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Chapter 1
Internationalization and the Academic 
Profession: Key Concepts and Themes

Glen A. Jones , Alper Çalıkoğlu , and Yangson Kim 

Abstract  Internationalization has become a key issue in higher education as well 
as an important research topic in higher education scholarship. This paper provides 
an overview of research on internationalization focusing on the academic profes-
sion. Internationalization was identified as one of the key thematic areas of scholar-
ship within the Academic Profession in the Knowledge-based Society (APIKS) 
project. The paper provides an overview of the book, including the core comparative 
research studies conducted by international research teams, and identifies a number 
of recent shifts and transformation that may be impacting internationalization and 
the academic profession.

Keywords  Internationalization · Academic profession · Academic work · Higher 
education · Universities

�Introduction

Internationalization has become a key theme and an almost ubiquitous goal of higher 
education systems and institutions worldwide (Altbach, 2016). Defined by Knight 
(2003, p. 2) as “the process of integrating an international, intercultural or global 
dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery of post-secondary education,” 
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internationalization is a highly complex, multi-dimensional phenomenon covering a 
broad swath of transitions and transformations, from curriculum reforms, to increas-
ing student and faculty mobility, to new forms of international partnerships and con-
sortia. This increasing international dimension of higher education is supported by 
regional and national policies and funding mechanisms (Trilokekar et  al., 2020), 
stimulated by global competition for prestige and resources, and motivated by a 
plethora of values and goals, ranging from cosmopolitanism to neo-liberalism.

This volume makes a major contribution to the scholarship on internationaliza-
tion in higher education by focusing on the perceptions and experiences of the aca-
demic profession in comparative perspectives. Drawing from data collected by the 
Academic Professions in the Knowledge-based Society (APIKS) project, the largest 
comparative international project ever undertaken in the field of higher education 
(Aarrevaara et al., 2021), the contributors to this volume are uniquely positioned to 
explore the impact and implications of internationalization on those who play the 
central role in the teaching and research functions of higher education: the profes-
soriate. With access to data from a common questionnaire administered to members 
of the academic profession in more than twenty countries, the contributors to this 
edited volume have conducted comparative studies investigating core themes and 
questions that are central to the process of internationalization, and in doing so make 
highly original contributions to a body of scholarship that has been dominated by 
research focusing primarily on higher education systems, institutions, and students.

The objective of this chapter is to briefly introduce the concept of international-
ization and locate this volume within the research literature on the internationaliza-
tion of higher education. We will then discuss the APIKS project and the international 
dataset that has allowed the chapter authors to explore important research questions 
through the analysis of data on faculty perceptions obtained in more than twenty 
countries. Given that the APIKS data was collected in 2017–18 (with some variation 
by country), we discuss some of the recent changes, events, and transitions that have 
significant implications for internationalization, including the emergence of popu-
list political regimes, the return of “big government” and, of course, the realities of 
a global pandemic. In some respects, given the timing of the APIKS study, the find-
ings presented in this volume might be viewed as a baseline analysis collected just 
prior to a series of disrupting forces that we recognize have shifted or are shifting 
key international dimensions of higher education in ways that we do not yet fully 
comprehend. We conclude the chapter by briefly illuminating how each of the core 
thematic chapters contributes to the “whole” of the volume.

�The Internationalization of Higher Education 
and the Academic Profession

Internationalization is a multi-dimensional process, and it impacts almost every ele-
ment or activity associated with higher education. From their origins in Europe, 
Asia, and North Africa, early institutions of higher education were regional/

G. A. Jones et al.
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international rather than local in scope. These hubs of intellectual activity attracted 
both students and teachers from far beyond the local environments (Huang, 2014). 
While universities would later emerge as national institutions funded by govern-
ments in order to further the interests of the state, they continued to have a strong 
international dimension; students, faculty, and knowledge continued to flow across 
national boundaries (Marginson & van der Wende, 2007).

By the later decades of the twentieth century, internationalization had become an 
almost ubiquitous dimension within higher education, in part as a response to glo-
balization. The relatively free-flow of capital, communication, transportation, and 
labour across national borders provided a foundation for an exponential growth in 
international trade and mobility. Higher education was positioned as a space for the 
development of the highly educated human resources required in this rapidly chang-
ing, increasingly global economic system. The forces of globalization also impacted 
scholarship and international collaboration. The growth of international research 
networks was facilitated by increasing access to international transportation, and 
through the emergence of new information and communication technologies and 
new mechanisms for knowledge dissemination (Kim, 2009).

As a strategic process, internationalization is impacted by a multitude of factors 
and based on a diverse range of rationales. Government policies are important driv-
ers of internationalization in some countries, as governments take steps to support 
student mobility, to support international research collaboration as part of national 
research and innovation strategies, and/or to encourage the development of “world-
class universities.” Institutions of higher education frequently develop internation-
alization policies that encourage and incentivize certain types of activities or 
outputs. The reasons to support internationalization can vary dramatically (Knight, 
2004; Seeber et al., 2016). Increasing the international dimension of curriculum is 
frequently associated with the notion of internationalization “at home” by creating 
opportunities for students to learn different cultural perspectives and develop more 
global understandings (Leask, 2013). International student recruitment can be a 
major source of institutional revenue in some systems, but international students can 
also contribute to cross-cultural learning and facilitate international relationships. 
Multiple rationales underscore international faculty recruitment, faculty mobility, 
international research collaboration and partnerships, inbound and outbound stu-
dent mobility, and almost every other activity associated directly or indirectly with 
internationalization (Huang et al., 2014).

Research on internationalization has become a major area of scholarship within 
the field of higher education, and systematic reviews have indicated that the direc-
tion of attention in this growing area has been evolving  (Deardorff et al., 2012). 
Kehm and Teichler (2007) reveal that academic mobility and institutionalization 
processes were at the forefront of internationalization studies with the domination 
of scholars from the United States. Recent studies, however, have addressed topics 
on internationalization at home and of the curriculum, multicultural issues, transna-
tional delivery of higher education, and online learning as emerging areas in inter-
nationalization research (Bedenlier et al., 2018; Yemini & Sagie, 2016). Moreover, 
the dominating role of the United States (US) and other English-speaking countries 
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in the field has recently been challenged by studies from other regions, especially 
from Continental Europe, China, and South America (Kuzhabekova et  al., 2015; 
Yemini & Sagie, 2016). Buckner (2019) notes that even in the Anglophone world 
there are important regional/national differences in how internationalization is 
interpreted and positioned, which, in turn, differ from other regions. Hence, the 
implementation of internationalization has become broadened and diverse both in 
terms of region and form of practice. Internationalization is a global phenomenon in 
higher education, but the concept has become an umbrella term for a plethora of 
activities and processes with both international and distinctly local understandings.

Related literature has also shown that faculty members’ perspectives are critical 
in understanding and implementing internationalization. For instance, Schwietz 
(2006) posits that attitudes towards internationalization and prior international 
experiences play a critical role in enhancing faculty involvement in internationaliza-
tion. Childress (2010) notes the essentiality of organizational structures and institu-
tional networks to encourage faculty for international activities. Friesen (2013) 
reveals that faculty rationales for internationalization may differ from institutional 
motivations. Similarly, Li and Tu (2016) confirm that faculty members’ intrinsic 
motivations are critical in expanding international efforts, although environmental 
factors can also be important. Finally, Calikoglu et al. (2022) indicate that faculty 
motivations to become involved in internationalization are diverse, and those moti-
vations have academic, institutional, socio-cultural, student, and international 
development aspects. The authors also note that faculty perspectives toward interna-
tionalization can be either stimulated or discouraged through institutional, govern-
mental, national, geo-political, and financial factors.

Despite the growing body of literature regarding the importance of faculty per-
spectives toward internationalization, one can note that most of these studies appear 
limited in terms of their scope (e.g., conceptualization or specific practical forms of 
internationalization) or geographical focus. Here, previous studies based on the 
Carnegie (e.g., Welch, 2005) and Changing Academic Professions (CAP) (Huang 
et al., 2014) projects play a vital role in the literature as studies examining the topic 
through a diverse body of researcher groups, cases, and areas. There is also a grow-
ing recognition of the need to consider important national differences in the struc-
ture and nature of academic careers in the comparative analysis of the academic 
profession (Jones & Finkelstein, 2019), including the study of internationalization. 
Given that the nature of internationalization and its sub-topics are continuing to 
evolve with diverse challenges around the world, the current volume aims to con-
tribute to the efforts toward linking faculty perspectives to the internationalization 
of higher education by examining critical areas in internationalization research 
through the analysis of a unique comparative dataset by teams of scholars from dif-
ferent countries/higher education systems.

G. A. Jones et al.
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�The Academic Profession in the Knowledge-Based 
Society Project

This volume is a product of the Academic Profession in the Knowledge-based 
Society (APIKS) project, the most recent of a series of international and compara-
tive studies of the academic profession. Given the tremendous transformations in 
higher education and higher education systems since the last decades of the twenti-
eth century, there has been an increasing interest in understanding the changing 
nature of academic work and the ways in which these broad changes and transitions 
have been experienced and understood by those who are on the ‘shop floor’ of the 
higher education enterprise. The Carnegie Foundation Survey of the Academic 
Profession, conducted between 1991 and 1993, was the first international and com-
parative survey of academics (Altbach, 1996). A collective of national research 
teams led the development of the Changing Academic Professions (CAP) project, 
which included a larger group of jurisdictions (19) and an expanded questionnaire, 
including a series of questions on the international dimension of academic work. 
CAP project national research teams collected data in the (roughly) 2007–2008 
period (Teichler et al., 2013). The CAP project was followed by a series of other 
regional and national surveys, including regional projects in Europe and Asia 
(Aarrevaara et al., 2021).

The APIKS project was initiated in 2014 with the objective of developing a com-
parative project that would survey faculty roughly ten years following the CAP 
project, but also include a number of new components and foci in recognition of the 
potential repositioning of higher education and the academic profession in the con-
text of notions of a knowledge society and/or a knowledge economy. Aarrevaara 
et al. (2021) provided a detailed description of the evolution of the project which 
would emerge as the largest comparative study of higher education ever undertaken. 
Over thirty national or jurisdictional research teams have been involved with the 
project, and well over twenty administered the international questionnaire during 
the 2017–2020 time period. Data from these common national studies have now 
been combined to create an international dataset that is stored and overseen by col-
leagues in Finland.

Aside from its size, one of the unusual features of the APIKS project (like the 
previous CAP project) is that there is no central project funding. APIKS is essen-
tially a collaboration between national/jurisdictional research teams. The research 
teams worked together to develop a common questionnaire that would later be 
translated and administered at the national level. Each research team was funded 
locally, often through national research funding agencies. The leader of each team 
is a member of the core governance group for the project. While there is ongoing 
electronic communication between groups, thematic international conferences 
focusing on specific elements of the questionnaire have been the major forum for 
the development of international/comparative analyses. Several of these interna-
tional conferences took place virtually in the context of the global pandemic.

1  Internationalization and the Academic Profession: Key Concepts and Themes
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A thematic conference focusing on the theme of internationalization was orga-
nized by the Turkish national team and took place (virtually) in Turkey in December 
2020. Conference presentations and other contributions from the collaborative work 
among each country’s team members became the foundation for a special issue of 
Yükseköğretim Dergisi/Journal of Higher Education (Turkey).

At the same time, the conference provided the space for comparative discussions 
that were foundational to the strategic design of this volume. A discussion of key 
themes and research questions led to the development of international working 
teams that co-authored book chapters. Encouraging international and comparative 
perspectives was foundational to the strategic design and organization of the proj-
ect. Each of the core chapters involves a systematic analysis of an internationaliza-
tion issue or theme through an exploration of relevant elements of the international 
APIKS dataset and other relevant national and international data. Each of these 
chapters is written by an international team of three or more scholars from different 
countries and regions that was organically constructed during or shortly after the 
Istanbul conference. The three co-editors are located in different continents within 
very different national systems.

The core thematic chapters address essential questions related to international-
ization and the academic profession. Each of these chapters draws on the existing 
research literature in these thematic areas as a foundation for the systematic analysis 
of the international APIKS dataset to illuminate and discuss key findings, in some 
cases comparing the experiences of faculty in countries selected because of national 
system characteristics, comparing and contrasting experiences within regions, or 
exploring an internationalization theme across all twenty countries represented in 
the international dataset at the time these studies were completed. We will provide 
a brief overview of each study later in this chapter.

�Recent Shifts and Transformations in the Internationalization 
of Higher Education

As we have noted, the APIKS international data that is foundational to the analyses 
presented in this volume was collected during a period beginning in 2017 and there-
fore provides a snapshot of faculty perceptions of internationalization during this 
time. While internationalization has never been a static phenomenon and has always 
been impacted by broader national, international, and global trends, there is little 
doubt that more recent events and global geo-political shifts have been extremely 
dramatic and have and will continue to influence the internationalization of higher 
education.

The rise of new populist governments has challenged either directly or indirectly 
many of the foundational elements of globalism. The election of Donald Trump as 
President of the United States in 2016, for example, led to major shifts in American 
foreign policy (Ashbee & Hurst, 2020) including, but far from limited to, a travel 
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ban related to several predominantly Muslim countries, an “America first” approach 
to discussions of global trade that evolved into a trade war with China, and a distrust 
or repositioning of international organizations such as the United Nations and 
NATO. All of these policy shifts had important implications for American higher 
education, but perhaps particularly for internationalization (Douglas, 2021a). 
Nationalism clearly underscored the Brexit victory in the United Kingdom referen-
dum and the county’s withdrawal from the European Union, leaving many lingering 
questions on a range of key issues, including the future of international research 
collaboration and partnerships in the context of these shifting relationships (Corbett 
& Gordon, 2018). In Brazil, the election of Balsonaro’s neo-nationalist government 
had huge implications for that nation’s foreign policy and the entire higher educa-
tion system (Balbachevsky & Albuquerque, 2021). These, and somewhat parallel 
shifts in other countries, served to disrupt and destabilize global geo-politics, with 
implications for international faculty and student mobility, and even for the concep-
tual foundations of internationalism in the face of neo-nationalist movements 
(Hammond, 2016; Lee, 2016; Lee et al., 2017; Pan, 2021). Some of these shifts have 
had even broader implications for the positioning of higher education. Douglas 
notes, “We have entered an era in which neo-nationalists often attack universities as 
hubs of dissent, symbols of global elitism, and generators of biased research” 
(Douglas, 2021b, p. 22).

The emergence of a global pandemic in 2019 had immediate implications for the 
international activities of higher education. In many parts of the world international 
travel suddenly became impossible. In many countries, higher education transi-
tioned to online education in order to protect the health and safety of students and 
faculty, and to reduce the spread of disease within broader communities. International 
projects, partnerships, and conferences were frequently paused in the initial phases 
of the pandemic, and then re-initiated or resumed through virtual communica-
tion media.

The short-term implications of the pandemic on the internationalization of higher 
education were dramatic, and while the pandemic is far from over as we write this 
chapter in the spring of 2022, there are signals of longer-term shifts and transitions. 
The pandemic illuminated systemic inequities within many societies, and within 
higher education systems. International student mobility appears to have rebounded 
as travel restrictions have decreased, but markets and patterns may shift given the 
experience of online education and transitions in the broader geo-political environ-
ment. The implications of international travel for the climate crisis may (and should) 
lead to shifts in international scholarly communication, and in particular the impor-
tant role that in-person conferences have historically played in the development of 
international networks and academic collaboration. In short, there may be important 
changes in internationalization that extend well beyond the current concerns with 
public health.

We would also note that the pandemic, as well as a number of other related fac-
tors, has led to a shift in the role of government in many jurisdictions. There has 
been a return to “big government” as governments have tried to address the crises 
and uncertainties associated with the rapidly changing economic realities of the 
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pandemic. This phenomenon is far from universal, but direct government involve-
ment in the economy has clearly grown in many countries, and with it a sense of 
increased legitimacy for government steering and/or intervention. Whether “big 
government” will be sustained post-pandemic, and the implications of this shift, if 
any, for higher education systems and internationalization, is impossible to predict 
at this time.

�Organization of This Volume: Chapter Contributions

In many ways, the dramatic changes and events discussed above reinforce the 
importance of the unique analyses of internationalization presented in the chapters 
of this volume. The APIKS project provides a unique opportunity to compare the 
perceptions of members of the academic profession across nations using data from 
a common questionnaire. The core chapters of this book not only make significant 
contributions to the literature on internationalization in higher education, but they 
provide us with an important pre-pandemic snapshot, a base-line from which to 
explore and understand the implications of many of the dramatic changes that we 
have recently experienced. The next two chapters focus on the institutional context 
by looking at internationalization in teaching and learning, and issues of governance 
and incentivization. The following series of papers look at internationalization in 
relation to characteristics of the profession, such as career stage, international expe-
rience, and educational background. The final two core chapters look at internation-
alization of research.

In “International Dimensions of Teaching and Learning” (Chap. 2), Sophia Shi-
Huei Ho, Manja Klemenčič and Edgar Oswaldo González Bello focus on interna-
tionalization at home through a comparative analysis of faculty perceptions of, and 
reported activities related to, internationalization of teaching and learning. They 
note major differences in faculty responses to these issues by country and region, 
and the importance of institutional internationalization strategies.

Grace Karram Stephenson, Sude Pekşen, Nicolás Reznik, Maria João Manatos, 
and Robin Chen explore the relationships between university governance styles and 
incentives and/or strategies for internationalization. Their paper, entitled 
“Internationalisation Activities: The Influence of Governance and Management 
Models in Argentina, Canada, Lithuania, Portugal and Taiwan” (Chap. 3) provides 
a very unique comparative analysis of relationships between faculty perceptions of 
university governance elements and institutional internationalization policies in five 
counties.

The perceptions of more junior members of the academic profession concerning 
internationalization is the focus of attention of Chap. 4. In “Early Career Academics 
and Internationalization,” Alenka Flander, Pamela Guzmán, Carole Probst Schilter, 
Paula Tulppo, and Chang Da Wan analyze and compare the responses from early 
career faculty with the responses from their more senior colleagues in sixteen coun-
tries. They focus on differences between junior and senior career academics in 
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international training background and in international work activities (teaching, 
research, and external engagements).

In “International staff and diversity in missions” (Chap. 5), Maarja Beerkens, 
Anna Panova, and Pekka Vasari compare responses between “international” staff, 
individuals who hold citizenship in a country other than one they are working in, 
and “local” staff who are citizens of the country of their employment. Focusing on 
faculty responses from six countries, they explore whether there are differences 
between these two groups on a range of issues, including research emphasis and 
local engagement.

Instead of looking at citizenship, Futao Huang, Liudvika Leišytė, Aliya 
Kuzhabekova and Sara Diogo compare responses from faculty who obtained their 
final degree or a postdoctoral experience in a foreign country with those who did 
not. In “Academics with International Educational and Research Experiences: 
Differences across countries?” (Chap. 6), the authors analyze data from respondents 
in seven countries in order to determine whether there are differences in character-
istics and academic activities between these two groups of academics.

Sergio Celis, Fatma Nevra Seggie, and Norzaini Azman are also interested in the 
background educational experiences of academics, but their focus is on semi-
peripheral systems of higher education and the comparison is between faculty who 
obtained their doctoral degree from a core country and those who obtained their 
degree from a country classified as peripheral or semi-peripheral. Noting the dra-
matic imbalances in power and prestige between the Global North and the Global 
South, their paper, “Internationalization Across Global Divides: Comparisons 
Between Core and Semi-Periphery Doctoral Holders in Chile, Malaysia and Turkey” 
(Chap. 7), explores differences between countries in the employment of faculty edu-
cated in core countries, as well as analyzing differences between faculty educated 
within these very different geo-graphic and economic spheres in terms of time allo-
cation, preferences, and overall satisfaction.

The next two papers focus on the internationalization of research. Drawing on 
the literature focusing on discipline differences, Sebastian Kocar, Daniela Véliz, 
Lars Geschwind, and Pío Marshall explore differences in response by faculty in dif-
ferent discipline areas in terms of international research activities. Their paper, 
entitled “Internationalization of research across disciplines in practice: Global simi-
larities and differences” (Chap. 8), analyzes data from twenty countries and notes 
important differences by broad discipline categories and jurisdiction.

In their paper “International research collaboration practices and outcomes: A 
comparative analysis of academics’ international research activities” (Chap. 9), 
Olivier Bégin-Caouette, Timo Aarrevaara, Anna-Lena Rose, and Akira Arimoto 
analyze the relationship between international research collaboration activities and 
outcomes in five countries. Conceptually gounded in the theory of scientific and 
technical human capital, their study examines whether practices and outcomes are 
correlated.

The concluding chapter, entitled “The comparative study of internationalization 
and the academic profession: Challenges and possibilities” (Chap. 10) reviews the 
core findings and illuminates how these studies contribute to the broader literature 

1  Internationalization and the Academic Profession: Key Concepts and Themes



10

on internationalization and the academic profession. Yangson Kim, Glen A. Jones, 
and Alper Çalıkoğlu draw important conclusions emerging from the volume and 
raise important questions for further study.

All of these papers make important contributions to the study of internationaliza-
tion and the academic profession. While internationalization has become a very 
important research topic within the field of higher education, most of the emphasis 
has been on issues of student mobility (and the student experience), system-level 
policy, and institutional strategy and inititiatives. University professors clearly play 
a key role within the institutionalization process, especially given their central posi-
tioning in the teaching and research activities of universities, but the perceptions 
and activities of academics has received surprising little attention within the research 
literature. All of the chapters in this book explore extremely important research 
questions on internationalization through original and insightful comparative 
analyses.
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Chapter 2
International Dimensions in Teaching 
and Learning

Sophia Shi-Huei Ho , Manja Klemenčič , 
and Edgar Oswaldo González Bello 

Abstract  With the spread of globalization, the need to equip all students in higher 
education with international, intercultural, and global competencies has become 
more pronounced. International mobility has long been the preferred practice to 
achieve this. However, despite the continuous increases in international education, 
the limits on student mobility are undisputed. This is how internationalization at 
home became a policy priority. One of the most direct and impactful mechanisms of 
internationalization at home is through teaching, specifically through emphasizing 
international perspectives and content in course teaching. In this chapter, we analyze 
international dimensions in teaching and learning by comparing survey data from 
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academics’ self-reported behaviors and perceptions. This study is guided by two 
research questions: (1) How do countries compare according to academics’ empha-
sizing international perspectives and content in teaching? and (2) How do the inter-
nationalization practices impact the internationalization of the curriculum across 
countries? The chapter utilizes the survey data of academic staff acquired within the 
global research network APIKS (Academic Profession in Knowledge-based 
Society) with a geographic focus involving 20 countries from three world regions. 
Our findings point to notable differences between countries and world regions in 
academics’ implementation of international perspectives or content in their course 
teaching.

Keywords  APIKS · Internationalization of the curriculum · Internationalization 
strategy · Outcomes of internationalization

�Introduction

Internationalization of higher education is seen as one of the key markers of quality 
higher education. Student mobility, recruitment of international students and staff, 
and international research collaboration have long been held as important aims and 
key indicators of internationalization of higher education (Huang, 2014). Other 
themes have also emerged, such as academic mobility and international knowledge 
transfer (Huang, 2014). With the spread of globalization, the need to equip all stu-
dents with international, intercultural, and global competencies have become more 
pronounced. This is to fulfill one of the purposes of higher education as “as the key 
engines of human resource development and ultimately their economic competitive-
ness” (Huang, 2014, p.1). Despite the continuous increase in international educa-
tion, both in terms of mobile degree students and short-time mobile students, the 
limits to student mobility are undisputed. It is unlikely that most of the student 
population in any country will benefit from study abroad opportunities despite 
increases in funding and increased offers of mobility programs. This is how interna-
tionalization at home became a policy priority. Internationalization at home enables 
the development of international, intercultural, and global competencies for stu-
dents who do not engage in mobility programs. Practices of internationalization at 
home also more purposefully engage incoming foreign students.

Internationalization at home is an umbrella term to describe the variety of instru-
ments and activities to enable all students, regardless of whether they participate in 
study abroad programs or not, to develop international, intercultural, and global 
competencies (Leask et al., 2013). One such instrument of internationalization at 
home is the internationalization of the curriculum. This too has several dimensions, 
including measures whereby academics emphasize international perspectives and 
content in course teaching. Another practice includes international modules as part 
of study programs offered by the departments.

S. S.-H. Ho et al.
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In this chapter, we focus specifically on international dimensions in teaching as 
the most direct measure of internationalization of the curriculum and thus of inter-
nationalization at home. We are interested in academics’ behaviors in terms of their 
emphasizing international perspectives and content in teaching, comparing these 
behaviors across countries in different world regions. We also compare academics’ 
observations of the two indirect indicators of internationalization of the curriculum: 
the increase in the number of incoming international undergraduate students, and 
the presence of international graduate students. Furthermore, we are interested in 
understanding how different internationalization practices at a higher education 
institution influence the international dimension in teaching. Does a clear interna-
tionalization strategy at an institution positively impact academics’ propensity to 
emphasize international perspectives and content in teaching? Our research is 
guided by two research questions: (1) How do countries compare according to aca-
demics’ emphasis of international perspectives and content in teaching? and (2), 
How do internationalization practices impact the internationalization of the curricu-
lum across countries? We utilize survey data of academic staff acquired within the 
global research network, Academic Profession in Knowledge Societies (APIKS), 
with the geographic focus involving 20 countries from three world regions (APIKS – 
IDB, 2021).

Academics’ insights on this topic are relevant since academic staff are one of the 
key agents of internationalization (Brotherhood et al., 2020). Academics have the 
capability to drive internationalization by directly implementing the desired policy 
measures, such as emphasizing international perspectives and content in teaching. 
Academics can also stall internationalization processes if they lack the capability to 
implement the policy measures or are otherwise unwilling to do so. The existing 
studies of the internationalization of curriculum focus mostly on the analysis  
of policies and practices at the national, institutional, or study-program level 
(Childress, 2010; Jones & Killick, 2013). The approach taken in our study aligns 
with the work conducted by Coates et  al. (2014) included in the edited volume  
The Internationalization of the Academy: Changes, Realities and Prospects  
(Huang et al., 2016). The survey data from the country studies conducted as part of 
the APIKS survey offers first-hand reports from academic staff on their actual 
behavior, i.e., how likely they are to include international perspectives or content 
into course teaching, as well as their perceptions of internationalization practices, 
such as incoming student mobility and presence of international graduate students. 
The APIKS data we utilize in our study also has a unique geographic reach involv-
ing survey data from 20 countries from three world regions: the Americas, Asia, 
and Europe.

In the remainder of the chapter, we first review the literature on the internation-
alization of the curriculum and international dimensions in teaching to locate our 
research within broader scholarly conversations. Next, we describe the methodol-
ogy of our study which focuses on academics’ agentic behavior with respect to 
international dimensions in teaching, and their perceptions of other internationaliza-
tion practices. In the section on findings, we present data from international 
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comparative analysis on the two research questions. Our conclusion summarizes the 
main findings of this international comparative research on the academics’ perspec-
tives on the internationalization of the curriculum.

�Review of Literature

Internationalization of the curriculum has come to the forefront of the international-
ization efforts in the report by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) (van der Wende, 1996). Over time it has become one of the 
central concepts and an essential component of internationalization at home, which 
is part of the internationalization of higher education (Leask et al., 2013; Leask, 
2015). Beelen and Leask (2011, p.5) define internationalization at home not as an 
aim or a didactic concept, but rather as a set of instruments and activities at a home 
institution that aims to develop international, intercultural, and global competencies 
in all students enrolled at that institution, regardless of whether they engage in 
mobility programs abroad or not. Internationalization of curriculum can thus be 
considered as one of the instruments of internationalization at home specifically and 
of internationalization of higher education more broadly. Practices of international-
ization at home also more purposefully engage incoming foreign students and inter-
national graduate students. Hence, the presence of such students can help reinforce 
the objectives of internationalization at home.

Internationalization of the curriculum refers to international, intercultural, and 
global dimensions in higher education curricula. It encompasses, first and foremost, 
the practices of curriculum development inclusive of international, intercultural, 
and global perspectives both in content and in teaching and learning strategies 
(Clifford, 2013). These practices as well as the student learning outcomes that show 
improved international, intercultural, and global competencies are rather difficult to 
measure. However, there has been pressure on higher education institutions to mea-
sure and quantify the inputs and outputs of internationalization (Brandenburg & de 
Wit, 2011, in Aškerc Zadravec, 2021). Therefore, more quantifiable measures have 
been introduced to determine the extent of internationalization of the curriculum  
in a specific institution, department, or study program (Aškerc Zadravec, 2021).  
The markers of internationalization of the curriculum nowadays include not only 
curricular content and teaching and learning approaches inclusive of international, 
intercultural, and global perspectives, but also other indicators. Such indicators 
include the presence of international visiting professors offering courses, recruit-
ment of academic staff from foreign countries, number of courses taught in foreign 
languages, and enrollment of international visiting students or international degree 
students (Aškerc Zadravec, 2021; Çalikoglu, 2018). Still, the most conclusive and 
decisive indicator of internationalization of the curriculum remains the academics’ 
emphasis on international perspectives and content in their course teaching. 
Therefore, in this study, academics’ emphasis on international perspectives and 
content in their course teaching is our prime dependent variable, but we also 
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consider the observed increases in foreign students and recruitment of foreign aca-
demic staff as dependent variables.1

What are the drivers and rationales of the internationalization of the curriculum? 
How is the internationalization of the curriculum achieved at a higher education 
institution? Leask and Bridge (2013) suggest that internationalization of the cur-
riculum is highly “context dependent” and varies across study programs and disci-
plines, institutions, and countries (cited in Leask et al., 2013, p. 188). This means 
that there is likely a variety in the presence of the markers of internationalization of 
the curriculum mentioned earlier, and that differences can exist within institutions 
(based on disciplinary differences and priorities), and between institutions (based 
on political, economic, cultural influences).2 Some institutions or study programs 
will emphasize more or less curriculum development, other institutions or study 
programs might put a greater or lesser emphasis on recruitment of foreign teaching 
staff (visiting or permanent) or recruitment of international students (visiting or 
degree). The institutional rationales and goals for internationalization are recorded 
in institutional strategies, in particular institutional strategies on 
internationalization.

Having a clear institutional strategy for internationalization may create enabling 
conditions for internationalization of the curriculum. However, we must consider 
academics’ agentic capabilities in implementing these institutional policies and 
guidelines or not (Gopaul et al., 2016). Osakwe (2017) highlights that administra-
tive support is needed to ensure the professional development of academics to be 
prepared to integrate international perspectives in their courses. There is ample 
research that reports difficulties in engaging academic staff in the processes of inter-
nationalization of the curriculum (Childress, 2010; Egron-Polak & Hudson, 2010; 
Leask & Beelen, 2010; Leask, 2015; Osakwe, 2017; Stohl, 2007). Additional chal-
lenges are posed by the established pedagogical traditions in the different disci-
plines. Disciplines have different approaches, and indeed different academic 
cultures, when it comes to internationalization, international cooperation, and/or 
including international content and perspectives in course teachings (Osakwe, 2017; 
Stohl, 2007). Part of the problem is a lack of understanding by academics about 
what internationalization of the curriculum means within their disciplinary and 
institutional contexts, or not feeling responsible or having the capabilities to imple-
ment internationalization in their courses (Stohl, 2007).

The institutional policies and strategies on the internationalization of teaching 
may have positive effects but cannot guarantee implementation by academics.  
The policy may or may not develop specific support measures or incentives for 

1 Another relevant measure on international dimensions in teaching and learning would be stu-
dents’ reported course learning and transcripts from higher education institutions in participating 
countries. However, these data belong to students’ privacy and are not easily obtained in the aca-
demic databases of HEIs. Therefore, given the size of the survey population we have not included 
this measure in our analysis.
2 In our study we focus exclusively on intercountry comparisons and do not account for interdisci-
plinary variations.
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academics to do so. Even if there are explicit goals for the internationalization of the 
curriculum stated in an institutional strategy, the implementation might now be fully 
followed by all academics, or it might be followed by more academics in some 
study programs than others. The discrepancy between institutional strategies and 
the actual implementation of these strategies is a common feature in higher educa-
tion (as it is in other social institutions). The main explanation lies in the agentic 
capabilities of key actors responsible for implementation, especially academics as 
in the case of implementation of international dimensions in teaching and learning.

Nevertheless, we can hypothesize that the presence of a clear institutional strat-
egy on internationalization increases the likelihood of seeing the outcomes of inter-
nationalization in the emphasis on international content and perspectives in course 
teaching, as measured in this study, as well as other outcomes of internationaliza-
tion, such as an increased presence of international students and international aca-
demics. We test this hypothesis in the analysis below and measure how other 
institutional conditions, such as presence of international mobile students or inter-
national graduate (degree) students (independent variables), impact the internation-
alization of the curriculum. We understand that the institutional strategies continue 
to evolve following the changes in the rationales for internationalization and spe-
cific goals that the institutions set for themselves. For example, the rationales for 
internationalization of the curriculum can be “preparing graduates for a globalized 
world” or “developing intercultural competence” in students (Leask et  al., 2013; 
Leask, 2015). The prioritized measures to achieve this can be an internationally 
diverse student body, internationalized academic staff, international modules in 
study programs, international content and perspectives in teaching, or some 
combination.

The institutional priorities for the internationalization of teaching and learning 
are reflected in the broader goals for the internationalization of higher education in 
a specific country. Huang (2014) reports that the internationalization of the aca-
demic profession has reflected the rationales for internationalization in a country: in 
countries that seek to become internationalization centers, it is more closely linked 
to commercial activities, while in peripheral countries, it is more linked to improv-
ing academic quality through internationalization of teaching and research. 
Countries can be categorized into centers and peripheries based on their civiliza-
tional and economic attraction (Klemenčič, 2017). Language, especially in non-
English-speaking countries, also plays a role, especially in the internationalization 
of teaching and learning (Coates et al., 2014; Lee et al., 2021).

Finally, this study contributes to the growing literature on academic profession 
by comparing the behaviors and experiences of academics across countries and 
world regions and explaining the changes in the academic profession and conditions 
of academic work. We focus on the issue of internationalization of the academic 
profession which is the focus of the present volume to which our study contributes. 
Our findings can be also compared to the studies which were based on the Changing 
Academic Profession (CAP) project conducted in 2007 which is a predecessor to 
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the APIKS project (Coates et al., 2014; Aarrevaara et al, 2014; Huang, 2015; Kwiek, 
2014; Aarrevaara et al., 2013), and other related studies. Through the analysis of the 
data from these two surveys, we can understand the changes in higher education in 
the process of internationalization of teaching and learning, as well as its impact and 
relevance on academics’ professional development.

Specifically analyzing data on the question “In your courses, you emphasize 
international perspectives or content”, Coates et  al. (2014) found the highest 
responses (approximately two-thirds and greater) from academics in seven countries:

Highest rate of response was from Portugal (where 81% of academics strongly agreed or 
agreed that they emphasized international perspectives), with Mexico, Korea, Hong Kong, 
Australia, Norway, and the United Kingdom also having at least 67% of their academics 
strongly agreeing or agreeing. The lowest responses came from Japan and Finland (51%), 
the United States and Brazil (53%), and Argentina (58%). (p. 112).

Coates et al. (2014, p. 112) sought to distinguish between the trends among English-
speaking and non-English-speaking countries, but they also suggested that the inter-
pretation of the result was “not straightforward”; especially when a country, such as 
Portugal — a non-English-speaking country — scored so high.

In a comparison between countries in Europe (Austria, Finland, Germany, 
Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Switzerland, and the 
United Kingdom), Kwiek (2014) reported that 64% of full-time academics empha-
size international perspectives or content in their courses. Higher percentages were 
achieved in countries such as Ireland and Portugal, unlike Poland and Germany 
where this perspective was least developed. In Finland, only half of the teachers 
emphasized this perspective (Aarrevaara et al., 2014). In the Asian continent, more 
Korean academics reported having integrated international perspectives and content 
into their teaching than in China or Japan (Huang, 2015). In the Americas, espe-
cially considering México, Brazil, Chile, and excluding the United States and 
Canada, the internationalization of the curriculum has had heterogeneous results 
and the main actions have been shared programs and degrees, and co-tutorials 
between academics (Didou, 2017).

Researchers point to different factors having a positive influence on academics’ 
emphasizing of international perspectives and content in their courses. In the 
European context, Locke (2013) suggests that the higher education institutions in 
England where research activities are carried out with greater intensity are more 
likely to emphasize international perspectives or content in their courses. The 
emphasis on international content and perspectives was also more frequently 
reported among academics from the departments of engineering and technology 
(Locke, 2009). In the case of Poland, Kwiek (2017) found that internationalized 
teaching was more pronounced by full-time professors in contrast to junior academ-
ics. McGinn et al. (2013), who analyzed a sample of academics from 19 countries 
participating in CAP, found that there were significant differences between national 
and immigrant academics; the latter were more likely to emphasize international 
perspectives and content.
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�Methodology and Methods

Addressing the research question of how countries compare according to academ-
ics’ emphasizing international perspectives and content in teaching, we investigate 
the occurrences in the internationalization of the curriculum as self-reported behav-
iors by academic staff in different countries. We focus here specifically on the aca-
demics’ reported behavior responding to the APIKS survey question, “In your 
courses, you emphasize international perspectives or content”.

We also measure two indirect indicators of the internationalization of the cur-
riculum: 1) the increase in the number of international students (survey question 
“Since you started teaching, the number of international students has increased”); 
and 2) the presence of international graduate students (survey question “Currently, 
most of your graduate students are international”). As discussed earlier, the pres-
ence of international students in the classroom can reinforce internationalization at 
home. As such, these two variables have also been identified in the literature as 
indirect indicators of the internationalization of the curriculum. When having inter-
national students in the classroom, academics can draw on their specific knowledge 
and experiences from their home countries as a resource to emphasize international 
perspectives. Having international students present in the classroom can also serve 
as a “living laboratory” for all students developing international and intercultural 
competencies. This happens especially in-class activities that include collaborative 
(team) assignments. However, it should be emphasized that, in our study, two vari-
ables reflect academics’ subjective perception of the situation, not objective mea-
sures of international students’ enrollment at their institution. It is possible that such 
subjective perceptions don’t align with actual institutional measures.

We explore which internationalization practices have a positive impact on the 
internationalization of the curriculum. Specifically, we measure the correlation 
between six internationalization practices as independent variables and the academ-
ics’ reported behaviors emphasizing international perspectives and content in course 
teaching as the dependent variable. We measures academics’ perception on the fol-
lowing six internationalization practices: (1) existence of a clear institutional inter-
nationalization strategy (survey question: “Your institution has a clear strategy for 
internationalization; (2) exchange programs for students (survey question: “Your 
institution provides various international exchange programs for students”); (3) 
funding and opportunities for research abroad (survey question: “Your institution 
provides various opportunities/funding for faculty members to undertake research 
abroad”); (4) funding and opportunities for visiting international students (survey 
question “Your institution provides various opportunities/funding for visiting inter-
national students”); (5) funding and opportunities for visiting international scholars 
(survey question “Your institution provides various opportunities/funding for visit-
ing international scholars”; and (6) recruitment of faculty members from abroad 
(survey question “Your institution encourages the recruitment of faculty members 
from foreign countries”).
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Furthermore, we also investigate the correlation between the six internationaliza-
tion practices and all three dependent variables that, in our view, indicate interna-
tionalization of the curriculum: academic staff emphasizing international 
perspectives or content in teaching; observed increase in the number of international 
students; and observed the high presence of international graduate students. Based 
on the existing literature, our working hypothesis here is that a presence of a clear 
institutional strategy on internationalization increases the likelihood of the out-
comes of internationalization in terms of the emphasis on international content and 
perspectives in course teaching as measured in this study, but also other outcomes 
of internationalization such as an increased presence of international students and 
international academics in the respective institution.

To verify the research hypotheses, we utilized the scale developed by the 
Academic Profession in the Knowledge-based Society (APIKS) survey to measure 
the perception of selected variables by university academics in 20 countries (APIKS-
IBD, 2021). APIKS is an international and comparative study, which is the third 
wave after the Changing Academic Profession (CAP) survey in 2007 and the 
Carnegie 1992 projects (Höhle & Teichler, 2013; Teichler et al., 2013), aiming to 
understand the creation and emergence of the knowledge society, comparing aca-
demics’ changing working conditions across the world. The subjects of this study 
are academics working at higher education institutions in 20 countries, including 
Canada, Chile, Argentina, Mexico, Croatia, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Portugal, 
Russia, Slovenia, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, Lithuania, Taiwan, Japan, South 
Korea, Malaysia, and Kazakhstan. A total of 42,413 samples were analyzed. In this 
study, we first use descriptive statistical analysis to analyze and compare the inter-
national dimensions in 20 participating countries and find out the factors that influ-
ence university internationalization in teaching and curriculum. Pearson 
product-moment correlation and multiple stepwise regression were adopted to clar-
ify the relationship between these factors, and explain the relevant factors that most 
affect internationalization, while academics’ courses emphasize international per-
spectives or content. We have also utilized the 2007 CAP data set for conducting the 
longitudinal comparison. However, we could not perform longitudinal analysis for 
all countries since not all countries were included in both CAP and APIKS studies.

�Findings

In this section we present data and findings on the research questions. First, we pres-
ent the findings on the occurrences in internationalization of the curriculum through 
analysis of data on the academics’ reported behavior emphasizing international per-
spectives and content in teaching which is a direct measure of internationalization 
of the curriculum. We also compare data on the two indirect indicators of the 
internationalization of the curriculum: the increase in the number of international 
students and the presence of international graduate students. Second, we explore 
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how internationalization practices correlate with the internationalization of the cur-
riculum. We first compare the observed internationalization practices among the 
countries. Then, we measure the correlation between the six internationalization 
practices and the internationalization of the curriculum.

�International Comparison of Internationalization 
of the Curriculum

Our data on the occurrences of internationalization of the curriculum as reported 
behavior by academic staff to emphasize international perspectives or content in 
teaching points to notable differences between the 20 countries. The highest reported 
emphasis on international content or perspectives in course teaching is among aca-
demic staff from Turkey, Kazakhstan, Portugal, Mexico, and Chile, and the lowest 
from Germany and Japan (see Fig. 2.1).

In terms of regional differences, the Americas scored above the global average 
with Mexico and Chile above the regional and global average. The Asian countries’ 
average score is just slightly below the global average, and Kazakhstan and Malaysia 
scored above the global average. An Asian country with a very low reported score is 
Japan. The average score among the European countries is the lowest among the 
three world regions. Among the European countries, five scored above the global 
average: Turkey, Portugal, Slovenia, Estonia, and Croatia. Also, some of the coun-
tries with the lowest reported behavior of including international content and 
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perspectives in teaching are from Europe, most notably Germany, Finland, and 
Switzerland.

Comparing APIKS data to the CAP international dataset from 2011, we observe 
some continuity.3 In Europe, Portugal continues to stand out for highly reported 
behavior that emphasizes international perspectives and content. Germany’s posi-
tion worsened compared to the CAP survey, and the reported behavior of Finish 
academics remains low, but higher than German. In the Americas, Mexican, 
Argentinian, and Canadian situations remain about the same. Among Asian coun-
tries, Korean academics’ reported behavior lowered compared to the CAP survey, 
and that for Malaysia increased. Japanese academics’ reported behavior remains 
low, and among the lowest globally.

Next, there are also notable differences between countries regarding the observed 
increase in the number of international students by the academic staff. On this indi-
rect indicator of the internationalization of the curriculum, the highest observed 
increases were in Portugal, followed by Slovenia, Russian Federation, Canada, 
Finland, and Lithuania. In the Americas, on this measure, Canada and Argentina 
score higher than Chile and Mexico, but only the former is above the global average 
(3.30). European countries’ average is above the global score; however, it also 
includes Croatia which scored significantly lower than other countries. Among the 
Asian countries, Malaysia scored the highest (Fig. 2.2).

3 Please note that we could not compare longitudinally data for some European countries, Asian 
countries, and countries in the Americas since different countries were included in the dataset.
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Regarding the observed number of international graduate students, Kazakhstan 
and Croatia clearly stand out and Sweden, Canada and Malaysia are above the 
global average. Among the world regions, Asian countries on average report the 
highest presence of international graduate students, and the four countries in the 
Americas, the lowest (Fig. 2.3). As reported by Didou (2107), student mobility is 
the internationalization activity that is mostly carried out in higher education insti-
tutions in countries such as Latin America (Chile, Argentina México, etc.), although 
it is reduced in global terms (less than 1% of enrollment). Brazil and Mexico are the 
countries with the highest international mobility, with the United States as the pre-
dominant place of arrival (Didou, 2017).

In sum, the occurrences in internationalization of the curriculum vary signifi-
cantly between the 20 countries included in the study reflecting the differences in 
internationalization priorities or academics’ willingness and capability to imple-
ment these priorities. What is clear from the data is that Kazakhstan prioritizes indi-
cators of the internationalization of the curriculum measured in our study, 
emphasizing international content and perspectives as a direct indicator, and the 
increase in international students and presence of international graduate students as 
indirect measures. Portugal scores above the global average on the former two, but 
below average on the presence of international graduate students. The situation in 
Croatia is somewhat complex. While academics report an emphasis on international 
perspectives or content for teaching activities slightly below the global average, the 
situation of international students is presented in opposite routes: higher in graduate 
students and lower for the increase in the number of students. Germany also stands 
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out as a country that presents indices below the European average and below the 
global average for all three indicators of the internationalization of the curriculum: 
emphasis oninternational perspectives and content, graduate international students, 
and increase in the number of international students. At the global level, there are 
shared trends: America shows a higher index in emphasizing international perspec-
tives or content in teaching, Europe in the increase in the number of international 
students, and Asia in the perception that graduate students are international.

�Correlation of Internationalization Practices 
on Internationalization of the Curriculum

We investigated the impact that internationalization practices have on the interna-
tionalization of the curriculum. In Table  2.1, we first compared the institutional 
support for internationalization in different countries as observed by the academic 
staff in respect to six specific internationalization practices. The APIKS question-
naire uses a Likert five-point scale, with 1 representing “strongly disagree” to 5 for 
“strongly agree”.

As shown Table 2.1, the higher the average score of each item, the greater the 
support for internationalization by the higher education institutions. Regardless of 
the continent, the countries with the highest average scores are Kazakhstan (4.1), 
Finland (3.63), and Japan (3.59); the countries with the lowest average scores are 
Germany (2.61), Slovenia (2.76), and Croatia (2.77). We then analyze by continent 
and find that the country with the highest average score in the Americas is Mexico 
(3.20) and the lowest average score is Argentina (2.81). The country with the high-
est average score in Europe is Finland (3.63), and the lowest average score is 
Germany (2.61). The highest average score in the Asian region is Kazakhstan (4.10), 
and the lowest average score is Korea (3.16). Overall, the Asian region has the high-
est average score (3.56), followed by the Europe Region (3.05), while the Americas 
has the lowest average score (2.99). Higher education institutions in Asia are more 
supportive of internationalization than those in Europe and the Americas.

On the six indicators, academic staff from Kazakhstan report the highest occur-
rence, while Korea presents the lowest indices, except for the existence of a clear 
internationalization strategy, and funding and opportunities for visiting interna-
tional students. Among the countries in the Americas, Mexico’s academic staff 
reports high or the highest occurrence on all indicators (with higher indexes in 
exchange programs for students), except for the recruitment of teachers from for-
eign countries, in which Chile is higher. Canada has the lowest index in four indica-
tors, and Argentina takes its place in the remaining two: exchange programs for 
students and recruitment of faculty members from foreign countries. Among the 
European countries, the comparative picture is more complex, although Finland 
stands out in most indicators, alternating with Switzerland. The lowest rates are 
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between Germany and Slovenia, and Croatia with the issue of recruitment of faculty 
members from foreign countries.

