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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper is to elaborate on thernationalization process in higher
education as an organizational level manageriakis§his approach brings a new perspective
to internationalization in higher education. Théshielieved to be a necessary step toward
filling a gap in the internationalization of higheducation discussions. Nevertheless, the
purpose of the study is not to falsify the dominaigcussion in the literature. Rather,
adopting the organizational change process conakgtion, this paper aims to fill a gap in
the ongoing discussion on internationalizationhia literature. To do this, the authors adopted
the commonly accepted organizational change mdd@urke and Litwin (1992) and made a
comprehensive discussion on both transformatioeate(nal environment, mission and
strategy, leadership, and organizational cultung) teansactional (structure, task requirements
and individual skills, individual needs and valuestivation, management practices, systems,
climate) domains of the model from the perspectofeinternationalization in higher
education. This approach is expected to clarifycess, content, and context aspects of

internationalization, which is essential for susfekinternationalization implementation.



INTRODUCTION

There have been ongoing change and developmemtseiifiohigher education across
the world. The prime motive of these change eff@t® effectively respond to the needs of
societies ranging from developing and applying kieolge to developing skilled manpower
necessary to create knowledge-based competitiveoates. Change and development efforts
cover different domains such as organizationalcstine, program structure, or even the
management of these organizations. One unique issetated to thenternationalization of
these organizations, which functions as an extefor@e of change with implications on
structural and functional configurations of higleeucation organizations (HEOS).

Internationalization is increasingly becoming aueafor HEOs and it has increasingly
gained the attention of scholars (Burn & Smuckl®&95). Historically, by their very nature of
producing universally valid knowledge, universitiesre accepted as international
organizations (Kerr, 1990). However, the developimenver the last 30 years have put
internationalization on the top of HEOs' agendasentt, the need to understand
internationalization has become a primary concéstbolars in recent years.

Several authors have elaborated on internatiorimizan detail €.g, Knight & de
Wit, 1995; Huismaret al, 1998; Knight, 1999; Yelland, 2000; Deem, 2001jdfhanet al,
2001; Van der Wende, 2001). In general these "ufdmused on three basic perspectives: (1)
the supranational level issue of higher educatiansformation, as in the case of the Bologna
process, (2) the national level issue; in mostx#se impact of supranational policies on the
countries’ national higher education systems, &)dvéry rarely in the form of curricular
issues, such as internationalizing content of esios the impact of English teaching (Paseka,
2000). These comprehensive studies have contribuie@d our understanding of
internationalization. These studies do rarely doeninthe actions taken at organization level
for implementing the internationalization procel® .(

Our study differs from the previous studies in it®nceptual approach to
internationalization on both the level of analy@st only a population level issue but also
individual organization level issues) and the moflanalysis (not only as a policy issue but
also as a managerial issue). Concerning the fosttpwe hold the individual organization
and not the industry (higher education landscapeha unit of analysis. We tackle the issue
of internationalization as an external force ofraawhich has implications not only on the
population of organizations but also on individuatganizations. In other words,

internationalization as a policy issue has becomamportant dynamic in shaping the higher
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education landscape across the world. Neverthelssiave been observing the implications
of internationalization on the managerial processfessdividual HEOs. In higher education
literature internationalization has been discugseely from this perspective. Concerning the
second point, we perceive internationalization amamagerial issue. In particular, we use
organizational change (OC) conceptualization ineorb understand the development and
implementation of internationalization strategiesorganizations. Evidently, as one of the
external dynamics of change in the higher educaamascape, internationalization brings
along changes in managerial practices of HEOs. &lemar concern is not to make another
literature review on internationalization as a papan level policy issue but rather to
conceptualize the internationalization process @®) change process within an individual
HEO. For this purpose we have adapted the compselee®C model of Burke and Litwin
(1992). We have not only elaborated on differemhetisions of the model but have also
reviewed conceptual and empirical work on inteovalization pertaining to related
dimensions of the model.

Analyzing the IP as an organization level issueubyng the OC framework does not
contradict the previous literature but rather fdlggap in the literature. The literature covers
numerous population level policy discussions onislsee. There are a rather limited number
of analyses at organization level, in contrast. ¢déea comprehensive organizational level
analysis is needed to document the implication mtiernationalization on structural-
managerial configurations of the HEOs.

However, before elaborating on each dimension efrttodel, first, we make a brief
review on the definition and rationales of interoadlization, and approaches to
internationalize. Secondly, we state our argumemtabf why we need to consider

internationalization as a managerial issue in gdreard an OC issue in particular.

Definition of internationalization

The concept of internationalization is a relativalgw concept. It has generally been
associated with student mobility. Neverthelesstha last 20 years it has broadened its
meaning beyond the student mobility to cover teaamability, joint ventures, cross-national
campuses, joint curriculum development, joint cears face-to-meetings or in systems of
distant learning and field courses abroad (Fortu002). Callan (2000: 18) defined
internationalization as apbrtmanteau concept which must be understood atifuning in
several distinct domains with their accompanyingcdurses: spheres of policy, of process, of

expression of educational value, and of social aocupational organizatiait Knight and de
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Wit (1999: 3) defined internationalization in higheducation as Bfoth concept and the
process of integrating an international dimensionoi the teaching, research, and service
functions” However, the most comprehensive working defimitcome from Knight (1994: in
Knight, 1999: 16)internationalization of higher education is theogess of integrating an
international/intercultural dimension into the tdang, research and service functions of the
institution.” Knight (1999) stated that this definition emaratgs from the rationales of
internationalization. Another comprehensive deffamtof internationalization was made in the
Eurydice report (Eurydice, 2000: 157) where intéomalization is defined as a broad concept
"compromising any activity in higher education egtiag beyond the national borders of any
participating country. It comprises student andffstaobility, curriculum development and all
strategies initiated by public authorities and ihgions to adapt to, and benefit from, cross-
border relations. Several other scholars have clarified the meaoingternationalization by
differentiating it from related concepts. For exdmseveral authors explicate the difference
between internationalization and globalization @tj 1999; McBurnie, 2000; Denman,
2001). Globalization is the movement of technologgonomy, knowledge, people, values,
and ideas across countries which may have diffengmacts on each country due to a nations’
individual history, traditions, culture and prioes. In contrast, the internationalization of
higher education is one of the several ways a cpuasponds to the impact of globalization
(Knight, 1999). As a result, internationalizatiamdaglobalization are related but not the same

concepts.

