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ABSTRACT

INSTITUTIONAL STRATEGY IN A GLOBAL CONTEXT: THE LAND-GRANT
UNIVERSITY EXPERIENCE

By

Patricia Wotila Croom

Internationalization plays an increasingly important role in many uniiesrsit
today. Not only do institutions engage in efforts to inject an international component into
the curriculum and to expand study abroad, but also undertake more complex
partnerships and forms of cross-border education, in some cases with angmi§k.
The expanding scope of internationalization raises questions as to how such isitiative
within the institution’s mission and overall strategy. This qualitative casky sixamined
how a large, public, research-extensive, land-grant university framed véorous of
internationalization and who was involved in these decisions. This study also considered
how this institution approached the opportunity to open a branch campus relative to other
strategic international decisions.

Administrators at this university understood internationalization to be tengor
for a land-grant institution in today’s global world. Traditional forms of
internationalization, such as study abroad, tended to have more bottom-up participation,
whereas larger, cross-unit initiatives evidenced significant seniomr ol énvolvement.
The findings highlight the critical role of leadership in furthering aeiiatinternational
agenda. Ensuring sustainability of strategic international initiatiessalso important.
In addition, the study revealed the institution approached the opportunity to open an

international branch campus differently than many other initiatives, in a/nearl



confidential manner. Although the institution did not proceed with the international
branch campus, the institution’s approach to that opportunity raised questions about
whom leaders involve in such decisions and when.

The institution’s leadership emphasized creating a “global preseviieh many
understood to imply raising rankings and creating an international brand. This focus on
international image and ratings versus more traditional internationalizatiormpacity
building calls into question the tie of such efforts to institutional mission and the

implications for global higher education more generally.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Background and Context

In light of increasing globalization, higher education institutions are wotkivgrd
internationalizing their campuses and curricula. Altbach and Knight (2007) dédlvedigation
as “the economic, political, and societal forces pushifigc2htury higher education toward
greater international involvement” (p. 290). Thus, globalization is an externaliféhaencing
the environment in which the institution operates. Internationalization, on the other lated, re
to how the institution responds to globalization (Altbach, 2004), and involves choices (Altbach
& Knight, 2007). This study examined how an institution made such choices as it selected
specific internationalization strategies.

“Traditional internationalization” focuses on providing an institution’s students wit
international and intercultural perspectives through means such as study abreadacurr
enrichment, language study, and enrolling international students at the ostjAltbach &
Knight, 2007). Traditional internationalization thus relates primarily to studamihg
outcomes. In the last decades, traditional internationalization has becomsingtyeaommon
on university campuses, evidenced by the development of study abroad programsrentb eff
inject an international dimension into the curriculum. Toward the end of the last ¢entury
however, Knight (1994) identified internationalization as a “process of integraii
international and intercultural dimension into the teaching, research and senaterfs of the
institution” (p. 7). In this definition, internationalization aligns with the tradai three roles of
the university.

Indeed, internationalization now goes well beyond direct student impactbrais “

drain” moves toward “brain circulation” and the Internet allows ready sharitexib&nd images



digitally, faculty relationships and research often span countries and caosfiNamginson &
van der Wende, 2007). The internationalization of research brings more heads togather t
the world’s problems, which are increasingly global in nature to begin withctinthe Board on
Agriculture of the National Association of State Universities and Land Grahegés
(NASULGC, 1997) identifies the “Global University for the 21sth Century” as one invthe
academy “affirms and serves broad human needs in a new global environment in which
geographic, political, economic, intellectual, and cultural boundaries have dietdnis
significantly” (p. 6). These words suggest a humanitarian role for the agabeanworld
whose sustainability is challenged by climate change, depletion of resourcestipapriowth,
disease, and hunger, international research is indeed important (Simon, 2009). Stsch effor
focused on research and outreach, would still fall under Knight's 1994 definition of
internalization. .

Yet, not all types of international activity in higher education today fall yeat the
definitions of internationalization presented above. The global climate in highextieduc
creates an increasingly competitive environment among many institutiosgated by the
emergence of not just national, but international rankings (Institute for Highmration Policy,
2006). As competition among institutions increases, colleges and universities gftieghhi
their international presence as a distinguishing factor to prospective stodetheir web pages
(Carnegie Mellon University, 2009; George Mason University, 2009; New York Urtiersi
2009). One wonders whether the drive toward internationalization still concetnaditienal
goals of the institution, or whether other factors are at work. The growthnshttional
education is a prime example. Increasingly, institutions are expandingiopgcross borders

and markets in new ventures that may serve an entirely different populatior.tédaihing is a



part of core mission, transnational enterprises bring a new set of stakebwklsesas, raising
particular concern in the case of a public university (Chambers & Cummiagg). In
recognition of this changing landscape, Knight (2003) proposes a broader definition of
internationalization as “the process of integrating an internationalguttieral or global
dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery of post-secondary education” (p. 2).
Among newer forms of internationalization are an increasing number of agreem
between U.S. institutions and universities overseas (Chan, 2004; Sternberger, 2005). tn the pas
most agreements focused on exchanges of students and faculty. More recentlgrhowev
institutions are establishing various forms of academic collaboration, suthimsifig” or
“bookend” programs. In the former, a student completes the first portion of theutwiriin a
home country institution, and finishes in the partner institution abroad. Bookend pr@geams
similar, with the student starting and finishing at home while spending theenpiddion of her
studies abroad. Although twinning and bookend formats typically operate at theraddatg
level, universities are also cooperating in graduate education through variouerjoiumal-
degree programs (Thomas, 2008). Such programs can take a variety of shapebeluiasit
form combine courses taught by a foreign partner with coursework taught byiagtit8tion in
order to grant a degree from one or both institutions. Such ventures, to the extenlpgthey he
another institution or country build capacityay fall into a definition of outreach, along the
lines of NASULGC'’s (1997) vision of a global university. In some cases, howaeeaarding
partner does not continue to invest in the relationship, though collecting revenue, any capaci
building does not occur (McBurnie & Ziguras, 2007). For example, many overseasbusine
programs appear more intent on capturing market share than building capacityngr the

world’s problems. Traditional internationalization was rarely for profit; énav, today profit is



increasingly seeping into the thinking of many institutions under the banner of
internationalization (Altbach & Knight, 2007).

If some jointly administered programs challenge the traditional definition of
internationalization, then the idea of an international branch campus pushes thieefueit
further. In the last 10 years, a number of global-minded institutions have openeddidtsror
undergraduate programs abroad (Becker, 2009). Students attending such campudas bcate
host country (such as Singapore) may never set foot on the soil of the source smghtas(the
United States). While the degree of investment varies, such programs wiicalve
establishing brick and mortar facilities in the host country, as well argein microcosm, a
faculty and administrative structure to support students at the overseaml¢Gagen, Kinser,

& Eckel, 2008). In some ways, this bears great similarity to decisionsatalisstanother

location domestically. However, international branch campuses typically séargeudents
nationals of the host country, and in some cases, students from the larger world régwon. A
U.S. students may attend or participate in exchanges on the campus, but they are inoathe pr
focus. Furthermore, decisions to expand overseas, in contrast to domesticaiiytyprolve
working with some kind of partner in the host country, such as a private investmeniogr
government-related entity (Stearns, 2009). The degree of institutional innéstnrgernational
branch campuses varies depending on the scope of vision and what resources the pgsner bri
to the table (Croom, 2011). Overall, however, the great distances involved, relationghips wit
partners and sponsors abroad, cultural innuendos, currency fluctuations, potentialdescha
the political climate, and the like add significant potential risk to such ventisr@svis

domestic expansions.



This expanding scope of internationalization raises questions concerning how such
initiatives fit within the institution’s mission and overall strategwl$o raises questions
concerning how institutions go about framing and deciding up on various forms of
internationalization in the first place, in particular those that the inefitatay designate as
strategic. Hence, this study examined how an institution framed various forms on
internationalization and who was involved in these decisions. The research includadrexam
how one institution approached the opportunity to open a branch campus relative to other
strategic international decisions.

Today, institutions involved in international relationships such as joint programs and
branch campuses find them “immensely demanding” (Stearns, 2009, p. 132), requirir@nattent
of both those directly as well as indirectly involved. The broad impact of such wasiatn a
large number of stakeholders combined with the high risk and visibility place suchtgmojec
Bess and Dee’s (2008) definition of strategic decisions. Meanwhile, soms argue such
ventures may signal an undesirable shift in institutional mission and goal$it KZ0§9)
suggests internationalization is playing an increasingly importantraiernational rankings.
She writes, “This focus on gaining worldwide profile and prestige signalsentable shift from
capacity building to status building as a driving rationale” (Knight, 2009, p. 9). It deaot
whether such a shift is intentional; institutions entering into strategimattenal ventures rarely
say outwardly that their purpose is raising their status in rankings and ggriméernational
prestige.

On the other hand, it may be that some institutions, whether stated or not, are pursuing a
new aspect of mission. To this end, Peter Sterns (2009) identifies two purposes falndhe gl

efforts of higher education:



First, to improve the knowledge and skills of American students...to function adequately

in an increasingly intense global environment. Second, to use the prestige of America

higher education to improve the nation’s standing abroad and to forge relationships, both

individual and institutional, that provide mutual benefits in this vein. (p. 17)
The second of these purposes goes beyond the goals of traditionadtiotealization. One
might even question how directly this purpose ties to the rolescifitey, research, and service.
Does leveraging prestige serve as a form of outreach orsigtimarily aimed at improving
rankings and standing in the world? Does the shift in internatiotiahzeepresent mission shift
or more haphazard mission drift? As noted earlier, how internatiortatives factor into
overall institutional strategy is not always stated and notyalvedear, especially given the
substantial risk and investment required for many overseas verntuthse.case of international
branch campuses, Lane (in press), questions what it meanpubli@institution in one country
to operate as a private institution in another. In a review ofptbblems with international
branch campuses in Japan in the 1980s, Chambers and Cummings (1990) devuiee an e
chapter of their book to the issue of control of public resources intb@ampus arrangements.
In particular, they note, “For long-term political support, a phanst demonstrate that the
benefits of the project provide a return to those who support its @odtsisks” (Chambers &
Cummings, 1990, p. 88). Such concerns underscore the need to clarify hoatiobtalization
strategies align with overall institutional mission.

Learning from History...or Not

The international branch campus exemplifies a rather extreme exampleatégis,

cross-border initiative due to the large investment and high risk involved. Imealdiranch

campuses as an internationalization strategy are also interesting trighmattiapparent



universities have learned from past experience. Only a few decades dgoate“of

opportunism” (Magner, 1990, T 1) encouraged many U.S. institutions to establish branch
campuses in Japan. During the 1980s, private Japanese investors and local governmental
authorities lured institutions overseas by providing funding and facilities.afaédse economy
had become the second largest in the world; students and profit seemed assureth®latiag
1980s and early 1990s, more than 30 U.S. institutions established branch campuses in Japan
(Brender, 2004; Ohmori, 2004). By the start of the new millennium, however, only a handful
remained. Within the last decade, many institutions found branch campusegd,iatlapan, did

not hold the promise they anticipated and so withdrew their operations.

Yet, twenty-five years after the rush to open campuses in Japan, agamnstesegy few
months another institution is announcing plans to open a branch campus abroad. This time,
however, the greatest hotbeds of action are Southeast Asia and the Middle Eash{®&B
Ziguras, 2007). In these regions, as was the case in Japan earlier, pdvgoe@emmental in-
country partners encourage Western universities to open programs on thewdayl,. T
governments such as Malaysia, Singapore, and Dubai aim to create cehigih®ioéducation to
meet domestic demand, add to the local revenue base by attracting foreigtssttte promote
a knowledge-based economy in the region (Garrett, 2005; McBurnie & Ziguras, 2064; D
International Academic City, 2007). Institutions pursuing branch campus oppodufige a
number of reasons in the announcement of such ventures, including opportunities to
internationalize faculty and students, expand their service mission abroad, enkatige,@and
diversify revenue (Green, Eckel, Calderon & Luu, 2007).

Despite the potential gains, establishing a branch campus remains “oneisKiése r

ventures a university, college or school can embark on” (McBurnie & Ziguras, 2007, p. 36).



Failure can lead to not only financial loss, but can damage the reputation of taionsaéibroad
and strain relations with stakeholders, as the failure of institutions in Jaolimoae recently,
the politically messy withdrawal of the University of New South Walesngapore
demonstrate. In the latter example, the University of New South Wales diesadhpus in
Singapore just one semester after opening, creating “huge egg on theisfaga®wader in
South-East Asia,” according to New South Wales Greens Party educationpgrekaslohn
Kaye (Alexander, 2007, 1 13). UNSW Asia, as the institution was called, expectedlt®&@0
students the first year and eventually reach an enrollment of 10,000 studentseasch+based
institution (Cohen, 2007a). Despite significant investment from the Singaporengmrer the
institution was unable to break even, and was reported to have agreed to repay Sagjapore
much as $22 million (Cohen, 2007b). A short time earlier, Johns Hopkins University closed its
biomedical research center in Singapore Center amid considerable coptediearg was also
not able to meet targets for faculty and doctoral students (Jaschik, 2006).

More recently, George Mason University, with an enroliment of only 180 out of its 2011
target of 2000 students, decided to close its campus in the United Arab Emirates in May 2009
after three years of operation, citing disagreements with its partragdeg funding and control
(Lewin, 2009). In the following year, Michigan State University closed its gnadeéuate
programs in the neighboring Emirate of Dubai after two years of operation,loiting
enrollment, lack of funding, and the recession (Simon, 2010). As these examples show, even
with significant partner support, such agreements can have financial and nanafimapacts if
the arrangement does not go as planned. With regard to the risks of a failed ovarsgas b

campus, Green et al. (2008) write,



The risks of a poor showing are not simply financial, but they affect the irmtiguti

reputation as well. Some may well argue that it easier to make up losicessthan to

repair a damaged reputation. Furthermore, reputation, once damaged, limitsaccess t

future opportunities. (p. 27)

Although international branch campuses hold a great deal of allure, instituteongeng such a
strategic opportunity overseas must weigh carefully the potential riskghirof other
motivating factors, whatever those may be. The high-risk nature of these gsentumbined
with their tainted history in Japan, raise questions as to how institutions comsldesirae such
opportunities vis-a-vis other potential strategic international decisions.

Recently, the American Council on Education launched a series of working paper
shed light on this emerging phenomenon (Green et al., 2007; Green et al., 2008). These works
highlight the range of incarnations of international branch campuses today halghhigsues
and questions for institutions considering such ventures to ponder. Other authors halye recent
noted the important issues of partnership and governance in branch campus amengeme
(Croom, 2011; Stearns, 2009). Having a list of considerations and issues is impokarg;itac
the literature, however, is how and whether institutions consider and reflect on swehfewi
a more strategic point of view as they evaluate such opportunities.

Strategy and Internationalization

Strategy is a means for organizations to address changes in the environmeae(Chaff
1985). Through internationalization, colleges and universities address globalinaa number
of ways, including programs, organizational approaches, and policies (AltbachKa(gk;,
2004).According to Knight (2004), programs include activities such as visiting inienat

scholars, international research, study abroad, and bringing internatiateaitstto the home



campus. Organizational approaches are those that relate to governance atnahsperhile
policies may include not only priorities and directives, but also how internatidratiza
integrated into various activities of the institution, such as admissions, plannirfgcalty
development (Knight, 2004). Many institutions have developed an internationalization plan tha
reflects such initiatives (Childress, 2009). These plans can establishiomsitegbmmitment,
define goals, and develop stakeholder involvement in international initiativedr@&isil 2009).
Childress’ (2009) study of internationalization plans at 31 U.S. institutions founplamgtvary
in detail and may reside in multiple levels of the institution. She found that in msesy, @a
centralized, internationalization task force was a key driver in develdpengldn. She also
notes that once in place, plans may not be perceived as useful and may, in fact, aeldirg
decision-making processes. Childress (2009) suggests future research ekarkinds of
activities and goals such task forces use to develop these goals. Along thisugugest
research into exactly how an institution selects specific strategiegdrnationalization casts a
wider net than just a task force, especially in light of Childress’ notion thiatpdaies may be
disregarded in subsequent decision-making. While a task force may be an impak&mlder,
given the complex nature of higher education organizations, other players vatierdiff
perspectives, interests, and motives are likely involved as well. Furtherptiespiof selecting
specific options may vary depending on the nature of the strategy in question.iplegithe
decision to open an international branch campus may unfold very differently than expandi
study abroad programs.

As many large, U.S. institutions “internationalize” through more involved vesthosv
do they approach possible ventures that carry with them not only high visibility, bunigths

risk? Several authors note the complexities of expanding overseas maygehtike usual
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decision-making processes within an institution. Eckel and Kezar (2006) oldssruestitutions
involved in increasing global activity often need to widen the circle of thosadrediy
involved in decisions to include staff with international expertise and even fonsigtional
players. McBurnie and Ziguras (2007) suggest some institutions “may not bpedjwith the
skills and experience to make the best-informed decisions” in this internamonanment (p.
38). According to McBurnie and Ziguras (2007):

The decision-making processes that lead to transnational operations dseigigdlle

to those outside the institution (and perhaps to many inside), and the financial

arrangements are normally deemed commercial in confidence, and not open to public
scrutiny. Details only make their way into the public domain when failures are

sufficiently spectacular and/or when a government audit is reported. (p. 40)

Such secretive processes described above do not typify the work of institiagkntirces with
broad campus representation.

Notably, there is a body of literature surrounding the risks and issues for tiorpothat
expand internationally. Michigan State University’s Center for Intevnal Business Education
and Research (CIBER) even supplies an online toolset within its “globalEDGE” ptoduc
evaluate a company’s readiness to expand abroad (Michigan State UniQéB&ify, 2010).
Although corporate models may potentially inform universities venturing ograsaot-for-
profit entities, one can rarely apply them directly in the higher educatiamgséfthile
commercial enterprises may look at a number of factors in deciding if, wittmheere to
expand abroad, the pursuit of profits as a primary motive means that return on investme
projections typically provide a ready metric to assess such proposals. Moofior

organizations such as higher education institutions also have concerns about poténtaldcos
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revenues, as few can affordlt@emoney; however, less tangible outcomes may play a
prominent role in evaluating opportunities (Levin & McEwan, 2081i)l, competitive pressures
may push institutions to move quickly in evaluating overseas opportunities. For exdmaple
perceived advantage of being a “first-mover” in a given region or programngffmay result in
institutions moving quickly in setting up branches or other agreements ovéve&asnie and
Ziguras (2007) suggest there may be pressure to be engaged in certainccaamiraekets there
open up, citing as an example the high interest in establishing relationships aadgrogr
China.

In addition, higher education institutions typically have complex decision-making
processes very different from private corporations (Birnbaum, 1989; CameronCl28fee
1983; Mintzberg, 1979). In the case of international branch campuses, for exampleniédcB
and Ziguras (2007) observe “a hard-headed economic weighing of the risk¢ tgalikely
financial benefits is unlikely to produce a compelling argument for an instittd establish an
overseas campus” (p. 37). Higher education institutions may approach organidatiehal
strategy in ways notably different than corporations (Bess & Dee, 2008; @arméB89). For
example, Zemsky, Wegner, and Massy (2005) suggest institutions today shualtbdbe
“market-smart and mission-centered” (p. 51). That is, higher education insigstould
examine strategic opportunities not through profit-generating potential, but thraotgitbation
to mission attainment in the form of higher education, research, and public servieearioi
Thomas (1996jound when looking to establish competitive advantage, “perceptions of an
institution’s prestige or ranking come to the fore, often taking precedenceneasurable
substance” (p. 352). In fact, McBurnie and Ziguras (2007) suggest prestige madgeove

economic analyses in the decision to open an overseas campus. Such a position aligns with
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Stearns’ (2009) goal of leveraging the existing prestige of U.S. higher maucan the other
hand, it is not clear how deeply some institutions consciously weigh such factiars at a

In sum, how institutions assess and select strategic international opportambesvell
understood. Yet, institutions are increasingly investing in international uncheysakiat pose
significant risks not only to organizational finances, but to institutional repatand important
stakeholder relationships. This study examined how an institution approached segdicstrat
decisions.

Problem Statement

In this fast-changing, global world, how an institution approaches institustaégy
and major, long-term decisions may have significant impacts on its future. Ddt€26@6)
writes, “The ability of a university to adapt successfully to the profound charugeairring in our
society will depend a great deal on the institution’s collective ability teldpvand execute
appropriate strategies” (p. 263). Yet, higher education institutions frequ@etigite in a less
than strategic manner, particularly during times of decline such as waregatly experiencing
(Miles & Cameron, 1982). As institutions operate in an increasingly internhtibnat global,
context, strategy becomes more complex, spanning issues and risks beyond one’ssociders
as differing cultures, political structures, markets, and regulatanygworks (McBurnie &
Ziguras, 2007). Given this complexity and risk, institutions can benefit by moreantant
approaches to strategy. Yet, in light of the recent explosion of branch campusesri appe
institutions may not have learned from failed ventures in the past. Rathersiti@seeeking
international opportunities may rush into opportunities to not lose ground to competitoesl, Inde
change in universities tends to be reactive rather than strategic (Rdte2606).

Research Questions
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The purpose of this study was to understand how an institution approached various forms
of internationalization by addressing the following research questions:
e How do various forms of internationalization connect to overall institutional gyfate
e Who is involved in strategic international decisions and in what role?
e How does the consideration of the opportunity to open a branch campus parallel or differ
from decisions regarding other forms of internalization?

