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Abstract

Crossborder curriculum partnerships, entailing the transposition of an entire
curriculum and the related degree(s) from “home” to “host” institution, are a rather
new phenomenon in internationalization in education. The literature describes
successful and unsuccessful partnerships, but critical factors for the success or
failure of sustainable partnerships remain to be identified. We conducted a narrative
literature review to find such factors. Using an iterative approach, we analyzed 39
articles retrieved from Web of Science, Google Scholar, ERIC, PubMed, and Psyclnfo
and meeting the inclusion criteria. We developed a framework of |3 factors in four
domains: students, teachers, curriculum, and soft and hard project management.
Simply copy-pasting a curriculum is generally considered to be destined for failure.
To overcome challenges, partners should take preventive and affirmative measures
across multiple domains. The findings may provide guidance to those considering or
engaged in designing, developing, managing, and reviewing a crossborder partnership.

Keywords
crossborder education, transnational education, offshore education, international
education, curriculum development, narrative review

Implementing and delivering a curriculum outside its country of origin is an interna-
tionalization strategy that is gaining increasing popularity among higher education
institutions. In the 1980s, internationalization consisted mainly of students, followed
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by faculty, crossing borders in search of high-quality educational experiences. In the
next internationalization wave in the late 1990s, it was not only students and faculty
but also courses, materials, and even complete curricula that moved across borders
(Lane, 2011), and this trend is continuing today driven by the steep rise in global
demand for high-quality education. Bohm, Davis, Meares, and Pearce (2002) predict
a fourfold increase in the number of students pursuing an international higher educa-
tion degree from 1.8 million students in 2000 to 7.2 million in 2025. Some of these
students will be international (exchange) students, taking courses in Western coun-
tries, but a significant proportion will prefer to remain in their home country. This
offers an opportunity for established academic institutions to expand and internation-
alize their curricula, which is especially attractive in times of dwindling government
funding (Altbach & Knight, 2007) and explains why, recently, many institutions have
taken the step of exporting their curriculum (Naidoo, 2009).

Delivery of a curriculum outside national borders has different shapes. In literature,
concepts and definitions are not used uniformly, similar meaning is given to different
terms such as “offshore education,” “borderless education,” “transnational education,”
and “crossborder education” and different meaning to similar terms (Organization for
Economic Co-Operation and Development [OECD], 2004, 2005; OECD &
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development/The World Bank, 2007,
UNESCO & Council of Europe, 2001; van der Wende, 2003). We will follow the defi-
nition by Knight (2006a) and use the term “crossborder,” which emphasizes the cross-
ing of national jurisdictional borders by teachers, students, curricula, institutions and/
or course materials, we extended this term to crossborder curriculum partnership
(CCP) to highlight our focus on partnerships set up to transpose the curriculum of the
“home” institution to the “host” institution (located in different countries).

CCPs can be established through formal delivery agreements or by establishing a
branch of the home institution in the host country (Knight, 2006a; Miller-Idriss &
Hanauer, 2011; Verbik, Rumbley, & Altbach, 2006). The terms host and home institu-
tion reflect the different relationships of the partner institutions to the curriculum: The
curriculum of the home institution is in some way transposed to the host institution
(Coleman, 2003). CCPs may differ in legal aspects and the division of responsibilities
between partners, but they generally share the following elements: (a) the host institu-
tion is largely responsible for the recruitment of (often local) students and staff, (b)
while the home institution provides the educational program, and (c) is responsible for
quality assurance. The overall objective of CCPs is to provide the same educational
experience to students in both institutions and in most cases to confer a similar degree
on completion of the curriculum.

CCPs can be an attractive option for students who are looking for a foreign qualifi-
cation but—for cultural, financial, or other reasons—prefer to stay in their country of
residence. Host countries benefit from CCPs because they contribute to the interna-
tionalization and modernization of the higher education sector, facilitate education and
training of a skilled workforce, retain students and enhance a country’s geopolitical
status. The benefits to home institutions include financial gains, enhancement of insti-
tutional profile, expansion of the student base, and enhanced opportunities for student
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and staff mobility, development of new curricula, research and development, and stra-
tegic network building (McBurnie & Pollock, 2000; Wilkins & Huisman, 2012).
Student exchange between institutions also offers opportunities to develop student’s
intercultural competences and skills. Transposing a curriculum in its entirety to a con-
text for which it was not designed and where it is to be delivered by staff that was not
involved in its construction is a delicate process, to say the least. Students and faculty
of the host institution are inevitably less familiar with the curriculum and the educa-
tional approach than their counterparts at the home institution, and this complicates
the implementation and delivery of the curriculum. Lane, Brown, and Pearcey (2004,
p. 59) call for “institutional research to aid institutional decision makers in understand-
ing the important factors associated with operating a postsecondary campus in an envi-
ronment outside the country of institutional origin.” To contribute to this research, we
conducted a literature review to identify factors that appear to play a crucial role in the
success and failure of sustainable CCPs.