Rationales of internationalization

Several authors have identified several rationbisnd internationalization. Knight
(1999) identified four basic interrelated categerief rationales. Political, economic,
academic, and social rationales. Knight (1999)adatid that there has been an increasing
integration among these categories. There are eisangthin each category as well.
Considering the fact that there are different Isv@iational policy level, sectoral level,
organizational levels, individual level), the ratades for internationalization may change
according to these levelEhe political rationale is more relevant to the national policy level.
International education is perceived as a tooltngthening the foreign policy with respect
to international security and peace among the nstiMovement of students, teachers and
researchers is believed to keep communication gidndatic relations activelhe economic
rationale indicates that internationalization is a sourcencbme for HEOs at organizational
level (Callan, 2000; Knight & De Wit, 1995; Knight999; Yelland, 2000) or contributing to
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create competitive economies at national level (@&m 2001). Internationalization is
believed to enhance the competitive edge of themsaby contributing to the development of
a skilled and knowledgeable workforce, and prodycend applying knowledge. An
important aspect is that HEOs are expected to peduvork force capable of functioning in
an international work environment. The economi@ratle is valid at organizational level as
well. It is perceived as a source of income for BEIhe academic rationale is relevant both
for organization and individual levels. People imetcampus develop an international
understanding as a result of internationalizatlbicovers the movement of scholars and the
international dimension of research. Internatiaadion is believed to help the organization to
catch up with international standards in teachind aesearch. For individual academics
internationalization may help to collate and dissete good practices, to provide a forum for
interaction between the practitioners, to develomtj curricula, to increase intercultural
awareness, to set or promote teaching and assessmdrio create viable programs (Healey,
1998; Hayet al, 2000; Shepheret al, 2000; Fortuijn, 2002). The cultural and social
rationales are relevant at all levels. Internationalizati@acilitates respect and tolerance for
other cultures and ethnicities and promotes intemnal understanding (Knight & De Wit,
1995; Callan, 2000; Yelland, 2000). It refers te treservation and promotion of national
cultures, to respecting cultural diversity and ¢aiaterbalancing the perceived homogenizing
affects of globalization. The same rationale ietfar the students as well. Haigh (2002)
wrote that foreign students provide local studevita a window on the outside world, which

enables them to act in other cultures.

Approaches to internationalization

Several authors have advanced several approachetetoationalize €.g, Howe &
Martin, 1998; Knight, 1999; McBurnie, 2000; Denm&®01). These approaches reflect an
open system understanding. In other words, thegeroaphes reflect the idea that
organizations exist in a dynamic environment anelytheed to respond effectively to the
developments in their environment for their surliva

It is beyond the purpose of this study to pres@pr@aches to internationalization in
detail. However, it is possible to draw two basimadusions from these approaches. First,
these approaches indicate that universities areupg multiple strategies to internationalize.
This statement is compatible with arguments of ogafiolars on internationalization. Callan
(2000: 18) defined internationalizatioas' a portmanteau concépnd argued that it is too

“fluid and inclusive in scopdo be confined to a specific set of actions, pamgmes, or a
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single model of strategic change. In other wordpravides and umbrella under which each
organization may craft a unique approach to int@wnalize according to their own internal
and external reality. Supranational frameworks,ional education systems, social and
occupational characteristics, and the dominantucaltof education are some of the
determinants of each HEO’s situated understandinigternationalization. Considering the
uniqueness of each organization and fluid charasft@nrternationalization, it is quiet normal
to be confronted with different approaches to mationalization. Howe and Martin’s (1998)
Abertay’s Dundee Business School Case is a goodmmea of situatedness on
internationalization. They described the SchodPsak an emergent process, as a product of
reaction to individual circumstances rather thacaeefully conceived and planned strategy.
Another point in relation to the first conclusiasghat each of these strategies is not mutually
exclusive but interconnected, which indicates aomagrsus minor distinction among the
strategies as such a school may devote a majdritg cesources to attract foreign students
but not to develop a joint venture with another His@nother country.

Second, whatever strategy the school may pursug unavoidable to experience
changes in management practices which fall in theain of OC. Hence, regardless the
particular strategy the HEO follows, it is unavditia for that HEO to conduct changes in
almost every domain of the organization. This makes internationalization a process
spreading across time and sub-domains rather thiang la snapshot and confined to single-
domain (Kondakgl, 2005). These two basic conclusiqustify our perspective, which
conceptualize the IP as an OC process at individ&s).

Although there is a growing literature on the intgionalization it is not
comprehensive enough to guide the internationaizgbractices in HEOs. As a result, the
majority of HEOs which are trying to build an imational dimension to their teaching,
research, and service functions try to accompliik by experimenting, trial and error,
imitation, and the like. We argue that perceivinteinationalization as a managerial issue in
HEO is a useful first step toward successfully dgwag an international dimension to the

basic functions of HEOs.

Internationalization as a managerial issue

Internationalization is a challenge of bringing efisity to the core activities of HEOs
(Fortuijn, 2002). In one way or another it touclaémost all the structural-functional domains
of the organization. Bearing in mind the structduadctional implications of the IP is

essential for successful implementation. In otherds, it is not a single domain but a
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multiple domain process, which covers various doauch as structure, leadership, human
resources, organizational behavior, and finance. dterwhelming load of reorientation may
result in stagnation at the beginning of the preaesgh minor or no progress. Without strong
organizational commitment to the process HEOs #mlyl to keep repeating the word
“internationalization” in their formal documentatiavithout real progress. It is a well known
fact that many countries welcome international@atn principle but resist to change (Kerr,
1990) and/or remains indifferent towards accompighthe strategy (Paseka, 2000). The
resistance in most cases can be observed at catjanitevel as well.