Finally, we measured the correlation between the nine internationalization prac-
tices as independent variables:

•	 In your courses you emphasize international perspectives or content (C4_5)
•	 Since you started teaching, the number of international students has 

increased (C4_9)
•	 Currently, most of your graduate students are international (C4_10)
•	 Your institution has a clear strategy for internationalization (F6_1)
•	 Your institution provides various international exchange programs for stu-

dents (F6_2)
•	 Your institution provides various opportunities/funding for faculty members to 

undertake research abroad (F6_3)
•	 Your institution provides various opportunities/funding for visiting international 

students (F6_4)
•	 Your institution provides various opportunities/funding for visiting international 

scholars (F6_5)
•	 Your institution encourages the recruitment of faculty members from foreign 

countries (F6_6)

And the scores of the following nine internationalization achievements are added up 
and named as the outcome of internationalization as dependent variables:

•	 Enhanced prestige (F5_1)
•	 Enhanced academic quality (F5_2)
•	 Increased revenue (F5_3)
•	 Enhanced research networks (F5_4)
•	 Increased mobility of students (F5_5)
•	 Increased mobility of faculty (F5_6)
•	 Weakening cultural identity (F5_7)
•	 Increased brain gain (F5_8)
•	 Increased costs associated with internationalization (F5_9)

We find that all internationalization practices included in the survey, i.e., all inde-
pendent variables, have a correlation with the dependent variables. The respective 
variables have 38.5% explanatory power for the dependent variables (see Tables 
2.2a and 2.2b). The existence of a clear institutional internationalization strategy 
followed by the encouragement of recruitment of faculty members from abroad has 
the greatest correlation among the three aspects of the internationalization of the 
curriculum. This data confirms our hypothesis that having an institutional strategy 
on internationalization increases the likelihood for academics to also emphasize 
international content and perspectives in courses. Interestingly, we find that oppor-
tunities/funding for visiting international students has a negative correlation on the 
dependent variable. This could be explained as institutional internationalization 
strategies that prioritize study abroad programs, including programs for incoming 
international visiting students, tend to pursue internationalization of the curriculum 
to a lesser extent.
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Table 2.2a  Multiple regression analysis with dependent variables

Model summary

R R square Adjusted R square Std. error of the estimate
0.621a 0.385 0.385 0.609

aPredictors: (Constant), Your institution has a clear strategy for internationalization (F6_1), Your 
institution encourages the recruitment of faculty members from foreign countries (F6_6), Your 
institution provides various opportunities/funding for faculty members to undertake research 
abroad (F6_3), Since you started teaching, the number of international students has increased 
(C4_9), In your courses you emphasize international perspectives or content (C4_5), Your institu-
tion provides various international exchange programs for students (F6_2), Currently, most of your 
graduate students are international (C4_10), Your institution provides various opportunities/fund-
ing for visiting international scholars (F6_5), Your institution provides various opportunities/fund-
ing for visiting international students (F6_4)
The respective variables have 38.5% explanatory power for the dependent variables

Table 2.2b  Multiple regression analysis with dependent variables

ANOVAa

Model Sum of 
squares

df Mean 
square

F Sig.

Regression 6045.048 9 671.672 1811.171 <.001j

Residual 9641.719 25,999 0.371
Total 15686.767 26,008

aDependent Variable: Outcome of internationalization
jPredictors: (Constant), Your institution has a clear strategy for internationalization (F6_1), Your 
institution encourages the recruitment of faculty members from foreign countries (F6_6), Your 
institution provides various opportunities/funding for faculty members to undertake research 
abroad (F6_3), Since you started teaching, the number of international students has increased 
(C4_9), In your courses you emphasize international perspectives or content (C4_5), Your 
institution provides various international exchange programs for students (F6_2), Currently, most 
of your graduate students are international (C4_10), Your institution provides various 
opportunities/funding for visiting international scholars (F6_5), Your institution provides various 
opportunities/funding for visiting international students (F6_4)
Coefficientsa

Model Unstandardized 
Coefficients

Standardized 
Coefficients

T Sig. Collinearity 
statistics

B Std. 
Error

β Tolerance VIF

(Constant) 1.212 0.020 59.221 <.001
Your institution has a clear 
strategy for 
internationalization (F6_1)

0.209 0.004 0.311 48.215 <.001 0.570 1.756

Your institution encourages 
the recruitment of faculty 
members from foreign 
countries (F6_6)

0.113 0.004 0.180 28.984 <.001 0.616 1.624

(continued)
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�Discussion

In our research, we find notable differences between countries. For one, we find a 
compelling account of some countries, such as Kazakhstan, which are purposefully 
pursuing internationalization of the curriculum in every respect, mainly to enhance 
the quality of teaching and learning in the international classroom (Gregersen-
Hermans & Lauridsen, 2021). In contrast, most countries only focus on certain 
aspects of the internationalization of the curriculum but not others. While in some 
countries the introduction of international content and perspectives has been priori-
tized, in other countries, institutions have placed an emphasis on increasing the 
number of international undergraduate students or attracting international postgrad-
uate students. Many countries where English is not a native language are establish-
ing programs and courses in other foreign languages with the purpose of increasing 

Table 2.2b  (continued)

Your institution provides 
various opportunities/
funding for faculty 
members to undertake 
research abroad (F6_3)

0.084 0.005 0.131 18.561 <.001 0.471 2.122

Since you started teaching, 
the number of international 
students has increased 
(C4_9)

0.044 0.003 0.083 16.049 <.001 0.893 1.120

In your courses you 
emphasize international 
perspectives or content 
(C4_5)

0.068 0.004 0.091 18.502 <.001 0.974 1.026

Your institution provides 
various international 
exchange programs for 
students (F6_2)

0.049 0.005 0.067 10.345 <.001 0.562 1.779

Currently, most of your 
graduate students are 
international (C4_10)

0.030 0.003 0.049 9.649 <.001 0.926 1.080

Your institution provides 
various opportunities/
funding for visiting 
international scholars 
(F6_5)

0.038 0.005 0.057 7.067 <.001 0.365 2.740

Your institution provides 
various opportunities/
funding for visiting 
international students 
(F6_4)

−0.014 0.005 −0.020 −2.670 0.008 0.405 2.468

aDependent Variable: Outcome of internationalization
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the enrolment of foreign students (Huo, 2020). Therefore, the behavior of interna-
tionalization varies from one country to another and between regions, although 
there are shared trends worldwide.

The countries of the Americas show a higher rate of emphasizing international 
perspectives or content in teaching than perceive incoming international students. 
However, as shown by Gacel-Ávila (2020), these countries are also experiencing a 
lag in terms of organizational (strategic planning and design; quality assurance and 
monitoring, etc.) and programmatic structures (collaborative international degrees; 
foreign language proficiency, etc.) supporting internationalization. Furthermore, 
student mobility is reported at less than 1% of total enrolment, and mostly at private 
universities (Didou, 2017). In Asian countries, academics observe a growing num-
ber of international graduate students, and in Europe an increase in the number of 
international undergraduate students. The emphasis in these two regions appears to 
be more on recruitment of students, graduate students in the case of Asia, and 
enabling undergraduate mobility in the case of Europe, what de Wit (2020) terms an 
“elitist approach to internationalization”. The emphasis appears to be less on the 
promotion of internationalization competencies more broadly and on building more 
tolerant, cosmopolitan societies (de Wit, 2020.).

Our findings also point to an unequivocal positive correlation between an institu-
tion having a clear internationalization strategy and the pursuit of curriculum inter-
nationalization. Although the definition of a clear internationalization strategy is 
necessary, it is not a sufficient condition for the internationalization of the curricu-
lum to occur. The way that international perspectives are included in the study pro-
grams and course syllabi will continue to be relevant. Ultimately, the 
internationalization of curriculum continues to depend on academic-teaching staff 
as agents of internationalization along with the institutional support they receive 
(Barbosa et al., 2020).

We also find a positive correlation between the institutions that promote the 
internationalization of the curriculum and the hiring of foreign professors. The hir-
ing of foreign professors is considered an important factor in the evaluation of the 
quality of universities (Huo, 2020). Furthermore, in countries where institutions 
encourage the recruitment of international scholars, scholars also see an increase in 
international students and more international graduate students and are more likely 
to emphasize international perspectives and content in teaching.

�Conclusion

In brief, our findings point to notable differences between countries and world 
regions in academics’ implementation of international perspectives or content in 
their course teaching. The highest reported such behavior was among academics 
from Turkey, Kazakhstan, Portugal, Mexico, and Chile, and the lowest from 
Germany and Japan. We also find that the greatest impact on academics’ emphasiz-
ing international content in their teaching comes from an institution having a clear 
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internationalization strategy and if the institution encourages recruitment of foreign 
academics. Finally, we also found that funding and other opportunities for interna-
tional visiting students negatively correlate with the internationalization of the 
curriculum.

Higher education institutions worldwide have different preferences for interna-
tional dimensions in teaching and learning, as well as different rationales for, and 
expectations of, the internationalization outcomes. National and institutional 
approaches may be driven by aspirations to recruit (fee-paying) foreign students to 
signal quality in international rankings, to equip their national students with inter-
national competitions, or a combination of these or something else. Although the 
rationales of internationalization outcomes are not mutually exclusive, there are 
differences between institutions and countries and these rationales may change over 
time (de Wit, 2013, p. 17). Furthermore, institutional approaches to international-
ization vary from a focus on student and staff mobility in the context of commercial-
ization and increased cross-border provision of higher education, to the 
internationalization of the curriculum as part of developing students’ international 
competencies at home (de Wit, 2013, p. 14).

The different cultural, political, or economic rationales that countries have 
adopted to internationalize higher education are reflected in these countries’ 
approaches to internationalization at home, internationalization of the curriculum, 
and specifically the international dimensions of teaching and learning. The study 
presented in this chapter employs survey data from the academic staff teaching at 
institutions around the world to capture, compare, and analyze their reported behav-
iors on the internationalization of the curriculum, specifically on the emphasis on 
international perspectives or content in course teaching.

The measures we employ — reported inclusion of international perspectives and 
content in course teaching, presence of international graduate students, and increase 
in international students — are, indeed, “rudimentary proxies” for assessing inter-
nationalization at home since they do not necessarily guarantee that students will 
gain international results, intercultural and global competencies (Knight, 2011). 
However, the analysis of these measures, especially from the perspective of aca-
demics as key agents of internationalization, offers important insights into interna-
tionalization practices in teaching and learning from an international comparative 
perspective.

In addition, the academics’ observations on institutional support for internation-
alization add an important perspective on whether the academics’ home institutions 
prioritize internationalization and what type of activities related to the internation-
alization of teaching they support. It is the combination of these independent vari-
ables that have possible effects on the internationalization of the curriculum. The 
international data set enables us to discern patterns of reported and observed inter-
nationalization outcomes across different countries and determine how they relate 
to institutionalization practices. In sum, the global comparison of academics’ 
reported behaviors and observations enables us to cluster the APIKS countries 
according to their current practices and institutional support for including interna-
tional dimensions in teaching.

S. S.-H. Ho et al.



33

Globally, the internationalization of the curriculum and the different behaviors of 
the academics are mathematically presented in a “fractal” way. The same efforts are 
replicated internationally: more than 90% of higher education institutions members 
of the International Association of Universities mention internationalization in their 
mission statement or strategic plan (Knight, 2021). However, as mentioned through-
out this chapter, the internationalization efforts vary significantly between regions, 
countries, and institutions. International comparative analyses are important since 
they help us discern the similarities and differences across countries, as well as the 
different rationales behind internationalization efforts (Knight, 2021). International 
comparisons also contribute to practice discerning the most effective approaches to 
foster internationalization, but also the different realities of academics on whose 
shoulders lie internationalization tasks (Filippov, 2021).
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Chapter 3
Internationalisation Activities: 
The Influence of Governance 
and Management Models in Argentina, 
Canada, Lithuania, Portugal, and Taiwan

Grace Karram Stephenson, Sude Pekşen, Nicolás Reznik, 
Maria João Manatos, and Robin Jung-Cheng Chen

Abstract  This chapter employs the concepts collegiality and managerialism to 
model two ideal-typical forms of university governance. These conceptions are used 
to examine academics’ perspectives on governance and internationalization incen-
tives or strategies as per the 2018 APIKS survey. It explores the relationship between 
academics’ perceptions of their institutions’ internationalisation strategies and 
activities, and perceptions of new managerialism. In particular, it aims to under-
stand to what extent levels of new managerialism increase in relation to the strength 
of internationalisation incentives. Five country cases are compared regarding the 
relation between their higher education governance style and internationalization 
incentives: Argentina, Canada, Lithuania, Portugal, and Taiwan. Data shows that 
each country has evidence of both collegial and managerial forms of governance. 
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Yet even with the presence of both governance forms, internationalisation as an 
institutional strategy is empirically shown to have a positive relationship with mana-
gerialism rather than collegiality. These findings are particularly insightful since the 
sample of countries represents different regions and modes of university gover-
nance, and yet in all locations the relationship between perceptions of managerial 
governance and internationalisation strategies or incentives is positive.

Keywords  Internationalization incentives and activities · Managerialism · 
Collegiality · Comparative research

�Introduction

Over the past forty years, higher education has risen to a central place in the global 
knowledge economy. Higher education institutions (HEIs) provide many of the 
knowledge products such as research, patents, and training that allow national econo-
mies to compete in the world market (Davenport, 2002; Olssen & Peters, 2005; 
Sörlin & Vessuri, 2007). In order to maximise their global impact and competitive-
ness, many HEIs have embarked on new strategic plans to become world-class uni-
versities. Scholars have identified two key processes that support universities’ 
journey to achieving world-class status and becoming key players in the knowledge 
economy: internationalisation, and the restructuring of governance according to 
principles of new managerialism (Marginson, 2017; Yonezawa & Shimmi, 2016). 
Knight defines internationalisation as the process of adding an “intercultural or 
global dimension to the programs, functions or delivery” of higher education (HE) 
(Knight, 2004, p.3). Research has linked strong internationalisation processes to 
increases in research production, global rankings, and revenue from international 
students (Seeber et  al., 2016). These perceived benefits lead many universities to 
provide strategic incentives to their faculty to internationalise their work. Likewise, 
new managerialism involves adopting corporate management strategies to promote 
efficiency in HEIs, increasingly viewing HEIs as hierarchical, centralised organisa-
tions. New managerialism, which takes the form of New Public Management in 
many state-strong countries, is a significant shift away from historic Anglo concep-
tions of the university as a collegium of self-governing scholars (Bardouille, 2000; 
Brock, 2006; Carvalho & Santiago, 2016; Locke & Spender, 2011; Magalhães & 
Amaral, 2009). Shifts toward new managerial governance include increasing auton-
omy, hierarchical approaches to organisation, market-driven competition between 
institutions, outcomes-based incentives, and a decrease in the conception of higher 
education for the public good (Verger & Curran, 2014).

Although studies suggest both internationalisation and new managerial gover-
nance help a university to increase in importance in the knowledge economy or 
reach coveted world-class status, there is currently little literature exploring the rela-
tionship between the two phenomena (Naidoo & Jamieson, 2005). If internationali-
sation is a stated institutional goal, supported by incentives, and new forms of 
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managerial governance increase administrative oversight, to what extent do levels 
of new managerialism increase in relation to the strength of internationalisation 
incentives? Is it possible for institutions to prioritise internationalisation without 
new managerialism and vice versa? This chapter tests the hypothesis that there is a 
positive relationship between professors’ perceptions of managerial oversight and 
their perceptions of the strength of internationalisation activities and strategies. The 
investigation illuminates the relationship between managerialism and incentives for 
internationalisation across institutions in different national contexts. This allows for 
a deeper understanding of the various manifestations of this relationship and of 
diverse institutional approaches to the promotion of internationalisation.

This chapter employs the concepts of collegiality and managerialism as well as 
a hybrid efficient-collegial blend of the two (Deem, 1998; Trow, 1994; Yokoyama, 
2006) to model three ideal-typical forms of university governance. These concep-
tions are used to examine academics’ perspectives on governance and internation-
alisation incentives or strategies. The data is drawn from the Academic Profession 
in the Knowledge Society (APIKS) survey which was administered in 31 countries 
between 2017 and 2019. This paper uses data from Argentina, Canada, Lithuania, 
Portugal, and Taiwan to provide a five-country comparison of the relationship 
between levels of new managerialism and the strength of internationalisation, as 
perceived by faculty in the APIKS survey. This paper examines the following ques-
tion: Is there a relationship between governance models and internationalisation 
strategies or activities, as perceived by faculty at universities in diverse countries?

Scholarship highlights significant variation between government and institu-
tional conceptions and practices of internationalisation, as well as significant varia-
tion in how new managerialism is embraced and enacted. In regards to 
internationalisation, countries and institutions have very different rationales and 
priorities (Knight, 2004). Canada’s focus on inbound student mobility, for instance, 
differs from Lithuania’s focus on cross-border research mobility (Karram 
Stephenson, 2013; Urbanovič & Wilkins, 2013). Likewise, significant differences 
exist between countries in modes of university governance; Portugal and Argentina 
are examples of mid-level managerial systems, while Taiwan has significantly more 
institutional and national oversight (Horta, 2010; Marquina, 2020; Mok, 2000).  
In light of the significant variation between the two concepts, a cross-national  
comparison is needed to explore how internationalisation and new managerialism 
are related in distinct countries and regions.

�Internationalisation, Competition and Managerialism: 
A Review of the Literature

Although Knight’s (2004) definition of internationalisation as cited above is widely 
accepted as an adequate description of the phenomenon, the definition’s pragmatic 
focus on external activities offers little analysis of the related institutional changes 
which instigate, and are furthered by, the drive for global significance in the 
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knowledge economy. This paper draws on the literature below to identify the rela-
tionship between internationalisation and universities’ pursuit of prominence in the 
global knowledge economy or world-class university status. First, Goddard (2006) 
reframes internationalisation as an opportunity for the growth of enterprise, entre-
preneurialism, and managerialism in HE; internationalisation is seen as essential for 
universities to retain competitiveness through university business models which 
underpin an entrepreneurial culture. This view repositions universities as business 
entities and internationalisation as the process that supports entrepreneurialism. 
Likewise, Marginson (2017) presents the drive for world class status as an inher-
ently global journey that requires shifts toward managerial governance modes. As 
institutions attempt to improve their reputation and impact, they see government 
involvement increase and are repositioned between nation-state aspirations and 
global university competition for research, students, and partnerships. However, the 
worldwide pressure to internationalise, while felt by all institutions in all countries, 
is not experienced equally. King (2010) suggests countries face significant pressures 
to mimic world-class universities and thus commit to globalizing their programs 
and restructuring governance along managerial lines. At the same time, internal 
structuration or local policies limit the extent to which all institutions can fully 
implement these desired changes. According to Yonezawas and Shimmi (2016), this 
variation in implementing world-class strategies like internationalisation and new 
managerialism has led to disparity between institutions within countries, with some 
universities launching global initiatives and others remaining locally oriented in 
activities and modes of governance. These scholars confirm the parallel processes of 
internationalisation and new managerialism as central components of universities’ 
pursuit of world-class status and eminence in the knowledge economy. Yet little is 
known about how these two processes manifest in different countries.

According to the British Council (2017), one of the main impacts of internation-
alisation on HE is the development of ‘National Internationalisation Strategies.’ 
Countries are actively attempting to increase the global market share of mobile 
students by implementing national policies on the internationalisation of HE that 
are closely linked to national trade and economic development. These internation-
alisation policies are crucial to foster needed expertise and human capital in targeted 
sectors. A more open environment for skilled migration is a way to address national 
concerns with regard to demographic shifts and related labour shortages, and a way 
for countries to remain competitive. Examples of these policies include Canada’s 
International Education Strategy, Lithuania‘s Action Plan for Promoting the 
Internationalisation of Higher Education, and the Strategy for the Internationalisation 
of Portuguese Higher Education (OECD, 2016).

While new managerialism is often cast in a negative light, there is significant 
literature suggesting that this governance shift, as well as new forms of internation-
alisation, have significant benefits. Not only do they improve institutional standing 
and impact globally, but Van Damme (2001) argues internationalisation is a means 
of enhancing the quality of HE.  An increasing focus on international education 
raises the quality of HE in the global labor market, but equally raises issues about 
how to measure that quality. There are two sides of the same coin when it comes to 
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better HE quality as it brings HE into unfamiliar terrain regarding quality assurance. 
Furthermore, the issue of degree recognition may also be brought to the table as 
ambiguous national legislation, lack of transparent information, limited interaction 
between recognition bodies and quality assurance agencies, and unclear responsi-
bilities are common. Teichler (2004) focuses on the development of international 
partnerships to reduce risk, increase competitiveness, enhance reputation, and 
broaden the knowledge base for research, enterprise, and education.

The above literature identifies the pursuit of world-class university status and 
aspiring prominence in the global knowledge economy as central motivations for, 
and integrated components of, internationalisation. While isomorphic forces inspire 
diverse institutions to pursue the same global goals of research excellence and stu-
dent recruitment to remain competitive in the worldwide education market, this 
scholarship suggests many HEIs are being restructured via new managerial forms of 
governance, seen a necessary transformation for ascendance in the knowledge 
economy.

�Governance Models in Higher Education: A Conceptual 
Framework of Collegiality, Managerialism, and Hybrid 
Efficient-Collegiality

Just as internationalisation has many features, rationales, and manifestations, gov-
ernance structures are rarely as binary as the ideal-typical representation of collegial 
or managerial. This section adapts the scholarship on new public management and 
new managerialism to develop a framework for conceptualising modes of gover-
nance as collegial, managerial, or collegial-efficient, a helpful hybrid of the two.

Since the 1980s, higher education systems have faced global-level challenges 
and global competitive pressures within the context of the knowledge-based society 
(economy). Many have been addressing these challenges by implementing signifi-
cant governance reforms. These processes of institutional and organisational change 
in HEIs, highly influenced by New Public Management and managerialism, have 
been widely discussed in the literature on HE studies (Bardouille, 2000; Brock, 
2006; Carvalho & Santiago, 2016; Locke & Spender, 2011; Magalhães & Amaral, 
2009). In HE systems worldwide, the ‘traditional’ state-centred collegial model of 
governance, characterised by top-down ministerial law and Humboldtian tradition 
of a self-governing community of scholars, is moving towards a managerial, ‘mar-
ketised’ model, characterised by HEIs autonomy, greater accountability, diversifica-
tion of funding sources, greater autonomy in human resources management, 
lump-sum budgeting, and ex-post quality audits. This model — influenced by New 
Public Management and New Managerialism — is based on a triad of management, 
market, and performance. Indeed, the managerial model highlights a trend towards 
the retreat of the state as a financier, the allocation of strategic authority to HEI 
management, an increasing focus on the economic utility of teaching and research, 
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and a focus on performance interrelated with accountability agendas sustained in 
measures, targets, benchmar,k and audits to feed the system in the name of improve-
ment (Enders, de Boer & Leišytė, 2009; Meek & Wood, 1998; Neave 2003; Santiago 
& Carvalho, 2012).

In this context, the logic of accountability has become inseparable from the HE 
sector. The “erosion of trust” in HEIs associated with the New Managerialism and 
New Public Management, and massification within the HE sector, the demands for 
economic efficiency given resource constraints, and the increasing role of market 
regulation, has led to the need for HEIs to justify the expenditure of public funds and 
to demonstrate ‘value for money’ (Deem, 1998; Massy, 2003; Rosa & Amaral, 2007). 
Similarly, “academics are encouraged ‘to do more with less’ and be more account-
able for scarce resources” (Becket & Brookes, 2008, p. 46). The pressures come both 
from outside and inside of HEIs. Externally, the pressures are exerted by funding 
bodies and external quality assurance agencies. Internally, the pressures are exerted 
by managers and administrators on academics and non-academic staff (Deem, 1998).

There is a clear change of paradigm, already identified in the literature on organ-
isational change in HE, with public HEIs moving away from what was their collegial 
model into an entrepreneurial and managerial model, adapting private sector prac-
tices. Still, the predominance of a managerial model of governance in HEIs does not 
mean the extinction of the traditional collegial model; eEmpirical studies reveal the 
existence of hybrid governance models combining elements of the two (Bruckmann 
& Carvalho 2018; De Boer et al., 2007; Johanson & Vakkuri, 2017; Pekkola et al., 
2020). According to Bruckmann and Carvalho (2018), HEIs are developing what is 
termed an ‘efficient-collegial’ model of governance, as institutional and organisa-
tional change seems to include both managerial and collegial elements. Table 3.1 
describes the features of the three models — Collegial, Managerial, and Hybrid or 
Efficient-Collegial — in relation to decision-making, organisational values, institu-
tional autonomy, and government or management structures.

�Country Contexts

Currently, there is little cross-national or cross-regional data to illuminate the rela-
tionship between internationalisation and modes of managerial governance which 
the literature above suggests has a positive relationship. This study uses data from 
the APIKS survey of professors in Argentina, Canada, Lithuania, Portugal, and 
Taiwan to consider how internationalisation strategies and modes of governance 
manifest in different countries and regions. The sample countries were chosen 
because of their representation of major higher education regions, and their diver-
sity in governance and internationalisation strategy. Argentina and Canada repre-
sented South and North America; Lithuania and Portugal represent Western and 
post-Soviet Europe; and Taiwan, East Asia. Each of these countries has a distinct 
history of higher education development, with Portugal and Taiwan having the earli-
est examples of higher learning in their ancient civilizations. In the twentieth 
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Table 3.1  Governance models in HE

Collegial model Managerial model
Hybrid/Efficient-Collegial 
model

Decision-making 
processes

Collegial decision-
making processes

Top-down decision-
making processes

Top-down decision-making 
processes, but prevailing 
advisory boards where 
academic matters are 
discussed in a
collegial way

Organisational 
values

Collective decision-
making, Inclusivity, 
Democracy, Sense of 
belonging

Efficiency, efficacy, 
leadership, and 
excellence

Efficient collective
decision-making
Sense of belonging and 
participating but accepting 
a stronger leadership

Institutional 
autonomy

Academic autonomy Accountability, 
decentralisation, 
managerial freedom

Autonomy with 
accountability

Governance and 
management 
structures

Governance and 
management roles 
performed by 
academics
Collegial governing 
boards
Small participation 
of external 
stakeholders

Professionalization of 
governance and 
management roles
Managerial governing 
boards
Mandatory participation 
of external stakeholders

Shared governance and 
management roles 
(between academics and 
external stakeholders)
Collegial governing boards, 
but empowerment of 
single-person governance 
roles
Mandatory but not 
majoritarian participation 
of external stakeholders

Adapted from Bruckmann and Carvalho (2018)

Century, as the modern Western university model was adopted around the world, 
each country adapted the institution to uniquely suit its needs. Thus, each of these 
countries has a form of the university that is both international and reflective of the 
local context. For the purposes of this study, the differences between these jurisdic-
tions confirm that the findings are applicable to a wide range of countries.

As the section above argues, internationalisation is often accompanied by, and a 
catalyst for, changes in management styles. The follow sections provide a brief 
overview of each national context for the internationalisation of higher education, 
the main trends, and the government strategy.

�Argentina

Argentina‘s higher education system comprises a total of 132 institutions, of which 
113 are universities; 67 of them belong to the public sector and 65 belong to private 
institutions. In terms of the number of students, Argentina has just over two million 
undergraduate and 150,000 graduate students. Between 75–80% of these students 
are enrolled in public institutions (SPU, 2020).
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The ideas of academic freedom, autonomy, and co-governance among teachers, 
students, and graduates have been distinctive features of Argentina‘s higher educa-
tion system. This originated with the Córdoba University Reforms of 1918. 
However, during the 1990’s, a slow transformation began in the internal functioning 
of universities, shifting toward more managerial forms of governance that are affect-
ing institutions differently (Marquina, 2020).

In Argentina, internationalisation is relatively new and has been incorporated 
gradually as part of the national agenda to advance universities in the early twenty-
first century. Its emergence coincides with the development of global processes like 
financial interconnections and in relation to institutions or academics from devel-
oped countries. In short, internationalisation policies in Argentina have been scarce 
and have been related to regional financial integration.

The response of universities to the policies and promotion of internationalisation 
has been diverse. Some institutions have been reactive, while others have managed 
to be proactive, incorporating internationalisation into the institutional mission. In 
any case, most internationalisation efforts at universities continue to depend, for the 
most part, on individual efforts (Ramírez, 2017). The latest official data from 2018 
shows that in Argentina, 3.6% of all professional and undergraduate students and 
9.4% of graduate students were foreign higher education students. Among these, 
75.2% were concentrated in the public sector. Regarding their countries of origin, 
the vast majority (95%) were from Latin-American countries and only 4% were 
from Europe (SPU, 2020).

�Canada

Canada is a large country geographically with a federal political system dividing 
power between 10 provinces and 3 territories. The responsibility for higher educa-
tion belongs generally to the provinces. However, public universities are established 
through legal charters that provide high levels of governing autonomy (Jones, 1997). 
This division of power contributes to a very decentralised university policy land-
scape and is particularly pronounced in internationalisation initiatives. Before 2014, 
any international university activities in Canada were initiated by individual profes-
sors, departments, or institutions. Thus, the programs, policie,s and bureaucratic 
infrastructure supporting internationalisation differ across institutions. However, in 
2014 the government released the first strategy for international education. While 
this did not require institutional compliance in terms of practice, the strategy — and 
its subsequent update in 2019 — did articulate the national priorities for interna-
tional education, with a strong focus on the recruitment of foreign students at the 
university level. Foreign students contribute $22 Million to the Canadian economy, 
and universities and vocational institutions are increasingly relying on these lucra-
tive tuition fees to address fiscal shortages (CBIE, 2020).

While the federal strategy reflects this institutional and provincial focus on stu-
dent recruitment, it offers less insight into the ongoing internationalisation activities 
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of professors. Canada’s professors have added a global component to their research 
and teaching for decades. Past research, including the Changing Academic 
Profession survey (CAP) confirmed 66% of Canadian faculty collaborated with 
international colleges in their research projects. Furthermore, 63% incorporated 
international content in their teaching and course content (Metcalfe, 2008). At the 
same time, professors indicated different forms of international engagement often 
determined by their academic discipline. Those in fields related to social sciences 
and humanities are more likely to incorporate global perspectives in their teaching 
or research subject matter, while those in hard sciences or STEM subjects are more 
likely to collaborate and publish with those in other countries. This divide suggests 
distinct forms of internationalisation are present at Canadian universities.

�Lithuania

After the independence of Lithuania from the Soviet Union in 1990, the internation-
alisation of Lithuanian higher education was strongly promoted with the integration 
into the European Higher Education Area and the signing of the Bologna Declaration 
(Zuzeviciute et al., 2017). The aim of the Bologna Process was to support the mobil-
ity of academic staff and students within Europe and to make the European higher 
education landscape more competitive worldwide (Teichler, 2009). In the current 
strategy of the European Commission, the focus is on further enhancement of 
mobility within the Erasmus+ and Horizon 2020 programmes. However, reinforc-
ing the European Higher Education Area is still a priority (European 
Commission, 2021).

The internationalisation of higher education is an important part of Lithuania‘s 
policy agenda, especially due to the decreasing number of students in Lithuanian 
universities and the country’s participation in the Bologna process since 1999. The 
Ministry of Education, Science and Sport developed a series of measures to foster 
internationalisation, specifically promoting EU Structural Funds projects to create 
English language programmes, investigate international peer-review of research 
council proposals, promote collaborations and participation in the EU research 
funding programmes, and foster student and staff mobility via the Erasmus pro-
gramme (Leišytė et al., 2018). In 2019, the ministry adopted the OECD‘s science 
classification system to promote international collaboration (European Commission, 
2020). In 2011, financial support mechanisms for prospective students and research-
ers from outside the EU were introduced and a special support programme for for-
eign students with Lithuanian migration background or expatriates was developed 
(European Commission, 2019). At the institutional level, internationalisation is one 
of the core strategies of higher education institutions and is part of the majority of 
university mission statements. In order to promote internationalisation in research 
and teaching, universities implemented performance indicators, such as the number 
of international peer-reviewed publications or research projects. Since implement-
ing the higher education laws in 2009 and 2016, the governance of the Lithuanian 
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higher education system has become increasingly managerial. In particular, auton-
omy with regard to the organisation and finances of HEIs was reinforced (Leišytė, 
et al., 2018).

�Portugal

The Portuguese higher education system was strongly influenced by a long-lasting 
authoritarian regime, which hampered investments in science and education and 
contributed to a somewhat isolated society internationally. However, the higher edu-
cation system evolved from an elitist system to a mass education system in less than 
30 years, rapidly increasing the number of students from 30,000  in the 1960s to 
nearly 400,000 students in late 1990s. Further increases were seen in the number of 
higher education institutions, which integrate a binary higher education system as it 
includes universities and polytechnics which have a more professionally oriented 
type of education, and both public and private institutions (Heitor et  al., 2004; 
Horta, 2010).

With regard to internationalisation, the Portuguese higher education system took 
advantage of European integration, by reinforcing public investment and by design-
ing and implementing a set of initiatives and programmes aimed at strengthening 
the Portuguese scientific and higher education systems, and internationalisation in 
particular. Although structural and incentive deficiencies persist, national policies 
have contributed to furthering institutions’ internationalisation and global competi-
tiveness, namely by “supporting the build-up of institutional knowledge capacity 
and by rewarding internationally oriented scholarly activities” (Horta, 2010, p. 63).

In Portugal, the state played and still plays a critical role in the internationalisa-
tion process of higher education systems and in 2014, the Portuguese Ministry of 
Education and Science and the Ministry for Regional Development developed a 
strategy for the internationalisation of Portuguese higher education (MADR/MEC 
2014), which was implemented by the Portuguese Government in 2015 (Portuguese 
Government, 2015). It reflects the country’s foreign policy interests and “it attempts 
to consolidate the role of Portugal as an education and science hub for Portuguese 
speaking communities across the world, while relying on the brain gain phenome-
non that might be boosted by the country’s EU membership” (Deca, 2020, p. 75).

National policies and initiatives have contributed to the development of institu-
tional internationalisation policies in most (if not all) Portuguese higher education 
institutions and to the creation of specialised internationalisation offices aiming at 
promoting internationalisation (Eurydice, 2021). Both at a national and at an insti-
tutional level, there seems to be an “oversized focus on attracting degree-seeking 
students” (Deca, 2020, p.  75). In terms of student mobility in Portugal, in 2019 
foreign students represented around 6% of the total number of students enrolled in 
higher education (4% of bachelor students, 8% of master students, and 27% of PhD 
students) (OECD, 2019). European programmes and initiatives, such as the 
Erasmus+ Programme, Erasmus Mundus programme, Marie Skłodowska-Curie 

G. K. Stephenson et al.



47

Actions, Horizon Programme 2020, the European Universities networks pilot initia-
tive, have been greatly contributing to student and research mobility in Portuguese 
HE. Furthermore, the internationalisation of research has also been strengthened in 
Portuguese HEIs, namely by the participation in international research networks 
and in multiple international and regional associations, and by the increasing col-
laboration with international colleagues in research projects and international 
publications.

�Taiwan

In Taiwan, HEIs are not distributed evenly across each district, as industry develop-
ment in each region is taken into consideration when establishing HEIs. The institu-
tional mechanism of university-industry linkage provides incentives and 
opportunities for commercialisation and increases the likelihood of HEIs obtaining 
external funding. Taipei and Hsinchu, the two most metropolitan areas in Taiwan, 
are located in the country’s north and host the most concentrated high-tech indus-
trial parks (Ho, Chen & Peng, 2017). Thus, half of the HEIs have been established 
in the northern region.

The internationalisation of higher education in Taiwan can be traced back to the 
1990s, resulting from a series of social movements asking for significant reforms to 
education. Subsequently, the number of the HEIs grew by more than 50% within 
20 years. Since the late 1980s, influenced by neo-liberalism market forces, the role 
of the state has changed. Higher education policies have been directed toward dena-
tionalisation, decentralisation, and autonomisation (Mok, 2000).Taiwan’s govern-
ment revised the University Law in 1994 to empower HEIs. Universities had greater 
academic freedom and autonomy in terms of controlling education affairs (MOE of 
Taiwan, 2001; Mok, 2006).

Moving toward the target of establishing world-class universities, the govern-
ment issued a series of national programs comprised of the Promotion of University 
Teaching Excellence Program (2005–2016), the Development Plan for World-Class 
Universities and Research Centers for Excellence, and the Aim for Top University 
Project to pursue excellence. The specific goals included: (1) accelerating the inter-
nationalisation of top universities and expanding students’ horizons; (2) enhancing 
the quality of research, development, and innovation in universities and strengthen-
ing international academic influences; (3) recruiting and cultivating talent to build 
up a human resource pool; and (4) training top talent in response to social and 
industrial needs (Wang & Tsai, 2014).

With the steadily decreasing population, Taiwan’s Ministry of Education (2011) 
has been focused on recruiting international students. HEIs are encouraged to recruit 
international students from traditional exporting countries, such as European coun-
tries and the United States, as well as neighboring countries such as Japan, South 
Korea, and China. Unlike past eras, the recruitment of international students not only 
aimed to improve HE quality but also aimed at solving insufficient enrollment and the 
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fiscal problems of some private universities (Lin, 2020). To construct Taiwan as the 
hub of East Asian higher education, the government proposed to increase the number 
of international students from 56,135 in 2011 to 150,000 in 2021 (Executive Yuan of 
Taiwan, 2012), a goal that is close to realization. Both recruiting and cultivating talent 
were set as the first priority for policy makers because of the domestic atmosphere of 
studying abroad and the external threat of the rapid rise of China, India, and South 
Korea (MOE of Taiwan, 2013). The government began to develop students’ global 
mobility competence and to cultivate talented students who were familiar with 
Southeast Asian countries in enhancing Taiwan’s economic influence and establish-
ing an overseas base for future development (MOE of Taiwan, 2016; Lin, 2020).

�Methodology

The above countries represent five different systems of higher education with dis-
tinct emphases on specific forms of internationalisation and varying levels of mana-
gerial governance among institutions. Thus, the research design is based on diverse 
cases (Seawright & Gerring, 2008), in which the focus is on the variance of higher 
education systems. This paper considers each of these contexts, examining the per-
spectives of faculty working in each location via data from the APIKS survey. This 
51-item survey was administered in 31 countries between 2017 and 2019, to under-
stand professors’ experiences of professional formation, teaching, research, gover-
nance, internationalisation, and external activities. This paper draws on data from 
items related to governance and internationalisation to explore the relationship 
between internationalisation activities or strategies and modes of governance.

�Limitations

The APIKS survey data represents the opinions and perspectives of faculty rather 
than external observations or policy reviews. Thus, the findings of this paper do not 
identify the overall policy landscape at universities related to their internationalisa-
tion and managerialism strategies. Rather, the findings indicate survey respondents’ 
opinions, perceptions of and experience with internationalisation policies, strate-
gies, and new forms of managerial governance.

�Sample

The APIKS International Database (IDB) was employed for this paper, selecting a 
total of 7533 valid cases from Argentina, Canada, Lithuania, Portugal, and Taiwan 
combined (See Table 3.1). We have considered only respondents from universities, 
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Table 3.2  Valid cases by country

Country N %

Argentina 1025 13.6%
Canada 2966 39.4%
Taiwan 1224 16.2%
Lithuania 389 5.2%
Portugal 1929 25.6%
Total 7533 100%

withdrawing technical-vocation institutions, colleges, and others non-university 
HEI’s from the country samples (Table 3.2).

�Analytic Framework

Based on previous CAP study research on HE governance and management, the 
operationalization of the independent variable “form of university governance” is a 
modified model of the CAP study research on collegial and managerial university 
concepts (Teichler, 2011). It considers the combination of three variables regarding 
academics’ views on the governance model of their institution (Želvys et al., 2021), 
which has a higher reliability than the original model. The reliability was measured 
with Cronbach’s alpha and indicates wide differences between the five countries, 
which could be due to the translation of the questionnaire. For example, Canada 
shows a Cronbach’s alpha value of .769, however for Taiwan is it is .369. Overall, 
the Cronbach’s alpha is .624 for all five countries, which is an acceptable level of 
reliability (Van Griethuijsen, 2015). These variables include: a) good communica-
tion between management and academics; b) a top-down management style; and c) 
collegiality in decision-making processes.

The outcomes were measured on a 5-point Likert scale (from ‘strongly disagree’ 
to ‘strongly agree’). In order to measure “form of university governance”, we built 
an additive index for the managerial-collegial continuum. First, we inverted the 
responses concerning “A top-down management style” to ensure the sense of the 
assessment coincided with the other two variables considered. Next, we added the 
valuation assigned to each one and divided it by three with equal weightings in 
order to measure the respondents’ view of their university governance. The values 
for the independent variable are measured on a ratio scale with values <2.5 showing 
a managerial university governance and > 2.5 describing a collegial university gov-
ernance style perceived by respondents.

Our dependent variables are a set of assessments of academics’ perceptions of 
the institutional engagement in internationalisation. The outcomes were measured 
on a 5-point Likert scale from ‘Strongly disagree’ to ‘Strongly agree’. In line with 
previous research (Huang et al., 2014), these assessments can be expected to relate 
to additional factors beyond the level of new managerialism and country location, 
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so we consider gender, rank, discipline, and respondents’ perception on increased 
costs associated with internationalisation at their university as control variables. 
The variable discipline was recoded into a dichotomous variable hard and soft sci-
ences. Following Biglan (1973), the scientific disciplines are divided; the soft sci-
ences, including teacher training and education science, humanities and arts, social 
and behavioural sciences, business and administration, economics, law, social work 
and services, compare with hard sciences, including life sciences, physical sciences, 
mathematics, chemistry, computer sciences, engineering, manufacturing and con-
struction, architecture, agriculture, forestry, medical sciences, health related sci-
ences, personal services, transport services, and security services. Accordingly, 
after considering the descriptive statistics with a cross-table analysis, we ran multi-
variate regression models for each of the eight outcome variables.

�Findings

�Descriptive Variables

To answer our research question, “to what extent do levels of new managerialism 
increase in relation to the strength of internationalisation activities and strategies?” 
we first present descriptive analyses of our independent variable “form of university 
governance”, and our dependent variables on internationalisation activities and 
strategies. For this purpose, we compiled a cross-tabulation and examined the sig-
nificance of the categorical variables in relation to each other using the Pearson 
Chi-Square test (see Table  3.3). Overall, there are statistically highly significant 
differences between the countries studied and the control variables academic rank, 
gender, discipline, and increased costs associated with internationalisation. Overall, 
there are more senior academics than junior academics in the data set, yet Argentina 
has a more even distribution compared to the other countries. In terms of gender 
distribution, in Argentina and Lithuania women were surveyed more often and in 
Taiwan, more men. Canada and Portugal have an even gender distribution. When 
differentiating between hard and soft sciences, the soft sciences dominate in all 
countries except Lithuania and Taiwan. Finally, the findings concerning the interna-
tionalisation costs of the higher education institution are presented. Overall, the 
majority of respondents in all countries gave neutral answers. Furthermore, respon-
dents from Argentina, Canada, Lithuania, and Portugal tended to perceive no 
increased costs, whereas Taiwanese respondents saw an increased cost associated 
with internationalisation at their university.

In Table 3.4, we observe that the form of university governance tends to range 
from moderate to neutral (2.75) when the complete sample of the five countries is 
considered. Thus, academics in all five countries identify forms of managerialism as 
well as collegiality within their universities’ governance. Academics in Argentina 
and Taiwan are more likely than their peers in Canada, Lithuania, and Portugal to 
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Table 3.3  Cross-table of control variables

Total Argentina Canada Lithuania Portugal Taiwan
Percentage

Academic rank* Senior 80.4 53.5 93.9 82.8 61.9 97.0
Junior 19.6 46.5 6.1 17.2 38.1 3.0

Gender* Male 51.2 42.2 49.9 41.5 50.8 64.9
Female 48.8 57.8 50.1 58.5 49.2 35.1

Hard and soft 
sciences*

Hard 
Sciences

46.1 47.4 40.9 54.1 48.8 51.8

Soft 
Sciences

53.9 52.6 59.1 45.9 51.2 48.2

Increased costs 
associated with 
internationalisation*

1 -Not at 
all

11.8 19.6 12.6 19.8 10.1 3.1

2 17.6 21.2 17.8 16.9 22.0 9.8
3 38.8 36.8 40.1 38.1 43.3 33.1
4 22.2 15.0 19.5 20.1 20.4 36.7
5 - Very 
much

9.6 7.4 10.0 5.2 4.1 17.3

Note: *Pearson Chi-Square test is for all variables highly significant p < .001

Table 3.4  Descriptive results of level of new managerialism (IV) and dependent variables

Total Argentina Canada Lithuania Portugal Taiwan
Mean (Std. Deviation)

Form of university governance 2.75 
(0.89)

3.02 
(0.82)

2.53 
(1.04)

2.51 
(0.89)

2.74 
(0.76)

3.04 
(0.73)

Your institution has a clear 
strategy for internationalisation

3.22 
(1.78)

3.1 (1.19) 2.47 
(2.67)

3.42 
(1.17)

3.25 
(1.19)

3.78 
(1.02)

Your institution provides various 
international exchange programs 
for students

3.73 
(1.03)

3.38 
(1.18)

3.24 
(2.65)

4.12 
(0.88)

3.98 
(0.92)

3.64 
(1.02)

Your institution provides various 
opportunities/funding for faculty 
members to undertake research 
abroad

2.71 
(1.2)

2.71 
(1.21)

2.04 
(2.55)

2.58 
(1.15)

2.57 
(1.21)

3.33 
(1.15)

Your institution provides various 
opportunities/funding for visiting 
international students

2.93 
(1.16)

2.82 
(1.21)

2.22 
(2.73)

3.09 
(1.12)

2.8 
(1.11)

3.46 
(1.13)

Your institution provides various 
opportunities/funding for visiting 
international scholars

2.75 
(1.16)

2.82 
(1.19)

1.99 
(2.68)

3.17 
(1.11)

2.56 
(1.09)

3.29 
(1.15)

Your institution encourages the 
recruitment of faculty members 
from foreign countries

2.65 
(1.24)

2.01 
(1.06)

1.97 
(2.72)

2.64 
(1.13)

2.29 
(1.12)

3.85 
(1.02)

Your institution provides various 
opportunities/funding for faculty 
members to attend international 
conferences abroad

2.88 
(1.31)

2.42 
(1.18)

2.31 
(2.68)

3.06 
(1.28)

2.49 
(1.3)

3.8 
(1.05)

Your institution encourages faculty 
members to publish internationally

3.67 
(1.26)

2.97 
(1.38)

3 (2.92) 3.9 (1.23) 3.88 
(1.2)

4.17 
(0.92)
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state that there is both a managerial as well as collegial governance style at their 
university. The form of managerial university governance is the highest in Lithuania 
and Canada, followed by Portugal.

However, when comparing the dependent variables, we find differences in the 
degree of internationalisation incentives in the countries studied. In terms of facul-
ties’ perceptions of institutional engagement in internationalisation, the strongest 
perceived activities are international student exchange programmes. The only 
exception is Taiwanese academics who perceive the encouragement of faculty 
members to publish internationally to be stronger than student mobility. For peers 
from the four other countries, international publications are also important along 
with a clear strategy for internationalisation. Conversely, a minority of respondents 
perceive their university to encourage the recruitment of academics from abroad. 
This pattern is observed in all countries except Taiwan.

Analysing the internationalisation activities or strategies and how they are per-
ceived by academics in different countries, it is noted that academics in Taiwan and 
Lithuania most often agree that their university has a clear strategy for internation-
alisation. In comparison, most academics in Canada disagreed, meaning there is a 
lack of internationalisation strategies at their institutions. However, the high stan-
dard deviation shows that there might be great differences between Canadian insti-
tutions. In Argentina and Portugal, academics gave a neutral answer, neither 
agreeing nor disagreeing with the statement.

When investigating the availability of international exchange programmes for 
students, we find that these measures are promoted in all countries. However, it 
seems that in Lithuania and Portugal, they are supported more strongly than in 
Argentina, Canada, and Taiwan. However, incentives related to the institutional pro-
vision of opportunities and funding for faculty members to undertake research 
abroad, visiting international students, visiting international scholars, and faculty 
members attending international conferences abroad were generally perceived less 
frequently by academics in all five countries.

Furthermore, all respondents feel there is limited recruitment of academics from 
abroad except in Taiwan. The overall mean is 2.65, which means that the academics 
in Argentina, Portugal, Canada, and Lithuania tend to disagree with this statement.

�Regression Analysis

In order to examine the data regarding the interrelation of the university governance 
style and universities’ internationalisation activities and strategies more in-depth, 
we conducted a multivariate regression analysis. The regression models were anal-
ysed separately for each country and controlled by gender, academic rank, and dis-
cipline. Overall, there is a weak but highly statistically significant positive link 
between universities being perceived as managerial and their internationalisation 
activities and strategies across all countries. It also appears that the control variables 
gender, academic rank, and discipline seem to be slightly important for some 
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countries. However, the small R2 coefficient shows that the form of university gov-
ernance, gender, academic rank and the discipline of the respondents play a rather 
minor role in explaining the independent variables on internationalisation incen-
tives. Thus, the institutional engagement in internationalisation can be explained 
only by 4–27 per cent of the variables analysed. There seem to be other factors not 
included in this paper which have a more significant influence on the organisational 
structures of universities to improve internationalisation, a finding that calls for fur-
ther research.

