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Abstract 
 

The rapid advancement of globalization greatly affects education, requiring the implementation of 

internationalization as a reaction to these developments. Internationalization signifies a worldwide 

process that integrates international and intercultural elements into educational practice, such as 

teaching, research, and service roles within higher education institutions. As societies, economies, and 

global labour markets increasingly seek graduates with employability skills, internationalization has 

become a critical strategy in higher education. These employability skills, which include academic 

and professional expertise, multilingual capabilities, efficient communication, problem-solving skills, 

and research abilities, have emerged as essential components influencing educational systems 

globally. Nonetheless, various factors influence the execution of internationalization strategies in 

higher education worldwide. A combined explanatory method was used to investigate the factors 

thought to impact the execution of internationalization, with the goal of achieving the research aims. 

The research sought to determine the elements influencing the application of internationalization 

strategies in higher education and assess the efficacy of these elements in attaining 

internationalization within institutions, grounded on the views of academic personnel and pertinent 

scholarly literature. It examines student movement, research partnerships, and global collaborations, 

providing strategic suggestions to improve international educational practices. The results revealed 

several elements considered to affect the successful execution of internationalization. The research 

uncovered a notable disparity between strategic goals and the real implementation practices seen in 

higher education establishments. University personnel often had differing opinions about the extent of 

commitment their institutions showed in pursuing the goals of their internationalization strategies. The 

American Council on Education, along with the Indian National Education Policy 2020, advocates for 

a thorough approach to internationalization. The insights gained from this research hold considerable 

importance for global education, influencing research, policy, and practice beyond the particular 

context of the study. 

 

Keywords: Internationalization; Globalization; Higher Education; Influencing factors; National 

Education Policy and National Curriculum Framework, Comparative Education 

Introduction 

The internationalisation of higher education (IHE) has evolved into a central strategic focus for 

universities and governments worldwide, as they respond to globalization, global labour market 

demands, and knowledge economy imperatives (Knight, 2004; de Wit & Hunter, 2015). 

Internationalisation is broadly defined as the integration of an international, intercultural, or global 

dimension into the purpose, functions, and delivery of postsecondary education (Knight, 2008). 

Internalization strategies refer to the methods and approaches used to integrate global dimensions, 

perspectives, and intercultural understanding into the curriculum and teaching practices of educational 

institutions, with the aim of creating globally competent and engaged citizens 
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However, the successful implementation of internationalisation strategies is contingent upon 

numerous interacting factors—ranging from institutional capacity to national policies and global 

partnerships. This study investigates those critical factors using empirical and literature-based 

evidence from diverse geopolitical contexts. 

Internationalisation 

The rapid advancement of globalization has deeply impacted education systems across the globe, 

prompting higher education institutions (HEIs) to adopt internationalisation strategies as essential 

responses to these evolving challenges. Internationalisation is defined as any systematic effort made 

by an institution in response to the demands and challenges posed by globalization across all social 

and economic dimensions (Van der Wende, 1997). It involves far more than the simple export of 

educational services; rather, it encompasses activities that enhance the international standing and 

visibility of an institution (Hamilton, 1998). 

 

According to Knight (2003), internationalisation refers to the integration of international, 

intercultural, and global dimensions into the purpose, functions, and delivery of post-secondary 

education. For the purpose of this research, Knight’s definition has been adopted, as it provides a 

comprehensive understanding of internationalisation as a multi-dimensional and institution-wide 

process. This conceptualisation situates internationalisation as a proactive and strategic response to 

the pressures of globalization, resulting in what is often described as an international educational 

revolution. 

 

Internationalisation has thus become a critical strategic objective in higher education, largely driven 

by the increasing demand from societies, global economies, and international labor markets for 

graduates equipped with advanced employability skills. These skills encompass academic and 

professional expertise, multilingual competencies, effective communication, problem-solving 

abilities, and rigorous research capabilities (Jones & Brown, 2007). As such, HEIs worldwide are 

compelled to design and implement policies and practices that facilitate international learning 

environments, cross-border academic collaborations, and globally recognized qualifications. 

 

Nevertheless, higher education institutions are facing many challenges in preparing skilled graduates 

that meet international labour market requirements. These institutions are expected to respond to 

globalisation trends by embedding internationalisation into their core missions and implementing 

comprehensive strategies, policies, and procedures that mobilise resources and align efforts toward 

improving educational quality (Knight, 1997). 

 

This study explores the multiple factors affecting the implementation of internationalisation strategies 

in higher education institutions (HEIs), drawing on global evidence. It investigates the structural, 

cultural, financial, and policy-related dimensions that influence the adoption and execution of these 

strategies. In doing so, the study reflects on academic staff perspectives, scholarly literature, and 

global institutional practices. Special attention is paid to student mobility, international research 

partnerships, global curriculum development, and institutional leadership as central pillars in 

internationalisation efforts. 
 

Furthermore, the study evaluates the role of international educational organizations and associations 

in shaping education policy and strategic planning. Institutions such as UNESCO, the OECD, and 

various international education associations play a pivotal role in facilitating global cooperation, 

setting standards, and fostering intercultural dialogue and policy development. By combining 

theoretical insights with empirical findings, the study contributes to a more comprehensive 

understanding of how internationalisation can be effectively implemented and sustained within 

diverse higher education contexts. 
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Internationalisation in Higher Education: Significance, Barriers, and Global Trends 

Internationalisation has become a strategic imperative in higher education, driven by globalisation, 

technological advancement, and increased student mobility. It encompasses a wide range of practices 

such as international student recruitment, transnational education, research collaboration, and 

curriculum internationalisation. Institutions and governments alike recognise its potential to enhance 

academic quality, economic competitiveness, and cultural exchange (Knight, 2004; Delahunty et al., 

2018). 