In order to examine these issues, | conducted an embedded case study to &xamine
institution that, in addition to other internationalization strategies, condidgening a branch
campus. The decisions are not the focus; rather, this study exadmindae institution assessed
these various internationalization strategies.

The study involved reviewing documents relevant to institutional mission, planning, and
the various internationalization strategies. In addition, | interviewedietyaf participants on
campus, including the senior international officer, relevant deans and assiate)tsdaior
academic administrators, and other directors involved in campus internaatinalidMore
details on the study’s design follow in Chapter Three.

Importance of this Study

Universities are unique in the large number of stakeholders to whom they must answe
(Duderstadt, 2006). Decisions of strategic importance, by definition, impageanambers of
stakeholders (Bess & Dee, 2008). The outcomes of internationally-focusedystfite expand
the number of stakeholders by involving people and entities overseas. For exdaifgd, a
branch campus venture may have significant impacts on the students and faculpragtam,
many of whom will have made major life changes to attend the school or work on the dampus.

addition, major financial losses may wind up being absorbed directly or imgiogdahe state,
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overseas sponsors, the institution and its foundation funds, or even through tuition money at
home. Examining opportunities that cross borders involves issues that may include but a
extend beyond those encountered domestically. For instance, while concerns about public
reaction at home may be important, cultural and political concerns abroad nghyhsavily in
the deliberation. Success or failure abroad may impact not only an institutioréstitom
reputation, but also its international image and opportunities for future paipsers

As institutions entertain more international opportunities across manyesu#nd parts
of the globe, it is important to develop a means to consider such options and how théy fit wit
overall institutional strategy. This study examined how an institution approachedsviarms
of internationalization, including the opportunity to open an international branch campais. In s
doing, it provides lessons learned on how similar institutions might frame gtratag
international context. llluminating how one institution went about the framing andgsrot
deciding on specific opportunities to internationalize, this study helps othéutiosis in similar
circumstances more thoughtfully consider how to approach such choices and besasefar

additional research in this arena in the future.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
Introduction

Institutions face choices daily, from minor and perfunctory acceptancessotogiftose
that may impact the direction of the institution for years to come. Decisiohs latter category
may include opening up new markets, significantly altering the programmix, or investing
in flagship facilities. Such major decisions are strategic in naturegpsita “concerned with the
long-term orientation and design of the organization vis-a-vis its environmezgs @ Dee,
2008, p. 597). They often pose financial risk or potential damage to an institution’s image shoul
they fail.

With an increased emphasis on internationalization, many institutions findees
considering strategic, globally-focused decisions (Eckel & Kezar, 200t)e Wérms of
traditional internalization are important, universities are pursuing manyypes of
international programs and partnerships. Some universities feel pressi@etify and engage
in significant international projects. Michaelson (2009) notes,

Lately...attention to proposed international teaching, research, and servicesenture

some of them very large-scale, has taken on new urgency at American unszersitie

...University presidents and boards fear being left behind in the rush they perceive

toward global expansion. (p. 24)

This statement implies institutions may be pursuing such projects in ord&xitooatnot lose
competitive advantage. It is not clear, however, whether and how institutions andexstl
frame these international ventures, and how framing of such decisions neayaditing varying
means of internationalization. In addition, how these international initiativiesdioverall

institutional strategy often remains unclear to internal and external std&ehdrhis study
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examined how an institution understood and framed various forms of internationalization,
including undertakings that do not cleanly fit within the definition of traditional
internationalization, such as opening an international branch campus.

This chapter begins with a few definitions, provides some historical contestibaéss
current rationales and justifications for cross-border education, and dishessegs of the
literature surrounding models of internationalization. As the rationales andsndodeot fully
explain how a given institution approaches and makes sense of institutionaysrategrategic
choice, the second half of the chapter summarizes a number of orientations teah&am
manner in which a university may approach strategy more generally. Tqdb#ser bodies of
literature provide background for studying how a specific institution approaciaéepst
international initiatives.

Definitions

It is important to clarify terminology before going further. Higher edonabday is an
increasingly international enterprise and sometimes people understandhteiffesent ways.
As an umbrella terngross-border educatiorefers to “situations where the teacher, student,
programme, institution/provider or course materials cross national jurisditthorders”
(OECD, 2004, p. 19). This covers a wide scope of arrangements, including studentg studyin
abroad for a month or pursuing an entire degree in another country, faculty exchanges, and
online course delivery of programs across borderangemnational branch campus a form of
cross-border, program mobility in which an entire degree program of theatingj “source”
country is offered across borders in another “host” country. This definition of ananteral
branch campus entails a physical presence of the source institution intthatfesfrom

admission through graduation. This physical presence may vary from a tglamnad|
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instructional site to a large campus setting with athletic facilitesdence halls, etc. In this
study, | use the term “branch” loosely and do not imply a specific definition sucht asdlaby
some regional accreditation organizations. In particular, this definition does eroa iséparate
governance structure.
Lessons from the Last Century

As mentioned in Chapter 1, the experience of branch campuses in Japan provides an
interesting historical context within which to consider how institutions explozeniational
opportunities of similar size and risk today. More than 30 U.S. institutions pursued some kind of
branch campus expansion in Japan during the 1980s. By the end of that decade, however, the
situation in Japan changed, as potentially excessive opportunism seemed taberdr@ators
and institutions alike, in some cases at the expense of quality and in waysdked significant
issues for Japanese students (McMurtrie, 2000). Chambers and Cummings (1990) ledfa study
U.S-Japan higher education ventures at that time. The study, coordinatedrstithee lof
International Education (IIE) and funded by the Japan—United States FriendshipsSammi
came about amid growing concern that the nature of some of these venturespeaght
relations between the two countries. This study surveyed around 100 institutions thathatl at |
contemplated expanding into the Japanese market, or in the case of Japangsanmgtito the
U.S. market. In order to illustrate a number of key issues, the authors conductpthinase
studies with a number of institutions that had expanded into the Japanese markegtoithe re
opened the eyes of many to a darker side of higher education entrepreneurship andiédk potent
risk.

Chambers and Cummings (1990) found a number of problems in arrangements with

branch campuses in Japan in the late 1980s. The larger issues they noted included naive
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negotiations, unmet educational expectations, lowered standards, lack ofianstitut
commitment, awkward governance structures, problematic costing mechanmsmeiali and
legal manipulation, and power and control issues among partners (Chambers & Cymmings
1990). The authors documented many of the ventures in Japan and summarized the most
prominent lessons from these experiences. A number of institutions, feeling aoyu@epen a
branch campus quickly while some competitive advantage might remain, jumped into
partnerships without documenting or validating assumptions or understanding eithetuttz¢ cul
implications or host country higher education market. The lack of up-front investigat
negotiation, or alignment of intentions resulted in later problems.

The experience in Japan pointed to the need to fully understand the context and partner
abroad, and take time to ensure a contractual basis that will support the educstitu@gbn’s
interests while still aligning with the partner’s goals. Chambers and @hgtm(1990) guidance
is most helpful at the point one is evaluating a very specific opportunity. Today, assitieise
rush to form a variety of strategic partnerships, such as dual- and joinegeggeams, as well
as branch campuses, one wonders whether they may be falling into some ofehpa.

At the same time, Chambers and Cummings (1990) are silent on how or if such ventures
fit into an institution’s overall mission and planning context. They presume thitiostihas
already decided that opening a branch campus in Japan is an appropriate at¢t®adorde
institution. Their advice focuses primarily on evaluating the specific opportamityutlining an
agreement. It is important to also consider why colleges and universgtiaddressing various
cross-border opportunities in the first place.

Motivators and Drivers for Cross-border Education Today
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As part of campus internationalization, many colleges and universitieagaiging in
activities that fall under the broad umbrella of cross-border education. The 200ds@tiga for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) book entitiedinationalisation and Trade
in Higher Education: Opportunities and Challengesvides a framework for examining
international higher education ventures that cross borders. OECD’s (2004)atefbihicross-
border educations aligns with Knight's (2006) classification of cross-boddeagon into three
forms: people mobility, educational program mobility, and institution or provider rtyolstor
all of these forms of cross-border education, OECD (2004) identifies thrg@icaseof
rationales: policy rationales, institutional rationales, and student rasohaleking around the
world today, one sees growth in cross-border education where these rationaldsraligtance
where a revenue-seeking institution expands in a country with hospitable highetiaduc
regulations and a large number of students interested in education from a foogidarpr

An institution considering engaging in cross-border education needs to undedrstand t
policy rationales in the potential target country. At times, national policy magty explicit,
such as Japan and Britain setting national targets to increase the numbenatioma students
(McNeill, 2008; Smithers & MacLeod, 2006). In other cases, one can intuit national pplicy b
looking a how a country limits or encourages scholarships for international stugent
regulations for overseas students, and even what kind of data are published regarding student
mobility (OECD, 2004). OECD (2004) lists four categories of policy rationaleslynugcross-
border education: mutual understanding, capacity building, revenue generatioki|/ladd s
migration. Four other drivers within host countries include rising demand for higheatieah,
the appeal of foreign education, favorable government policies, and the risdish#anguage-

based programs internationally (Green et al., 2007). Within a country, however, siakehol
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may interpret and carry out the policy differentially (OECD, 2004). In ntasgs, such as
opening an international branch campus, the institution must work with a sponsoring
organization, whether a host government or private consortium. In such cases tit®@mstitist
also understand the partner’s goals and objectives in order to assesslubiyppatir any
successful long-term partnership, both parties must find they are gainindhsgwedrthwhile
in exchange for the effort expended (Sakamoto & Chapman, 2011).

Student rationales are also of importance; without an interested and dusdiblecant
pool, an institution’s cross-border initiatives cannot succeed. OECD (2004) listiscd hos
determinants of student interest in enrolling in programs of overseas provigardirng the
language of instruction, perceived institutional reputation or that of the eslusgitem more
generally, accreditation status, recognition in the local labor market, latidee€ost of the
programs versus other reputable institutions. These factors may also play egasiderations
that would drive students to attend institutions outside of their country, such as tha@iggitya
job overseas and quality of life in the foreign country, especially if thechris competing to
keep students in the host country who might otherwise go abroad.

While government policy rationales in a host country matter in terms of idagtdy
location, and student rationales are vital to a potential market, why an institigloesuwo
engage in cross-border initiatives is a key element in the decision pracessling to OECD
(2004), “a significant share of the development of cross-border education hasdigeton-
rather than solely policy-driven” (p. 28). That is, institutional objectives ptagraficant role in
shaping cross-border ventures, including international branch campuses. @&EXDr(otes two

common reasons for institutional interest in cross-border education: the seagahlity and
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prestige, and domestic funding issues. Green et al. (2007) add to this list a debieste a
internationalization and quality as well as the service mission.

As global competition increases among institutions, the Times Higher knhiCaA
World University rankings, Shanghai Jiao Tong University World Academic Ras)kamgl
other such ratings take on increasing importance. In this climate, “atioypéts increasingly
required gaining (or maintaining) a worldwide reputation for quality” with etgf international
dimension” (OECD, p. 28-29). With international reputation a part of this game, tre obain
of institutions creating joint- or dual-degree programs, unveiling internatxeailnges, or
looking at opening a branch campus leaves the impression many are “keeping up \sis,Jone
hoping not to be left behind in the quest for international partners and strategoncaome
institutions may already have an advantage by leveraging theingxsand and image.
McBurnie and Ziguras (2007) highlight the important role of prestige in such ventures:

[T]he appeal of a transnational education program is in large part dependent on the

prestige of the foreign university issuing the degree...the ‘brand status’ oftiation

providing the credentials is vitally important in the marketplace. (p. 5)
The authors also recognize that an overseas venture can present repuiskicm#ie home
campus. They observe “even prestigious research-oriented public universiiiesiseheir
home base packing order, can find their reputation undermined and their energiegedtby
their transnational teaching activities” (McBurnie & Ziguras, 2007, p. 5), ircpkat in the face
of financial losses.

Meanwhile, the move to mass education and contracting government suppoft has lef
many Western universities struggling to maintain a strong funding(Basenan, 2005). As a

result, institutions of higher education, especially public universities, aeasingly looking for
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ways to diversify sources of income (Green et al., 2007). Many institutionsoseeikd
international students to their campus to enhance revenue. Like corporations, othésdindpe
new revenue sources abroad and look to various types of cross-border education and
international research to provide external income streams. Yet, finaskiatmains a major
issue in deciding whether to explore opportunities abroad (Green et al., 2008)idnstiheed
to be assured they will not lose money over time. By at least breaking eventighthe
circumstance an international campus may provide enough external funding tot lZ=mkky
et al. (2005) refer to as “mission-centered and market-smart” (p. 51), thattisteon in which
revenue allows a relaxation of existing financial limits, thus allowingtgreamission attainment.
Mission attainment may take the form of internationalization, quality impnew& research
opportunities, and service. Of course, the wrong arrangement may have just the effiecsite
pulling down mission attainment.

In addition to these institutional rationales, sometimes other factors dstitations to
expand abroad. McBurnie and Ziguras (2007) suggest such ventures are “drivepénrstmal
desire of the institution’s leader to have a lasting legacy both in theiotimstind in the
country in which the campus is to be located” (p. 38). Other times, they note a desire for
institution to be one of the first on the ground as a given market opens up. In both cases, such
emphasis has the potential to cloud the decision-making process.

Finally, McBurnie and Ziguras (2007) raise questions as to how effectivelg publi
institutions operate in a private, market-sensitive manner abroad. They angyoeeneurial,
public universities may not display the same discipline as corporations since tice publ

university probably cannot go bankrupt. They highlight the issues faced by publidimssit
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There is a twofold dilemma: the danger that excessive focus on the finaotooah line

can compromise commitment to the community service responsibilities of thelpubli

funded body and, conversely, a concern that poor management of entrepreneurial
activities can place at risk public funds and the public trust. (McBurnie & Agae®7,

p. 45)

In light of such concerns, the way in which a public institution articulates ategyr when
venturing overseas is all the more important and interesting.

As the OECD (2004) notes, “The growth of cross-border education activities Imas bee
driven by educational institutions and providers, students and policy makers, whoseestional
for delivering or receiving cross-border education may be quite differéardlargely
compatible” ( p. 25). It is important in partnerships for both sides to feel thepmiag
something in the arrangement (Sakamoto & Chapman, 2011). However, it appears goal
compatibility does not always occur, given the scores of failed internaboarath campuses.
Moreover, it is not clear that goals and rationales for international inisagiveays align well
with overall mission and strategy.

Internationalization Strategy

Universities have been involved in various forms of transnational education fdedeca
The previous sections outlined some of the experiences of international branch campuses
Japan as well as a number of justifications, rationales, and motivating factorspant thie
institutions and host countries for establishing these and other internationaésdatay. Yet,
these rationales alone do not explain how the institution formulates internatrateds more
generally. A number of authors have examined how institutions approach campus

internationalization. De Wit (2002) examines European and American approaches to
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internationalization, including rationales as well as various strategieg@aizational models.
Various authors have created models for campus internationalization as weds([1895; De

Wit, 2002; Knight, 1994; Rudzki, 1995). These models of internationalization, however, focus
more on how the institution develops the concept of campus internationalization jnidtdBr

than how an institution examines specific internationally focused opportunities ofigote
strategic importance to the institution.

As international opportunities become larger in scope, higher in risk, and moed tentr
overall institutional strategy, we need a more careful look at not only howftiwstg promote
internationalization, but how colleges and universities identify, understand, and &pproac
specific, strategic initiatives. In order to look at how institutions framefgpeptions,
international or otherwise, the literature concerning strategic choicghereducation becomes
important.

Strategic Choice in Higher Education

Institutions make three kinds of decisions: strategic, operational andlté8tésa & Dee,
2008). Strategic decisions are long-term in nature and affect the relationghepmdtitution to
its environment, typically involving upper management, impacting large nurobpesple and
internal units, and possibly focusing on ideas (Bess & Dee, 2008). Tactical decisions, in
contrast, deal with transformation of products and services, while operatiorsabaedeal with
timing, personnel selection, equipment and the like (Bess & Dee, 2008). This stusydfoous
initiatives that fall into the category of strategic decisions madeanstitutional level of the
organization. For instance, a decision to open a branch campus falls into the stadéegio/c
given the involvement of senior management, the impact on stakeholders, and anticigated lon

term commitments. McBurnie and Ziguras (2007) observe “branch campugenarally
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initiated at the university’s center” (p. 38). Stakeholders include the faandtgtaff who may
rearrange their lives to work in the site; academic and support units on the hopus eadm

devise new operational processes to support the overseas location; studentsli@scafanoad

who trust the institution and invest time and money in the branch campus; investors, community
members, and other institutions that may be impacted by the presence of atltuSomms

their region; and domestic stakeholders who may be impacted by the oversggs Goten et

al. (2008) emphasize that due to significant start-up costs and effort, institatieasng in an
international branch campus need to take a long-term perspective. One of thédofd:table
participants recommends, “[tlhrow away your short-term goals, theyraleviant” (Green et al.,
2008, p. 21). Other international opportunities may not have quite the extreme risk, very long-
term orientation, or the degree of investment of a branch campus, but may stdtégicin

nature.

Organizations may approach strategic decisions from a number of vantage Ipdindt,
even within one organization different players may approach the sameositinain different
perspectives. Chaffee (1985) identifies three major approaches to sthategy:.adaptive, and
interpretive. Bess and Dee (2008) identify five approaches to strategyrtfedy lsubsume and
expand on Chaffee’s (1985) three. Hence, the following sections review Bess and2Dé8)
five approaches and consider how they intersect with the motivations for crossibibiaieres
defined earlier.

Linear Approaches to Strategy

Chaffee (1985) describes the linear approach to strategy as “methodicagd]ire

sequential action involved in planning.” (p. 90). Bess and Dee (2008) note in the linear approach,

“strategy is planned, intentional effort that seeks to align internal orgamizbstructures with a
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set of goals and performance objectives” (p. 723). Bess and Dee (2008) add that planunsig oc
in a top-down manner. Further, in linear approaches to strategy, organizations apply
entrepreneurial actions such as changing markets or products to adjust tmenmeenmtal
linkages (Chaffee, 1985). Chaffee (1985) notes that such a process includesndeyoi&ys
along with alternative ways of achieving them. The institution evaluatefi¢hesdives relative
to their chances of success and selects the best course. Success is ofterdnmete private
sector in terms of profit. As noted earlier, success in non-profit organizateyngsake other, less
tangible forms. Due to the time-lag in decision-making, the linear model assbm
environment remains relatively predictable (Bess & Dee, 2008; Chaffee, 1985).

The linear approach underlies traditional models of long-term and stratagiirng that
were applied to higher education in the 1970s and 1980s (Dooris, Kelley, & Trainer, 2004).
Despite arguments against the use of linear approaches in higher educatibauiii, 2001;
Cohen & March, 1986; Peterson, 1997), through the years an overriding belief in the virtue of
such rational approaches has resulted in continuing adaptation of structured plavaetgy m
(Birnbaum, 2001). For instance, an institution seeking revenue in its overseas pnogyam
might conduct a structured ten-year forecast and cost-benefit of armdlyaisous alternatives.
This would typify a more structured, linear approach.
Adaptive Approaches to Strategy

Chaffee (1985) describes adaptive strategies as those in which “monitoring the
environment and making choices are simultaneous and continuous functions” (p. 91). In this
approach, the institution attempts to align the organization with changes in ttenarent,
while downplaying the relative importance of advanced planning. In the adapided of

strategy, the environment includes competitors, trends, and stakeholders (Chaffee[H©85)
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institution and the environment are integrated, and strategy includes not onlygdajpbiut
anticipating environmental changes. Through on-going scanning and adjustmentjttii®ms

can be more agile, potentially enlarging its competitive advantage (Besg &D08). Chaffee
(1985) notes this kind of approach to strategy is based on an “evolutionary biological model of
organizations” (p. 92). Much like organisms, an organization must adapt to its changing
environment in order to survive.

In line with this evolutionary biological approach, Cameron (1989) describes a
“population ecology approach” to organizational adaptation that highlights environmiehesd,
which he defines as “subunits of the environment that support organizations” (p. 275), or a
subsection of a market in which an organization operates. Over time, niches can clsszger
in shape (Zammuto & Cameron, 1985). The former may involve a change in the resources an
organization has access to, such as the number of potential customers for a cortigataxor
revenue for a school district. The latter, a change in niche shape, could come abghtahrou
breakthrough in technology that changes the nature of demand for a product. Zammuto and
Cameron (1985) found that in declining environments, generalist organizations, wit a wi
range activities and lines of business, adapted better to a change in nicheshiap&dreadth of
activity allows them to operate and evolve as the niche does. On the other hand, tise author
noted specialist organizations, focused on a more narrow range of activitieeh they
operate at high efficiency, were better able to adapt to changes in nicdarggetimes of
decline (Zammuto & Cameron, 1985). Zammuto and Cameron (1985) further distinguish
organizational adaptation by the nature, speed, and ability to foresee the. dexleeample

they note that some liberal arts colleges literally had to transfornsétees, changing focus
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and even name, to survive as their niche disintegrated and markets shifted towaaigphede
study (Zammuto & Cameron, 1985).

