internationalization. The second important 

dimension of intersectional internationalization highlights internationalization as an 

ongoing process of overlapping complementary and conflictual activities and 

strategies between market- and public good-driven strategies. Third, intersectional 

internationalization involves understanding how global and comparative perspectives 

inform institutional approaches to teaching, learning and service at home and abroad. 

The next section expands upon the theory of intersectional internationalization and 

considers the implications of this framework for understanding the challenges and 

tensions in higher education internationalization. 
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A Grounded Theory of Intersectional Internationalization 

Previous higher education studies have examined the influence of academic 

capitalism in U.S. higher education (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) as well as the 

oppositional and complementary outcomes that emerge from the intersection of the 

public good and academic capitalism (Szelényi & Bresonis, 2014), including public 

good-driven outcomes such as eco- and social entrepreneurship (Mars & Rhoades, 

2012).  While these scholars have advanced the theory of academic capitalism in 

higher education (Mars & Rhoades, 2012; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004; Szelényi & 

Bresonis, 2014), the theory of intersectional internationalization focuses on the 

growing yet undertheorized internationalization of U.S. higher education institutions. 

In fact, it is important to note that no studies to date have specifically theorized 

internationalization as a site of organizational intersection between academic 

capitalism and the public good. Furthermore, the theory of intersectional 

internationalization offers a more complex understanding of the sites of intersection 

between the public good and academic capitalism by revealing the tensions and 

outcomes at a private versus public higher education institution, and between local 

and global internationalization strategies.  

The theory of intersectional internationalization focuses on the strategic and 

processual nature of internationalization, and establishes internationalization as a site 

wherein marketization and the public good act as mutually constitutive rationales that 

coexist in both complementary and conflictual manners. Indeed, an examination of 

internationalization as a site of academic capitalism has the potential to complicate 

the nationalistic assumptions of who is the “public” and what societal “goods” are 
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produced due to the transnationalization of U.S. higher education, as well as extend 

the critical bounds of the academic capitalism theoretical framework by interrogating 

the growing tensions in access and equity. The theory of intersectional 

internationalization highlights the ways in which internationalization as a site of 

intersection between market- and public good-rationales is shaped by institutional 

strategies, which I describe as conflictual coexistence and complementary 

coexistence, within tense and contested organizational conditions. Figure 5 depicts 

the three important dimensions of the theory of intersectional internationalization: 

conflictual coexistence, complementary coexistence, and conditional tension and 

contestation, which are further explained in the following sections. 

Figure 5. Theory of Intersectional Internationalization 
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Conditional Tension and Contestation 

The tense conditions and contested nature that marked the intersection of market- 

and public good-driven rationales in internationalization strategies at both Public and 

Private University were contingent findings in my study. This section contributes to 

the emerging theoretical construct of intersectional internationalization by helping to 

shape new paradigmatic understandings of the conditional tensions and contestations 

that inform coexisting academic capitalist and the public good-related 

internationalization strategies.  

Characterized by the blurred boundaries between the public and private, local and 

global, and between market-driven and critically transformative public good-related 

approaches in internationalization, several participants pointed to tension and 

contestation that arise from the strategic and leadership ambivalence. For example, 

there was opposition from some mid-level leaders and organizational units to senior 

leaders’ institutional internationalization strategies and goals, asking: What kind of 

internationalization agenda is being constructed? By and for whom? What is the 

relationship between the universities’ internationalization priorities and the public 

good mission of the institutions? They called attention to the tensions arising from an 

institutional focus on academic capitalistic activities, such as expanding admissions 

for full-fee-paying international students and for-profit bridge and pathway 

partnerships, with a concomitant focus on public good-related goals, such as 

international transnational research partnerships and global citizenship. Several 

faculty and mid-level administrators at both institutions noted that these ad hoc, 

ambivalent and sometimes, contradictory trends, contribute to tension and 
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contestation between strategies and organizational units, and give rise to the 

conflictual coexistence of market-driven and public good-shaped strategies.  

Conflictual Coexistence  

Conflictual coexistence in internationalization strategies can be characterized as 

efforts that (1) reflect inherent contradictions in internationalization strategies and 

activities when academic capitalism presents a clear threat to an institution’s public 

good mission, and (2) perpetuate inequalities in access and student outcomes (Table 

7). In my findings, conflictual coexistence is typified by an internationalization 

strategic focus on expanding for-profit bridge international recruitment partnerships, 

which target full-fee-paying international students in need of academic remediation 

support, while simultaneously pursuing more selective standards of excellence in 

admissions of in-state and out-of-state students. This finding magnifies the conflictual 

coexistence inherent in institutional strategies that seek to expand educational access 

for international bridge students, while simultaneously dismantling admission policies 

that center equal opportunity and access for historically underrepresented students. 