 

Key factors influencing the implementation of internationalisation include national policies, 

institutional vision, funding availability, staff engagement, and technological infrastructure. 

Government support—such as Australia’s Education Services for Overseas Students (ESOS) Act—

creates a conducive environment for attracting international students. Institutional leadership and 

clarity of purpose also shape success, especially when backed by internal resources. Moreover, 

adequate funding is essential for mobility programs, joint degrees, and global partnerships. Academic 

staff buy-in plays a critical role, as faculty drive curriculum change and international collaboration. 

Post-COVID, digital infrastructure and virtual exchange platforms have become increasingly vital. 
 

The alignment or conflict between national policies and institutional priorities significantly affects 

strategy implementation. Alignment occurs when both government and institutional goals promote 

internationalisation—such as attracting foreign students, supporting research mobility, or pursuing 

global rankings. However, conflict arises when national regulations impose visa restrictions, limit 

funding, or prioritize domestic objectives over global outreach. For instance, institutions may aim to 

internationalise their programs while governments focus inward on employment or political concerns, 

creating tension and limiting progress (Altbach & Knight, 2007). 

 

Academic staff perceptions are equally influential. Faculty often report barriers such as time 

constraints, lack of training, administrative burden, and language barriers, which hinder their 

participation. Some may also resist changes to curriculum or pedagogy, especially in culturally 

homogeneous environments. However, facilitators like professional development, institutional 

incentives, and a supportive departmental culture can enhance engagement. Technology also allows 

for accessible and cost-effective collaboration, expanding opportunities for staff to participate in 

internationalisation. 

Examining case studies/global trends? illustrates how these dynamics play out globally. In India, the 

National Education Policy (2020) encourages internationalisation, but bureaucratic challenges and 

limited institutional autonomy remain obstacles. The United States has long attracted international 

students, yet shifting immigration policies and reliance on tuition revenue pose risks. Germany offers 

tuition-free education and robust research collaboration, though language and integration remain 

concerns. South Africa focuses on regional inclusion and decolonised curricula, but funding 

limitations challenge sustainability. Australia demonstrates success in global recruitment, but COVID-

19 revealed its economic over-dependence on international tuition, prompting calls for diversification.  

Globally, internationalisation strategies increasingly emphasise inclusivity, regional collaboration, and 

technological integration. However, concerns about equity, sustainability, and cultural sensitivity 

continue to shape the discourse. For effective implementation, institutions must align internal goals 

with national frameworks, address academic staff concerns, and adapt to evolving global trends. 

In conclusion, internationalisation remains a dynamic and essential component of higher education. 

Understanding its driving factors, barriers, and global patterns enables institutions and policymakers 

to craft more resilient, inclusive, and effective strategies. 
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Research Questions 

The study addressed the following research questions: 

1. What are the key factors influencing the implementation of internationalisation strategies in 

higher education institutions globally? 

2. How do national policies and institutional priorities align or conflict in the pursuit of 

internationalisation strategies in HEIs? 

3. How do selected case studies (India, USA, Germany, South Africa, Australia) exemplify 

global trends and challenges implementation of  internationalisation strategies in HEIs? 

Literature Review 

The Evolving Concept of Internationalisation in Higher Education 

The concept of internationalisation in higher education has evolved significantly over the past four 

decades. Initially, during the 1980s, it was closely associated with student exchanges and intercultural 

engagement (McMurtrie, 2007). Knight (1997) defined internationalisation as a dynamic and multi-

levelled process, influenced by changing trends and needs. Hamilton (1998) expanded this view, 

suggesting that internationalisation goes beyond the export of education and includes broader 

institutional efforts to enhance global engagement. 

Knight (2003) provided a widely adopted definition, framing internationalisation as the integration of 

international, intercultural, and global dimensions into the core functions of higher education—

teaching, research, and service. Scholars such as Armstrong (2007) emphasized the role of 

international partnerships in advancing academic exchange, joint curricula, and collaborative 

programs. However, Lian (2003) observed that despite consensus on its importance, strategies vary 

significantly across institutions. 

Knight (1997) outlined common internationalisation strategies such as faculty and student mobility, 

joint research, and open learning technologies. McMurtrie (2007) later expanded these to include 

public diplomacy and fundraising. Arum and Van de Water (1992) categorised institutional 

approaches, advocating for internationally aligned standards. Knight (1994) introduced four 

complementary approaches—activity, ethos, capability, and procedures—while Schuerholz (2007) 

identified practical initiatives like internships and offshoring. 

More recently, internationalisation has become a mass phenomenon (Brandenburg & de Wit, 2011), 

shaped by globalisation and commercial imperatives. Governments now use it as a reform tool 

(Montgomery, 2010), and Nielsen (2011) sees it as both reactive and proactive in shaping global 

education. In the Arab world, internationalisation intersects with privatisation and reform, forming 

what some term a “silent revolution” (Krieger, 2007; Costandi et al., 2018). 

Though often conflated, globalisation and internationalisation differ: Knight (1999) sees globalisation 

as the driving force and internationalisation as a strategic response. Van Vught et al. (2002) and 

Knight (2008) note how globalisation commodifies education, while internationalisation reshapes its 

delivery. Cantwell and Maldonado (2009) distinguish between the economic focus of globalisation 

and the institutional strategies of internationalisation. Maringe et al. (2013) argue that while 

globalisation promotes cultural homogenisation, internationalisation fosters diversity. 