�Argentina

The results for Argentina indicate that the form of university governance has a weak 
(ß = .285) but highly significant (p < .001) effect on the perception of academics 
about the institutional commitment in internationalisation. Thus, for all of the eight 
internationalisation variables we find a positive relationship regarding managerial 
governance style. Concerning the control variables, we observe most variables have 
no significant effect except for academic rank and disciplines for some of the inter-
nationalisation variables. Senior academics indicated slightly more often that there 
is a clear internationalisation strategy at their institution (ß  = −.110; p  <  .001). 
Further, hard scientists agreed slightly more often that their institution provides 
various opportunities and funding for visiting international students compared to 
soft scientists in Argentina (ß = -.065; p < .05). Also, in comparison, slightly more 
senior academics (ß = -.071; p < .05) and academics in hard sciences (ß = -.142); 
p  <  .001) indicated that their university encourages faculty members to publish 
internationally. Finally, in Argentina, all internationalisation incentives are corre-
lated to the perception of increased cost associated with internationalisation.

�Canada

In Canada, we also observed a positive and significant relationship between the 
managerial university governance and the perceived institutional commitment to 
internationalisation. The control variables have a minor impact in the assessments 
of the academics in terms of internationalisation strategies and activities of their 
institutions, however statistically significant.

Junior academics (ß = .040; p < .05) agree slightly more often that their univer-
sity has a clear strategy for internationalisation. Further, females more often indi-
cate that there are international exchange programmes for students (ß  =  .045; 
p < .05). Compared to senior academics, junior academics state that their institution 
provides opportunities and funding for faculty members for research abroad 
(ß = .040; p < .05), visiting international students (ß = .062; p < .001), as well as 
visiting international scholars (ß = .091; p < .001). Lastly, there are disciplinary dif-
ferences for international strategies and activities regarding recruitment, confer-
ences, and recruitment. Hard scientists more often indicate that their institution 
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encourages international recruitment (ß = -.074; p < .001) and publishing interna-
tionally (ß = -.073; p < .001) than soft scientists. Contrary, there is a highly signifi-
cant relationship between academics in the field of soft sciences and the institutions’ 
funding opportunities for attending international conferences abroad (ß  =  .213; 
p < .001). Finally, in Canada, all internationalisation incentives are correlated to the 
perception of increased cost associated with internationalisation, except for the vari-
ables related to funding for research and international conferences as well as inter-
national publication.

�Lithuania

In Lithuania there is a low but highly significant positive relationship between man-
agerial governance style of the universities and academics perception of internation-
alisation initiatives. Concerning the controls, most variables have no significant 
effect on the assessments, except for gender and its relationship to international 
exchange programmes for student and academic rank and hard and soft sciences in 
the strategy for internationalisation. In particular female academics (ß  =  .146; 
p < .001), senior academics (ß = −.160; p < .001) and hard scientists (ß = -.098; 
p < .05) indicate slightly more often that their university has a clear internationalisa-
tion strategy than their counterparts. Also, females stated slightly more frequently 
that there are opportunities for exchange programmes for international students than 
males (ß = .137; p < .05). Finally, in Lithuania, only the variables on internationali-
sation strategy, student exchange programs, funding for as well as recruitment of 
international scholars correlated to the perception of increased cost associated with 
internationalisation.

�Portugal

In the case of Portugal, we observe a statistically significant relationship between 
the managerial form of university governance and the perception of academics 
about the institutional commitment to internationalisation, which is the highest 
among all countries. Further, there is a statistically significant relationship between 
senior academics and that the institution provides opportunities for international 
exchange programmes for students (ß = -.089; p < .01), as well as a positive rela-
tionship between being junior academic and funding opportunities for visiting inter-
national students (ß = .058; p < .05). Lastly, soft scientists slightly more often agreed 
that there are opportunities for visiting international scholars (ß = .067; p < .05) and 
attending international conferences (ß =  .188; p <  .001). Finally, in Portugal, all 
internationalisation incentives are strongly correlated to the perception of increased 
cost associated with internationalisation.
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�Taiwan

Finally, the results for Taiwan show the same pattern as that observed in the other 
countries. The managerial governance style of the university slightly influences the 
perception of academics about the institutional internationalisation engagement. 
The majority of the control variables have no significant effect on the assessments 
of the dependent variables regarding internationalisation incentives. However, com-
pared to hard scientists, soft scientists state that there are various international 
exchange programs for students (ß =  .055; p <  .05). Further, females more often 
indicate that their institution encourages the foreign scholars (ß = .057; p < .05). All 
internationalisation incentives are strongly correlated to the perception of increased 
cost associated with internationalisation (Tables 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, and 3.8).

�Explanation of Variation in the Findings

The findings from this analysis diverged in relation to the type of analysis con-
ducted. The initial correlation analysis emphasized the connection between percep-
tions of collegial governance and internationalisation. Conversely, the subsequent 
regression analysis found a statistically significant relationship between managerial 
forms of governance and internationalisation strategy. The reason for this abnormal 
variance reflects the correlation analysis as a measurement to determine the rela-
tionship between two variables — and only these two variables — without consider-
ing the effects of other variables. Therefore, the correlation analysis shows possible 
connections while measuring the strength of the relationship between two metric 
variables. On the other side, the multivariate regression analysis provides additional 
insight about the relationship among one dependent variable (internationalisation 
strategies/activities) and multiple independent and control variables (governance 
style, gender, discipline, and academic rank). Thus, with the regression analysis we 
can, on the one hand, construct a model and, on the other hand, predict the impact 
of various variables.

�Discussion and Conclusion

This paper has explored the relationship between professors’ perceptions of their 
institutions’ internationalisation strategies and activities and perceptions of new 
managerialism. It sought to answer the following question: “To what extent do lev-
els of new managerialism increase in relation to the strength of internationalisation 
incentives?” In each of the five sample countries the regression analysis showed a 
statistically significant relationship between more managerial forms of governance 
and increases in internationalisation strategy. At the same time, each country has 
evidence of both collegial and managerial forms of governance, with Canada and 
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Portugal indicating the strongest perceptions of more managerial governance, com-
paratively. The presence of the efficient-collegial governance blend supports schol-
arship which suggests both modes can exist in different spheres within the same 
university (Bruckmann & Carvalho 2018; De Boer et al., 2007). Yet even with the 
presence of both governance forms, internationalisation as an institutional strategy 
is shown empirically to have a positive relationship with managerialism rather than 
collegiality.

�Findings in Context

The strength of the relationship between managerialism and internationalization 
strategy varies by sample country. In Argentina, the strongest correlation is seen in 
concerns about the cost of internationalization. This is an important finding since 
internationalization can provide increased revenue and prestige through research 
partnerships. More research on the forms of internationalization that exist in 
Argentina would help clarify the concerns with cost.

Like Argentina, Canadian professors express concerns over the cost of interna-
tionalization. Furthermore, in Canada the relationship between internationalization 
and managerial governance is strong. Since Canada is a country of significant 
decentralization this finding raises questions about whether managerialism has 
increased in absolute or relative terms. Professors’ perceptions may indicate more 
about the collective position of academics and leadership rather than confirm gov-
ernance changes.

Lithuania shows a weaker positive relationship between internationalization and 
managerialism. Student mobility is a significant factor of interest for faculty, and the 
position in the European Union normalizes this finding.

Portugal shows the strongest relationship between managerialism and interna-
tionalization strategy. These findings align with both the authoritarian history of 
Portugal as well as its commitment to foreign student recruitment within the bounds 
of the European Union. Research infrastructure related to internationalization is 
continually developing and Portuguese academics have confirmed in these findings 
controlled systems of governance and international activities.

Lastly, Taiwan’s findings are in keeping with the other countries with a strong 
focus on international student mobility, particularly recognised by women profes-
sors and those in the softer sciences. Taiwan has a unique context of industry part-
nerships among the five samples and the lack of internationalization awareness 
among harder sciences may reflect this context. Overall, Taiwanese professors are 
concerned about the costs of internationalization amid the strong managerial-inter-
national strategy relationship.

These findings are particularly insightful since the sample of countries represents 
different regions and modes of university governance, and yet in all locations the 
relationship between perceptions of managerial governance and internationalisation 
strategies or incentives is positive.

G. K. Stephenson et al.
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Subsequently, these findings raise important questions about the nature and 
nuance of internationalisation activities. If internationalisation flourishes in, or 
requires a more hierarchical, market-driven form of governance can it simultane-
ously contribute to the more egalitarian or esoteric goals attributed to it, such as 
global citizenship or inter-cultural awareness (Yemini, 2017)? What is clear from 
these findings is that further research is needed to deeply understand the different 
manifestations of internationalisation programs or strategies within universities, 
particularly seen at different levels of organization structure. Overall, however, this 
research confirms the positive relationship between new managerial forms of gov-
ernance and the internationalisation of higher education from the perception of uni-
versity professors.
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Chapter 4
Early Career Academics 
and Internationalization

Alenka Flander, Pamela Guzmán, Carole Probst Schilter, Paula Tulppo, 
and Chang Da Wan

Abstract  This chapter focuses on internationalization trends of early career aca-
demics based on the Academic Profession in the Knowledge-based Society (APIKS) 
global survey, involving 34,674 academics across 16 countries. The 16 countries are 
further categorized into: advanced, emerging European, and emerging non-
European. Among the participating academics, 15,871 (45%) were early career aca-
demics. Based on these participants, this chapter examines the extent of 
internationalization in the training background of early career academics, as well as 
in their current activities of teaching, research, and external engagement. In terms of 
background and training, we found that across all countries, a greater number of 
senior than early career academics obtained their doctoral degree from a different 
country to the one they are working in. Specifically in teaching, we examine the 
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international perspective, content, and student body. In research, we explore col-
laboration with international colleagues, characterization of primary research, pub-
lications, co-authorship, and research funding. In external engagement, we delve 
into the contribution to external international society. Overall, this chapter high-
lights various trends of internationalization within and across the three categories of 
countries, and underlines illuminating key factors that support as well as challenge 
the extent of internationalization of early career academics.

Keywords  Early career academics · Internationalization · Research · Teaching · 
External engagement

�Introduction

The early career period is a pivotal part of the academic career. The ways in which 
early career academics are socialized into the profession, guided, and supported to 
develop has an important bearing on their future prospects in academia. At the same 
time, early career academics encounter a different set of challenges than their estab-
lished colleagues, which may include uncertainty in a changing structure and envi-
ronment of academia, reduction of permanent positions, and juggling between 
starting a family and advancing a career. What’s more, this career is usually expected 
to be international, at least in part.

In this chapter, we focus on this last aspect of early career academics. We con-
sider two specific internationalization features among early career academics across 
16 higher education systems (HESs) involved in the international Academic 
Profession in the Knowledge-based Society (APIKS) global project, namely inter-
nationalization in training background and in work activities (research, teaching, 
and external engagements).

We first look at definitions of internationalization and of early career academics. 
Subsequently, we present our results, comparing early career academics with their 
established colleagues across the 16 countries. We conclude our chapter with a dis-
cussion on the results found from the APIKS project survey and some limitations.

�What Is Internationalization?

Internationalization is an important aspect of higher education (HE) and one of the 
major processes influencing the development of HE in most countries (Egron-Polak, 
2012). There are two widely recognized arguments as to why internationalization of 
HE is important (Qiang, 2003). First, HE needs to prepare graduates adequately for 
life and work in increasingly globalized environments by providing intercultural 
skills, attitudes, and multilingualism to their learning outcomes (Qiang, 2003). 
Second, research requires collaborative efforts and intensive international collabo-
ration due to increasing specialization and the size of investments needed in certain 
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areas of research (Qiang, 2003). International academics, as well as returning native 
academics, have fresh ideas; they foster research contacts and the exchange of the 
latest development and research methods, as well as institutional networking (Melin 
& Janson, 2006, p. 114; Teichler, 2006, p. 2).

However, internationalization is not limited to geographical mobility. 
Internationalization is “the process of integrating an international, intercultural or 
global dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery of higher education” 
(Knight, 2004, p. 9). It comprises “the variety of policies and programs that univer-
sities and governments implement to respond to globalization” (Altbach et al., 2010, 
p. 7) and is a broad practice amongst academics and higher education institutions.

The international dimension is fundamental in the definition of a higher educa-
tion institution, and it can be achieved only with strong system support and proper 
organizational culture (Crowther et al., 2000). The emphasis is placed on program 
aspects as well as organizational elements such as policies and procedures (Qiang, 
2003). One of the main reasons cited for internationalizing the higher education 
sector is the achievement of international academic standards for teaching and 
research. Thus, it represents an added value to the quality of HE and may serve as 
catalyst for the enhancement of the human, technical, or management infrastructure 
systems (Qiang, 2003). Driven by globalization, internationalization becomes an 
important aspect in the production of talent. Furthermore, as the academic labor 
market has become global (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997), competition for academic 
talent has extended beyond national boundaries, and international mobility and 
excellence are now perceived as a crucial element of an academic career (Jepsen 
et  al., 2014; Van den Brink et  al., 2013). Additionally, as argued by Jung et  al. 
(2014), the analysis on how the academic profession is embedded in the internation-
alization of HE needs to consider that there is stronger emphasis paid to global 
knowledge capital, increased international communication and collaboration, and 
an increase in student and staff mobility (Musselin, 2005; Teichler, 2004, 
2009, 2011).

�Early Career Academics

The terms ‘early career academic’ or ‘early career researcher’ are variously defined 
and used (Bazeley, 2003). Despite internationalization being a strong element in all 
HESs, the way academic careers are built remains a local topic, thus leading to a 
broad variety in possible definitions of early career academics. This is reflected in 
the scholarly literature, where a variety of approaches is found.

In some countries, academics with a bachelor-level degree can be employed as 
junior academics, while in other countries, a master-level degree or doctoral degree 
is required; this means the level of education and experience of junior academics 
varies between countries (Finkelstein & Jones, 2019). Jung et al. (2014) also indi-
cate sociological studies referring to status and rank as important elements for the 
definition, since academic identity, scholarship, and interpersonal relationships can 
be changed according to the length of service or position (Enders & De Weert, 2004; 
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Enders et al., 2009; Katz, 1973). Others define the early career according to a cer-
tain number of years after obtaining a specific degree, considering the first 5 years 
after obtaining the doctoral degree as the early career period, or an even longer time 
frame (Hakala, 2009; Sutherland, 2018). Thus, a definition of early career academ-
ics may vary between the first degree and the appointment to professorship (or a 
similar senior research position) (Teichler, 2006).

For this chapter, we use the early career classification according to employment/
academic status, which was adopted in the APIKS project, as well as in previous 
projects on academic profession (CAP and EUROAC, see: Teichler et  al., 2019; 
Teichler & Höhle, 2013; Kehm & Teichler, 2013). In the APIKS project, the research 
team from each individual country provides the classification of early-career aca-
demics in accordance with their respective national context. The studied group of 
early career academics (or junior staff, as classified in APIKS) are those occupying 
a position equivalent to assistant professors, lecturers, research associates, and 
assistants. In our analysis, we use both the terms early career academics and 
juniors/junior academics to indicate this group, while established academics or 
seniors/senior academics is used for the group of those academics already beyond 
the early career stage.

�Internationalization Among Early Career Academics

Academia is an environment where international attributes are valued (Bauder et al., 
2017). International work experience enhances competencies (Teichler, 2006) and 
helps early career academics avoid isolation when the academic career is not yet 
stabilized. Professional relationships play a central role in defining academic iden-
tity and making knowledge contributions to a specific field (Gergen, 2009), and 
isolation in this regard can be particularly detrimental to early career academics. It 
can limit their progress, stall career development, and result in a lack of scholarly 
skills necessary to publish research as well as field-specific knowledge, such as 
command of dominant theories, concepts, and methods (Belkhir et al., 2019).

Furthermore, individual academics are faced with many choices, challenges, and 
opportunities (Hemmings et  al., 2013). This is particularly important for early 
career academics, as they are relatively new to a developing academy (Hemmings, 
2012; Petersen, 2011). Also, Teichler (2006) underlines that the stages of scholars’ 
careers between the first degree and the appointment to a professorship or a similar 
senior research position have undergone profound changes in the recent past and are 
likely to experience further changes in the future. Particularly, international mobil-
ity of early career academics during their formative years is recognized to enhance 
their competencies as well as provide benefits to the HESs, which get fresh ideas 
from visiting foreign scholars and from returning native scholars. Even though 
these changes seem to be, to a considerable extent, common features across disci-
plines, types of institutions and countries have great diversity of views and condi-
tions shaping these career stages (Teichler, 2006).
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Therefore, it is important for early career academics to develop internationally 
and expand their network with foreign colleagues. Mobility (including also short-
term mobility and international collaboration) is an important part of the career for 
developing new research contacts, to learn the latest methods in a specific field, and 
to broaden the mind in many ways (Melin & Janson, 2006, pp.  113–114). With 
mobility during the formative years, academics get new impulses and new ideas as 
well as learn to develop new skills and new methods in selected research environ-
ments with high reputations (Öquist, 2006, pp. 101–102). Scholars are therefore 
encouraged or even expected to be internationally mobile (Bauder et  al., 2017; 
Cairns et  al., 2017). However, despite international mobility, the career paths of 
academics are also strongly under the influence of the reality of their national and 
institutional HES, its history, resourcing, and governance (Finkelstein & Jones, 
2019; Matanle & McIntosh, 2020). There are substantial differences between coun-
tries, for example, in how funding for HE institutions has been arranged (Finkelstein 
& Jones, 2019), influencing internationalization. However, Herschberg et al. (2018) 
also pointed out that not all internationalization is considered equally. Related to a 
wider discussion on brain drain, internationalization can be considered a loss to 
these countries where the scholars were initially trained (Teichler, 2006).

Given the importance of internationalization across all HESs, the aim of this 
chapter is to establish the extent to which experiences of international issues of HE 
and international activities vary across the APIKS project countries for early career 
academics. More specifically, we look at the following research questions:

	1.	 To what extent can we observe internationalization in the junior academics’ 
training background? Is there any difference between early career researchers 
and their senior colleagues?

	2.	 What is the extent of internationalization in the current activities of early career 
researchers in teaching, research, and external activities?

	3.	 Which differences in terms of internationalization of the early career academics 
are observed between countries, especially among advanced and emerging 
countries?

�Methods, Sample, and Definitions

In this chapter, we rely on data from 16 countries who invited their academics to 
answer the APIKS questionnaire between 2018 and 2020. We use descriptive statis-
tical measures to analyze the data obtained from the survey for the specific items 
related to internationalization activities.

We use the APIKS definition of early career academics according to their status, 
as the range of statuses held by the academics to which the questionnaire was sub-
mitted varies according to the definitions used by each country. The proportions of 
junior and senior academics in our sample are not necessarily representative of the 
proportions in the academic population overall. For our analysis, we excluded 
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countries with a low percentage of junior academics in comparison to the percent-
ages of senior academics, that is, countries with less than 7% junior academics in 
their sample. The countries excluded were Canada, Taiwan, Japan, and Korea, 
where the percentages of junior academics are 6.1%, 3%, 2.5%, and 5.4%, respec-
tively. When discussing academics in an international comparative study, not only 
historical developments salient across countries and different lengths of profes-
sional experiences need to be taken into account, but also different positions of the 
academics within their organizational hierarchy (Jung et al., 2014).

Furthermore, we group the 16 countries analyzed in this study into advanced or 
emerging, according to Jepsen et al.’s (2014) categorization which also complement 
the Universitas 21 report (Williams & Jensen, 2020). Jepsen et al.’s (2014) classifi-
cation mainly considers an economic status for the country grouping, while 
Universitas 21 ranks 50 countries across 24 indicators of higher education, which 
measure four modules: Resources, Environment, Connectivity, and Output. Here, 
advanced countries are those ranked from 1 to 24 and emerging countries from 25 
to 50. Only two countries (Estonia and Lithuania) considered in our study are miss-
ing from this report, which we have classified as emerging. Thus, the countries in 
the advanced groups are Finland, Germany, Portugal, Sweden, and Switzerland. 
The emerging countries are Argentina, Chile, Croatia, Estonia, Kazakhstan, 
Lithuania, Malaysia, Mexico, Russia, Slovenia, and Turkey. The latter is further 
grouped into European (Croatia, Estonia, Lithuania, Russia, Slovenia, Turkey) and 
non-European (Argentina, Chile, Kazakhstan, Malaysia, Mexico).

Averages for the country groups and overall are calculated as averages of the 
country results and not as averages of all individuals, as the sample size per country 
does not reflect the size of the academic profession in each country. Our sample 
contains a total of 18,803 senior and 15,871 junior academics, with varying shares 
of junior academics between the countries and country groups (Table 4.1).

For our analysis, we use as indicators the following items used from the APIKS 
international survey, grouped into four dimensions (Table 4.2).

Besides results per country, for each indicator, the maximum, minimum, median, 
average, and standard deviation are calculated separately for junior and senior aca-
demics and for the country groups (Table 4.3). Overall, we note that there is less varia-
tion among those indicators where an academics’ point of view or judgement of his or 
her own activities is asked, while those indicators that indicate concrete numbers, 
such as for example a share of funding from international agencies, show stronger 
variation between the countries. In addition, we use a benchmark approach to com-
pare the juniors of all the countries (e.g. Probst et al., 2011). Table 4.4 indicates the 
values and benchmarks for each country separated by juniors and seniors. The bench-
mark is calculated as the deviation from the median measured in standard deviations. 
Figure 4.1 shows the benchmarks for all indicators for each country, and by the group 
classification used, with the colors of the bars representing the four dimensions.

For an overview, comparing the country groups by dimensions, composite indi-
cators for teaching and research are used consisting of the average of the scores of 
all juniors of a country in each of the individual indicators of the dimension. No 
weighting is applied.
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Table 4.1  Sample

Country group Country Senior Junior Share of juniors

Advanced Finland 1081 287 21.0%
Germany 5560 1664 23.0%
Portugal 1200 1657 58.0%
Sweden 848 1555 64.7%
Switzerland 653 758 53.7%

Emerging European Croatia 643 395 38.1%
Estonia 467 394 45.8%
Lithuania 170 219 56.3%
Russia 391 1112 74.0%
Slovenia 604 431 41.6%
Turkey 495 1315 72.7%

Emerging non-European Argentina 477 548 53.5%
Chile 987 708 41.8%
Kazakhstan 669 350 34.3%
Malaysia 3187 1181 27.0%
Mexico 1371 3297 70.6%

All Total 18,803 15,871 45.8%

�Results

�Background Training of Academics

Regarding our first research question, we explore geographic mobility among aca-
demics (Fig. 4.2). The APIKS questionnaire includes the question whether the doc-
toral degree was obtained in the current country of employment or not. We take the 
share of academics with foreign doctorates as a proxy for internationalization in the 
training dimension. Obviously, this indicator only shows a small part of all possible 
international mobility in an academic’s career. It does not include information on 
international mobility that could have happened before the doctoral degree was 
obtained, between the doctoral degree and the current position, or on short-term 
mobility.

Overall, there is strong variation between the countries in our sample, and 
between senior and junior academics. While on average, 14% of all juniors (STDEV: 
10.94) and 23% of all seniors (STDEV: 16.15) do not work in the country where 
they obtained their doctoral degree, this share varies between 1.6% (Turkey) and 
34.7% (Mexico) for juniors, and between 6.6% (Finland) and 58.8% (Mexico) for 
seniors. The average is highest in the emerging countries outside Europe, while 
among all European countries it is slightly higher for seniors in advanced countries 
than in emerging ones. This difference is much more accentuated for juniors in 
European countries.

While emerging European countries already demonstrate the lowest share of for-
eign doctorates among their academics, overall, they also have the strongest 
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Table 4.2  Survey items used in our analysis

Dimension
Survey 
item code Survey item

Type of 
variable

Name of 
indicator

Training A5_B_3 Was your doctoral degree obtained in 
the country of current employment?

Categorical, 2 
options

training

Teaching C4_5 In your courses you emphasize 
international perspectives or content

Categorical, 5 
options

t.content

C4_9 Since you started teaching, the number 
of international students has increased

Categorical, 5 
options

t.students

C4_10 Currently, most of your graduate 
students are international

Categorical, 5 
options

t.graduates

Research D1_5 Do you collaborate with international 
colleagues?

Categorical, 2 
options

r.collaboration

D2_5 Characterization of the emphasis of 
primary research: international in 
scope or orientation

Categorical, 5 
options

r.scope

D4_2 Percentage of publications in the last 
3 years were: published in a foreign 
country

Numerical r.published

D4_4 Percentage of publications in the last 
3 years were: co-authored with 
colleagues located in other (foreign) 
countries

Numerical r.co-authors

D6_6 Percentage of funding for your 
research came from international 
funding agencies

Numerical r.funding

Society E6_4 To what extent do your external 
activities contribute to society at the 
international level

Categorical, 5 
options

society

difference between seniors and juniors. However, the high average of foreign doc-
torates among advanced countries is mainly influenced by Switzerland’s numbers. 
This HES seems highly attractive for scholars with a foreign doctoral degree. The 
numbers of the other advanced European countries are much more similar those of 
the emerging European countries.

There might be several reasons for these differences, including for example the 
size of the country (and corresponding HES), the development status of its HES, its 
language, the attractiveness of its academic, and non-academic labor market. 
Comparing, however, senior academics and early career academics within the same 
HES, this might indicate to some extent a changing trend of internationalization, or 
an increase of opportunities for doctoral training within a country. On the other 
hand, it could also indicate that geographical mobility in an academic career typi-
cally occurs at a different point in time across the various systems.
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Fig. 4.1  Profiles of the countries in the international comparison

A. Flander et al.
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Fig. 4.2  Training: academics with doctoral degree from a country other than the one in which they 
are currently employed. (Chart by country)
Note. The secondary axis displays the percentage to which the juniors differ from the seniors. E.g., 
in Estonia, the share of juniors with a foreign doctoral degree is 73.2% lower than the share of 
seniors. Negative values would indicate that juniors score higher in the indicator than seniors

�Teaching

The second research question is addressed by three dimensions interested in inter-
nationalization in the academics’ day-to-day work portfolio. The first of these 
dimensions sets a focus on teaching, looking at three different aspects: the emphasis 
on international elements in teaching, the number of international students and the 
share of international graduate students, as perceived by the academics themselves.

�International Perspectives or Content in Teaching

Academics indicated that they emphasize international perspectives or content in 
their teaching on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) scale. On average, they 
answered with 3.7 (junior academics) and 4.0 (senior academics). Overall, the vari-
ation is rather low (STDEV for juniors: 0.35, for seniors: 0.26). This is also reflected 
in rather small differences between the various country groups. However, non-
European emerging countries show the highest values for both seniors and juniors, 
while in advanced countries, they show the lowest values (though still in  agree-
ment). In all countries, seniors rate the statement “In your courses you emphasize 
international perspectives or content” slightly higher than juniors, with juniors dif-
fering from seniors by no more than 14% (as compared to 88% for Turkey in the 
previous indicator). The strongest differences between seniors and juniors are found 
in the advanced countries (especially Finland, Germany, and Switzerland), while in 

4  Early Career Academics and Internationalization
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Lithuania, Mexico, Portugal, Croatia, Kazakhstan, and Malaysia the values between 
juniors and seniors differ by less than 5%.

�Internationalization of the Student Body

Secondly, we looked at the perception of the early career on the development of the 
internationalization of the student body. The academics were asked to rate the state-
ment “Since you started teaching, the number of international students has 
increased”, again on a 1–5 scale, with 5 being the highest agreement. On average, 
the junior academics answered with 3.1, i.e., neither really agreeing nor disagree-
ing, while their senior colleagues tend to agree (3.4) on average. The differences 
between seniors and juniors were highest in Finland, Germany, Sweden, Slovenia, 
Estonia, and Chile.

The differences between the countries, however, were higher than in the previous 
indicator (STDEV 0.44 and 0.52 for juniors and seniors respectively). Respondents 
from European countries (both advanced and emerging, with no differences between 
them except for a higher variation within the advanced countries) tend to agree with 
the statement (3.2 for juniors in both groups, 3.5 for seniors in emerging European 
countries, 3.6 in advanced), while in the other European countries the answers are 
slightly on the disagreeing side (2.7 for juniors, 2.9 for seniors). Thus, this indicates 
that in those countries, the share of international students has not increased since 
they started teaching. However, there are slightly disagreeing answers also among 
European countries, namely for juniors in Sweden and Switzerland, and for both 
seniors and juniors in Turkey.

When asked about the internationality of their graduate students (“Currently, 
most of your graduate students are international”), there is clear disagreement with 
the statement in all countries, except for Kazakhstan. This outlier also leads to 
strong variation among the emerging countries outside Europe. Except for 
Kazakhstan, the highest values for this indicator were found in Sweden and 
Malaysia. So overall, concerning the student body, it seems that in most countries 
international students are not in a majority and there has not been a strong increase 
in international students in the last few years.

�Teaching overall

When it comes to teaching, we observed that juniors provided lower ratings on the 
indicators than seniors. While, on average, academics agreed that they emphasize 
international content in their teaching, graduate students still seem mostly national. 
Whilst there is variation between junior and senior academics regarding the increase 
in international students, both junior and senior academics generally agree that 
there are more international students.

A. Flander et al.



81

If we compare the responses of junior academics of all observed countries, some 
interesting patterns emerge (see Fig. 4.1). Emerging non-European countries tend to 
be strongly above the median concerning internationalization in the content of their 
teaching, but rather close to or below the median for the student body and graduates. 
In emerging European countries, the increase in internationalization of the student 
body is rated above average (except for Croatia and Turkey), while graduate stu-
dents are rated below, and teaching close to the median. In advanced countries, 
except for Portugal, the content of teaching is rated as international to a lower extent 
compared to the benchmark, while the increase of the internationalization in the 
student body is on average rated more positively, especially for Portugal and 
Finland. Those countries whose juniors appear to be most internationalized are 
Portugal, Slovenia, and Malaysia (not considering Kazakhstan and Russia for which 
one indicator is missing).

�Internationalization in Early Career Academics’ Work 
Activities: Research

Concerning the early career academics’ activities in research, we consider five dif-
ferent aspects from the APIKS questionnaire: collaboration with international col-
leagues; an international scope or orientation in research; the percentages of 
publications published abroad, and of those published with colleagues in another 
country; and the share of funding from international agencies.

�Collaboration with International Colleagues

When it comes to collaboration with international colleagues, we observed strong 
variation between and within the country groups. The variation appeared strongest 
within the emerging European countries (see Table 4.3). Advanced countries report 
the highest level of internationalization on this indicator (see Fig.  4.3). Overall, 
around half of all early career academics agreed that they collaborate internation-
ally, compared to two thirds of their established colleagues. In this indicator, we 
found particularly strong differences between seniors and juniors, and strong varia-
tion between the countries. Seniors always reported more international collabora-
tion (only in Russia did less than 50% of seniors answer in the affirmative) but in 
some cases, this was only slightly more than juniors: in Sweden, juniors report 7.9% 
less international collaboration than seniors. In other countries, however, this differ-
ence is considerable: in Switzerland, the different between juniors and seniors 
was 43.4%.
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Fig. 4.3  Research: shares of academics answering with yes to the question whether they collabo-
rate with international colleagues. (Chart by country)

�Characterization of Emphasis of Primary Research: International in Scope 
or Orientation

The academics in most countries agreed or tended to agree to the statement that 
their research is international in scope or orientation. The answers are on the dis-
agreeing side of the five-point scale (i.e., on average lower than 3) only for Russia 
and Kazakhstan (both seniors and juniors), and for juniors in Turkey, Argentina, and 
Mexico. Overall, there is stronger agreement among the advanced countries, but 
with stronger variation among the emerging European and non-European countries. 
Only in Lithuania did juniors agree more strongly than seniors (but only by 5.6%); 
the strongest differences were in the other direction, as seen in Switzerland, 
Germany, and Estonia.

�Publications Published in a Foreign Country

When it comes to the percentage of the academics’ publications over the last 3 years 
(at the time of the survey) that were published in a foreign country, we found that 
less than half of all publications belong to this category (39% for juniors, 46% for 
seniors); however, there are strong variations (see Table 4.3). Foreign publications 
were reported more frequently in European emerging countries.

In some countries, the percentage of international publications that are published 
abroadis similar for both juniors and seniors (e.g., Sweden, Croatia, Lithuania, 
Argentina), while in other countries, the share of international publications is clearly 
higher among seniors, with the highest differences in Switzerland and Malaysia. 
Less than every fourth publication is, on average, published internationally among 
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seniors and juniors from Kazakhstan, Russia, and Portugal and juniors from 
Switzerland and Mexico.

�International Co-authorships

A similar picture emerges when looking at the share of the last 3 years’ publications 
published with colleagues located in foreign countries. On average, every fifth pub-
lication is published with international colleagues. The highest share of publications 
carried out with foreign colleagues are found among the advanced countries, while 
emerging non-European countries reported clearly lower shares. Interestingly, in a 
few countries, juniors rated higher than seniors on this indicator: Russia by 21.9% 
(very low share overall), Estonia at 9.6% (highest shares overall), Sweden with 
9.4%, and Lithuania with 6.5%. In the other countries, juniors reported up to 44.2% 
fewer international co-authorships than seniors (Switzerland: 44.2%; Slovenia: 
34.0%, Malaysia: 33.8%, Kazakhstan: 30.5%, others between 4.6% and 25.7%).

�International Research Funding

Compared to the above presented numbers for internationalization in collaborations 
and publications, the percentage of research funded by international funding agencies 
is rather low: 6.8% for juniors and 7.8% for seniors, with a strong variation (STDEV 
5.76 and 6.19, respectively). The share is highest for seniors among emerging 
European countries, and lowest for juniors in the emerging non-European countries. 
In this indicator, early career academics from advanced countries (except for Portugal 
and Finland) showed a higher degree of internationalization than their established 
colleagues, indicating that international funding agencies have a certain number of 
instruments aiming at this specific group of academics. Among all emerging coun-
tries, this holds true only for Mexico. Overall, however, international funding is rather 
low, being higher than 5% only in three of the advanced countries in the sample 
(Sweden, Portugal, and Finland), in five of the emerging European countries (Slovenia, 
Croatia, Estonia, and Lithuania), and in Chile, among the non-European countries.

�Research Overall

With regards to research, it seems that senior academics are more internationalized 
than their junior colleagues generally; however, there were considerable differences 
between the countries in our sample.

When looking only at early career academics, there were, on the one hand, a few 
countries that seem to be more internationalized in research than others (see 
Figs. 4.6 and 4.7). Among the advanced countries, these are the Nordic countries of 
Sweden and Finland. Among the emerging European countries, these are Estonia, 
Croatia, Slovenia and Lithuania. And among the non-European emerging countries, 
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Chile appears as more internationalized. On the other hand, a few countries seem 
clearly less internationalized, including when it comes to the research dimension 
among early career academics: Kazakhstan, Russia, and Mexico among the non-
European emerging countries; and Turkey among the European emerging countries. 
Overall, the non-European emerging countries seem the least internationalized in 
our sample, except for Chile.

Overall, there appears to be less variation among the countries, especially in the 
group of European countries, when it comes to collaboration with international col-
leagues and to the scope and orientation of their research, but much stronger varia-
tion concerning concrete indicators such as publications and funding.

�Contributions to External International Society

Organizations  – including HE and research institutions  – are always part of the 
social environment around them (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). Following data from 
the APIKS survey, HEIs interact with external partners such as other HE institutes, 
industry, government, museums, and schools. The activities include research and 
publications, but also teaching and public lectures with and for partners. These 
external activities contribute to society in different ways, related, for example, to 
local/regional community, industry, and society at the national and international 
levels. This latter aspect occurs, for example, through international topics in the 
projects which are organized with the external, international partners.

On average, academics responded to the question “To what extent do your exter-
nal activities contribute to society at the international level?” with 2.9 (juniors) and 
3.0 (seniors) on a five-point scale, thus neither agreeing nor disagreeing (see Fig. 4.4). 
The variation of the results between the country groups is not significant, but 
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Fig. 4.4  Academic’s perception about external activities contribution to the international society
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according to the data, the respondents’ activities in non-European emerging coun-
tries contribute to the society at international level slightly less than in the activities 
in other groups. However, there is significant variation on results within the groups.

When comparing early career academics with established academics, we note 
only slight differences, with juniors differing from seniors by no more than 10% in 
both directions. Most often, seniors report higher values than juniors, which may be 
related to the longer time that they have had for creating the international network. 
However, there are five countries, Germany, Turkey, Lithuania, Russia, and Mexico, 
where we find a stronger tendency to agree among early career academics.

�Summarizing Results: Internationalization Among Early 
Career Academics, an International Benchmark

In order to answer our third research question, we summarize our results by com-
paring early career academics of the countries in our sample against the benchmark 
of all countries’ values for juniors in the sample in the four dimensions of training, 
teaching, research and society, according to the country groups (Figs.  4.5, 4.6, 
and 4.7).

In our comparison, Sweden appears as the most internationalized of the advanced 
countries, above the benchmark in all indicators, and particularly strong in research, 
showing the strongest international orientation compared to our benchmark. 
Finland’s junior academics are above the benchmark for research and society, below 
for training, and just on the benchmark for teaching. These Nordic countries appear 
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as the most internationalized among the advanced countries in our sample. Portugal 
scores particularly high in the teaching dimension, where, overall, only Kazakhstan 
(with a missing indicator and an outlier on graduate students) is higher. Junior aca-
demics from Germany score below our benchmark, while in Switzerland they are 
below the benchmark for all indicators except for training, where they score the 
second highest in the whole sample. This might indicate that this latter HES imports 
internationalization mainly with the employment of academics.
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In the overall benchmark, emerging European countries are diverging less from 
the average. If they are above average, it is in teaching and research. Overall, 
Slovenia appears as most internationalized in this country group, while juniors from 
Russia and Turkey reported the lowest level of internationalization. Slovenia shows 
a strong international profile in research, but also in teaching, and is below average 
only for the training indicator. Croatia also reported a strong research profile, while 
it is below the benchmark for training and teaching. Estonia has a rather strong 
international orientation in research (higher only in Sweden) and is around the aver-
age for the other dimensions. Lithuania is rather close to the benchmark in all 
dimensions, with the strongest positive difference in research. Turkey is below the 
benchmark for all dimensions except for society, with the least deviation in the 
teaching dimension, while Russia is clearly below the average in research and soci-
ety and around average in teaching, with missing data for training.

Among the non-European emerging countries, we note divergence from the aver-
age most strongly in training, where the juniors of all countries are above the bench-
mark in our sample. Malaysia appears as the most internationalized country in this 
group, with particularly high values for training and society. Mexico has the highest 
value for the teaching dimension in the overall sample, while in the other dimen-
sions it is below average. Also in Chile, the training dimension is the strongest 
compared to the others; the juniors of this country are above average also for 
research. Argentina again repeats the picture of a high value for the training dimen-
sion and below average values in the other dimensions.

�Discussion

Internationalization of HE has many dimensions and is no doubt brought to the fore 
in the academics’ career development. International collaboration and mobility are 
effective ways to shape the international presence and reputation as well as the aca-
demic career. They contribute to the international dimension of teaching, research, 
and quality of academic work in general, relevant in a society that is increasingly 
characterized by international and intercultural relationships, as well as global 
challenges.

The existing literature shows that these assumptions are not consistently benefi-
cial in all aspects and that the emphasis and implications might differ in the different 
stages of the academic career. In our chapter, we analyzed whether various aspects 
of internationalization are similar or show varying patterns across generations and 
country groups. Due to historical, economic, and institutional factors, the peripheral 
universities in emerging countries face the same global challenges as the ones in the 
advanced countries, but in addition they must cope with the challenges of their his-
torical dynamics, changes, and differences that influence academic development 
and openness towards more advanced scholarship (Zgaga, 2018). It could be 
expected that there will be, on the one hand, some similarities between advanced 
and emerging European countries as the HE systems are based on similar 
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philosophy and self-understanding of the role of academics. On the other hand, the 
emerging countries (regardless the continent) might be more similar in other 
respects.

In most of the world, doctoral students and post-doctoral researchers provide the 
human infrastructure that supports faculty in conducting research (Finkelstein & 
Jones, 2019). A global expansion of graduate, especially doctoral and postdoctoral, 
education in the university sector is observed (Shin et al., 2018), reflecting the need 
to maintain education and research at a high level and to provide the knowledge-
based society with highly qualified staff and knowledge. In most of the emerging 
countries there was a limited supply of doctoral candidates and corresponding inter-
nal training options at the start of the expansion of their tertiary systems. There were 
substantial efforts and financial resources invested to enlarge their capacity to offer 
doctoral education also within their national boundaries. To support this process, as 
our data shows, countries often relied on international doctoral degree holders, 
especially the non-European countries.

The intra-country opportunities for doctoral training seem to increase, especially 
in Estonia, Slovenia, Croatia, and Turkey, where the share of senior international 
degree holders is substantially higher compared to juniors. This may suggest that, in 
recent times, these systems have been relying more strongly on internal resources 
and expertize to develop the next generation of academics. There is still an overall 
policy of sending academics abroad for their doctoral studies in Asia and Latin 
America in our sample. There was also an increase of opportunities for doctoral 
training available internally in both countries, but mostly within the elite HE sub-
system of individual research universities, so the result is less pronounced on the 
overall perspective.

Regarding teaching, seniors reported more strongly that they emphasized inter-
national perspectives in their teaching and had observed a stronger increase in the 
number of international students since they started teaching. This might indicate a 
slight decrease or saturation in the internationalization of the student body over 
recent years, as people who are in academia for a longer time observed a higher 
increase (or lower decrease) than those serving in academia only for a few years. 
Those countries where seniors and juniors observed an increase in the international 
student body (Lithuania, Estonia, Slovenia, Russia, Portugal, Finland) have, in the 
last decades, set clear goals in their national internationalization strategies to attract 
highly qualified students and staff from other countries. Such strategies are also vis-
ible in the case of Kazakhstan and its graduate students. While Kazakhstan may not 
be very visible in the international arena, it set clear goals increasing the numbers of 
foreign students, is increasing English-language education nationwide, and invests 
heavily into the development of its HES and promotion abroad.

One of the widely recognized arguments as to why internationalization of HE is 
important is that research requires collaborative efforts and intensive international 
collaboration due to increasing specialization and the size of investments needed in 
certain research areas (Qiang, 2003). Even though, in our sample, there is a very 
high agreement among academics that they collaborate internationally, the picture 
gets diverse when looking at concrete estimations of international research output. 
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Academics tend to publish abroad more than in co-authorship with international 
colleagues, but still, this represents on a general level less than half of their publica-
tions. European academics from advanced and emerging countries reported higher 
shares of such publications than those from non-European countries, and both 
seniors and juniors from emerging-European countries published more abroad than 
those from the advanced countries. This reflects the introduction of models to 
increase science accountability and research excellence driven by indicators, espe-
cially present in recent years in most of the emerging European countries. Chile 
stands out among the Latin American countries as a country where internationaliza-
tion is an important aspect in the accreditation processes, which results in stronger 
international output.

In the emerging countries, it is often debated whether to invest limited public 
funding into research universities that can compete in global rankings or rather ade-
quately fund more modest institutions that can meet the broader social demand for 
HE (Meza & Zumeta, 2016). This makes the need for international sources even 
more important. However, the share of international funding in our sample is small, 
but more present in European countries where academics can benefit from European 
Union programs and initiatives. This indicator is in comparison rather strong for 
Slovenia, Croatia, and Estonia. These are countries that lack their own national 
research resources and depend heavily on European funds where massification has 
been associated with resource constraints. An international source for research 
funds is highly reported by Swedish academics, where almost 70% of research is 
financed by the private sector (i.e., big national and multinational companies). The 
share of international financing is, on the other hand low, in Germany (where, for 
example, research funding is already assured and comes with faculty positions,) and 
Russia, where very little competition exists at universities (Finkelstein & 
Jones, 2019).

As the academics’ situation and activities are in constant flux, it is worthwhile to 
look also at trends and changes over time by comparing our findings with the find-
ings from Jepsen et  al.’s (2014) work on the comparable CAP project and the 
involvement of junior academics in different modes of internationalization of 
research. It must be noted, however, that there was no European country among the 
emerging ones and there were many non-European countries in the advanced coun-
try group, so comparison is not straightforward. Considering that internationaliza-
tion in HE has strongly evolved over the past few decades all over the world, and 
that HE systems on similar or equal terms in their maturity and in international 
cooperation tend to respond similarly to global trends, we see an interesting phe-
nomenon: Even though the junior academics from advanced and emerging countries 
report that they collaborate more with international colleagues than they did 10 years 
ago, they seem to have nowadays less co-authorships or publications abroad. This 
drop applies also for their international research funding and their judgement on 
their research being international in scope or orientation.

Even though today’s global trends in the knowledge production and information 
flow push academics towards internationalization, and international collaboration is 
essential to broaden experience of the academic staff needed for their career 
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development, the national traditions and socio-economic circumstances continue to 
play an important role in shaping academic life. There were substantial changes in 
recent decades regarding context and societal expectations towards the academic 
profession. Growing expectations regarding the internationalization of academia 
and society are the most important trends addressed in this framework (Höhle & 
Teichler, 2013). Seeking international recognition is becoming to play an increas-
ingly important role in academics’ careers and vertical stratification, but is influ-
enced by many external factors, such as history, language, cultural traditions, 
country size and economic status, and reputation. Academics, and especially early 
career academics as new entrants to the HES, could be expected to be more respon-
sive to the changing environments and to be influenced more by the global trends 
and challenges than by the historical traditions. However, a general look shows that 
internationalization, even though brought to the fore of HE in many aspects, cannot 
overcome the traditions in HE concepts and the self-understanding of the role of 
academics, and that this, in fact, plays a stronger role than the central or peripheral 
geographical location of the country or its size.

Our findings show that internationalization of teaching related elements among 
junior academics is stronger in countries where the HES’s traditions are defined as 
Napoleonic models that rely on learning rather than research (Portugal, Russia, and 
Latin American countries). On the other hand, a strong internationalization in 
research is reflected in countries with a strong Humboldtian tradition within the 
HES, with a clear research mission, such as Finland, Sweden, Germany, Switzerland, 
Croatia, and Slovenia. Estonia also undertook several extensive reforms in the field 
of HE to move away from the Russian HE model after 1991. Lower than probably 
expected are the overall values for Switzerland and Germany. The reason behind 
this is probably due to the fact that they both have a strong national research land-
scape and financial resources, so the push factors for internationalization of research 
are lower. The fact that Switzerland’s universities of applied sciences with a tradi-
tionally regional focus are included in the sample might influence this as well.

It is argued that internationalization and massification of HE is very much influ-
enced by global trends as well as the internal dynamics of social, economic, and 
political forces. Even though our data supports the general findings on increased 
internationalization dynamics, the results show that it is ethos and philosophy of HE 
that reflect the most in the types and ways of academics’ engagement in internation-
alization. And finally, also in a very much globalized academic society, seniority 
(and experience) brings the highest international potential.

�Limitations and Future Research

While this chapter allows a first look at internationalization among early career 
academics, there is still much more to explore. For example, the comparison 
between the countries could be enhanced by having a closer look at the composi-
tions of each country sample in the APIKS database: To what extent are different 
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types of HEI included? Which disciplines are represented? What is the gender and 
age distribution? To what extent are these aspects distributed representatively for 
the countries?

A closer look at each country’s definition of the early career could also shed 
more light on the data. More refined statistical analysis might also allow to create an 
inductive, data-driven definition of the early career which might lead to deeper and 
specific insights on the topic.
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Chapter 5
International Staff and Diversity 
in Missions

Maarja Beerkens , Anna Panova , and Pekka Vasari

Abstract  Contemporary universities have many different tasks. Next to the tradi-
tional research and teaching mission, universities are also expected to engage in 
other activities that create social value. A balance between these different tasks var-
ies across higher education systems, institutions, and individuals. This chapter 
examines the position of international staff on this landscape of different missions. 
International mobility is usually associated with research excellence. In this chapter 
we empirically examine the difference between local and international staff to test 
this image about international staff. The analysis shows that international staff is 
indeed significantly more oriented towards research and less on teaching, both in 
their intrinsic interest and time investment. Difference with respect to ‘third mis-
sion’ activities is small. International staff is equally or even more active in activi-
ties like patenting or creating spin-off companies. On the other hand, they are 
underrepresented in activities that are embedded in a local context, such as serving 
on expert committees or undertaking consultancy work. This triggers a question 
about an optimal engagement of international staff in the diversity of missions.
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�Introduction

Globalization is one of the key institutional characteristics of modern higher educa-
tion and research systems. It has considerably intensified the mobility of people and 
ideas. There were over 5.5 million international students in 2018, compared to two 
million in 2000 (UNESCO, 2020). Already in 2003, a substantial number of doc-
toral degree holders in Europe, North America, and Australia were foreign-born 
(Auriol, 2007); the share of foreign-born researchers exceeds 25% in several lead-
ing economies (Schiller & Cordes, 2016), and international research collaboration 
is growing rapidly (Graf & Kalthaus, 2018).