We argue that internationalization is not simplyissue of managingudent mobility
but an issue oftrategic transformation of the HEOs. Therefore, the efforts in the field need
to turn into exploring the effects of internatiomation at organization level and the ways of
integrating an international dimension into teaghiresearch, and service functions of the
institution (Callan, 2000). Several authors haveaaded parallel arguments. Haigh (2002)
suggested that allocating the necessary resoureasyring sustainable investment,
reconsidering the workloads, developing an incensystem, defining the target student
body, and considering the loss results from thegss are some of the points that need to be
addressed by the internationalizing HEOs. Othehastargue that internationalization may
require the utilization of the €htrepreneurial university and business administration
techniques like financial modeling, commissionedrkat research, and risk identification
techniques (McBurnie, 2000: 65). Yelland (2000: 38%yued that the motto o@ifiversities
must become business-likeeed to understood in its very meaning becausmplies the
introduction of business processes into universignagement.g., product development and
market research, keeping cost down, customer ssviguality control, and the like). These
arguments to perceive the IP as a complex managesize is parallel to the arguments of
several scholars who indicated the shift in the agament practices in HEO from pure
collegial practices into more business-like pragice.g, Neave & Van Vught 1991,
Goedegebuuret al, 1994). In this work, we narrow our argument dawrdiscuss the IP as

an OC issue.

Internationalization as an OC process

These arguments prove that conceptualizing intermalization as a managerial issue
and placing it in an OC framework is a necessasy §itep to bring an international dimension
to the teaching, research, and service functionsthef organization. The idea that

internationalization is a change process has beecdatally indicated by some authors.
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Haigh (2002) indicated that internationalizatioguiges a major institutional change at class,
course, staff, department and university levels/ing2003) used the change categories of
Levy and Merry (1986) in his analysis of the impa€teconomic globalization on higher
education. Levy and Merry's (1986) categories adngfe can be grouped into four: (1)
paradigmatic change, (2) mission and purpose chdByeultural change, and (4) change in
functional processes (including structures, manag¢mechnology, decision-making, and
communication patterns). Although there are sldgwiances, these categories of change are
compatible with Burke and Litwin (1992) model, whiae suggest for understanding of IP as
a change process.

Internationalizing HEOs have a tendency to relate grocess to one single domain
and/or unit, commonly to internationalizing thedstnt body and/or the international office.
However, internationalization is not simply an ewtdly oriented strategy, but a strategy
which has implications on internal arrangementghef organization. Taylor (2004) in his
description of effective implementation of IP indlied that effective communication, the use
of negotiated, agreed-upon targets that are fdirchallenging, supporting mechanisms and
resources allocation, identification of key bodéesl individuals with specific responsibilities
for implementation are the key principles of effeetlP implementation. NASULGC report
(NASULGC, 2004) also stated several principlesmplementation an international process
such as forming a change coalition, effective comigation, keeping momentum of change,
developing a sound human resource policy. In faese principles are paraphrased versions
of successful OC practices, which are defined in @@Qcess modelse(g, Judson, 1991;
Kotter, 1995; Galpin, 1996; Mentt al, 2002; Whealan-Berrgt al, 2003).

The arguments indicated above clearly provide fjaation for analyzing the IP in
HEOs as an OC process. What is less clear is theenaf this process. Scholars provide
bilateral arguments on the nature of change prese§&ome of the scholars have implicitly or
explicitly suggested that the process is a transftional change process (e.g., Haigh, 2002;
Levin, 2003; NASULGC, 2004), whereas some othepkehl have indicated that the IP is an
emergent (e.g., Howe & Martin, 1998), or ongoinggass (e.g., Taylor, 2004). The recent
conceptual discussions such as episodic versusnoons change discussion (Weick &
Quinn, 1999), or theory O versus theory E discus¢i®eer & Nohria, 2000) and empirical
discussions (Kondakgl, 2005) suggest the tendemwgrt reconciliation rather than further
detachment of these two perspectives. This trendard reconciliation of these two
conceptualizations is instrumental for the scholargestigating the IP from an OC

perspective in a higher education context. Holdangingle perspective in the analysis and
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practice of an OC process is likely to yield thetipé picture of the OC process (and as a
result the IP). Hence, in real change practiceslikely to observe the features of continuous

and episodic change.

Burke-Litwin’s causal model of organizational perfamance and change

Burke and Litwin (1992) model is one of the mosipoehensive OC models. Three
basic qualities of the model make it instrumentalunderstanding IP. First, unlike other
models, this model covers both process and comtechange. Second, it is a product of
change practices in real OC settings. Third, ittheen tested by several scholars again in real
OC settings (Burke, 2002).

Several other qualities pertaining to both struetamd content of the model make it an
effective tool in analyzing and implementing IPtsE| it incorporates the 7S model (strategy,
structure, systems, style, staff, skills, and stiar@ues), an approach which does not ignore
any organizational domain affected by the OC preced is our argument that
internationalization is a major undertaking thatyraffect all of these organizational domains.
Hence, the model is an effective tool in theorétiselyses and practical implementations of
the IP. Second, the model does not only depicteth@ganizational domains but also
recognizes the interrelations among all of thesealns. In other words, it takes into account
the dynamic nature of the change implementatiorcge®. Third, the model incorporates an
environmental dimension and explains how these rsalimensions are affected by the
external environment. Fourth, it integrates (a)ngfeaprocess theory (the activities that must
be undertaken to affect planned change (e.qg., gdeaslback), and (b) implementation theory
(specific changes that need to occur as a conseguénmplementation of these activities).