Another element of conflictual coexistence is the focus on international student 

recruitment from a few select countries, namely China, India, Brazil, and South 

Korea. In this study, both institutions were focused on recruiting international 

students from the same emerging economic markets, rather than a focus on attracting 

a diverse population of students from various countries, regardless of their 

socioeconomic status. This market-driven strategy pays little attention to the 

institutions’ own goals of student body diversity, while also limiting the long-term 

sustainability of their enrollment strategy.  
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Conflictual coexistence has implications for compounding inequitable and 

unequal access for less privileged international students and local immigrant students; 

creating institutional cultures and climates that are exclusive and isolate and alienate 

international students; and, risk the perpetuation of negative stereotypes about 

international students. In addition, negative consequences and tensions arising from 

the coexistence of market- and public good-driven internationalization strategies can 

threaten the benefits and positive outcomes of internationalization. The risks and 

negative consequences identified by study participants at both institutions included a 

risk to access, equity and equal opportunity for traditionally underrepresented 

students; the narrowing of academic diversity; the displacement of ESL support for 

historically underrepresented students; and, lack of evaluation and assessment. Lastly, 

institutional climates of exclusion contributed to the stereotyping of international 

students as underqualified, underprepared and underperforming, further compounding 

international students’ sense of isolation and the prevalence of international student 

ethnic enclaves as safe spaces from those microaggressions. The recognition of these 

risks and consequences in the conflictual coexistence of public good- and market-

driven internationalization strategies were widely espoused by participants from both 

institutions.  

Complementary Coexistence  

Although the conflictual coexistence of market- and public good-driven 

internationalization prevailed at both institutions, participants also acknowledged that 

the public good- and market-driven rationales coexisted in highly unconventional, 

non-normative and complementary ways. Characteristics of these complementary 
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strategies in internationalization include: (1) consistency and coherence in 

internationalization-related mission and activities and (2) the development of 

internationalization strategies and pedagogy that seek to render critical considerations 

of transnational contexts, global perspectives, and the multifaceted global and social 

identities of student. For example, participants at Public University emphasized that 

mutuality in revenue generation goals as well as public good- and student-focused 

outcomes and research were twin drivers for developing specific international 

institutional partnerships. Similarly, participants at Private University discussed the 

importance of co-integrating global diversity, access and equity values within the 

expansionary scope of for-profit pathway and bridge program partnerships. By so 

doing, Public and Private University participants believed that complementary 

strategies would help expand the availability, variety and affordability of existing 

institutional internationalization strategies in global education. The level of 

commitment to specific organizational and student outcomes, in addition to revenue 

generation and profitability, was critical in all complementary coexistence strategies. 

Similarly, participants at both institutions described a complementary coexistence 

in international partnerships with non-profit, for-profit, industry and governments 

based on a shared commitment to positive student outcomes as well as revenue 

generation, or profitability.  Specifically, faculty and administrators engaged in 

multisector and transnational partnerships, disrupting the status quo by de-centering 

the U.S.-centric context – in which U.S. higher education institutions and context are 

inherently dominant – by focusing on partners as agentic subjects with a different 

context and ability to engage in bidirectional ways. These complementary coexistence 



 246 

findings magnify the potential for critical perspectives, such as decolonial, anti-

colonial and postcolonial approaches in transnational curricular spaces and 

internationalization strategies.  

 The participants’ reflections on educational colonialism were reminiscent of 

Lazarus and Trahar’s (2015) discussion of cultural contestations and educational 

imperialism in transnational higher education. Lazarus and Trahar (2015) defined 

educational imperialism as the ethnocentrism of developing educational programming 

in one context and transferring it to another cultural context without regard for 

ethnorelativism. In terms of reconceptualizing pedagogy in transnational teaching and 

learning, Lazarus and Tahar (2015) theorized about third space pedagogy, which they 

described as the opportunity for educators to engage in teaching and learning in new 

cultural contexts while they interrogate their own values, beliefs, and positionality. 

Further, Blanco Ramírez (2013) advanced that a postcolonial approach can help to 

foster authentic and non-essentialist cultural engagement with the other. As Smith 

(2009 p. 112) wrote, 

Working transnationally is not just about working with international students. 

Transnational teaching challenges academic roles and identities at every level. 