It is widely recognized that international staff contribute to research excellence 
and reputation of universities (Anderson, 2020). Altbach & Yudkevich (2017) 
argued that international staff are expected to “bring new insights to research, teach-
ing, and perhaps to the ethos of university”. Furthermore, the ability to attract inter-
national talent is seen as vital for economic growth (Rovito et al., 2021). On the 
other hand, there are also concerns about increasing internationalization. As in other 
sectors, there may be tension between globalization and local interests. Overreliance 
on foreign PhD students may make a country vulnerable in terms of sustainable 
research potential, especially considering political uncertainties that may hinder 
mobility in the future (Baker, 2019). A drive for international excellence can make 
universities and academics sacrifice locally and regionally relevant knowledge cre-
ation (Leung, 2007). There may be a lack of integration of international staff, and 
tension between local and international staff. Furthermore, increasing numbers of 
international students have questioned whether the benefits of internationalization 
exceed the costs of providing state-subsidized education to international students 
(Bolhaar et al., 2019).

Universities operate in a complex institutional environment. International mobil-
ity is often presented as an inherent feature of universities. It is an expression of a 
universal, borderless academic culture. However, modern universities have institu-
tional roots not only in a medieval tradition of universal knowledge, but also in the 
nineteenth century reforms to build nation states, strengthen national culture, and 
contribute to the development of vital professions and elites (Amaral & Magalhães, 
2002). International and local interests are strongly interwoven, sometimes diverg-
ing, and sometimes strengthening each other. In times of economic transformation, 
for example, a university is often seen as an engine of new growth in otherwise 
declining regions. Local, regional interests and an international orientation of a 
competitive higher education institution can easily strengthen each other.

Internationalization, on the other hand, can also alienate a university from its 
local context. International staff mobility is usually discussed in the context of 
global competition and research excellence, and much more infrequently in the con-
text of local benefits and the diversity of missions that universities are expected to 
fulfill. As Teichler (2008) argued, the most recent generation of debates about insti-
tutional diversity are strongly shaped by the desire to have world-class universities. 
Research excellence is a key factor in the ‘world-class’ narrative. It has been argued 
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that global competition is homogenizing higher education institutions. The ideal of 
a world class university is spreading the norm of what a good university is, and how 
quality should be defined (Marginson, 2006; Marginson & van der Wende, 2007). 
The narrative of global competition for talent and ‘world-class universities’ also 
guides government policies, including those that address international staff mobil-
ity. Yet the view does not do justice to the full diversity of higher education institu-
tions and of tasks that academics are expected to carry out.

The diversity of missions leads us to the following research question: Do local 
and international staff serve different missions within higher education institutions? 
We will analyze whether international staff represents primarily the international 
research-centered academic space, as often projected in the ‘international talent’ 
narrative of knowledge economies and policy actions. Is international staff signifi-
cantly different from their local colleagues in terms of their societal engagement, 
partnerships, and teaching responsibilities, i.e., in tasks that may be more locally 
oriented?

Researchers and practitioners have long been interested in the topic of academic 
mobility as well as mission diversity, yet very few studies bring the two themes 
together and discuss the topic comparatively. Furthermore, there is a lack of compa-
rable statistics on international faculty by country. Often there is no reliable data 
about a share of international academic staff, or the definition what constitutes inter-
national staff varies substantially. Furthermore, different migration and naturaliza-
tion policies may show the level of internationalization very differently, depending 
on the chosen definition. The international APIKS survey offers a unique opportu-
nity to compare international faculty in their tasks and preferences.

We start the chapter by clarifying the notion of mission diversity and how it 
expresses itself in different higher education systems. Secondly, we will examine 
policies that encourage or facilitate international mobility and discuss their link to 
mission diversity. Finally, focusing on eight countries that differ in their size, level 
of internationalization, and system characteristics we analyze empirically whether 
international staff and local staff differ significantly in their interests, time-
investment, and nature of activities.

�Mission Diversity: Systems, Institutions, and Individuals

Universities are complex systems of multiple missions. The Humboldtian university 
reform established the notion of research and teaching as core missions of a univer-
sity, with the conviction that the tasks of creating knowledge and transmitting 
knowledge could be best combined within one institution. More recently, the ‘third 
mission’ or ‘knowledge valorization’ has become of equal value. It represents all 
other activities that contribute to economy and society. The third pillar combines 
activities such as knowledge commercialization, offering expertise for policy mak-
ing, contribution to cultural and social life, popularizing scientific knowledge, and 
many other tasks of social and economic value (Laredo, 2007). Relative importance 

5  International Staff and Diversity in Missions



98

of the three missions — research, teaching, and knowledge valorization — can vary 
considerably across higher education systems, institutions, and individuals.

Higher education systems have approached the division of these various tasks 
differently (Schimank & Winnes, 2000). In the Humboldtian tradition, universities 
are a locus of both teaching and research activities, and the interaction between the 
two is seen as a strength of the system. Napoleonic tradition, on the other hand, 
divides the two functions between organizational types: universities focus on teach-
ing, and research institutions focus on research. While the separation has become 
less pronounced over time, non-university research institutes as a strong locus of 
research excellence are still found in Germany and France, for example.

A relative role of research and teaching missions can vary also across higher 
education institutions. Binary higher education systems make a formal distinction 
between types of higher education institutions. A growing need for highly educated 
professionals gave rise to polytechnics and other types of professionally and voca-
tionally oriented institutions, where education was the primary purpose. The status 
of research in these professionally oriented institutions differs considerably across 
countries, from virtually no research activity to a culture of high-quality applied 
research (de Weert & Beerkens, 2009). Several binary systems were unified during 
the 1990s, which has not necessarily changed their relative share of teaching and 
research activities.

Diversity in mission also characterizes unitary systems. We distinguish between 
vertical and horizontal diversity (Teichler, 2007; van Vught, 2008). Vertical diver-
sity, or stratification, refers to differences between institutions in terms of reputation 
and prestige, while horizontal diversity refers to differences in mission and profile 
that should be seen as equal in value. It is much debated whether growth in higher 
education leads to more horizontal diversity across institutions or, on the contrary, 
contributes to homogenization of profiles and vertical diversity. Research intensity 
is a critical factor. It appears that research/non-research distinction always has posi-
tional implications (Teichler, 2008), even in the context of horizontal diversity.

Division of tasks can vary not only at a sectoral and institutional level but also at 
an individual level. Increasing proportions of competitive, project-based grants has 
led to a situation in which research and teaching tasks are differently divided across 
staff. A ‘Matthew effect’ has been shown to solidify the task division: academics 
who receive research funding are more likely to receive further funding in the future, 
due to the ‘halo effect’ of grants and increased research productivity due to addi-
tional research time. In some countries, the problem expresses itself in teaching-
focused adjunct staff who substitute research-focused core staff in their teaching 
obligations, thereby creating a divide between teaching and research staff.

Whether different missions are complimentary or competing is not a simple 
question. The relationship between teaching and research quality has been exten-
sively studied with inconclusive results (Marsh & Hattie, 2002). Research produc-
tivity appears to be a major factor in academics’ satisfaction with their work (Albert 
et al., 2018), and teaching load has a noticeable negative effect on research produc-
tivity (Hesli & Lee, 2011). Research productivity, however, is not only an individual 
phenomenon but it also depends on research climate and research productivity of 
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surrounding colleagues (Dundar & Lewis, 1998); the research-intensive environ-
ment has a spill-over effect. Furthermore, the relationship between teaching and 
research is not only quantitative but also qualitative: the nature of research activities 
can affect the nature of teaching activities (Mägi & Beerkens, 2016).

The relationship between research excellence and third mission activities is also 
complicated. Schneijderberg et al. (2021) found no relationship between so called 
‘excellence institutions’ and their research commercialization activities. D’Este 
et al. (2013) concluded that the extent of university-industry collaboration is much 
more influenced by an institutional and departmental context than on academic 
excellence.

�Mission Diversity and International Staff

The complexity of the relationships between different missions raises important 
discussions about an ideal model, how to integrate or segregate the missions at an 
individual, institutional, and system level. International mobility and its role in mis-
sion diversity adds another interesting dimension to this discussion.

A contribution of international staff has been studied primarily from the point of 
view of research excellence. It has been shown that international mobility increases 
research productivity and contributes to high-impact, co-authored publications 
(Horta, 2013; Jonkers & Cruz-Castro, 2013). Furthermore, international mobility is 
particularly influential at the beginning of the career when it contributes to interna-
tional visibility and networking, as well as international research collaboration and 
productivity. International mobility in the early career is a long-term career strategy 
towards an academic, research-oriented career (Khattab & Fenton, 2016). 
Furthermore, international staff in non-English-speaking regions is often the trigger 
for developing English-language programs, which contributes to further internaliza-
tion and visibility of these universities (Altbach & Yudkevich, 2017).

There is less evidence about the effect of international mobility on third mission 
activities. Bauder (2020) showed a negative relationship as the third mission activi-
ties are often based on personal ties that take time to develop, and thereby put inter-
national staff in a disadvantaged position. While there is ample evidence on the 
effect of international mobility on research quality and productivity (Netz et  al., 
2020), its effect on teaching is scarce. In Europe, the Erasmus program facilitates 
short-term mobility of teachers, and evaluations of the program show a positive 
effect of international mobility on teachers’ awareness about different teaching 
methods, on developing intercultural skills, and on establishing research contacts 
(Enders & Teichler, 2005). Howwever, there can also be other reasons than research-
related motives for international mobility. Lee and Kuzhabekova (2018) studied 
international staff in Kazakhstan and concluded that next to research motivation, the 
opportunity to build new study programs attracted international staff.

In sum, the link between international staff and mission diversity has multiple 
facets. Research activities are the most visible part of the task portfolio of 
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international staff. This might be explained by a self-selection element, as research 
opportunities seem to be the primary reason for staff to move abroad which may 
encourage a stronger research-interest of the group compared to non-mobile staff. 
On the other hand, international mobility of academic staff is the result of various 
push and pull factors. The visible layer of ‘top researchers’ may create a biased view 
of the profile and interests of international staff in general. It is also possible that 
international staff is in a disadvantaged position for many third mission activities, or 
even for teaching activities that can be more locally embedded and require good 
local knowledge and contacts. Furthermore, governmental, and institutional poli-
cies may facilitate greater mobility around research excellence, thereby attracting 
mobile staff who are unproportionally more research-focused relative to other mis-
sions of universities. In the next section we will explore further cross-country differ-
ences in the level of international mobility and the focus of policies.

�Data and Methods

The empirical analysis in this paper is based on the data from the academic staff 
survey ‘Academic Profession in a Knowledge Society’ (APIKS) (see Appendix in 
the volume for details about the survey). The survey explores academic staff in 34 
countries and in most countries, was conducted between the years 2018 and 2020. 
The survey asks about work conditions, tasks, preferences, and many other aspects 
of their work. In this study we make use of the following survey questions:

–– How many hours do you spend in a typical week on each of the following activi-
ties? [Teaching, Research, Externally oriented activities, Administration and 
services within academia, Other]

–– Regarding your own preferences, do your interests lie primarily in teaching or 
research? [Primarily in teaching, Both but leaning towards teaching, Both but 
leaning towards research, Primarily in research]

–– In the past three years, have you been involved in any of the following activities 
with ‘external’ partners? [Patenting and licensing, Public lectures and 
speeches, etc.]

While 34 countries participate in the survey, we include only eight countries in this 
study. In other countries, the number of international staff in the dataset was too low 
(under 50) or not made available due to concerns about sufficient protection of ano-
nymity. The eight countries include: Canada, Estonia, Finland, Mexico, Malaysia, 
Portugal, Sweden, and Switzerland. As can be seen in Table  5.1, the number of 
international respondents is significantly lower than the number of local respon-
dents. This is explained by the fact that international staff is a minority in most 
institutions, but also likely due to a lower response rate among international staff.

Identifying ‘international staff’ is not a simple task. Having followed prior edu-
cation and PhD training abroad, being born in another country, or holding a citizen-
ship from another country are all a form of being international. Each of these 
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Table 5.1  Sample size

Country Canada Estonia Finland Malaysia Mexico Portugal Sweden Switzerland

Local staff 2630 774 1210 4227 4534 2058 2009 868
International 
staff

275 59 153 141 134 52 332 158

TOTAL 2966 861 1377 4368 4668 3199 2341 1411

Note: The total includes respondents that reported neither local nor international citizenship

definitions might label some people ‘international’ who are not perceived so by 
their colleagues or exclude people who are clearly perceived as international. Due 
to data limitations, we use citizenship as an identifier for international staff. 
Academic staff holding a citizenship of the country where an institution is placed is 
thus seen as ‘local’ and a staff member with another citizenship is seen as ‘interna-
tional’. The measure is not without weaknesses. Most importantly, countries differ 
significantly in their rates of naturalization. An international staff member in Canada 
may be more likely to take Canadian citizenship after staying for a number of years 
in the country than, for example, an international staff member in Estonia or 
Switzerland where both naturalization conditions but also cultural context are dif-
ferent. Therefore, a measure like ‘not born’ in Canada might give a better picture 
about the share of international faculty than citizenship (Barbaric & Jones, 2016).

�The Level of Internationalization in the Selected Countries

In this section we will provide some background information on the eight countries 
that we have used in our empirical analysis. The sample includes both large and 
small countries, prominent and less prominent countries in terms of international 
research visibility, and countries with high and low share of international staff. The 
data provides a picture of the level of internationalization in each of the country in 
the sample. However, it should be noted that reliable and comparable statistics on 
international staff are difficult to find. The data is often not collected, but also coun-
tries and studies use different definitions for ‘international staff’ that makes reliable 
comparisons difficult.

In terms of academic mobility, Canada and Switzerland are clearly the most 
internationalized countries in our sample (Table 5.2). In Switzerland, the share of 
international staff exceeds 40% (ETER, 2019), and Sautier (2021) labeled it as hav-
ing one of the most internationalized academic markets in the world. An OECD 
(2017) analysis of scientific publications showed that Switzerland had the highest 
percentage of publications authored by people who were previously affiliated with 
an institution abroad. Furthermore, Swiss universities have a goal of hiring half of 
their faculty through international recruitment (Altbach & Yudkevich, 2017). The 
high level of internationalization can also be seen in the student body. More than 
17% of students in Switzerland are international students (Table 5.2). Canada shows 
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Table 5.2  Cross-country differences in the level of internationalization

International staff 
estimate

International students 
(%)

Students studying abroad 
(%)

Switzerland 40–50% (2016) 17.8 5.3
Canada 40% (2014) 16.2 2.9
Estonia 8% (2014) 11.1 8.0
Portugal 5% (2016) 9.7 5.6
Finland ~10–20% (2016) 8.1 3.9
Sweden ~10–20% (2016) 7.2 3.3
Malaysia <15% (2019) 6.7 4.8
Mexico 5% (2007) 0.7 0.7

Source: International student mobility data is based on Unesco (n.d.) data

a similar picture. More than 40% of academics in Canada are born in another coun-
try, based on data from 2014 (Barbaric & Jones, 2016). Also, Canada has one of the 
most international student bodies, with more than 16% of students being interna-
tional students.

Other countries have a significantly lower rate of international staff. In Finland 
and Sweden, the ratio of international academic staff was between 10–20% in 2016. 
Malaysia‘s goal is to have at least 15% international faculty in public research uni-
versities by 2020 (Da Wan & Abdullah, 2021); however, in 2019 the share was 
about 7% (Ghasemy et al., 2021). In Estonia, international staff has been a strategic 
goal for the government and universities, and the percentage of foreign academics 
reached 8% in 2014 (Rose & Leišyte, 2016). In Mexico, about 5% of academic staff 
were foreign, based on data from 2007 (Gacel-Avila, 2018), and in Portugal the 
percentage was also about 5% based on data from 2016.

Internationalization of academic staff and internationalization of the student 
body seem to mirror each other. Internationalized higher education systems seem to 
be an attractive destination for mobile students. Canada and Switzerland are thus 
attracting the largest share of mobile students, Mexico the least, and other countries 
somewhere in between. On the other hand, an internalized staff and student body 
does not seem to affect the willingness of local students to go abroad. Canada is 
among the lowest in terms of mobility rate for outgoing students, but so is Mexico, 
for example.

Many countries have adopted policies to promote internationalization (De Wit 
et al., 2019). Malaysia, for example, has taken great efforts to transform itself from 
a dependent country into a partner country on the global academic market, particu-
larly in terms of students but also staff (Da Wan & Abdullah, 2021). Studies on 
internationalisation in the sample countries tend to focus more on teaching and 
students than on mobile staff (Åkerlund, 2020; Rose & Leišyte, 2016; Didou 
Aupetit, 2016; Wan & Abdullah, 2021; Sautier, 2021; Välimaa & Weimer, 2014; 
Stephenson, 2018; Veiga et  al., 2007; Gacel-Avila, 2018). There seem to be two 
main policy instruments to attract and accommodate international staff. Special visa 
regulations and work permits are instruments that countries use, as is the case in 
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Estonia, for example (Rose & Leišyte, 2016). International staff may also require 
more flexible contracts and exceptions to a restrictive civil servant model still in 
place in some countries (Siekkinen et al., 2016). Another powerful instrument is 
international research grant schemes that either directly or indirectly attract highly 
competitive international staff (Beerkens, 2019). The ability to attract international 
staff is thus dependent on various factors, both general working conditions in the 
country as well special arrangements for international staff.

�Are International Staff Different?

In our empirical analysis, we will examine a difference between local and interna-
tional staff on three aspects: difference in their interests in different missions, time 
division between different tasks, and engagement in various valorization activities.

�Interest in Research Vs Teaching

The data confirms the view that international staff is intrinsically more research-
focused (Table 5.3). Among local staff, 61% reported that their interest lies primar-
ily in research, or both in teaching and research but leaning towards research. Only 
a minority — 43% of local staff — is interested primarily in teaching or leaning 
towards teaching. Among international staff, the research interest is even more pro-
nounced: 79% of international staff is more interested in research than teaching, 
which is a 18-percentage point difference between local and international staff.

The difference is clear in all countries, but the magnitude of the difference varies. 
Countries with the biggest difference between the preferences of local and interna-
tional staff are Estonia and Finland, where the difference approaches 30 percentage 
points. The smallest difference is in Canada and Portugal at just 12.6% difference. 
Interestingly, the two countries are opposites in many other ways. In Portugal, the 
smallest share of local staff report more interest in research (43%), while Canada — 
with 64% — has the second largest share in local staff, after Sweden. Furthermore, 
Portugal and Canada are at opposite ends of the spectrum in terms of the overall 
share of international staff of total staff. It is thus not easy to suggest what might 

Table 5.3  Interest in research or leaning towards research, local and international staff compared 
(% of staff)

Can Est Fin Mal Mex Por Swe Swit Average

Local staff 64 54.7 53 81.6 62.3 48.2 65.8 55.5 61.0
International staff 76.6 84.4 82.3 84.6 89.6 60.8 84.3 71.4 78.9
Difference 12.6 29.7 29.3 3.0 27.3 12.6 18.5 15.9 17.9
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explain differences between preferences of local and international staff across dif-
ferent countries.

�Time Division Between Different Tasks

How staff members divide their time between different tasks offers further insights 
about differences between local and international staff (Table 5.4). It is very clear 
that international staff invests more time into research, on average more than 4 h per 
week. Only in Canada and Malaysia is the difference marginal, and even negative. 
To some extent, cross-country variance reflects the difference in interests reported 
above. Both in Canada and Portugal, local and international staff do not diverge 
much, while in Finland, international staff spends on average over 1.5 days (13.9 h) 
each week more on research. Estonia is an exceptional case where differences in 
interest and in time investment do not coincide.

Most of the additional time-budget of international staff comes indeed from 
reduced time teaching (~3.2 h per week), but not entirely. International staff tends 
to spend slightly less time on various valorization activities (~0.6 h per week) and 
administrative tasks (~0.4 h per week). Differences in administrative tasks are very 
small and not consistently negative. Sweden and Malaysia are examples of coun-
tries where international staff has noticeably lower administrative burden, 2.2 or 
2.3 h fewer per week, respectively. These are also countries where time spent on 
administration seems to be the highest. In other countries, differences between local 
and international staff are small and sometimes positive, sometimes negative.

Differences in time spent on valorization are more consistent across countries 
and show that internal staff spends between 0.5 and 1.2 h per week less on various 
valorization activities than local staff. Exceptions are Switzerland, where there is 
virtually no difference between international and local staff, and Malaysia, where 
international staff spend 0.4 h more on valorization activities. As valorization activi-
ties can vary in nature, the next section will have a closer look into different types 
of valorization activities.

�Different Types of Valorization Activities

Table 5.5 lists different types of valorization activities based on their relative promi-
nence among international staff. International staff is, on average, more active than 
local staff in two activities: joint research and publications with the industry, and 
patenting and licensing. On average, 6.2% more international staff are engaged in 
joint research and publications, but the average is influenced by two countries in 
particular: Finland and Estonia. In other countries, the difference is marginal or 
even slightly positive towards local staff. In terms of patenting and licensing, the 
average difference is low, only 0.7%. Since participation in such activities is in 
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Table 5.5  Contribution of international staff to various valorisation activities, compared to local 
staff in parentheses (% of staff involved in each activity)

Canada Estonia Finland Malaysia Portugal Sweden Switzerland
Average
difference

Joint research 
and 
publications

45.8% 62.7% 53.6% 71.3% 64.4% 49.1% 35.7% 6.2%

(42.2%) (35.5%) (37.9%) (75.1%) (65.9%) (49.8%) (33.1%)

Patenting and 
licensing

4.7% 11.8% 6.0% 11.0% 4.4% 6.9% 2.5% 0.7%

(4.4%) (4.2%) (5.9%) (12.8%) (4.9%) (4.9%) (5.6%)

Creation of a 
spin-off/
start-up 
company

3.6% 17.6% 6.6% 3.7% 2.2% 3.9% 1.9% 0.1%

(3.8%) (4.5%) (10.0%) (3.1%) (4.5%) (6.5%) (6.7%)

Evaluation (of 
policies, etc.)

15.3% 15.7% 9.9% 14.0% 22.2% 12.9% 20.4% −1.6

(19.8%) (14.0%) (17.2%) (15.5%) (16.2%) (21.7%) (17.5%)

Public lectures 
and speeches

52.7% 60.8% 34.4% 34.6% 75.6% 32.9% 43.3% −1.8

(53.9%) (63.2%) (40.9%) (38.9%) (66.4%) (42.5%) (41.6%)

Supervision of 
student 
internship/ 
placements

22.5% 39.2% 37.1% 62.5% 40.0% 28.1% 23.6% −2.6%

(26.7%) (29.2%) (39.9%) (65.9%) (52.5%) (27.2%) (30.0%)

Publications 
for broader 
audience

29.8% 49.0% 43.0% 44.9% 22.2% 29.0% 31.2% −4.1

(31.4%) (47.8%) (52.0%) (44.3%) (28.7%) (41.1%) (32.3%)

Consultancy 23.3% 35.3% 14.6% 47.1% 37.8% 15.6% 26.1% −6.4

(28.6%) (42.9%) (30.6%) (49.9%) (36.8%) (27.0%) (28.7%)

Participation in 
external boards 
and 
committees

31.6% 21.6% 18.8% 41.2% 20.0% 23.1% 13.4% −7.5

(35.4%) (42.2%) (33.8%) (41.6%) (24.3%) (24.4%) (19.9%)

Volunteer-
based 
professional 
work

26.9% 21.6% 12.6% 46.3% 20.0% 8.4% 15.9% −9.8

(33.4%) (41.4%) (20.1%) (53.6%) (23.8%) (19.9%) (28.0%)

Average 
difference 
across all 
activities 
(absolute)

−2.3% 1.0% −5.2% −2.4% −1.5% −5.5% −2.9%

general very low (less than 10%), the 0.7-percentage point difference could be sub-
stantial. Nevertheless, the difference in favor of international staff in this example is 
not shared by all countries. In creating spin-off and start-up companies, the ratio of 
international to local staff is more or less similar, with Estonia as an outlier with 
very active international staff.

Towards the end of the list (Table 5.5) we can find activities such as participation 
in external boards and committees, volunteer-based professional work, and consul-
tancy where international staff is clearly underrepresented. This is the case in all 
countries, and the difference for both activities reach above 6 percentage points. In 
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the middle of the continuum, we find activities like public lectures and speeches, 
policy evaluations, publications for broader audience, and supervising student 
internships and placement. In all these activities, international staff is somewhat 
underrepresented (between 4.1 and 1.6 percentage points), but consistently over all 
countries with only incidental exceptions.

We can see that countries differ quite a lot in terms of how similar or different 
international and local staff are in terms of valorization activities (see last row in 
Table 5.5), the biggest differences seen in Estonia and Finland, at 11.1% and 6.8%, 
respectively. Also, in terms of interest in research and time investment in research, 
these countries show a sharp difference between local and international staff. On the 
other hand, there are countries where differences are quite small in all respects. 
Canada is one such example. On average, the difference between various staff mem-
bers is small, but particularly in terms of more societally oriented activities (volun-
teering, membership in board) there is still a noticeable underrepresentation of 
international staff. On the other hand, difference in research preference is smaller 
than in other countries, and time investment in teaching and research tasks shows no 
difference. Also, in Switzerland, there is no difference between time investment, 
and difference in valorization is moderate but in an expected pattern similar to 
Canada. A third type of country is that in which differences between valorization 
activities is moderate, but in which there is a significant orientation of international 
staff towards research. Sweden is an example of one such country, and Malaysia 
also shows signs of such a pattern.

This study is not equipped to explain these cross-country differences. Four con-
tributing factors can be mentioned. First, disciplinary mix of international staff can 
vary across countries. It may be the case that international staff in Estonia and 
Finland, for example, are relatively more concentrated in hard sciences. As a result, 
they may demonstrate higher commitment to research as well as to certain types of 
valorization activities (e.g., joint research, valorization) that is typical to these dis-
ciplines. Secondly, dominant language in a country is likely to contribute to how 
easy or difficult it is for the international staff to be integrated in various tasks. 
International staff in Canada is probably more easily integrated in teaching tasks 
due to English language, compared with Estonia or Finland where most study pro-
grams are in a local language, though the number of English-based programs is 
growing rapidly. Nevertheless, even in countries like Canada there is a clear differ-
ence in terms of the tasks that require societal engagement, such as board member-
ships and volunteer-based professional work. Thirdly, programs to attract 
international staff are likely to vary substantially across countries. Countries that are 
trying to build up their international research visibility offer research positions and 
funding to attract international staff, including PhD positions, which leads to 
research prioritization among the group. Lastly, naturalization policies matter. 
Citizenship, as measurement for international staff, can hide some essential differ-
ences. Relatively small differences between international and local staff in Canada 
may be explained by the fact that a large proportion of international staff takes 
Canadian citizenship after a relatively short stay in the country, which makes a 
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distinction between international and local staff somewhat blurry. Additional 
research on this topic might help to clarify further the role of each of these factors.

�Conclusion

This chapter focused on mission diversity in higher education. While research 
excellence is often the most visible and prominent part of universities’ activities, the 
quality of teaching and other contribution of universities to society are increasingly 
recognized. Yet the combination of different types of activities at an institutional but 
also individual level is often a challenge. Interrelationships between different mis-
sions are complex, both competing and complementary at the same time. 
Furthermore, the relative importance of different missions changes over time. 
Several countries have seen a recent over-focus on research excellence as harmful 
for the system as a whole and try to balance a whole palette of different tasks.

In the context of over-focus on research excellence and rising sensitivity towards 
downplaying other tasks, it is interesting to examine the position of international 
staff on the landscape of different missions. The emerging picture is quite nuanced. 
International staff mobility in policy agenda and literature is primarily approached 
through the logic of research excellence. The empirical analysis in this chapter con-
firms that international staff is on average more research oriented both in their inter-
ests and their time investment. There is a substantial cross-country variation in how 
similar or different international staff can be compared to local staff. Based on data 
in this study, it is impossible to say what explains the difference. It seems that the 
share of international staff matters. In countries like Canada or Switzerland where 
the share of international staff is reaching 50%, the difference in research-teaching 
task division is smaller. This is likely to indicate that a larger share of international 
staff means that they must be fulfilling a more diverse set of tasks. It may also refer 
to a fact that teaching programs are more open to international staff, for example, 
not inhibited by the local language requirement that might be an obstacle for engag-
ing international staff.

Various valorization activities also show a great diversity. Some activities are 
equally or even more common among international staff. These seem to be activities 
that relate directly to research and are more common in hard sciences, such as pat-
enting/licensing and joint industry research. For some activities, international staff 
is underrepresented. These seem to be activities where either local knowledge or 
local networks are important, such as serving on boards and expert committees, 
professional volunteer work, and evaluation projects.

While there seem to be systematic differences between local and international 
staff, it is clear that international staff is actively involved in all three missions. They 
are not only heavily engaged in research activities but also their teaching contribu-
tion is substantial, and they are actively involved in various valorization activities. 
In this chapter we have not looked deeply into differences among international staff 
that countries attract. There is probably a large difference in the profile of 
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international staff in different countries. The relative share of early-career research-
ers (e.g., postdocs) vs senior scholars is likely to influence the task portfolio. 
Furthermore, we have not looked at a disciplinary mix of international staff in dif-
ferent countries, which again is likely to influence the nature of activities.

The contribution of international staff to various missions of universities is an 
important topic. It triggers questions about using the full potential of international 
staff for all the missions. Their underrepresentation in certain activities may also 
inspire universities to think how to engage them better in activities that require local 
knowledge or local networks. It also illustrates the complexity of the mission diver-
sity and raises the question of how to divide the tasks most effectively, both at an 
individual and institutional level. This makes the position of international staff in 
mission diversity a relevant issue. Understanding preferences and obstacles that 
international staff face in their attempt to engage in a variety of tasks might be valu-
able for designing effective organizational policies and creating supporting facilities.
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Chapter 6
Academics with International Educational 
and Research Experiences: Differences 
Across Countries?

Futao Huang , Liudvika Leišytė , Aliya Kuzhabekova , 
and Sara Diogo 

Abstract  This study analyses the most striking characteristics of academics with 
international educational and research experiences, and their engagement in teach-
ing, research, and governance in Argentina, Canada, Finland, Germany, Japan, 
Malaysia, and Russia. Drawing on findings from the international database of the 
APIKS project, the study depicts an overview of a portrait of key characteristics of 
academics from various backgrounds with international educational and research 
experiences in the seven case countries. Further, the comparative study suggests that 
more differences and fewer similarities were confirmed in their engagement in 
teaching, research, and governance between the seven case countries. Finally, the 
study suggests that not only were the similarities and differences in these aspects 
identified based on the cross-country analysis in a more comprehensive way, but 
also, more details of these aspects were analysed and classified into patterns among 
the seven case countries in terms of both academic rank/generation and 
disciplines.
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�Introduction

The international mobility of academics is not a new phenomenon: it was common 
for academics to move from one place or one university to other places or universi-
ties when the medieval universities emerged. Specifically speaking, internationali-
sation has been part and parcel of the academy since the creation of universities, 
whereby the mobility of academics is as old as ‘science itself’ (Gaillard & Gaillard, 
1997; Welch, 1997). Circulation of ideas and academics has been at the core of 
knowledge creation and has become a massive phenomenon as the massification of 
higher education, as well as global competition for talent, has become more impor-
tant to economies and universities. However, since the last decade of the twentieth 
century, influenced by various factors and occurring to a different degree between 
countries and regions, the cross-border movement of academics has significantly 
intensified. The main drivers include the following: globalization and marketization 
of higher education; increasing need of various countries to attract global talent 
from other countries or regions; the globally experienced necessity to build world-
class universities, enhancing the level of internationalization of education and 
research at both system and institutional levels; and the urge to strengthen global 
competitiveness of national higher education and research (OECD, 2015).

In the past decades, internationalisation of higher education has been on the rise. 
In Europe, the Bologna process, as well as policy aims of the European Union (EU), 
strongly fostered the internationalisation of higher education. In this context, the 
mobility of academics has been increasingly on the agenda of policy makers and 
university managers, as the demand for attracting talents from abroad has, over 
time, increased due to increased competition for human capital. Such programs as 
Erasmus or Marie Curie mobility schemes have been central for fostering not only 
student but also academic staff mobility (Ackers, 2001; Teichler, 2015). Institutions 
have been increasingly engaged in mobility schemes funded through the EU, even 
though some countries and some institutions have been more engaged than others, 
while at the same time academic labour markets have remained nationally oriented 
(Enders, 2001). Competition via rankings has also fostered universities to recruit 
internationally mobile academic staff, especially the top-performing staff. Some 
countries have instigated a whole range of mobility schemes for academics, espe-
cially attracting expats back to their countries who have gained experience abroad, 
e.g., China, Japan, Korea (Yamashita & Yoshinaga, 2013), and Russia (Yudkevich 
et al., 2016).

While there are numerous studies of international mobility in specific countries 
and regions, as well as its factors and patterns (Rostan & Höhle, 2014; Kim, 2015; 
Huang & Welch, 2021), only a very limited number of comprehensive studies of 
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international academics as a group have been carried out, in terms of global and 
comparative perspectives. Much less research has been undertaken into the com-
parative study of internationally mobile faculty members who received their final 
degrees or conducted post-doctoral research in the countries different from the cur-
rent countries in which they are hired, drawing on findings from national surveys. 
The Academic Profession in the Knowledge-Based Society (APIKS) project data-
base gives such an opportunity. This chapter analyses the most striking characteris-
tics of internationally mobile academics, and their engagement in teaching, research, 
and governance in seven countries.

According to the existing research, while international academic mobility is 
shaped by multiple factors and few factors can explain all types of mobility (Rostan 
& Höhle, 2014), there are some important factors affecting their movement from 
one place to another. For example, the international mobility of scholars or academ-
ics, including doctoral graduates, is affected by some economic factors such as sala-
ries and professional conditions like working languages (Ackers, 2005). Moving, 
remaining, and returning of academics are also affected by some factors that are 
regional in nature (Jonkers & Cruz-Castro, 2013). For example, compared to other 
regions, the growing political and economic integration of the EU countries has 
made it easier for academics and doctoral holders to move from one country to 
another (Cañibano, 2017). The seven countries participating in the APIKS project 
were selected as case studies based on such characteristics as the level of income per 
capita and national languages, as well as regions or continents. These countries 
include the following: Argentina, Canada, Finland, Germany, Japan, Malaysia, and 
Russia. In terms of income per capita, Canada, Finland, Germany, and Japan belong 
to high-income countries, while Argentina, Malaysia, and Russia are categorized 
into middle-income countries. Regarding national languages, despite the fact that 
English is not a national language in Malaysia, it is widely used among academics 
and higher education and research. Similarly, although Canada is a bilingual coun-
try (English and French), it would be quite reasonable to state that English is the 
majority language, so both Canada and Malaysia are listed in the English-speaking 
case countries. In contrast, the remaining countries are all non-English-speaking 
ones with different levels of English proficiency in the population and academic 
community in particular. The seven case countries represent all participating coun-
try teams in the APIKS project from Asia, Europe, North America, and Latin 
America.

Regarding the definition of academics with international educational and research 
experiences in the study, as the data of respondents with foreign passports or citi-
zenship in the seven case countries is too scant to be analyzed, it only refers to those 
receiving any of their final degrees or having research experience (from bachelor’s 
degree to post-doctoral experience) in a country outside of current employment. 
Thus, our definition of academics with international educational and research expe-
riences rather refers to the important international experiences than to legal charac-
teristics of individuals. As the chapter is about a comparative study of academics 
with international educational and research experiences from countries in Asia, 
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Europe, North America, and Latin America, the terms faculty members, academics, 
academic staff, or even staff in the European context are used in the same sense. 
Concerning the structure of the chapter, the following section makes a review of 
literature. The third section is concerned with research design and instrumentation. 
The fourth section provides data analysis, followed by a comprehensive discussion. 
The chapter concludes by presenting the main findings.

�Literature Review

Internationalisation literature has traditionally paid a lot of attention to the mobility 
of students, while the mobility of academics has been somewhat neglected (Enders, 
1998; Pherali, 2012; Teichler, 2012, 2015). The literature on mobility of academic 
staff focuses on policy, at both the organizational and individual level. A range of 
studies have explored the overall dynamics of academic mobility between countries 
and studied the policies and practices of fostering mobility (Kim, 2009; Ferencz & 
Wächter, 2012; Yudkevich et  al., 2015; Leišytė & Rose, 2016). From the policy 
point of view, key questions discussed in the literature have been on how to turn the 
brain drain into brain gain or brain circulation (Kostelecka et  al., 2008; Van der 
Wende, 2015; Fangmeng, 2016) and how to recruit the best academics/researchers 
(Lepori et al., 2015; Carvalho et al., 2021).

Further, a range of studies at the micro level studied the experiences of the mobile 
academics, the motivations for academics to move, the challenges they face in 
adapting to the new country contexts, and their satisfaction with their work environ-
ments and conditions (Pherali, 2012; Austin et al., 2014; INOMICS, 2015; Huang, 
2018). Recent studies have also explored the effects of mobility on academic 
careers, productivity, and the well-being of academics (Antoniadou & Quinlan, 2020).

Recent development of bibliometric techniques and data gave rise to a number of 
studies that track mobility using individuals’ affiliations, as indicated in the articles 
registered in international databases such as Scopus or Web of Science (see Laudel, 
2003; De Filippo et al., 2009; Aksnes et al., 2013; Deville et al., 2014; Moed & 
Halevi, 2014; among others). While such databases provide rich data allowing the 
study of academic productivity in the context of international mobility across large 
multi-country samples (with sample size reaching several million entries as in 
Robinson-Garcia et al., 2019), they only focus on individuals who are sufficiently 
integrated into the international academic community. In sum, despite the vast lit-
erature exploring different streams, systematized knowledge on academics with 
international educational and research experiences who engaged in teaching, 
research, and governance is still scant. This chapter thus attempts to bridge this gap, 
especially at a time when academic mobility is considered an indispensable element 
of academic career trajectories (Leemann, 2010).
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�Characteristics of Mobile Academics

There have been limited comparative studies of the characteristics of mobile aca-
demics (Huang et  al., 2014) since the classical comparative study based on the 
Carnegie Study (Welch, 1997). The Carnegie Study, a comparative study of 14 
countries, has shown that international staff characteristics vary significantly 
between countries based on gender and disciplines. Regarding gender, Welch (1997) 
identified that male academics were more mobile than female academics. Here he 
identified that Japan, Korea, and the Netherlands were among the more gender-
segregated systems of all studied academic workforces (Welch, 1997). More recent 
studies have reinforced gendering and stratifying effects on transnational academic 
mobility in the postdoctoral period (Leemann, 2010).

Some studies have addressed the characteristics of international mobile academ-
ics. A study of Japanese academics, for instance, pointed out that the number of 
international academics has significantly increased over the past years in this self-
contained system. The results of Huang’s research show that foreign academics are 
largely male, work in private universities, and come from China, Korea, and then the 
United States (US), the United Kingdom (UK), and Australia. Most of them are in 
economics and management followed by linguistics, culture and literature, engi-
neering, information science, and English. Most of the faculty appear to be in social 
sciences and humanities. Similar results seem to apply to former visiting research-
ers in Germany, with female researchers being less international than that of their 
male colleagues, particularly in the natural sciences (Jöns, 2011).

A study of CVs and short biographies looking at the productivity of internation-
ally mobile academics who work in a foreign country has shown that the mobile 
academics produce more highly cited papers than those who were not mobile 
(Yamashita & Yoshinaga, 2013; Czaika & Orazbayev, 2018), similar to that of 
Aksnes et al. (2013), mirroring Norwegian researchers. At the same time, in China 
and Taiwan, returning researchers to their home country seem not to be producing 
higher rates of highly cited papers compared to domestic researchers, which sug-
gests that outstanding researchers tend not to return to their home country.

�Country Matters

Many earlier studies have shown that international mobility of academics varies 
significantly per country, even though some tendencies of global convergence have 
been observed. Welch (1997) identified three groups of countries that perform well 
in terms of attracting foreign academic staff, namely: (1) Countries with a major 
immigration program spanning many years, such as Israel and Australia; (2) 
Countries where international academics are a major source of staff in rapidly 
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expanding HE systems (e.g. Hong Kong); and (3) Countries that are more ethnically 
homogeneous and speak a language other than English (Germany, Russia, Sweden). 
The exporters of academic staff abroad include countries that are major producers 
and exporters of academic labour (US and UK) and countries that cannot offer com-
petitive salaries or research opportunities compared to Europe and the USA (such as 
Chile or Brazil) (Welch, 1997, pp. 328–329). Cradden’s (2007) study has shown 
that, in terms of patterns of academic mobility in the European context, the UK is 
by far the most popular destination for mobile academic staff. Kim and Locke 
(2010) have also shown that countries like Korea and Mexico are more the ‘study or 
work abroad’ countries, where doctorates are earned abroad and then academics 
return to their home country. The US, Hong Kong, and the UK, on the other hand, 
are magnets that attract academic staff from abroad. At the same time, Japan, China, 
and Italy seem so to be ‘self-contained’ systems where the majority of academics 
complete their studies in the country in which they are also working.

The study of Marie Currie fellowships shows significant imbalance in the geog-
raphy of intra-EU flows (Ackers, 2001). The sending countries include Italy, Spain, 
France, Germany, and Greece. The UK is the most popular destination country, fol-
lowed by France and Germany. Ackers (2004) pointed out the evolutionary nature 
of migration decision-making, rather than being a one-time event. Further, in the 
study of 601 higher education institutions (HEIs) in eight European countries, 
pointed out that country factors are more important than the HEI’s characteristics in 
driving internationalisation. It also showed that research-oriented HEIs in attractive 
countries have a larger share of international staff, whereas this happens only to a 
limited extent with similar HEIs in less attractive countries. More recently, Van Der 
Wende (2015) argued that the brain circulation argument does not always hold, and 
that besides the traditional asymmetries between global south and north, east and 
west, one can see within the European context a concentration of mobile talents in 
specific regions and hubs, while other regions experience brain drain (Van der 
Wende, 2015).

Overall, the destinations for mobile academics can be divided into centres and 
peripheries, with the latter using one of the key academic languages, especially 
English. These centres of learning tend to be bigger and have leading research-
oriented universities, largely in the North (Altbach, 2004). Notwithstanding, such 
divisions in academic mobility are becoming increasingly blurred, as the study by 
Czaika and Orazbayev (2018) demonstrated. Drawing on a global analysis of inter-
nationally mobile scientists for the period 1970 to 2014, they concluded that, in 
addition to the growing diversity of origin and destination countries in global scien-
tific mobility, the centre of scientific knowledge production and “(…) scientist-
attracting places has been moving continuously eastwards by about 1300 km per 
decade, (…) an increase in average migration distances of scientists reflecting inte-
gration of global peripheries into the global science system (…)” (Czaika & 
Orazbayev, 2018, p. 1).
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�Discipline Matters, Too

Academic mobility also varies per discipline. Already, Welch’s (1997) study has 
shown that in the US, humanities and social sciences, as well as computing science 
and physics, had the most respondents with the highest degree earned abroad, while 
business administration, health, and the technical and education disciplines had 
their highest degrees being largely locally earned. Mahroum (2000) highlighted two 
main dynamics for scientific attraction: (1) he attraction of a country in a particular 
discipline, and (2) the prestige of an institution. Huang et al. (2019) also found that 
discipline matters for satisfaction with the mobility experience. They pointed out 
that, foreign junior academics, from humanities in particular, experienced more dif-
ficulties in the host country including uncertain career prospects, unstable employ-
ment, and serious competitive survival situations, in Japan.

�Research Design and Instrument

As mentioned in Introduction, this study investigated how those academics who 
obtained their final academic degrees or conducted postdoctoral research in foreign 
countries viewed their teaching and research activities, and how they had influenced 
shaping academic policies in their affiliated universities at department, faculty, and 
institutional levels. Drawing on the literature review, the study focuses primarily on 
the two broad research questions below.

First, what is the overall portrait of academics with international educational and 
research experiences in the international database, in terms of their characteristics 
and academic activities, and their influence on shaping key academic policies at the 
different levels in their belonging institutions?

Second, how do these academics from the seven case countries differ in these 
aspects in relation to gender, their academic rank/generation, and discipline?

In order to address the two research questions, the study used respective vari-
ables and measurements of comparing this type of faculty with international educa-
tional and research experiences that are suggested in Table 6.1.

�Data Analysis

The total number of respondents in the dataset of the seven countries was 20,259. 
Those faculty members with international education and research experiences 
(based on the criterion of the country of their last degree) was 3853 or 19%. This 
share is somewhat lower than the corresponding share of such faculty (28%) in the 
total APIKS database, with 32,464 qualifying responses. Out of the seven countries, 
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Table 6.1  Variables and measurement of comparing academics with international educational and 
research experiences

Independent
Personal Gender Male = 1 Female =0

Academic 
rank/
generation

Professor and associate professor 
(senior) = 1 others (junior) = 0

Discipline Hard discipline (natural sciences, 
engineering, life science, and medical and 
health science) = 1; Soft discipline 
(humanities, social sciences, and other soft 
sciences like arts, home economics, 
personal services, etc.) = 0

Dependent
B2-1,2,3,4, Regarding your own preferences, do 
your interests lie primarily in teaching or research?

Check only one

B5-3, How do you rate your satisfaction with your 
current overall professional environment

Likert 5 scale (1 to 5)

C1, Please indicate the proportion of your teaching 
related activities (preparation of instructional 
materials and lesson plans, classroom instruction, 
advising students, reading and evaluating student 
work, curriculum development, etc.)

Multiple check

D1, Please characterize your research 
collaboration undertaken?

Yes or No

D3, How many of the following scholarly 
contributions have you completed in the past 
3 years?

Number

D4, What percentage of your publications in the 
last 3 years were?

Number

F1, How influential are you in helping to shape 
key academic policies at your institution?

Likert scale (1 to 5)

the greatest share of the participants with international educational and research 
experiences was in Canada (1060 or 36%), followed by Malaysia (4368 or 35%), 
while the smallest representation of them was in Russia (1493 or 2%) and Japan 
(117 or 6%). In the remaining countries, their share varied between 11% (Germany, 
803, Argentina, 108) and 14% (Finland, 195). The large presence of these faculty 
members in Canada is not surprising given that the country has a very aggressive 
high-skilled employment immigration policy (Green & Green, 2004). A similar 
share in Malaysia might be attributed to the fact that the country has many interna-
tionally educated returning scholars employed in academia. The small representa-
tion of them in Russia and Japan is also not surprising with the countries historically 
having closed academic labour markets. In general, based on the data from the 
seven countries analysed, one might distinguish between three degrees of interna-
tionalization in terms of share of faculty members with international educational 
and research experiences. Countries like Russia and Japan with their shares being 
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below 10% seem to be least open to hiring faculty with degrees from outside the 
country. Countries like Canada and Malaysia with the share above 30% seem to be 
aggressively hiring from abroad. Most of the countries seem to be somewhat open 
to internationally educated academics, with the share varying between 10% 
and 30%.

Table 6.2 provides a summary of the key characteristics of the faculty members 
who took part in the survey. In terms of academic rank or generation, in the total 
dataset of the seven countries analysed the share of junior faculty (46%) was lower 
than the share of senior faculty (54%) in the subgroup of faculty with international 
educational and research experiences. The reverse was true for the domestic faculty, 
with the junior faculty comprising 53% of the total number of domestic academics. 
This makes good sense, with universities probably trying to supplement lacking 
expertise at the senior level with those with international educational and research 
experiences.

With respect to disciplinary specialization, there seems to be a greater share of 
hard scientists among the faculty with international education and experience (56%) 
than among the faculty without such experience (52%) in the dataset of the seven 
countries. The greatest difference in the share of hard scientists between the faculty 
with and without international education and experience was in Finland (76% vs. 
49%), Argentina (71% vs. 39%), and Malaysia (61% vs. 49%). In Japan, the situa-
tion was reversed: 71% of the academics without international education and expe-
rience were from hard sciences, while the share of hard scientists among faculty 
with international educational and research experiences was only 30%. In Russia, 
Germany, and Canada the shares of hard and soft scientists among the two different 
groups were approximately equal.