Being inspired by the leadership theory, Burke hitdiin (1992: 529) differentiated
between transformational (external environment, mission and strategy, |esddp,
organizational culture) anansactional domains (structure, management practices, systems,
climate, task requirements and individual skillgiabs, individual needs and values,
motivation). The model indicates individual and amizational performance as the final
domain which is connected with both transformaticarad transactional domains. We argue
that the model is comprehensive enough to analzeslan OC process. On the one hand, it
helps scholars and practitioners to consider theailos of internationalization. On the other
hand, it also facilitates implementing the IP. he trest of this work, we report both the

extensive literature and our interpretation on edmiain from the perspective of IP.
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External environment: It has been one of the basic concerns of OC achdb
document both the external developments and theadgtnpf these developments on the
organizations. Burke and Litwin (1992) in their nebéhdicated the external environment as
the main source of change. This is parallel toldteader OC literature in that the external
environment has been defined as the main sourchaige. The discussion in this domain
has not only contributed to the development offiblel but also to the broader organization
science literature.

Several external forces of change for HEOs have lbeeumented by the scholars.
Globalization (Levin, 2003; Morey, 2004; Kezar, 8)0technology and communication
technology (Moore, 1998; Kwiek, 2001; Morey, 200d¢velopments related to demography,
such as demographics changes (Kitamura, 1997)rsdivend changing population (Kezar,
2005), growth in demand for higher education (Kwaa 1997; OECD/IMHE-HEFCE,
2004); new types of students (Moore, 1998; KezalQ52, developments related to
governments of the countries such as governmehtaige (Curri, 2002), government policy
(Taylor et al, 1998; Kwiek, 2001; Levin, 2003), government furgl{Levin, 2003); complex
demands of the society and the broadening rangtheofstakeholders and their interests
(Kwiek, 2001; OECD/IMHE-HEFCE, 2004); economic afithncial developments such as
developments in the global economy (Levin, 2003)rle&veconomic recession (Curri, 2002),
and financial stress (OECD/IMHE-HEFCE, 2004; KeZ005); developments in the higher
education as a field of profession and practicensas new ideas on the intellectual or
academic part of education (Moore, 1998), the agraknts within the profession (Levin,
2003); competition (OECD/IMHE-HEFCE, 2004; Kezaf08), or new provider of higher
education (Kwiek, 2001). In our broad review of #adernal forces of change only Kwiek
(2001) indicated internationalization as a forceclbdnge, which proves the need for further
investigation of the topic.

Being a battleground between adaptation and ecgbegypectives, the discussion of
external forces of change enables the field of éngkducation to contribute to a major OC
theory development. The population ecology perspectindicates that educational
organizations are inert in that they fail to acctsfipradical changes in strategy and structure
in the face of the environmental pressures (Han®aRreeman, 1977). Reliability and
accountability have been advanced as two basiomsafr inertia (Hannan & Freeman,
1984). The institutionalization perspective, anotperspective which implies the inertial
nature of organizations (DiMaggio & Powell, 1988hmplements this perspective in the

sense that it suggests a tendency for legitimaatygtshes the organizations toward sameness
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rather than differentiation, which, in the finaladysis, means a narrow response variety of the
organizations toward external developments. Botlpufaiion ecology and institutional
perspectives imply that educational organizatiotisk sto traditional features rather than
exhibiting varied responses in the face of exteemlironmental pressures (Zajac & Kraatz,
1993). Contrary to this view, the adaptation viewlicates that organizations are complex
adaptive systems. In other words, according to peisspective organizations are flexible
enough to reconfigure structural-functional desjgts that organizational performance will
not suffer (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967).

Several scholars have considered this debate inahalysis of OC higher education
setting €.9, Zajac & Kraatz, 1993; Gumport, 2000; StensakeNdgard, 2001; Vaira, 2004).
In these studies the authors, holding the distinckietween ecology and adaptation, consider
the forces simultaneously pushing for change, enaihe hand, and curbing change, on the
other. Zajac and Kraatz’'s (1993yliametric forces mod&l Gumport's (2000) &conomic
exigencie§ Stensaker and Norgard's (200%sdmorphism versus adaptatiprand Vaira’'s
(2004) ‘organizational allomorphisindiscussions indicated the mutual existence oftiale
and adaptive forces in the higher education inglu3tine common idea in all of these studies
can be summarized as follow: HEOs are confrontetth wkternal forces pushing them to
adaptive responses, which is believed to be negegwasurvival purposes. Nevertheless, the
concern of loosing legitimacy because of moving yafram the traditional historical roles
may curb these organizations to undertake majong#haAccording to this idea the dilemma
of protecting the heritage of higher education werthe need to respond to environmental
forces is clear for HEOs. It is believed that tHiemma puts higher education in a unique
period of time. HEOs may adapt some structuraldional aspects, on the one hand, and they
may show common institutional patterns to avoid ngfes in their structural-functional
domains, on the other (Vaira, 2004). Zajac and &r&B993) in their empirical investigation
of OC in higher education setting stated that HEDs responsive rather than inertial.
However, we still need more investigation on thertia versus adaptation dilemma.

Mission and strategy: Any major OC process is likely to have an impaat the
mission and strategy of the organizatidfission refers to the explicit core purpose of the
organization. As an external pressure, internalioaizon is likely to have an impact on the
mission of the internationalizing HEO. More impartlg internationalization may result in
identity and mission confusion (Levin, 2003). Sirtbeir activity domain is expanding the

HEOs need to reconsider their mission. Hence, dipkthe IP to the mission of the
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organization is one of the essential steps in thexessful implementation of IP (Taylor,
2004).