Despite its growing relevance, a universal definition of internationalisation remains elusive (Bennett 

& Kane, 2011). While many institutions implement it through student mobility and joint programs 

(Green & Olson, 2003; Lian, 2003), regional contexts, such as China and the Middle East, require 

locally adapted models (Yang, 2014). Motivations for internationalisation span academic, economic, 

and political domains (Knight, 2004; Stier, 2004). Its benefits include enhanced curricula, cultural 

competence, and global research collaboration (Altbach & Knight, 2007; DFAIT, 2012). Ultimately, 
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integrating internationalisation into higher education helps institutions achieve global relevance and 

contribute to national development goals (Biddle, 2002; Knight, 2004). 

Influencing factors for implementation of Internationalisation Strategies  

The American Council on Education (2012) proposed six major indicators that influence the 

comprehensive implementation of internationalisation strategies in higher education institutions: 

1. Articulated Institutional Commitment: The integration of internationalisation in the 

institution’s strategic plan, mission, and formal assessment mechanisms. 

 

2. Administrative Structure and Staffing: Organisational frameworks, reporting structures, 

and dedicated international offices that facilitate global engagement. 

 

3. Curriculum, Co-curriculum, and Learning Outcomes: Incorporation of global 

perspectives into education, language learning, learning outcomes, and extracurricular 

activities. 

 

4. Faculty Policies and Practices: Guidelines around faculty hiring, development, and 

promotion that support internationalisation goals. 

 

5. Student Mobility: Outbound and inbound student exchanges and international recruitment. 

 

6. Collaboration and Partnerships: Joint degree programs, offshore campuses, student and 

staff exchanges, and global academic partnerships. 

Articulated Institutional Commitment 

Internationalisation has become an essential element of strategic planning in higher education. De Wit 

(2002) noted its growing integration into institutional missions, a trend echoed by Siaya and Hayward 

(2003), who observed that universities increasingly position internationalisation as a core strategic 

priority. Britez and Peters (2010) further emphasized that internationalisation should be viewed as a 

central institutional function aligned with broader objectives of global engagement and 

competitiveness. 

 

To operationalise this commitment, Burnett and Huisman (2010) proposed a range of best practices: 
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● A clearly defined mission and accompanying business plan 

● Strong leadership with both top-down direction and bottom-up engagement 

 

● Sufficient financial and administrative resources 

● A structured and systematic planning process 

● Alignment of global engagement with institutional values 

● Awareness-raising campaigns for staff and students 

● Integration of internationalisation with institutional branding and reputation 

● The establishment of well-resourced international offices responsible for policy development, 

cross-border operations, accreditation, partnerships, student and faculty mobility, joint 

research, and digital teaching innovations such as videoconferencing 

Administrative Structure and Staffing 
Effective implementation of internationalisation strategies requires administrative systems that 

support coordination and communication across departments. Clifford (2009) observed that 

administrators and academics often operate with differing priorities and languages, complicating 

internal processes. Trowler (2011) similarly noted that such disconnects can hinder institutional 

cohesion. 

Bruce (2009) identified four key components of administrative structures that support 

internationalisation: 

● Supportive and strategic leadership 

● Shared governance models to ensure cross-unit collaboration 

● Adequate staffing to execute international initiatives 

● A strong, diverse international network 

He further stressed the importance of appointing skilled leaders, recognizing staff contributions, and 

using diagnostic tools such as gap analysis to monitor institutional progress. Knight (1997) linked 

effective leadership to the institutional embedding of internationalisation across policies, teaching, 

services, and infrastructure. Ellingboe (1998) added that leadership must also be future-oriented to 

drive lasting organisational change. 

 

Curriculum, Co-Curriculum, and Learning Outcomes 

Internationalisation of the curriculum is a key mechanism for embedding global perspectives in higher 

education. Harari (1992) argued that, given the centrality of knowledge creation, curricular reform 

must be prioritised. Shailer (2006) suggested that internationalisation requires rethinking course 

content, materials, objectives, pedagogies, and assessment methods to meet global standards and 

employment demands. 

 

Schmidt (2002) likened the curriculum to the “raw material” presented to future employers, who 
increasingly seek graduates with global skills. Williams (2008) emphasized the importance of 

embedding international themes and intercultural competence into curricula to prepare students for a 

globalised world. 

 

While approaches may vary depending on institutional goals and context, curriculum reform remains 

an indispensable pillar of internationalisation strategy. 

 

Faculty Policies and Practices 

A successful internationalisation strategy demands broad engagement across academic departments. 

Schoorman (2000) highlighted the importance of institutional involvement at all levels, while Van der 

Wende (2001) noted that a clear policy can drive internal transformation and improve global 

competitiveness. 
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Teichler (2004) called for alignment between institutions and governments in key areas such as 

accreditation, licensing, curriculum standards, and funding to achieve international legitimacy. 

Reichert (2010) recommended establishing internal quality assurance teams to ensure compliance 

with international benchmarks. Institutional policies must embed internationalisation into faculty 

hiring, development, promotion, and research practices to ensure consistent and systemic 

implementation. 

 

Student Mobility 

Student mobility—defined as the physical relocation of students for short-term or full-degree 

programmes abroad—is increasingly central to international education strategies (Altbach et al., 2009; 

OECD, 2012). De Wit (2006) emphasized its growing strategic importance within global higher 

education landscapes. 

 

Jones and Brown (2007) linked mobility to graduate employability, asserting that students with 

international experience are better prepared to address transnational challenges. According to Britez 
and Peters (2010), welcoming international students enhances campus diversity and institutional 

reputation, while Simons (2010) highlighted the financial benefits of international student recruitment 

for underfunded universities. 