In terms of gender distribution, women (49%) were represented slightly less than 
men (51%) among the faculty with international educational and research experi-
ences, mirroring the corresponding distribution among the academics without an 
international background. Women (36%) were the least numerous among the 

Table 6.2  Characteristics of academics with international educational and research experiences

Academic rank or 
generation Broad discipline Gender
Junior Senior Hard sciences Soft sciences Male Female

Average 1779 (46%) 2065 (54%) 2151 (56%) 1702 (44%) 1951 (51%) 1711 (49%)
Argentina 37 (34%) 71 (66%) 77 (71%) 31 (29%) 45 (42%) 63 (58%)
Canada 37 (3%) 1023 (97%) 478 (45%) 582 (55%) 602 (58%) 432 (42%)
Finland 136 (70%) 58 (30%) 148 (76%) 47 (24%) 115 (59%) 72 (41%)
Germany 626 (78%) 170 (21%) 456 (57%) 347 (43%) 388 (48%) 263 (52%)
Japan 1 (1%) 115 (98%) 35 (30%) 82 (70%) 75 (64%) 37 (36%)
Malaysia 936 (61%) 599 (39%) 940 (61%) 595 (39%) 705 (46%) 830 (54%)
Russia 6 (17%) 29 (83%) 17 (49%) 18 (51%) 21 (60%) 32 (40%)

Note: The data shows academics with international educational and research experiences who 
received their final degrees from countries or conducted their post-doctoral research in the coun-
tries that are different from their currently employment countries
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faculty with international education and experience in Japan. Russia can be noted 
for an overrepresentation of women among domestic academics comprising 52% of 
the total group. This pattern is reversed in the case of the faculty with international 
experiences, where males are overrepresented at 60%. Germany is a country where 
males dominate women among the domestic faculty at 62%. However, the share of 
women in the group of academics with international experience is only 48%.

Table 6.3 summarises the findings of the survey with respect to the views of the 
faculty with international educational and research experiences on teaching, 
research, and governance.

One question on the survey (B2) explored whether they are more oriented to 
teaching or research. Based on the responses to the question, it can be concluded 
that the key interest is in research (mean = 2.99 with the scale varying from 1—‘More 
interested in teaching’, to 4—‘More interested in research’). It is important to note 
that while those in Japan and Russia were on the average more interested in research, 
the average response from the participants in the two countries was lower than in 
other contexts (2.5 in Japan and 2.31 in Russia). Notably, in Finland and Malaysia 
the mean was higher than in other contexts (3.15 in Finland and 3.19 in Malaysia).

Our analysis shows that across the seven countries, faculty seem to be mostly 
involved in teaching at the bachelor’s level, devoting on the average 60% of their 
teaching time to teaching undergraduate students. Three countries, which contrib-
uted to the calculation of the mean to the greatest extent, are Canada (54%), Japan 
(69%) and Russia (60%). Finland is the only country where faculty members seem 
to be more involved into teaching at the graduate level (63% cumulatively at the 
master’s and Ph.D. level). Interestingly, in Argentina, they indicated that they spend 
28% of their teaching time on average on “Other” activities.

Another question in the survey looked at the level of satisfaction with their work 
and employment environment. As Table 6.3 suggests, the mean level of satisfaction 
is relatively high (above 3 on a scale from 1—Low, to 5—High). Argentina has the 
lowest level of satisfaction with their employment situation (mean—2.96), while 
Japan has the lowest level of satisfaction with work situation (mean—2.96).

The survey explored the kind of collaborations that they tend to pursue. Our 
analysis revealed that over 80% engage in collaborations with others on research 
projects in Canada, Finland, and Malaysia. Meanwhile, Russia has the lowest per-
centage of this group of faculty who pursue collaboration on research projects 
(25%), followed by Argentina (27%).

The faculty with international educational and research experiences in all the 
analysed countries are very productive in research, at least based on self-reported 
numbers of research publications produced within the last 3 years (14 on average). 
These numbers are highest in Argentina (19) and Finland (19), and lowest in 
Germany (11) and Japan (11). Finland has the highest percent of faculty collaborat-
ing with doctoral students (87%), while Argentina and Russia have less than 30% of 
such faculty. The Malaysian faculty are most likely to engage in collaborations at 
their own institutions (86%), while Argentinian faculty are least likely (27%). The 
highest share pursuing collaborative work with scholars in other universities in the 
country of current employment is in Finland at 84%, while the lowest is in Russia at 
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39%. The pattern is the same for collaborations with scholars located internation-
ally, with Finland being at the top of the list and Russia remaining at the bottom. 
Interestingly, Argentina, which tends to have lower percentages of faculty involved 
in various types of collaborative work, has the greatest percent of faculty pursuing 
interdisciplinary collaborations (81%).

Faculty with international educational and research experiences in Argentina and 
Finland reported publishing the highest average number of papers (19) within the 
last 3 years. The lowest number of publications (11%) was in Germany and Japan. 
German and Russian faculty reported the greatest percentage of solo-authored pub-
lished articles (35%). Finnish faculty publish the greatest number of papers abroad 
(74%) and in peer-reviewed journals (79%), while Russian faculty publish most of 
their papers domestically (only 12% abroad).

Across all seven countries, the group of faculty that felt the highest level of influ-
ence on academic policies at the departmental level and the lowest degree of influ-
ence at the institutional level. German faculty seem to feel the least empowered at 
all three levels compared with other countries, while Canadian faculty feel most 
engaged.

In terms of their preferences in teaching or research, the level of their satisfaction 
with their current overall professional environment, and time allocated to teaching-
related activities by academic rank (Table 6.4), there are several clear differences 

Table 6.4  Academics’ preferences in teaching and research, level of satisfaction with their current 
overall professional environment, and time on teaching-related activities by academic rank/
generation

Question
Academic 
rank Argentina Canada Finland Germany Japan Malaysia Russia

Focus of 
interests

Junior 2.21 n.s. 1.65 *** 3.16 n.s. 3.13 *** 2.80 n.s. 3.12 *** 3.33 n.s.

Senior 2.31 2.94 3.11 2.69 2.64 3.32 2.43

B5_3 Junior 3.49 ** 3.09 n.s. 3.61 3.25 3.25 3.44 4.00

Senior 3.69 3.32 3.54 3.60 3.23 3.75 3.66

C1_1 Junior 66.29 * 78.27 *** 32.17 * 45.42 n.s. 72.88 67.01 51.67

Senior 61.18 56.90 21.40 48.55 65.10 48.03 63.18

C1_2 Junior 1.52 *** 12.65 ** 41.97 n.s. 40.20 ** 15.31 17.42 10.00 n.s.

Senior 4.19 22.05 42.90 33.98 21.11 21.85 26.43

C1_3 Junior 3.72 ** 2.77 *** 19.86 ** 9.63 *** 10.04 11.44 1.67 n.s.

Senior 6.56 17.70 31.10 15.27 8.44 24.77 7.84

C1_4 Junior 4.64 n.s. 3.12 n.s. 3.57 n.s. 1.73 n.s. 0.83 1.85 ** 3.33

Senior 4.27 1.50 4.50 1.98 2.71 2.84 2.25

C1_5 Junior 23.83 3.19 n.s. 2.43 3.01 ** 0.94 2.27 n.s. 33.33 ***

Senior 23.80 1.86 0.10 0.22 2.64 2.51 0.29

Note:
1. Data of Focus of preferences refers to the arithmetic means of responses to “primarily in teaching”, “in both, but 
leaning toward teaching”, “primarily in research”, and “in both, but leaning toward research”
2. Data of B5-3 refers to responses to the arithmetic means of responses to the level of their satisfaction with “their 
current overall professional environment”
3. Data of C1-1 to C1-5 refers to the arithmetic means of responses to the question “Please indicate the proportion of 
your teaching related activities (preparation of instructional materials and lesson plans, classroom instruction, advising 
students, reading and evaluating student work, curriculum development, etc.).” C1-1 refers to “Teaching leading to 
bachelor degree or equivalent”, C1-2 refers to “Teaching leading to master degree or equivalent”, C1-3 refers to 
“Teaching/training doctoral students”, C1-4 refers to “Continuing education programs” and C1-5 refers to “Other”.
*** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05
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between the seven countries. Firstly, the greatest significant differences were found 
in Malaysian academics. In contrast, no significant differences were identified in 
both Japan and Russia. Secondly, roughly speaking, two groups can be identified in 
the seven case countries. In group one —Argentina, Canada, Germany, and 
Malaysia—more significant differences can be identified in their preferences in 
teaching or research, the level of satisfaction with their current professional envi-
ronment, and their time spent on teaching-related activities. While in group two—
Finland, Japan, and Russia—less significant differences could be confirmed. 
Thirdly, while no significant differences were found in their focus of preferences in 
teaching and research in Argentina, Finland, Japan, and Russia, significant differ-
ences were found in Canada and Germany. Regarding the level of satisfaction, 
senior academics were more satisfied with their current overall professional envi-
ronments in Argentina, Canada, Finland, Germany, and Malaysia. Finally, and 
unsurprisingly, while junior academics spent a greater time on “Teaching leading to 
bachelor’s degree or equivalent” in Argentina, Canada, Finland, and Malaysia, 
senior academics allocated a greater time to doctoral education.

According to Table 6.5, in terms of academic rank, firstly, there are no significant 
differences in research productivity (as in the case of teaching activities) between 
junior and senior faculty, or academics with international educational and research 
experiences, in both Japan and Russia. More significant differences were confirmed 
in the other five countries. Secondly, a greater number of junior academics have 
collaborators in any of their research projects with doctoral students in Argentina, 
Germany, and Malaysia. A greater number of them from Argentina, Canada, 
Finland, and Malaysia collaborate with their doctoral students, with scholars/
researchers at other institutions in their countries, with international colleagues, and 
with colleagues outside their disciplines in Argentina, Canada, Finland, Germany, 
and Malaysia. Thirdly, overall, junior academics seem to be less academically pro-
ductive than senior academics in their publications in a foreign country, publica-
tions co-authored with colleagues located in the countries of their current 
employment, publications co-authored with colleagues located in other countries, 
and publications in peer-reviewed journals in the past 3 years. For example, junior 
academics in Argentina, Germany, and Malaysia completed fewer scholarly books 
authored or co-authored in the past 3 years. Similarly, junior academics in Argentina, 
Canada, Finland, Germany, and Malaysia published fewer edited or co-edited schol-
arly books, and fewer published articles in academic books. This is especially true 
in the case of their articles published in an academic journal and papers presented at 
a scholarly conference in these countries. Finally, junior academics in Canada, 
Finland, Germany, and Malaysia also published less in a foreign country.

As for academics’ influence in helping shape key academic policy at their institu-
tions by academic rank, no significant differences were confirmed in both Japan and 
Russia; however, the differences are significant in Argentina, Finland, and Malaysia. 
For Germany, no questions were asked in this regard. Not surprisingly, junior aca-
demics are less influential at all the three levels in the three countries.

Concerning preferences in teaching and research, time allocated to teaching-
related activities by discipline (Table 6.6), less significant differences can be found 
in the case countries compared to Germany, in which more significant differences 
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Table 6.6  Academics’ preferences in teaching and research, level of satisfaction with their current 
overall professional environment, and time on teaching-related activities by academic discipline

Q
ue

st
io

n

D
is

ci
pl

in
e

A
rg

en
tin

a

C
an

ad
a

Fi
nl

an
d

G
er

m
an

y

Ja
pa

n

M
al

ay
si

a

R
us

si
a

B2 
focus of 
interests

Soft 2.19 * 2.80 *** 2.90 ** 2.79 *** 2.62 n.s. 3.13 ** 2.45 n.s.

Hard 2.44 3.01 3.23 3.16 2.87 3.26 2.44

B5_3 Soft 3.63 n.s. 3.28 * 3.58 n.s. 3.19 3.26 3.61 n.s. 3.42 *

Hard 3.64 3.41 3.58 3.44 2.86 3.55 4.00

C1_1 Soft 64.56 61.70 n.s. 33.74 55.86 74.48 * 57.68 * 61.62 n.s.

Hard 62.58 61.01 23.49 39.18 59.48 62.16 66.04

C1_2 Soft 3.49 20.89 44.41 34.91 ** 16.63 n.s. 19.80 n.s. 22.34

Hard 2.94 19.44 45.02 41.42 24.56 17.63 26.88

C1_3 Soft 3.21 *** 14.87 * 14.05 ** 5.27 *** 5.64 * 18.16 * 8.28

Hard 8.47 17.87 27.95 15.35 12.81 15.85 6.46

C1_4 Soft 4.66 n.s. 1.05 n.s. 5.02 n.s. 1.16 * 1.28 n.s. 2.17 n.s. 3.79 *

Hard 4.11 1.24 3.07 2.63 0.85 1.83 0.63

C1_5 Soft 24.08 n.s. 1.49 * 2.79 2.79 n.s. 1.98 2.19 3.97 n.s.

Hard 21.90 0.45 0.46 1.42 2.30 2.53 0.00

Note:
1. *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05
2. Questions are the same as suggested in note of Table 6.4

are identified. The academics in hard disciplines from Argentina, Canada, Finland, 
Germany, and Malaysia are more interested in research. Only the academics from 
hard sciences in Canada and Germany showed greater satisfaction with their current 
overall professional environment than those from soft sciences, but no significant 
differences can be confirmed in other countries. Finally, compared to other levels, 
more significant differences are confirmed in their time on teaching/training doc-
toral students and a greater number of the academics in hard disciplines budgeted 
their time on this level in Argentina, Canada, Finland, Germany, and Japan, except 
for Malaysia.

There are several observations in relation to their research and publications by 
discipline (Table 6.7). Firstly, far fewer significant differences are found in their 
research collaboration and numbers of their publications in the past 3 years by dis-
cipline in Russia compared to Germany, Canada, and Japan. Secondly, a greater 
number of academics in soft disciplines have collaborators in their research projects 
in Argentina, Canada, Germany, and Malaysia. A greater number of the academics 
in soft disciplines collaborate with doctoral students in Argentina, Canada, Germany, 
and Malaysia. A greater number of them collaborate with scholars/researchers at 
their institutions in Canada, Finland, and Japan. A greater number of them in soft 
disciplines collaborate with scholars/researchers at other institutions in their coun-
tries in Argentina, Canada, Finland, and Malaysia. Different from other countries, a 
greater number of the academics in soft disciplines collaborate with international 
colleagues in Canada and Malaysia. Only a greater number of German academics in 
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Table 6.7  Academics’ research collaboration and numbers of publications in the past 3 years by 
discipline

Question Discipline Argentina Canada Finland Germany Japan Malaysia Russia

D1_1 Soft 1.34 ** 1.13 *** 1.08 n.s. 1.24 *** 1.16 n.s. 1.07 * 1.26 n.s.

Hard 1.24 1.03 1.03 1.11 1.10 1.04 1.33

D1_2 Soft 1.59 *** 1.46 1.38 *** 1.50 1.89 *** 1.32 ** 1.50

Hard 1.44 1.18 1.15 1.23 1.43 1.24 1.35

D1_3 Soft 1.16 n.s. 1.36 1.12 ** 1.26 n.s. 1.65 ** 1.01 n.s. 1.26

Hard 1.17 1.16 1.02 1.24 1.37 1.02 1.13

D1_4 Soft 1.46 * 1.31 1.32 n.s. 1.39 1.47 n.s. 1.26 *** 1.50

Hard 1.36 1.17 1.29 1.36 1.43 1.13 1.29

D1_5 Soft 1.59 n.s. 1.23 ** 1.09 1.27 1.56 1.48 1.73

Hard 1.52 1.16 1.14 1.28 1.53 1.30 1.54

D1_6 Soft 1.25 1.29 n.s. 1.21 1.41 ** 1.66 1.17 n.s. 1.57

Hard 1.22 1.31 1.30 1.50 1.53 1.14 1.38

D3_1 Soft 1.16 *** 0.72 *** 0.52 ** 0.37 ** 0.84 1.48 *** 1.07

Hard 0.47 0.21 0.19 0.21 0.93 0.93 1.00

D3_2 Soft 0.54 0.84 0.88 *** 0.65 *** 0.36 * 0.94 n.s. 0.39

Hard 0.23 0.24 0.14 0.11 0.07 0.46 0.20

D3_3 Soft 1.79 3.20 3.34 2.37 1.78 n.s. 2.70 1.10

Hard 0.73 1.24 0.74 0.70 0.80 1.81 1.11

D3_4 Soft 2.51 5.27 5.27 * 3.37 3.02 *** 12.18 * 6.29

Hard 3.47 12.93 9.84 6.73 10.83 18.54 9.00

D3_5 Soft 1.79 n.s. 1.64 n.s. 1.12 n.s. 1.00 ** 0.32 ** 2.30 n.s. 0.34

Hard 1.82 2.05 0.56 1.64 1.20 2.41 0.16

D3_6 Soft 4.82 9.45 ** 6.55 * 4.97 2.68 *** 8.66 * 5.16

Hard 4.46 11.85 3.58 3.82 7.80 8.88 5.43

D3_7 Soft 0.48 1.31 0.75 n.s. 0.44 n.s. 0.15 2.40 ** 0.36

Hard 0.47 1.86 0.77 0.69 0.93 1.88 0.15

D3_8 Soft 0.02 * 0.11 * 0.03 0.01 0.00 ** 0.40 n.s. 0.10 *

Hard 0.06 0.49 0.19 0.21 0.83 1.25 0.81

D3_9 Soft 0.10 n.s. 0.08 *** 0.15 0.06 ** 0.00 n.s. 0.06 * 0.43 n.s.

Hard 0.16 0.46 0.24 0.21 0.00 0.26 0.52

D3_10 Soft 0.86 ** 1.14 * 1.93 ** 0.47 n.s. 1.04 0.77 ** 0.11

Hard 0.30 0.40 0.06 0.28 1.03 0.28 0.00

D3_11 Soft 0.46 n.s. 3.57 n.s. 0.50 0.53 No data 0.92 n.s. 0.86

Hard 0.28 5.54 0.03 0.11 0.37 0.00

D4_1 Soft 36.54 *** 47.04 *** 45.10 *** 46.10 *** 49.95 *** 23.01 *** 55.97 **

Hard 10.19 8.14 6.20 8.17 7.90 7.74 25.66

D4_2 Soft 28.80 45.51 72.42 n.s. 42.58 * 28.16 25.69 9.44 *

Hard 54.86 59.24 70.43 50.09 64.05 44.19 24.68

D4_3 Soft 2.90 27.20 41.74 32.71 *** 25.36 38.99 33.90

Hard 11.85 54.09 50.13 54.09 66.65 53.26 58.89

D4_4 Soft 12.08 16.16 40.44 17.88 15.56 n.s. 8.44 1.77 n.s.

Hard 36.70 30.38 47.94 36.33 23.94 19.60 10.95

D4_5 Soft 41.34 73.55 ** 77.19 51.49 ** 40.10 *** 46.27 38.69

Hard 56.16 81.09 73.72 60.87 79.78 54.80 54.78

Note:
1. *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05
2. Questions are the same as suggested in note of Table 6.5
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hard disciplines collaborate with colleagues outside their disciplines. Thirdly, in 
general, more variations can be found in their scholarly contributions and publica-
tions in a foreign country, publications co-authored with colleagues located in the 
countries of their current employment, and in other countries in peer-reviewed jour-
nals in the past 3 years, between the academics from soft discipline and hard disci-
pline in the six countries compared to Russia, in which no significant differences are 
found in most cases. For example, the academics in soft disciplines completed more 
scholarly books they authored or co-authored in Argentina, Canada, Finland, 
Germany, and Malaysia. Similarly, they published more edited or co-edited schol-
arly books in Argentina, Canada, Finland, Germany, and Japan. They also published 
more of their articles in an academic book in Argentina, Canada, Finland, and 
Germany. However, the academics from soft discipline published far fewer articles 
in an academic journal in all the seven countries except for Russia, in which no 
significant differences were found. Not surprisingly, a greater number of the aca-
demics in hard disciplines contributed to patent or license secured on a process or 
invention in Argentina, Canada, Japan, and Russia, but a greater number of the 
academics from soft discipline in Argentina, Canada, Finland, and Malaysia con-
tributed to artistic work performed or exhibited, including video or film produced. 
Finally, a much higher number of the academics’ publications from soft disciplines 
were solo authored in all the seven countries, but much fewer of their publications 
were published in a foreign country and co-authored with colleagues located in the 
country of their current employment in the seven countries except for Finland, in 
which no significant differences are identified. Similarly, far fewer of their publica-
tions were co-authored with colleagues located in other (foreign) countries in 
Argentina, Canada, Germany, and Malaysia. Further, fewer of their publications 
were peer-reviewed in Argentina, Canada, Germany, Japan, and Malaysia. Finally, 
regarding academics’ influence in helping shape key academic policies at their insti-
tution by discipline, no significant differences are found in any of the seven case 
countries.

�Discussion

Although this analysis looked at the most striking characteristics of faculty or aca-
demics with international educational and research experiences regarding their 
engagement in teaching, research and governance in the seven countries, the data 
mostly refers to the division of academic work (engagement in teaching and 
research) and differences in these aspects in relation to their academic rank, disci-
pline, and even gender. Noticeably, almost no significant differences among the 
countries of analysis could be found in terms of academics’ influence on shaping 
key academic policies in the institutions where they work. This extends to the dif-
ferent levels in their belonging institutions. This is not particularly surprising for 
faculty with international educational and research experiences or internationally 
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mobile academics, as almost similar findings were found in the case of domestic 
academics (Huang, 2008).

The distribution of time and gender across teaching and research activities cor-
roborates previous studies, with women being represented slightly less than men 
among them, and Japan being the country with the fewest number of female faculty 
with international educational and research experiences. Also, for the countries ana-
lysed, female faculty of this group tend to dedicate more time to teaching activities, 
while male faculty tend to be more dedicated to research, suggesting the perpetua-
tion of segregation patterns of academic work by gender. Moreover, academic rank/
generation differences are also visible in terms of research production, measured by 
the number of publications. For example, in most forms of research productivity, 
junior faculty reported a lower number of publications, while senior/established 
academics showed a higher number of publications.

While we do not have enough data for further rigorous analysis, even our rather 
simple exploration allows us to bring several important issues for discussion. First, 
it seems that faculty with international educational and research experiences do play 
an important and special role in many national academic systems. Indeed, they may 
be attracted to the universities in expectation of their important impact on the 
domestic academic community and training future scholars. So, their work with 
other colleagues at their departments and institutions, as well as with Ph.D. stu-
dents, is a valuable contribution to the development of the community, changing 
transmission of academic norms and standards, as well as mere experience brought 
from outside. At the same time, as the data shows, they are rather inclined toward 
research which means greater potential impact on the development of the research 
capacity of their departments and institutions (especially more senior colleagues).

Second, international mobility is a phenomenon that is normally associated with 
a top segment of the academic profession. However, now that international experi-
ences are getting more and more diverse (both in form and duration), in some coun-
tries we may see faculty with international educational and research experiences are 
not too different in their productivity from domestic faculty. Also, not all universi-
ties are willing and able to compete for foreign faculty, including academics with 
international educational and research experiences, in the international labour mar-
ket, especially in the countries with rather poor financial conditions in academia. 
However, in many countries (including low-income ones), academic excellence 
initiatives have been launched in recent years (Salmi, 2016), with their design often 
assuming to attract the top talents from abroad.

Third, while some countries like Canada represent quite attractive places of aca-
demic employment and do not need to bother with any special conditions aiming to 
attract faculty with international educational and research experiences, or interna-
tional faculty in a strict sense, other countries like Russia have to apply substantial 
effort and launch special programs and conditions to attract them from the interna-
tional market. That difference affects the differences between characteristics of 
domestic faculty and faculty with international educational and research experi-
ences or international faculty in these countries.
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Finally, our data is only concerned with the type of academics with international 
educational and research experiences or internationally mobile academics who are 
different from international faculty with foreign passports or citizenship in a strict 
sense, but similar to the classical notion of faculty who move from one country to 
another physically. However, the phenomenon is getting, in recent times, far more 
complicated. Globalization and the rise of technologies allow people to consider 
multiple employment in several jurisdictions at the same time (Hottenrott et  al., 
2019), which substantially affects how academics are integrated into peer commu-
nities and what peer effects arise due to their mobility. In addition, the Covid-19 
pandemic severely restricted current mobility, but at the same time triggered new 
forms of academic engagement (in teaching, research, or even service at a university 
in another location) that were previously associated with physical mobility only. 
Taking these recent trends into account, one may expect that the role of faculty with 
international educational and research experiences and/or international faculty may 
experience some long-term changes. While for the world-class universities, the 
classic battle for top talents will be intensified, mass universities will also explore 
new opportunities to join global academic market and attractive employers.

�Conclusion

The main findings from the study on academics with international educational and 
research experiences can be summarized below.

First, the study depicts an overview of a portrait of key characteristics of academ-
ics from various backgrounds with international educational and research experi-
ences in the seven case countries. Most importantly, as this is the first study focusing 
on these internationally mobile faculty in a comparative study based on the data 
analysis of seven national surveys, the study fills the gap in internationalisation of 
the academy and international mobility of academics.

Second, the study identified some typologies of hiring internationally mobile 
faculty in relation to their number (in absolute terms), gender, academic rank/gen-
eration, disciplines, final degree, status of employment, their engagement in teach-
ing and research, and their influence on shaping key academic policies at the 
different levels in their affiliations within the seven case countries. This enables us 
to have a better understanding of similarities and differences in these regards 
between the various case countries. More importantly, the comparative study sug-
gests that more differences and fewer similarities were confirmed in their engage-
ment in teaching, research, and governance between the seven case countries.

Third, not only were the similarities and differences in these aspects identified 
based on the cross-country analysis in a more comprehensive way, but also more 
details of these aspects were analysed and classified into patterns among the seven 
case countries in terms of both academic rank/generation and disciplines. The 
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in-depth analysis of the data suggested that a wide variety of differences existed in 
internationally mobile faculty’s engagement in teaching, research, and governance 
and management between junior and senior academics, and between “hard disci-
plines” and “soft disciplines”, even within the same countries.

Fourth, although no relevant data was analysed and discussed regarding interna-
tional faculty who hold foreign passports or citizenship, or faculty who did not 
obtain any of their final degrees from other countries that are different from their 
current employment countries, it seems that some findings from the study match 
with some previous research into the academic profession and international faculty 
with foreign passports or citizenship. For example, female academics have been 
found to be less internationally mobile than male academics (Aiston & Jung, 2015; 
Bauder, 2015; Jung, 2015), a greater number of academics in “hard disciplines” 
earned their final degrees from countries different from that of their current employ-
ment, senior internationally mobile faculty are more productive in research than 
junior ones, and so forth.

Finally, a special mention should be made that, even though seven case countries 
were selected according to their national income per capita and use of English as a 
national language, it is hard to say whether these backgrounds affected the charac-
teristics of academics with international educational and research experiences or 
internationally mobile faculty in the seven countries. Namely, the differences in the 
degree of national wealth, the use of English as national or academic language, or 
regional differences between Asia, Europe, North America, and Latin America can-
not fully and perfectly explain the complexities of internationally mobile faculty’s 
engagement in teaching, research, and governance and management at both national 
and individual levels in the seven case countries. Rather, as the prior research in 
Introduction and Literature Review suggests, the distinctiveness of national higher 
education and research, and the labour market for the academic profession, seem to 
have a profound impact on internationally mobile faculty’s involvement in teaching, 
research, and governance activities, and their disciplinary backgrounds also affect 
their activities. Therefore, a more comprehensive and comparative study needs to be 
undertaken on what key factors have affected the differences in these regards, in 
the future.

It should also be acknowledged that there is the possibility of biased results of 
analysis, as the case countries surveyed academics according to different criteria. 
For example, Canada and Japan primarily focused on full-time academics, while 
other countries like Argentina also included many part-time academics; it is difficult 
to compare the employment situation of academics with international educational 
and research experiences. Also, there was a small number of juniors compared with 
seniors in Japan and Russia. This may also produce a biased result of the analysis.
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Chapter 7
Internationalization Across Global Divides: 
Comparison Between Core 
and Semi-Periphery Doctoral Holders 
in Chile, Malaysia, and Turkey

Sergio Celis, Fatma Nevra Seggie, and Norzaini Azman

Abstract  Internationalization is often depicted as an instrument for disseminating 
educational values and practices of hegemonic powers for cultural influence and 
domination. Core countries in the “Global North” dictate what counts as knowledge 
creation and feed dependencies with semi-periphery countries, most in the “Global 
South.” This divide creates global higher education hubs that distinguish systems at 
the core from those at the periphery. One of the mechanisms through which this 
divide solidifies is the training of future researchers. This chapter examines data 
from the perspectives of 5340 faculty members in Chile, Malaysia, and Turkey, 
three semi-periphery countries. We first ask to what extent do universities employ 
faculty with PhD training in core countries. We then test whether faculty’s perspec-
tives on internationalization differ between those trained in core systems and those 
trained elsewhere. Second, we explore differences in terms of time allocation, pref-
erences, and overall satisfaction. In general, results indicate that differences across 
countries are more significant than those among faculty members, and all faculty 
members feel a strong pressure for publishing abroad. However, those trained in 
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core countries collaborate more with colleagues abroad, are slightly more critical 
about internationalization resources at their institutions, and allocate more time to 
external activities.

Keywords  Semi-periphery countries · International orientations · Faculty 
perceptions · Doctoral education · International comparative

�Introduction

Internationalization policies and practices look different depending on our position 
around the globe. After all, encountering a diversity of cultures and perspectives 
makes internationalization attractive and necessary for higher education. However, 
these encounters do not occur in a plain field. Internationalization is often depicted 
as an instrument for neo-colonialism and disseminating educational values and 
practices of hegemonic and neoliberal powers for cultural influence and domination 
(Canto & Hannah, 2001; Vardhan, 2015). Thus, countries at the core of a world 
system (Chase-Dunn & Grell-Brisk, 2019), in the “Global North”, dictate what 
counts as knowledge creation and feed dependencies with countries in the periph-
ery, most commonly in the “Global South” (Connell, 2007). This divide creates 
global higher education hubs that clearly distinguish systems and institutions at the 
core from those at the periphery. Previous studies describe the mechanisms through 
which this divide solidifies or, in the best case, liquefies (e.g., Celis & Guzmán-
Valenzuela, 2021; Knight, 2013). Among those mechanisms that solidify, the litera-
ture includes future researchers’ training, English as an academic lingua franca, the 
publishing system’s dominance, and other academic networks and mobility activi-
ties (e.g., Celis & Kim, 2018; Figueiredo et al., 2021).

Some scholars refer to the Global South as those countries located in the Southern 
hemisphere of the planet or those that suffered colonialism and continue with a 
strong economic and intellectual dependency from former colonial powers (Connell, 
2007; Guzmán-Valenzuela, 2019). For instance, all Latin American and African 
countries are considered part of the Global South (Connell, 2007; Santos, 2014). 
Other scholars define Global South more broadly to include all the countries from 
both hemispheres where there is political and/or economic volatility, socioeconomic 
gaps between groups are large, industrialization is not complete, scientific and tech-
nological advancements are scarce, and indices of equalities, development, and 
democracy are unstable (Odeh, 2010; Dados & Connell, 2012). On the other hand, 
countries in the Global North are economic, scientific, and military powers. These 
countries have dominated the academic circuits for more than a century, establish-
ing what is considered the legitimate forms of knowledge (Connell, 2007). Countries 
such as the United States (US), the United Kingdom (UK), France, and Germany 
fall in this category. These conceptualizations are appealing to account for differ-
ences among nations and global trends in the current knowledge society. Thus, the 
concept of Global South is seen not as a geographical definition, but as a global 
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imaginary that divides the globe as Global North and South based on economic 
welfare, development, and knowledge production (Connell, 2007; Müller, 2020).

However, categorizing countries on one side of the global divide is not a clear-cut 
task (Müller, 2020). According to Müller (2020), this binary idea of the world shad-
ows many countries, most in the East, that fall in-between. Moreover, differences 
within or across countries mimic or exceed some larger trends (Marginson & 
Rhoades, 2002). The “glonacal”—global, national, and local —constitution of 
higher education systems worldwide adds multiple layers of hierarchies, resources, 
and contextual influences on the analyses (Marginson & Rhoades, 2002). Thus, 
comparing higher education systems from the global South and North risks mis-
leading results. Economic and sociodemographic indicators are a traditional alter-
native to differentiate nations. Chase-Dunn et al. (2000) used longitudinal national 
economic trading measures to classify countries, using the network idea of core, 
semi-peripheral, and peripheral countries.

In network analysis, a core/periphery structure occurs when high-degree nodes, 
those with the larger number and higher density of connections, tend to stick 
together, surrounded by less connected and less dense periphery nodes (Newman, 
2010). According to Chase-Dunn et al. (2000), “core countries have greater eco-
nomic and political/military power [...], while peripheral countries are poor and 
have weak states” (p. 79). Higher education scholars have used these network con-
cepts to investigate student and faculty mobility across nations (e.g., Glass & Cruz, 
2022; Lee & Kuzhabekova, 2018) and international publications (Xu, 2020). 
Drawing on the core/periphery structure, Mulvey (2021) defines semi-peripheral 
countries as those “relatively well-connected to the global center but in some ways 
remain subjugated to it. They normally do not have colonies but are perceived to 
have civilizational superiority over the global periphery” (p.  441). Thus, semi-
peripheral countries are those whose size or developing status gives them intermedi-
ate levels of power in the world system. In this chapter, although we refer to the 
Global North/South literature, we will frame our quest and results as a world system 
dominated by core countries while others belong to the periphery or semi-periphery. 
In particular, we will compare a group of semi-peripheral countries.

Still, classifying multiple countries into core, semi-peripheral, and peripheral 
nations is a challenge. In the field of higher education, we find examples of classifi-
cation of national systems that follow economic and sociodemographic dimensions 
but add specific academic indicators. For instance, the initiative Universitas 21 
ranks higher education systems instead of institutions based on multiple indicators 
grouped into overall resources, policy environment, connectivity, research, and 
teaching outputs (Williams & Leahy, 2020). At the top of the ranking are nations 
such as the U.S., Switzerland, and Singapore. Precursor projects to the Academic 
Professions in the Knowledge-Based Society (APIKS) collaboration, such as The 
Changing Academic Profession (CAP) project, classified higher education systems 
into developed (e.g., Japan, the UK, and Canada), recently developed (e.g., South 
Korea, Spain, and Australia), and developing (e.g., Chile, Poland, and India) nations 
(Shin et al., 2013). The distinction was primarily made between the former being 
high-income countries (using indicators on the economy, labor market, and 
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technology) and, in principle, self-sustainable in research training, and the latter 
being middle-income countries where large numbers of scholars are trained for the 
academic career abroad (Teichler et al., 2013). Shin et al. (2013) found that faculty 
members in advanced systems are more collaborative in research projects than their 
peers in developing ones. These authors suggest that, in advanced systems, faculty 
members’ domestic and international networks, national funding mechanisms, and 
robust research society explain the higher levels of collaboration than scholars in 
developing systems.

Findings consistently show how advanced higher education systems establish 
hubs for research collaboration and for training future scholars (Celis & Kim, 2018; 
Shin et al., 2013, 2014; Williams & Leahy, 2020). Part of this research collaboration 
network reaches developing systems through the faculty hiring process of those 
trained in the core countries (Celis & Kim, 2018). However, we know little about 
how these faculty members carry expectations for international collaboration, sup-
port, and time allocation to the fundamental academic duties from the core to the 
periphery. This chapter examines data from the APIKS project to explore some of 
these assumptions from faculty members’ perspectives in three nations whose 
higher education systems can be considered semi-peripheral: Chile, Malaysia, and 
Turkey. These three countries are categorized as semi-periphery countries (Babones, 
2005) and were ranked 32nd, 27th, and 42nd respectively out of 50 nations in 
Universitas 21 rankings (Williams & Leahy, 2020).

Furthermore, Chile, Malaysia, and Turkey are countries with a centralized sys-
tem and a clear binary structure of higher education. Among the seven semi-
periphery or Global South higher education systems that participated in 
APIKS—Argentina, Chile, Kazakhstan, Malaysia, Mexico, Taiwan-China, and 
Turkey—we selected three cases (systems) based on purposeful sampling, whereby 
the main criterion of selecting the countries were predetermined based on the 
authors’ familiarity with the higher education systems and their involvement in 
APIKS data collection for their countries. Other considerations include semi-
periphery countries that had a sample size of more than 800. To reduce bias from 
imbalanced cases, the three countries had approximately 75% of academics with 
PhD or doctoral qualifications. Moreover, one country was chosen to represent each 
continent, i.e., Europe/transcontinental (Turkey), Asia (Malaysia), and South 
America (Chile), as it was assumed that the academic scholarship and internation-
alization pattern would be different according to the higher education context.

�PhD Education Mobility and Faculty Hiring

Prestigious universities, mostly in affluent nations of the Global North, attract tal-
ents worldwide to enroll them in their PhD programs. Therefore, student mobility at 
the PhD level is one of the distinguishing features of the current knowledge-based 
economy (Franzoni et al., 2015; Peters, 2009). In 2017, about 5.3 million students 
left their home countries to enroll in higher education programs abroad (OECD, 
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2019). This massive mobility is notorious at the PhD level (OECD, 2019). From the 
host country perspective, international students represent 22% of enrollment in doc-
toral programs, compared with only 4% for bachelor’s programs (OECD, 2019). At 
the doctoral level, student mobility across borders is profoundly asymmetrical, 
which, in turn, gives an account of an imbalance between higher education national 
systems at the core and the rest. The US attracts 26% of international doctoral stu-
dents among OECD and partner countries (OECD, 2019). Moreover, the US, the 
UK, France, Australia, Canada, Germany, and Japan capture about 70% of interna-
tional students (OECD, 2019). Regarding the total enrollment at the PhD level, 
Luxemburg, Australia, New Zealand, the UK, Switzerland, Canada, Netherlands, 
Denmark, France, and Sweden exhibit over 30% international enrollment. In terms 
of absolute numbers, “the PhD factory” (Cyranoski et al., 2011) has reached signifi-
cant levels, especially in affluent countries of the Global North. In 2017, OECD 
countries had 276,800 PhD graduates. The US (71,000), Germany (28,000), and the 
UK (28,000) were the top suppliers among OECD countries.

Meanwhile, semi-peripheral countries are increasing their numbers of PhD pro-
grams and strengthening them, attracting primarily local students with a small share 
of international ones. For instance, Latin American nations such as Mexico and 
Chile enroll just over 5% of international students in their PhD programs (OECD, 
2019). Overall, international students in PhD programs come from the same region 
(OECD, 2019).

One of the strategies that higher education institutions follow in the Global South 
to increase their global status is hiring faculty members who received their PhD 
education in core countries in the Global North (e.g., Celis & Kim, 2018; Müller 
et al., 2018). Most of these graduates come back to their home countries to fill posi-
tions as faculty members or postdoctoral researchers (e.g., Celis & Kim, 2018; 
Cowan & Rossello, 2018). In particular, through faculty hiring, universities shape 
their organizational culture and achieve their missions, including increasing their 
research capacities. There are two key assumptions: First, PhD education in core 
countries is a signal for attracting the most talented scholars in training (Franzoni 
et al., 2015; Müller et al., 2018) and implies access to cutting-edge knowledge (Shin 
& Harman, 2009). Second, faculty members with foreign PhD education bring with 
them their social capital, which anticipates international research collaboration with 
faculty in core countries and greater research productivity (Bozeman & Corley, 
2004; Knobel et al., 2013). Celis and Kim (2018) found that Chilean faculty holding 
a PhD in prestigious institutions in core countries keep collaborating with peers in 
their alma mater and colleagues in multiple other nations, following the same pat-
terns, although on a much smaller scale than their peers in Korea.

As a result, in these hiring strategies, each nation also mimics a global stratifica-
tion pattern in which most prestigious institutions concentrate those faculty mem-
bers trained in core countries (Celis & Kim, 2018). For instance, Cowan and 
Rossello (2018) investigate more than four decades of faculty hiring and mobility in 
South Africa, focusing on the interplay between institutional prestige and faculty 
research productivity. The authors found faculty members who arrived at presti-
gious institutions after completing their doctoral degree tend to remain in the same 
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institutions and have more productive careers than those who remain lower on the 
institutional ladder. Cowan and Rossello (2018) suggest that the small size and 
degree of development of South African higher education make institutions special-
ize in specific knowledge areas, which drives faculty to stay where they know the 
available resources and institutional support better. Their higher education institu-
tions’ size and scientific development is only one example of how faculty hiring 
processes in well-resourced nations differ from developing ones (Celis & Kim, 
2018). What is less known is how faculty members with a core-country PhD per-
ceive the internationalization orientations in their institutions, and how they allocate 
time to the multiple university missions. This chapter asks to what extent Chilean, 
Malaysian, and Turkish universities employ faculty with PhD training in core coun-
tries. Overall, we test whether a greater concentration of faculty trained in core 
countries means a stronger internationalization orientation. A positive relation 
would indicate that internationalization is built by those with a hegemonic or core 
perspective. On the other hand, a weak or nonexistent relationship would suggest a 
more nuanced picture, where a diverse range of regional views weaves internation-
alization. We first explore differences in terms of time allocation, and preferences 
between research and other university missions. Second, we test whether the facul-
ty’s perspectives on the internationalization of their institutions differ between those 
with PhD training in core higher education systems from those trained elsewhere, 
including the host country. Third, we explore differences in terms of affiliation to 
the department or the discipline, and overall satisfaction. These questions allow us 
to understand how internationalization orientations and networks may also influ-
ence local relationships and the use of faculty time.

�The Academic Profession Context in Chile, Malaysia, 
and Turkey

Before we continue with the analyses of the APIKS survey to answer our research 
questions, we provide a brief academic context for each of the three studied coun-
tries. As mentioned in the introduction, Chile, Malaysia, and Turkey are semi-
peripheral nations with developing higher education systems. Despite sharing these 
conditions, their higher education systems differ profoundly, such as global region, 
size, and proximity with core countries. It may be the case that these national differ-
ences are as significant as faculty characteristics in our attempts to answer our 
research question. Thus, these contexts offer some clues to understand substantial 
differences.

Chile went through a rapid massification of its higher education system between 
1990 and 2015. Currently, it enrolls about 1,300,000 students, and employs approxi-
mately 83,000 faculty members of whom approximately 45,000 are women, and 
46,000 full-time equivalent faculty (Servicio de Información de Educación Superior 
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[SIES], 2021). In terms of age, the average is 44.5 years (45.7 for men and 42.9 
for women).

Among the higher education institutions, 60 are universities, of which 18 are 
public. The enrolment expansion at both public and private institutions was one of 
the forces that contributed to the rapid professionalization of faculty members 
through the increase of full-time appointments and institutional resources to support 
research activities (Brunner, 2015). However, Chilean faculty still lag in academic 
training and research productivity compared with peers in developed higher educa-
tion systems. For instance, only 25.6% of full-time faculty hold a doctorate degree 
(SIES, 2021). Internationalization among faculty ranks is also low, with about 4% 
being foreign born (SIES, 2021), although among all doctoral degree holders in 
Chile, more than half received their degrees abroad (CONICYT, 2014). The high 
numbers of Chilean faculty members who trained abroad resulted from an aggres-
sive policy for graduate education scholarships overseas (Chiappa & Finardi, 2021). 
Universities and their faculty members comprise much of the country’s research 
workforce. Faculty research productivity has increased in the past decade, with 
Chile ranking among the first in Latin America according to the number of publica-
tions per faculty member (De Moya Anegón et al., 2021). Even though public and 
private institutions have pushed for a robust national knowledge and innovation 
system, Chile’s investment in research and development remains remarkably low, 
representing less than 0.4% of the gross domestic product.

​​Malaysian higher education is a centralized, binary system consisting of private 
and public higher education institutions divided into university and non-university 
sectors. Of 558 higher education institutions in total, 81 are universities, 39 are 
university colleges, and the rest are colleges and polytechnics (Ministry of Higher 
Education [MOHE], 2020; Department of Higher Education [DHE], 2021). In 
2020, approximately 1,222,098 students were enrolled, and 66,388 academics were 
employed in the system. In the university sector, there are 20 public universities, 51 
private universities, and 10 are foreign university branch campuses.

The academic profession in Malaysia is relatively large and not very competitive 
(Azman et al., 2016). The number of academics employed in both public and private 
universities in Malaysia rose from 39,153 in 2007 to 66,627 in 2015; however, but 
this declined to 56,235 in 2020. Between 2007 to 2015, private universities had a 
total increase of 53.2%, increasing from 16,270 academics employed in 2007, to 
34,750 in 2015 (MoHE, 2015). As of December 2020, 31,508 academic staff were 
employed in public universities and 24,727 academic staff in private institutions. 
While part-time employment is rare in public universities, private universities retain 
a moderate association between full-time and part-time employment. Academics in 
the private HEIs are employed on a tenure basis, while academics in the public sec-
tor hold permanent appointments as civil servants. As civil servants, academic sala-
ries are similar across all universities and are not considered high.

Full time academics in Malaysian HEIs generally hold one of four academic 
ranks: lecturer, senior lecturer, associate professor, and professor. The academic 
population has a relatively bottom-heavy structure as nearly three quarters of aca-
demics (77.0%) are of lecturer and senior lecturer status. For the 2020 academic 
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year, women comprised 55.7% percent of all academics. However, the number of 
female academics at public universities is growing; more than half (56.6%, or 
17,818) are women. Conversely, women academics are not well represented in the 
private universities; only 54.5% of academics (13,480) are female (MoHE, 2020). 
In most public universities, only candidates with doctoral degrees can be hired 
directly as lecturers.

The number of academics with PhD qualifications is approximately 75.5%in the 
five research universities and 48.7%in the other 15 public universities. While part-
time employment is rare in public universities, private universities retain a moderate 
association between full-time and part-time employment. In 2020, 4.1% and 9.4%of 
the academic staff in public and private institutions were non-Malaysian citizens. 
More than 90,000 international students’ enrollment was recorded in the private 
higher education institutions and 30,000 in the public universities in 2019 (MOHE, 
2020; DHE, 2021). However, these numbers have substantially decreased in the 
private universities in 2020 due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Malaysia continues to 
prioritize internationalization strategies as a national agenda and dedicate resources 
to planning and regulating cross-border higher education through the Malaysian 
Education Blueprint: Higher Education (MEBHE, 2015) 2015–2025 and the 12th 
Malaysia Plan (MP) 2021. The substantial aim of the MEBHE and the MP12 is to 
rank the Malaysian higher education system amongst the top higher education sys-
tems in the world and to empower the Malaysian higher education system to survive 
in the globalized world.

Turkish higher education is a centralized system where The Council of Higher 
Education (CoHE, YÖK in Turkish) is the governing body. CoHE’s primary respon-
sibilities include strategic planning, coordination, and quality assurance of higher 
education institutions, among others (Akbulut Yıldırmış & Seggie, 2018). The sys-
tem has faced a vast expansion in the last two decades regarding the number of 
higher education institutions. There were 77 higher education institutions in 2003 
(Calikoglu et al., 2020), which increased to 207 in 2020, with 129 public and 74 
foundation universities together with four foundation vocational schools (YÖK, 
2021). A foundation higher education institution is a non-profit organization that is 
established by a Turkish foundation. The first foundation university was founded in 
1984 in Ankara, the capital city. The massification is also reflected in the number of 
students attending these institutions, with 7.94 million students—3.83 million of 
whom were female, and 4.1 million males—in the 2019–2020 academic year. In 
2020, there were 174,494 academicians (78,687 females and 95,807 males) 
employed at universities. Around 28.5 thousand were professors, 16.6 thousand 
associate professors, 41 thousand assistant professors, 37.6 thousand lecturers with 
or without PhD, and 50 thousand research assistants (YÖK, 2021).

In this dynamic context, internationalization has always been an attractive topic 
in Turkish higher education—especially with government scholarships for Turkish 
students who would like to pursue their graduate studies abroad—particularly over 
the last decade. In 2018, the CoHE published a five-year strategy for the internation-
alization of higher education. In the document, some of the main aims included an 
increase in the number of qualified international students and academics, further 
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collaboration and cooperation with target countries, multinational institutions, 
international universities, a higher number of academic programs with foreign lan-
guage education, and more universities in the top 500  in global rankings (YÖK, 
2017). According to 2020 data (YÖK, 2021), there were 185,047 international stu-
dents (65,436 females and 119,611 males) from around 180 different countries in 
Turkey. According to 2018 data (YÖK, 2019), there were 3121 international faculty 
members from several countries. The US, UK, Iran, Azerbaijan, and Syria are the 
five top countries of origin in the Turkish higher education system.