Another excellent example of an adaptive approach to strategy is thgistcatace
model put forth by Miles and Cameron (1982). In this research, the authors examatezest
of tobacco companies as the negative health effects of smoking became known and more
publicized in the 1950s and 1960s. Miles and Cameron (1982) identified three strategies
companies employed in this hostile environment: domain defense, domain offense, and domain
creation. In domain defense, institutions “preserve the legitimacy of teeloarain of the
industry” (Cameron, 1983, p. 370). These strategies aim to protect the currentandrkettus
guo, and may be used to buy time while evaluating other options. In domain offense,
organizations “expand the domain of the organization, that is, to do more of what the
organization does well” (Cameron, 1983, p. 370). This includes product expansion, market
segmentation, and overseas market expansion. Finally, in domain creation,onstitatid
related domains, to diversify, or spread the risk” (Cameron, 1983, p. 370), such as expanding
into new areas of corporate training or adding a new publications division.

Cameron (1983) found the most effective tobacco firms over a thirty-year period of
decline acted proactively rather than reactively, concentrating on organaatffectiveness
rather than organizational efficiency. In contrast to industry, Cameron (&988) higher
education institutions responded much more conservatively in times of decline, focusing
internally on efficiencies and cost-cutting rather than taking more inwveyatxternally focused,
strategic approaches. Three decades later, in another period of declighéorelucation, one

might wonder whether the current emergence of dual-degree programs, ovens@as yvand
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online programs represents a more entrepreneurial response. How ups/grsiti various
international strategies during times of decline may give insight into thyssseie.
Emergent Approaches to Strategy

Bess and Dee (2008) state some critics argue the adaptive model rnedemés higher
education institutions, which are sometimes described as “organized anarcbiesi €&
March, 1986). In organized anarchies, decisions may be made by more random “garbage can
approaches seemingly dependent on chance and timing than a careful examination of
opportunities (Cohen & March, 1986). Hence, institutional strategy may be defiaateegent,
wherein organizational members take action, then assign meaning to the actionayt
subsequently be considered strategic (Bess & Dee, 2008). In this conceptungl&ediegy
results from reviewing past decisions and fitting them into patterns that togeiiide
considered an organizational strategy. Strategy thus emerges and éNollesgder or set of
individuals develop strategy a priori; rather “ideas and innovations can pengolttan the
grassroots of the organization and become recognized as an important part ofathe over
strategy” (Bess & Dee, 2008, p. 731). Such an approach to strategy is consistentiest of
university organizations as loosely-coupled systems (Weick, 1976).
Interpretive/Symbolic Approaches to Strategy

Chaffee (1985) identifies the interpretive approach to strategy as gromnaésbicial
contract” entered into by individuals (p. 93). She notes in this model the organization uses
metaphors and framing, often embodied through symbols and norms, to help stakeholders
understand the organization and its environment (Chaffee, 1985). More to the point, “in
interpretive strategy the organization’s leaders shape the attitudagioifpants and potential

participants toward the organization and its outputs; they do not make physical chahges i
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outputs” (Chaffee, 1985, p. 94). Bess and Dee (2008) add that strategy development within the
symbolic approach helps members of an organization understand the culture of their
organizations.

Interpretive strategies thus align with issues of image and ideniitia &d Thomas
(1996) define image as “how members believe others view their organization” atityide
“features of the organization that members perceive as ostensiblglcentturing, and
distinctive in character that contribute to how they define the organization andlémification
with it” (p. 354). Hence, image is more external in focus while identity is maeaitin focus.
However, Gioia and Thomas (1996) add that identity and image serve as perceptun sc
mirrors relative to how team members process information and interpreskes.iJ hey further
note, when trying to proactively change an organization, one should reconsider tinecthss
durability and distinctiveness of identity and image” (Gioia & Thomas, 1996, p. 354). This
approach would align with the interpretative model of strategy. In fact, inrdsgarch, Gioia
and Thomas (1996) found institutional players interpreted issues as “sfr#témy were likely
to help achieve the desired future image for the university; whereas thapeatks as
“political” were associated with the status quo. They further found that instigéiplayers saw
an emphasis on future image as a means of changing current identity.

Indeed, Wheatley (2000) views identity as a guiding force during times jehdhe
writes:

Self-reference is the key to facilitating orderly change in thetroidsirbulent

environments. In organizations, just as with individuals, a clear sense of idethtty

lens of values, traditions, history, dreams, experience, competencies, culture-egyt

route to achieving independence from the environment. When the environment seems to
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demand a response, there is a means to interpret that demand. This prevents the

vacillations, the constant reorganizations, and the frantic search for new erstond

new ventures that continue to destroy so many businesses. (p. 86)
Based on the literature, it is still not clear whether and how institutions kesvole of image
and identity as they evaluate various international opportunities.
Post-Modern Approaches to Strategy

Finally, Bess and Dee (2008) identify postmodern approaches to strategyekbton
whose voice is heard and prevails in developing strategy. A postmodern approachiticaky cr
at who participates in creating strategy, who interprets the environmenthatftewand how
dissenting voices surface in the process. Postmodern approaches arguedsregtiegynent is
neither neutral nor objective, and “indicate the need for surfacing institutidoakvend raising
guestions regarding whom those values privilege” (Bess & Dee, p. 734). In sose case
institutions considering or developing international branch campuses face hardrguesti
reflecting a postmodern perspective to strategy, as faculty and staff wamalelecided that
University X should be in Country Y, and why institutional resources should be diverted to t
particular location in light of political, religious or moral differenceshi@ tountry and culture.

Summary

In higher education today, institutional strategy increasingly canith it an
international dimension. Experiences in Japan demonstrate that institutionstmegsaush in
to situations without fully considering the implications. Some authors question whethe
universities are well-equipped to make large, strategic internationalafeceiall. In light of
this, it is unclear how some overseas activities fit into institutiondeglyaAn institution may

be able to present many rationales for engaging in cross-border education votierently
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articulating the strategic implications of those actions. As Bess an(?D@®&) and Chaffee
(1985) point out, institutions may approach strategy in a number of ways, some more irltentiona
than others. These differing approaches create a lens for examining hawiamstiapproach

international strategic decisions.
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Chapter 3: Methods
This chapter describes the research design | used examining how a tnapgsrached
various forms of internationalization at the institutional level. It is uséfillis point to review
again the study’s research questions:
e How do various forms of internationalization connect to overall institutional syfateg
e Who is involved in strategic international decisions and in what role?
e How does the consideration of the opportunity to open a branch campus parallel or differ
from decisions regarding other forms of internalization?
In this chapter | first discuss the use of qualitative methods and espdutatigse study
approach | used to address these questions. | then review how | collected anedathalylata
for this study.
Use of Qualitative Methods
The current study examined how an institution considered and framed strategies f
internationalization, a process about which there is little research and whathwsll
understood. Such a process involves a number of stakeholders with potentially differing
perspectives and experiences and a complex set of factors. Creswell (209 fjuabtative
research is appropriate in trying to understand a complex issue that needotsidered in its
context. Further, Rossman and Rallis (2003) state decision-making processbs suauated
within the specific organizational context and culture. As such, qualitativerceseas
appropriate for this study.
In this study, | sought to uncover and understand the process of identifying andngview
forms of internationalization from the perspective of various participantstakehslders in

those processes. The desire to understand how the participants experiengadtesses
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suggested qualitative research as an appropriate strategy. Denzin aid (2000) state
“qualitative researchers study things in their natural settings, attentptmake sense of, or to
interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them” (p. 3). $iMidat and
Huberman (1994) characterize a main task of qualitative inquiry as tryingptcae the ways
people in particular settings come to understand, account for, take action and etheanage
their day-to-day situations” (p. 7). This study attempted to understand how iosttytlayers
frame, account for, and take action with and among strategies for internatiboal To do so,
this study utilized quotes and descriptions taken directly from participants as theentdjor
sources of data. This is characteristic of, “thick description” that pre'skitsls, emotions, and
textures of social relationships” (Rossman & Rallis, 2003, p. 197). In this investigae
descriptions presented by the participants during in-depth interviews gate into the
perceptions and experiences of institutional players in the decision process.
Use of Case Study

This study’s research questions further suggested the use of a case stoaghapfin
(2009) defines a case study as “an empirical inquiry that investigateseanpamary
phenomenon within its real life context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon
and context are not clearly evident” (p. 18). An institutional decision proceghtiy tvoven
with the institution’s culture, including the web of relationships both within and innstgnce,
potentially beyond the institution (Tierney, 2008). In addition, case study designsislered
appropriate when researching processes (Merriam, 1998) and examining “how’rafid “w
guestions (Yin, 2009). This study explicitly focused on an institution’s process ofrexgrand

framing internationally-oriented strategic opportunities. In so doingsttiyy examined how,
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and to some extent why, the various initiatives were considered, and required pthistdey
to understand them in within the specific institutional context.
Although the boundaries between context and phenomenon may be blurred, the concept
of a “bounded system” nevertheless distinguishes the case study apptageh2300). That is,
the study should define the limits to the context and phenomenon under examination. Creswell
(2007) defines a case as follows:
Case study research is a qualitative approach in which the investigatoesxplor
bounded system (@asg or multiple bounded systems (cases) over time, through detailed,
in-depth data collection involvingultiple sources of informatiofe.g. observations,
interviews, audiovisual material, and documents and reports) and reports a case
descriptionand case-based themes. (p. 73)
The current study considered one institution’s process regarding how iteasaasgiety of
internationalization strategies over the last decade, including variousdbtraslitional
internationalization such as study abroad, and the opportunity to open a branch campus. The
study thus used an embedded case approach (Yin, 2009), looking both at the overall context of
identifying international strategy as well as examining sevpediic instances of opportunity
selection. These strategic choices all sit within the larger institltongext, culture, and
decision-making framework of the institution. The study looked in-depth at the develogmae
framing of various forms of internationalization, paying particutergion to how the decision
to open a branch campus was similar or different from the approach taken to other
internationalization ventures. For the various initiatives, | studied who was iavolvehat
roles and with what voice, what kind of approach the institution used, and how participants

framed the opportunities relative to institutional mission or other criteria.
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Case Selection

| purposively selected Land-Grant University as the site for thisstadg, which means
| looked for a site that offered certain advantages, as opposed to randomigigeléatation.
Merriam (1998) notes a purposive approach “is based on the assumption that the iawestigat
wants to discover, understand, and gain insight and therefore must select a samplkith
the most can be learned” (p. 61). | sought a large, research-extensive, puhlionshat had
recently examined a branch campus as the focus of my investigation. Purbtanglacampus
was a pivotal case selection criterion because branch campusedlgenaiae long-term time
horizons, large financial resources, and carry high risk, making it one of theerti@me forms
of internationalization. Further, different rationales and decision procesglshbaiinvolved in
branch campus strategies than in other, more traditional forms of internatioali The
institution also needed to be engaged in a variety of other forms of more traditional
internationalization, such as study abroad, international student recruitment)labdrative
projects with other universities in order to compare such approaches to one another and to
consideration of a branch campus. | targeted a public institution for my sitedecthese
institutions are accountable to a larger number of stakeholders, in particliantbestate and
its citizens. Public institutions are generally subject to highetd@fescrutiny in investment
decisions, as described earlier. A decision to open a branch campus involvescasigiefree
of risk and financial investment that a public institution would presumably need to ke able
justify to domestic constituencies. The fact that my site was also gtandinstitution,
accentuated this issue, as land-grant institutions have a specific respgrisipiiovide access

to citizens in the working class while serving regional and national inteBasdgestadt, 2006).
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The study entailed interviewing high-level decision-makers daggmwhat might be a
sensitive set of processes or decisions at an institution. As a result, | neentedet@h
institution willing to provide me access to key administrators and documents. laegarsl, an
element of convenience sampling (Creswell, 2007; Rossman & Rallis, 2003) aroséoiMy pr
contacts at LGU assisted me in gaining access to relevant leadeecaiondmakers.

Data Gathering

Merriam (1998) identifies three major forms of data collection commanpiayed in
gualitative research: interviews, document review, and observation. This stadypraharily
on the first two of these, described in the following paragraphs. Since theistateder
investigation largely occurred in the past and over prolonged periods, direct obsemeasinot
feasible as a primary mode of data gathering.

From the beginning, this case study utilized document analysis, examinitadpkevai
news releases, web pages, planning documents, and organization charts. | was nahab¥e to r
meeting minutes; in many cases | was told the committees and working gemipather
informal records. The documents | was able to review provided background and helped me
identify issues associated with the process and a list of people to inteMasivof these
documents were publically available on the Web; a few were shared by paticgah as a
version of the internationalization task force report edited for external coneampt

Semi-structured interviews with key stakeholders constituted the primeags of
collecting data. | developed eleven interview questions, using a matrix tecbexdsthat that
my questions sufficiently covered the points in my research questions. The quesiioimsed
the participants’ views on what the institutional priorities are for intennalization, who sets

them and how, and how such priorities impact the participant’s unit. The questions aled focus
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on how units establish internationalization priorities and how unit priorities telaistitutional
priorities and objectives. Finally, the questions asked participants to despabific examples
of large international projects and how the approach to them was similar certifi& copy of
the protocol used in my interviews appears in Appendix A.

Using information from document analysis, personal contacts, a review daéthaure,
and my knowledge of higher education organizations, | generated a starting ligt of ke
individuals to interview made up of leaders from various positions within the organizatiall,
| interviewed 15 individuals, including the interim and former chief internation@leoff
associate senior academic officers, several deans, former deans, aradeadeans from
academic units, and international program directors. Snowball sampling (Gy@98&) helped
in developing interview candidates. My primary contact in the organization compasést af
introduction. Only one potential participant did not respond to my invitation. The interview
process continued through multiple site visits. Toward the end of my second campus visit,
reached a point of redundancy (Rossman & Rallis, 2003), with little significantad¢svial
emerging from the data. This is sometimes referred to as reachirgfisat(¢€Creswell, 2007).

Before beginning, | received permission from my own institution’s IntdrRealew
Board (IRB) and contacted the IRB at Land-Grant University, as wellwss the sole
interviewer, LGU’s IRB allowed me to proceed using the IRB approval frgrowm institution.
All participants signed an IRB-approved consent form. A copy of this form apipeAppendix
B. All but one participant allowed me to audio-record the interviews for latesdrigtion. |
conducted interviews in the closed offices of the participants. In accordahcawiRB
approval, | took care to ensure the confidentiality of data, including assignundopsens both

in describing the institution and specific participants.
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Data Analysis

| carefully organized my data throughout the research process. Soomaffgeting the
interviews, | employed a commercial service to promptly transcribetiheiews, and reviewed
these summaries personally. | logged and classified all documents tdlgdra€k them. For
each document, | kept an original copy untouched while using a second copy for catling a
analysis activity. | backed up my data, recordings, and documents and stored ghiecked
cabinet in my locked office on campus. Recordings and any identifiable informatidye wil
destroyed 3 yeamfter the study is complete.

Early analysis of data is an important part of fieldwork and contributes to theyaialit
data collection and overall analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Data antilysi®egan
concurrently with collection of documents as well as interviews. | took margis doteng the
interviews and summarized key information gleaned from the interviews inategacument.
This supported reflective thinking during the interview and document collection praoess
also provided input to subsequent interviews (Miles & Huberman, 1994). The major
internationalization initiatives at LGU discussed during the interviewsded a collaborative
project in Africa, expanding study abroad, sending faculty to Asia to foster mavenships and
programs, and the opportunity to open an international branch campus. These became the
embedded cases that | used to compare and contrast through the course of nsy analysi

| began developing themes during the process of data collection, creatimces of
what | was hearing and cross-cutting themes. After transcriptionyrhegt to the conversations
and through annotations and summaries, conducted a form of pattern coding (Miles &
Huberman, 1994). In order to “let the data speak”, | put my earlier matridesaasl did a

bottom-up approach of coding and repetitive grouping to let categories ememeg tis

40



process | subsequently identified categories and themes (Creswell, 2@d&¥anted in this
report. In order to develop the case description, | also created a timeliygsaobmajor events
for each sub-case, major decisions and issues, referred to by Miles and Hud&84 as a
time-ordered matrix.
Data Validation

Authors debate how data validation should be applied in qualitative work in light of
differing philosophical approaches (Merriam, 1998). Two forms of data validatiludéenc
internal and external validity (Merriam, 1998). External validity seeks tordeterwhether the
results might be replicated by another researcher (Merriam, 1998). Adtatiygatase study,
the results of this case will be highly associated with this case and thenetfengal validity is
not possible in the same way as might happen in quantitative research. With thetiafofrma
provide in this chapter, however, a researcher could undertake a similar shtndyher
institution. On the other hand, internal validity looks at whether the results of ansaucly
reality, that is, that they are trustworthy (Merriam, 1998). This study seseeral techniques to
achieve trustworthy results.

Considering the process from multiple points of view and using multiple information
types added to the study’s credibility and rigor through triangulation (Ros&rRallis, 2003).
Stake (2000) defines triangulation as “a process of using multiple perceptidasfyonceaning,
verifying the repeatability of an observation or interpretation” (p. 443). €blstque allows a
“convergence of evidence” within a single case study that gives added crenlédmee
investigation (Yin, 2009). In this study, | interviewed stakeholders from varygenaational
levels and with differing roles in the process. | also triangulated resuttsibyaring interview

feedback with data obtained through document analysis. As themes developed, | used a
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validation technique called rival explanation development (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yin,
2009), being watchful to follow and develop multiple lines of explanation or causation. This
included following lines of questioning during the interview to uncover conflicting opiriods
perspectives, as well as adding new interviewees through snowball samplirey tdtefhative
perspectives. In addition, a peer reviewer (Rossman & Rallis, 28@8)ined how | developed
the case explanation and themes. She uncovered no significant issues or incassistenc
analysis.
Study Usefulness

As a case study at a single institution, this research is not intendedtéoommeelusions
from which one may generalize (Rossman & Rallis, 2003). At the same time, through the
detailed description provided with this case, others in similar settings magleonsw the
situation and lessons learned through the study of Land-Grant University mightilae to or
different from that on their own campus. Hence, lessons learned by LGU thpxsoside
insight for others (Rossman & Rallis, 2003).

Researcher Background

In conducting qualitative research, it is important for the researcher tphateabout
the background and experiences she brings that may affect her analysisasietlfiBossman &
Rallis, 2003). In addition to a long-standing general interest in cross-bordetiedulcaas
involved in the establishment of an academic site in Dubai for my home institutibougit |
was not involved in the initial decision process directly, | subsequently patidipaone of the
key coordinating groups on campus working on its implementation, and travelled tgitimeime
order to help establish information technology infrastructure for the campusiotare. Later,

| oversaw undergraduate admissions for that instructional site as well. Althselgicted a

42



different institution than my own as the site of my research, in conducting thysl stad

careful to bracket my prior experience working with an international bramspusaand work
with my peer reviewer to limit the impact of my prior experience on thewuresearch.

Summary
In sum, | investigated how an institution framed various international iaégatising an

embedded, qualitative case study approach. The case study used semi-strueturegsrand a
descriptive approach in order to learn more about a process that is not well underngtexdgB
multiple interviews as well as a variety of documents, | used triangutatiomprove the rigor

and credibility of my research. Employing a peer reviewer also corgdtatcredibility.
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Chapter 4: Findings

This chapter summarizes the main findings of my study at Land-Grant kityv@ihe
chapter begins with a brief overview of Land-Grant University with emphasis ometnational
activities. The rest of the chapter describes how LGU has approachedtiowal strategy. To
preserve confidentiality, | use pseudonyms for the institution, its units, lgpattatipants.

Background

Land-Grant University (LGU) is a large, research-extensive institutith a history
dating back more than 125 years. Through this period, the university expanded beyony its earl
roots; its more than ten colleges now enroll tens of thousands of students from undézgradu
through the Ph.D. level. Like other land-grant institutions, LGU embraces itstite paission
of learning, research, and engagement, and its responsibility to the stdtalddEnjoys a
strong national and international reputation. While LGU has branch campusestaié¢h¢his
study focused on the main location, which remains the largest.

Over much of the last decade, LGU enjoyed relatively stable leadershgforin of the
much beloved President Schugart and Senior Academic Officer Nickels. Dusnmptiad,
LGU inaugurated new, world-class research facilities and expanded cangpoatinhalization.
Due to retirement and other opportunities, both administrators left the institution a geapd
ago. The new president arrived soon after and has led LGU since. Upon arrsidgire
Zelinski initiated the development of a new strategic plan. The plan was cethplithin a year
of the president’s arrival with much fanfare. The plan places LGU’danigs a global context
and describes institutional goals and direction in very “broad strokes.” Yetepsogn
international goals, as well as many others, has recently slowed. A numberioistrators

expressed concern over the new president’s leadership.
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During the same time, there has been significant turnover in other seniorsadtiva
positions, including the Senior Academic Officer (SAO) role. The previous Seteonational
Officer (S1IO)was required to retire over a year ago, but a search for a replacenaeht@altop
of this, the global financial crisis created new challenges for the state andtttution.

Over previous decades, Land-Grant University demonstrated significantgzragre
traditional internationalization, and achieved national recognition for tlffestses a result. For
instance, administrators are proud of the large number of international studenssitingon
enrolls, noting how these students as well as a large compliment of internatiaftgldaag a
different worldview to campus. Many administrators highlighted LGU Collegeggatulture’s
leadership in international engagement. The college’s international officéhevésst of its kind
on campus and provided a model for the institution overall. Over at least four decades, the
faculty in Agriculture has worked on dozens of externally-funded development prioject
remote parts of the world. Yet, one administrator noted the college’s interagtiortfolio
primarily benefited individual faculty members and students, and did not satifichange the
university’s global focus.