Transnational teachers are expected to work in environments, climates and 

classrooms, which are culturally very different to their own. Assumptions about 

university education are shaken and many teachers find themselves having to 

return to and question the very fundamentals of their teaching, learning and 

assessment practices.  
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Collectively, the perspectives of Blanco Ramírez (2013), Lazarus and Trahar 

(2015) and Smith (2009) on decolonizing transnational teaching and learning 

generates important implications for inclusive transnational pedagogies and other 

critical internationalization strategies and policies.  

Implications 

The contested and intersectional nature of academic capitalism and the public 

good in internationalization has important implications for understanding the limits of 

academic capitalism as well as the negative unintended consequences of market-

driven strategies in internationalization, but also offers new possibilities for hybrid 

and emerging critical perspectives in higher education internationalization. This 

section focuses on the practice- and policy-related implications of the theory of 

intersectional internationalization for better understanding the role of academic 

capitalism and the public good in institutional internationalization strategies. 

Implications for Practice 

The emergent theory from this study may be useful to researchers and 

practitioners who not only want to understand what conceptualizations and rationales 

shape and inform prevailing internationalization strategies in U.S. higher education, 

but also consider internationalization models that may support more equitable 

processes, critical practices and promote student outcomes. This section presents 

recommendations participants in the study identified and/or engaged in to develop a 

social justice orientation and more equitable internationalization strategies at their 

own institutions. The recommendations for practice and policy fall into five main 

categories: (1) inclusive classrooms and integrated social spaces; (2) an integrated 
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first-year global seminar; (3) professional development for faculty; (4) the 

institutionalization of internationalization; and (5) a purposeful communication plan 

on international opportunities. Each recommendation is discussed below.  

Diversifying academic and social spaces. While both institutions boast a critical 

mass of international students, almost all administrators, faculty and students 

described the segregated and stratified classrooms and social spaces, including 

housing, on campus. Not only are there few diverse and integrated spaces, but also 

among international students, many live and study in ethnic enclaves that mimic 

educational institutions in their home countries. Some interview participants proposed 

global living-learning communities for highly engaged student leaders. 

Integrated first-year global seminar. Some participants observed that first-year 

seminars, and freshman and international student orientations are commonplace at 

most institutions. They recommended a first-year global seminar, integrating both 

international and domestic first-year students, which has the potential to introduce 

incoming students to the intentionally global and diverse communities at each 

institution. Additionally, a freshman global seminar can provide students with an 

intentional cross-cultural opportunity to engage in the classroom and dismantle some 

of the interpersonal challenges and tensions inherent in integration and acculturation.  

Faculty global workshops. Several participants recommended more intentional 

opportunities for faculty development in the areas of curriculum internationalization, 

global awareness and transnational seminars. More professional development 

opportunities for faculty would not only engage faculty in institutional efforts in 

internationalization, but would also ensure that faculty entrepreneurship is more 
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intentional and sustainable. Finally, faculty global workshops would help support the 

diffusion of the culture of internationalization across academic units, and potentially 

foster more cooperation and collaboration between organizational units. 

Institutional internationalization plan. Although the values and rationales for 

institutional internationalization were discussed in institutional strategic plans, neither 

the vision, goals and objectives nor methods for evaluation and assessment of 

internationalization were articulated. Consequently, several internationalization 

activities were ad hoc and sporadic, and there was little collaboration and 

coordination between departmental units. An institutional internationalization plan, 

including an evaluation and assessment methodology, would allow institutions 

engaged in internationalization to evaluate the convergence and contradictions 

between their institutional internationalization priorities and other strategic priorities; 

establish an intentional and transparent internationalization plan; and communicate 

the importance and institutional vision for successful internationalization to all 

institutional actors and partners. 

Better communication about global opportunities. Student participants 

recommended improved communication about the availability of global 

opportunities. This recommendation was supported by my research findings wherein 

most students identified finding out about global opportunities by happenstance, or 

informally through word of mouth from faculty and peers. In addition to poor 

advertisement and marketing of international opportunities, students at both 

institutions also noted the communication challenges with their home institution when 

they are abroad. Several students noted that it was particularly cumbersome to obtain 
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vital logistical information from the study abroad offices as well as sustain 

communication with important administrative officers, particularly in the bursar and 

registrar’s offices, when overseas. 

Implications for Policy 

In terms of implications for policy, this study informs policy frameworks related 

to internationalization in U.S. higher education. Marginson (2005) described 

internationalization rationales and strategies as a set of policy choices and decisions 

made by various institutional actors. Furthermore, he added that the private and 

public good “character of education is not natural, but a social and policy choice” 

(Marginson, 2005, para. 14). This understanding of institutional internationalization 

strategies and rationales as a set of policy frameworks allows us to explore 

unconventional and non-normative methods that challenge prevailing market-driven 

approaches and negative consequences in internationalization policy choices to 

produce more intentional public good-related educational outcomes through 

intersectional internationalization strategies. 