�Methods

�Sample

The study draws on comparable data from Chile, Malaysia, and Turkey, three semi-
peripheral or emerging countries, as a basis for the discussion. We first determine 
the sample size of the APIKS survey in each of the countries. In all three countries, 
the desired minimum of 800 samples was reached. The sample size for the three 
countries combined consists of 8015, specifically 1837 in Chile, 4368 in Malaysia, 
and 1810 in Turkey. In Malaysia, the number of respondents surpassed the required 
number strived for, and it is approximately twice as many respondents than the 
numbers in Chile and Turkey. Table 7.1 presents the sample size according to the 
status of the employment contract. The majority of academics employed in the three 
countries are permanently employed, particularly in Malaysia and Turkey. Extensive 
use of temporary employment is evident in Chile (37%), compared to Malaysia 
(2%) and Turkey (2.8%).

Next, we reduce the sample to full-time faculty who hold a PhD degree. Thus, 
the final sample consists of 5340 faculty members. In the case of Chile, the sample 
was significantly reduced to 705 participants, which is representative of the total 
number of PhD holders among faculty members (about 40%). We then determined 
the country in which academics earned their doctoral degrees, either in the country 
of current employment (home) or abroad. This analysis allows to determine which 
higher education systems rely more on foreign training than homegrown faculty. It 
is assumed that the country of current employment is highly related to the home 
country. The pattern holds that, as a whole, the percentage of foreign doctoral degree 

Table 7.1  Academics’ employment status in Chile, Malaysia and Turkey in the APKIS sample

Country Part time Full time Total (100%)

Chile 680 (37.0%) 1157 (63.0%) 1837
Malaysia 88 (2.0%) 4280 (98.0%) 4368
Turkey 50 (2.8%) 1760 (97.2%) 1810
Total 818 (10.2%) 7197 (89.8%) 8015
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holders is relatively low. More than half (65.2%) of the Chilean sample earned their 
doctoral degree from the host country. The figure for the Malaysian sample is simi-
lar to Chile, as approximately 61.2%of academics received their doctoral training 
from local universities. In contrast, Turkey appears to have the highest level of 
homegrown doctoral academics (87.9%). These descriptive statistics show that the 
three higher education systems prefer to hire local doctoral degree holders. Turkey 
is more reliant on local doctorates than the other two countries (Table 7.2).

We then classified the countries where faculty received their doctoral training 
into the following: core or advanced countries, typically industrialized and eco-
nomically developed countries; and semi-periphery countries, typically economi-
cally developing countries. We based this classification on Shin et  al.’s (2013) 
typology, the Universitas 21 higher education system ranking, and socioeconomics 
such as gross domestic product per capita. Thus, the list of core or advance countries 
includes Australia, Belgium, Canada, Taiwan, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, 
Hong Kong, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Korea, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, 
Singapore, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the UK, and the US. All other countries 
included the three studied countries were classified as semi-peripheral ones. We 
acknowledge that several of these countries may be called peripheral; however, they 
represent a minimal share of graduates, and our analyses focus on the difference 
between the core and the rest.

�Analyses

The following analyses consist of our primary research interests, namely how aca-
demics’ workloads, preference for teaching and research, affiliation, perceptions on 
institutional orientation to internationalization, international collaboration, and job 
satisfaction differ based on the patterns of their doctoral education background. The 
assumption is that academics with doctoral training from the core and semi-
periphery countries may vary in certain academic activities and, hence, on the inter-
nationalization of the academic profession. We used frequencies and bivariate 
analyses to test these differences.

Table 7.2  Doctoral degree obtained in country of current employment and abroad by Chilean, 
Malaysian and Turkish academics

Country At home Abroad Total (100%)

Chile 457 (64.82%) 248 (35.18%) 705
Malaysia 1959 (61.18%) 1243 (38.82%) 3202
Turkey 1259 (87.86%) 174 (12.14%) 1433
Total 3675 (68.82%) 1665 (31.18%) 5340
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�Limitations

The findings of this study should be interpreted with caution. Response rates varied 
across countries and the samples are biased in different ways (e.g., gender, types of 
institutions; geographical locations). There is also a significant proportion of incom-
plete data, and self-report could induce errors. We reduce these variations by focus-
ing on full-time faculty with PhD education. The overall sample is representative of 
the percentage of faculty members with these characteristics in each country.

�Findings

Figure 7.1 shows the top countries where academics obtained doctoral degrees from 
the three systems. Other than the three home countries, Chile, Malaysia, and Turkey, 
the other seven top destinations reported by the academics include all core or 
advanced countries, some of which have been world economic leaders for some 
time (e.g., the US, the UK, Germany). Of these seven countries, the UK and the US 
are the most preferred destinations for graduate training of Turkish academics. 
More Malaysian academics gained their doctoral qualifications from the UK and 
Australia. As expected, Spain (because of their shared language) and the US are 
among the countries favored by Chilean academics for their doctoral education. 
While the Malaysian trends in doctoral training are the same as the other two coun-
tries, i.e., from home and economically developed, Anglophone, and Anglo-Saxon 
higher education systems, we see Japan as a new Asian hub, emerging among the 
preferred doctoral training destinations for the Malaysian academics.

Chile Malaysia Turkey Australia France Germany Japan Spain UK USA

Turkey 0.0 0.0 87.9 0.1 0.2 0.8 0.1 0.1 2.9 6.7

Malaysia 0.0 61.2 0.0 6.9 0.4 0.5 3.3 0.0 19.4 2.7

Chile 64.8 0.0 0.0 0.9 3.1 1.3 0.0 11.8 2.6 8.4
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Fig. 7.1  Top 10 countries where doctoral training was obtained by Chilean, Malaysian and 
Turkish Academics (percentage)
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Fig. 7.2  Doctoral degree obtained from core (advanced) and semi-periphery countries of academ-
ics in Chile, Malaysia and Turkey (percentage)
Note: Core/Advanced Countries—Australia, Belgium, Canada, Taiwan, Denmark, Finland, 
France, Germany, Hong Kong, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Korea, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, 
Singapore, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, and USA

When the destinations for doctoral training are further divided into core and 
semi-periphery countries, we see a similar pattern whereby in all the three higher 
education systems, more academics have been trained in semi-periphery countries 
(69.4%, 62.3%, and 88.2% for Chile, Malaysia, and Turkey, respectively) than in 
the core or advanced countries. These percentages mean that the three systems 
employ relatively large proportions of local degree holders as their academics. 
Turkey seems to place a higher priority in hiring local degree holders than Chile and 
Malaysia (Fig. 7.2).

�Time Allocation

Academic experiences during doctoral education may impact the role or inclination 
towards multiple academic duties (Rostan & Hohle, 2014). Table  7.3 shows the 
mean number of hours academics reported spending in their week when an aca-
demic semester is in session. There are clear patterns of differences between the 
systems for academics in the three countries and the two clusters of academic’s 
doctoral training backgrounds (doctoral degree from core countries versus doctoral 
training from semi-peripheral ones). Academics in Chile logged the most hours in 
administration (12.9 h), but the least hours in teaching (14 h) and research (11.5 h) 
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Table 7.3  Time allocation (mean hours weekly) for professional work when classes are in session: 
by country—Chile, Malaysia, and Turkey; by academics with doctoral training from core countries 
and with doctoral training from semi-periphery countries

Professional work Country N Mean SD

Teaching Chile 578 14.1 8.23
Malaysia 3130 17.9 10.79
Turkey 1394 19.1 11.72
Training from core countries 1533 17.4 9.84
Training in semi-periphery countries 3569 18.0 11.31

Research Chile 496 11.5 8.20
Malaysia 3131 12.7 9.37
Turkey 1394 12.4 9.82
Training from core countries 1517 12.9 8.94
Training from semi-periphery countries 3504 12.3 9.57

External oriented activities Chile 443 4.32 3.96
Malaysia 3135 4.64 5.42
Turkey 1394 2.25 4.77
Training from core countries 1497 4.44 5.13
Training from semi-periphery countries 3475 3.73 5.27

Administration Chile 526 12.9 10.93
Malaysia 3135 9.45 8.47
Turkey 1394 5.65 6.38
Training from core countries 1521 9.71 8.69
Training from semi-periphery countries 3534 8.35 8.44

per week compared to their counterparts. Malaysian academics, on the other hand, 
spend the most hours per week on research (12.7 h) and service (4.64). In compari-
son, the academics in Turkey logged most hours in teaching (19.1 h) and logged the 
least hours in externally oriented activities (2.25 h).

The differences in the four focal role activities by doctoral training background—
from core/advanced countries vs. semi-peripheral countries—is minimal for weekly 
hours allocated to research. The data in Table 7.3 shows that those with doctoral 
training from core countries spend more hours per week in externally oriented activ-
ities (4.43 h) and administration (9.71 h), but fewer hours on teaching (17.4 h), than 
their colleagues with doctoral degrees from semi-peripheral countries. These find-
ings suggest that, except for research, background doctoral training differences in 
weekly hours devoted to teaching, externally oriented activities, and administration 
are evident. There is a gap in weekly professional efforts between core countries and 
semi-peripheral countries.
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�Teaching or Research Orientation 
and International Collaboration

The respondents’ stated preferences for teaching and research were calculated on a 
scale of 1–4, with 1 indicating a preference for education and 4 indicating a prefer-
ence for research. Figure 7.3 shows the means for teaching or research preference 
from the respondents in the three countries. Faculty members in Malaysia showed 
an overall preference towards research, with an average mean preference of 3.28. 
There is little appreciable difference between academics in Chile and Turkey in 
their orientation for teaching or research. Their means for research preference are 
lower than Malaysia and are hover slightly closer to research than teaching orienta-
tion. Academics with doctoral degrees from core countries are slightly more inclined 
towards research (mean = 3.17) than their counterparts (mean = 3.02), a difference 
that is statistically significant (t = −5.711, p < .001).

While international research collaboration is expected to be widespread within 
the three higher education systems, we tested differences between those who earned 
their doctoral degree from the core and semi-periphery countries. A significantly 
higher proportion of respondents with doctoral training from core countries (68.8%) 
collaborated with international colleagues than respondents with doctoral degrees 
from semi peripheral countries (54.6%). In other words, this difference means that 
a higher proportion of academics with doctoral training in semi-peripheral countries 
do not collaborate with international colleagues than academics with doctoral 
degrees from core countries. These findings seem to indicate that doctoral training 
experience from core countries provides better opportunities for international scien-
tific collaboration than those who gained doctoral training in semi-peripheral coun-
tries. Nevertheless, in aggregate, we note that about 57% of respondents in the three 

Fig. 7.3  Mean of preferences in teaching (towards 1) versus research (towards 4)

S. Celis et al.



153

68.80

54.60

31.20

45.40

0.00

10.00

20.00

30.00

40.00

50.00

60.00

70.00

80.00

Core Semi-periphery

P
e
rc

e
n
ta

g
e
 (

%
)

Yes No

Fig. 7.4  Percent reporting research collaboration with international colleagues (Yes/No) by aca-
demics with doctoral training from core countries and with doctoral training from semi-periphery 
countries (n = 4534)

countries reported collaboration with colleagues abroad, which is similar to or 
higher than indicators found in advanced or core nations in terms of international 
collaboration in research (e.g., White, 2021) (Fig. 7.4).

�Institutional Orientation to Internationalization

We next considered to what extent academics with doctoral training from the core 
and semi-periphery countries perceived institutional factors, such as strategies and 
support that drive internationalization activities. Table 7.5 displays the means, stan-
dard deviations, and results of the independent t-test of the two clusters of academic 
training background on the eight items of institutional strategies and support for 
internationalization. A glance at the table suggests two broad types or patterns as 
follows. The findings from academics with doctoral degrees from core countries 
showed higher means than their counterparts on four aspects related to institutional 
strategies, programs, and encouragement: (1) institution has a clear strategy for 
internationalization; (2) institution provides various international exchange pro-
grams for a student; (3) institution encourages the recruitment of faculty members 
from foreign countries; and (4) institution encourages faculty members to publish 
internationally. On the other hand, they had lower means than their semi-periphery 
colleagues in all aspects related to opportunities/funding: available opportunities/
funding for faculty members to undertake research abroad; for visiting international 
students; for visiting international scholars; and faculty members to attend confer-
ences abroad. Except for one aspect related to encouragement to publish 
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internationally, all other seven aspects had a range of means between 2.83 and 3.77, 
indicating that faculty members generally do not perceive their institutional strate-
gies and support as highly receptive to internationalization.

Results of the t-test for differences in academics’ responses between core coun-
tries’ and semi-peripheral countries’ faculty holding doctorates (Table 7.4) indicate 
differences in the mean scores of six of the survey items: (1) institution provides 
various opportunities/ funding for faculty members to undertake research abroad 
(t = 2.927, p < .01); (2) institution provides various opportunities/funding for visit-
ing international students (t  =  5.918, p  <  .001); (3) institution provides various 
opportunities/ funding for visiting international scholars (t = 4.019, p < .001); (4) 
institution encourages the recruitment of faculty members from foreign countries 
(t = −3.822, p <  .001); (5) institution provides various opportunities/funding for 
faculty members to attend conferences abroad (t = 3.651, p < .001); and (6) institu-
tion encourages faculty members to publish internationally (t = −10.604, p < .001). 

Table 7.4  Differences in the perception of institutions’ internationalization orientation by 
academics with doctoral training from core and semi-periphery countries

Perception N Mean SD t p

Institution has a clear strategy for internationalization

Core countries 1514 3.53 1.03 −0.950
Semi-periphery countries 3563 3.50 1.17
Institution provides various international exchange programs for student

Core countries 1514 3.77 0.95 −1.191
Semi-periphery countries 3563 3.73 1.01
Institution provides various opportunities/funding for faculty members to undertake research 
abroad

Core countries 1514 2.83 1.16 2.927 **
Semi-periphery countries 3563 2.94 1.19
Institution provides various opportunities/funding for visiting international students

Core countries 1514 2.86 1.09 5.918 ***
Semi-periphery countries 3563 3.06 1.07
Institution provides various opportunities/funding for visiting international scholars

Core countries 1514 2.91 1.09 4.019 ***
Semi-periphery countries 3563 3.04 1.09
Institution encourages the recruitment of faculty members from foreign countries

Core countries 1514 3.10 1.11 −3.822 ***
Semi-periphery countries 3563 2.97 1.18
Institution provides various opportunities/funding for faculty members to attend conferences 
abroad

Core countries 1514 2.88 1.21 3.651 ***
Semi-periphery countries 3563 3.02 1.24
Institution encourages faculty members to publish internationally

Core countries 1514 4.33 0.95 −10.604 ***
Semi-periphery countries 3563 3.97 1.19

Significant at *p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
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These results mean that there are differences between how the academics perceived 
their institutional support for internationalization based on where they received their 
doctoral training.

�Affiliation and Satisfaction

Figure 7.5 portrays academics’ perceptions of the importance of their affiliations 
across the three countries. On the whole, academics feel a very strong affiliation 
with their discipline, and there is very little difference in response between academ-
ics in the three systems. Their institutional affiliation is the weakest of the three for 
Turkish academics. The gap between the Turkish academics’ mean responses on 
institutional affiliation (mean  =  3.66) and the rest (mean  =  4.36 for Chile and 
mean = 4.61 for Malaysia) is slightly greater. Conversely, the academics from Chile 
and Malaysia rated their lowest means for department affiliation.

Breaking down the responses according to doctoral subgroups yielded a similar 
pattern of generalization across the three systems (Table 7.5). There is very little 
difference in response of academics with a doctoral degree from the core and semi-
periphery countries. Although the academics with doctoral training from semi-
periphery countries rated a higher mean (4.75) than their counterparts (4.73) for 
affiliation with academic discipline, the difference is minimal. Similarly, academics 
with degrees from core countries rated slightly higher mean for institutional affilia-
tion (4.39) than their counterparts (4.29), but results of the t-test indicate significant 
differences (t = −3.491, p < .001) (Table 7.5).

We also analyzed whether semi-peripheral doctoral graduates were more satis-
fied with their job than doctoral degree holders from core countries, and whether 
there are significant differences between them in their job satisfaction. Figure 7.6 
shows a surprising similarity in the extent of professional academic satisfaction 
reported across the three countries (means between 2.96 and 3.69). Generally, 

Table 7.5  Differences in the importance of affiliation by doctoral degree holders from core and 
semi-periphery countries

Perception N Mean SD t p

Academic discipline

Core countries 1553 4.73 0.54 0.995
Semi-periphery countries 3663 4.75 0.55
Department

Core countries 1562 4.36 0.85 −0.220
Semi-periphery countries 3680 4.36 0.87
Institution

Core countries 1562 4.39 0.88 −3.491 ***
Semi-periphery countries 3680 4.29 0.99

Significant at *p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001
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Fig. 7.5  The importance of affiliation by academics in Chile, Malaysia, and Turkey
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Fig. 7.6  Academics’ job satisfaction by country: Chile, Malaysia, and Turkey

academics from all three systems are moderately satisfied with their current employ-
ment, work situation, and professional environment. Malaysian and Chilean aca-
demics are slightly more satisfied on average than Turkish academics.

Table 7.6 illustrates the results of the t-tests looking at differences between core 
and semi-peripheral doctorates’ responses to survey items relating to professional 
satisfaction. Overall, the academics from both groups showed a considerable posi-
tive level of job satisfaction. Doctorates from core countries were slightly more 
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Table 7.6  Differences in job satisfaction of academics with doctoral degree obtained in core and 
semi-periphery countries

Perception N Mean SD t p

Current employment

Core countries 1562 3.51 1.07 −2.083 *
Semi-periphery countries 3680 3.44 1.09
Current work situation

Core countries 1562 3.48 1.10 0.288
Semi-periphery countries 3680 3.49 1.09
Current overall professional environment

Core countries 1562 3.44 1.04 0.630
Semi-periphery countries 3680 3.46 1.07

*p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001

satisfied with their current employment than doctorates from semi-periphery coun-
tries (t = −2.083, p < .05). On the other hand, semi-periphery doctorates are slightly 
more satisfied with their current work situation and overall professional develop-
ment than doctorates from core countries. However, the differences in means are not 
significant.

�Discussion

Overall, we found an evident reliance on doctoral training from semi-peripheral 
higher education systems in all three countries, mainly from their national institu-
tions. However, the percentage of faculty educated in core or advanced higher edu-
cation systems for their PhD degrees is significant, more than 30% in Chile and 
Malaysia, and about 12% in Turkey. Consistent with other international reports, 
most PhD holders in these countries were educated in the UK and the US (Shin 
et al., 2014). Nevertheless, Japan is gaining popularity in Malaysia due to the Look 
East policy (Furuoka, 2007) which sought to have Malaysians emulate the Japanese 
work ethic and business management techniques, and acquire Japanese expertise 
and capital through aid, investment, and trade cooperation. PhD holders from Japan 
and Korea are also in faraway countries such as Chile (Celis & Kim, 2018).

The percentage of PhD holders from core countries in the three countries is sig-
nificant enough to influence or shape institutional policies towards the multiple uni-
versity missions. Even though the difference in weekly professional efforts of those 
from core and semi-periphery countries was minimal in teaching, research, and 
administration, faculty members trained in core higher education systems dedicate 
significantly more time engaging in external activities. This finding contradicts pre-
vious research that suggests locally trained faculty (mostly from institutional 
inbreeding) would be more inclined to engage in service or activities with local 
parties. We speculate that the global forces towards the knowledge society pushed 
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the private and public sectors to collaborate with highly research-trained profession-
als. Top administrators and policymakers should further examine these results.

One result that confirms the expectations and the results of previous studies is 
that academics with doctoral degrees from core countries collaborate more with 
international colleagues than their counterparts. This fact supports the institutional 
and national policies for hiring faculties trained in core countries. However, faculty 
members trained in the host or semi-peripheral countries also report significant lev-
els of collaboration. This activity may be a point of leverage. A more complex and 
diverse collaboration network might emerge if policies support faculty collabora-
tion in both studied clusters.

Another key result for institutions is the slightly more critical perspective on the 
international orientation of faculty trained in core or advanced countries. This find-
ing supports earlier views by Shin et al. (2014) that the institutions’ academic cul-
ture, infrastructure, and funding mechanisms may be different than that in the core 
countries where they gained their doctorate education. It seems that the internation-
alization discourse at the institutional level may lag to those trained in advanced 
nations. Integrating their visions and supporting the maintenance of their networks 
seem a fundamental piece to keep them at their institutions, manage their expecta-
tions, and maximize their international social capital. The expectations of those 
educated in core nations resemble the issue of international faculty in STEM fields, 
whose expectations are managed by their institutions that actively try to retain them 
(Lawrence et al., 2014).

Finally, there are high levels of job satisfaction with mostly non-significant dif-
ferences between faculty trained in core and semi-peripheral countries. However, 
the finding that both faculty clusters perceive considerable pressure for publishing 
in international journals is striking. Regardless of the country of PhD training, the 
forces of the academic society unleashed from countries in the core are felt for all 
types of faculty members. This finding may also indicate that faculty members 
working in Chile, Malaysia, and Turkey, perceive, work, and engage in an interna-
tional environment which can shape their respective regions as well.

In general, our findings indicate that differences across countries are more exten-
sive than those among faculty members trained in core and periphery higher educa-
tion systems. Thus, scholars of the academic professions should be cautious of 
generalizing a global condition to full-time faculty members trained at the PhD 
level. For instance, the Global South’s notion does not much influence the perspec-
tives on internationalization studied here. Although the share of academics with 
PhDs from countries at the core of the knowledge society is significant in the three 
studied countries, national and local conditions define how academics conduct and 
perceive their work (Marginson & Rhoades, 2002). As suggested by Müller (2020), 
when we observe sectors, such as the academic profession, the world system acts in 
more ways than in a binary fashion.

Nevertheless, we observe interesting similarities between Chile and Malaysia, 
countries with a similar share of faculty trained at core countries, much higher than 
in the case of Turkey. Our findings suggest that Chile and Malaysia are attractive 
candidates to advance comparative studies on how internationalization influences 
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what institutions and faculty members do. Turkey is a much larger nation which has 
never been colonized, so it does not have colonial legacies like Chile, Malaysia, and 
other countries in their regions. Also, different from Chile and Malaysia, Turkey is 
also considered to be one of the “middle powers” (Gilley, 2015), sometimes in the 
Global South or linkages with the Global South in the literature, other times in 
between the Global South and Global North as a result of its geopolitical situation 
(Cakici, 2016), and as part of the Global East after Müller’s (2020) conceptualiza-
tion. Turkish faculty members also indicate lower levels of job satisfaction and 
lower importance of institutional affiliation than their Chilean and Malaysian col-
leagues. Further studies could explore how the population of international faculty or 
faculty trained abroad interact and influence perceptions on internationalization.

�Conclusion

Internationalization is often depicted as an instrument for neocolonialism dissemi-
nating educational values and practices of hegemonic powers for cultural influence 
and domination Thus, countries at the core of the world system of knowledge pro-
duction dictate what counts as knowledge creation and feed dependencies with 
countries in the periphery, or what is often called the “Global South.” This divide 
creates global higher education hubs that clearly distinguish systems and institu-
tions at the core of the world order from those at the periphery. Some of the mecha-
nisms through which this divide solidifies or, in the best case, liquefies include 
English as academic lingua franca, future researchers’ training, the publishing sys-
tem’s dominance, among others. This chapter examines data from the APIKS proj-
ect to explore some of these assumptions from 5340 faculty members perspectives 
in Chile, Malaysia, and Turkey, three nations whose higher education systems can 
be considered semi-peripheral. We first ask to what extent their universities employ 
faculty with PhD training in core countries. We then test whether the faculty’s per-
spectives on the internationalization of their institutions differ between those with 
PhD training in central higher education systems from those trained elsewhere, 
including the host country. Second, we explore differences in terms of time alloca-
tion, preferences between research and other university missions, and overall satis-
faction. In general, differences across countries are larger than those among faculty 
members. However, those trained in core countries collaborate more with colleagues 
abroad, are slightly more critical about internationalization resources at their insti-
tutions and allocate more time for research and external activities than their peers. 
These results suggest that training in higher education hubs in core countries, influ-
ence the research, engagement activities, and expectations of internationalization in 
semi-periphery nations. Despite the particularities of this group, all faculty mem-
bers feel a strong pressure for publishing and collaborating with colleagues abroad, 
and national singularities still have a strong say in how faculty members perceive 
and allocate time for their work.
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Chapter 8
Internationalization of Research Across 
Disciplines in Practice: Global Similarities 
and Differences

Sebastian Kocar, Daniela Véliz, Lars Geschwind, and Pío Marshall

Abstract  Discipline has proved to be one of the most powerful factors in both 
shaping and explaining different aspects of internationalization, including academic 
research. Country-related characteristics such as country size, geographical posi-
tion, and the use of English as the main language can also explain differences in 
internationalization of research. This chapter uses survey data for 20 countries from 
the Academic Profession in the Knowledge-Based Society (APIKS) project to 
showcase both disciplinary and country differences. The results suggest that there 
are significant differences between the studied countries and disciplines in research 
aspects of internationalization in higher education. In the vast majority of countries 
and for most indicators of internationalization of research, hard disciplines (espe-
cially hard-pure) show higher levels of international research activities than soft 
disciplines. We present the same evidence for North European and smaller European 
transition countries which have higher levels of international research and collabo-
ration, especially in comparison to larger non-European non-English speaking 
countries, which stand out as those with little internationalization.
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�Introduction

What role does scientific area play in internationalization? Are certain disciplines 
more likely to be involved in internationalization activities, especially those related 
to academic research? How consistent are any disciplinary differences across coun-
tries? These are issues addressed in this chapter, in which the links between interna-
tionalization and disciplinary areas are analysed across The Academic Profession in 
the Knowledge-Based Society (APIKS) countries from four continents.

In the general discussion (see Altbach & Knight, 2007) scholars have suggested 
that internationalization has become crucial for higher education institutions (HEI) 
due to political, economic, and cultural reasons (de Wit, 2019). HEIs compete for 
revenues, talents, and reputation, reflected in global rankings that emphasize 
research and international publications (Hazelkorn, 2015). Scholars have proposed 
several reasons why HEIs engage in internationalization, such as increased commit-
ment to global issues and adjustment of the curriculum to international standards. 
Furthermore, quality enhancement of teaching and learning, increased research 
capacity, and stronger and expanded networks for academic staff are essential driv-
ers of internationalization (Knight, 2004; Seeber et al., 2016). In the case of reve-
nues, some studies have stated that international co-publications are positively 
associated with universities’ extra budgetary incomes whereas national partnerships 
are negatively related to this revenue source (Sandler & Gladyrev, 2020). 
Additionally, internationalization has been coupled with international mobility, 
partly described in terms of brain gain and brain drain (Sierkierski et al., 2018).

From the academic profession’s perspective, internationalization has had impor-
tant implications regarding research activities, since international research collabo-
ration has been found to be a critical factor for research productivity, recognition, 
and access to research funding (Kwiek, 2015, 2020). Research collaboration and 
co-authoring has expanded all over the world as a common practice, replacing a 
predominant part of single authorship and national collaboration in global science 
(Kwiek, 2023). This has helped academics not only by giving them more opportuni-
ties to develop their research, but also by letting them overcome the growing pres-
sure for publishing (Yemini, 2019). Authors have found that not only is international 
collaboration related to overall research productivity, but also that international and 
overall productivity are individually related to the same researcher’s characteristic 
that literature describe as productivity predictors, namely national-level factors, 
institutional-level factors, and individual-level factors (Heng et al., 2020; Kwiek, 
2020). Individual-level factors associated with research productivity and interna-
tional collaboration include, but are not limited to: male over female, older over 
younger, higher or lower academic rank, the width and breadth of research net-
works, level of academic degree, a balance between teaching and research, as well 
as psychological factors such as intrinsic motivation and self-efficacy (Heng 
et al., 2020).
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There are two other main contextual factors affecting academics’ international-
ization engagement. Clark (1987) has described academic work as a matrix in which 
“niches are defined for individuals by their dual memberships in institutions and 
subjects” (p.  42). Since ancient times, and furthermore, since the foundation of 
universities in the eleventh and twelfth centuries, knowledge has been divided by 
areas. Trivium and quadrivium were later separated into Theology, Law, Medicine, 
and Arts, the four classic faculties (de Ridder-Symoens & Rüegg, 2003). Even later, 
in the nineteenth century, the philosophical faculty was split into natural sciences 
and humanities, which was subsequently split into specific social science faculties 
as late as the latter part of the 1900s. In particular, during the nineteenth century, 
new areas were developed withinengineering, agriculture, business and education 
for example, either as part of universities or as specialized higher education institu-
tions (Rüegg, 2004; also see Augier & March, 2011; Geschwind et al., 2020). These 
historical developments provide the foundations for subjects and disciplines and 
epistemic cultures to emerge, grow, and develop over time. More recently, there 
have been attempts to capture and classify different types of disciplines. Arguably, 
the most cited contribution comes from Biglan (1973) in his proposal not only to 
distinguish “the two cultures” (Snow, 1959), but also to combine the hard and soft 
disciplines with either being applied or pure, as well as life and non-life. This was 
further considered by Becher (1989) who discussed the academic disciplines in 
terms of “tribes and territories”.

In the predecessor to the APIKS project, the Changing Academic Profession 
(CAP) study, it was concluded that disciplines play an important role when we dis-
cuss internationalization: “Discipline has proved to be one of the most powerful 
factors in shaping internationalization” (Rostan et al., 2014b, p. 270). The CAP data 
showed that academics from the hard disciplines were twice as likely to be highly 
engaged in international activities. More specifically, the survey showed a clear 
divide regarding research collaboration and publishing abroad between natural and 
medical sciences on the one hand, and social sciences, business, law and humanities 
on the other. As for teaching, natural scientists were less likely to teach abroad than 
academics from other fields, and academics from the medical sciences were less 
likely to have studied abroad than all other disciplines. Furthermore, disciplines did 
not have any impact on other types of international mobility, neither migration nor 
short-term professional circulation (Rostan et al., 2014b).

However, this acknowledgement in the concluding CAP volume of a variety of 
approaches to internationalization across scientific areas was not addressed in any 
specific contribution. In this chapter, we address the issue by looking concurrently 
at general disciplinary differences, differences between countries, and disciplinary 
differences within countries in internationalization of research, while attempting to 
group both disciplines and countries using empirical evidence on international 
research collaboration, publishing, and funding.
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�Literature Review

�Disciplinary Differences on Internationalization

Although there are many personal, institutional and contextual factors, one of the 
most determinant in predicting productivity and internationalization at the individ-
ual level is researchers’ academic discipline. Despite a positive association between 
internationalization and productivity for all academic fields, hard disciplines tend to 
be more productive and internationalized than soft disciplines in terms of interna-
tional publishing, research collaboration, and co-authorship (Heng et  al., 2020; 
Kwiek, 2020). Following the ISCED classification, Rostan and Ceravolo (2020) 
observed that international collaboration was closely related to publishing for all 
disciplines. However, the first two broad categories of (1) education and humanities, 
and (2) social sciences, business, and law were less sensitive to the effect of the 
international collaboration on publishing than (3) sciences, (4) engineering, manu-
facturing, construction, and architecture, and (5) medical sciences, health related 
sciences, and social services. Other studies in European countries observed that the 
volume of publications per researcher is higher in (1) life and medical sciences, and 
(2) physical sciences and mathematics than in (3) engineering, (4) humanities and 
social sciences, and (5) professional disciplines (Kwiek, 2019). Although hard sci-
ences tend to be more productive and more collaborative internationally, some dis-
ciplines are particularly dominant in terms of international collaboration. In fields 
such as space science, immunology, geosciences, microbiology, and genetics col-
laboration with researchers abroad starts early in doctoral training of researchers 
(Célis & Véliz, 2020).

These differences in publication patterns could be explained by the collaboration 
dynamics between disciplines. Piro et al. (2013) analyzed publication patterns and 
observed that natural sciences, medicine, and technology had higher numbers of 
publications per person than social sciences and humanities, but the last two had 
slightly higher means for article equivalents such as books, book chapters, and 
monographs, as well as in the fractionalized publications per person, that is the 
number of publications divided by the number of authors. Similarly, Franceschet 
and Costantini (2010) observed not only a considerable gap between hard sciences, 
social sciences, and humanities in terms of the total number of published articles 
and research collaboration through co-authorship, but also a notorious difference in 
terms of the volume of authors per publication. The authors conclude that interna-
tional collaboration is of great importance in sciences such as physics and medicine, 
moderate in mathematics and engineering, small in social sciences, and almost neg-
ligible in arts and humanities (Franceschet & Costantini, 2010). Rostan et  al. 
(2014a) illustrate these differences by the inherent characteristics of the work in 
each discipline, explaining that in natural sciences collaboration is both necessary 
and desirable for research process, while in social science and humanities collabora-
tion is less important than other factors such as individual expertise.
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�Internationalization in Different Countries

Although internationalization of higher education is a global phenomenon, it has 
certain differences due to a diversity of institutional contexts. There are several ini-
tiatives around the world, whether from governments or universities, which are 
encouraged by either profit, cultural growth, quality enhancement, or other motiva-
tions and that are looking for the collaboration of institution and its participation in 
student mobility, research collaboration, and program creation. However, developed 
countries such as those from North America and Europe remain the biggest provid-
ers of higher education services and continue to receive the most financial benefits 
of international flows and programs. In contrast, Asian and Latin American middle-
income countries lack the capacity to meet growing demand of their students, some 
of which have to study at foreign institutions (Altbach & Knight, 2007).

Research activities have also been affected by internationalization of higher edu-
cation. In an era of collaborative science, internationalization of research through 
international collaboration has acquired major importance in literature since collabo-
ration and productivity are growing in quantity and quality (Wagner et al., 2015). The 
main metric illustrating the effect of internationalization on research is the volume of 
international collaboration through co-authorship. All over the world, international 
co-authorship has increased in the last couple of decades. While in developed coun-
tries and regions such as Europe and North America this increase in international 
co-authorship has resulted in a decrease in domestic collaboration over the years, this 
does not appear to be the case for developing countries (Adams, 2013; Kwiek, 2020).

Research efforts have been made to understand country-related characteristics 
explaining or driving internationalization of research activities from the research-
er’s perspective. In line with the relationship between the development level of the 
country and the internationalization of research activities within, studies have 
observed a positive relationship of academic internationalization indicators and 
other variables such as the Human Development Index (Sierkierski et al., 2018) and 
the development of the economy (Cummings et  al., 2014; Rostan & Ceravolo, 
2020). Other country related characteristics associated with international collabora-
tion are the size of the country combined with its geographical location, and the use 
of English as the country’s main language (e.g., Altbach, 2007; Martinez & Sá, 
2020; Rostan et al., 2014a; Rostan & Ceravolo, 2020).

Regarding the geographical location of countries and their participation in the 
internationalization of higher education research, Martinez and Sá (2020) discuss a 
global asymmetry in the scientific production, in which the global North is positioned 
as the core of production and collaboration while the South occupies a peripheral 
position trying to follow imported norms. With a more detailed worldwide analysis, 
Huang et al. (2014) observed that Asian countries are generally less internationalized 
than European and North American countries. They collaborate less with interna-
tional colleagues, including publishing in co-authorship, and receive lower propor-
tions of international research funding. Asian academic researchers also publish less 
in foreign countries than their European colleagues, but in some cases more in com-
parison to North American researchers. Canada is the most internationalized in terms 
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of international collaboration, international co-authoring, and publishing abroad 
among all North American countries. While the United States of America (USA) is 
the least internationalized in all these indicators, Mexico represents a middle ground 
between the English-speaking countries (Canada and USA). An exception to this rule 
is the proportion of international research funding for which Mexico surpasses 
Canada and the USA by equaling the sum between both (Huang et al., 2014). Finally, 
Cummings et  al. (2014) analyzed differences between countries and found that 
European countries, Australia, and China have a higher percentage of academics col-
laborating with foreign colleagues, in contrast to the USA, Mexico, Brazil, Japan, 
and South Korea. The same pattern applies to the proportion of academics publishing 
in foreign countries, except for Mexico with levels comparable to those in European 
countries. The highest percentage of academics receiving international funding were 
previously reported in European countries, México, and Australia.

Differences across countries are also related to language. The most significant is 
the transition from national languages to English as the lingua franca of the scien-
tific world (Lillis & Curry, 2010). Sørensen et al. (2019) discuss how small non-
English speaking countries are expected to balance between international 
publications, contributing to a global science system, and national and local respon-
sibilities. With Denmark as the case in point, they also show how disciplinary dif-
ferences play out; whereas 86% of all publications are currently published in 
English, the most dramatic changes have taken place in the humanities and social 
sciences (Sørensen et al., 2019). Over the last 20 years, there has been a shift from 
Danish to English. However, the transition to English can also be a challenge for 
bigger countries, such as Germany, Russia, China, and Brazil, with strong traditions 
to publish in their respective national language. Furthermore, other global modern 
languages like Spanish, French, and German have declined as the language of schol-
arly communication (Altbach, 2007). Formerly colonized countries or countries 
with a history of being under strong political and cultural influence from other 
nation-states balance their legacies from the past with current national/local lan-
guages and the global pressure to become internationally recognized (Jowi, 2009; 
Oleksiyenko, 2021).

�Methods

�Data

The data used in this chapter are from the Academic Profession in the Knowledge-
Based Society Project (APIKS). We included data for all 20 countries1 in the analy-
sis of internationalization of research (out of 31 included in the project2; APIKS-IDB, 

1 For South Korea, data were available for two out of the four studied research-related internation-
alization themes, i.e., international research collaboration and funding received from international 
research agencies. For publishing in a foreign country and co-authoring publications with foreign 
researchers, data were available for 19 countries.
2 When writing this chapter, data for the remaining 11 countries were not available for research 
purposes.
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2021). APIKS was a cross-national comparative project focusing on different 
aspects of academic profession, including internationalization, teaching, research, 
external activities, governance, and other relevant topics (University of Lapland, n.d.).

The core population of the APIKS project were regularly employed academics 
on ongoing or fixed-term basis who were holding contracts of at least a 25% full-
time equivalent basis. They were employed in higher education (HE) institutions 
awarding at least a bachelor’s degree and held an academic function involving pri-
marily teaching and/or research (APIKS-IDB, 2021).

National surveys for the APIKS project were conducted quite differently in the 
studied countries following a general methodological direction of the project. In 
practice, they applied various survey designs and methodological solutions. In terms 
of sampling, some countries used simple random and stratified sampling, some pur-
posive nonprobability sampling, and other countries total coverage (no sampling). 
In terms of the data collection method, various modes including the online mode 
were used. As a result, sample sizes and reported response rates differed substan-
tially. Data collection characteristics are summarized by participating countries in 
Table 8.1 (APIKS-IDB, 2021).

�Classifications

In our analyses, we use classifications of disciplines and a grouping of countries. 
While classifications of disciplines were predominantly based on the existing litera-
ture, we group countries based on empirical evidence from the APIKS survey data.

The question from the international APIKS questionnaire on academic discipline 
included 13 categories which closely resembled (but did not match) ISCED13-F 
classification. For the first part of the analysis, i.e., multiple linear and binary logis-
tic regressions, we include original APIKS classification with 13 groups of disci-
plines (see Table 8.2) in the models. Using this more detailed classification will help 
us directly compare internationalization of research practices between narrower 
groups of disciplines; this way we will be able to determine internal disciplinary 
homogeneity in hard and soft sciences as well.

In the second part of the analysis, i.e., relating disciplinary and country differ-
ences, we combine disciplines into hard-soft classes of disciplines (see Biglan, 
1973). The main purpose of this grouping is to (visually) showcase some key differ-
ences in internationalization of research practices between the analyzed countries. 
The decision to group disciplines was also based on empirical evidence from APIKS 
data, which confirmed moderate levels of internal disciplinary homogeniety. 
Interpreting the results, we also use the pure-applied dimension of the classification 
where applicable3 (Biglan, 1973; also see Stoecker, 1993). We have to note that 

3 APIKS disciplines were not created based on Biglan’s classification of disciplines and certain 
categories include both pure and applied disciplines, e.g., Business and administration, and eco-
nomics (pure: economics, applied: finance).

8  Internationalization of Research Across Disciplines in Practice: Global Similarities…



172

Table 8.1  Countries, samples and data collectiona

Country
Country 
code Sampling method

Final 
sample 
size

Response 
rate

Argentina AR Simple random sampling 1025 19%
Canada CA Total coverage 2966 10%
Chile CL Purposive sampling (selection of 14 

universities)
1837 24%

Croatia HR Total coverage 1038 11%
Estonia EE 861
Finland FI Stratified random sampling 1377 21%
Germany DE Stratified random sampling on 

organizational level, total coverage on 
individual level

7283 28%

Japan JP Purposive sampling on organizational level, 
random sampling on individual level

2136 24%

Kazakhstan KZ Stratified random sampling 1019
South 
Korea

KR 847 7%

Lithuania LT Total coverage 389 11%
Malaysia MY 4368
Mexico MX Purposive sampling (quota sampling by HEI 

type)
4668 16%

Portugal PT Stratified random sampling 3199 20%
Russia RU Purposive sampling 1512
Slovenia SI Total coverage 1035 17%
Sweden SE Simple random sampling 2408 29%
Switzerland CH 1411
Taiwan TW Purposive sampling 1224 56%
Turkey TR Random sampling of academics from 

participating universities (30% of all 
consented)

1810 4%

Total 42,413
aPartial information on methodology is available for Estonia, Kazakhstan, South Korea, 
Malaysia, Russia, and Switzerland

Medical sciences, health related sciences, and social services was the only category 
which could not be grouped into either hard or soft sciences, as well as later used in 
the second part of the analysis, as it is consisting of both hard (medical science) and 
soft (social services)4 disciplines.

On the other hand, countries were not grouped based on their size, cultural, or 
geographical characteristics, which has been common in the existing literature on 

4 Also, descriptive analysis shows that Medical sciences, health related sciences, and social ser-
vices is relatively average in regards to internationalization of research; hence, we will use it as a 
reference group in regression modelling (see Results and Appendix).
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Table 8.2  Classification of academic disciplines

No. APIKS classification from the questionnaire
Biglan’s classification
Hard–soft Pure–applied

1 Teacher training and education science Soft Applied
2 Humanities and arts Soft Pure and 

applied
3 Social and behavioral sciences Soft Pure and 

applied
4 Business, administration, and economics Soft Pure and 

applied
5 Law Soft Applied
6 Life sciences Hard Pure
7 Physical sciences and mathematics Hard Pure
8 Chemistry Hard Pure
9 Computer sciences Hard Applied
10 Engineering, manufacturing and construction, and 

architecture
Hard Applied

11 Agriculture and forestry Hard Applied
12 Medical sciences, health related sciences, and social services Hard and 

soft
Applied

13 Personal services, transport services, and security services Soft Applied

academic profession and internationalization. Instead, we grouped them based on 
empirical evidence on country-level differences in internationalization of research.

�Statistical Analysis and Weighting

We use bivariate and multivariate statistical analysis to answer research questions. 
First, we identify four survey variables as indicators of internationalization of 
research. In the APIKS questionnaire, the following items were included to measure 
research-related internationalization domains/themes (see relevant questions from 
APIKS questionnaire and descriptive statistics in Table 8.7 in the Appendix):

•	 international research collaboration (binary outcome variable, yes-no),
•	 publishing in a foreign country (continuous outcome variable, % of publications, 

range 0–100%),
•	 co-authoring publications with foreign researchers (continuous outcome vari-

able, % of publications, range 0–100%),
•	 funding received from international research agencies (continuous outcome 

variable, % of funding, range 0–100%).

The listed variables measuring research-related internationalization are dependent 
variables in multivariate regression models. To determine the disciplinary effect on 
indicators of internationalization of research, we carry our logit and multiple linear 
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regression (OLS) modelling. Due to potential structural differences between sam-
ples from different academic environments, we include gender, academic rank, and 
country as control variables.5 We also test for assumptions of regression analysis, 
including heteroscedasticity, multicollinearity, normality or residuals, and outlier 
detection (for OLS). In the end, we calculate differences/distances for the two broad 
groups of disciplines (hard-soft) for each of the analyzed countries and present them 
visually.

As there are notable differences in sample sizes between countries, we weight 
the data in a way that every country has an equal contribution in statistical analy-
ses—Lithuania was the country with the largest and Germany with the smallest 
weighting factor (see sample sizes in Table 8.1). Post-stratification weight was not 
included in the international APIKS data set (APIKS-IDB, 2021).

�Results

To showcase disciplinary and country differences in internationalization, the results 
are presented by indicators of internationalization of research, i.e., (a) international 
collaboration, (b) publishing in a foreign country, (c) co-authoring publications 
with foreign researchers, and (d) funding received from international research 
agencies. For descriptive statistics, see Table 8.7 in the Appendix.

In all regression models, Medical sciences, health related sciences, and social 
services category is used as the reference group for disciplines. Based on the results 
of our bivariate analysis (see Table 8.7 in the Appendix), this category is fairly aver-
age in the four themes of internationalization of research, and the subsample is of 
sufficient size (required for statistical power).

�International Research Collaboration

First, we investigate the effect of discipline as a predictor variable on international 
research collaboration as a binary outcome variable, controlling for country, gen-
der, and academic rank. The results presented in Table 8.3 show substantial disci-
plinary differences in international research collaboration.

The disciplines with the largest coefficients are Life Sciences, Physical sciences 
and mathematics, and Agriculture and forestry. Academics from those disciplines 
are more involved in international research collaboration than academics from the 
reference group, i.e., Medical sciences, health related sciences, and social services 
(p < 0.05). The two groups of disciplines standing out with the highest levels of 

5 Flander et al. (2022) reported a substantial effect of those individual characteristics on interna-
tionalization of research.
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Table 8.3  Binary logistic regression analysis, outcome variable  =  international research 
collaborationa

Academic disciplineb Coefficient
Standard 
error Significance

Medical sciences, health related sciences, and social 
services

0

Life sciences 0.561 0.059 0.000***
Physical sciences and mathematics 0.535 0.061 0.000***
Agriculture and forestry 0.212 0.079 0.007**
Chemistry 0.139 0.076 0.070
Social and behavioral sciences 0.137 0.053 0.010*
Humanities and arts 0.012 0.051 0.808
Engineering, manufacturing and construction, and 
architecture

−0.038 0.052 0.468

Teacher training and education science −0.120 0.061 0.050
Personal services, transport services, and security 
services

−0.299 0.144 0.038*

Computer sciences −0.310 0.067 0.000***
Business, administration, and economics −0.374 0.058 0.000***
Law −0.458 0.091 0.000***
Pseudo R2 (Nagelkerke) 0.225

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
aControlled for country, gender, academic rank
bDisciplines are ranked by regression coefficients

international research collaboration (coefficients >0.5) are hard-pure disciplines, 
i.e., Life Sciences and Physical sciences and mathematics.

On the other hand, the disciplines with the largest negative coefficients are Law, 
Business, administration, and economics, Computer sciences, and Personal ser-
vices, transport services, and security services. Academics from those disciplines 
are less involved in international research collaboration than academics from the 
reference group. Three of those four categories are soft disciplines.

The other disciplines are quite average in involvement in international research 
collaboration—there are no statistically significant differences in comparison to the 
reference group. Those disciplines are both soft (Humanities and arts and Teacher 
training and education science) and hard (Chemistry and Engineering, manufactur-
ing and construction, and architecture).

Generally speaking, we can observe notable differences between the broad 
groups of disciplines, i.e., hard and soft. To present differences between countries, 
and to relate them to the broad disciplinary differences, we combined the APIKS 
disciplines into soft disciplines and hard disciplines (excluding Medical sciences, 
health related sciences, and social services, as explained in section 
“Internationalization in different countries”) (see Biglan’s classification in Table 8.2).

Furthermore, Fig.  8.1 shows a map of the analyzed APIKS countries, and 
unweighted bivariate results are presented based on (1) international research col-
laboration and (2) hard-soft disciplinary differences, calculated at the national level 
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as: ‘international research collaboration % in hard disciplines minus international 
research collaboration % in soft disciplines’. A positive proportion value of hard-
soft difference indicates that hard disciplines are more involved in international 
research collaboration, and a negative proportion value of hard-soft difference indi-
cates that soft disciplines are more involved in international research collaboration 
in a particular country.

The results in Fig.  8.1 show high heterogeneity of countries in terms of the 
involvement of their academic researchers in international research collaboration, 
as well as in their disciplinary differences. We can identify five clusters of countries:

•	 countries with high levels of international research collaboration (>70%) and 
little differences between disciplines (Lithuania, Estonia, Slovenia, Croatia, 
Finland, Portugal),

•	 countries with high levels of international research collaboration (>70%) and 
relatively large differences in favor of hard disciplines (Sweden, Canada, Chile),

•	 countries with moderate levels of international research collaboration (40–60%) 
and relatively little differences between disciplines, in favor of hard disciplines 
(Germany, Turkey, Argentina, Taiwan, Switzerland),
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•	 countries with moderate levels of international research collaboration (40–60%) 
and relatively large differences between disciplines, in favor of hard disciplines 
(Mexico, Kazakhstan, Malaysia),

•	 countries with low levels of international research collaboration (about 30%) and 
relatively large differences between disciplines, in favor of hard disciplines 
(Japan, South Korea).

