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Abstract- Globalization has become a defining feature of higher education, reshaping institutions
through international collaboration, student mobility, and the integration of global perspectives in
curricula. Yet, measuring the extent and impact of globalization in higher education remains a
challenge. This presentation introduces a comprehensive Globalization Scorecard designed to assess
how institutions engage with globalization across academic, social, and economic dimensions.
Drawing on interdisciplinary frameworks from sociology, education, and policy studies, the scorecard
evaluates indicators such as international student representation, global research partnerships,
cultural inclusivity, and equity in access to international opportunities. Through case studies and
preliminary findings, this presentation highlights trends, gaps, and best practices in institutional
globalization efforts. It emphasizes the scorecard’s utility as both a diagnostic tool for
self-assessment and a benchmark for promoting accountability and innovation in higher education.
By exploring the broader implications of globalization on social equity and academic excellence, this
study invites educators, policymakers, and researchers to collaboratively enhance the role of higher
education in an interconnected world.

l. Introduction

Globalization has fundamentally transformed the landscape of higher education. Universities are
increasingly operating within a globally interconnected framework, marked by the mobility of students
and scholars, international partnerships, and the globalization of knowledge production. However, the
means by which institutions measure their engagement with globalization—and the broader social
and academic outcomes associated with it—remain underdeveloped. This process of
internationalizing higher education has been described as three (3) phases: The first phase is the
set-up of the design, which includes the strategic intent, mission statement, strategic vision, corporate
strategy and strategic plan. The second phase is the implementation of the design. The third phase is
the evaluation of the design by measuring achievements against intentions (Ayoubi and Massoud
2007). While a majority of universities worldwide have mastered phases one and two, the third phase,
the evaluative phase, has been done through trial and error in a majority of instances. This article
proposes a conceptual and methodological framework for evaluating and measuring globalization in
higher education through a novel Globalization Scorecard.

Globalization, in the context of higher education, refers to the increasing interconnectedness
and interdependence of universities, scholars, and students across national boundaries, resulting in
the internationalization of curricula, greater mobility of students and faculty, and a surge in
cross-border research collaborations. “This definition makes it clear that internationalization is not an
end in itself;, changes in world and scientific policy have further strengthened the importance of
international cooperation” (Ghaderi 2021). This means that as higher education influences and is
influenced by globalization, international interconnectedness through cooperation and collaboration is
vital to ushering in a new era of higher education impact. This process transforms educational
practices by embedding global perspectives into learning outcomes, fostering multicultural
competence, and driving innovation through the exchange of ideas and knowledge on a global
scale."The movement of people has long characterized the international dimension of higher
education but, increasingly, programs and entire institutions are on the move, as are institutional
models and approaches to teaching and learning” (Rumbley, Altbach, and Reisberg 2012). This level
and relevance of globalization in higher education has become a priority to universities around the
globe, traversing institutional size and profile, reputation and ranking to becoming “a phenomenon of
interest to an extraordinarily broad cross-section of higher education institutions in allparts of the
world” (2012).
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There is a growing need for a clear, evidence-based framework to evaluate how effectively
higher education institutions embrace globalization—not only through academic rankings or
economic contributions, but through their commitment to inclusivity, diversity, and authentic global
engagement. Challenges to institutions of higher education emerge with attempts to operationalize
and sustain an international mission statement into educational practices and, more specifically, with
helping academics to develop shared understandings of internationalization that can be supported by
strategy, policy, and plans (Agnew 2012). This is important because instead of blind decision-making
and resource appropriating, higher education institutions need a framework that can address these
issues and provide guidance and advisement on conception, implementation, maintenance and
evaluation of globalization processes. Such a framework should assess whether institutions create
equitable access to international opportunities, promote culturally responsive practices, and foster an
environment where all students, regardless of background, can thrive in a globally connected
academic landscape.