 

Student mobility also plays a significant role in global rankings, which use mobility indicators as 

proxies for international competitiveness and outreach (Rauhvargers, 2013). Deardorff (2014) 

underscored broader goals, including intercultural understanding, language acquisition, and readiness 

for participation in the global workforce. 

 

Collaboration and Partnerships 

Knight (1999) defined international partnerships as formal collaborations involving joint academic 

programs, offshore campuses, exchange schemes, online learning, and research initiatives. Such 

partnerships enhance global visibility and institutional competitiveness (O’Connor, 2009; Tochon, 

2009). 

 

Svensson and Wihlborg (2010) advocated for comprehensive, multidimensional agreements that 

promote cultural exchange and tap into global academic expertise. These partnerships support joint 

degree development and credential recognition, advancing institutional goals for quality and 

reputation. 

 

Almsafir and Bourini (2011) identified curriculum internationalisation and accreditation alignment as 

key strategies for achieving global legitimacy. By ensuring programmes meet international 

benchmarks, institutions can strengthen their position in the global higher education ecosystem. 

Cummings and Finkelstein (2012) emphasized that the classroom environment, faculty engagement, 

and curriculum design are integral components in advancing internationalisation within higher 

education. They identified collaborative research with international scholars and academic staff 

exchange programmes as key strategies for enhancing faculty involvement. Similarly, Fathi and 

Khoshnoodifar (2013) highlighted the growing importance of distance education, foreign language 

instruction, and the integration of innovative technologies in teaching as contemporary drivers of 

internationalisation. 

 

Factors Affecting the Implementation of Internationalisation Strategies in Higher Education 

Institutions 

 

The effectiveness of internationalisation strategies in higher education is shaped by a complex 

interplay of internal and external factors—structural, cultural, financial, and policy-related. Global 

https://www.worldcces.org/gce
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/?ref=chooser-v1


Narendra D. Deshmukh, Factors Affecting the Implementation of Internationalization Strategies in Higher Education Institutions: 
Global Evidence, Global Comparative Education: Journal of the WCCES (ISSN: 2522-7491), Vol. 9 Nos. 1&2, September 2025 

Narendra D. Deshmukh, Senior Vice President, Indian Ocean Comparative Education Society (IOCES), Mumbai, India 

Global Comparative Education is an open-access journal published by WCCES and licensed under CC BY-NC-SA 4.0  
 

24. 

scholarship highlights recurring enablers and constraints that influence the extent to which institutions 

are able to translate internationalisation goals into actionable, sustainable practices. 

Institutional Leadership and Strategic Vision 

Visionary and sustained leadership is widely regarded as the most critical driver of successful 

internationalisation. When senior management integrates global engagement into institutional mission 

statements, strategic frameworks, and budgeting processes, internationalisation evolves from a series 

of isolated efforts into a cohesive institutional ethos (de Wit & Hunter, 2015). In the absence of strong 

top-level commitment, initiatives often remain fragmented, reliant on individual champions, and 

vulnerable to institutional inertia (Altbach & Knight, 2007). 

National Policy Frameworks and Government Support 

Supportive and coherent national policy frameworks are essential for institutional internationalisation 

to flourish. Governments play a central role by streamlining visa processes, funding scholarships, and 

establishing mechanisms for qualification recognition (Qiang, 2003). Countries such as Malaysia and 

Singapore exemplify how national-level coordination can significantly enhance international mobility 

and academic partnerships (Knight & de Wit, 2018). In contrast, inconsistent or underdeveloped 

policy environments—such as those observed in parts of the MENA region—tend to result in 

fragmented institutional practices and weak alignment with international standards (Wilkins, 2017). 

Financial Resources 

Sufficient financial investment is a prerequisite for implementing meaningful internationalisation. It 

underwrites staff mobility, international recruitment, infrastructure development, and global marketing 

initiatives. In many public universities in the Global South, however, constrained budgets severely 

limit the scale and ambition of international engagement (Knight, 2011). For instance, Bahraini 

institutions have reported that funding limitations frequently hinder the realisation of their strategic 

internationalisation goals (Al-Balushi & Al-Aghbari, 2018). 

Academic Staff Capacity and Engagement 

Faculty members are central to the internationalisation of teaching, research, and curriculum. 

However, barriers such as high teaching loads, minimal incentives, and limited exposure to 

international contexts often reduce their participation (Jones, 2013). Institutions that actively support 

professional development, value international contributions in promotion criteria, and invest in 

intercultural training tend to report higher levels of academic staff engagement (Leask, 2015; 

Brandenburg & Federkeil, 2007). 

Cultural and Linguistic Context 

Successful internationalisation must be context-sensitive, accounting for local cultural norms, 

linguistic realities, and pedagogical traditions. For example, Chinese universities have faced 

challenges in integrating Western models of internationalisation into Confucian educational 

frameworks (Yang, 2014). Similarly, institutions in the Middle East must navigate complex 

sociocultural dynamics related to language, religion, and identity (Wilkins & Huisman, 2012). 

Without such cultural responsiveness, internationalisation efforts risk superficial adoption or active 

resistance. 

Infrastructure and Student Support Services 

The availability of comprehensive infrastructure and student services is vital for sustaining 

internationalisation. This includes dedicated international offices, reliable accommodation, targeted 

orientation programs, and academic advising tailored to the needs of international and exchange 

students. Institutions with well-developed support systems are generally more successful in fostering 

long-term international partnerships and attracting diverse student populations (Knight & Madden, 

2010). 
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Measurement and Accountability 

Effective implementation requires robust mechanisms for monitoring and evaluation. Institutions must 

adopt key performance indicators (KPIs) to assess outcomes in areas such as student and staff 

mobility, partnership effectiveness, intercultural learning, and research collaboration. Where such 

frameworks are absent, as in the case of Bahrain (Al-Mahmood, 2020), institutions may face 

challenges in ensuring quality, strategic alignment, and continuous improvement (Hudzik, 2011). 