This research project demonstrated that critical policy analysis focused on access, 

equity and equal opportunity has had less influence on institutions’ 

internationalization strategies and processes compared to market-driven strategies. 

Yet, the area of critical policy studies in internationalization has the potential to shape 

and inform institutional practices and initiatives. For example, the implications of 

emerging critical perspectives in internationalization rationales (e.g., decolonial, 

postcolonial, anticolonial and social justice rationales) and strategies (e.g., critical 

transnational pedagogies) for the centrality of the public good in the 
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transnationalization of U.S. higher education as well as its impact on the experiences 

and outcomes of traditionally underrepresented students and international students 

cannot be overstated. U.S. higher education leaders and decision-makers should be 

aware of these emerging critical perspectives for advancing intersectional 

internationalization strategies.   

Conclusion 

While extant scholarship has examined the rise of commercialization, 

privatization and marketization in higher education (Altbach, 2012; Deem, 2001; 

Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 1997; Samuelson, 1954; Santos, 2006; Schugurensky, 

2006; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004; Szelényi and Bresonis, 

2014), and numerous studies have investigated the changing social charter and the 

public good of higher education (Green et al., 2010; Kaul et al., 1999; Mars & 

Rhoades, 2012; Marginson, 2005, 2007, 2012; Menashy, 2009), more recent studies 

have examined the implication of these rationales in the internationalization of U.S. 

higher education (Altbach, 2012a; Beck, 2012; Enders & Fulton, 2002; Knight, 2004; 

Marginson, 2011, 2012; Meek, 2002; Moffatt, 2003; Redden, 2010). Yet, no studies 

have investigated internationalization as a site of intersection between academic 

capitalism and the public good in U.S. higher education.  

To address this gap in the literature, this study examined the rationales, strategies 

and outcomes from a growing focus on internationalization as a key institutional 

strategic focus at a public and private U.S. higher education institution. 

Internationalization is an important part of Public and Private Universities’ 

institutional strategic policies. Furthermore, administrators, faculty and staff at both 
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public and private universities have been responding to the globalization of the 

university with urgency and creativity using market- and public good-driven 

rationales, including market-driven, applied research, community engagement and 

emerging critical perspectives in internationalization. Several participants described 

the critical role of strong university leadership and faculty entrepreneurial leadership 

in campus internationalization, while a salient finding from the research revealed 

institutional strategies at both institutions in a variety of ways, including intentional, 

ad hoc and opportunistic internationalization.  

 This study also highlighted the conflictual and complementary coexistence of 

market- and public good-driven rationales in internationalization processes; identified 

several tense and contested conditions arising from a market-driven focus in 

internationalization; and revealed the emergence of critical perspectives in 

institutional strategies in internationalization. Congruent with existing scholarship on 

internationalization strategies in U.S. higher education, senior leadership, 

administrators, staff, faculty, and students participants interviewed at both institutions 

believed their institution’s approaches to internationalization are shaped by the 

conflictual coexistence and complementary coexistence of market- and public good-

driven strategies. Consequently, the grounded theory of intersectional 

internationalization, which emerged from these findings, advances the 

conceptualization of conflictual and complementary coexistence as a framework for 

bridging new understandings of the underexplored organizational middle space 

between academic capitalism and the public good in higher education.  
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Even though a market-driven rationale was cited as a significant institutional 

consideration in internationalization strategies, a finding also supported by my 

document analysis, several participants described their institution’s international 

engagement as a convergence of the public good- and market-driven motivations in 

the areas of critical transnational pedagogies, democratization of internationalization, 

multisector partnerships, and cooperation and collaboration. This finding offers a 

divergent perspective from dominant scholarship on internationalization (Altbach, 

2012a; Beck, 2012; Enders & Fulton, 2002; Knight, 2004; Marginson, 2011, 2012; 

Meek, 2002; Moffatt, 2003; Redden, 2010), which advanced that higher education 

institution’s engagement predominantly market-driven.  

A core insight of an intersectional analytical framework is that there are twin 

impulses that animate institutional strategies: the public good and market-driven 

rationales. Specifically, the theory of intersectional internationalization has the 

potential to shed light on major ongoing debates in the field: the legitimate scope of 

entrepreneurialism within the university, the balance between the public good and 

marketization, and the emergence of critical transnational approaches. More 

importantly, an intersectional framework focused on the twin impulses of the public 

good and marketization offers an interventionist, rather than merely theoretical, 

approach for vigorously addressing the negative determinants and impact of 

prevailing market-driven internationalization strategies. An intersectional approach 

shows how U.S. higher education institutions focused on social justice goals and the 

public good can promote institutional strategies and policy imperatives, such as 

improving access and inclusion for domestic and international students, supporting 
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faculty engagement in critical pedagogies, and addressing the socioeconomic 

disparities and barriers to international educational opportunities with an eye on the 

needs of the most vulnerable students. Intersectional internationalization approaches, 

therefore, are critical to social justice in higher education. 