Il. Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework for this study was evaluated, contrasted, and analyzed through a lens
comprised of the Academic Scorecard(O’'Neil, Bensimon, Diamond and Moore, 1999) and Qiang's
“Conceptual Framework of Internationalization of Higher Education” (Qiang, 2003). The "Academic
Scorecard” (O'Neil et al., 1999), is based on the Balanced Scorecard (Kaplan and Norton, 1992), which
helped establish four perspectives of scorecard implementation. A scorecard links performance
measures with the behavior of managers and employees (stakeholders). It shows how results are
achieved using four perspectives: stakeholder perspective, internal business perspective, innovation
and learning perspective, and academic management perspective. These four perspectives were then
matched with the “rationales for internationalization” (Qiang, 2003): social and cultural rationale,
economic rationale, academic rationale, and political rationale and adapted to create the globalization
scorecard — The Johnson Ranking of Global Engagement (JRGE).

The results of this study were purposefully constructed to gather strong evidence for or
against the need for a globalization scorecard utilizing the four (4) globalization scorecard (JRGE)
domains: 1) stakeholder perspective/social and cultural rationale; 2) internal business
perspective/economic rationale; 3) innovation and learning perspective/academic rationale; 4)
academic management perspective/political rationale. “When cross-cutting internationalisation
functions are integrated across institutional structures, processes and operations, they work as
‘gears’ that accelerate the internationalisation of the core institutional functions. This, however, also
requires the higher education system and institutional cultures and governance to be supportive and
enabling of the internationalisation process” (Uzhegova& Baik 2020):

The Scale of Global Engagement - Indicators of Globalization at Universities

Stakeholder Perspective | Internal Business | Innovation and Learning | Academic Management
/ Social and Cultural | Perspective / Economic | Perspective/ Academic | Perspective/ Political Rationale
Rationale Rationale Rationale

International Students, Faculty, and Administrators

Global Consciousness Brand International Research | Top-Down Administrative

Collaboration

Image/Recognition

Support and Involvement

Global Programs
and Activities

International
Partnerships

Publications/Citations
Worldwide

International Offices

Meaningful Interaction/
Integration on Campus

Funding/Fundraising for
Global Activities

Active, Academic
Cross-Border Engagement

Closely-Coupled Systems

Student Exchange/Study
Abroad Programs

Joint  Ventures/Degree
Programs

Visiting Scholars/Joint
Appointments/
Faculty-Staff Mobility

Awards/
International Recognition/
Fellowships

Ill. Social Science Perspective

Globalization is not merely a set of economic transactions or policy shifts—it is a dynamic social
process that reshapes how societies interact, exchange knowledge, and define identity. In the context
of higher education, globalization influences institutional practices, cultural engagement, and access
to opportunities on a global scale. It challenges traditional educational boundaries by fostering
cross-cultural collaboration, digital learning platforms, and transnational academic communities.
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Uzhegova and Baik (2020) acknowledge that the top-down government agenda to modernize and
internationalize higher education has focused on quick, quantifiable results that can improve the
position of universities in international institutional rankings; this focus on short-term outcomes has
meant that universities pay less attention to long-term strategies for institutional changes including
promoting an institutional culture that is supportive of internationalization. Culturally, globalization
promotes both the diffusion of ideas and the risk of homogenization, requiring institutions to balance
global influence with local relevance. Economically, it drives the international competition for talent,
resources, and innovation, which in turn affects how universities prioritize programs, partnerships, and
funding models. Ultimately, understanding globalization as a social process highlights the
interconnectedness of equity, access, and institutional responsibility in shaping inclusive,
globally-engaged educational ecosystems.

Globalization in higher education is deeply intertwined with several key social science theories that
help explain its broader impact:

e Cultural Exchange: Globalization fosters intercultural dialogue and mutual learning by
exposing students and faculty to diverse values, languages, and worldviews. Theories of
cultural exchange suggest that international educational encounters can reduce
ethnocentrism, promote empathy, and support global citizenship development—though they
can also risk cultural homogenization if not managed thoughtfully.

e Social Capital: From a sociological perspective, globalization builds both bonding and
bridging social capital. Bonding capital strengthens ties within cultural or national groups,
while bridging capital connects individuals across diverse backgrounds. International
education increases access to networks that can influence career mobility, innovation, and
leadership opportunities in a globalized workforce.

e Educational Equity: The benefits of globalization are not evenly distributed. Equity theories
underscore how global education opportunities—such as study abroad, research
collaborations, and English-dominant academic publishing—often privilege students from
higher socioeconomic backgrounds or institutions with more resources. A globalization
framework rooted in equity seeks to identify and dismantle these barriers, ensuring that
access to global learning is inclusive and just.