Summary 

The successful implementation of internationalisation strategies hinges on the interplay of visionary 

leadership, national policy support, adequate resources, academic staff engagement, cultural 

contextualisation, infrastructure readiness, and systematic evaluation. For higher education 

institutions—particularly in developing regions—adopting tailored, evidence-based approaches while 

aligning with global best practices remains essential to bridging the gap between aspiration and 

execution. 

 

Theoretical and Contextual Foundations of Internationalisation in Higher Education  

Theoretical and Conceptual Framework 

Internationalisation in higher education is a multifaceted and context-dependent phenomenon, shaped 

by diverse cultural, economic, and political factors (Marginson & Rhoades, 2002). Knight (2004) 

differentiates between "internationalisation at home", which focuses on curriculum reform and 

campus culture, and "cross-border education", which encompasses mobility, partnerships, and 

offshore provision. These conceptual distinctions inform how policies and strategies are formulated 

and applied across different national and institutional contexts. (we have given this above, can we 
merge it with that section? 
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Figure 1 Internationalisation of higher education conceptual framework 

This study draws upon the conceptual framework developed through a comprehensive review of 

literature on the internationalisation of higher education (Huisman & van der Wende, 2004). In this 

framework, internationalisation strategy is treated as the dependent variable, influenced by a set of 

independent variables, including institutional, national, and global factors. These interrelated 

dimensions are illustrated in Figure 1. 

Global Trends 

Over the past two decades, internationalisation has expanded dramatically in scope and complexity. 

Key global trends include a significant rise in international student mobility, cross-border research 

collaboration, and the growth of transnational education models (Altbach & Knight, 2007). In countries 

such as Australia and the United Kingdom, international education has become closely aligned with 

national economic and foreign policy objectives, contributing substantially to GDP and global influence 

(Universities Australia, 2021). In contrast, nations like South Africa are redefining internationalisation 

by incorporating goals of social justice, equity, and decoloniality into their global engagement strategies 

(Jansen, 2019). 

The Indian Context 

India’s National Education Policy (NEP) 2020 represents a transformative vision for internationalising 

its higher education sector. Key provisions include the promotion of global academic collaboration, the 

establishment of foreign university campuses in India, and the adoption of flexible, interdisciplinary 

curricula (Ministry of Education, 2020). However, practical implementation faces hurdles such as 

bureaucratic inertia, regulatory complexity, and infrastructural limitations (Bhushan, 2021). The success 

of the NEP’s internationalisation agenda will depend on the alignment of institutional readiness with 

policy ambitions. NEP 2020 emphasizes internationalization as illustrated in Figure 2. 
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Institutional Challenges 

Despite growing momentum, internationalisation efforts continue to face persistent institutional 

barriers. Research highlights several recurring internal challenges: the absence of a clear strategic 

vision, inadequate financial resources, limited faculty engagement and training, and sociocultural 

resistance to globalisation (Brandenburg & de Wit, 2011; Hudzik, 2015). These constraints often result 

in fragmented or symbolic implementation, undermining the long-term sustainability of 

internationalisation initiatives. 

Role of International Educational Associations in Implementation of Internationalisation of/ in? 

Education 

Numerous international educational associations have been established worldwide to promote global 

cooperation and understanding through the medium of education. These organizations facilitate 

communication, share best practices, advocate for evidence-based educational policies, and encourage 

the exchange of international students, ultimately fostering a more interconnected and harmonious 

world by bridging cultural gaps through learning. 

These associations aim to enhance international education and promote collaboration among institutions 

at various levels, including schools and universities. Their missions center on improving educational 

systems globally, preparing students for careers in an increasingly interconnected world, and supporting 

educational reforms through policy influence, advocacy, and technical support. Additionally, many of 

these associations function as voluntary, non-profit organizations, contributing to the integration of 

migrants and minorities by offering support systems, resources, and opportunities for inclusion. They 

often act as platforms for mutual assistance among marginalized populations, thus promoting economic 

stability and social cohesion in diverse societies (Akkari & Lauwerier, 2015; Blagorazumnaia & 
Trifonova, 2023). 

International Educational Associations (IEAs) generally undertake the following roles: 

1. Enhance educational systems: Assisting countries in reforming and expanding their 

educational frameworks to foster national and global economic development. 

 
2. Equip students for global careers: Designing and implementing strategies that prepare 

students to participate in a global workforce. 

 
3. Promote educational reform: Creating robust networks of educators, administrators, and 

policymakers to push for transformative change. 
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4. Advance higher education: Supporting institutions in embracing the internationalization of 

curricula, research, and partnerships. 

 
5. Address global challenges: Utilizing education as a key mechanism for confronting issues 

such as gender inequality, climate change, and public health. 

 
6. Support education in crisis: Rebuilding educational infrastructure in regions affected by 

conflict, disaster, or displacement. 

 

7. Elevate educational quality: Coordinating research and establishing standards to 

continuously enhance teaching and learning practices globally. 

 

Examples of Some  

Key International Educational Associations and Organizations 

● IOCES (Indian Ocean Comparative Education Society): Promotes comparative education 

research in the Indian Ocean macro-region, integrating historical, interdisciplinary, and cross-

cultural perspectives to understand and influence educational systems in Africa, Asia, and 

Australia. 

 
● WCCES (World Council of Comparative Education Societies): A consultative partner 

with UNESCO since 1973, WCCES supports global comparative education research and 

fosters understanding of globalization, educational theory, gender equity, and more through 

regular world congresses. 