The only country which does not belong to any of those clusters, is Russia with the 
lowest level of international research collaboration and little differences between 
hard and soft disciplines.

�Publishing in a Foreign Country

Second, we study the effect of academic discipline as a predictor variable on pub-
lishing in a foreign country as a continuous outcome variable, again controlling for 
country, gender, and academic rank. The results presented in Table 8.4 show sub-
stantial disciplinary differences and an even clearer division into two broad groups 
of disciplines.

Table 8.4  OLS regression, outcome variable = publishing in a foreign countrya

Academic disciplineb Coefficient
Standard 
error Significance

Medical sciences, health related sciences, and social 
services

0

Physical sciences and mathematics 14.76 0.97 0.000***
Chemistry 12.20 1.27 0.000***
Life sciences 10.81 0.94 0.000***
Computer sciences 4.17 1.10 0.000***
Engineering, manufacturing and construction, and 
architecture

0.00 0.86 0.943

Agriculture and forestry −0.61 1.28 0.621
Business, administration, and economics −7.34 0.95 0.000***
Social and behavioral sciences −8.49 0.87 0.000***
Humanities and arts −14.15 0.85 0.000***
Teacher training and education science −15.35 1.02 0.000***
Personal services, transport services, and security 
services

−19.20 2.50 0.000***

Law −23.35 1.49 0.000***
Constant 48.03 1.17 0.000***
Adjusted R2 0.266

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
aControlled for country, gender, academic rank
bDisciplines are ranked by regression coefficients
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The disciplines with the largest coefficients are Physical sciences and mathemat-
ics, Chemistry, Life Sciences, and Computer sciences; academics from those disci-
plines are substantially more involved in publishing in a foreign country than 
academics from the reference group, i.e., Medical sciences, health related sciences, 
and social services. The three categories with far the largest coefficients are all hard 
disciplines, and more specifically, hard-pure disciplines. They are followed by hard-
applied disciplines.

On the other hand, the disciplines with the largest negative coefficients are all 
soft disciplines: Law, Personal services, transport services, and security services, 
Teacher training and education science, and Humanities and arts. Academics from 
those disciplines are less involved in publishing in a foreign country than academics 
from the reference group.

Generally speaking, we see a clear division between hard and soft disciplines. 
Taking into account regression coefficients and the constant which equals to 48.03 
(%), we can calculate and confirm substantial differences between disciplines. For 
example, while academic from hard-pure sciences publish about 60% of their pub-
lications in a foreign country (e.g., Physical sciences and mathematics, 
48.03 + 14.76 = 62.79%, ceteris paribus), the expected proportion is on average 
much lower for Law (about 25%) or Personal services, transport services, and secu-
rity services (about 30%) as soft-applied disciplines. Researchers from entirely 
applied disciplines seem to be less involved in publishing in a foreign country, and 
that applies to both hard (e.g., Agriculture and forestry as applied) and soft disci-
plines (e.g., Law as applied). To present differences between countries, and to relate 
them to the broad disciplinary differences, we again combined the APIKS disci-
plines into hard disciplines and soft disciplines as explained in section “International 
research collaboration”.

The results in Fig. 8.2 show high heterogeneity of countries regarding publishing 
of their academics in a foreign country, as well as substantial hard-soft disciplinary 
differences. This time we can observe how hard academics publish more than their 
colleagues from soft disciplines in all studied countries, and we present evidence 
that more publishing in a particular country generally leads to greater differences 
between the two broader groups of disciplines (see the linear trendline). We can 
identify four clusters of countries with mostly low internal homogeneity:

•	 countries with high levels of publishing in a foreign country (about 80%) and 
moderate differences between hard-soft disciplines (Sweden, Estonia),

•	 countries with above-average levels of publishing in a foreign country and rela-
tively large differences in favor of hard disciplines (Slovenia, Lithuania, Croatia, 
Turkey),

•	 countries with moderate levels of publishing in a foreign country (30–50%) and 
moderate differences in favor of hard disciplines (Canada, Chile, Malaysia, 
Germany, Argentina, Taiwan)

•	 countries with low levels of publishing in a foreign country (<25%) and moder-
ate differences between the broad groups of disciplines (Portugal, Russia, 
Mexico).
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The countries outside these four clusters are quite specific—Kazakhstan is with 
almost no publishing in a foreign country, Switzerland is with very little differences 
between hard and soft disciplines, Japan is with low levels of publishing and the 
largest differences in favor of hard disciplines, and Finland is with above average 
levels of publishing and moderate differences between the broad groups of 
disciplines.

�Co-authoring Publications with Foreign Researchers

Third, we study the effect of discipline as a predictor variable on co-authoring pub-
lications with foreign researchers as a continuous outcome variable, controlling for 
structural characteristics. The results presented in Table 8.5 show substantial disci-
plinary differences and, just like for publishing in a foreign country theme, a clear 
division into two broad groups of disciplines, hard and soft.

The disciplines with the largest coefficients are Physical sciences and mathemat-
ics, Life Sciences, and Chemistry; academics from those disciplines are more 
involved in co-authoring publications with foreign researchers than academics from 
the reference group. The three groups of disciplines with the largest coefficients are 
all hard, and more specifically, hard-pure disciplines. They are followed by hard-
applied disciplines: Agriculture and forestry, Computer sciences, and Engineering, 
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Table 8.5  OLS regression, outcome variable = co-authoring publications with foreign researchersa

Academic disciplineb Coefficient
Standard 
error Significance

Medical sciences, health related sciences, and social 
services

0

Physical sciences and mathematics 12.76 0.74 0.000***
Life sciences 11.39 0.71 0.000***
Chemistry 6.79 0.96 0.000***
Agriculture and forestry 1.12 0.97 0.253
Computer sciences −0.84 0.84 0.314
Engineering, manufacturing and construction, and 
architecture

−2.93 0.66 0.000***

Business, administration, and economics −3.55 0.73 0.000***
Social and behavioral sciences −4.72 0.67 0.000***
Teacher training and education science −7.64 0.78 0.000***
Law −7.95 1.15 0.000***
Personal services, transport services, and security 
services

−8.90 1.92 0.000***

Humanities and arts −9.05 0.65 0.000***
Constant 24.99 0.86 0.000***
Adjusted R2 0.194

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
aControlled for country, gender, academic rank
bDisciplines are ranked by regression coefficients

manufacturing and construction, and architecture. The distinction between pure 
and applied dimensions is quite clear in hard sciences for both research publishing 
dimensions—publishing in a foreign country and co-authoring with foreign 
researchers.

On the other hand, the disciplines with the largest negative coefficients are all 
soft disciplines: Humanities and arts, Personal services, transport services, and 
security services, Law, and Teacher training and education science. Academics 
from those disciplines are less involved in co-authoring publications with foreign 
researchers than academics from the reference group.

Generally speaking, a clear division between hard and soft disciplines can be 
observed for co-authoring publications with foreign researchers as well. Taking into 
account regression coefficients and the constant which equals to 24.99 (%), we can 
calculate and confirm substantial differences between disciplines. For example, 
while academics from hard-pure sciences on average publish roughly 30–40% with 
co-authors abroad (e.g., Physical sciences and mathematics, 24.99 + 12.76 = 37.75%, 
ceteris paribus), the expected proportion is much lower for soft disciplines; for most 
of them, below 20%. To present differences between countries and to relate them to 
the broad disciplinary differences we again combined the APIKS disciplines into 
hard disciplines and soft disciplines.
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The results in Fig. 8.3 show substantial differences between the analyzed coun-
tries regaring the involvement in co-authoring publications with foreign research-
ers, as well as in their disciplinary differences. This time, Taiwan as an “outlier” is 
the only of the analyzed countries in which academics in soft disciplines co-author 
with foreign researchers more than those from hard disciplines. Generally, we can 
identify four clusters of countries:

•	 countries with relatively high levels of co-authoring publications with foreign 
researchers (especially Estonia) and notable differences between disciplines 
(Estonia, Finland, Sweden),

•	 countries with moderate levels of co-authoring publications with foreign 
researchers and notable differences in favor of hard disciplines (Chile, Slovenia, 
Croatia, Lithuania, Germany Canada, Argentina),

•	 countries with low levels of co-authoring publications with foreign researchers 
and little differences in favor of hard disciplines (Portugal, Malaysia, Switzerland, 
Japan, Mexico, Turkey)

•	 countries with extremely low levels of co-authoring publications with foreign 
researchers (Russia, Kazakhstan).
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From Fig. 8.3, we can observe a strong association between co-authoring publica-
tions with foreign researchers and differences in favor of hard disciplines (see the 
linear trendline), which means that more publishing generally increases the absolute 
gap between the two broad groups of disciplines.

�International Research Funding

Lastly, we study the effect of discipline as a predictor variable on international 
research funding as a continuous outcome variable, controlling for the same struc-
tural characteristics of samples as for the other three themes. This time, the results 
presented in Table 8.6 show fairly minor absolute disciplinary differences. We can 
conclude that for international research funding, we cannot observe a clear division 
into hard-soft broad groups of disciplines.

The disciplines with the largest coefficients are Social and behavioral sciences, 
Life Sciences, Computer sciences, and Teacher training and education science. 
Those disciplines are from both sides of the disciplinary aisle. The lowest coeffi-
cient can be observed for Humanities and arts, and Personal services, transport 

Table 8.6  OLS regression, outcome variable = international research fundinga

Academic disciplineb Coefficient
Standard 
error Significance

Medical sciences, health related sciences, and social 
services

0

Social and behavioral sciences 2.92 0.44 0.000***
Life sciences 2.03 0.46 0.000***
Computer sciences 1.95 0.55 0.000***
Teacher training and education science 1.76 0.51 0.001**
Engineering, manufacturing and construction, and 
architecture

1.74 0.42 0.000***

Physical sciences and mathematics 1.29 0.49 0.008*
Chemistry 0.96 0.63 0.130
Agriculture and forestry 0.84 0.63 0.182
Law 0.58 0.74 0.430
Business, administration, and economics 0.46 0.48 0.336
Personal services, transport services, and security 
services

0.02 1.22 0.990

Humanities and arts −0.33 0.42 0.436
Constant 1.97 0.58 0.001**
Adjusted R2 0.093

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
aControlled for country, gender, academic rank
bDisciplines are ranked by regression coefficients
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services, and security services, and academics from the reference group (with a 
coefficient of 0) also receive below average funding from international sources.

To present differences between countries and to showcase any differences 
between hard and soft disciplines in individual countries we are presenting bivariate 
results in Fig. 8.4 graphically. The observed differences between countries are much 
more apparent than the observed differences between disciplines in international 
research funding.

The results in Fig. 8.4 show some interesting differences between the analyzed 
countries regarding international research funding they receive. In a limited number 
of countries, notable differences between hard and soft disciplines exist. All in all, 
we can identify four clusters of countries:

•	 countries with relatively high levels of international research funding and little 
hard-soft disciplinary differences (Estonia, Croatia, Chile and Portugal),

•	 countries with low levels of international research funding and very little hard-
soft disciplinary differences (such as Argentina, Canada, Mexico, Russia, 
and Japan),

•	 countries with low levels of international research funding and more funding in 
hard disciplines (Germany, Switzerland)

AR
CA

CH

CL

DE

EE

FI

HR

JP
KR

KZ

LT

MX
MY

PT

RU

SE
SI

TR

TW

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

14%

16%

18%

20%

-10% -8% -6% -4% -2% 0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10%

More funding (in %)

Less funding (in %)

More
funding
in so� 

disciplines

More
funding
in hard 

disciplines

Fig. 8.4  Map of countriesa for international research funding and hard-soft disciplinary differences
aAR Argentina, CA Canada, CL Chile, HR Croatia, EE Estonia, FI Finland, DE Germany, JP Japan, 
KZ Kazakhstan, KR South Korea, LT Lithuania, MY Malaysia, MX Mexico, PT Portugal, RU 
Russia, SI Slovenia, SE Sweden, CH Switzerland, TW Taiwan, TR Turkey

8  Internationalization of Research Across Disciplines in Practice: Global Similarities…



184

•	 countries with moderate levels of international research funding and moderate 
hard-soft differences (Lithuania, Finland).

Two countries which do not belong to any of those clusters are both with relatively 
high levels of international research funding, but with contrasting differences. 
Slovenia stands out as a country with notably more funding in soft than hard disci-
plines, and Sweden as a country with substantially more funding in hard than soft 
disciplines.

�Discussion

Internationalization and globalization of higher education have develop signifi-
cantly in the last decades and have evolved into a sub-field of higher education stud-
ies (Lee & Stensaker, 2021). Internationalization now cuts across broad areas as 
policy, institutional governance, quality, teaching and learning, curriculum design, 
student experience, and not least, the academic profession. Earlier research has 
focused extensively on strategies, drivers, politics, and the role of reputation and 
status for internationalization (Seeber et al., 2016). However, less has been written 
about the role of differences across scientific fields, and this is where this chapter is 
intended to contribute. We know from earlier research that scientific fields, or disci-
plines, play an important role for the academic profession. The literature also 
explains how there are notable differences in terms of identity and traditions, finan-
cial conditions, object of study, and practices in core academic activities such as 
how and where to publish and collaborate in research.

In the following paragraphs, we will present our main findings in the light of 
earlier research and discuss possible ways forward as well as implications. The 
APIKS survey included 13 scientific areas categorized as hard or soft and partially 
as pure or applied, roughly following the categorisation from Biglan (1973). 
Regarding internationalization of disciplines, we identified a fairly clear division 
into soft and hard groups of disciplines. The hard disciplines are more international 
than the soft disciplines, which is in line with the results from the CAP survey (cf. 
Rostan et al., 2014b) and other extensive research in the field. In particular, the natu-
ral sciences and the life sciences are more international across the four studied 
themes. Interestingly, some hard disciplines like Computer sciences are much less 
international than some other natural sciences (such as Physical sciences and math-
ematics). Instead, they are placed in the middle with soft sciences such as Business, 
administration, and economics, and Social and behavioral sciences. This is only 
partially consistent with findings from Biglan (1973) and Stoecker (1993), but there 
are several possible explanations for this. One is heterogeneity of HEIs where these 
disciplines are taught. In some national systems, they are typically based at less 
research-active HEIs with weak international ties. Another reason might be publica-
tion traditions within these areas, focusing more on application and publications in 
other outlets than international journals.
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Disciplinary differences are the most significant for publishing in a foreign coun-
try and co-authoring with foreign researchers. With the APIKS data, we can observe 
a clear disciplinary trend for those two outcome variables: hard-pure sciences are 
with the highest levels of internationalization of research, followed by hard-applied 
sciences and soft sciences including both pure and applied subdisciplines (such as 
Business, administration, and economics); soft-applied sciences (such as Law) are 
with the lowest levels of internationalization of research. This persistent difference 
is worth noting these days when many soft disciplines, even within the humanities, 
increasingly publish in international fora and engage in more international work 
(Airey et al., 2017). Still, the “normal sciences” of physics or mathematics are the 
disciplines far ahead of the others, with a scientific language being understandable 
and communicative across different national contexts. In contrast with the other 
measured themes of internationalization of research, the differences between coun-
tries were much greater that the differences between disciplines for international 
research funding.

Generally speaking, we can observe notable differences between countries con-
sistent across most themes—Northern European countries (Sweden and Finland) 
and smaller European transition countries (Estonia, Slovenia, Lithuania, and 
Croatia) stand out as the countries the most involved in internationalization of 
research. Countries like Chile, Argentina, and Portugal are also above average in 
internationalization of research. In contrast, larger non-European non-English-
speaking countries were identified as those with the lowest levels of engagement in 
international research—those are Russia and Kazakhstan, Japan and South Korea, 
and Mexico. This is again in line with the results from the CAP survey (cf. Huang 
et al., 2014). Moreover, we can observe more substantial differences between hard 
and soft disciplines for internationalization of research in certain countries than in 
some others. The best example of a country with major disciplinary differences is 
Japan; in their national context, little internationalization of research in soft disci-
plines notably decreases the overall internationalization level, although internation-
alization of research in their hard disciplines is comparable with many European 
countries. Another similar example worth mentioning is Argentina, where interna-
tionalization of research is above average in hard disciplines, but below average in 
soft disciplines. Lastly, with the highest levels of internationalization in general, 
Sweden shows the largest absolute differences between hard and soft disciplines as 
well. It would be interesting to see if particular national or institutional higher edu-
cation policies are the main source of those differences by being purposely designed 
to promote internationalization activities within their HEIs, or even within or 
between disciplines. This is an area requiring further research and in-depth analysis.

Although this study has produced some exciting results, there are apparent limi-
tations related to the data and our analytic approach. Aware of various national dif-
ferences in how the APIKS data were collected, we decided to include all countries 
available, regardless of the higher education system, selected population, or sam-
pling strategies. This has provided us with a general view, but further more focused 
research should also recognize these national differences and country specifics, and 
attempt to explain the most relevant phenomena. Furthermore, a study based on 
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traditional classifications of disciplines also has limitations. With the APIKS data, 
we could not fully utilize Biglan’s classification. Also, disciplines may have changed 
nature over time and do not necessarily play the role we still assume they do 
(Whitley, 2000). In this study, we showed how some hard-applied sciences are no 
different in certain internationalization practices than many soft disciplines. There 
are new scientific areas constantly emerging—some traditionally soft disciplines 
now include many ‘hard’ aspects following the development of technology (such as 
archeology, modern languages) and traditionally hard disciplines integrate ‘soft’ 
aspects (such as human computer interaction). For a long time, science studies 
scholars have discussed ‘post-disciplinary’ science where disciplines operate out-
side the limitations imposed by disciplinary traditions and conventions (Jessop & 
Sum, 2001). Future research could explore the disciplinary differences in interna-
tionalization activities through qualitative data, including content analysis, to pres-
ent evidence on how these differences could be reduced to expand internationalization 
to disciplines across HEIs and not just specific academic fields.

�Appendix

Table 8.7  Descriptive statistics for internationalization of research by disciplines, unweighted

No.
Academic 
discipline

International 
research 
collaborationa

Publishing in a 
foreign 
countryb

Co-authoring 
publications with 
foreign 
researchersc

International 
research 
fundingd

% of yes Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank

1 Teacher training 
and education 
science

48.6% 10 23.0% 12 8.5% 12 4.2% 9

2 Humanities and arts 56.8% 5 27.4% 10 8.7% 11 4.0% 10
3 Social and 

behavioral sciences
59.5% 3 34.2% 8 13.9% 8 6.4% 1

4 Business, 
administration, and 
economics

43.5% 12 28.6% 9 13.0% 9 3.4% 11

5 Law 42.2% 13 14.9% 13 6.5% 13 3.3% 13
6 Life sciences 65.9% 1 49.1% 2 27.2% 2 6.0% 2
7 Physical sciences 

and mathematics
64.9% 2 53.2% 1 29.1% 1 4.3% 7

8 Chemistry 54.3% 6 48.6% 3 21.7% 3 3.3% 12
9 Computer sciences 45.0% 11 40.2% 5 16.3% 5 4.8% 5
10 Engineering, 

manufacturing and 
construction, and 
architecture

51.0% 8 39.0% 6 14.1% 7 5.6% 3

(continued)
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No.
Academic 
discipline

International 
research 
collaborationa

Publishing in a 
foreign 
countryb

Co-authoring 
publications with 
foreign 
researchersc

International 
research 
fundingd

% of yes Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank

11 Agriculture and 
forestry

51.9% 7 36.3% 7 15.8% 6 4.6% 6

12 Medical sciences, 
health related 
sciences, and social 
services

57.0% 4 45.5% 4 19.2% 4 4.8% 4

13 Personal services, 
transport services, 
and security 
services

50.4% 9 25.6% 11 9.1% 10 4.3% 8

Total 55.0% 37.5% 16.4% 4.8%
aPlease characterize your research collaboration undertaken? - Do you collaborate with interna-
tional colleagues?
bWhat percentage of your publications in the last 3 years were: published in a foreign country?
cWhat percentage of your publications in the last 3 years were: co-authored with colleagues located 
in other (foreign) countries?
dIn the current (or previous) academic year, which percentage of the funding for your research 
came from: international funding agencies? (APIKS-IDB, 2021)

Table 8.7  (continued)
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Chapter 9
International Research Collaboration 
Practices and Outcomes: A Comparative 
Analysis of Academics’ International 
Research Activities

Olivier Bégin-Caouette, Timo Aarrevaara, Anna-Lena Rose, 
and Akira Arimoto

Abstract  As scientific research is increasingly the product of international collabo-
rations, this chapter aims at examining the relationship between international 
research collaboration practices and outcomes in Canada, Finland, Germany, Japan, 
and Lithuania. Relying upon the theory of scientific and technical human capital, 
and proceeding to correlations and logistic and multiple regressions, findings sug-
gest that collaboration practices and outcomes are correlated but the strength of the 
relationship is weak. Findings also point to the influence of degrees being obtained 
abroad, with institutional incentives and international funding on both research col-
laboration practices and outcomes.

Keywords  International research activities · Collaboration practices · 
Collaboration outcomes · Scientific and technical human capital
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�Introduction

Scientific research is increasingly the product of international collaborations. Witze 
(2016) observed that, between 2000 and 2013, the proportion of scientific papers 
that were internationally co-authored rose from 13.2% to 19.2%. The multiplication 
and densification of these networks can also be seen by the fact that the average 
number of co-authors per article has doubled in the last forty years and that the aver-
age distance between the location of co-authors has increased (Olechnicka et al., 
2018). The documentation suggest that international collaborations contribute to the 
number of papers (Gazni et al., 2012) and citations (Glänzel & Schubert, 2001). The 
internationalization of research has also increasingly become a field of strategic 
intervention (Lee & Haupt, 2019) as governments and higher education institutions 
(HEIs) increasingly promote international collaborations and partnerships to 
enhance productivity, research impact, and countries’ knowledge diplomacy 
(Barbosa & Neves, 2020). In a study of 35 countries, Wagner et al. (2018) confirmed 
that countries that had the most impact in terms of scholarly production were the 
most involved in terms of collaboration and international mobility.

Although several authors equate academics’ international collaborations with the 
number of international co-publications (Newman, 2004), both Laudel (2001) and 
Katz and Martin (1997) pointed out that co-authorship is a partial indicator that, by 
itself, cannot account for the multidimensionality of collaborative practices. If co-
publication as the formal recognition of at least two researchers on a scholarly con-
tribution can be considered as an outcome of research collaborations (Adams, 
2013), the practice of collaboration includes contacts, meetings, co-operational 
work, exchange of information (Melin & Persson, 1996), and may include the orga-
nization of international activities or the exchange of researchers (Raan, 1997). In 
addition to the formal recognition of co-publication, collaboration practices are also 
informal and may include unacknowledged collaborators (Katz & Martin, 1997). A 
study on international research collaborations should therefore examine the rela-
tionship between international research collaboration practices and outcomes.

The literature also suggests that collaboration practices and outcomes are not 
equally distributed and vary according to academics’ discipline, seniority, gender, 
and institutional affiliation. Abramo et al. (2013) noted that while women research-
ers relied on collaboration more than their male colleagues, the proportion of inter-
national collaborations was smaller. AlShebli et  al. (2018) revealed patterns of 
homophily in terms of race, gender, and affiliation in academic collaborations. 
Kwiek and Roszka’s (2020) study of 25,463 Polish university professors also shows 
interactions between collaboration, discipline, and seniority. Payumo et al. (2019) 
revealed that collaboration practices and outcomes varied by institutional type and 
higher education systems (HES). Like the predictive model developed by Finkelstein 
and Sethi (2014) for the internationalization of the academy, a study on focusing on 
international research collaborations should examine the influence of individual, 
professional, institutional, and national factors on collaboration practices and 
outcomes.

O. Bégin-Caouette et al.
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�Scientific and Technical Human Capital

This chapter is based upon Bozeman and Boardman’s (2014) theory of scientific 
and technical human capital (STHC). According to this theory, STHC constitutes a 
reservoir of skills that individuals mobilize to solve scientific and technological 
problems. This reservoir includes individuals’ human, social, organizational, and 
material capital, such as formal and informal learning, intellectual capacity, social 
networks, and links they maintain with organizations that produce, support, con-
sume, and disseminate knowledge. At the base of this STHC reservoir would be the 
organizational capital (Bozeman & Boardman, 2014) which designates the culture, 
know-how, and codified processes by which organizations transform the tangible 
and intangible resources to which they have access into a product that has value.

In the same way as increasing access to higher education, increased funding for 
research or the free dissemination of knowledge can increase a society’s STHC; 
international activities such as the mobility of researchers or research collaborations 
contribute to this reservoir and, ultimately, to scientific and technological produc-
tion (Jonkers & Cruz-Castro, 2013). In STHC theory, collaborations refer to the 
social processes by which individuals pool their experiences and expertise to pro-
duce new knowledge (Bozeman & Boardman, 2014). Research collaborations are 
institutionalized in networks that frame a common university social space around 
the same research object (Leite & Pinho, 2017).

Bozeman and Boardman (2014) present a logic model to explain how interna-
tional research collaborations – as a form of social capital – contribute to research 
inputs (personnel, training, social networks, materials, and labour), research pro-
cesses (collaborative projects, leadership, and resource seeking), and research out-
comes (publications, patents, citations). In other words, informal and formal 
networks established between academics are an input, while group meetings, the 
co-writing of grant proposals, and the sharing of skills and tools would relate to 
processes, and scholarly contributions could be assimilated to outcomes.

According to the STHC theory, people, prior knowledge, and labour represent 
inputs (Bozeman & Boardman, 2014) that universities can mobilize through the 
international recruitment of professors or students. The recruitment of international 
professors (or professors who obtained their doctoral degrees abroad) is, for several 
large universities, a key objective of their international strategy since their presence 
is an indicator in several international rankings (Altbach & Yudkevich, 2017). These 
researchers contribute to STHC because they are more likely to collaborate with 
international colleagues (Melkers & Kiopa, 2010), which Scellato et  al. (2015) 
named the diaspora effect. In addition to this cross-border social capital, they 
increase the prestige of the institution, broaden the range of publications and jour-
nals to which articles are submitted, and, in non-English speaking circles, increase 
the proportion of publications in English, which are more often cited (Altbach & 
Yudkevich, 2017).

International research funding is a form of material capital that would contribute 
to the number and proportion of articles written with an international partner 
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(Checchi et al., 2019). On average, in the OECD (2021), 7% of the research funding 
comes from foreign sources. Defazio et al. (2009) studied 294 researchers from 39 
European research networks over a period of 15 years and found that international 
funding had increased research collaborations, but that the effects on research out-
put were weak. Other studies (König, 2017) would nonetheless suggest that the 
multiple funding incentives of the European Union (EU) have had notable influence 
on the research ecosystem and collaborations.

Bozeman and Boardman’s (2014) theory suggest that researchers’ personal and 
professional characteristics could also interact with their institution’s STHC. These 
include age, gender, academic rank, and discipline. While according to Bozeman 
and Boardman (2014), who considered age as a proxy for research experience, there 
are inconclusive findings about the effect of age on research collaborations; findings 
could be different in some higher education systems (HES) (such as in former 
Soviet republics) where senior scholars were socialized during Soviet times and 
younger scholars would be more proficient in English. As pointed out above, gender 
seems to play an important role in research collaboration, where women collaborate 
more overall but are less active in international collaborations (Abramo et al., 2013). 
Researchers’ disciplinary areas could also influence collaborations. Leahey’s (2016) 
literature review reports that if collaboration rates have increased for all disciplines, 
they remain higher in the natural and health sciences. The objective of this chapter 
is therefore to analyze the influence of individual, professional, institutional, and 
national factors on international research collaborations as practices and outcomes, 
in five countries on three continents: Canada, Finland, Germany, Japan, and 
Lithuania.

�International Variations in Collaboration Practices 
and Outcomes

This chapter compares five countries that were selected through a maximum varia-
tion sampling method, which consists of collecting data from entities whose diver-
sity is relevant to the research question (Cohen & Crabtree, 2006). Since the 
literature suggests that internationalization is influenced by countries’ language and 
geographic location (Hughes, 2008) as well as their political-economic structure 
(Graf, 2009), funding, and international policies (Hong, 2020), we selected five 
small-to-medium-sized countries located on three continents (Asia, Europe, and 
North America) which differ in terms of language (English and French, Finnish, 
German, Japanese, and Lithuanian), political organization (Canada and Germany 
being federations) and welfare regimes (liberal, conservative and social-democratic; 
Esping-Andersen, 1999). Since this chapter examines research collaborations, it is 
worth noting that the five countries differ by higher education research and develop-
ment (HERD) expenditures (HERD representing 1% of the GDP in Lithuania and 
3.20% in Japan; OECD, , 2021), the proportion of different research funding 
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mechanisms (Reale, 2017), and research productivity (Japan producing 777 papers 
per capita and Canada 1617; World Bank, , 2018). Taken together, these national 
variations will allow for a careful contextualization of findings and, if some obser-
vations appear relevant across contexts, to propose more robust generalizations.

Since our objective is to analyze the influence of individual, professional, insti-
tutional, and national factors on international research collaborations, the following 
subsection will describe those levels of factors in each country.

�Canada

Canada is a sparsely populated North American country. The constitution estab-
lishes a federation and divides authority over policy issues between federal and 
provincial levels of government. While institutions of higher education are created, 
regulated, and funded by the provinces, international relations are of federal juris-
diction (Tamtik & Sá, 2020) and the proportion of research funding allocated by the 
federal government is larger than that allocated by provincial governments (Statistics 
Canada, , 2017). Canada produces 3.8% of global research publications (52 publica-
tions per researcher), and these publications are cited 43% more frequently than 
world average (CCA, 2018). In terms of national factors, if the government and 
business sectors contribute a smaller proportion of the gross expenditures in research 
and development (GERD) than the OECD average, HEIs contribute 50% of the 
national total, 37.14% of all researchers work in the higher education sector, and 
HERD increased by 30.16% over 20 years and is above the OECD average. The 
relative weakness of the business sector is seen in Canada’s share of patent applica-
tions, which represents around 1% of the world’s total, placing Canada only 18th in 
the world (CCA, 2018).

Federal support for international academic relations was politically motivated 
until the 1990s and then economically motivated, with the signature of General 
Agreement on Trade in Services (Knight, 2008). The first internationally oriented 
science and technology policy was proposed in 2001 and, since then, in addition to 
being part of Canada-United States-Mexico Agreement (CUSMA), Canada signed 
eight bilateral agreements with other countries. Canadian research funding agencies 
have also adopted various policies to increase the international dimension of 
research, as well as implemented programs such as the Canada Research Chairs, the 
CFI International Funds, or the Canada First Research Excellence Funds (Tamtik & 
Sá, 2020). It is worth noting that a lack of co-funding mechanisms limits Canadian 
academics’ participation to international programs, such as those of the European 
Union. As a result, only 0.9% of research and development (R&D) expenditure 
performed by the HESs are internationally funded (Statistics Canada XE "Canada" 
, 2021), and 7% of Canadian academics’ external research funding comes from 
foreign sources (Huang et al., 2014).
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In terms of institutional factors, it is worth noting that, although 95% of Canadian 
universities mention internationalization in their strategic plan (AUCC, 2014), 
international research collaborations are more frequent in research intensive than in 
comprehensive or primarily undergraduate institutions (Lacroix & Maheu, 2015). 
Regarding professional and individual factors, in Canada, academics who are hired 
into full-time, tenure-stream positions move through three ranks: assistant, associ-
ate, and full professor. Women are under-represented at the ranks of assistant 
(42.3%), associate professor (46.6%), and full professor (26.8%) ( Statistics Canada, 
2017). About 40% of university professors were born outside of Canada (CAUT, 
2017), and universities actively recruit professors from abroad to strengthen research 
capacity, alleviate brain-drain, and enhance diversity (Barbaric & Jones, 2017).

This is the context in which collaboration practices and outcomes take place. In 
2007, 57% of academics characterized their research as international in scope and 
64% claimed to collaborate with international colleagues in research projects 
(Rostan et al., 2014). Huang et al. (2014) suggested that senior and junior academics 
did not differ substantially in the frequency of international research activities, but 
that the proportion of mobile or migrant academics was higher among senior than 
junior faculty.

�Finland

Finland is a small northern country whose population accounts for around 1% of the 
population of the European Union. Its economy traditionally relied on its forest, raw 
material, food, and chemical industries. For the past few decades, information tech-
nology has increasingly played a key role in the national economy. The principles 
of the welfare state have required a strong service sector and extensive production 
of social and health services, which are supported by the education system and the 
research and innovation system. In terms of national factors potentially influencing 
research collaborations, Finland has been one of the top OECD countries in GERD 
investments in the twenty-first century, but investments have dropped since 2009 
and are now close to the OECD average (OECD, 2021). While references to the 
education and innovation systems were omnipresent in Finnish policymaking dur-
ing the 1990s and 2000s, Alaja and Sorsa (2020) argued that it would have lost part 
of its place in government programs. It is nonetheless worth highlighting that 
Finnish scientific production rose from 32,900 to 43,2000 publications between 
2005 and 2018, and that 72% of these were produced by universities (Academy of 
Finland, 2021).

Internationalization has been seen as way to develop a highly productive innova-
tion system since the 1980s (Puuska et al., 2014). In a study conducted in 2005, 96% 
of research units’ respondents in Finland characterized internationalization as 
somewhat important or very important for research, especially to learn about scien-
tific methods, conduct comparative projects, and promote research careers (Ahonen 
et al., 2009). It was also found that university departments agreed that international 
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research collaborations were essential to obtain international funding. In Finland, 
more than 21% of the total research funding granted to universities and universities 
of applied sciences comes from international sources, and 85% of that international 
funding comes from European sources (Vipunen, 2021). The total sum of external 
funding of universities is five times higher than in universities of applied sciences. 
However, the difference is that the universities of applied sciences benefit more 
from the European Regional Development Fund and European Social Fund than 
universities do. For the EU Framework and Horizon programs, universities are 
almost 15 times more successful than the volume of universities of applied sciences.

Regarding institutional factors, international research funding and peer-reviewed 
publications are indicators in the competitive funding formula. Finland counts 10 
universities and although they all offer bachelor’s degrees to the PhDs (Aarrevaara 
& Pekkola, 2010), an institution’s size, history, and disciplinary emphasis would 
explain why some institutions count more international co-publications (Ahonen 
et al., 2009).

In terms of individual and professional factors, as foreign funding programs 
require applications from research teams and large international consortia, the pri-
mary responsibility for implementation lies with senior academics. One should also 
consider the influence of professors’ academic discipline since science, technology, 
engineering, and mathematics tend to be more successful in obtaining international 
research funding than other disciplines. In the year that the Academic Profession in 
the Knowledge-Based society (APIKS) was implemented in 2018, the share of 
external research funding was more than 60%in medicine and health sciences, more 
than 55% in technology and natural sciences, more than 40% in social sciences, and 
about 35% in humanities (OSF, 2019). Women represented 52% of the Finnish aca-
demic staff (UIS-UNESCO, 2021), but represent a larger proportion of junior aca-
demics. In 2020, 27% of the total number of teaching and research staff were other 
than Finnish nationals (Academy of Finland, 2021).

The various factors mentioned above contribute to international research col-
laborations practices and outcomes. In 2007–2008, 59% of academics were charac-
terizing their research as international in scope, 69% reported collaborating with 
international colleagues, and 58% were publishing in a language (often English) 
other than the one of their institutions (Rostan et  al., 2014). According to the 
Academy of Finland (2021), international co-publications increased from 42% of 
all publications in 2005–2008 to 63% in 2015–2018. Finland, however, had a lower 
integration of international collaboration networks (Puuska et al., 2014).

�Germany

The Federal Republic of Germany is the most populous and richest (in terms of 
gross domestic product [GDP]) Western European country. Like Canada, Germany 
is a federal system but, although the 16 Länder have local research policies, the 
central government has greater influence on research policy coordination through 
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the intervention of the Federal Ministry of Education and Research, the EFI agency 
(Christensen & Serrano Velarde, 2019), and the Excellence initiative (Edler  
et al., 2003).

Regarding international and national factors influencing academic research col-
laborations, we must consider the sums invested in research and development. 
According to the OECD (2021), both Germany’s GERD and HERD (as a percent-
age of the GDP) are relatively higher than the OECD average, and the proportion of 
HERD financed by the business sector is also higher in Germany than most OECD 
countries. Despite obtaining a large share of the Horizon Europe program (Abbott, 
2020), however, the percentage of GERD financed by international sources in 
Germany remains lower than the OECD average. Just as for Lithuania, European 
research funding fosters international research collaborations (Defazio et al., 2009).

In terms of institutional, professional, and individual factors, it is important to 
note that evaluation, performance-based measures, and government incentives have 
further separated research and teaching (Müller & Schneijderberg, 2020), and 
increased vertical and horizontal stratification which influence international research 
opportunities for academics (Ananin & Kreckel, 2020). Within universities, statis-
tics from 2016 reveal that, although women represent 45% of PhD students, they 
represent only 30% of academics who reach habilitation and 23% of professors 
(Statista, 2017). Around 7% of all faculty members are foreign-born.

These factors might influence how German academics collaborate and co-publish 
with international colleagues. Studies have shown that Germany takes a central 
position in collaboration networks both in Europe and worldwide (Gui et al., 2019). 
Germany is among the most frequently cited partners in a majority of European 
countries, irrespective of the size of their higher education and research systems 
(Kwiek, 2021). Kwiek (2021) found that, between 2009 and 2019, the proportion  
of intra-institutional collaborations and single-authored papers had decreased, 
whereas the share of national collaborations had remained stable at a level of 57% 
(Kwiek, 2021; White, 2019). The countries with which the professors collaborate 
the most are the United States, the United Kingdom, China, France, and Italy 
(DAAD, 2021).

�Japan

The Japanese modern university system was established in 1977 with the objective 
of catching up with HESs in the advanced countries. The following national factors 
have influenced international research collaborations in Japan from 1868 to today: 
Japanese universities attempted to emulate their world-leading counterparts 
(Arimoto, 1996; Ben-David, 1977); high ranking bureaucrats in Japan focused on 
building a “University of Nation” rather than a “University of Learning” (Clark, 
1983); and modern institutions carried forward a research orientation, rather than to 
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teaching and service orientation, not only in research-intensive universities but also 
in teaching-focused universities (Ushiogi, 1997). On the one hand, it is argued that 
a value of particularism (rather than universalism) would have sustained a climate 
of academic inbreeding, impeding academic productivity from a national and inter-
national perspective (Parsons & Platt, 1970) and reducing the rate of international-
ization (Arimoto, 2015). On the other hand, funding for research could contribute 
positively to research collaboration. While HERD in Japan is around the OECD 
average (0.39 compared to 0.40), the country does invest more into R&D than the 
average; its GERD was 3.24 in 2019, compared to the OECD average of 2.47, but 
the percentage of GERD performed by the HESs is below the OECD average (12.01 
compared to 17.16).

Regarding institutional factors, it is first important to consider that national, pub-
lic, and private universities provide different internationalization opportunities to 
their academics (Huang, 2017). Ota (2018) notes that government’s competitive 
funding (such as the Global 30 project) for international projects has increased 
national competition between Japanese universities but might not have improved 
internationalization overall. The author also characterizes many Japanese universi-
ties’ initiatives as superficial. As Leydesdorff and Sun (2009) indicated, Japan is the 
opposite of Canada in the sense that university-industry collaborations appear much 
stronger than international academic collaborations. This trend of collaboration 
style sloping toward applied science rather than basic science coincides with Clark’s 
(1995) characterization of the Japanese university as an “applied” university. In 
terms of individual factors, 82% of the 70,000 university professors are men 
(Kakuchi, 2019), and 4% are international, mostly coming from China, South 
Korea, the Unites States, the United Kingdom, and Australia (Huang, 2017).

Data suggest a decline in the proportion of Japanese academics engaged in inter-
national collaborations. In 2007, 24% of Japanese academics reported collaborating 
with international partners, 8% internationally co-authored a paper, and 20% pub-
lished in a foreign country (Huang et al., 2014). Japanese academics collaborate 
with their colleagues from the United States, but it is worth noting the increasing 
level of collaboration with Chinese academics (Yarime et al., 2010). Like for China, 
Taiwan, and South Korea, the proportion of domestic collaborations in Japan 
exceeds the proportion of international collaborations (Chinchilla-Rodríguez et al., 
2019). Intending to promote internationalization and international collaboration, the 
Japanese government has established a “promotion package” for all universities and 
colleges as well as a “university fund” in 2022. However, previous governmental 
investment into the top 13 Japanese HE institutions has not been successful in 
improving internationalization, as indicated by their positions in THEWUR2022 
ranking. Considering international collaboration to be of utmost importance, not 
only for academics in top-level institutions but in all institutions, the success of 
these new policies remains to be seen. For the authors, Japan, like the United States, 
has a well-developed scientific system that relies less frequently on international 
relations.
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�Lithuania

Lithuania is a small Central-Eastern European country, one of the three Baltic 
States, inhabited by less than three million and shows a demographic decline. Since 
1999, Lithuania has been a full member of the Bologna Process, a mechanism pro-
moting intergovernmental cooperation between European states in higher educa-
tion. In 2004, the country joined the European Union, thus becoming part of the 
European Higher Education Area. Although the country has a longstanding higher 
education tradition, the Lithuanian HES has been subject to turbulent historical and 
political developments. During the Soviet era, the HES was restructured according 
to a Soviet model with a high degree of centralization and serving the needs of the 
agricultural and industrial sectors. University teaching followed a state-imposed 
curriculum, whereas research activities took place in research institutes and the 
Academy of Sciences (Leišytė et al., 2018). After the restoration of independence in 
1990, the autonomy of universities was restored, and they began to conduct 
research again.

The internationalization of the Lithuanian higher education (HE) and research 
system were strongly influenced by supranational actors such as the World Bank, 
the OECD, and the European Union and embedded in processes of Europeanization. 
Processes of European integration and modernization of the HES remain supported 
through European funding schemes, such as the Tempus (trans-European coopera-
tion scheme for higher education) program in the early days (Leišytė et al., 2015), 
and European Union Structural Funds, which have been crucial for updating the 
infrastructure of universities in Lithuania more recently. The literature attributes the 
increase of international research collaborations within the European Research Area 
to the increasing role of European research funding (Defazio et al., 2009; Gui et al., 
2019; Hoekman et al., 2013).

In terms of national factors, it is worth noting that Lithuania is one of the fastest-
growing economies in the European Union. Yet, despite vast investments through 
European Union Structural Funds, its innovation performance is relatively low 
(OECD, 2021). While research expenditure as percentage of GDP has increased 
rather slowly in Lithuania, absolute expenditures have grown significantly over the 
past decade. It is to be noted that approximately 22% of research and development 
funds in Lithuania come from abroad, while the EU-average is only 9%(Eurostat, 
2021). Research funds allocated to Lithuanian researchers by national agencies tend 
to result in collaborations with international partners (Urbanovic & Wilkins, 2013). 
Multiple national grant programs and mobility schemes also tend to recognize and 
prioritize candidates’ international co-publications.

In terms of individual and professional factors, while European mobility pro-
grams enable the short-term mobility of students and academic staff, incoming and 
especially long-term academic mobility remain scarce, one of the main reasons 
being low salaries and language barriers (Leišytė et al., 2018). Consequently, the 
proportion of international academic staff remains low (Eurostat, 2021). In 
Lithuania, more women than men obtain a PhD degree, and they form almost half 
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of the R&D personnel in the governmental and higher education sectors (European 
Commission, 2021).

In 2018, the share of international co-publications for journal articles in Lithuania 
was close to 40% (Kwiek, 2021). Between 2009 and 2019, international co-
publications increased by 21%, whereas institutional and national collaborations 
and single authorship decreased. Yet, Lithuania is among the three countries within 
the European Union in which intra-institutional collaborations exceeded 25%. 
Previous research has shown that research collaborations in Lithuania are highly 
dependent on personal relationships (Leišytė & Rose, 2016). In a study of research 
collaborations in Europe, Kwiek (2021) found that international co-publications 
were particularly attractive for researchers in the Eastern and Southern European 
member states. In these countries, including Lithuania, co-authorship with partners 
from abroad leads to substantial citation premiums, especially in the social sciences 
and humanities.

The five countries chosen for this study therefore present sufficiently different 
geographical, historical, linguistic, political, and economic contexts to verify the 
influence of national, institutional, professional, and personal factors on the prac-
tices and results of international collaborations.

�Research Questions

This chapter analyzes international research collaborations, as practices and out-
comes in Canada, Finland, Germany, Japan, and Lithuania. More precisely, it aims 
at answering the two following research questions:

RQ1. What is the relationship between international research collaboration prac-
tices and international research collaboration outcomes?

RQ2. What are the individual, professional, institutional, and national factors 
explaining the practices and outcomes of international research collaborations?

�Methodology

�Data Collection

This chapter is based on the study Academic Profession in the Knowledge Society 
(APIKS), and data for analysis is based on the APIKS international database 
(APIKS-IDB, 2020) reported in the contextual framework (Aarrevaara et al., 2021). 
A 54-question survey was translated into the national languages of the participating 
countries and disseminated to academics. The sample for the five countries consists 
of n = 10,405 respondents.

9  International Research Collaboration Practices and Outcomes: A Comparative…



202

In Canada, an invitation was emailed to professors at 64 publicly funded univer-
sities across Canada’s 10 provinces. A total of 2968 surveys were valid, a response 
rate of 9.4%. In the sample, 50.6% were female professors and 49.4% male; 16% 
were assistant professors, 37.7% associate professors, and 41.2% full professors. 
The Finnish data was collected in 10 universities and 23 universities of applied sci-
ences. The 1377 respondents from universities (13% response rate) were selected 
from each institute following simple random sampling without replacement. The 
sample included both junior and senior academics. In Japan, the number of respon-
dents was 2124 and in Germany, 3547. In Japan, the sample included 81.1% male 
professors and 18.9% female professors, as well as 43.1% full professors, 24.2% 
associate professors, 21.2% assistant professors, 9.4% lecturers,and 1.8% others. In 
Lithuania, the survey was distributed by e-mail to all academic staff via the rector-
ates of the 10 largest public universities, which employed more than 90%of the total 
population of academic staff at public universities at the time of data collection. The 
survey was offered in Lithuanian and rendered 787 responses, out of which 389 
responses were considered valid (5.3% response rate after cleaning). Among the 
respondents, 58% of the respondents were female and 42% were male; 57.7% were 
senior researchers (full and associate professors as well as senior and associate 
senior researchers) and 42.2% were early- and mid-career researchers (lecturers, 
assistants, researchers, junior researchers). It is worth noting that, for the purpose of 
this chapter, we only used responses from academics in the university sector to 
facilitate comparison (Kyvik & Lepori, 2010).

�Data Analysis

To meet the research objective, we identified three dependent variables (DVs), one 
accounting for collaboration practices and two for collaboration outcomes: (1) Do 
participants collaborate with international colleagues (dichotomous variable); (2) 
To what extent participants characterize their research as international in scope or 
orientation (discrete variable that we transformed into a dichotomous variable); (3) 
The percentage of scholarly contributions co-authored with colleagues located in 
other countries (continuous variable). We then identified 15 independent variables 
(IVs) accounting for individual, professional, institutional, and national factors (see 
Table 9.1). To answer RQ1, we conducted correlations between the three DVs. To 
answer RQ2, we ran two logistic regressions (including the five countries) for the 
DVs that were dichotomous. For the third DV, we ran a multiple regression. We then 
ran the same analyzes for each country separately to examine if the national context 
influenced findings.
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Table 9.1  Academics’ international research collaboration and descriptive statistics

Variables Canada Finland Germany Japan Lithuania

Dependent variables

Do you collaborate with 
international colleagues?

Yes %
No %
N/A %

65.6
27.9
6.5

51.9
15.8
32.3

43.7
39.5
16.8

31.1
69.3
0.6

59.6
23.9
16.5

Would you characterize your 
primary research as 
international in scope or 
orientation?

Much or very 
much %

49.3 42.6 38.1 36.2 37.2

What percentage of your 
co-authored publications with 
colleagues located in other 
(foreign) countries in the last 
three years?