During President Schugart’s era, study abroad numbers steadily et;rpating LGU
at a comparable level with many of its peers. Administrators attributethtinease to Dr.
Schugart’s attention to and strong support of study abroad. Not only was the number of students
on study abroad a key metric for academic deans during this time, but the agmiraktration
injected funding to fuel its expansion. Land-Grant University’s collegeiraie to promote and
grow study abroad, although the rate of growth has slowed since Dr. Zelingkes. &t the

same time, LGU academic units have also given increasing attentioartmatidanal service-
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learning projects, overseas partnerships, international research, aast ahkeoverseas masters
program.

Through the last decade, the university began moving toward internationatgrojec
requiring cross-college collaboration and of larger potential strategmriemce. For example,
President Schugart provided seed-money that helped units establish partnershapsumber
of Asian institutions and even companies. Some colleges, as well as the lowair@ivision,
are attempting to designate a smaller number of inter-institutioralgaments that serve
multiple purposes and missions, rather than proliferating many small agreeBectnd, a
number of colleges are contributing to an engagement effort in Africa that focusegartant
health and economic issues. This collaboration involves other domestic as wdlational
institutions. LGU also provided expert consultation across a number of disciplinds &0 he
group of private investors establish a new, independent, overseas campus in a developing
country.

Most significantly, Land-Grant University spent several years reggaiiwith overseas
sponsors to develop its own overseas branch campus. This effort, however, was not highly
publicized, and in fact was noted to be “hush hush” by some. This effort arose after tanonsul
to the investors, reportedly with some association with UNESCO, approachedsidenire
Soon after, the administration appointed a retired vice-president of LGU astianeagoroject
director to lead the process of reviewing the offer and developing a proposal.ojés pr
entailed a brick-and-mortar facility overseas---a full campusarding LGU degrees. Those
close to the project characterized it as “bold,” “sexy”, and able to put LGU onajtnéike no
other. More than one administrator described it as the largest projectsuratiye institution

had ever attempted, and the first of its kind. LGU was on the brink of signing wheobhaé gl
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financial crisis struck. Although not officially closed, most administratolis\eethe project to
be effectively dead.

While the overseas branch campus project is currently on the shelf, the insttilition s
espouses its goals to expand internationalization efforts and grow its glasiqgeeThe most
recent strategic plan gives considerable attention to becoming a moriy¢iotizsed
institution. This plan arose through the efforts and input of key constituents acrass/grsity.
A globally-oriented work group created working papers that provided input to abegstrplan
and are still referenced by administrators today. Shortly after complétiba strategic plan, the
Senior Academic Officer (SAO) at the time commissioned another tasktéohegher LGU'’s
international efforts. This group also had broad participation and worked for ogar before
recently releasing its recommendations. Its report to the SAO redképesetrics for
internationalization, recommends a branding and marketing strategy s lglobal efforts,
creates some processes and infrastructure for better tracking and canmrdihaGU’s
international efforts, and prescribes an on-going global committee to pleaukrship on
numerous areas of international work, including how to select strategic irdaatgartners and
signature projects. Time will tell which of these recommendations the athatiiois will adopt.

In light of its current reputation in the international arena and its globahasps, Land-
Grant University provided an interesting setting in which to study how an ir@titgbes about
making strategic international decisions.

International Strategy Development at LGU

In this section | summarize what | learned concerning the current waysch

international strategies develop and are communicated at Land-Grant Uyivdysgin by

noting how participants understood LGU'’s international work tied to its institutroission. |
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then describe the use of metrics and rewards in encouraging LGU'’s imeahactivity, the
organization and communication mechanisms that support international strategy demglopm
and how leadership turnover has impacted this development. | conclude by describing how
international projects are initiated at LGU, noting how the branch campus stoadaospecial
case, and discuss LGU’s concept of a global presence.
The Tie to Institutional Mission
Across the board, participants readily understood and identified with the tteparti
mission of Land-Grant University: learning, research, and engagement.obla¢ gpmmittee for
the strategic plan had as one of its primary recommendations the infusion oflapgispactive
into all three areas of mission. The administrators acknowledged the necesdigtate a
global view while understanding this internationalization as a work in progress. émeemof
the more recent internationalization task force noted:
The task force that | was on, or am on, takes a look at the new strategic plan dnlgas m
divisions, but one of the divisions having a mission statement. And in our mission what
we tackled was how do you globalize the mission itself, and still maintain the
commitment to the land-grant university, to local, state, national, now intarabh#ireas.
And I've been working on that for some time. Also, then, how do we globalize the vision
of the university? We take the strategic plan, take a look at the vision and say "If we
were globalizing the vision, how do we do that?”
Participants uniformly saw the expansion of the mission to include a more globalidimass
natural and necessary given the impact of globalization on students, the econorng,sdatét
One faculty member noted “...what we do globally should be reflected in beodfits t

state...and to our consumer community, whether it's businesses in the state, edu¢héon i
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state, or research activities in the state.” This reflects a commonly held tiait infusing a
global perspective into LGU’s mission is not only good for LGU, but can position tlhtetiost
to better serve the state.

Among the aspects of mission, student learning in an international context ees &8i
critically important. Representatives from every college inter@tenoted the importance of
preparing students to operate in a global world. Internationalizing thewdumicthough
frequently mentioned in the literature as part of internationalizatioregyrétle Wit, 2002;

Knight 1993), was rarely mentioned; one participant stated updating curriculum to add an
international dimension had received emphasis a number of years ago, imphkasgibt a
priority item today. On the other hand, most emphasized the importance of expanding study
abroad opportunities for students. A large number remarked that developing ghviealby-
students includes doing even more. One dean noted:

...there was a recognition that in this global economy the world's shrinking amddsia

students who leave here are going to work for global companies that aréaybeng

working internationally, and how could we build experiences, not just study abroad but

how could we build experiences regardless of whether it be an activity on campus, a

short-term study abroad, one of these two-week, three-week travel abrbddowity

member types of experiences too — truly a semester study abroad where awre of

students could have a significant global experience, recognizing they're gbiag t

working in a world where it doggquire understanding of other cultures.

In sum, departments recognized that traditional forms of internationalizatetungling study
abroad and other internationally-focused on-campus learning opportunitiesabfer\students

in today’s world.
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Furthermore, as a land-grant institution, engagement has long played aminhyuie,
although the degree to which engagement included an international focus has vadkelgayat
LGU. International engagement has a long history in the College ofultgre, where one
participant noted faculty members have many international projects and whav&ifhpact on
as big a scale as they can.” According to one faculty member, “...as ge€oftldgriculture,
yes, we have a duty to the people of the State .... and to the country but also to the world.” With
a slightly different approach, the College of Engineering has more ngbegthn emphasizing
international engagement in the form of co-curricular activities fotutsesits. For example,
engineering students have recently worked on service projects in countries 8adivia and
Kuwait. An Engineering faculty member commented on how such projects can priwioe a
way learning experience between students and other cultures:

...Wwe are encouraging our students to look particularly into service-learnisg$ort

activities, taking their engineering skills into developing countries, workitiy

developing countries to see how we can learn from them in terms of receiving the

richness of their culture and their heritage and their indigenous intelligaedagiving to

them in terms of our technology, our own American indigenous traits or qualities.
In fact, LGU'’s interest in the Africa Project developed primarilyrag@agagement effort. A
former dean described the motivation for the Africa Project as allowing to®d “involved in
something long-term over there, which will really make a difference.” Timsdved see the
project as first and foremost a form of engagement, yet hope it will develop toothee
aspects of mission. This project has attracted interest across magespdnd is viewed as a
project with cross-college, interdisciplinary potential. One dean, howeverilaesthe project

with disappointment as turning into a form of one-way “technical assistancedtdé a desire
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for and belief that it could develop into more than that. In addition, administrators, whil
supportive of the Africa Project, expressed concern about sources for future fundingxtThe ne
chapter discusses funding issues in more detail.
In a number of ways, LGU administrators reflected that addressing thgidbgl
challenges affecting our world today relates to the outreach and engrgeiss&on. A senior
executive remarked:
So our recommendation about engagement was that we needed to think also about our
global engagement, and what that meant was to be engaged around the world & project
that addressed what we called grand challenges and societyessgpmablems. So
practical is not the word that | want to use, but problem-focused researchdtedel
and we talked a little — in selected regions of the world. We can’t be all tiadjs t
people. We cannot go everywhere.
Indeed, the strategic plan expressed a desire for the institution to akgiyagement activities
to contribute to serious world issues. To some extent, such effort has the potentidbwiker
LGU'’s research mission. Yet, as | later discuss, the two are not identichhae some
significant differences when it comes to institutional strategy.
Within the research mission, once again central administrators saw the nezddse
the international dimension. Research is becoming more important than evengsoaent of
the international agenda at LGU. Several individuals mentioned the curredeptdsas set a
goal of doubling total research funding in the next several years. A foraeicdenmented, “I
think that to a large extent, research interests are gonna drive the intetniat@yaats now.” On
the other hand, international research opportunities, to date, appear to have developeé in a mor

distributed manner in the organization, for example through faculty doing projécts wi
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colleagues abroad that shared similar research agendas. Some admsssitggbt to move
toward creating a more focused group of research partners, aiming to deelgstdtegic
international partnerships in specific regions of the world as a means to promtgmgtional
research and find external funding and facilities. One department chaateditl'll never have
faculty on sabbatical at these places unless they would be research-lenaxksgat faculty
member from the LGU Research Park described the goal for his unit as mh&kintye “choice
of institutions for global collaboration,” stating that if anyone seeks a okspartner in the U.S.
“the name [LGU] should come in front of them.” Thus, research is playing an incilgasing
important role in how LGU views the internationalization of its mission.

Many of LGU'’s internationally-focused endeavors fall fairly clganto one of the three
aspects of mission, although there are sometimes spillover effects baneasnFor instance,
while study abroad programs primarily help students develop a new, global geesgactlty
involved in these programs may secondarily meet international faculty with viteynhater
collaborate on research. On the other hand, there were differing views on howntiredanrapus
aligned with mission. Some felt it addressed all three aspects obmiEsir instance, in

answering how this project related to institutional mission, one dean responded:

All of that. | mean, we would have our students. Our students have the opportunity to go
there to study abroad. We were gonna try to develop a research agenda thaedlyevent
that would open doors for us to be involved with hopefully meeting some of the global
challenges there in the [region], giving our faculty more research opporsuniienk

people saw it as a way to engage with companies there that are there, you khowe, For

500 that are there and funding for projects and research. | mean, we tried tbagew
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having a broad range of opportunities — both academic fundraising, business oasnecti

research, the whole nine yards.

Yet, some close to the branch campus initiative questioned how tightly the projectthied t
mission of the university at all. One of the administrators involved in the coup fnat

evaluated the branch campus opportunity felt the relationship to mission was nabtigat st
except “what we saw was an opportunity to develop research and capacity, and i tpetipa

it sort of in an overseas environment.” An administrator from the Research Pé#nkti¢he

focus for the branch campus project was not research, but rather undergraduatesprbigea
vice-president for research was not reported to be involved in the branch campus projges, per
because of a retirement and the resulting change in leadership at that time.

The one area of consensus was the branch campus would establish a significaas overs
presence or “footprint” for LGU. A senior executive noted in addition to giving inceedibl
opportunities to LGU faculty and staff, the branch campus “promotes the name of thsitynive
in a part of the world where we don’t have a presence” and also helps attraatgsiddents to
the home campus.

Despite some differing views on the how the branch campus related to mission,
participants generally saw consistency in the institution’s internatispabéions and its
historical mission. A senior administrator summed it up as follows:

...if you think of the land-grant institution of the2dentury, we basically said we — just

like in the 19, the land-grant university was the hub for sort of region, state, or quasi-

regional information flow, the Ag Extension and all that... And so how does that change
in the 2% century? Well, [Land-Grant University] needs to be a global hub, pulling

partners and technology and ideas from around the world and then redistributing it as a
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state university...to the state. So the scale of the region where we dravotheairdgn

and partners and technologies from changes.
This demonstrates the common theme across interviews that in today’s waerlt) Hes state
involves serving the world across all three dimensions of Land-Grant Universitgsion.
The Role of Metrics and Rewards

Across the board, administrators noted the important role metrics and rewgrufs pla
implementing any kind of change at Land-Grant University. The instityidlishes an annual
digest with great detail of metrics and trends of importance across tigimsal missions. The
most recent strategic plan includes high-level dashboard metrics that alimw administrators
and those external to LGU to quickly grasp how well LGU is doing in comparisbrpesrs.
One senior administrator summed up the role of metrics in the institution’s glotdal

When there is a new initiative....one way you communicate and articulate a value, a

interest, a commitment to anything is, one, by allocating resources td it, an

communicating the availability, and one of the things that | think [LGU’s] been

especially good at, demanding metrics and following up. So metrics on what do you hope

to accomplish in this initiative, by what methods are you going to provide evidence tha

you've been successful? So very good at doing that! We set goals about dauldyng s
abroad and increasing — | don’t know what the exact metrics were for increasing
initiatives in Asia, but they varied by project. So you communicate it lgyting
globalization into the overarching plan by — there are at least two thingsilihatange
people’s behavior in universities, and one is money, because it makes possible

opportunities, and two is if you measure it. If you measure it, people will do ibhdby a
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large, because that's — if you have to report it, you will find ways to puttegttings

that seem like you're doing it, or you will actually start engaging in it.

Through the interviews, others echoed the same sense that what the senishifeatsEasures is
what is important. Most attributed the growth in study abroad numbers to the presitlegt sta
this as a goal, but then also following up and measuring progress. An Associate [Rebedles
the growth in study abroad:

...and then finally [I] got [that SAQ]... to put in [the SAO’s] annual or actually

semiannual reporting with the deans the topic of study abroad numbers. So, the deans

would have to report every six months... on things like, okay, faculty initiatives, budget
problems, diversity initiatives, blah, blah, blah, and at the bottom was study abroad. They
had to tell [the SAO] how they were progressing with study abroad. And tlests wou

saw some good movement on what the individual colleges were doing. So, that's what

happens at that level.

In this culture, metrics also are important to the planning process along melgle One
former dean indicated each unit is responsible for tracking progress ggamsstand that the
assessment office brings this together to prepare reports to the Tarstestbers. He noted,
“Every plank in the [strategic] plan has a metric to measure against.”

On the other hand, some viewed the measures in the strategic plan as vague. One
associate dean noted the difficulty in measuring certain kinds of internadinaty across
disciplines He was patrticularly critical of the relative valuelaited to publishing in various
journals, for instance those in English versus other languages. This suggesisl pbiaignges
in setting measures that are meaningful across the institution. Anothenstcator, troubled by

the simplistic measures assigned to measure progress in the strategenphrked:
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These are what we used to call in high school, "idiot lights." There's certain bfands

cars where you don't actually have an oil pressure gauge. All you haredi$ight that

goes on. You have no idea, you know, | mean, it just goes on. And then you think, "Oh,

I'm out of oil." Well, that's what we've got. We've got the simplest, stupiejestting.

So, it's not working for us. We have no real way to do this. We've gone back to a

situation where it's kind of up to individuals in this place to decide what

internationalization means to them and how they want to work for it and how they want
to measure it.
This administrator found not having meaningful measures no better than having no negasures
all.

While there was overall buy-in to the importance of metrics at LGU, same lack of
specific, measurable goals akin to the former goal of increasing stumbdatumbers. This left
some units unclear as to what is currently most important with respect tb attlry. Many
were looking to the recently released internationalization task force tegautd clarity. The
very first recommendation of the report of this task force was to implemeénctsrte support
LGU'’s internationalization objectives. The task force presented a handfutraésrier the
deans’ semiannual reporting that align with the three key areas that atosegliobal working
papers and strategic plan. The measures capture quantitative information, thechussber of
programs and partnerships of an international nature. Only one item, a unit-defasdere
the quality of a study abroad experience relative to defined student-leautaugnes begins to
measure any depth or impact of the activity.

Beyond the metrics reported by deans, two other items were noted as key itnignpac

behavior. First, several respondents mentioned how seed money from central adimmdstra
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the International Division prompted faculty and units to engage in actinéesnight not

otherwise have been possible. A prime example was how such seed money helped unjts devel

new programs and relationships in Asia over the last decade. Also, uniformly, reggonde

understood the need to tie international work to the promotion and tenure process. One dean

observed:
.... because faculty is so key in a lot of this, they have to be incentivised. Their main
incentives now are to, you know, he proverbial publish or perish phrase is still very
prevalent. And for them to be involved in what some colleges might not reward, meaning
international things, whether it's study abroad or certain internationabodditions, why
should they? | mean it risks their promotion — not only their promotion, but their tenure. |
mean, tenure and promaotion is the key process that has to be affected. ... only one college
really, College of Ag, has any semblance of rewarding faculty in the pramenid
tenure process for involvement in international things. Some are moving more toward
that, but without that tying the international agenda to the promotion/tenure process i
some way or form, shape, whatever, it just can't be done very easily, becausesether
you're just looking, you're depending upon individual champions or ways you can entice
people through grant programs. And those are spotty and hit and miss.

Worth noting in light of the previous quote, the recent task force report suggested moving the

institutional practices for promotion and tenure toward more consistent reongfiti

international activity. So, uniformly participants acknowledged the importanoetoics

measured by the central leadership in driving behavior and changes at Lanht}@varsity.

Participants widely suggested these metrics help them know what is valu@d .adlso,

because the faculty is so vital in accomplishing international goals, athatiois recognized the
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importance of a meaningful international dimension in promotion and tenure, the ultigtete m
for faculty, in moving the international agenda forward.
Organization and Communication Mechanisms

Land-Grant University’s organizational structure and communication floulgdse the
review, formation, and dissemination of international strategy in a number of Wagsection
describes the various structural means supporting international strateggmment and
communication at LGU.

The International Division.

The International Division oversees both study abroad and international student and
scholar support at LGU. While it encourages and assists academic units, it doagenaty
direct line responsibility for academic programs. The Internationasidiviadministers some
internal grant money aimed at expanding internationalization, such as funding tochéipdat
up study abroad programs. It also helped administer the funding for the Asiast.proje

LGU has had a Senior International Officer (S10) at a dean-lexaddawe to coordinate
much of the institution’s internationalization work and lead the International &ivisr nearly
two decades. The SIO, reporting to the Senior Academic Officer, is recogyineahly as the
unit to serve as a conduit and mouthpiece of the SAO’s international priorities. One¢adedn s

Well in the past | think the dean of international programs is included in meetimgs wit

the academic deans... So they're included — they have a voice at that table and reports

directly to [the SAQO]. So that's probably very, very important. So just as kiaiuas

come out of the graduate school and [Donald Markham’s] the spokesperson for that, that

would be...true for international programs. So historically that office has beerfahe

me in my experience anyway, as the dean, has been the spokesperson for newsinitiative
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new programs, the priorities, and we've always made the assumption, and | think

correctly, that when [the International Division dean] spoke on behalf of international

programs that he was speaking on behalf of [the SAQO] and the president.

As noted, a search for a new leader, with an upgraded title, failed. Heneghsinc
retirement of the former Dean of the International Division, Land-Grantdugsity has had a
person in an acting SIO role. While the acting lead continues with the current pregéms
attempts to focus international partnerships, several administrators acknahteaigas an
interim, the holder of that position is necessarily constrained in what they canpdisbom

International committees and task forces.

Several committees and task forces have contributed in a “bottom-up” manner to the
development of strategic plans at LGU, at least in the international relaése §roups have
been short-term and temporary, tasked with creating a set of recommendations and the
disbanding. The groups had representation from a broad number of campus units. Furthermore
they also solicited input from across campus to their recommendation documéndsngnc
overseeing campus forums open to the campus community. One senior adminieseribed
the process for developing the strategic plan:

Well, 1 think for the strategic plan, we had faculty, staff, and student...teams. And so one

of the things we’re proud of about our strategic plan is that it was a very ground-up effo

Sure, administratively there were some guidelines, there were samesfput around

things. But in terms of internationalization, a ground-up swell of ideas and ptahs. S

think that that's one really important part of setting these priorities.

On a more on-going basis, the International Division coordinates a group of ioteahati

representatives from each of the colleges. This group meets monthly to shiamaiiain from
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central administration and across the colleges. Many of those intervieweg@aveof this group
and spoke positively about it. Consistently, they represented this group as a coatiomuiool,
a networking structure for internationally oriented initiatives, and advisamgture; the
international representatives group is not a decision-making body. Many of thetiotexha
representatives served on the strategic planning and internationaliagkdorce, as well.

Finally, as mentioned, the more recent internationalization task fom@ameended an
on-going policy committee coordinate and help create strategy for Lgiabal efforts. The
institution had not adopted this recommendation at the time of this study.

Written communications.

Administrators described several ways in which strategy and objecteves ar
communicated through written means at Land-Grant University. Adminigratonediately
pointed to the strategic plan when asked how the institution communicates itstiomaina
direction. The LGU strategic plan is intended to guide the university’s mie-@dingction across
all areas, including international. Although the strategic plan lays outidiventvery broad
strokes, it creates common language and purpose that was evident in most of tiesvetervi
Everyone is familiar with the plan, and everyone could describe the three majsipuanierth
in the plan. Participants often framed international efforts within theststerseng the exact
wording from the strategic plan. This suggests an understanding of fitting thevibéiriunits
within the larger framework set out in the strategic plan, or at least portiagsmguch.