With the resurgence in global populism and the neo-nationalist political 

movements, fueled in large part by the frustrations of those left behind by 

globalization, U.S. higher education institutions need to critically interrogate 

institutional policies, practices, and strategies that further exacerbate these 

inequalities. Intersectional internationalization approaches focused on advancing 

more public good outcomes and addressing these urgent inequalities have the 

potential to counterbalance these populist policy directives. Universities who ignore 

this imperative for an intersectional internationalization approach do so at their peril 

in the face of a growing populist backlash that perceives universities as increasingly 

globalized, unequal spaces. 

Directions for Future Research 

The focus of this study was to better understand how market- and public good-

driven rationales and strategies inform the internationalization strategies of public and 

private U.S. higher education institutions through the experiences of administrators, 

staff, faculty, and students. The findings, however, raise several considerations for 

future research. While a variety of administrators, staff, faculty and undergraduate 

students were invited to participate in the study, the institutional sample size may not 

be representative of U.S. higher education institutions. The transferability of the study 

findings could be further strengthened by surveying more institutions to gain a more 
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comprehensive understanding of the issues suggested by the institutions in this study. 

Thus, a worthwhile direction for future research would be a case study approach to 

explore the internationalization strategies and approaches at other public and private 

institutions, including a wider range of institutional types such as liberal arts colleges, 

master’s institutions, and community colleges. 

In this study, participants and institutional data comprised primarily of “at home” 

internationalization strategies. An examination of the perspective of transnational 

partners, including an exploration of internationalization strategies “abroad” from 

non-Western perspectives, would contribute significantly to the emerging area of 

scholarship on critical higher education studies and research on internationalization. 

This future direction of scholarship should examine the conceptualization of 

intersectional internationalization from a non-Western perspective. 
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APPENDIX A 

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

Senior Administrators  

(e.g., Provost, VPs, Chief Academic Officer, Deans) 

 

1) Tell me a little about yourself and your role at the university.  

a) What specific responsibilities do you have for fostering and encouraging 

internationalization on campus (e.g., assessment, benchmarking goals, 

evaluating faculty or student participation, developing new partnerships, cross 

divisional collaboration)? 

 

2) Please describe the governance and leadership structures that support institutional 

internationalization on your campus.  

a) Who sets the direction and has primary responsibility for the 

internationalization strategy of the institution? 

b) Has your institution formally assessed the value of international education 

efforts in the past five years?  

 

3) Your mission statement mentions the institutional commitment to global learning, 

and your strategic plan discusses the institution’s prioritization of global 

engagement. In your own words, please reflect on the core values that drive 

current institutional internationalization initiatives.  

a) Give me an example of an international program or activity that best 

articulates those values. 

b) What value do you see in internationalization?  

4) Serving the public good and fulfilling social needs seems to also be a focus of the 

institutional mission, vision and strategic priorities.  

a) Please describe some of the practical implications of this commitment.  

5) In what ways has internationalization contributed to your institution’s ability to 

fulfill its mission to serve the public? In what ways do these values 

(internationalization and the public good) contradict? 

a) If I were an international undergraduate student considering applying to your 

institution, describe what my experience as a student at a (private)/(public) 

research university might be like. 

 

6) How did internationalization as a key institutional strategic priority come about?  

a) To what extent and in what capacity were you involved in the process? 

b) Can you tell me about the last time you were involved in a university 
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internationalization initiative beginning with how the initiative was 

conceptualized? 

7) What are some of the reasons you think your institution is placing an importance 

on internationalization?  

a) How influential is competitiveness with other higher education institutions? 

b) How influential is establishing collaborative links with the private sector 

domestically and internationally? 

c) In what ways has internationalization generated revenue for your institution? 

How important do you see that function of internationalization? 

 

8) How has internationalization shaped the culture of entrepreneurship at your 

university?  

a) Are there strategies to increase revenues through internationalization 

initiatives, activities and programs on campus or abroad? 

 

9) What does success look like in the future when the university reaches its 

internationalization strategic goals? 

a) What specific strategies and achievements would allow the university to reach 

that vision? 

 

10) Do you have other thoughts or suggestions that you would like to share to help me 

better understand internationalization at your institution? 