A comprehensive recent review on the mission chamdrgher education in relation
to internationalization was made by Scott (2006)he T author stated that the
internationalization mission, which refers to semwgy multiple nation states, is one of the
outcomes of globalization and the postmodern spcidhe author indicated that the
[postmodern] university is faced with the obligati@f internationalizing its teaching,
research, and public service missions. An inteonali mission may conflict with the national
one because of economic, political, or culturafedénces. The internationalization mission,
which brings along movement of information, facultyembers, students, and curricular
content ultimately trigger a change process ingtnectures and policies of the HEOs. The
discussion on the internationalization mission lopt&(2006) refers to the abstract meaning
of the concept which implies the aspirations atiiell to the HEOs rather than concrete
organizational goals articulated by individual argations. However, the discussion of Scott
(2006) is still valuable in the sense that it shothe basic lines of how to translate
internationalization into a concrat@ity of purpose for the individual HEO.

Strategy refers to the way the organization intends to agush the central purpose
of the organization. Internationalization bringsaoges in the mission of the school.
Subsequently the school’s strategy is likely tongfeain order to accomplish the new mission.
Taylor (2004) highlighted the need to develop mommprehensive strategies including
research and teaching and many other domains ofitpdior a successful move toward
internationalization. As we indicated above différecholars have indicated several different
approachese(g, Howe & Martin, 1998; Knight, 1999; McBurnie, 200Denman, 2001),
each of which describes different but concretetesiias to internationalize. In terms of major
elements some of the HEOs pursue a strategy afnatienalizing the student body while
others pursue the strategy of internationalizirgferculty. In terms of core activities some of
the HEOs pursue the strategy of internationaliz@aghing while others pursue the strategy of
internationalizing the service function. Since e¥sl is an international activity by its very
nature for most of the HEOs it can be accepted msnglicit strategy contributing to
internationalization.

Leadership: This is another transformational domain that setdbe considered in
major change initiatives (Burke & Litwin, 1992). i$ instrumental to bear in mind the
distinction between episodic and continuous chgigeick & Quinn, 1999) in understanding

the role of leadership in the IP. As a large scedentional and infrequent process the IP
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refers to an episodic change process. The suctegssodic change primarily depends on the
capacity of the change agent to recognize the okeldange, to craft a plan, and to implement
this plan. Hence, leadership is a critical factosuiccessfully implementing the IP.

In OC initiatives, the leader may not always unalest the role of change agent.
However, in most cases the leader plays an impoméain the change coalition.

The NASULGC report (2004) is one of the most cormpresive texts on the role of
leadership in IP. Although the report does not gmeéshem explicitly, we articulated nine
concrete roles of leadership in the context ofrmagonalization. First, typical to any episodic
change effort, recognizing the need for internatization (change) is assigned to leadership.
This role suggests that the leader has a good cochroé the environment-organization
interface. Second, once the need of change hasrbeegnized it is important to articulate a
concrete vision of internationalization (Taylor,04). The NASULGC report (2004: 17)
indicated that HEOs are expected #utitulate a clear and compelling vision for a gédb
university within the context and heritage of eawctividual institution” Third, once the
vision is developed, it is necessary to communittagevision and get organizational members
around the internationalization vision. In thisggathe leader plays the champion of change.
She/he speaks out internationalization frequentlythe campus and off the campus. Fourth,
leaders are expected to contribute to building angk coalition or teambuilding efforts.
Incorporating effective individuals, making the Lti@n visible, supporting the coalition’s
campus-wide implementation efforts are some ofedgential roles of leaders in relation to
coalition building. Hence, the power dynamics of ®EEan be translated into facilitative
forces rather than resistant forces for the IRhFHEO will need a strategy of IP. Whether
adapting a common strategy of IP or crafting a ueistrategy, the leader needs to support the
change coalition. Here once again leadership hagtieal role in assessing and adopting or
crafting a strategy. The assessment includes rigtthe academic aspect of the process but
also the managerial aspect. Sixth, creating canditiof change in the organization is also
among the roles of leadership. Leadership realigaspriorities around the IP. In addition,
he/she encourage IP related activities such aglingvabroad, developing foreign language
skills, and providing both financial and psycholmdi support. Seventh, leadership has the
role of connecting the IP and the culture of theenmationalizing HEO. The internal culture
can be facilitative or inhibiting in IP. Hence, atiag congruency between organizational
culture and internationalization is also an esaérguccess factor as well. Eight, using
personal networks and identifying and building parships with national or international

organizations are also initiatives assigned todestup in the IP. In addition, connecting the
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change coalition to business leaders, civic petsama other figures in the society with global
experiences are some of the actions that can lea takvard accomplishing partnerships and
networking. Finally, accountability toward acconspiing the vision of internationalization is
also a task of the leaders. Accountability covesdtirgy concrete measures toward
accomplishing the vision. Setting measurable gaalshe form of deadlines, specifying
indicators of success, and communicating the resaltsome of the measures that the leader
may assign to the change coalition. On the otherdhassessing the impact of the
internationalization on different groups such aadaenic and administrative staff, students,
and stakeholders is also a part of leadership atability.

Organizational culture: The final transformational dimension of OC is thdture of
the organization (Burke & Litwin, 1992). Culturetlse collection of overt and covert shared
values and beliefs that affect organizational masilieehavior patterns (Schein, 1985). There
are two basic aspects of culture in relation to @@&gnosing organizational culture and
changing organizational culture (Woodman, 1989\ve&sd authors have documented the
culture in higher education settings. Bolman andlD@991) documented the impact of
culture on organizational behavior in an acadenootext. Bergquist (1992) in their
comprehensive work differentiated between the gale managerial, developmental, and
negotiating cultures.

Perceiving the IP as a change process conveysdte that it has an impact on
organizational culture. IP is likely to bring chasgto faculty and students profiles but more
importantly to values and basic assumptions ofitibernationalizing HEOs (Levin, 2003).
The NASULGC report (NASULGC, 2004) highlighted tloelltural aspect of IP in that
internationalizing HEOs value diversity of faculstudents, and cultures. It is an environment
supportive of foreign constituents (students amdilfg) and facilitates the exchange between
foreign and domestic constituents. These change$kady to have impact on the culture of
the HEO, which deserves special attention (Tay2®@04). Switching from operating in a
single and unified cultural perspective into a nplét and diverse one makes reviewing the
impact of the internationalization on the culturfetlee internationalizing HEO is essential.
There are two challenges that IP practitioners lé&edy to confront in this regard. First,
culture change is very difficult if not impossibli.is very difficult to bring deep change
because structural and behavioral configuratioesadigned to the old culture. Hence, any
change effort is likely to be faced with resistancédo trigger conflict among different groups

when it interferes with basic values of these gso(lgevin, 2003). Second, it is very difficult
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to document the impact of IP on a particular celtuklthough in the definition of culture we
advance overt aspects, culture is more about cagpects in organizations.