A number of participants noted this plan is relatively general in nature, and pointed to
other documents that provide additional context. One of these is the globallyefptaiseing
document used in creating the strategic plan, still available online. Anothexcemdly released

report of an internationalization task force. One task force member stated:
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The strategic plan was created and then our task force was created AQiHte ke
that and do something with it. And so, for the past 18 months, we've been trying to take
the recommendations of the strategic plan and really, the strategic plaarig global
document. Very — that's a bad word. It's a very, very general document.....[refining the
components] means looking at their recommendations, implementing those that we can
clarifying others, refining them, making further recommendations foremehtation
after collecting data.
In sum, while the strategic plan provides high-level direction, the outputs of the planning
committees add additional detail and context for some administrators. On the athat isanot
always clear how the upper-level administration views the committeek: @oe task force
member reflected:
But the frustration actually is that we were not told very clear direction, omans
that they just present a report. But we are afraid after we have wripord and it just
will be something on the shelf.... We don’t know how they value the report.
Almost as if keeping with this administrator's comment, at the beginningso$tilndly,
LGU’s home page had a direct link to the strategic plan. More recently, howesahanged.
Soon after the study, LGU’s home page instead linked to pages highlighting how adiggbl
to address its financial challenges in the coming years. One could link tcetiegistplan there
and from a few other places, but it was no longer highlighted at the same level.
Most colleges at LGU also have their own strategic plans, although the tegieieh a
global component is evident varies significantly across them. In the exantphgiokering, a
global component is woven throughout the vision, goals, and text; whereas a few others have

used the words “global” or “international” but the depth of commitment is not as obvious.
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Beyond these plans and the supporting working papers, however, communication is more
scattered. Central units use a daily news update, distributed via an emaiigst@ate
subscribers, as a common way to announce new initiatives. There is, however, no segmenta
of this news into an internationally-focused distribution. Several administragosrsomed the
on-going challenges in communicating effectively on a large, distributegusasuch as LGU.

On Land-Grant University’s web pages, a global component is present but outside of a
few colleges and units, it is not very deep. There is a global tab from the home palyetha
one to another page that is mostly a set of links to a few units engaged in internatibnal
such as study abroad. The visuals, such as photos that come up somewhat randomly on web
pages, have very few international ties. The International Division has its elwpages, but
again, these are mostly a set of links to other units. The Division has a nevictetter
international alumni and friends, but the last edition was posted on the web over 18 months ago.

Senior leadership communications.

Many administrators take cues from the president and senior acadeogc ioffooking
for what is important at the institution. The senior leadership of LGU periodmatyg speeches
and holds internal forums in which they are able to communicate priorities and mensdues.
Several interviewees noted how Dr. Schugart used such opportunities to advance his agenda
regarding increasing study abroad numbers and creating greater eagageAsia. In contrast,
participants are not currently hearing much of substance from the admims#athis time
concerning LGU'’s global agenda. Some reported other priorities such as thefinasis in
the state and the institution’s budget challenges may simply be taking therftref

The Genesis of International Projects
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As administrators described the various international opportunities in whichaAlasU
engaged, they frequently remarked how projects developed through relationsiepteraal
invitation, or, as one project director put it, “all kinds of almost serendipity.” @weiover, |
heard faculty describe how they developed projects with someone they met ararcamf
mentored as a graduate student, or knew from growing up overseas. One faculty member
commented on the typical way collaboration between faculty members in develaped’nat
works:

So some molecular biologist working on a certain protein finds out that somebody ... in

the Netherlands is working on the same thing. And they have reason; there egeesyne

in working together. And basically it means communicating. There might beenst

who goes back and forth once in awhile. But it isn’t expensive and it goes on. And those

are often disciplinary activities. And they're often started by faculgraations. These

two researchers meet each other at a meeting somewhere and it goesrgom the
Another faculty member described how he developed a study abroad program in his home
country in Asia over the last several years:

| think if you talk back in [Asia] this is something | really want to do. So | wertthis

is more like my personal friendship type of arrangement. So | went to talk fiormegr

classmates in college so we got some donation and then so that helped out véaydvell

so and then we found a very good partner school and then we talked about how to arrange

this program.

This is not to say that all international projects develop in this manner.r@erntany
activities, such as some U.S.-government-sponsored projects in developing spfailoiwed a

more formal process. Yet, the role of relationships in putting together a teamséaidiag the
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work afterward remained important. These projects were largely theolv#tividuals, not an
overall institutional effort. One associate dean distinguished the typiegtioc of disciplinary
versus cross-disciplinary, capacity building projects. As mentioned, disoyplprojects often
develop through one-on-one interaction among faculty.

...capacity-building grants which are like what we originally did in [SoutieAca],

what we did in Africa...tend to be institution-to-institution linkages and stagusecof

some institutions, some political or other link. And then there are opportunities for
faculty to be involved. And so for multidisciplinary capacity-building projetts ftean’s

office is] almost inevitably involved. And on all of those continuums there are ttags t

are in-between that it depends on the individuals and the circumstances of a spseifi
In giving an example of a capacity-building project, however, this sartyfasember
described a project in Eurasia that grew to involve over 50 faculty membersitidie i
invitation to get involved in the country came about through an individual relationshiplty fac
member had been in that country in the Peace Corps and received a call from alfoemasw
then serving in an important role in the Ministry of Education. Hence, even thoughasgere |
projects can grow to develop more institutional links, in the past, at least, they teswve of
originated through personal connections.

For instance, two university partnerships deemed “strategic” by a depaithair
emerged through a generous gift from an alumna. One of the institutions wati kiU would
partner was her alma mater, the other was an institution started byheer &milarly, an
invitation to assist in a capacity-building project in which LGU staff providstasice to help

establish new, private, overseas university arose through alumni. In thtesealaples, while
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there was a relationship of some kind in place, the project itself came abawitatyan; it was
neither part of a longer-term plan nor a jointly conceived endeavor.
As described in more detail later, the branch campus project also began with the
invitation of an external investor. In this case, however, the investment groupphadched
LGU did not previously have a relationship with university. In light of the number of pgojec
instigated by parties external to LGU, some participants described tihatims's international
strategy as “reactive.” One dean observed:
For [LGU], in terms of where our international programs development is and our mindset
in the campus, having these three more university-wide initiatives — one in tlom[regi
one in[continent], one in [country] is a good start. So, it fits in that way. Did we go out
and seek these? No. | think we were, we're still very much a reactive stageadVi®
what comes to us.
Similarly, a central administrator summed up the LGU’s approach with tespec
internationally-focused initiatives:
You are either proactive or you're reactive. Sometimes a combinatiau'iégood it's a
combination. It depends on how entrepreneurial you are. So, if you're proactive, you
have a VP, or someone in a similar title, going out and finding opportunities, making
opportunities. If you're reactive, you wait until they come. {LGU} is a eact
institution. Everything that has come to us, most, has been somebody from the outside
saying, "We'd like to do X or Y. Would you like to be a part of it?" [The branch campus
project] is a classic example.
On the other hand, a few initiatives at LGU demonstrated more proactikexthiThe

former president’s initiative to create relationships in Asia is a goodm&although the
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specific partners were left to units to determine, the president stroragiyraged college

faculty to travel to Asia to strengthen institutional ties and programmitige region, and

provided money to help make that happen. One of the research park groups also conducted a
very intentional, structured review of potential partners in India. The sense of arrafmbe
administrators was that to move its global agenda forward, the institution n¢akle more

initiative and set clearer direction, for instance by focusing on a few keg vagilons and

partner institutions. One administrator remarked the competition to pair up wittotke m
prestigious institutions in certain countries means that if one does not movevetgattie
opportunities may later be gone.

Leadership Turnover

Land-Grant University began the millennium with a period of stability, as heth t
president and SAO were in place for over five years and appeared to have a doog wor
relationship. Since the two of them left the institution, there has been signiticaover in
other key leadership positions at LGU.

The change in presidents came up repeatedly in interviews. More than one aatministr
observed folks on campus still refer to Dr. Zelinski as the “new” president, #eeseveral
years. This proved true in my interviews. Participaetscribed perceived gaps in leadership and
direction since Dr. Schugart’s departure. Nearly everyone acknowledged thathendew
administration, direction was less clear, that where objectives existgdatked specifics.

Some assessed this as an implicit expectation that others would figure ouailse Ide
describing the goals for study abroad, for example, one administrator ceshfPaisZelinski’s

approach to Dr. Schugart’s definitive goal-setting for study abroad:
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...under this president [Zelinski], we're not hearing particular numbers.... But under the
current president, there’s an insinuation that we should grow, but ... that's not [the new
president’s] style to say, “I want there to be this number.”
One administrator commented that not only does the current administration not haveethe sa
priorities as the former, but that this administration does not seem to havegssiatileast in
the international arena. A senior administrator described the institutionisanteral efforts as
“on hold.” Another felt, “There's been no hand at the tiller.” One leader notezlhake
leadership that has some idea, but no real good direction of where they'd like to take this
dean summed up the current situation:
... we can only do so much with the money that we have and the vision is not a grand
vision right now. There's these ideas, but it's not the — | feel like there'sahpisteong
marching orders.
These observations suggest there is some vague direction, but administrators eé@not se
common vision to advance action in the international arena. Even with the straaegn@lthe
institution’s general commitment to becoming more global, administratdingsi study remained
unclear as to exactly what the objectives, strategies and prioritiastaeetop. Nevertheless,
participants indicated they continue to work on global activities. Without mefeiéxlirection
from the top, “...people find themselves continuing on with what they're doing, creating thei
own vision, and working out their own problems and opportunities.” This echoes the feelings of
another dean who stated, Wwhen you don't have someone at the top firmly defining what it is to
be expected, then you're just groping and guessing and trying to find the match.”

Many administrators were direct in assigning the lack of clear iretd the presidential

level. They noted the current president’s hands-off management style and lacisioedess.
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More than one felt that the change in presidential leadership was a majorfacbcompleting
the agreement for the branch campus. In reference to the branch campus, one eéstedsingg
president simply couldn’t decide. In several interviews, administrators spattihat some of
the current lack of leadership might be attributed to the economic crises andtasiSogdgetary
challenges, suggesting this has preoccupied Dr. Zelinski and taken timé&amvather matters.
Several people suggested the president’s priority has been on other aspectsaittie glan.
“[T]he only item that is receiving full attention is the student access andssjtaccording to
one associate dean. Observing the differing agendas, another assocaédleetad that
presidents are “all unigue in what they want to accomplish.” Hence, among thaatiqis
given for the lack of progress are the president does not place the highest valuaatiansr
activity, has other priorities, is distracted, or is indecisive. There may here#isens as well. In
any case, administrators are forming their own opinions based on whate¢h@mydsenot see
happening at LGU.

Meanwhile, there has been a revolving door in the position of senior academic 88icer
of this summer, the institution will have had four different people in this role inghedaeral
years, including those serving in interim roles. Participants did not voice atbydingstration
with turnover at this level, although they were generally saddened to sed adadepart.
Participants reported the branch campus project had started under a difféde@n8Ahat
SAO'’s departure also contributed to delays in that project moving forward.

As noted earlier, there has also been turnover in the leadership of the International
Division. With a failed search for a replacement, the interim dean continugse¢aseS1O. This
position also serves as an assistant senior academic officer. At lesstashposted, the

intention was to upgrade this position to a vice-presidential level due to its growiogance
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to the institution. A central administrator voiced the important role of a lead persiwe for
International Division:
If you have a strong and articulate leader, his or her job is to persuade tre seni
administration that this needs to be done. So it's not always top-down. It helps, lsut that’
what the role of the leadership in international affairs is all about.
Several people gave explanations for the failed SIO search. One indicatedcithenpre
and SAO could not agree on the position itself. Another close to the search was told tlwt none
the four candidates, all of whom were internal, was “prestigious” enough in Drsk mind
to lead LGU's international efforts. Another dean felt the administrationwemed funding the
position as a concern. A couple respondents wondered whether the president planned to have a
new global institute director assume some of the SIO’s potential dutiestratheslevating the
SIO position. In any case, nobody was clear on the future of the position, and sevegal peopl
attributed the lack of significant institutional progress on the internaticoral v the absence of
a permanent person in this important position. The post will likely remain ag leasstauntil the
new SAO is in place.
In sum, while the presidential role in leadership is significant, the pectgap with
respect to global issues is compounded by turnover in the SAO role and not filling the
International Division leadership position. Many of the administrators repdrdeduaring these
leadership changes, the direction of the institution’s international efédtesed. One
administrator summed up the current situation:
And a lot of what is going on right now is, | wouldn't say subterfuge, but there is just not
a lot of direction. And yet we still keep talking about how global and international JLGU

is. Well, it is, but if you listen carefully, you don't hear the engines wgr&n this. |
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mean, we're still moving through the water, you know what | mean, but we've kind of
shut down the motors a little bit. We're drifting in other words.
At the same time, administrators experienced “stalled momentum” in @raatibnal arena over
the last several years. A senior executive observed:
| think [LGU] is at a crossroads right now. A crossroads now because we have new
leadership at the top — | mean, well, the president who's been here a couple oloyea
But we are in that mode of a number of our vice-president-level people retindgoA
our dean of international programs has retired, and we are sitting sort of an ggetim
So this is a really critical time for the university to determine wherantsvto be
internationally. And what kind of leadership — and | don’t just mean what kind of a
person, but what's the title of that person, what'’s their status at the university and s
forth. | think we have to figure that out. It's a really important time.
In sum, many people noted the changes and in some cases, gaps in leadership in impsertant rol
with respect to international initiatives.
The Branch Campus Decision
All of those interviewed were familiar with the branch campus project. $ach@ot
been involved heavily, while others had been key players in the process. Consistentlyjtthose
some level of involvement recognized the project as different than other interhismiteta/es
the institution examined. Although a number of people and units at some point examined aspects
of the proposed project, participants described the process as very top-down and quite
confidential in nature. Yet, it was perhaps the largest project Land-Grardrsity had
considered, domestic or international. This section further describes how LGiacipgt the

branch campus project.
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Project initiation and planning.

Like many opportunities at LGU, the proposal to create a very large ovénseah
campus came from external sources; this specific opportunity was not swgrtethinstitution
initially sought. LGU had previously investigated establishing a brancpwsm collaboration
with several other universities, but that effort never came to fruition. Yet,xpatience opened
the initial thinking regarding engaging in a cross-border venture. In the noerd gase, an
external consultant representing the investors approached the president. $toesrdid their
homework, and were “shopping for the best programs in the country” in specifigidssi
Hence, the offer from the investors was very flattering to the institutioar séime initial
internal conversations, LGU'’s senior leadership decided to explore this opportunity.

From that point, the review of the proposal was managed by a small circleasf seni
administrators. Several administrators described the former SAO haragmn” of the project.
One member of the core project team indicated President Schugart was knowéetjeavery
step of the way” about the progress of the team. In order to provide resource biahomtick
review, the administration appointed a trusted, retired senior administratad tthéeproject on

a temporary basis. He, two others who reported directly to the SAO, and a leadhfiofiter

formed the core group examining the opportunity. The core group involved a number of others

through the course of its investigation, such as representatives from housimgatidor
technology, international admissions, and certain academic units. Nevesithisesonsensus of
those interviewed was that this was a top-down driven initiative. Beyond the corenteam
formal task force or committee was reported to be involved, and the internationaéneatiges
group played no direct role. With the investors’ interest in picking top-brandedapregr

participation in the project was by invitation. One department chair chazactéhie situation as
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being told by the senior leadership of the institution, "Congratulations, you lpaggram
[overseas]. Come to a meeting and we'll tell you more about it." Eventuallgyboveolleges
and department administrators with programs selected for the projetiettaneerseas and had
some input to the process. Key senior leaders and program directors visited thasosibesfor
short visits, including several Board members. The SAO visited, and one coltepgued,
“[The SAQ] was enthralled, just like everybody else who'’s been there.”
The core project team worked over several years and developed what admisistrat
characterized as an “elaborate plan,” including an academic plan angkardtrancial plan.
One dean remarked, “[LGU] really did its homework.” Staff from a variety of goi$ributed
to the planning process, and the project team researched and benchmarked other branch
campuses abroad. There was some degree of risk analysis done, includingmggapian to
ensure that should the campus have to close for some reason, there would be a means for
students there to complete their education at no additional cost to LGU.
Excitement and momentum.
Through overseas site visits and conversations with the investors, interestiterdezxc
in the project grew among senior leaders. Several administrators higthlightenergy the
branch campus project generated. One associate dean remarked:
Now, the discussions you talk about is, as to whether is this something that [LGH] want
to do? Will this help meet our institutional objectives? I'm sure those discussons
going on among two or three people at a time in a committee and not on a committee. But
the overwhelming emphasis from my point of view—maybe I'm biased, | don't know —
was here's an opportunity to do something big and splashy. Here's an opportunity maybe

to make some money. Here's an opportunity to catch up with [our peers].
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One team member described the project as one that would “put us on the map in a way that
nothing else will.” Based on such comments, it appears likely the size of ang bakigd this
project was significant and impacted the support for the project overall. A mefrthe core
project team described it as the largest venture of any kind ever theingiversity:
| don’t think the university has been involved in anything of that scope. We've said it's
the largest project that [Land-Grant] University has ever gotten involvattcloding
creating a new regional campus.... And | think that's true. If you're talkiogitaa
campus that’s probably four miles square, ten thousand students in ten years, you can add
up the numbers of what the operating costs and so forth would be. And so if we went into
that project, it would be the largest project in the history of the university—tiesta
single contract. We haven't signed it yet, so it may not ever happen. | thin& that
guantum leaps above over kinds of projects that we’ve ventured into in the past.
One administrator indicated the overall project budget reached into 10 figuregl®ulti
administrators were quick to clarify that no money would come from the U.S. caingus; t
investment group abroad was financing the project in its entirety, basegtanleart on
planned revenue from related real-estate developments. To some degree,aheé gizibility
drove interest in the project. Another senior administrator noted, “It's interg#tiaglecision.
So that momentum is contagious, and people were getting excited about it, and theo ever
often, there would be a glitch.” Despite periodic “glitches” the project had pneles support
among key administrators. The senior campus leadership shared the propose ®dart at
an appropriate point:
Eventually, it was presented to the Board of Trustees, and very carefully, elery w

thought-out... It was presented to the Board of Trustees with a great deal ofasmthus
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and care to increase the possibility that the Board would like it. It wasybedsy
involved in it wanted it to go. That was — | mean, it had lots and lots of momentum.
So, at least among those closely involved the project gained significant suppodtiéement.
Over and over, administrators mentioned the institution was poised to sign on the bottgm line
to the point the financial crisis hit. At that point investment in the region of thpusaamd
worldwide slacked off, and interest in the project fell as well.
Confidential nature of the project.
Over the several-year examination of the proposed project, publicity or open campus
discussion appeared non-existent. Although this was the largest project eveerszhat LGU,
many people viewed the deliberations as “below the waterline” and “hush husis’unable to
find any mention of the project in the regular university publications from Puliti®tes or
even the student newspaper. | only found one mention of it on a planning website for the Campus
Information Technology Department. More than one campus leader was hesitdkiatbout the
project at all during the interviews, opening up only after | mentioned that tiheisready
shared information on the project. Another observed, “The other thing that has beetrigteres
to me, how you can spend five years talking about such a major project and not become much
more visible.” One senior administrator remarked on the confidential nature objbetpr
[The branch campus project] was almost as though we get this group of people over here
in a hotel room, and they’re just gonna figure it out. That's — we don’t go meet in a
[major city] hotel to figure out whether or not we’re going to introduce a new major or
whether or not we’re going to — how we’re gonna cut our budget... So that was different.

| mean, it was not through the formal channels, not through — it was a group of people
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who just were out there moving, making it go forward, and sort of, you hope they will
throw out a bit of information every now and then to tell us how it’s going.
Even those close to the project acknowledged that this more closed approachesest difan
how LGU approached other large efforts.
This is not to say that no one beyond those asked to assist in the proposal review knew
about the branch campus initiative. Some administrators felt there wasvidespread
awareness of the project, at least in certain circles. And in some of tfebsg, there was also
concern. Yet, not all departments considering offering programs in the branghscdiscussed
the idea with faculty; where faculty were involved, it is not clear their goiee heard. The
same administrator that discussed the closed-door nature of the prajextisdsved:
It was questioned all along the way by faculty. Why are we doing this? ¥/ihawonna
get us? Isn’'t it gonna be hard to sustain? Who'’s going to deliver it? Is it ganold ge
after a while? Are we really going to get in it without putting any cashere a lot
of questions, a lot of questions. The talk on campus was people were concerned. At the
same time, it was a very sexy kind of excitement. There was exciteburttia and
looking back, why was there so much — because it seemed big. It seemed... magbe it w
the first international initiative of that scope.
Possibly, the energy and secretive nature of the project appeared to hadeasome of the
concerns that were raised. The investors projected enrollments withinyadesvof 10,000
students. Those close to Admissions were skeptical about such a target, and oneref the co
project members declared, “I kept saying to them, | can’t find an institirtithe world that’s

grown that rapidly. But if you have the money and you think you have the students, we're
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willing to give it a try.” In this manner, the project planning moved ahead despiike s
significant concerns about its viability.

Current status.

At the time of the interviews, the project was not officially canceled, dmdngstrators
interviewed expressed slightly different perspectives about whether d¢eaasor not. A couple
indicated some possibility of resurrecting the plans, while the magmdymed that due to the
current economic situation, as well as significant turnover among adntmisiiaGU was no
longer seriously considering the option. One person observed that during the coluese of t
project, the institution had two presidents, and four SAOs, as well as turnover in other key
executive roles, making it difficult to sustain. Some attributed the lack afisiatg in part, to
the current president’s initial indecision about the project. One administpaitulated that
culturally, the investors may not want to say that the project is no longer vialhlélhmay
believe closing the project could force the university to recognize it will nagitmdursed for
expenses to date. Still, the project leader continues to have periodic conversilidhe
overseas investors.