 
● IOSTE (International Organization for Science and Technology Education): Focuses on 

global science education, promoting innovation and collaboration through conferences, 

publications, and research initiatives. 

 
● NARST (National Association for Research in Science Teaching): A global network 

promoting the improvement of science teaching and learning through high-quality research 

and policy advocacy (NARST, 2018). 

 
● NSTA (National Science Teaching Association): The largest global body of science 

educators, committed to supporting teachers, advancing science literacy, and influencing 

national educational trends and policies. 

 
● IEA (International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement): 

Provides global comparative data that help policymakers improve educational quality and 

performance across nations. 

 
● UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization): 

Champions global educational goals, promotes cultural understanding, and shapes 

international education standards. 

 
● OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development): Produces globally 

influential education indicators and frameworks such as the PISA program, helping countries 

refine their education systems (Turner, Yolcu, Hüsrevşahi & Polat, 2022). 
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● The World Bank: Offers both financial and technical assistance to education systems, 

particularly in developing countries, shaping policy and access (Akkari & Lauwerier, 2015). 

 
● IAU (International Association of Universities): Encourages collaboration among higher 

education institutions worldwide to promote academic exchange and policy dialogue. 

 
● AERA (American Educational Research Association): One of the foremost global 

organizations promoting high-impact educational research and supporting international 

scholarly collaborations. 
These associations and agencies not only influence education through funding and policy but also 

provide avenues for innovation, teacher development, and research dissemination. Their impact extends 

beyond institutional boundaries, shaping societal structures and educational outcomes on a global scale. 

Methodology 

Research Design 

This study employed a qualitative multiple case study approach to examine the contextual and 

institutional factors shaping the implementation of internationalisation strategies in higher education. 

The case study method enables an in-depth exploration of complex social phenomena within real-world 

settings (Yin, 2014). It is particularly well-suited to addressing "how" and "why" questions in 

educational policy and practice, thus offering a robust framework for comparative analysis across 

national and institutional contexts. 

Data Collection 

Data were collected through an extensive documentary review, incorporating a diverse range of 

sources, including: 

● National education policies (e.g., India’s NEP 2020) 

 

● University strategic plans and mission documents 

 

● Reports from international organisations (UNESCO, OECD, DAAD, British Council) 

 

● International survey datasets such as the IAU 6th Global Survey (IAU, 2023) and the EAIE 

Barometer (EAIE, 2019) 

 

● Peer-reviewed academic literature on internationalisation theories and practices 

Purposeful sampling (Patton, 2015) guided the selection of documents. Emphasis was placed on 

materials offering both macro-level perspectives (e.g., global and national policy frameworks) and 

micro-level insights (e.g., institutional strategies and case studies). The selection criteria focused on 

empirical relevance, geographical diversity, and analytical depth, facilitating triangulation across global 

trends, national policies, and institutional practices. 

Data Analysis 

Data were analysed using thematic analysis, following the six-phase framework outlined by Braun and 

Clarke (2006). NVivo software supported the analytical process, ensuring consistency, transparency, 

and traceability throughout. 

The analysis involved the following steps: 

1. Familiarisation with the data 

 

2. Generation of initial inductive codes 
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3. Identification of patterns and emergent themes 

 

4. Review and refinement of themes 

 

5. Definition and naming of overarching themes 

 

6. Production of the final thematic synthesis aligned with the research objectives 

 
The coding process surfaced key dimensions of internationalisation, including: 

● Institutional leadership and governance (Hudzik, 2011) 

 

● Alignment with national policies (Qiang, 2003) 

 

● Financial and infrastructural capacity (Knight, 2011) 

 

● Faculty engagement and professional development (Leask, 2015) 

 

● Cultural and linguistic adaptability (Yang, 2014) 

 
These dimensions formed the analytical foundation for the subsequent case study comparisons. 

Comparative Case Study Highlights 

Models, Motivations, and Challenges of Internationalisation  

India 

India’s National Education Policy (NEP) 2020 sets forth a bold and transformative vision for higher 

education, with internationalisation positioned as a strategic priority. The policy promotes flexible 

academic structures, dual-degree programs, cross-border partnerships, and the establishment of 

foreign university campuses within India (Ministry of Education, 2020). However, implementation 

has been uneven. Bhushan (2021) highlights significant disparities across institutions and states, 

hindered by regulatory bottlenecks, fragmented governance, and limited financial resources. These 

challenges undermine the policy’s global aspirations, exposing the gap between strategic ambition and 

operational capacity. 

United States 

In the United States, internationalisation is often guided by the CIGE Model for Comprehensive 

Internationalization, developed by the American Council on Education (ACE, 2017). This whole-

institution framework embeds global engagement into governance, curricula, student services, and 

campus culture. While elite institutions such as Harvard and Columbia exemplify this integrated 

approach, many smaller or regional colleges face constraints related to funding, staffing, and strategic 

vision (Brandenburg & de Wit, 2011). The result is a fragmented landscape where internationalisation 

is robust at the top, but inconsistently implemented across the sector. 

Germany 

Germany exemplifies a nationally coordinated and well-funded approach to internationalisation. 

Central to this success is the German Academic Exchange Service (DAAD), which facilitates student 

mobility, international partnerships, and collaborative research (DAAD, 2020). National and state-

level policies work in concert to ensure alignment and sustained investment. Initiatives like Erasmus+, 

Deutschlandstipendium, and Hochschule Internationalisieren have fortified Germany’s academic 
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diplomacy. This strategic consistency has contributed to strong global rankings and a steady influx of 

international students, positioning Germany as a leading education hub in Europe. 