 

 

Global or international programs directors and coordinators 

 

 

1) Please tell me a little about yourself and your role at the university.  

a) What specific responsibilities do you have for fostering and encouraging 

internationalization on campus (e.g., assessment, benchmarking goals, 

evaluating faculty or student participation, developing new partnerships, cross 

divisional collaboration)? 

 

2) Your institutional mission statement mentions the university’s commitment to 

global learning, and your institutional strategic plan discusses the institution’s 

prioritization of global engagement. What are some of the reasons you think your 

institution is placing an importance on internationalization?  

a) How influential is competitiveness with other higher education institutions? 

b) How influential is establishing collaborative links with the private sector 

domestically and internationally? 

c) In what ways has internationalization generated revenue for your institution? 

How important do you see that function of internationalization? 

 

3) Please give me some examples of specific goals, programs or partnerships that 

emerged/come about specifically in response to the articulation of 
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internationalization in the institutional strategic focus. What was your role in this 

process? 

4) Serving the public good and fulfilling social needs seems to also be a focus of the 

institutional mission, vision and strategic priorities. In what ways has 

internationalization contributed to your institution’s ability to fulfill its mission to 

serve the public? In what ways do these values contradict? 

5) If I were an international undergraduate student at your institution, describe what 

my experience as a student at a (private)/(public) research university might be 

like. 

 

6) Tell me about the trends on your campus for student engagement in campus 

international programming and education abroad. 

a) How many domestic versus international students, and faculty participate?  

b) What do enrollment patterns reveal to you about who is engaged and who is 

not? 

7) Tell me about international student engagement and experiences on campus.  

a) What are some of the impact of their engagement on the curriculum, co-

curriculum, and cultural life on campus? 

b) What common trends do you see in the feedback you receive from 

international students about their experience? What has been of most benefit 

to them? What challenges them the most? 

c) Is there a strategy in place to increase the number of international students on 

campus?  

d) What obstacles might exist for the success of that strategy? 

 

8) How are faculty encouraged and supported to engage in international activities 

and programs?  

a. Do you offer workshops to faculty on how to internationalize their curricula?  

b. Do you offer opportunities for faculty to increase their foreign language skills?  

c. Do you recognize faculty specifically for international activity?  

d. To what extent do faculty members engage in collaborative research with 

faculty in other countries?  

 

9) In what ways could the institution improve or enhance its international goals? 

 

10) Do you have other thoughts or suggestions that you would like to share to help me 

better understand internationalization at your institution? 

 

Pathway programs 

 

1) Tell me a little about yourself and your role at pathway program.  
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a) What specific responsibilities are entailed in your position (e.g., recruitment, 

teaching, benchmarking goals, student transition, developing new 

partnerships, cross divisional collaboration)? 

 

2) Give me some examples of prevalent internationalization strategies pathway 

programs engage in when supporting U.S. universities advance their strategic 

priorities.  

a) From your perspective, is there a distinction between the services or strategies 

offered in the U.S. versus other countries you are engaged in? If so, what 

distinctions do you observe and why? 

b) What do the enrollment patterns in this program over time say to you about 

the future prospects of pathway programs in U.S. higher education? 

3) Tell me about how the partnership between your pathway program and the 

university came about beginning with the prospecting and negotiation. What was 

your role in this process? 

4) The university mission statement mentions a commitment to global learning, and 

the university strategic plan discusses the prioritization of global engagement. 

Why do you think this institution is placing an importance on 

internationalization?  

a) How influential is competitiveness with other higher education institutions? 

b) How influential is establishing collaborative links with the private sector 

domestically and internationally? 

c) How influential is entrepreneurship and the potential of revenue generation? 

How important do you see that function of internationalization? 

 

5) Tell me about the strategic goals and targets (e.g. in recruitment, enrollment, 

retention, teaching and learning, revenue generation, overseas presence or course 

delivery) of your partnership agreement with the university. 

a) Which of these goals have been the most successful and least successful? 

Why? 

b) What obstacles might exist to the success of these strategies? 

6) If I were an international student considering applying to your pathway program, 

describe what my experience as a student at a private versus a public research 

university might be like. 

a) How would you characterize the level of engagement of pathway students in 

campus life?  

b) What are some of the impact of their engagement on the curriculum, co-

curriculum, and cultural life on campus? 
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7) What common trends do you see in the feedback you receive from pathway 

students about what has been most beneficial to them in their experience? What 

challenges them the most? 

 

8) What are the trends in your program for pathway students taking international 

courses, majoring in a field with a global focus or becoming involved in 

international co-curriculum activities? 