In sum, the branch campus was distinct not only for its size and potential impaatance
the university, but also in the manner in which it progressed over severabjdalberation.
The Meaning of a Global Presence

The administrators in this study all recognized the institutional agisato expand
LGU'’s global presence. At times, participants seemed to use the wordstioteaiee and
global presence interchangeably. Some respondents believed there weredsfightint
concepts on campus of what having a global presence entailed. An associatendeeed;e

“Most institutions want to internationalize. What does that mean? That meamsrditféngs to
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different people.” A number of administrators expressed frustration with theayjeature of the
strategic plan and lack of specific internationally-focused goals andiebgseeking more
specific direction from the administration. On the other hand, a senior admarigiatrayed
the lack of an exact definition of global presence in a positive light:
Well, we talk about being a global institution, about having a global reach. We-wa
and | think that means many things. ... It's very strategically ambiguous. tratelgsc
ambiguity is a good thing because it means that we purposefully embrace language that
everyone can agree on, but everyone doesn’'t necessarily interpret itamin&vay. So
the concept is you have unified diversity. Everybody agrees on this concept, evdn thoug
their understanding of what the concept is, is very different
In this administrator’s interpretation, the vagueness in the terminology, tifatetgc
ambiguity,” is intentional and plays a valuable role in helping the university comnsupmport
the idea of a global presence. As an example, administrators interviewgdized the strategic
plan’s objectives were general in nature. At the same time, they were ajpliekly articulate
those goals and appeared to buy in to them.
Despite the lack of specifics in the strategic plan, participangaled a common
understanding that global presence relates to institutional image. Theangeoof image,
prestige, and rankings surfaced in a number of places, though with slightlyrdifieneling.
The associate dean mentioned in the previous paragraph went on to note the important role of
international activities that “help increase the profile” of the institut®imgoortant in setting
international goals. Another suggested LGU has a “global vision as to positionuaesiiyiat
its highest esteem among world-leading leaders, looking to solve cificatdblems.” Several

participants echoed this issue of having the esteem of external, internatayeas pA research
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park director expressed the goal that when those seeking an institutional partdetde look
for a collaborator, “the name of [LGU} should come in front of them.” Another agsabéan
directly tied the concept of global image to rankings:
"What is a global presence?" And that is dealing with rankings. A lot of itiesrgo
out and they seek funding; we would like to position ourselves, eventually, to where if
some institution or some agency has a need, one of the first things that thiexgreog
think about is that [Land-grant] University can do this.
One former dean pinned this emphasis to the current president, stating, “Thissisi@preho
is all about rankings...all about rankings, and standing and prestige.” The sametdtar
added that at this time, “The focus of the university is international reseasrhaimnal
prestige—international sort of pizzazz.”
Across these statements, one sees a thread of rankings and prestigegeaseagiriving
force in the concept of global presence. Beyond a passive view of instituti@ggd, ithe
concept of branding the institution in the world came up as important to LGU’s §ldinad. An
associate dean summed up this point of view:
[LGU] needs a global brand. Most institutions do. Some have it already; most do not.
And so, we want to increase our profile, raise our presence. We need a brand aral then w
need to market that brand. That's a strategic direction of any institution.
Another administrator that participated on the global committee for thegtr@lan echoed this
goal as well:
We talked about a presence almost as — and we used the word “a brand,” just as we — a
brand visibility, that when people heard “[Land-grant University],” that theyle/think

of certain — excellence and, you know, particular expertise. That preseacs not

78



necessarily physical presence, but that our presence be known and recognized and
understood in these areas. So you have to be physically present to cultivatebtdat g
brand recognition, but it doesn’t mean that you have to build buildings there or move
people there and have them stay there. That presence was almost an efiesnafral
notion in the same way that it could be a physical idea. People had to know who we were.
The latter comment helps distinguish that “global presence” is not ergtiplysical concept,
although some degree of physical presence may be necessary to attdimstatiministrator’s
conception, global presence is more closely aligned with branding thanststefpiny number
or type of projects.
The need to push the branding effort came out in the recent internationalization task forc
recommendations as well. The very first recommendation under the genec gicdzal
presence was to create a deliberate global branding and marketiegyséiadl campaign. This
appeared before other recommendations such as expanding connections with international
alumni, creating specific country strategies, or selecting signatojexts of global impact. One
might infer that pointing to branding first implies the dominance of this over otsi@utional
activities.
In addition, some suggested a global presence links closely with cregtolzphmindset
within the LGU community. One senior administrator extended the concept ofe giebence
as viewed by external parties to how members of the community think, stating:
....that idea of a global presence needs to exist on your home campus as welleas peopl
outside knowing you. There is a felt presence on your own campus that being a part of

the larger world and even a part of the solution to world problems and even thinking in
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terms of the world problems as opposed to or in addition to local problems. So it
penetrates all that you do.
Another college administrator visualized having a global mindset by saymgwalk on this
campus — is it obvious that this is a university with global intent?” In this fatroal global
mindset relates more to the culture and imagery on the home campus, whereasagebakpr
relates to how those outside of the country view LGU.
This emphasis on perception and image does not mean no one sees issues of substance in
a global presence. Repeatedly, administrators discussed the importareatiofy international
opportunities for students and faculty to help them develop a more global worldview tie opera
effectively in this century. Faculty also discussed projects that @@ tamt to solving critical
issues, such as water and health. The Africa Project is an example of ayitbjscich
potential. Yet, a divide between research to position the university strategimdlengagement
to address important issues seemed to be emerging. One administrator noted:
The official internationalization priorities are in the strategic plard they focus on
making the whole university much more international.... Unofficially, there’'s a
disagreement about what it means. So for the president and some of the leadership of the
university, internationalization means particularly developing relationshitpslite
universities worldwide, particularly those listed on the London Times list of 1@0 bes
universities. In Agriculture there is a strong tradition that interndtizaten has; | guess
the best word is an engagement focus. So there’s a strong history of work in developing
countries, of service learning type activities for students. And those two gealsta

necessarily contradictory but they’re not the same.
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While participants from several units mentioned the Africa Project, thatgrand momentum
to work with high-profile international partners was stronger at this pointGaf &ccording to
those interviewed. A former dean felt that due to its lack of large revenertipband visibility,
the Africa Project may not be sustained:
I'm not sure that it's gonna be a priority for the president or [the new SAQpPeesise
it isn't bringing in hundreds of research, hundreds of millions of research datldis, a
isn't leading to big NSF grants, and it isn't getting written up irsthence Timesr
something.
In sum, those interviewed portrayed a global presence as being more abogtoraiie and
ranking than actually being physically out in the world working at a gomds level on tough
problems.
Furthermore, a few administrators reflected a sense that this emphagobal presence
belies a hegemonic approach to internationalization. The same former dean Qoueed a
lamented that LGU tends to approach projects in a somewhat imperiabsii@fa
[Africans] have things that they can teach us. We have things we can taachTihe
dominant mode in universities like this is we don't have anything to learn. We're good.
We're nationally ranked. We're smart. And so, we're kind of snapping back into that
mode of technical assistance. Let's get a grant, let's go there tontbeks. Let's do this,
that or the other and then let's come home.
Later, this administrator characterized the faculty as sufferamgy fhubris,” thinking of
themselves as the experts and not being willing to admit how much they stilbHaaet A
program-director echoed this view, reporting, “... as | understand the univeepprsach, it's

more of a what can [LGU] do out there and less of how the two of us interact asyyar8tex
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noted how her division strives for two-way learning, despite the larger institutemekency
toward technical assistance. While many faculty members exhibliegemonic behavior, a
number of administrators told stories of faculty who, though expert in their field, wer
transformed by overseas visits. One story involved a professor brought toytba€kperience
in an African community. He had never experienced poverty of that nature.

In sum, creating a global presence surfaced as one of the shared, prieatiebjfor
Land Grand University. While staff are not entirely in agreement on gxalctt that means, an
overriding sense is that the institution needs to be widely recognized abroadyfantach
involves developing an international institutional brand. There is still strongs$hiardoing
projects and other work involving a physical presence in other countries. Yet, soene beli
the current climate, projects will be more successful in gaining institiBapaort if they
enhance institutional prestige and image. Furthermore, some administrihtosnfe of the
institution’s international efforts were hegemonic in nature, emphasizind-Gawgain for
itself and how it could help others abroad, and less about how LGU and its people might lear
from others.

Summary

This chapter summarized key findings in my research at Land-Grant bityv@he next

chapter examines these findings more critically and discusses tpentamce for practice and

future research.
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Chapter 5: Analysis and Discussion
In the last chapter | described the ways in which Land-Grant Universitirectesl its
international strategies. In this chapter | return to the study’s oésqaestions, exploring how
these findings answer them, as well as some additional issues that emeligadng-that, |
consider the implications of these findings for practice, theory, and furdesaroh.
Strategic International Decisions Redux
The purpose of this study was to understand how an institution approached various
strategies for internationalization. Three research questions guidedstascte
e How do various forms of internationalization connect to overall institutional syfateg
e Who is involved in strategic international decisions and in what role?
e How does the consideration of the opportunity to open a branch campus parallel or differ
from decisions regarding other forms of internalization?
The following sections examine how the findings at Land-Grant University ssldezh of these
guestions.
Connecting Internationalization to Overall Institutional Strategy
This study revealed a changing emphasis in how internationalizatiors relateerall
institutional strategy at Land-Grant University. Specifically, imdgional prestige and rankings,
as well the pursuit of new revenue overseas, play an increasingly importantltGe’s longer
term direction.
Participants readily understood that despite on-going support of traditional
internationalization such as study abroad and bringing international studenésaihtb LGU,
the institution was moving toward a newer, broader conceptualization in whicha gl

dimension is imbedded in institutional image and identity. Administrators ickehtife
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institutional goal of expanding the Land-Grant University’'s “global preseas a current
priority, even if none were certain which specific objectives senior adnaitiestrhad in mind to
achieve this. One administrator referred to this as “strategic ambignitvhich everyone
agrees on the concept despite potentially differing ideas on what it meahs. gaint,
expanding global presence is as much, if not more, about branding and image as any more
tangible international initiative. In this way, the institution seeks taer@aompetitive
advantage over other large, international research institutions, promotingqitselér to
influence its prestige and rankings. Such an emphasis on image and branditligsisiav and
Thomas’s (1996) study of image and identity in which institutional leaders iddreffierts
targeted to achieve a future institutional image as strategic. Additiph&U leaders wish to
create a “global mindset” on the part of internal stakeholders. Such a miholsst al
international dimensions and perspectives to seep into everyday interactiondasshmoms
and laboratories across campus. This is consistent with Chaffee’s (1985) tivergmperoach to
strategy, in that creating a new global mindset attempts to alter howmcltddwes perceive and
relate to the university.

The focus on international prestige and presence as a key component of intdrnationa
strategy is a relatively new development at LGU. In the past, many ofdit@tion’s larger,
international projects, including the branch campus, came about as a resultrafl eéxtgtations
or stimuli rather than proactive scanning of the environment. Several partscipzied Land-
Grant University frequently seemed to be “reactionary” in these sisatrather than
proactively identifying projects. This behavior is characteristic of amgeneapproach to
strategy (Bess & Dee, 2008) in which the organization takes action and atttifautkscisions

after the fact to some kind of strategy. Furthermore, the way in which k&tfied to periodic,
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external stimuli rather than proactively identifying large projects tigat with longer-term
strategy may be characteristic of challenges in focusing attentianydength of time on
specific initiatives, referred to as organizational “Attention DefigitdBome (ATD)” by Tierney
(1999). Tierney (1999) further notes ATD in higher education is exacerbatedjbgrite
leadership turnover, such as LGU has faced in recent years. The absenceinfentboaal
identification and pursuit of significant international opportunities may afkecta “trash can”
approach to decision-making (Cohen & March, 1986) in which the timing and coalescence of
various events results in actions taking hold or not. On the other hand, by emphasizing global
presence in written and spoken word and developing a branding campaign, LGU is ostensibly
attempting to move from an emergent to a more interpretive approach to stBdsgy: Dee,
2008), as mentioned. That is, the institution’s emphasis on global image represetastamal
shift in how it approaches international strategy.

Although LGU leadership appears to increasingly take an interpretiveaabyptio
strategy, institutions may demonstrate multiple approaches concurrentfie@;11885). For
example, in some ways Land-Grant University appears to be more calcaladimgethodical as
it puts forth its international agenda, exemplified in high-level plans andce&ir some areas
of internationalization. The recent internationalization task force report pwpga®cess to
proactively identify as LGU priorities strategic international fou &ey world regions. This
proposal reflects a somewhat more linear approach to strategy (Bess (0dD8; Chaffee,
1985) in that the task force outlined a logical set of steps to follow to arrive giettiéces
recommendations. Yet, given the limited influence of plans and committees on the large
internationalization strategies at LGU in the past, it is unclear how fse #féorts will go in the

future. Another way in which LGU'’s international efforts suggest a morarliagproach is the

85



use of metrics. Respondents suggested institutional culture revolves heavily arousel dhe
metrics, and measuring specific goals was reported to yield chanigelsavior in the past.
Alternatively, one might argue that during Dr. Schugart’s era, LGU erlilaih adaptive
approach to strategy (Bess & Dee, 2008; Chaffee, 1985). In this approach, one is constantly
scanning the environment and adapting to changing conditions (Chaffee, 1985). Tlomsléuisi
expand study abroad and to create seed money for Asian partnerships could bessebmpl
leadership reactions to an environmental scan. In any case, the institution is nathiconaols
approach to international strategy, although the emphasis on a global preseoical, migldset,
and prestige suggest LGU leadership is favoring an interpretive apptdachtane.

In addition to emphasizing the institution’s image and prestige abroad Guaamd-
University’s strategies for internationalization increasingly @eah projects with the potential
to create new revenue streams. At LGU, the selection of institutiondifémational partners,
for example, is influenced by the relative prestige of the partner as wiedl a&ys in which
such a partnership might give rise to new funding or support for research. To this ¢héd, Nor
South partnerships, that is, partnerships with institutions in regions such as Latiicaand
especially Africa might be hindered due to the overseas institution having wkeng on
world league tables and more limited budgets (Holm & Malete, 2010). Although LGU is
currently participating in a multi-university partnership in Africa, thé laiclong-term funding
for that project has created questions about its sustainability and stratpgrtance to LGU.
Notably, LGU’s emphasis on revenue in defining strategy internationalgnitar to how many
institutions operate today domestically (Levin & McEwan, 2001; Zusman, 2005). Othersaut
have previously listed revenue as a driver in transnational education (Green et aQER00Y7;

2004), and indeed revenue was a significant attractor as LGU consideredhadarapcis. This
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study also points to revenue as a driver in additional areas of internatiooalizath as
research funding and donor giving, discussed in greater detail later ihdbitec

This is not to say that revenue and prestige are the only factors in LGU’smloats.
Over and over, faculty described the way in which opportunities for students to stadg abr
for faculty to do research in developing countries were life-changingierpes. They reported
how students worked on the ground in service-learning projects overseas that enriched both
sides. There remains an important, sincere, altruistic aspect of interhativoa at LGU
closely aligned with the core mission, especially the teaching mission.

Nevertheless, this study suggests that at least at LGU, solving thesngyddt problems
and challenges is only strategic to the extent it creates new sourceshoierevenhances
institutional prestige and ranking. One can assume universities will resigmi@cant resources
to address the world’s largest challenges. One might posit that only tltBswodst elite
research institutions will gain access to the kind of funding needed to pursuaghdamork on
the most daunting issues, so that LGU’s focus on rankings and prestige repmesents a
instrumental approach to position the university for future funding opportunitiese\goysuch
a justification was not directly mentioned in the interviews. Also, one might hopethaigs
such problems will involve those most affected, including entities in developing cou@nies
the other hand, LGU'’s current approaches to work in developing nations suggest a more
hegemonic view of providing technical assistance in a unidirectional mannediagdorsome
participants. If widespread among leading research institutions, suegistsgpotentially
contribute to a rise in neocolonialism and exacerbate existing power strutwesn center

and periphery universities and North and South (Altbach, 2004). Davies (1998) observes the
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limited attention European institutions have given to “Southern” institutions, noting the
challenge this creates for developing countries. Holm and Malete (2010) exhortbern:

Top-quality universities in Europe and America want to do projects only with irtgut

of comparable quality. We have been told on more than one occasion—usually by

universities in Europe or Australia seeking to improve their images intaraby—that

they cannot work with our institution, because it does not have adequate status in global-

university rankings. In effect, the product or learning experience that enfesgea

partnership does not matter. It is strictly a means to raise status. (1 7)

LGU’s focus on branding and prestige with respect to establishing interdgtastreerships
echoes these authors’ views and creates a longer term concern on the implicatigtefor
education worldwide. While LGU is trying to work in the South with its efforts incAfmeither
the project’s momentum nor interviews with current campus leaders signaleddjleat was
considered highly strategic, and it may not even be sustainable.

Just how prestige and rankings relate to LGU’s land-grant mission empbdseching,
research, and service, is also not clear. In this study, administrators readdyized the need
to extend the LGU mission beyond the state into a global context. In this cenglopal
perspective is frequently important to serving the state’s students and solahigdaes
(NASULGC, 1997; Simon, 2009). Unknown is whether the thirst for prestige pushes the
institution’s global agenda beyond the degree of internationalization that magdssary and
practical to serve the needs of the state and its students.

For instance, the dialog around the proposed international branch campus was heavily
weighted toward making the institution known and creating a major presence tingrspeeaific

reasons that the project might benefit constituencies at home. Benefits suphratirey
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research and creating ties to companies were mentioned briefly, but thesedppbéa
secondary relative to the gains in visibility, prestige, and revenue generatithrerFthere was
no mention of how such a campus would benefit the host country or region. Again, such
rationales may have existed, though unstated. However, the tone in the intevaewst one of
excitement surrounding building up higher education in the region as much as providsg gai
for LGU. As such, the ties to mission, in particular the land-grant mission,questionable.

This situation mirrors what Knight calls a “lamentable shift” (Knight, 2009, go@) f
capacity to status building. At LGU at least, this shift is intentional. Otiteoes have raised the
concern that the pursuit of profile and prestige is to the detriment of studerdsr(lah, 2010).
The added pressure of gaining not only high national, but international rankings argkpsesti
likely to exacerbate this concern. These shifts suggest some internasiboalefforts have the
potential to hurt mission attainment, rather than enhancing it in the senskyZetnal. (2005)
suggest.
The Players in Determining International Strategies

International strategies at LGU arose both in bottom-up and top-down ways, although
the kinds of projects that followed each of these two paths differed. Most traditional
internationalization at Land-Grant University developed in a bottom-up mannattyHaave
been the cornerstone of efforts to internationalize the curriculum and mordyrgoent
developing new programs in study abroad, encouraged, at times, through varituismest
grant programs. As one associate dean remarked:

And then, from the ground-up or bottom-up, there have always been people—academic

advisors, study abroad liaisons, people that are quietly advocating study abrbadeind

for 30 and 40 years, kind of before study abroad was in vogue, they've been pushing that
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and talking about the utility and the value of that. So, there’s always been the ground-up

stuff.

While not all of LGU’s international work arose strictly through individutis role of faculty is
still vital. Several of those interviewed that are highly engaged intenadlyy themselves noted
how personal interest and passion often play a role in developing study abroad and other
internationally-oriented programming and projects. One department chair quiBpédt the
end of the day, there's some crazy person that has taken it on themselves to maka it e
other words, much relies on the personal interests and commitments of individualScutapar
members of the faculty and other academic staff, to move the international agevetd fNo
matter how much a unit or the institution wants to push an agenda, getting facultyaislzoa
key element. A former dean summed it up: “... okay, you can't impose stuff oryfdctiiey
don't want to do it, they won't do it. It's that simple.”

An administrator in the International Division pointed out that historicallydbesf of
internationalization has been for each college to develop its own plans, with thatioteal
Division assisting and providing support to their efforts. He observed, “I'd ghysgioint, most
colleges have the mindset of just doing it [internationalizing] on their own.” Oalg necently
has LGU begun to look at more institutional-level planning.

Even in composing the strategic plan, faculty played an important role. Wisidde
Zelinski initiated the process to construct a new strategic plan, seseraistrators described
that process as a “ground-up effort.” Another noted that committees with broasergation
prepared the institution’s long range plans, with ample forums and other opportunitigsifor i
from the campus community. No one gave a sense that Dr. Zelinski drove the content of the

strategic plan, although the president may have influenced aspectsradliterin. At the same
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time, this broad input did not result in a plan with many specific recommendationap® évr
that reason, at least in part, shortly after the release of the Stigitagibe SAO announced
another task force with yet broader participation to further the internatiatiah of LGU.
Again, the senior leadership of the institution invited bottom-up involvement to provide more
specific input into how the university might work toward the goals set out in thegstratan.

As illustrated, many of the institution’s traditional internationalcraefforts were driven
bottom-up through departments and colleges. For example LGU study abroadngrizggely
come out of the faculty in a loosely-coupled manner. This typifies a professionaldramain
which the operating core, in this case faculty, proposes most initiativezdigt 1979). LGU
administrators know that to be successful, faculty must embrace and driveaiag lifiang” of
international strategies. Seed money, such as that which faculty miges &ockevelop projects
in Asia, can encourage but not force faculty behavior. Again, in a professional burgaucrac
leadership must resort to more informal forms of power such as seed moneythather
asserting its will (Mintzberg, 1979).