 

South Africa 

South Africa offers a unique model that integrates internationalisation with postcolonial 

transformation. Rooted in principles of social justice and decolonisation, South African universities 

are reimagining global engagement through African-centred knowledge production and equity-based 

collaboration (Jansen, 2019). Institutions such as the University of Pretoria and the University of the 

Witwatersrand emphasise intra-African mobility and critical engagement with Eurocentric academic 

traditions. This approach reframes internationalisation not merely as academic exchange, but as a 

process of epistemic rebalancing and cultural reclamation. 

 

Australia 
Australia has developed one of the most commercially oriented international education sectors 

globally. International student revenue contributes significantly to both university operations and the 

national economy (Universities Australia, 2021). However, the COVID-19 pandemic revealed 
systemic vulnerabilities in this market-driven model, as border closures sharply curtailed international 

enrolments. Scholars have criticised this approach for prioritising economic gains over academic 

quality, student well-being, and intercultural integration (Altbach & Knight, 2007). Overreliance on a 

narrow band of sending countries—particularly China—has led to renewed discussions on 

diversification and the need for a more balanced, values-based strategy. 

Analysis of Case Studies by Using ACE’s Six-Factor Framework (2012)    

The following table presents a comparative analysis of internationalisation in higher education across 

India, the United States, Germany, South Africa, and Australia, based on the six-factor framework 

proposed by the American Council on Education (2012). 

 

Table: Comparative Analysis of Internationalisation in Higher Education Across Five Countries Based 

on ACE’s Six-Factor Framework 

Factor India United States Germany South Africa Australia 

1. Articulated 

Institutional 

Commitment 

NEP 2020 

provides a 

national-level 

vision, but 

institutional 

alignment is 

uneven across 

states (Bhushan, 

2021). 

Strong at elite 

institutions via 

CIGE model; 

weaker and 

inconsistent at 

regional/smaller 

colleges (ACE, 

2017). 

National and 

state policies 

are well-

coordinated 

and integrated 

into 

institutional 

strategies 

(DAAD, 

2020). 

Commitment 

tied to social 

justice and 

decolonisation; 

reflected in 

transformation 

agendas 

(Jansen, 2019). 

High strategic 

focus, but driven 

by economic 

imperatives 

(Universities 

Australia, 2021). 

2. 

Administrative 

Many 

institutions lack 

fully functional 

international 

Well-resourced 

international 

offices in top-tier 

universities; 

Robust 

structures 

supported by 

DAAD; clear 

Varies by 

institution; 

resource 

disparities 

Highly 

professionalized 

international 

offices, focused 
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Factor India United States Germany South Africa Australia 

Structure and 

Staffing 

offices; 

governance is 

fragmented 

(Bhushan, 

2021). 

limited in 

underfunded 

colleges (Green 

& Ferguson, 

2011). 

reporting and 

alignment 

between 

federal/state 

levels 

(DAAD, 

2020). 

impact 

administrative 

capacity 

(Ramphele, 

2008). 

on recruitment 

and marketing 

(Altbach & 

Knight, 2007). 

3. Curriculum, 

Co-curriculum, 

and Learning 

Outcomes 

NEP promotes 

globalised 

curriculum, but 

outdated syllabi 

and 

implementation 

delays remain 

(Tilak, 2021). 

Top universities 

integrate global 

themes; others 

lag due to 

resource 

constraints 

(Helms et al., 

2015). 

Broad use of 

English-

taught 

programs; 

aligned with 

EU goals and 

Erasmus+ 

(Teichler, 

2017). 

Focus on 

decolonised, 

African-centred 

knowledge; 

global learning 

with local 

epistemologies 

(Le Grange, 

2016). 

Standardised 

curriculum with 

limited 

intercultural 

integration; 

driven by 

international 

demand (Forbes-

Mewett, 2019). 

4. Faculty 

Policies and 

Practices 

Limited 

international 

exposure; 

faculty 

development not 

yet aligned with 

global goals 

(Bhushan, 

2021). 

Promotion often 

tied to 

international 

research at top 

schools; varies 

widely (ACE, 

2019). 

International 

faculty 

exchanges 

and global 

research 

incentivized 

through 

national 

funding 

(Teichler, 

2017). 

Hiring reflects 

equity and 

transformation 

focus more than 

traditional 

global 

benchmarks 

(Teferra, 2020). 

International 

research valued 

in tenure, but 

less emphasis on 

intercultural 

teaching 

(Universities 

Australia, 2021). 

5. Student 

Mobility 

Outbound 

growth is 

improving; 

inbound limited 

by 

infrastructure, 

regulation, and 

perception 

World leader in 

inbound 

mobility; 

outbound 

mobility remains 

modest (IIE, 

2020). 

Balanced 

inbound and 

outbound 

flows; strong 

funding and 

EU alignment 

(OECD, 

2021). 

Focus on intra-

African 

mobility; 

modest global 

inbound flows 

(Maringe & 

Foskett, 2010). 

Heavy reliance 

on inbound 

students, 

especially from 

Asia; COVID-19 

exposed 

overdependence 

(Hurley, 2020). 
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Factor India United States Germany South Africa Australia 

(Choudaha, 

2017). 

6. 

Collaboration 

and 

Partnerships 

Policy support 

exists, but 

regulatory 

hurdles and risk 

aversion slow 

progress 

(Agarwal, 

2020). 

Extensive global 

partnerships at 

elite institutions; 

uneven 

participation 

across the sector 

(Knight, 2013). 

Nationally 

coordinated, 

DAAD-

supported 

partnerships 

and joint 

programs 

(DAAD, 

2020). 