Structure: Burke and Litwin (1992) indicated the structuffettte organization as the
first transactional dimension in OC. Structure ref® ‘the arrangement of the functions and
people into specific areas and levels of respolisipdecision-making, communication, and
relationship to assure effective implementatiorthe& organization's mission and stratégy
(Burke & Litwin, 1992: 532). Kitamura (1997) docunted the impact of internationalization
on the structural characteristics of the Japanegkeh education system. Levin (2003)
documented particular consequences of a major Odteps on functional processes
(structures, management, technology, decision-ngalind communication) in HEOs. For an
internationalizing HEO restructuring may sound wessary. However, the IP brings along
some structural changes. The most common structtinahge is the creation of an
international office and the appointment of an nn&ionalization manager, commonly a
senior faculty member. There may be variationdrmcsuring the international mission. Some
of the HEOSs prefer the centralization approach. Géetralized approach is instrumental in
that it ensures the consistent implementation efititernationalization within the campus.
This is essential in HEOs which are loosely-coupbeglanizations. In addition, considering
the fact that HEOs both have academic and manadenietions, the agents must ensure that
the IP includes both academic and managerial danhairaddition to the international office,
several sub-units functioning as the back-officeguming the front-office can be established.

In addition to these points, Taylor (2004) madeir@eresting argument about the
structural characteristics of internationalizing ® Taylor (2004: 164) indicated that IP has
a centralized character because of the followiragoas: [1] The need for overall planning,
prioritization of activities, and target settin@] the diversified and ambiguous nature of the
provision which require administrative rigor andsalpline to channel the process of
internationalization, [3] the need to organize shedent services from a central perspective,
[4] avoiding duplication and ensuring efficiency af units in providing the services, [5] the
need for regular scrutiny and monitoring internaibactivities.

Management practices: These practices cover a broad range of activifactice
refers to ‘& particular cluster of specific behavidrand management practices refer what
managers do in the normal course of events to hisétman and material resources at their

disposal to carry out the organization's strate@gurke & Litwin, 1992: 532).
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Levin (2003) and Taylor (2004) provided commentsttos ways the IP influence the
management practices of HEOs. Levin (2003: 4573wdated changes in the governance of
the HEOs from ddministrative or governing board authoritinto "bicameral governance
That is the faculty has gained entrance to boawmg@ance and HEOs has broughsariate-
type board for HEOs in legislation. In other words, faculigembers have gained a role in
the decision-making process, and it becomes ngt thel role of the board members but it is
also shared with the faculty (Levin, 2003).

Taylor (2004) listed his observations of changeslena managerial practices of four
internationalizing HEOs. (1) the appointment ofeaisr faculty member (international), who
has the skills to drive and to oversee the ovendirnationalization policies, who reports
directly to the Vice-Chancellor, and who is theenfdice between the Vice-Chancellor, the
International Office and the faculties, (2) theabishment of a high level Internationalization
Committee chaired by the Vice-Chancellor, (3) tedavelopment of the international unit
with corresponding developments in the facultyc&$. In these efforts international offices
function as the key units. They are interface upéveen higher level units responsible from
management practices of the university as welbagi level units responsible from academic
practices such as curriculum development, researdity assurance, and human resources.
It is a common challenge for the internationalizidgOs to accomplish a harmony between
the functions of the internationalization unit amtther units, which reflects the difficulty of
integrating the internationalization strategy tee tbroader strategy of the HEOs. This
difficulty pertains to any changing organizatiordarot only to the internationalizing HEOs.

Systems: Systems refer to thestandardized policies and mechaniSmsganizations
implement for accomplishing tasks (Burke & Litwih992: 532). Patterns of these policies
and mechanism can be observed in reward systenmgg®aent information systems (MIS),
performance appraisal, budgeting, and human resallacation of organizations (Burke &
Litwin, 1992).

IP has forced governments and institutions to uaéervarious initiatives in order to
manage internationalization. The initiatives undkenh by governments toward the
internationalization serve as a regulating meclmargsiding the actions at organization level.
Kitamura (1997) highlighted the need for changeshm patterns of teaching and learning,
evaluation and accreditation system, course castemd the crediting system at institution
level. The Eurydice report (Eurydice, 2000) indechtthat in the majority of European
countries the policy of internationalization is @®hined at the institutional level. The

institutions and their staff establish networks dmiks for conducting various types of
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activities ranging from student exchanges to itiitgajoint programs. Throughout time some
of these individual initiatives have developed liert and have become more structured as a
result of coordination and centralization. Althougbvernments provide various type of
support, individual HEOs have been autonomous inagiag these initiatives.

First, the most concrete form of initiatives resgtfrom internationalization is the
establishment of an international relations offeed the appointment of a manager for
managing these units, as we indicated in our strectection. The second institutional level
activity is related to foreign languages. HEOsaitbffer intensive courses to the newcomers
(students, faculty) or offer opportunities for teg and conducting research (e.g. PhDs) in
another language, commonly in English. A third iegment that internationalizing HEOs
have to deal with is related to developing studeipport services ranging from orientation to
accommodation. Fourth, internationalization hasaotpot only on the structural managerial
configuration of the HEOs but also on the acadeasect of these organizations. HEOs tend,
first, to review the mainstream curriculum and mdernationalize the existing courses by
adding an international dimension to these couesas$second, to develop totally new courses
and integrate them in the existing curriculum.haligh it pertains specifically to Europe, the
European Credit Transfer System (ECTS) is a speeample of changes in the systems as a
result of internationalization. These changes iatichat HEOs either readapt their existing
systems or develop new system in their IP.