Key Questions
During this study, two key questions emerged:
e What dimensions of globalization are most relevant to higher education?
e How can we measure the social and academic impacts of these dimensions?

IV. Literature Review

The scholarly discourse on globalization in higher education has emphasized various dimensions,
including academic mobility (Knight, 2004), internationalization strategies (Altbach & Knight, 2007),
and the global knowledge economy (Marginson, 2006). Yet, there remains a lack of standardized
metrics to assess globalization's multifaceted impact. “Internationalization has become an
increasingly strategic agenda for universities across the world driven by global impacts and higher
education institutions which are rapidly changing to ' become international ' in response to growing
geopolitical and economic imperatives (Saied 2020). Previous frameworks often privilege economic
and reputational outcomes, such as global rankings and tuition revenue from international students,
while overlooking social impact and equity dimensions. Internationalization may be seen as a vehicle
for establishing a system of global standards and promoting education quality in order to prepare
qualifications properly to meet the global requirements of societies, economies and labor markets
(2020).This study integrates insights from critical globalization studies, policy analysis, and social
justice frameworks to construct a more holistic evaluative model.

V. Methodology
This study employed a mixed-methods design, combining quantitative and qualitative approaches. We

first conducted a comprehensive review of existing internationalization assessment tools, including
those developed by UNESCO, the OECD, and leading research universities. Drawing on this review, we
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developed a prototype Globalization Scorecard — The Johnson Ranking of Global Engagement (JRGE)
consisting of four domains: (1) Academic Engagement, (2) Social Impact, (3) Economic Participation,
and (4) Institutional Commitment. We are encouraged to consider a Higher Education Institution’s
whole approach across all its international activities (Henson & Pugna 2019).

We used institutional data, surveys, and publicly available reports to score institutions on
each metric. Case studies were conducted at five diverse institutions across North America, Europe,
Asia, Australia and Africa. Data sources included institutional reports, interviews with stakeholders
(administrators, faculty, staff, students, alumni), self-assessment and publicly available metrics. In the
future, the scorecard should be administered with an on-site visit and study to ensure qualitative
metrics are met. Kreber (2009) explains that the motivation for increased cross-border delivery of
education can be explained in two ways: 1) There is now a much greater market for higher education,
particularly in countries with less well-developed higher education systems. It is through cooperating
with institutions in other countries, and the sharing of resources this implies, that teaching and
research programs can be enriched and become affordable to the institution (2009); and
2)Universities in Western countries see this increased demand for higher education, particularly in
so-called developing countries, as a welcome opportunity to boost their budgets, which have
experienced substantial declines in public contributions over the past decade (2009).

VI. Findings

Preliminary analysis reveals considerable variation in institutional engagement with globalization.
While high-ranking institutions tend to excel in economic and academic indicators, many fall short on
metrics related to social impact and equity. Much of the debate surrounding internationalization still
remains heavily embedded in national policies and institutional contexts (losava&Roxa 2019). For
instance, few institutions systematically track the socioeconomic backgrounds of students
participating in global mobility programs. Cultural inclusivity and support structures for marginalized
international students were found to be unevenly implemented.While it is a global phenomenon and
subject to multiple interpretations at national, institutional and individual levels, it is also highly
contextual and very much bred and enacted locally considering the internal dynamics of institutions;
this creates a bridge between the institutional policy makers and the micro-level change agents, such
as faculty members and academic leaders, whose agency often prompts further institutional actions
(2019).

The scorecard also surfaced best practices, including: 1) Targeted financial aid for
first-generation students participating in international exchanges, 2) Integrative curriculum models
embedding global issues across disciplines, and 3) Decentralized internationalization strategies that
empower faculty and local communities.Internationalization of higher education is seen as one of the
ways a country responds to the impact of globalization, yet at the same time respects the individuality
of the nation; A country’s unique history, indigenous culture(s), resources, priorities, shape its
response to and relationships with other countries (Qiang 2003).