Partnerships 

focused on 

equity and 

mutual benefit; 

strong intra-

African 

collaboration 

(Teferra, 2020). 

Active global 

partnerships, 

often 

commercially 

driven; shifting 

toward 

diversification 

(Marginson, 

2020). 

These case studies illustrate that comprehensive internationalisation is shaped by national policies, 

institutional capacity, and socio-political contexts. Germany stands out for its coherent, well-funded, 

and nationally coordinated strategy. The U.S. exhibits excellence at the top tier, but overall 

fragmentation persists. South Africa offers an alternative model rooted in epistemic justice. Australia’s 

model, while commercially successful, is vulnerable to market shocks. India, despite strong policy 

ambitions, continues to face operational and structural barriers. 

 

Successful internationalisation requires more than student mobility or partnership agreements; it 

demands an integrated approach encompassing governance, faculty, curriculum, and equity. As global 

dynamics shift, a values-based, sustainable, and inclusive framework is essential for future-proofing 

higher education institutions. 

Discussion 

Findings from this study underscore a recurring gap between strategic intent and operational reality in 

the internationalisation of higher education—particularly in low- and middle-income countries. While 

national and institutional policies (e.g., India’s NEP 2020 or the U.S. CIGE model) articulate 

comprehensive visions, real-world implementation often falters due to limitations in leadership, 

institutional capacity, and cultural readiness. 

 

Institutional culture plays a pivotal role. In contexts where leadership lacks commitment or where 

faculty are excluded from planning processes, internationalisation becomes a peripheral or 

performative exercise. Moreover, over-reliance on economic motives—especially in export-driven 

models like Australia—risks undermining the broader academic, cultural, and civic dimensions of 

internationalisation. 

 

To address these challenges, strategies must focus on three pillars: 

● Strategic alignment between national frameworks and institutional priorities; 

 

● Inclusive faculty engagement to ensure ownership, innovation, and cultural adaptability; 
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● Capacity building in terms of both human and financial resources to support sustainable and 

meaningful internationalisation. 

 

Importantly, future approaches should foreground knowledge diversity, equity, and mutuality—

shifting the discourse from competition to collaboration. 

 

Internationalisation in higher education is increasingly recognised as a multidimensional and strategic 

process that integrates global perspectives into institutional missions, governance, curricula, and 

partnerships. The American Council on Education (2012) identified six key factors influencing the 

comprehensive implementation of internationalisation strategies: (1) Articulated Institutional 

Commitment, (2) Administrative Structure and Staffing, (3) Curriculum, Co-curriculum, and Learning 

Outcomes, (4) Faculty Policies and Practices, (5) Student Mobility, and (6) Collaboration and 

Partnerships. This discussion critically evaluates how five countries—India, the United States, 

Germany, South Africa, and Australia—navigate these dimensions, highlighting both shared trends 

and context-specific challenges. 

Key Insights: Comparing Internationalisation Strategies in Higher Education 

• Germany: Stands out for its nationally coordinated system, with strong public funding and 

strategic consistency that ensure broad, stable participation in internationalisation across its 

universities. 

•  

• United States: Achieves world-leading internationalisation at its top institutions, but reveals 

pronounced inequalities throughout the system. A few elite universities dominate global 

engagement, while most institutions face limited resources and opportunities, creating a dual-

track environment. 

•  

• South Africa: Implements a transformative, equity-focused model. Internationalisation is 

reshaped around decolonisation and social justice, emphasizing inclusion, redress of historical 

inequities, and regional collaboration within Africa. 

•  

• Australia: Relies on a commercially driven approach, with international student fees playing 

a central role. This strategy supports strong international links but leaves the sector exposed to 

sudden disruptions in global student flows. 

•  

• India: Embodies ambitious national policy intentions supporting internationalisation. 

However, there remains a significant gap between policy vision and the realities of 

institutional implementation, resulting in slow and uneven progress. 

•  

This summary highlights the distinctive approaches and challenges each country faces in fostering 

internationalisation within higher education. 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

Internationalisation in higher education is a complex, multifaceted process influenced by diverse 

national contexts, policies, and institutional capacities. While countries like Germany demonstrate the 

strength of coordinated, well-funded strategies, others such as the United States and Australia reveal 

challenges related to inequality and market dependency. South Africa offers a critical, equity-driven 

perspective through decolonisation, and India exemplifies ambitious policies yet faces challenges in 

translating vision into practice. 

 

Effective implementation of internationalisation requires alignment between strategic goals and on-

the-ground practices, inclusive institutional commitment, and adaptive responses to global dynamics. 
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Policymakers and higher education leaders must address systemic disparities, integrate intercultural 

competencies, and foster robust international collaborations to fully realise the potential of 

internationalisation as a pathway to preparing graduates for an interconnected world. 

Key Recommendations: 

1. Develop institution-wide frameworks that align with national education policies and are 

tailored to each institution’s mission, context, and capabilities. 

 

2. Strengthen faculty capacity through sustained investment in professional development, 

language training, intercultural competency, and international research opportunities. 

 

3. Foster equitable partnerships that promote knowledge exchange, mutual benefit, and long-

term collaboration—avoiding extractive or asymmetrical relationships. 
 

4. Balance global and local priorities by integrating internationalisation with community 

engagement, indigenous knowledge systems, and socio-economic inclusion. 

 

5. Establish robust monitoring systems using qualitative and quantitative indicators to track 

implementation, evaluate impact, and inform iterative improvements. 

In sum, reimagining internationalisation as a transformative, inclusive, and strategic process will 

better position higher education institutions to navigate global challenges while remaining locally 

relevant and socially responsible. 
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