LGU also had has a number of committees and task forces promoting
internationalization efforts. Recently, the internationalization task fe@@mmended creating
an on-going international advisory committee to the SAO to oversee many of the
organizationally-oriented steps the task force recommended to move towardta robus
international strategy. The rationale behind this suggestion was not statedyhavwaseveral
explanations. Using Chaffee’s (1983) models of organizational decision making,girte mi
attribute the task force’s proposal for on-going status as reflectingegiebinodel. In the past,
LGU leadership has used committees to assist in framing its stratagg; phd recently, to

detail some internationalization priorities. The task force might have suddestestructure as a
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way to continue internationalization through a consensus-oriented approach. &kérnahe
might view this proposal through Chaffee’s (1983) political model of decision-mdkinigs
interpretation, the task force may have proposed establishing a committee &3 #oelreeeds its
members see for internationalization despite the lack of action by semierdeip. In that sense,
by ignoring the empty leadership position and proposing a new committee strticéutask
force may have been asserting its power, making a statement, and chglteegadministration.
Within a professional bureaucracy, committees often exist to control adatinstdecisions
that may affect them (Mintzberg, 1979).
Paradoxically, while administrators talked about the high degree of bottom-up input
through various committees, the important role of faculty, and the independencealfabes
to create their own plans, they still looked for direction from the top. One seniattigrec
observed:
So we really do need to allocate leadership to this effort if it is going to bé af pdro
we are. Activities will happen. Faculty are really the drivers. Buit forbe coordinated
and focused and strategic, and for you to become known for particular areas of the world
or particular expertise about global issues, it needs leadership. You nesabdgrto
coordinate and to articulate the strategy.
Many administrators mentioned the top-down manner in which former presidena8cetg
goals that resulted in clear direction. Participants indicated the develophtleatresearch park,
expanding study abroad, and the seed funding for partnering in Asia were coatsuifiem
the top as priorities for the institution. The general tenor among administrateithat these

top-down goals were positive. One central administrator stated:
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Sometimes the goals were a bit audacious to be—in my opinion, but they were also a
blessing in disguise because if the president says, “l would like there to be 10@@sstude
annually on study abroad,” well, in a cynical viewpoint, | might say, “Well, howts tha
different than saying | want the basketball team to make 10 percent more pgints ne
year—or next game than they did last game?” That's not just somethingvbva my
wand and have happen, but, again, it's that blessing in disguise where we can say to these
different international program officers, different people that are in chéarge,
president has given us a goal. We understand that this is a community efforgéda sha
effort. This is how we understand that. We need your contribution to that’—or—so to
speak.
Top-down goals stretched the university. At the same time, these top-down geaisnso
specific as to hand-cuff the departments. In fact, administrators saw net tephdown aspect,
but also parallel bottom-up development in so far as units were given latitude in hesttthen
goals. It is this in-between space that matters most, according to onanpraprdinator:
So the point being that it's a two-way direction from the top down and from the bottom
up, and | suppose the biggest bulge is in the middle where the two meet.... | mean the
bulge is where the two meet and there’s lots more ideas generated and disaisgion g
on. It's different from saying, “Oh, | wish we had” at the bottom of the list amehfit
there to be” at the top of the list. It's the meeting point of students, faaotiyservice
people on campus who actually implement these things and help to make them happen.
This statement suggests administrators value some degree of both top-downameupott
leadership in the international arena. Importantly, the initiatives noted abtye@swn were

larger, of longer-term impact, and involved many units and other stakeholders. As sseh, the
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fall into Bess and Dee’s (2008) the category of strategic decisions. Gestlarternational
initiative to be considered, the branch campus, was also very much a top-down efésll, O
projects of larger strategic importance involved a greater degree ofwopleladership at LGU.
The Branch Campus as Different

The final research question examined how the decision process related to opening a
branch campus parallels or differs from other international strategkesmany other projects at
Land-Grant University, the branch campus opportunity came as a result of rralextatation
that was subsequently justified; hence it was again an emergent approsaatetyy ¢Bess &
Dee, 2008). This is where the similarities with other projects at LGU ceaseek&mple, as a
result of another external invitation, LGU consulted on the creation of a new oversaasityni
in the same region; however that project never rose to the same level ofcsinapegtance as
the branch campus. Although the overseas institution with which LGU consulted pntynine
notes its association with LGU on its web pages, one has to search deeply to firehtdag of
this project on LGU’s web pages. Yet, respondents who had been involved spoke freely about
that project. While the new overseas institution provided some funding in exchan@&fer L
support, this consultation project was dwarfed in comparison to the potential finaipgiaits
provided in the case of the branch campus, setting the branch campus apart fraropbes in
terms of its strategic importance. In the case of the branch campus,tacigsadicant funding,
the fact that the institution would bear the Land-Grant University name, ankaheecto enroll
thousands of additional students created the potential to make a splash, as watlrag roew
exchange and research opportunities on someone else’s dollar. Of the variousmatituti

motivators for cross-border education mentioned in the Literature Reviewpeegaad prestige
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appeared to be the fundamental drivers in LGU’s branch campus consideration. €tiner fa
came up, but were not mentioned as consistently or as enthusiastically.

Given the potential prestige and revenue, the branch campus offer, in comparison t
earlier inquiries and projects, was highly seductive. One might argue thiswoppoit realized,
would be “mission-focused and market-smart” (Zemsky et al., 2005) by allav@higto
enhance attainment of its mission while not negatively impacting the bottom hfetuhately,
as mentioned in the previous section, this project may have wandered far enough from the
institution’s fundamental land-grant mission to call this idea into question. Sinpeojket died
on the vine, it is only possible to guess at how the tie, or lack thereof, might have played out ove
the long term. Yet, it raises questions as to how other land-grant institutidredameing
interests in internationalization, rankings, prestige, and revenue genevikidheir core
mission, in particular during times of contracting state support.

Furthermore, the process employed to consider this opportunity repressigeifieant
shift away from a bottom-up, collegial approach. The consideration of the branphscasas
conducted in a closely held, quasi-confidential manner from the top. To its creditsergor
leadership involved a number of units in examining and analyzing the opportunity, and “did its
homework” by putting together an elaborate plan. Nevertheless, this emntégned relatively
small when compared to other initiatives on campus; there were no open forums, some of the
usual committees were not involved directly, and there was nothing in writingyaf tre
usual publications or on-line media. To some degree in its approach, the institution eppears
have intentionally avoided any input that might have challenged a “go” decision. Thesproce
used here is consistent with McBurnie and Ziguras’ (2007) observation that tranahati

negotiations are frequently “commercial in confidence” (p. 40). It is undersiantiat all
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negotiations will not be conducted in a public forum. Questions remain, however, as to the
appropriate timing, breadth of input, and degree of scrutiny within a public institatian f
project of this size and with its considerable potential long-term impact ontantios’s
reputation and finances.

Considering this issue in a post-modern frame, the high degree of confidentiality and
secrecy surrounding the international branch campus raises questions of wheseattacs in
such decisions? Do leaders keep out dissenting voices that may call theilded@iog plans
into question? Does leadership consider views of those with specific experiggerience, or
limit involvement to a trusted circle with appropriate titles? Are leadpen to considering how
they can learn from the experiences of other institutions, or is their visidaditoy their own
experience and that of others internal to the organization?

Other Issues Affecting International Strategy

In addition to these research questions, two areas arose during the intérateave
critically important to how institutions approach large, strategic intematdecisions. These
include the important role of leadership and the sustainability of proposedvesgiafl he
following sections address these issues.

The Role of Leadership

Over the last decade, Land-Grant University made significant psogrespanding its
international activities. As noted, LGU attracts a very large number ohatienal students,
expanded its study abroad efforts, and has made progress in establishing namsergt
relationships in Asia. A major new branch campus was within sight when the economy
collapsed. A common thread in all these efforts was the important role of leadefsbfghése

international initiatives at LGU evidenced strong support from central adratios. While the
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level of grass roots involvement varied, international initiatives extendnogsa significant
portion of the institution involved clear communication and support from top levels in
articulating priorities and setting goals. Largely, these aflarincided with Dr. Schugart’s
presidency, and may in part reflect that leader's management styleip@ats uniformly noted
a clear sense of direction with respect to international priorities ducimgg@rt's tenure. One
administrator characterized that era as having “very dynamic andogersed leadership.” A
former dean observed how clear the agenda was under the former president, sunimsing up
experience with that leader: “[Schugart] had it down to here’s the goal, bezedbjectives.”
Across the interviews, many participants voiced the important roles of a.|€awterole
is to be an advocate, promoting strategies up the organization and outward to otherd&eskehol
Another is to push for results, creating focus across units, committees, etc. #ssociate dean
stated, “Leadership can cut across the grain, cut across decades ohteaditpractice, and
make things happen.” A former dean echoed this in noting the need for leadership to channel
faculty effort:
But if you want to focus that in some way, you've got to be a leader. So, it's mgt telli
people what to do, it's explaining to them what we all need to get achieved and having
them buy that and then let their own creativity and energy do it.
These sentiments align with Bennis’ (1999) analysis of the important rolesefserelative to
followers in which he suggests constituents seek four things from leadersngaad direction,
trust, hope and optimism, and results. Through this, Bennis (1999) says leaders hetmpatgate
and objectives, reliability and consistency, energy and commitment, and confidender to
leverage intellectual capital in the organization. While not using these wordfscaigcdeans

and associate deans at LGU were looking for leaders to provide clear goatsiment, and
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continuity in direction, while supporting space for creativity at the institutioim respect to its
international strategies.

Between lamenting the current lack of direction and talking about examples of how
leadership can help, administrators communicated that while bottom-up initetévesportant,
and perhaps essential in working with faculty, the need for leadership is no lessldich A
senior administrator used the phrase “leadership matters” multiple domeg the interview.
Another went so far as to say, “leadership is everything.” He added:

| think the faculty is smart, the faculty is creative, the faculty caostrof the water and

do most of the heavy lifting, yes, yes, yes. But if you don't have good |rgjeicu

haven't got anything, because otherwise, faculty's gonna go off and do whaggver t

want to do, and that's not gonna add up to an institutional change.

There was, then, broad consensus on the importance of leadership for Land-Granitytovers
be able to achieve its global institutional objectives.

At this point, administrators interviewed see LGU struggling to framedhmr
leadership structures needed to support its international efforts. Another new §&Caldew
months after the conclusion of my interviews, and one might hope that person wilsatidres
open Senior International Officer position. Curiously, the task force workinigsimrig out the
next steps in internationalization at LGU, while recommending it re-incaitsalf as a
permanent decision-making body, remained totally silent on the lack of a petrieater in the
international division or anything about the importance of, role, or placement of thairposi
Despite explanations suggested earlier for why the task force may havéidorgnoring the
issue of executive-level leadership is surprising given the considerelleafk from

participants, many of whom were on this task force, about the important role osleader
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defining and implementing international strategies. It remains to bendexther the
administration identifies a permanent SIO and whether or how the new SAO utesktfogce
recommendations.
Sustaining International Initiatives

As noted, Land-Grant University has had a significant portfolio of intemetyofocused
projects for many years. Several deans and associate deans highligbtébll&ye of
Agriculture’s engagement in developing countries over the last four det&ldslike other
research universities, has many agreements with foreign universifiesnidtrators noted that
while many agreements exist, not all are active or strategic. Asdtigiiion seeks to expand its
global presence and create a few larger partnerships, perhaps even sexatia“footprints”
in the world, the issue of sustainability of such efforts arises. So far, hqwelera few of
LGU’s international projects have been long-term in duration; others witheeekleasfaculty
member retired or lost interest, or due to the loss of funding. For LGU to engatpets aff
longer-term, strategic importance, finding ways to sustain such work witltlealc This section
discusses two important areas of sustainability in the international &adarship turnover and
aligning funding.

Sustainability and leadership turnover.

The impact of turnover was evident at Land-Grant University not only in psajeittin
the colleges, but in the loss of momentum and direction on larger projects as a résult of t
changes in senior executive leadership. As noted, many projects developel telatignships
and efforts of key individuals and the role of certain key players in internatiapet{srcame up
in many interviews. For example, one administrator described the fate aherghip with a

European university that had been in place for many years:
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And | think this is where my concern of sustainability came in, becausedhhthis was

a great program and it was being done not only through physical exchange, but through
video conferencing. So, it was innovative in several different ways. And then the guy

who spearheaded it here retired. And lo and behold, nobody else in his ding-dong
department cared two pins about this thing. They wouldn't say so at the time, but they just
kind of let it wither. And | kept going back saying, "This is a great progAdhthis work

that's been done." And they just let it go. And it's gone now. It's gone. | thowdht, w

that's a sad lesson. | mean, all that work and what? Nothing.

In this case, the department did not embrace this project; it was tied to thef@ssqrs

interest and passion. This situation illustrates concerns and questions ra#gad\b{2010) as

to how international partnerships that originate at the faculty level suhsveds the project

champion. On this note, another dean suggested the need for an institutional commitment tha

transcends the individual:

You might get lucky sometimes and find a long-term project or partnershigdneseep
going, but without that institutional buy-in, it's hard to maintain. It's usualty jus
dependent upon some key players and if they leave, it's not a system; it's beeardepend

upon individuals.

LGU administrators recognize the need to get higher-level organizationalitoent behind

important initiatives in order for them to have a chance of surviving staff turaadethe loss of

the original champion.

Yet, even at the institutional level, turnover among senior executivefriyleads to

changes in course (Kezar, 2009). Within Dr. Zelinski’s first year thigutish developed a new

strategic plan. This plan had a strong international theme of expanding LiBhkd gresence.
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When inaugurated, Dr. Zelinski underscored LGU'’s global initiatives by inviéiaddrs from
across the globe, setting the stage with flags from the world, and inviting sciotarother
countries to speak. Despite the fanfare, some international efforesidtgrbr. Schugart faltered
as Dr. Zelinski came to the helm. In particular, several faculty memiexrsoned the funding
to support visits to specific Asian countries in order to jump-start various eifasteot
extended after Schugart left. Although that funding had been set up as temporagfed a
great deal of energy. One senior executive remarked, “Everybody wastgdhga,” but the
project was not continued by the new president, resulting in what this adminisatédr ¢
“stalled momentum.” Another dean described this same scenario in more detail
Well, yeah, [Schugart] committed three years [to the Asia project]. The resd@nt
came; [Zelinski] didn't continue it. And | always wondered why. Maybe fi2ki] didn't
think that — you always wonder if it's because something, it was from therfergmae,
or [Zelinski] just didn't think it had enough merit. But [Zelinski] had ample opportunity
to morph it into something bigger and better... but [Zelinski] didn't, [Zeslinski] didn't
pursue it. And maybe rightfully so. [Zelinski] said, "I'm new; | want to do myesjrat
plan, then I'll consider these things."” And as a strategic plan evolved, you kdan/ti
| don't know, | guess [Zelinski] didn't think it fit.
At Land-Grant University, momentum on some projects faded with the arriaah@iv
president. One LGU dean noted he had served under four presidents and found them “all unique
in what they want to accomplish.” According to Kezar (2009), leadership turnogeaefrdy
leads to changes in priorities, with a new leader bringing a new agenda:
But incoming presidents feel pressure to create new initiatives rathantpeement

existing ones, since campus stakeholders and trustees frequently regard inneuvagon a
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sign of an effective and dynamic leader. So rather than continuing the worl of the

predecessors, they generally launch new programs, which take about a year toantroduc

By the time implementation has gotten very far, they leave. (p. 21)

In the case of Land-Grant University’s branch campus initiative, ingaiéation never got

beyond planning, in part due to changes in leadership. Those involved in the branch campus
project commented the new president visited the site and did not stop the project. Atehe sa
time, the president’s actions did not push it as a top agenda item. Moreover, there waeroncur
change in the SAO role and not long after, in the SIO position. Suddenly, a project that had
engendered significant excitement, viewed as the largest the university hadkemdost its
original champions, contributing to a slowing in momentum. At LGU, very big peogecth as

this and the research park were to a large degree top-down in nature. Inugatansitthe role

of senior leaders is crucial.

In light of this turnover, had the branch campus project moved ahead, at some point LGU
leadership changes may have still created challenges due the impuganitrelationships. The
branch campus project did not come about through personal connections; rather, the initial
invitation was a cold call to LGU'’s president, though based on significantchswathe part of
the external investors and their consultant. As time went on, however, LGUsleadan the
project began developing relationships with the partners and at least somiestatd ¢the
project appeared to become vested in it. A few of the core LGU team membersroteting
worked with the investors and others abroad to develop some level of trust and understanding.
Land-Grant University senior leadership met the overseas partners it thiesm as well. A

dean talked about the role of relationships in the branch campus project:
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...when you're building a partnership like that it's really about relationshisif two

or three of those relationships disappear, for whatever reason-- sickness, Hatgtemw

— when that relationship changes, it's not just between [LGU] and [the courdmgaity

between people. That's | think the big challenge with sustaining some of tinatiotes|

programs that we have is building relationships that transcend a personahséiati
Had this initiative gone forward, those relationships might have become even imcaéiaor
sustaining that effort over time. As a long-term investment, the institutiordvawie had to find
ways to sustain the branch campus in the face of inevitable leadership changes.

Aligning funding.

Financing new initiatives in higher education is a challenge for aifuhshs these days
(Zusman, 2005). Finding resources to fund overseas work brings special challengesaiC&a
Sakamoto, 2011; Stearns, 2009). As a public institution, LGU must be circumspect and
transparent in how and where it uses funds. While opening up an extension office in a remote
corner of the state can be easily seen to align with mission and serve the pdoplstate, the
guestion of supporting an outpost in Beijing or Budapest may require other jtistifitca
demonstrate how funds benefit the state (Chambers & Cummings, 1990).

In the case of LGU, most of the institution’s international efforts to datebieesreself-
supporting or funding has come from external sources. Several people noted thaete @ol
Agriculture faculty did extensive engagement projects in developing cesibginning in the
1970’s. Largely this work was externally funded through grants awarded to LdBltyfa
members by agencies such as USAID. Like other grant-related prdjsatsg for the
initiatives was there for a few years and eventually dried up, leaviddgostsfarch for new

resources. This constant search for money occurs in the domestic contelkt éetyone
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associate dean felt the options for acquiring internal, institutional resonece greater for
domestic versus international projects:

....[S]o there’s been the development of lots of energy-focused projects. And often thos

start with one or two faculty members becoming interested. There’'s aarmsarthat

builds at the college level and eventually at the university level of the importance.

Probably the difference is that if it's a domestic priority there tends to beintereal

resources available. Whereas international, most of it is us beating the mtslkbemang

up with money.
Drumming up money for international projects does not always follow the samaspfatr
domestic endeavors. According to an LGU project director engaged in internatisseeich,
while agencies and foundations in the U.S. commonly employ a request for propd®al (RF
process in the grant application process, acquiring research funding in@ami@es may not
involve an RFP at all. In those regions, he stated one typically needs to workautiiey and
meet the key people before funding organizations will consider you for projectilifiom, the
resources will likely only support research in that part of the world. Hesettése need to
understand these differences and have the connections that allow one to gaitoatadss
funds.

The requirement to be on the ground overseas before gaining access to fundesy@ourc
to coordinate other partnerships overseas implies a need for seed money (vderd&ean, &
Koch, 2008). For example, a number of administrators remarked institutional furesng w
important in getting some activities started, such as the Asian projecipipatrted faculty visits

in anticipation of establishing new partnerships. The Africa project alsedstaith an injection
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of internal funding. Thus, at times institutions need to provide some initial resaarorder to
position faculty to gain access to external funding later.
International alumni present another potential source of revenue (Stearns, 200@). Se
administrators indicated that LGU is finally awakening to the potenti#s afiternational
alumni, suggesting more emphasis in courting them to lay groundwork for futureotisn&ne
dean reflected:
There's been a realization, | think, in the last seven or eight years — magdé the
last two or three or four, that as a big university ... when you're thinking about fund
raising we have by and large really ignored alumni internationally. Maybe not
completely, but we really haven't recognized the fact that the vast majboity
international students come from India and from China. And a lot of them now, they go
back home and start businesses and are very successful. So there's acechghdi
importance of connecting back with that alumni group for a lot of reasons, one of which
they support us, and obviously from the corporate side they come and they recruit
students and they're involved in things that we do, but there's also recognition that there'
a fair amount of potential financial support out there.
Another associate dean described concrete steps LGU is taking to imprateritstional
database and begin working more closely with international alumni. Indesatjyablumni have
helped to support a few initiatives at Land-Grant University. In one casg earteer, an
alumnus provided significant funding to support exchanges with two specific unigensitie
China. An associate dean reported that an alumnus was influential in helpinglestabli
overseas masters program. That program continues to receive significant fopparprivate

foundation. Alumni giving plays an important role in all kinds of domestic initiatives, so
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leveraging international alumni funding is not exactly out-of-the-box thinking.f8eLGU at
least, courting international alumni giving to support international initisiive@ recent
development.