Climate: It refers to the collective current impressions, expectatiomsl geeling that
members of local work units have that, in turneetfitheir relations with their boss, with one
another, and with other unit¢Burke and Litwin, 1992: 532). Climate is closeblated to the
concept of culture. Burke and Litwin (1992: 534pkexned the interrelations between culture
and climate in the context of change astlie new organization culture, as it becomes
accepted, would create a modified if not an engireéw set of dimensions around which
climate would be perceived, described, and respadhole

The changes in the organizational climate of irm@omalizing HEOs has not been
documented widely. The changes in the organizdtioliraate in the face of other external
pressures is relatively more investigated. One h# tmost comprehensive and recent
investigations of an organizational climate in faee of the changing higher education era
came from Allen (2003). The author investigated thkationships between organizational
climate and strategic initiatives. The author uaegtounded theory approach to highlight the
influence of different styles of management on aig@tional climate. However, the author

focused the discussion on the antecedents anceimdéuof insecurity/security dimension of

19



organizational climate. Security/insecurity climatn be present at organizational level or it
can find its roots in sub-cultures. Perceptionscbdnge management and its frequency,
predictability, openness, degree of participatidiscontinuous or incremental nature of
change, and whether or not decision are implemehyethe use of persuasive power or
coercive power are the six issues affect the cknwdtsecurity/insecurity. Allen (2003: 61)
indicated that managerial approach is associatdd ciimate of insecurity in which the staff
is “de-motivated, cautious, less willing to take risksexercise discretion and more likely to
resist changé.In contrast, collegial approach reflects a magewe climate in which staff is
open, willing and share information and positiviatienships. Based on these arguments the
author suggest that there is a need for more siqatesd approaches of strategic planning and
change which essentially reflects the uniquenest=ids.

Task requirements and individual skills/abilities. These refer to aggregate
knowledge, skills, and behaviors required from pedpr effectively fulfilling their tasks.
These aspects of work setting refer to a job reguants-personal abilities match (Burke &
Litwin, 1992), which has concrete implications fine behavior patterns of organizational
members toward OC.

IP brings diversity into the practices, productsd &ervices. Hence, it may demand
new skills, knowledge and behavior patterns frogaaizational members. Bringing students
and faculty from different nations into the campdsyeloping international products.g,
international programs), and bringing an internaiodimension into research practice may
not be accomplished with current skills, knowledgemd behavior patterns. Hence,
internationalization has an impact on human resuranagement of HEOs (Taylor, 2004).
Concerning requirements and skills, it can be aigtleat two dimension need to be
highlighted in relation to IP. First, having knowtge of other cultures, being open and aware
of other cultures and nationalities, having integsés world affairs, and valuing differences
are extra but desirable qualities. All of theseligjea suggest the need for a mindset change of
organizational members of the internationalizing@$E(Haigh, 2002; NASULGC, 2004).
Second, IP highlights the competencies of orgailmzat members. Teaching international
students and bringing an international dimensido teaching and research demand new
competencies from the organizational members. Bacuoembers of the internationalizing
HEOs are expected talfaw upon, integrate, and compare information frardiverse set of
disciplines, cultures, and international experiesicand perspectives that are derived from
multiple sources and experient€BlASULGC, 2004: 24). Developing language skiksthe

most commonly highlighted skill of organizationaembers of the internationalizing HEOs
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(Paseka, 2000; Haigh, 2002; NASULGC, 2004; Tay2004). In addition to these common-
to-all set of skills, Taylor (2004) advanced seVskils special to the top managers of HEOs
such as international marketing and entreprengurstiifferent management skills for
administrators and staff, and financial managerskitis.

In general, there are two ways of developing nesgssompetencies and qualities
necessary in the internationalization context. tFitdEOS may initiate formal training
programs such as language training or training adinative staff. Second, the HEOs may
encourage their staff to expose themselves tonatemal experiences such as traveling
abroad for short or long period of studies, pgwtting in international meetings, being
member of international associations and networksaigh, 2002; NASULGC, 2004).
Concerning the academic staff, the HEOs may haeeofttion of attracting international
faculty members. However, this option should nplaee the need of training the local labor
force and the improvements in employment conditi@fisthe current staff. Otherwise,
deterioration in the employment conditions will etteally affect the quality of both inflowing
and local labor (Mahroum, 1999).

Individual needs and values: They are the specifigogsychological factorsthat drive
individuals toward certain actions and patternrafughts (Burke & Litwin, 1992: 533). In
culture and task requirements and individual skibiities sections we have already indicated
the impact of the IP on values and needs of orgéinizal members. In these sections the
discussions suggest that switching from a homogenpational environment into a
heterogeneous international environment inevitébiygs along changes in the values of both
the HEOs and members of these HEOs. However, asc@@lars indicated it is a challenging
task to accomplish changes in individual and ormgtional values. Wong and Tierney (2001)
indicated the problems in changing values a inghdr education setting. They stated that a
change from traditional individual based value® inbmmunal values such as collaboration
and participation leads to problems. Concerningividdal needs, as we stated above,
internationalization may challenge the ability-jobquirement task. Hence, effective IP
implementation demands both support services amirig of organizational members.

Motivation: It is a force trigger behavior, direct this beloavoward certain purpose,
and make behavior persistent. According to Burke latwin (1992) motivational principles
need to be considered in change efforts. Internaliting HEOs need to consider these
principles for successful implementation. IP haglioations on workload, reward systems,
and work incentives, which are closely related he tmotivation of the organizational

members (Levin, 2003). Internationalizing HEOs bathlue and reward international
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involvement (NASULGC, 2004). This attitude of th&@s is made clear in the redefinition
of job descriptions by incorporating internatiomation into job descriptions of organizational
members. Failure to do so may lead to severe bets\problems in the change process of
internationalization. In addition, the IP demanktde brganization to invest in time, energy,
resources and goodwill. Haigh (2002) indicated tiesburce constraints may have negative
implications over the motivation of employees. Besi disagreement over the allocation of
resources can be an inhibiting factor in IP. Primgdhe resources for international activities
such as providing financial resources for facultgvels, development of international
activities or events is essential for motivatinggamizational members to involve in
international activities.