 

9) Please give me an example of what has worked well and not so well in this 

pathway program-institution partnership. 

 

10) Do you have other thoughts or suggestions that you would like to share to help me 

better understand the role of your partnership in internationalizing the campus? 

 

Admissions Directors 

 

1) Tell me a little about yourself and the specific responsibilities entailed in your 

position (e.g., recruitment, enrollment, marketing)? 

2) Your institutional mission statement mentions the university’s commitment to 

global learning, and your institutional strategic plan discusses the institution’s 

prioritization of global engagement. What are some of the reasons you think your 

institution is placing an importance on internationalization?  

a) How influential is competitiveness with other higher education institutions? 

b) How influential is establishing collaborative links with the private sector 

domestically and internationally? 

c) In what ways has internationalization generated revenue for your institution? 

How important do you see that function of internationalization? 

 

3) Serving the public good and fulfilling social needs seems to also be a central 

focus of the institutional mission, vision and strategic priorities.  

a) If I were a state policy maker, what would you tell me about how admission 

contributes to your institution’s ability to fulfill its mission to serve the public. 

b) In what ways does internationalization support this mission? In what ways 

does it contradict? 

c) How has the function and role of admissions changed due to specifically to 

the articulation of internationalization in the institutional strategic focus? 

4) Tell me about the admissions office goals for international recruitment, 

admissions, enrollment and retention. 

a) How does that compare to competitor institutions? 

b) Which of these goals have been the most successful and least successful? 

Why? 

c) Is there a strategy in place to increase the number of international students on 

campus?  
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d) What obstacles might exist to the success of these strategies? 

 

5) If I were an international undergraduate student considering applying to your 

institution, describe what my experience as a student at a (private)/(public) 

research university might be like. 

 

6) What does the international student enrollment demographic patterns (e.g. 

nationality, race/ethnicity, socioeconomic, gender) at your institution over time 

reveal to you?  

 

7) What does the academic enrollment preferences of those enrolled international 

students reveal to you (e.g. course of study)? 

 

8) Has your institution formally assessed international admissions efforts in the past 

five years?  

 

9) What does success look like in the future when the admission reaches its 

internationalization strategic goals? 

 

a) What specific strategies and achievements would allow the university to reach 

that vision? 

 

10) Do you have other thoughts or suggestions that you would like to share to help me 

better understand the development, adoption and incorporation of 

internationalization as a core institutional strategic goal? 

 

 

International Student Advisors 

 

1. Tell me about your role and responsibilities as an international student 

advisor. 

a. What is an average advisor caseload? 

b. What other duties and roles do you have in addition to international 

student advising? 

 

2. What major programs, events and support services does your department offer 

for international students? (e.g. Orientation, first year experience, retention) 

 

3. The university mission statement mentions a commitment to global learning, 

and the university strategic plan discusses the prioritization of global 

engagement. Why do you think this institution is placing an importance on 

internationalization?  

 

4. In what ways, if any, has the growing international focus of your institution 

changed or led to the development of academic student support services, 

programs and activities for international students? 
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5. Tell me how your program defines international student advising. 

a. Is advising primarily student services centered, primarily academic, or 

some combination? 

b. Is advising performed once per term at a designated time devoted to 

planning and scheduling for the next semester, or do students receive a 

combination of one-on-one and group advising on curricular and non-

curricular topics? 

 

6. How many international students does your office currently support and what 

percentage of total enrolled international students is that?  

 

7. At your institution, what resources are committed to supporting the advising 

of international students? How does that compare to advising support services 

for domestic students? 

 

8. Tell me about common trends you observe in advising international students. 

 

a. What has been most beneficial to them in their academic experience?  

b. What challenges them the most? 

c. How has the advising and support needs of enrolled international 

students changed over the past five years (e.g. sending countries, field 

of study)?  In your opinion, what are some of the reasons for these 

changes? 

d. What are the trends in international students enrolling in international 

courses, majoring in a field with a global focus or becoming involved 

in international co-curriculum activities? 

 

9. What would you like to see the institution do or enhance the advising support 

for international students? 

a. What types of approaches would you like to see the senior 

administration implement? 

 

10. Do you have other thoughts or suggestions that you would like to share to help 

me better understand internationalization at your institution? 

 

Students 

 

1. Tell me about yourself and your background. 

a. What major are you in?  

b. What year are you in? 

c. What is your country of origin/nationality?  

 

2. Are you an international student? 

a. Have you ever used a third-party recruitment agency or 

participated in a pathway program? 
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b. What previous international educational experiences (outside your 

country of origin) have you had prior to matriculating to the 

University? 

c. To what extent did the private vs. public characteristics, its 

commitment to internationalization, and/or the public good mission 

of the institution impact your matriculation decision? 