VII. Discussion

The international dimension of education has always been one of the defining aspects of the
educational process in the institutions that have provided education and/or training in one form or
another(Ciubancan, Dima, &Mohanu 2021).The Globalization Scorecard provides a more nuanced lens
through which to assess globalization in higher education. By expanding the evaluative criteria
beyond economic outputs, the tool foregrounds issues of equity, inclusion, and social responsibility.
“The key idea behind comprehensive internationalisation is the recognition of a variety of models and
approaches, allowing each institution to choose its own strategy, without a common model or
objectives, which might, however, be difficult to implement” (2021). The scorecard functions both
diagnostically and strategically, enabling institutions to identify strengths, address weaknesses, and
set goals aligned with their mission and values.

However, challenges remain. “While academic values will always be at the core of any
academic establishment, the focus now seems to be on the elements that were once marginal in the
structure of said institutions” (Ciubdncan, Dima, &Mohanu 2021). Institutions differ widely in
resources, geopolitical contexts, and institutional histories, which can affect their capacity to globalize
equitably. Therefore, the scorecard must be adaptable and contextualized rather than prescriptive.
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“Approaches to internationalisation, be it abroad or at home, range from cooperation to competition
between institutions, countries and regions” (2021).

In examining how globalization benefits are distributed in higher education, several key gaps
and inequities emerge: socioeconomic barriers to participation, under-representation of marginalized
groups, global south institutions are under-partnered, language and cultural bias, digital divide in
global learning access, and inequitable faculty participation. Universities across the globe are
implementing a “comprehensive” view of internationalization — one that has become an imperative
rather than an option in today’s globalized world(Ciubancan, Dima, &Mohanu 2021).Addressing these
gaps requires intentional policy, inclusive program design, equitable funding models, and partnerships
grounded in mutuality and respect.

VIII. Conclusion

As globalization continues to shape higher education, institutions must critically assess their roles in
fostering inclusive and impactful global engagement. The Globalization Scorecard offers a pathway
for such assessment, emphasizing the need for balance between academic excellence and social
impact. Future work will refine the scorecard through broader validation and explore its application
across diverse higher education systems. This tool invites a collective commitment to reimagining
global education in the service of equity, excellence, and ethical international collaboration.

The Globalization Scorecard is a conceptual tool designed to assess and compare how higher
education institutions engage with globalization across multiple dimensions—academic, social,
economic, and institutional. “While the terms “internationalization,” “policy” and “programs” are
commonly used and it can be argued that practitioners and policymakers in the higher education field
share a general understanding about these notions, there are varying interpretations of their actual
meaning and scope” (Helms, Brajkovic, and Rumbley 2016). Unlike traditional global rankings, which
often emphasize prestige or financial outcomes, the scorecard offers a holistic, equity-centered
framework that evaluates metrics such as international partnerships, inclusivity in global programs,
support for underrepresented students, and the integration of global perspectives in curricula. It
empowers institutions to track progress, benchmark against peers, and align their globalization
strategies with broader goals of academic excellence and social impact. This suggests that policies
have both an ideological element (general goals, a set of guiding ideas) and a practical element (a
plan for action, influencing specific decisions). In terms of internationalization, the latter typically
consists of programs and activities intended to operationalize and achieve the former (2016).

The significance of the Globalization Scorecard for stakeholders lies in its ability to provide
clear, data-driven insights into how institutions are advancing global engagement and equity. “[T]he
internationalization of higher education is one of the integral aspects that have constituted the
organization of the university since its origin (Wassem, Pereira, & Finardi 2020). For policymakers, it
serves as a strategic tool to inform funding, accountability, and policy development. For educators, it
offers a framework to align teaching, research, and service with global goals. For students, especially
those from underrepresented backgrounds, it highlights institutional commitment to inclusivity,
access to international opportunities, and culturally responsive support systems—ultimately
promoting a more just and globally aware learning environment.
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