% 17.7 35.1 19.2 12.2 19.2

Independent variables

Gender Man %
Woman %
N/A %

49.0
49,.2
1.8

45.2
52.2
2.7

49.3
30.3
20.4

78.6
18.4
3.0

38.3
54.0
7.7

Academic rank Senior %
Junior %
N/A

93.9
6.1
0

20.8
78.5
0.7

22.8
76.3
0.9

96.5
2.5
2.0

56.3
43.7
0

Disciplinary area Natural and 
medical 
sciences %
Humanities 
and social 
sciences %

41
59

57
43

60
40

72
28

54
46

Employment status Full-time %
Part-time %

96
2

95
5

72
28

99
1

73
27

Bachelor’s degree obtained 
abroad

Yes %
No %

26
74

25
75

21
79

1
99

3
97

Master’s degree obtained 
abroad

Yes %
No %

25
75

14
86

9
91

3
97

3
97

Doctoral degree obtained 
abroad

Yes %
No %

34
66

13
87

13
87

5
95

10
90

The proportion of time 
dedicated to research per week

% 31.7 51.7 48.9 39.6 33.2

Research funding from 
government entities

% 5.7 9.8 15.3 18.0 6.8

Research funding from 
business firms or industry

% 3.2 3.76 4.9 6.6 5.1

Research funding from private 
not-for-profit agencies

% 4.9 8.7 3.7 3.7 1.1

Research funding from 
international funding agencies

% 2.5 8.8 4.2 0.2 8.5

(continued)
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Table 9.1  (continued)

Variables Canada Finland Germany Japan Lithuania

Your institution has a clear 
strategy for internationalization

5 = strongly 
agree; 
1 = strongly 
disagree

3.0 3.4 3.6 3.4 3.4

Your institution provides 
opportunities/funding for 
faculty members to undertake 
research abroad

5 = strongly 
agree; 
1 = strongly 
disagree

2.5 3.7 3.5 3.4 2.6

Your institution encourages 
faculty members to publish 
internationally

5 = strongly 
agree; 
1 = strongly 
disagree

3.6 4.3 2.9 3.0 3.9

�Findings

This chapter’s objective was to analyze the influence of individual, professional, 
institutional, and national factors on international research collaborations, as prac-
tices and outcomes in five countries. Table 9.1 presents the descriptive statistics and 
reveals that, when taken together, 58% of academics collaborate with colleagues in 
other countries, around half of them characterize their research as “international” in 
scope or orientation, and academics report that almost 19% of their co-authored 
publications are with colleagues located in other countries. Findings would also 
suggest that the propensity to collaborate is higher in Finland, Lithuania, and 
Canada than in Germany or Japan. Finnish academics also count a greater propor-
tion of scholarly contributions co-authored with international colleagues, followed 
by Lithuania and Germany.

Before analyzing how different factors influence those two DVs, it is worth not-
ing that a similar proportion of academics reported having obtained their bachelor’s 
and doctoral degree abroad, but there are apparent variations between countries. 
While Canada, Finland, and Germany present similar rates regarding the bachelor’s 
degree, the proportion of PhD degrees obtained abroad is lower in Finland and 
Germany, while it is higher in Canada. Academics in the five countries tend to agree 
that their institution encourages them to publish internationally but appear generally 
more neutral regarding the clarity of their institution’s international strategy or 
funding opportunities for conducting research abroad.

If there seems to be little variation between countries regarding institutional fac-
tors, one should note that the proportion of research funding allocated through inter-
national funding agencies is notably higher in Finland and Lithuania than in Canada, 
Germany, or Japan. This finding is consistent with previously presented data, as 
Finnish universities have been successful in attracting funding from the European 
Research Council and the Framework Funding (Vipunen, 2019), while Lithuania 
has been an important beneficiary of the European Structural Funds (Leišytė et al., 
2015). Being outside Europe, Canada and Japan do not have access to equivalent 
international funding sources.
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�The Relationship Between Research Collaboration Practices 
and Outcomes

Some authors (e.g., Katz & Martin, 1997; Laudel, 2001) have suggested that co-
authorship alone could not capture the complexity of research collaborations. The 
first research question was therefore to examine correlations between the three DVs 
(1 related to practices and 2 to outcomes). Table 9.2 presents a correlation matrix 
which suggests that collaboration practices and outcomes are correlated, but that the 
strength of the relationship is weak (r < 0.5). Collaborating with international col-
leagues is positively correlated the proportion of internationally co-authored papers, 
but large proportion of the variance in one variable is not related to the variance in 
the other variable. We also calculated correlations for each of the five countries 
separately and obtained similar results. It concurs with the authors who pointed out 
that co-publications were only a partial indicator of collaborations, which tend to be 
informal and include other components such as meetings, exchange of information, 
or the co-organization of research activities (Melin & Persson, 1996).

The relationship between co-authorship and one’s characterization of research as 
international in scope is even weaker, and that could be explained by the fact that, 
in some disciplines (such as the natural and medical sciences), the research is con-
ducted with international peers but is not necessarily considered as “international” 
in scope. There is also a “country effect” where in some countries there is a stronger 
tendency to consider research as international in scope than others, notwithstanding 
the proportion of co-publications (Kwiek, 2017).

�The Influence of Individual, Professional, Institutional, 
and National Factors on International Research Collaborations

The second research questions required identifying the individual, professional, 
institutional, and national factors that had an influence on academics’ practices and 
outcomes of international research collaborations, as well as to compare the relative 

Table 9.2  Correlations between collaboration practices and outcomes

Collaborate with 
international 
colleagues

Characterize 
research as 
international

Percentage of 
international 
co-authored publications

Collaborate with 
international colleagues

1.00 0.39a 0.39a

Characterize research as 
international

0.39a 1.00 0.21a

Percentage of 
international 
co-authored publications

0.39a 0.21a 1.00

ap. < 0.001
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influence of each factor. Table 9.3 presents two logistic regressions and one multiple 
regression, performed on the three DVs. Four IVs appear to explain both research 
practices and outcomes: (1) the country in which they obtained their bachelor’s and 
(2) doctoral degrees, (3) the proportion of research funding coming from interna-
tional sources, and (4) the institutions’ expectation to publish internationally. Data 

Table 9.3  Factor’s influence on research collaborations, characterization of research and 
proportion of internationally co-authored publications

Collaborate with 
international 
colleagues

Characterize research 
as international

% of 
international 
co-authored 
publications

B S.E. Exp(B) B S.E. Exp(B) B S.E.

Gender −0.09 0.09 0.92 0.21a 0.09 1.23 0.16c 0.01
Academic rank 0.38c 0.11 1.46 0.04 0.11 1.04 0.00 0.01
Disciplinary area −0.13 0.09 0.87 −0.58c 0.09 0.56 0.57c 0.01
Employment status −0.31 0.28 0.73 −0.54a 0.27 0.58 −0.06a 0.03
Bachelor’s degree obtained 
abroad

0.80c 0.16 2.22 0.43b 0.15 1.54 0.14c 0.02

Master’s degree obtained 
abroad

0.11 0.17 1.11 0.05 0.16 1.05 0.22c 0.02

Doctoral degree obtained 
abroad

0.54c 0.14 1.72 0.42c 0.13 1.52 0.30c 0.01

The proportion of time 
dedicated to research per 
week

0.01c 0.00 1.01 0.01a 0.00 1.01 0.00 0.00

Research funding from 
government entities

0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00

Research funding from 
business firms or industry

0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 −0.01c 0.00

Research funding from 
private not-for-profit 
agencies

0.01b 0.00 1.01 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00

Research funding from 
international funding 
agencies

0.06c 0.01 1.06 0.03c 0.01 1.03 0.01c 0.00

Your institution has a clear 
strategy for 
internationalization

−0.03 0.04 0.97 −0.04 0.04 0.96 −0.07c 0.00

Your institution provides 
opportunities/funding for 
faculty members to 
undertake research abroad

−0.04 0.04 0.96 0.12b 0.04 1.12 0.02c 0.00

Your institution encourages 
faculty members to publish 
internationally

0.27c 0.04 1.31 0.15c 0.03 1.16 0.12c 0.00

Constant −0.65 0.35 0.52 −0.33 0.34 0.72 1.92 0.04
ap < 0.05; bp < 0.01; cp < 0.001
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suggest that academics who obtained their doctoral degree abroad (whether they are 
citizens of the country or not) are 1.72 times more likely to collaborate with inter-
national colleagues, 1.52 times more likely to characterize their research as “inter-
national” in scope or orientation and count a proportion of internationally 
co-authored publications 30 percentage points higher than those who obtained their 
doctoral degree in the country where they are working. The literature suggests that 
researchers who come from abroad are more likely to participate in a diaspora effect 
(Scellato et al., 2015) and to continue collaborating with international colleagues 
(Melkers & Kiopa, 2010). In non-English speaking circles, academics who have 
completed degrees abroad would also increase the proportion of publications in 
English (Altbach & Yudkevich, 2017). Some countries (such as Canada and 
Lithuania) have developed funding programs (such as the Lithuanian Research 
Council’s Brain Gain and Reintegration scheme) to bring back to their country aca-
demics who would have completed and/or be working abroad (Rose & Leišytė, 
2017; Tamtik & Sá, 2020). In our sample, the three foreign countries most fre-
quently cited by professors who had completed a doctorate outside of Canada were 
the US, the UK, and France.

Similarly, when the five countries under study are taken together, academics who 
report that their institution expects them to publish internationally are 1.31 times 
more likely to collaborate with international colleagues, 1.16 times more likely to 
characterize their research as “international” in scope or orientation and count a 
greater proportion of internationally co-authored publications. Studies have shown 
that universities – and especially research-intensive institutions – put pressure on 
academics to publish in internationally recognized journals (Xu et al., 2021), for 
which one strategy is to collaborate with international colleagues (Gazni et  al., 
2012). The proportion of research funding from international agencies is statisti-
cally significantly related to the three DVs, but the effect size is very small. In 
Europe, Defazio et al. (2009) studied 294 researchers from 39 research networks 
over a period of 15  years and found that international funding meant increased 
research collaborations, but that the effects on research output were weak.

It is worth noting that some factors have an influence on collaboration practices 
but not on outcomes, or vice-versa. For instance, our findings regarding gender 
might nuance some previous observations. Studies employing co-authorship as a 
proxy for collaborations have suggested that national (or domestic) research col-
laborations were more frequent among women, that international collaborations 
were more frequent among men, and that this difference could partly explain the 
gender productivity gap (Kwiek & Roszka, 2020; Padilla-Gonzalez et al.,  2011). 
Our findings suggest that men count a higher percentage of internationally  
co-authored publications, but that the propensity to collaborate with international 
colleagues is not statistically different from female academics. We might hypothe-
size that the collaborative networks in which men and women participate are differ-
ent, and that male academics are more frequently granted recognition (co-authorship) 
for their partition in these networks. As Jadidi et al. (2018) suggested, compared to 
their male colleagues, female academics are more frequently integrated into smaller 
and more clustered research networks that are more short-lived and contain fewer 
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brokerage opportunities. Moreover, the “Matilda Effect” (Knobloch-Westerwick 
et al., 2013) relates to this phenomenon according to which there is generally lower 
recognition and misattribution of work by female academics. Studies have shown 
that bias may influence how colleagues perceive men and women’s contributions to 
science (Knobloch-Westerwick et  al., 2013) and their papers’ citation rates (Sá 
et al., 2020).

On the contrary, senior academics are more likely to collaborate with interna-
tional colleagues (Bozeman & Boardman, 2014), but it is not necessarily reflected 
in internationally co-authored publications. Regarding disciplinary areas, academ-
ics in the natural and medical sciences are less likely to consider their research as 
“international” in scope or orientation (Kwiek, 2017) but count a higher proportion 
of internationally co-authored publications than their colleagues in the social sci-
ences and humanities (Leahey, 2016). Regarding institutional factors, while the per-
ception of universities’ international strategies seems to have little effect, the 
opportunities provided for academics to conduct research in other countries is posi-
tively (although weakly) associated with one’s likelihood to characterize research as 
“international” and one’s internationally co-authored publications. The literature 
suggests that academics being experts in their field, they can identify by themselves 
the most promising partners (Kato & Ando, 2016), but that institutional support is 
often required to consolidate and reinforce those collaborations (Ulnicane, 2021).

�International Collaborations as a Converging Phenomenon 
That Transcends Geographic Idiosyncrasies

Since the objective of this chapter was also to examine how national contexts might 
inform findings, we conducted the three regressions for each country. Overall, the 
model remained robust in each country but, in Lithuania, considering the small 
number of participants (n = 389) and the 15 IVs, some relationships became statisti-
cally insignificant. Our interpretation is that, despite notable differences in the five 
countries’ political economy, language, historical development, population size, or 
investments into R&D, collaboration practices and outcomes can be explain by 
similar factors. This suggests that the internationalization of higher education is a 
global, possibly converging, phenomenon (Sonnenwald, 2007) that would follow 
disciplinary norms (Larivière et al., 2006) and transcend geographic idiosyncrasies 
(Egron-Polak, 2014).

It is nonetheless important to point out that some individual, professional, insti-
tutional, and national factors differed in some countries. In Germany, for instance, 
the influence of both gender and rank on the percentage of internationally co-
authored publications was not significant, and in Finland, disciplinary area did not 
have a significant impact on academics’ characterization of research as “interna-
tional”. In Japan and Lithuania, the proportion of academics who reported having 
obtained their bachelor’s degree abroad was too small to bear an influence.
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Regarding institutional factors, institutional support for research activities abroad 
did not significantly influence international co-authorship in Canada nor Finland. In 
Canada, Bégin-Caouette and Zambo Assembé (forthcoming) have found that aca-
demics tended to perceive institutional incentives as having a smaller influence on 
publications than other international activities. Institutional expectations would 
contribute to international co-authorship in the five countries, but in Finland, they 
would also be related to academics’ likelihood to collaborate and to characterize 
their research as international. One could explain this finding by the type of institu-
tional management implemented in Finnish universities since the 2010 reform 
(Kohtamäki, 2019). Finally, although our findings suggested that the proportion of 
research funding academics receive from government sources had no significant 
impact on collaboration practices or outcomes, country-specific calculations sug-
gest the relationship with international co-authorship was statistically significant in 
all countries but Japan, suggesting that academics who succeed in obtaining research 
grants from national agencies would count a greater proportion of co-publications 
(Checchi et al., 2019).

�Concluding Remarks: International Collaborations 
as Social Capital

In 2014, Finkelstein and Sethi had developed a model that predicted if academics 
would have a low or high level of internationalization based on 19 individual, pro-
fessional, organizational, and national variables. Their model suggested that a coun-
try’s size, language (English vs non-English), and location (Asian vs non-Asian), as 
well as the institution type, professional characteristics (discipline, rank, research 
preference), and personal characteristics (age, gender and degree obtain abroad) all 
had an influence on the overall level of faculty’s internationalization (including 
research collaborations, but also mobility, language of instruction, and teaching 
international content). In addition to using more recent data, the model presented in 
this chapter complements Finkelstein and Sethi’s model. Logistic and multiple 
regressions performed on the responses of n  =  10,405 academics from Canada, 
Finland, Germany, Japan, and Lithuania show that, when we focus on collaboration 
practices and outcomes, the most influential factors are academics’ degrees being 
obtained abroad, the proportion of research funding they obtained from interna-
tional sources, and institutions’ expectation to publish internationally.

In Bozeman and Boardman’s (2014) logic model, degrees from abroad represent, 
in addition to a human capital (i.e., the degree itself), a social capital in the form of 
social relationships established with previous supervisors or colleagues from 
abroad. This social capital constitutes an input that may support the research pro-
cess (i.e., propensity to collaborate), which is partly related to research outcomes 
(i.e., co-authorship). The conversion of input into outcome may be facilitated by 
organizational capital, such as institutions’ clear expectations to publish in 
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international journals, and incentive schemes to support academics who conduct 
research activities abroad. International research funding also represents a material 
capital that would have a larger influence on research processes and outcomes than 
would other forms of (domestic) research funding.

Our findings suggest that academics’ individual or professional characteristics 
may undermine their capacity to convert processes (or collaboration practices) into 
outcomes. For instance, although academics’ gender and disciplinary area have no 
significant effect on their propensity to collaborate with international colleagues, 
academics who identify as men or who work in the natural and medical sciences 
count of a higher percentage of publications co-authored with international col-
leagues. In sum, this chapter indicates that the capacity to participate in and to 
benefit from international research collaborations is part of a complex system of 
inter-influences between personal, professional, institutional, and national factors.
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Chapter 10
The Comparative Study 
of Internationalization and the Academic 
Profession: Challenges and Possibilities

Yangson Kim , Glen A. Jones , and Alper Çalıkoğlu 

Abstract  This chapter provides a summary of the key findings of the thematic core 
chapters and discusses how these findings contribute to the existing literature on 
internationalization and the academic profession and to the broader literature on 
comparative higher education. The main findings are summarized in two sections: 
internationalization at home, focusing on curriculum and governance, and interna-
tionalization of and in the academic profession. The first part covers the internation-
alization of the curriculum, relationships between international practices and 
curriculum, and the influence of governance and management on internationaliza-
tion activities. The second part discusses findings related to the internationalization 
of the academic profession and the perceptions of international academics, or those 
with international education and experience. The possible implications of the global 
pandemic and other recent geopolitical shifts are considered, and several important 
methodological questions concerning the comparative study of internationalization 
and the academic profession are raised.
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�Introduction

Internationalization has evolved as an important sub-theme in higher education 
research in the last several decades (Lee & Stensaker, 2021; Horta & Jung, 2014). 
Research on internationalization in higher education has been extended to include 
its influences on diverse perspectives and topics (Kehm & Teichler, 2007). 
Internationalization crosses various issues of policy, governance, teaching and 
learning, curriculum, and student experience, though previous studies have mainly 
explored strategies, drivers, politics, and the role of reputation in internationaliza-
tion (Seeber et  al., 2016). Moreover, previous studies on internationalization in 
higher education have traditionally focused more on the mobility of students than 
academics (Pherali, 2012; Teichler, 2015). Scholarship on the mobility of academic 
staff has tended to analyze policies and practices associated with increasing and 
supporting foreign academics in home countries (Barbaric & Jones, 2016; Leišytė 
& Rose, 2016; Van der Wende, 2015; Yudkevich et al., 2016).

In the last three decades, through international comparative projects such as the 
Carnegie Foundation Survey of the Academic Profession (Carnegie AP), the 
Changing Academic Profession (CAP), other regional initiatives, as well as, most 
recently, the Academic Profession in Knowledge-based Society (APIKS) project, 
comparative studies about the academic profession have evolved to include a broad 
range of conceptual foundations and perspectives. Through this collaborative effort, 
a large number of studies have explored data obtained from international surveys of 
academics, including detailed analyses of their activities, their educational back-
ground, their perceptions of governance, and so on. Internationalization was identi-
fied as a key theme in the CAP project, and several questions focusing on international 
activities and perceptions of internationalization were included in the questionnaire. 
The volume edited by Huang et al. (2014) entitled The Internationalization of the 
Academy: Changes, Realities and Prospects made a formative contribution to the 
study of internationalization and the academic profession, drawing on the CAP 
data. The book’s contributors provided a comprehensive review of key issues based 
on the perceptions of academics in the mid-2000s. Since the contexts of higher 
education have been changing rapidly in the last decade, the APIKS project pro-
vides a unique opportunity to provide a contemporary analysis of internationaliza-
tion and the academic profession, and to explore many of the complex issues and 
changing perceptions associated with this important area of inquiry.

The first volume of scholarship emerging from the APIKS project, entitled 
Universities in the Knowledge Society: The Nexus of National Systems of Innovation 
and Higher Education (Aarrevaara et al., 2021), was designed to provide a founda-
tional role for the continuing program of comparative studies. The book introduced 
the APIKS project, reviewed key conceptual elements, and provided an overview of 
18 jurisdictions by focusing on policies related to research and development, and 
the ways in which higher education and the academic profession were positioned 
within these research and innovation systems.
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The current volume focuses on internationalization and the academic profession 
as a core theme within the broader program of research within the APIKS project. 
This international survey project provides a unique dataset, including responses 
from academics in more than twenty countries, for analyzing the perceptions and 
experiences of the academic profession related to issues of internationalization. 
Given the almost ubiquitous emphasis placed on internationalization within higher 
education, the book makes an important contribution to our understanding of simi-
larities and differences among higher education systems with different historical, 
cultural, and geographical backgrounds.

The objective of this chapter is to provide a summary of the key findings of the 
thematic core chapters and discuss how these findings contribute to the existing lit-
erature on internationalization and the academic profession, and to the broader lit-
erature on comparative higher education. From the perspective of internationalization, 
the academic profession can be seen as both an active contributor and, in some 
ways, an agent of resistance. From the perspective of the academic profession, inter-
nationalization can be seen as both a movement of problems and possibilities, thus 
reinforcing existing power and structural inequities in certain ways, as well as open-
ing up new opportunities for the transformation of higher education systems, insti-
tutions, research, and educational experiences.

�Internationalization at Home: Curriculum and Governance

�Internationalization of Curriculum

The internationalization of the curriculum is the main element of internationaliza-
tion at home. In Chap. 2, Ho, Klemenčič, and Bello focused on the internationaliza-
tion of the curriculum from the perspectives of academics. They explored 
international perspectives and contents in academics’ teaching and relationships 
between international practices and curriculum. Their findings illuminate differ-
ences between countries; academics in most countries focused only on some aspects 
of internationalization of the curriculum, while academics in several countries pri-
oritized the introduction of internationalized perspectives and contents. Another 
finding from the chapter was an unequivocal positive correlation between a clear 
institutional strategy of internationalization and the internationalization of the cur-
riculum. Furthermore, there was a clear positive correlation between perceptions of 
internationalization of the curriculum and of hiring foreign academics. Their results 
have important implications for considering the roles and efforts of academic staff, 
as agents of internationalization, for internationalization at home through an inter-
nationalized curriculum.

There is no doubt that student and academic mobility are among the critical 
dimensions in the internationalization of higher education, but the cost of mobility 
can be a challenge for individuals, and there are dramatic economic disparities 
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between higher education institutions and countries (Soria & Troisi, 2014). However, 
activities for internationalization at home provide more opportunities for students 
and academics when a lack of resources, or most recently, a global pandemic, makes 
international travel challenging, if not impossible. Internationalization of the cur-
riculum, as one of the activities of internationalization at home, has been empha-
sized to expand students’ learning and development outcomes in terms of global or 
international perspectives, and intercultural competencies (Burnett & Huisman, 
2010; Deardorff, 2006; Greenhotlz, 2000).

While the importance of internationalization at home has received some atten-
tion within higher education scholarship, there has been limited research on this 
issue from a comparative perspective. The international comparative findings of the 
original research in this volume reinforce the importance of institutional strategy; 
the authors demonstrate that there are clear relationships between internationaliza-
tion as a perceived institutional priority and the initiatives of academic staff in inter-
nationalizing the curriculum, as well as the perceived importance place on the 
recruitment of international academic staff. The emphasis on curriculum has poten-
tial benefits related to exploring diverse perspectives in the classroom, while inter-
national staff, who may bring their distinctive background and perspectives to their 
teaching, may contribute to the diverse experiences and understandings of domestic 
students. Further research might focus attention on the outcomes of these activities 
and whether academic staff perceive institutional strategies are leading to positive 
student outcomes in terms of international perspectives and intercultural competen-
cies. It is also important to note that the emphasis here, as in most of the broader 
literature on internationalization at home, is on the formal curriculum. Research has 
focused primarily on the development and delivery of courses within the structured 
curriculum – the formal requirements and expected outcomes – of the academic 
program. Far less emphasis has been placed on the informal or hidden curriculum 
(Leask, 2009). As Leask (2015) has noted, internationalization at home requires 
attention to both the informal as well as formal curriculum, and we know little about 
how members of the academic profession understand or perceive their role in, or 
engage with, this broader range of informal educational activities and student 
experiences.

�Influence of Governance and Management 
on Internationalization Activities

In many countries, universities have been repositioned as central institutions within 
knowledge economies, though their specific role within national research and inno-
vations systems varies considerably given differences in government policies and 
socio-economic contexts (Jung et al., 2021). Reforms to support the development of 
world-class status and leading positions in the global market have been emphasized 
at both the institutional and national levels in many systems. One of the important 
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areas of reform has been university governance, and changes have tended to empha-
size increasing managerial authority and market features, frequently influenced by 
new managerial and neoliberal ideas. These changes have important implications 
for the academic profession and traditional collegial forms of decision-making 
(Austin & Jones, 2016; Enders et al., 2009; Marginson, 2017; Seeber et al., 2016). 
However, there is a dearth of studies on the relationship between internationaliza-
tion and managerial governance in universities, although a substantive assumption 
of a positive relationship between the two has been made. There are certainly schol-
ars who have provided strong arguments in support of this assumption. 
Internationalization is regarded as an opportunity for the growth of the managerial 
and entrepreneurial culture or competitiveness of universities (Maringe & Foskett, 
2010). Moreover, it is frequently argued that shifts toward managerial governance 
and strategic internationalization are prerequisites for the development of world-
class research universities (King, 2010; Marginson, 2017; Yonezawa & 
Shimmi, 2016).

Chapter 3 provided evidence for the relationship between managerial gover-
nance and the internationalization of institutional strategies based on perceptions of 
faculty members in Argentina, Canada, Lithuania, Portugal, and Taiwan; the analy-
ses showed a significant relationship. Even though certain levels of managerial and 
collegial governance coexisted in higher education institutions in the case countries, 
institutional policies of internationalization, especially the existence of institutional 
strategies and incentives, were positively associated with managerial, rather than 
collegial, governance. The fact that Karram Stephenson, Pekşen, Reznik, Manatos, 
and Chen found similar relationships across five quite different systems has impor-
tant implications for both scholarship and practice. They provide empirical evidence 
in support of the relationship between faculty perceptions of managerial governance 
and their perceptions of institutional practices supporting internationalization. 
Additional research in this area might focus on the relationships between manage-
rial governance practices and specific initiatives and outcomes related to interna-
tionalization; is the relationship primarily between managerialism and perceived 
institutional supports for internationalization, or is the relationship deeper and asso-
ciated with actual practices and outcomes?

�Internationalization of and in the Academic Profession

�Internationalization of the Academic Profession 
with Diverse Backgrounds

Socialization is an important component of the early career of academics as they 
transition into new roles and begin to develop plans for new initiatives. However, 
important differences in the structure of academic careers and pathways between 
systems mean that these initial experiences involve working within quite different 
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national career systems and arrangements (Finkelstein & Jones, 2019). Notably, 
early-career academics often have different experiences and perceptions of their 
profession in the rapidly changing environment of academia compared to senior or 
established colleagues, a phenomenon sometimes referred to as generational change 
(Marquina & Jones, 2015). In the context of internationalization, international expe-
riences and the development of competencies in the early career period are seen as 
valuable given the importance placed on working within global research networks 
and international collaboration and partnerships. Therefore, in Chap. 4, Flander, 
Guzman, Schilter, Tuppo, and Wan analyzed the internationalization trends of early-
career academics, focusing on their international training backgrounds and current 
academic activities of teaching, research, and external engagement compared with 
their senior colleagues in 16 case countries. The data were analyzed by categorizing 
countries as advanced, emerging European, and emerging non-European. Early-
career academics in emerging countries were more likely to obtain doctoral degrees 
from universities outside of their countries. The greatest differences between senior 
and junior academics were found in emerging European countries, while more 
junior academics in non-emerging European countries trained in doctoral degree 
programs abroad than those in advanced and emerging European countries. Overall, 
juniors responded at lower rates on aspects of internationalization of teaching and 
research than seniors, while both groups reported similar rates of participation in 
external activities. The findings suggest important differences between junior and 
senior colleagues in terms of international doctoral training and academic activities, 
but also between country groups. The findings reinforce the importance of recogniz-
ing generational differences in experience and perceptions, and how these differ-
ences vary between distinct national and regional contexts.

Internationally mobile academics can be defined in various ways. In general, 
internationally mobile academics work in different countries, either different from 
where they were born or sometimes the country from which they obtained a pass-
port or citizenship. Moreover, international academics are frequently expected to 
contribute to research excellence, university reputation, and new approaches to 
teaching and research, although there has been some debate on the significant dif-
ferences between international and domestic academics. In this regard, Beerkens, 
Panova, and Vasari (Chap. 5) focused on internationally mobile academics and com-
pared differences between domestic and international academics associated with 
academic excellence and international competitiveness. They found that interna-
tional academics were more oriented toward research and less toward teaching, both 
in terms of preference and time spent. However, international academics were 
actively involved in research and other activities of teaching and administration. 
Their findings raise important questions on whether there are differences in how 
universities engage and support domestic and international academics, including 
whether there are differences between national contexts or in other key factors (such 
as in academic discipline or rank).

While the study presented in Chap. 5 defined international academic mobility in 
terms of citizenship, Chap. 6 focused on academics who obtained their doctoral 
education or postdoctoral experience in a country that is different than the country 
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where they are currently employed. This focus on international education or experi-
ence has received far less attention in the literature than more traditional definitions 
of international mobility in terms of citizenship. The authors analyzed differences in 
academic activities among internationally experienced academics by gender, disci-
pline, and academic rank. Their findings based on internationally experienced aca-
demics reveal similarities with previous studies of the academic profession. For 
example, female academics are less internationally active than male academics 
(Aiston & Jung, 2015), and senior academics are more internationally collaborative 
and productive than juniors (Jung et al., 2014). Since the international experiences 
of academics are diversified in form and duration, Huang, Leisyte, Kuzhabekova, 
and Diogo provided insightful implications for comprehensive policy approaches to 
the internationalization of higher education to recruit academics who have an inter-
national background, not only by nationality but also by their experiences and 
education.

Recruiting international academics who are foreign citizens, are internationally 
educated, or have international experiences may be a good way to enhance interna-
tionalization at home. Celis, Seggie, and Azman contribute to this same discussion 
but in a quite different way by exploring the perceptional differences between aca-
demics who obtained doctoral degrees in the “Global North” compared with the 
“Global South” in Chile, Malaysia, and Turkey (Chap. 7). The authors used the 
classification of countries based on the perspective of core and semi-periphery. The 
results showed that academics who had doctoral degrees from core countries tended 
to collaborate more with international colleagues than academics who had degrees 
from semi-periphery countries. The academic culture, infrastructure, and funding 
mechanisms associated with the higher education systems where academics were 
educated and trained for their doctoral degrees can be quite different (Shin et al., 
2014). Moreover, the findings from this chapter reinforce the conclusions of previ-
ous studies suggesting that an international doctoral degree is perceived as a strate-
gic and efficient tool to collaborate on research by accessing international research 
networks, especially in developing countries (Eduan, 2019). This phenomenon is 
also related to the fact that academics in advanced higher education systems col-
laborate internationally more than academics in developing nations (Shin et  al., 
2013). However, the findings also point toward the continuing inequities between 
systems, including possible differences in the opportunities, prestige, and experi-
ence of academics with different educational backgrounds. Does the employment of 
academics with doctorates from core countries raise the level of internationalization 
within peripheral or semi-peripheral countries in terms of student outcomes? Does 
it contribute to real or perceived hierarchies of prestige based on educational back-
ground and related differences in international connections and relationships?
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�Diverse Factors Influencing the International Activities 
of Academics

Finkelstein and Sethi (2014) predicted that various factors influence international-
ization at the individual, professional, organizational, and national levels. A coun-
try’s characteristics, such as size, geographical location, and language, can have 
important implications for the internationalization of research activities. Chapters 8 
and 9 discussed the internationalization of research activities and outcomes across 
systems while considering national/regional differences.

In Chap. 8, Kocar, Véliz, Geschwind, and Marshall explored the differences in 
internationalization of research across disciplines in 20 countries and regions. 
Aligning with previous studies (Heng et al., 2020; Kwiek, 2021), academics from 
(pure-) hard disciplines reported higher levels of international research activities 
than academics working in soft disciplines. Previous studies from the Changing 
Academic Profession (CAP) project noted the critical role discipline differences 
play in internationalization, including research activities and outcomes. The analy-
ses from the CAP data showed that there were significant differences in interna-
tional research collaboration and publication between hard (natural and medical) 
and soft disciplines (humanities and social sciences) (Rostan et  al., 2014). The 
authors of Chap. 8 also found that academics in northern European and smaller 
European transition countries are more actively collaborating with international col-
leagues than those in large non-European and non-English-speaking countries. 
Therefore, this chapter contributed to extending the approaches to the international-
ization of diverse aspects of research in terms of disciplinary differences, differ-
ences between countries, and differences integrated with discipline and country. 
The authors noted that understanding the more substantial differences between hard 
and soft disciplines within country contexts requires further in-depth studies to see 
whether there are special policies or reasons at the institutional and national levels. 
They also note the limitations of using traditional discipline classifications in the 
context of shifting epistemological and methodological boundaries.

Bégin-Caouette, Aarrevaara, Rose, and Arimoto investigated the relationship 
between international research collaboration practices and outcomes in five coun-
tries (Canada, Finland, Germany, and Japan) based on the theory of scientific and 
technical human capital (STHC) in Chap. 9. The findings suggested that collabora-
tion practices and outcomes were correlated, although the correlation was not very 
strong. Moreover, various factors at different levels were associated with interna-
tional research collaboration and outcomes. There were differences in international 
collaboration and research outcomes between male and female academics. 
Furthermore, senior academics were more likely to collaborate on international 
research activities, though the difference with junior academics was not necessarily 
reflected in international co-authored publications. However, even though the five 
countries have very different histories, languages and policies, the authors found 
that both collaboration practices and outcomes can be explained by common fac-
tors, suggesting that the internationalization of research may be a converging, global 
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phenomenon. These common factors included international education (foreign cre-
dential), their university’s expectations for publishing in international journals, and 
international research funding. There were some country differences related to 
national, institutional, and individual factors. The paper makes a significant contri-
bution to our understanding of the complex network of inter-influences of national, 
institutional, professional, and personal factors related to international research col-
laboration and outcomes.

�Discussion and Conclusions: Challenges and Possibilities

�Impacts of the Global Phenomenon on Internationalization 
and the Academic Profession

Each chapter in this volume discussed the changing contexts of internationalization 
and the academic profession in higher education in the case countries. The timing of 
the collection of data for the APIKS project means that the authors could not cover 
the recent, unexpected environmental changes due to the COVID-19 pandemic and 
shifting international relationships, such as Russia’s attack on Ukraine, the political 
tension between the USA and China, and Brexit. The global COVID-19 pandemic 
led to dramatic shifts in international activity, both in terms of student and faculty 
mobility but also in terms of internationalization “at home.” The impact of 
COVID-19 has been complex and multifaceted, including changes in academic 
lives and practices in higher education institutions (de Wit & Altbach, 2021). Faculty 
and student mobility dramatically decreased within and across countries, and most 
academic activities related to teaching and research have been carried out online. 
Scholars have noted an increasing emphasis on internationalization at home during 
the last 30 years (de Wit & Altbach, 2021), a trend that was undoubtedly reinforced 
by the pandemic. Strategies and approaches to enhance internationalization at home 
are becoming more critical for countries that are trying to internationalize in the 
context of current environmental shifts. Academics are asked to develop an interna-
tional curriculum to address students’ needs, meet the requirements of national or 
institutional quality assurance mechanisms, and increase teaching and learning out-
comes (Knight, 2008; Sá & Sepra, 2020).

Furthermore, while the literature on the internationalization of higher education 
in recent decades has frequently been framed by an analysis of the neo-liberal pres-
sures underscoring reforms, there is now considerable evidence that “government is 
back” as the state is reasserting its role in establishing the economic and social 
conditions for the “new normal.” Given their core role within national research and 
innovation systems, universities are increasingly subject to, rather than isolated 
from, major shifts in government direction, including the re-emergence of more 
active and expansive government initiatives in response to international crises and 
global geo-political shifts. Will recent crises lead to major changes in the 
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relationships between universities and government? Will our understanding of inter-
nationalization shift in the context of what appears to be a rapidly changing global 
dynamic?

The re-emergence of “big government” may have important implications for 
higher education governance. Neoliberal ideas played a critical role in many national 
governance reforms designed to increase global competitiveness and financial effi-
ciency (Austin & Jones, 2016). A greater emphasis on markets and new public man-
agement, and a pulling-back of direct government control, became key themes in 
many systems. However, as Gaus (1947) noted, public administration and policy 
systems are reshaped by catastrophe, and higher education governance and policy 
systems have been influenced by the COVID-19 crisis. The pernicious influences of 
COVID-19 have been far-reaching, including political, economic, cultural, and psy-
chological dimensions. It has impacted student and faculty mobility in higher edu-
cation, but it has also impacted higher education funding, the mental health of 
faculty, students, and staff, and illuminated systemic inequities within higher educa-
tion. What are the implications of this catastrophe for the complex relationships 
between government and institutions of higher education? Will we simply return to 
governance arrangements that valorized neo-liberal ideals and markets over direct 
government control? Or will governments that have recently intervened in dramatic 
ways at a time of crisis assume a greater continuing role in the spirit of recovery and 
stabilization, including a greater role in the governance of higher education? Will 
the pandemic and recent geo-political shifts lead to new forms and approaches to 
higher education governance?

The assumptions and rationales underscoring internationalization may be shift-
ing in the face of a new global politics involving elements of knowledge protection-
ism, the repositioning of the international dimension of higher education in the 
context of national research and innovation systems, shifting trade, and soft power 
relationships and alliances. These changes may signal major transformations in 
internationalization and the academic profession.

�The Center-Peripheral Approach in The Comparative Study: 
Limitations or Alternatives

One of the challenges in comparative studies is to recognize or categorize countries 
or national systems appropriately. One of the approaches used in this volume was to 
categorize regions as advanced, emerging, and emerging non-European. Another 
approach was to apply center and periphery perspectives. Both approaches proved 
useful. For example, junior academics in emerging non-European countries tended 
to obtain their doctoral degree abroad, although the differences between juniors and 
seniors are relatively few compared to emerging European countries (Chap. 4). 
Moreover, international research collaboration in the non-European emerging coun-
tries tended to be the least internationalized (chap. 4). The results showed that 
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academics in peripheral countries must cope with difficulties and challenges to 
catch up with academics in advanced higher education systems (Zgaga, 2018). As 
the authors of Chap. 4 mentioned, various factors of history, language, cultural tra-
ditions, population, and economic status may influence and explain national 
variations.

In terms of the internationalization of research, the authors of Chap. 3 note dif-
ferences among groups between European countries and non-European countries 
and within European countries. Non-European and non-English-speaking countries 
showed much lower international research and collaboration levels, and northern or 
smaller European countries had relatively highly developed international research, 
collaboration, and outcomes. Since academic communities are long established, 
large, and wealthy in the centers compared to their counterparts (Altbach, 2003), the 
results from this volume are often similar to the findings of previous studies.

The concept of internationalization of higher education needs to be considered 
beyond a Westernized and English-speaking paradigm (Jones & de Wit, 2014), but 
the broader contextual approach is still limited in terms of increasing our under-
standing of internationalization and the academic profession. Although the centers 
of learning tended to be leading research-oriented universities in the “North” 
(Altbach, 2004), the origin and destination countries have diversified in the global 
scientific community (Czaika & Orazbayev, 2018). Moreover, there are obvious dif-
ferences between and within the center and periphery countries and diverse efforts 
to compare higher education systems with country size, economic status, language, 
cultural background, and geographic location. However, the categorizations are still 
significantly related to the center–periphery idea because developing countries have 
imported educational systems from the North (Altbach, 2003). Furthermore, while 
information regarding the conditions of the academic profession may not be posi-
tive and is limited, there are various contextual differences in higher education sys-
tems and countries. Chapters in this volume tried to provide contextual details 
related to the case countries and find similarities and differences between and within 
the groups to overcome the limitations of the theory. However, further studies on 
new approaches to categorizing countries beyond the center–periphery theory in 
internationalization and the academic profession are required. Such efforts can also 
contribute to expanding the conceptual background in internationalization research, 
which still tends to embrace binary classifications (e.g., center-periphery, global-
local) more than contextual elements (Larsen, 2016).

�Contextualizing Perceptions of Academics

The contributors to this volume provide diverse perspectives on internationalization 
and the academic profession. The APIKS project, involving data obtained from a 
common questionnaire administered in more than 20 countries, provides a unique 
opportunity to look at differences and common trends in the perceptions, experi-
ences, and reported activities of academics related to internationalization. The 
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strengths of the project are its focus on the “shop floor” of academic work and the 
ability to engage in international comparative scholarship based on data obtained 
from a sample of academic staff located within different institutions, within differ-
ent jurisdictional systems.

The challenge, however, is to analyze these data recognizing the dramatic differ-
ences in the contexts in which they work. All the contributors have been mindful of 
this challenge, either by using different categorizations of countries or systems, or 
by illuminating key and relevant system differences that may explain some findings. 
Our contributors have also analyzed key background variables such as citizenship, 
international experience, gender, and discipline and looked at differences across 
systems in terms of internationalization.

One of the methodological challenges is to explore ways of furthering the com-
parative analysis of the academic profession within the context of incredibly com-
plex and distinctive institutions and systems. There are important differences in 
what a professor may observe and perceive in their day-to-day work compared with 
what one might observe if focusing on the broader experiences of the system and 
institution. One interesting example concerns faculty perceptions of the prevalence 
of international students when they respond to survey questions, compared with 
national data on student mobility (both incoming international students and out-
bound student mobility). International data on student mobility in some APIKS-
participating countries is provided in Table 10.1. According to UNESCO data from 
2019 (or the latest available data), the total number of inbound international stu-
dents is more than 200,000  in both Canada and China, but the rates of inbound 
students are dramatically different (16.2 percent in Canada and 0.5 percent in 
China). However, academics may perceive that the number of inbound international 
students has grown because it has increased relative to their past experiences, while 
other academics may not perceive an increase at all because international students 
have always been part of their professional experience. Interpreting responses may 
be challenging without findings ways of contextualizing perceptions within local or 
national contexts. According to Gürüz (2008), major and emerging host countries, 
such as Canada, Germany, Japan, and Russia, show high inbound mobile student 
rates, although Table 10.1 indicates that outbound student rates were much lower for 
these countries in 2019. Moreover, European countries have relatively higher ratios 
of outbound and inbound students than other areas, while China, Kazakhstan, and 
Lithuania tend to have higher rates of outbound mobile students than inbound 
students.

To further illustrate the contextual differences between countries, the gross 
expenditure on research and development (GERD) in higher education from 
UNESCO Institute for Statistics and the Internationally Collaborative Publication 
(ICP) ratio based on the publications from Web of Science Core Collection are also 
included in Table 10.1. Research funding is one of the major critical factors for 
international and collaborative academic activities. The level of expenditure on 
research and development in higher education varies by country and regional con-
text. Canada and the United States (within North America) and European countries 
invest much greater amounts (and percentages of their gross domestic product) in 
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Table 10.1  Inbound and Outbound Tertiary Student Mobility and Research Activities: APIKS 
Jurisdictions Included in the International Dataset

Students Abroad 
(Outbound Rate)

Students Hosted 
(Inbound Rate)

GERD in HE
(% of GDP)

Publication
(ICP Rate)

Argentina 9,283 (0.3) 116,330 (3.5) 1,406,101 
(0.14)

18,385 
(46.0)

Canada 49,074 (2.3) 279,168 (16.2) 12,103,349 
(0.65)

129,849 
(56.3)

Chile 17,522 (1.4) 7,216 (0.6) 713,326 (0.16) 17,781 
(64.1)

China 1,061,511 (2.3) 225,100 (0.5) 34,462,554 
(0.16)

632,218 
(26.7)

Estonia 3,626 (8.0) 5,043 (11.1) 300,654 (0.63) 3,497 (71.6)
Finland 11,364 (3.9) 23,794 (8.1) 1,892,788 

(0.70)
22,340 
(67.0)

Germany 112,445 (3.7) 333,233 (10.1) 25,064,866 
(0.56)

184,705 
(56.9)

Hong Kong 36,100 (12.1) 47,301 (16.2) 2,026,998 
(0.44)

–

Japan 32,365 (0.8) 202,907 (5.2) 19,800,989 
(0.38)

127,966 
(34.0)

Kazakhstan 82,292 (13.0) 40,742 (5.5) 89,014 (0.02) 3,822 (61.7)
Korea 
(South)

101,493 (3.3) 98,857 (3.3) 8,096,731 
(0.37)

92,240 
(32.2)

Lithuania 10,463 (9.4) 5,697 (6.0) 339,722 (0.34) 4,614 (55.2)
Malaysia 59,144 (4.8) 81,953 (6.7) 3,938,044 

(0.44)
25,209 
(57.6)

Mexico 34,319 (0.7) 33,271 (0.7) 4,071,738 
(0.16)

29,928 
(43.3)

Portugal 20,633 (5.6) 35,755 (9.7) 1,996,555 
(0.57)

30,311 
(56.1)

Russia 48,160 (0.8) 282,922 (5.0) 4,016,227 
(0.10)

76,126 
(32.1)

Sweden 14,412 (3.3) 30,912 (7.2) 4,598,619 
(0.84)

47,363 
(68.8)

Turkey 47,628 (0.6) 154,505 (2.0) 7,294,891 
(0.32)

63,224 
(25.4)

Uganda 11,364 (3.9) 23,794 (8.1) 50,571 (0.07) 2,551 (84.2)

Data Source: UNESCO (2018, 2019), Web of Science (2020)

research and development in higher education, while other areas invest less, although 
the variation among those countries is large. There is a high correlation between the 
amount of gross domestic expenditure on research and experimental development 
(GERD) in higher education and the number of publications, the latter based on data 
extracted from the Web of Science, using the country of affiliation of authors. 
However, international collaborative publications tend to be higher in English-
speaking and European countries, while Northeast Asian countries (China, Japan, 
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and Korea) and Russia have relatively lower rates of international collaborative 
publications.

Therefore, it is necessary to understand the findings in this volume as important 
contributions to the study of internationalization and the academic profession as a 
complex, multidimensional phenomenon. While many studies of internationaliza-
tion have focused on student mobility and the student experience, the APIKS project 
has provided a unique opportunity to explore important questions from the perspec-
tive of academic staff, a perspective that is clearly important in almost every dimen-
sion of internationalization. However, it continues to be important to interpret these 
perceptions within local contexts. The fact that all the chapters in this volume 
involved studies undertaken by international research teams was an attempt to 
include multiple perspectives and recognized at least some of the contextual differ-
ences that need to be considered in comparative international research in higher 
education. Higher education systems in the case countries face common global 
challenges and are influenced by their own cultural and historical characteristics. 
Continuing to explore new methodological approaches and conceptual tools that 
will add additional depth to the interpretation and understanding of these types of 
comparative analyses is extremely important.

�Policy Implications and Conclusions

The chapters in this volume provide several policy implications while recognizing 
the multidimensional nature of internationalization and the academic profession. 
First, the roles of prominent actors in internationalization in higher education should 
be reconsidered. In particular, the role of the government in internationalization is a 
key factor, and there are signals that the role of government may be shifting. 
Neoliberal ideas that decrease government roles and apply market principles are not 
guaranteed to work well in the “new normal.” Chapters also highlight the impor-
tance of institution leaders and governance processes in terms of the development of 
strategic approaches, incentives, and support for internationalization. It is clear gov-
ernments, institutions, and individual academics will need to adjust to shifting con-
ditions to advance internationalization. Second, it is not enough to encourage the 
mobility of students and academics (and related metrics) for the internationalization 
of higher education. It is critical to understand how internationalization can be “at 
home” and explore various strategies and innovative approaches to further interna-
tionalization at the institutional and national levels. Moreover, as agents that play a 
central role in driving internationalization through their interactions with students, 
academics are key to the development of innovative initiatives and institutional 
change. Those making policy and implementation decisions must consider how 
individual academic efforts and institutional supports can be integrated into further-
ing the development of internationalized curricula and experiences on campus. 
Third, policies for academics recognizing their diverse backgrounds are needed to 
support their orientation and transition within academia and national innovation 
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systems. International academics, internationally trained academics, and junior aca-
demics are facing different challenges and experiences, and they need support and 
assistance to be successful.

The application of comparative perspectives in internationalization and the aca-
demic profession is a meaningful approach to studies in higher education. Issues in 
the academic profession and the internationalization of higher education have been 
studied based on the Carnegie Foundation Survey of the Academic Profession in 
1992, the Changing Academic Profession project in 2007/08, and the Academic 
Profession in Knowledge-based Society 2017/18. Numerous excellent quantitative 
and qualitative studies on the academic profession based on projects with compara-
tive perspectives have been published in distinguished journals and peer-reviewed 
books over the last three decades. Although there are variations among countries 
and higher education systems depending on national circumstances, history, culture, 
and tradition, academics share similarities in their academic activities and experi-
ences related to internationalization as a global trend. Therefore, this volume con-
tributed to arguments and discussions of internationalization and the academic 
profession within higher education from the perspectives of academics vis-à-vis the 
dynamics of national and global contexts.
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Fig. 4.1  Profiles of the countries in the international comparison
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