 

3. Your institutional mission statement mentions the university’s commitment to 

global learning, and your institutional strategic plan discusses the institution’s 

prioritization of global engagement. What are some of the reasons you think 

your institution is placing an importance on internationalization?  

 

4. Tell me about any international or globally focused courses you have had.  

a. To what extent have your general-education requirement and/or 

major courses included international or global content, 

perspectives and different ways of knowing? 

b. As an international student, what influence do you feel you have in 

those learning contexts? Do you feel your multiculturalism is 

valued? 

5. Tell me about any co-curriculum international experiences you have had. 

a. Have you participated in an education abroad program? What was 

your destination?  

b. Please describe other types of international activities and programs 

you have engaged in. 

 

6. What motivated you to pursue those experiences? 

a. In what ways have you been encouraged to or discouraged from 

participating in international learning opportunities on campus? 

Outside the United States? 

b. Which specific international programs and activities have proved 

most helpful to you?  

c. How about ones that have not been helpful? Harmful? 

 

7. What impact did your involvement in these international academic and co-

curriculum learning opportunities have on you?  

 

8. What have been some highlights in your international experience as a student 

at the institution? What are some of the greatest challenges you have faced? 

 

9. In what ways can the institution improve or enhance its international goals, 

and its support for students interested in international topics as well as 

international students? 

 

10. Do you have other thoughts or suggestions that you would like to share to help 

me better understand how internationalization at this institution has shaped 

your experiences? 
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Faculty 

 

1) Tell me a little about yourself, your courses and research interests.  

2) Your institutional mission statement mentions the university’s commitment to 

global learning, and your institutional strategic plan discusses the institution’s 

prioritization of global engagement. What are some of the reasons you think your 

institution is placing an importance on internationalization?  

 

3) Serving the public good and fulfilling social needs seems to also be a focus of the 

institutional mission, vision and strategic priorities.  

a) In what ways has internationalization contributed to your institution’s ability 

to fulfill its mission to serve the public?  

b) In what ways do these values contradict? 

4) If I were an international undergraduate student considering applying to your 

institution, describe what my experience as a student at a (private)/(public) 

research university might be like. 

 

5) To what extent does the institution’s general-education requirement include 

international or global content, perspectives and different ways of knowing?  

 

6) Tell me about the internationalization of the curriculum and enrollment trends in 

your department for courses with an international or global focus.  

a) To what extent does your academic department promote the 

internationalization of their curriculum where appropriate?  

b) How has this trend changed over the past five years?  

c) Who has benefitted and who hasn’t from these changes? 

d) What do student enrollment patterns in your department reveal to you about 

student interest in global courses/majors?   

 

7) Tell me about the enrollment trends of international students in your department.  

a) How has this trend changed over the past five years? 

b) What impact do international students have on campus? 

c) What do these international student enrollment trends reveal to you about your 

school? 

 

8) Describe in what ways internationalization has influenced your scholarship, 

research and service values and priorities. 

 

9) How is faculty participation in international activities and programs encouraged 

and supported at your institution?  

a) Have you participated in faculty workshops on how to internationalize their 

curricula?  

b) Do you have opportunities to increase your foreign language skills?  
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c) Are faculty recognized specifically for international activity?  

d) To what extent do faculty members engage in collaborative research with 

faculty in other countries? 

  

10) Do you have any other thoughts you would like to share to help me better 

internationalization at your institution? 

 
 

  

  



 266 

 

APPENDIX B 

PRE-INTERVIEW DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE PROTOCOL 

Project: University Internationalization Strategies 

Date:  

Place: 

Interviewee (Pseudonym):   

 

1. What is your current title/position? 

 

2. Which department/division do you currently work in? 

 

3. How long (in years) have you been employed in the position above?  

 __ 0-3 years 

 __ 4-6 years 

 __ 7-10 years 

 __ 11-15 years 

 __ 16+ years 

 

4. How long (in years) have you been employed at institution? 

 __ 0-3 years 

 __ 4-6 years 

 __ 7-10 years 

 __ 11-15 years 

 __ 16+ years 

 

5. How do you identify your gender? 

 __ Male 

 __ Female 

 __ Transgender 

 __ Other 

 

6. How old are you? 

 __ 18-25 years old 

 __ 26-33 years old 

 __ 34-40 years old 

 __ 41-50 years old 

 __ 51-58 years old 

 __ over 59 years old 

  

7. What race or ethnicity do you consider yourself? 

 __White, Caucasian 

      __ European 
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