As a result of the challenges in funding international work, revenue becdwmags a
consideration in determining the longer term direction of large projectexiaanple, the Africa
Project, which several respondents described as an important initiative spaahiplg m
collegesalreadyfaces funding challenges. Despite whatever potential good that proggttbe
to LGU and to Africa, the lack of external funding to date may limit itemcal importance and
viability. Early attempts at outside funding did not succeed, and one of the deamednudhe
project mentioned they are working on how to fund the project now. According to several
participants, concerns about the sustainable funding left the longer-term futiieepodject in
guestion, though faculty are still optimistic that it can succeed at sonte leve

In contrast, the vision of a branch campus emerged in part because someonsg else wa
willing to fund this project. In discussing the branch campus, a few admioistveere quick to
point out that the project would not require internal funding. One administrator eveisteagge
the project might contribute to the bottom line:

And so we started off talking to deans and they said, “Well there’s a lot of worlsin thi

We're not going to do this for nothing. .... You pay for my staff time, it's stititaf

work”. And so we have been talking about additional cost or royalty cost or something

that you get for the branding for the name. And then that rolls back in and helps with the

overall goal of strategic plan. If we can pull this off, it couldn’t come atgebtime

when we’ve had a downturn in state funds and everything else. If they negaidlifund

us to do this, then we can use that. So, yeah, we want to do it for internationalipation, f
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culturalization, and those kind of things. But there’s also a financial incentdeettos
as well.
Hence, part of the rationale for considering this very large project iirshelace was it had

the potential to generate revenue. One administrator remarked by haanaefunding, LGU
administrators approached the project differently:

Well, one huge difference probably that needs to be stated at the outset is that ittis proje

was not going to use any [LGU] money. So, it allows you to think differengiguifre

not having to come up with the resources to do it.

While in the case of the Africa project, leadership in the Internatiowaibn identified the
project as something worth doing and then sought funding, it appears that in the case of the
branch campus, the fact that someone else was underwriting the costs impadt&lLhsenior
executives approached this idea from the outset. The potential for such fundiagedppdake
away significant risk in the eyes of many participants.

Overall, long-term funding of large, overseas ventures requires nesvoirgyinking,
especially when such endeavors carry some degree of strategic impddavies (1995) asserts
all international “business, “as he refers to overseas activities for lagbeation, must
eventually be self-funding lest it become a drain on the institution’s teachingseatch
mission and base budget. The need to find external, sustainable sources of revenusgias over
efforts while not drawing on domestic campus coffers has profound impacts on the kinds of
strategic international projects public institutions may pursue, fareiiférom the freedom
corporations may have in deciding to expand abroad.

Summary
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Strategic choices involve undertakings that alter the relationship of thatiostwith its
environment, impact a wide number of stakeholders, and have a long-term time hore0& (Be
Dee, 2008). Hence, an important consideration in strategic internationdiviegikes in making
sure they are sustainable, at least through some planned time horizon. Susyamanpiortant
for domestic as well as international projects. However, sustainabslitggsmay be more
complex in the case of international projects given the increased aressiofan international
and global context, difficulty in funding them, and the potentially large impacadéftship
turnover. As institutions venture into more and more international partnerships and other
arrangements, they will need to address issues of financial sustainaluildygamizational
continuity as an important aspect of strategy development.

Implications for Practice

As a single, qualitative case study, this research is not intended to doesis for
generalization (Stake, 2005). Yet, such studies can allow us to understand arsdtijot,i
referred to by Stake (1995) as “particularization” (p. 8). In this way, thenfisdirovide insights
and lessons learned that other public research institution administratorsamgiuter as they
forge their own international agendas. Leaders may then consider whethesssieshnay be
present on their own campus. Among the areas of consideration for practiceiessois
leadership, decision-making processes, sustainability, and partnerships.

Leadership

First, this study pointed to the important role of leadership in guiding international
strategies. Davies (1998) notes that internationalization occurs within tHeagossof the
typical collegiums and professional bureaucracies within higher educaharh create

advantages but also challenges as institutions move toward more entreprérewsiaf
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international activity. It is in this more entrepreneurial space, edlyezsanstitutions look to
identify international endeavors deemed strategic within the organizdtadrihé need for
leadership becomes increasingly important. Just as deans or vice-presiderssdantr and
graduate studies provide a voice and focus for activities in those arenas assecaor leader
serve as a beacon for an institution’s international activity. Institutigthsswgnificant
international aspirations should consider who will take the lead in such strategwpidation
and provide oversight thereafter. Increasingly, institutions are creatiegegutive-level
position reporting to a senior academic officer or president to take on this geal&tearns,
2009). Institutions will want to consider the duties, placement, and reporting liseshoé
position, as well as what other staff or committees support the role. In additionsiti@sevill
need to assess what kind of preparation and skills are most important for the sematiantal
officer. As a starting point, NAFSA: Association of International Edwsatonducted an initial
Delphi Study in which current SIOs suggested the skill set they believe todtémportant in
their work (Lambert, Nolan, Peterson, & Pierce, 2007).

The issue of leadership may, however, extend higher in the organization as well; an
institution whose mission and direction is highly global in focus will need to consider the
international orientation of its SAO and President. This is not to say thateaflatibnal activity
is or should be driven from the top; many projects rightly emanate from faallages, and
departments. In the current study, however, larger, significant internattoaiagies often come
from the most senior levels, or at least require their support. It is at theanmstlevels that
resource allocation for strategic initiatives occurs. Felden (2010) reasfdncs position,

identifying seven important roles for university presidents relative to ssitténternational

109



partnerships that range from setting the vision and strategy to managing thefiioastees and
providing financial resources.
Decision Making
Next, campus leaders should examine how they develop and decide upon international
opportunities that have potential strategic importance. Administrator$imaay advantageous
to be more intentional in considering how such decision processes operate. Eckeland Ke
(2006) write:
Any experienced campus leader knows there is no shorter path to institutiahgdipa
than to tap the wrong decision process, overlook important options, not involve the right
people, or follow procedures perceived to be illegitimate for their purpose. (p. 2)
Further, leaders need to align decision processes appropriately withiniorsditeulture, in
particular if they wish implementation to follow later (Eckel & Kezar, 2006rney 2008).
Some universities have already established more concrete guidelines asdgw doe
establishing overseas partnerships (van de Water et al., 2008) and NAFSA: Assotiat
International Educators provides detailed guidance in setting up new study-alogeons
(Brockington, Hoffa, & Martin, 2005). Opportunities with the potential risk of a brantipes,
however, pose new challenges. To deal with a more competitive environment and higher ris
international activities, Davies (1995) suggests, “institutions need to evolveisegkEnning
framework for themselves appropriate to their particular settings, whikcldenexpressions in
the international budget, personnel policy, academic plans, etc.” (p. 14). In so ddingians
should be wary of the risk of closing out dissenting voices in the process that seayalal
concerns and objections. Also, universities must conduct realistic rislsiaesgs that look

critically not only at a project upside, but downside potential as well. Although segneedof
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confidentiality is understandable, leaders must carefully balance the needffdentiality with
the need for expert input and buy-in from those who will eventually need to support the endeavo
over the long term.
Sustainability

Somewhat related, globally focused institutions need to be both realistic aagddorw
thinking as they assess the sustainability of international strategrge, long-term
international projects and strategies require a level of commitment beyonehtbla many
institutions have encountered through forms of traditional internationalizatioutinsis need
to create the political will, identify financial resources, and develop th@ostipg infrastructure
to sustain projects that establish direction for decades rather than a fewliyastructure may
include a host of processes and changes in systems, administrative procedures,douran re
contracts and the like required to support overseas ventures. As one examplee Géetieqg
University spent $6 million to enhance its financial systems to accommoakateiél
transactions for its overseas campuses (Green et al., HQ@¥®cesses are not documented and
agreed upon, operations can be upset through staff turnover as well. Ensuring suppbarstaff s
a commitment to international efforts can also be an asset. For instah€d)@associate dean
found funding to take staff from the business office to Africa and discovered theyetire b
able to work on international projects subsequently. Understanding, support, and bonairy at
organizational levels help sustain a project over time.

In working with large, international initiatives, faculty involvement @dglly pivotal
(Tubbeh & Williams, 2010). The execution of international partnerships, whetherchmtal or
non-instructional, frequently falls to faculty and departments (Amey, 2010)e\&tnhe faculty

may be motivated initially, maintaining that commitment over time eseeltallenges, especially
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if repeated, extended, overseas visits are required (Altbach, 2010). As noted aboenéafglye
for a project lies with a single faculty member that retires, the propaadsiittle chance.

Knowing that leadership and other staff turnover is likely at some point, institutels
to consider sustainability early in project planning (Green et al., 2008)out strong faculty
buy-in, financial support, and appropriate infrastructure, projects are urtlkelstain changes
in leadership over time. Moreover, as international projects frequently invalveships with
overseas players, the university must also assess the partner’s abilitgito Isaslership,
political support, financial contributions, and overseas infrastructure pertmehe specific
agreement (Croom, 2011; McBurnie & Ziguras, 2007). This is a much more complickted ta
than in the domestic context due to differences in political structures, |taseculture, and
economic environments.

In addition to leadership and infrastructure, sustainable funding models ard ferede
cross-border projects. As a public, land-grant institution, LGU faces scmtitsyfunding and
expenditures (McPherson & Shulenburger, 2008; U.S. Department of Education, 2006). Most
overseas investments will need to be self-supporting or require externalgbdivies, 1995).
Yet, it often requires some initial investment to position a university to aotessfunds. If
global ventures comprise an important part of institutional mission and serve domestic
constituencies, LGU and other land-grant universities must develop sustairskbéessessed
funding models that reflect this. In such cases, some degree of institutionat snapde
justifiable. On the other hand, if such overseas strategies are not cleary sestitutional
mission, then perhaps institutions need to examine more carefully their assuraptiahdoing
them in the first place.

Partnerships
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Another way of expanding resources and capacity for international endesaligrs i
creating overseas partnerships (Eddy, 2010). Most of the administrators indlyisliscussed
some kind of international partnership during the interviews. Several noted howotlegje ©r
LGU as a whole is seeking a small number of “strategic” partners oveatkasthan simply
many small and often inactive agreements. The respondents generallyetisuugs
partnerships in terms of LGU creating a reciprocal arrangement witfs@niion abroad. There
was even a sense of urgency among several respondents to sign agreeiméopstier
institutions before they have filled their dance card and are no longer looking to amnigart
This is not surprising, in so far as collaborations of this kind are taking on an inghgas
competitive dimension. Van de Water et al. (2008) write:

A hallmark of this entrepreneurial environment is competition. Institutions arbend t

world are aggressively seeking to make their mark on the world stagtitioss in

many different countries are also aggressively pursuing partnershipsngtisen their

higher education institutions and systems, enhance their prestige, andegenezatie,
among other reasons. In a word, the United States now has more competition in the

search for partners. (p. 4)

Most of the discussion on partnerships at LGU suggested one-on-one arrangetheawttsewi
institutions; the Africa Project was a notable exception, as other domestigimss had already
laid the groundwork on that venture. In the case of the branch campus, participanes! tégor
overseas partner envisioned eventually bringing in a couple other institutiofesrteonfie
courses at the campus abroad, although LGU was to play the lead role.

In order to bring the best resources and minds to the table to solve problems, one wonders

if institutions ought to consider more collaboration with other domestic institutidosming
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overseas partnerships. Already, there is a trend for international collaherttat span multiple
institutions internationally (van de Water et al., 2008). Recent Natioreh@&@cFoundation
awards for international work point to the value not only of international, but national
collaboration among institutions, evidenced by the recipients of Partnershigrnaitional
Research and Education grants (National Science Foundation, 2010). In othersarema
institutions have created cross-institution agreements for handling studyayograms
(College Consortium for International Studies, 2010). Across the pond, Europe hasngtyeasi
moved toward a regional approach to internationalization (de Wit, 2002); U.S. highaia@duca
institutions or organizations might wish to consider in what ways increaseaaégr national
collaboration in the international arena might benefit stakeholders. Fopkxahs could mean
creating networks of institutions rather than relying on hundreds of individuahagmnee At the
moment, however, institutions bent on enhancing their own prestige and rankings seem to be
focusing more on competition than collaboration.
Implications for Theory and Further Research

As noted in Chapter Two, the literature on internationalization of higher eglucati
addresses factors in and considerations for internationalization, but laekschesn the
dynamics of developing international strategies. Many articles sufgggors that may impact a
decision, but little has been written on how specific strategies for interaktiation may be
determined. This study suggests a number of areas related to developingom&retategies
ripe for future research, including leadership, decision-making, and the impausroaiional
rankings.

First, in the area of leadership, scholars might examine the role and prepar#t®n of

Senior International Officer in various kinds of institutions. Widespread appaihtrhan SIO
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is a relatively new phenomenon, and little research exists concerning thisampasition. As
mentioned, NAFSA: Association for International Educators conducted an stitchl (Lambert
et al., 2007), but more is needed. In addition, future research should consider the datsresi
and senior academic officers play in international strategy, in partitoNapeople in such
positions can shape or derail the institution’s international agenda.

Further, future research might consider whether or how leadership neledsed of
internationalization are similar to or different from those in other areag @frgfanization.
Questions might include: Do senior leaders approach issues of internatiateaystifferently
than other kinds of large projects? How does a leader’s approach to strategytélitpe w
historical approaches at a specific institution, and what happens when thoseliffeelers’
approaches to strategy differ depending on the nature of the initiative? If so, how?

Second, new research might examine various decision-making processes and
organizational structures that give input to or enact strategic internadiecialons. While a
number of descriptive studies exist, theoretical models are still lackihg Iitdrature on
international strategies. Several models of internationalization have been pr{pb#éress,
2009; Davies, 1995; de Wit, 2002; Knight, 1994; Rudzki, 1995), but these models examine
internationalization at a more macro level within an institution and do not address how
institutions and their leaders approach specific kinds of strategies. Thiwaul benefit from
theoretical work to guide research and practice. The rapidly changingaaedsf global higher
education beyond traditional forms of internationalization makes it important tmeent look
more deeply and uncover models and best practices in how institutions approach strategic

international decisions.
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In so doing, new models could examine how different forms of internationalization
intersect with varying approaches to strategy. That is, there may not be oneomodel
internationalization, but rather multiple models depending on the kind of internatativeliz
under consideration. This may be especially true as institutions move beyondrahdit
internationalization toward more entrepreneurial kinds of activity. Moreoveeg thay be
different models depending on how the institution frames strategic internagjgpadtunities in
the first place. For instance, it is conceivable that an institution that appeositategy as
emergent may exhibit a different model than that of another institution thaiagpps strategy
in an adaptive or interpretive manner.

The current study identified that the way in which LGU leadership framed and
considered an overseas branch campus opportunity differed significantly frorhdxamined
other international opportunities in the past. The high degree of confidentiality objbetpvas
especially striking. Future studies might consider how an institution approachethojke
strategic decisions in the university, such as those which may involve extetnaltqdarge
investments, and may be entrepreneurial in nature. These might includerdgetsexpand
domestically, such as opening up a branch campus in another state or a merggr tvaiwe
institutions. Potentially, the approach taken by LGU to consider an internatianahlrampus
might bear more similarity to these other strategic decisions thanistotsaegarding more
traditional internationalization.

Third, additional research should focus attention on how the race to raise international
rankings and prestige impacts institutions and institutional stakeholderset stady by the
Institute for Higher Education Policy (2009) examined the impact of rankings tdatingal

decisions such as admissions and hiring in Australia, Canada, Japan and the UetedI8tat
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authors found several positive effects, including the potential to improve qualita@ss in
higher education. However, this study ignored the potential impacts of worldaikiegs on
higher education in a more global context, including their potential to dampen the erpEti
improvement of universities in developing nations that would be perceived as leggqu®st
More research is needed regarding the impacts of rankings. Importanbasiéstaddress could
include: How do policy-makers, students, and other stakeholders in various parts of the worl
understand and use various rankings? Do stakeholders associate these extergalwéhkin
actual mission attainment? To what extent do such rankings correlate with stuctesgs? How
effective are branding campaigns in changing institutional rankings? What kingaxgt is the
emphasis on prestige and rankings having on institutional partnerships in developingg@duntri
Conclusion

Through a qualitative case study, this research project examined how amionstit
approached strategic international decisions, including the opportunity to open artioriatna
branch campus. The study revealed a change in approach as the institution moved from
traditional internationalization such as study abroad and injecting an inb@adatimension into
the curriculum, with more “bottom-up” involvement, to the considerations of more strategi
approaches, including the opportunity to open a branch campus and the international branding of
the institution. For strategic initiatives, the role of senior leadership nteslty important,
although leaders need to ensure appropriate input from others as well. At thiensgame
leadership turnover challenged the continuity of efforts deemed longer-term aegisirat
nature. The need for long-term, external funding sources for internatiorlablgo emerged as

an important issue in identifying strategic initiatives. Finally, facrdised concern that solving
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the world’s critical issues and engaging in poorer, developing countries wegreaniies, and

would only occur to the extent they might add to institutional prestige and ranking.
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Project #i034449 Interview Protocol
Institutional Strategy in a Global Context

The purpose of this study is to understand how institutions approach various internationaliza
strategies.

1. Please describe you role in the university and that of your division/department

2. What do you understand to be the internationalization priorities and objectives of the
university?

3. In what way do internationalization priorities and objectives relate to owesatutional
mission and strategy?

4. How are internationalization priorities and objectives communicated? Canwomegi
some examples?

5. Who sets internationalization objectives for the university? How?

6. In what way do the internationalization objectives impact (or not impact)oesiand
direction of the university? Your division/department? Why is this the case?

7. Who sets internationalization objectives for this college/department/tut®?

8. How do decisions regarding specific international opportunities relate to #mebke (
institutional) objectives?

9. Please provide an example of a particular opportunity and describe the decisies proce
surrounding this opportunity.

10.How does (branch campus, study abroad, etc.) align with internationalization alt over
institutional priorities?

11.How do decisions concerning whether/how to do (branch campus, study abroad, etc.)
parallel or different from other internationally oriented decisions in the uitiy&rs

120



APPENDIX B

121



Research Participant Information and Consent Form

You are being asked to participate in a research project. Researchers are required to provide a consent
form to inform you about the study, to convey that participation is voluntary, to explain risks and
benefits of participation, and to empower you to make an informed decision. You should feel free to ask
the researchers any questions you may have.

Study Title: Institutional Strategy in a Global Context #i034449
Researcher and Title: Patricia Croom, Ph.D. Candidate
Department and Institution: Higher, Adult, and Lifelong Education

Michigan State University

Address and Contact Information: Room 250 Administration Building

2

oTaN

Q P

[, ]

East Lansing, M| 48824
517-884-6062 croom@msu.edu

PURPOSE OF RESEARCH
You are being asked to voluntarily participate in a research project that will explore your
observations and experiences related to your institution’s internationalization strategies.

WHAT YOU WILL DO:

The interview consists of 11 open-ended questions and should take approximately one hour.

You can ask questions of the interviewer at any time during the interview.

The interview you grant for this project will be audio-recorded. If you prefer the interview NOT be
recorded, the researcher will take and transcribe notes from the interview. You will not be identified
in any way on the transcription of the recording or the notes. When the study is completed all
recordings will be destroyed.

Upon request you may obtain a copy of the findings of this study, in the form of a final report, from
the principle investigator.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS:
You will not directly benefit from your participation in this study. However, your participation in this
study may contribute to the understanding of how institutions approach strategy in a global context.

. POTENTIAL RISKS:

There are no foreseeable risks associated with participation in this study.

. PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY:

The data for this project will be kept confidential. Interview data will be aggregated to identify
themes and you will not be referred to by name.

The results of this study may be published or presented at professional meetings, but the identities
of all research participants will remain anonymous. Any names used in any paper, published or
unpublished, will be pseudonyms in order to protect your confidentiality

Information about you will be kept confidential to the maximum extent allowable by law.

Your decision regarding participation in this study will not be released to any other person or
agency.

Interviews notes and recordings will be kept in a locked cabinet in a locked office for three years
after conclusion of the study and then completely destroyed. No one will have access to the original
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data except the researcher. Professional transcription services may be used, and a peer reviewer
may review findings; however, the researcher will apply pseudonyms to this data to protect
confidentiality before sharing data with these parties

6. YOUR RIGHTS TO PARTICIPATE, SAY NO, OR WITHDRAW

a. Your participation is voluntary. You may choose not to participate at all, or you may refuse to
participate in certain procedures or answer certain questions or discontinue your participation at
any time without consequence

b. If you choose to withdraw from the project, the interview will cease immediately and any recordings
or research notes will be destroyed.

7. COSTS AND COMPENSATION FOR BEING IN THE STUDY:
a. There is no cost of financial obligation incurred by you as a result of participating in this study.
b. You will not receive money or any other form of compensation for participating in this study.

8. CONTACT INFORMATION FOR QUESTIONS AND CONCERNS
a. If you have concerns or questions about this study, such as scientific issues, how to do any part of it,
or to report an injury, please contact the principal investigator:

Dr. Marilyn Amey, Professor in Educational Administration
418 Erickson Hall

Michigan State University

Email: amey@msu.edu  Phone: (517) 432-1056

b. If you have questions or concerns about your role and rights as a research participant, would like to
obtain information or offer input, or would like to register a complaint about this study, you may
contact, anonymously if you wish, the Michigan State University’s Human Research Protection
Program at 517-355-2180, Fax 517-432-4503, or e-mail irb@msu.edu or regular mail at 207 Olds
Hall, MSU, East Lansing, M| 48824.

9. DOCUMENTATION OF INFORMED CONSENT.

Your signature below means that you voluntarily agree to participate in this research study.

Please check the line which reflects your wishes regarding the audio-taping of this interview.

Yes, | voluntarily agree to have this interview audio-recorded.
No, | do not want this interview to be audio-recorded.

Signature of Participant: Date:

Signature of Researcher: Date:

You will be given a copy of this form to keep.
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