Taylor (2004) indicated that at the University aitBh Columbia providing financial
incentives to the members and developing a rewarchanism for the staff have been stated
as basic elements in the IP implementation. Kond@@05) in an investigation of an IP in a
HEO found that reconsidering the reward mechanisthe face of the IP is one of the most
common demands of the staff.

It is evident that the Ilimited literature on motiem in the context of
internationalization focuses on reward mechaniddwwvever, the broader literature on OC
provides richer arguments on motivational princpldowever, there it is necessary to look at
IP from an outcome factors’ view of the OC perspeci{Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999).
According to this perspective communicating theovisinvolving organizational members in
the development and implementation of the procpssyiding material and psychological
support are some of the strategies of fosteringtipesattitudes, commitment to change,
readiness for change, and eliminating resistancbaoge.

Individual and organizational performance: This refers to the outcome or result of
the OC efforts. In other words, performance indisathe success of the organization in
accomplishing change objectives in terms pfotuctivity, customer satisfaction, profit, and
quality” (Burke & Litwin, 1992: 533). Concerning the IP ethoutcome of change is
problematic. The fluid nature of criteria of succemakes measuring the outcome of IP a
challenging and controversial issue. In additionhiese difficulties we argue that some other
issues arise because of conceiving the IP as apro¢ess. We argue that it is necessary to
assess the human side of change as well. In otbefswthe cost or benefit of the process on

organizational members also needs to be assessadriee performance measure.

22



Given these special difficulties of measuring tleef@rmance of the HEOs in the IP,
there are still some guiding works of scholarsdssessing the performance of HEOs on the
process. The number of foreign students, the numbstaff with overseas qualifications, the
number of publications with international collabtwa, the number of staff taking up leave
abroad, the number of exchange agreement, andepsirips with foreign HEOs are some of
these assessment criteria (NASULGC, 2004; Tay@d42

In addition to these concrete criteria, the NASUL@port (2004: 42) highlighted
"audacious goalswhich may require non-conventional ways of meesgurThese goals are
related to thesoft' criteria which are largely related to the cultafethe organization and the
internationalization related overtones such asrmational environment and international
climate. Although, it is very difficult to concrdyemeasure these dimensions, they are part of
the performance of HEOs in the IP (NASULGC, 2004).

Although measuring performance is a controverssaili¢ and the literature suggests
limited ways of measuring it we argue that theorasdies for internationalizatiore.g, Howe
& Martin, 1998; Callan, 2000; Denman, 2001) andrapphes to internationalizatioe.g,
Knight & De Wit, 1995; Knight, 1999) are still imsimental in determining the performance
of a HEO in the IP. As we indicated above theredififerent rationales of pursuing an IP and
different approaches of accomplishing it. Hence swggest translating these two aspects into

concrete performance measurement criteria.
CONCLUSION

The purpose of this study was to investigate thigd an OC perspective. This study
deviates from the previous studies in its level amatle of analysis. First, unlike the common
discussions in the literature, in this study we eleped our argumentation at the
organizational level. This approach is not commmomhee literature. In the literature scholars
tend to conceptualize internationalization eitheraasupranational issue or an industry level
issue. Second, the mode of analysis also differsthis study. Previous analyses of
internationalization tend to perceive internatidzetion as a policy issue. In contrast, in this
study internationalization is analyzed as a manalgessue. Considering the fact that
internationalization is an external force of chantps study documents the impact of the
process on every possible domain in the organizatio

It is important to note that holding a manageriad @rganizational level perspective
does not aim to falsify the policy and populatiemdl analyses. Rather, the purpose here is to
depict the impact of IP on structural-functionahdoins of HEOs. In that sense, this approach
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is complementary to the dominant one. Neverthelesmagerial and organizational level
analyses are relatively less frequent than poliny population level analyses. Hence, such
conceptual and empirical analyses are essentisdgpond to the growing need of guiding
successful IP in higher education.

Another contribution of the study is bringing seslananagement concepts into higher
education in order to explain the impact of int¢ioraalization on different domains of HEOs.
For this purpose, we adopted the comprehensive InafdBurke and Litwin (1992). The
concepts we adopted from the Burke-Litwin modelri@u& Litwin, 1992) may sound new
but not alien concepts to the academy. Since skedecades scholars have been indicating the
need to use such concepts in discussions on héghueation.

However, this study does not suggest to turn theeadirse in higher education
discussions from a collegial one into a managened. Rather, perceiving the IP as an OC
process we try to develop guidelines for intermalzing HEOs. This is parallel to what
Allen (2003) suggesteda"more sophisticated view of governance and managem the
[HEOs] should be taken, one that recognizes bothesoature of the context, and process, of
strategic change. The [HEOs] should be treated aymbiotic community based on mutual
interdependence of different group3he IP approach that we advanced in our discassio
does not discard the uniqueness of these orgamigatOn the contrary, on each dimension of
the model we applied the literature peculiar to KBE&d we made our interpretations
considering the uniqueness of these organizatibns. believed that HEOs have entered a
new era in which management values have incregshmggn used, and which is believed to
be unavoidable (Allen, 2003). The introduction adirmagement that touches power structures
within the HEOs is still problematic (Allen, 2003)eveloping management practices, which
consider the uniqueness of HEOs is a first stepatdwurning these organizations into
effective organizations. As long as management ashainistration techniques reflect the
complex nature of HEOs they are still potentialgluable in helping HEOs respond to the

need of the society in the internationalization era
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