Method

We conducted a structured narrative review of the literature, assuming that this would
enable us to generate a comprehensive inventory of factors impacting the sustainability
of CCPs. Using the search terms “transnational education,” “cross(-)border education,”
“offshore education,” and “borderless education,” we searched all publications in Web
of Science, Google Scholar, ERIC, PubMed, and PsycInfo published before January
2013. In PubMed and PsycInfo, we searched “any field”; in ERIC and Web of Science,
we searched titles, abstracts, and key terms; and in Google Scholar, we searched titles.
The searches were limited to publications in English and Dutch. To identify any studies
not turned up by the initial search, we searched the references of the articles retrieved
by the initial search. Using a convergent search strategy, we initially included all types
of publications on CCPs in any discipline and any geographical location, and then grad-
ually narrowed the search to journal articles on factors contributing to success and
failure of sustainable CCPs in which it is the stated intention of both partners to deliver
the same educational experience and educational outcomes to students at the host and
home institution. In the final review, we included only articles published in peer-
reviewed journals dealing with crossborder delivery of full curricula, which meant
exclusion of articles addressing capacity development partnerships, joint degree part-
nerships, and government policy to promote or regulate CCP at a national level.

Concurrently with Rounds 1 and 2 (Figure 1), we conducted an iterative process
aimed at identifying factors with relevance to success or failure of CCPs. Based on the
articles that were read 13 factors were identified and grouped into four domains.
Agreement on the factors and domains was reached by all the authors through discus-
sion. The 13 factors were used to code sections of the articles that contained descrip-
tions of one or more factors and/or suggestions for remedial steps to counteract
negative effects. This process is summarized in the data abstraction form in the appen-
dix, which lists the articles with research methods, geographical context, discipline,
and main factors for success or failure.
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751 non-exclusive publications identified and
screened for retrieval
275 Google Scholar
291 PubMed
88 Eric
68 Web of Science
49 PsycInfo

Round 1
681 excluded after title and abstract review :
> 380 not about CCP
140 not peer reviewed
161 not on factors for success

V

70 journal articles selected for

full text review

Round 2
crossborder partnership
31 excluded after full text review
7 Capacity building partnerships

Vv

2 Joint degree partnerships;

8 Virtual learning

6 Offshore education

5 Regulation of quality assurance
frameworks for CCP

5 Other

\4

39 articles included in the review

Figure 1. Review process.
Note. CCP = crossborder curriculum partnership.
Results

Search Results

Of the 751 publications resulting from the initial search, 681 did not meet the criteria,
and the 70 remaining articles were reduced to 39 in the second round (Figure 1).
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Factors influencing success and failure of crossborder
curriculum partnerships

Factors related to contextual differences General management factors
between host and home institution

J1
1 1 1
4. Domain of soft and hard
1. Domain of student 2. Domain of teacher 3. Domain of curriculum project management
1a. Differences in 2a. Differences in 3a. Differences in . Re/aﬂor?shu? on
| Ieu;nin behaviour |[—] content & didactical | j— It.)cal contexts B bcommunlcahon
) approaches etween partners
: : 4b. Internal
3b. Differences in commitment at home
1b. Differences in 2b. Difference in attitudes and m institution
= entry levels === feelings of ownership | ™= approaches towards
assessment
3c. Differences in 4c. Contract and
Ic. Language access to learning == business approach
- differences i resources and support
systems
3d. Differences in 4d. Quality assurance
time zone and B procedures
- working week

Figure 2. Framework of factors influencing the success and failure of crossborder
curriculum partnerships.

All studies used a qualitative approach but methods varied: document analysis,
interviews, questionnaires, focus groups, literature reviews, and observations (see
appendix).

From the analysis of the coding, we derived a framework of four domains encom-
passing the main factors for success and failure of sustainable CCPs (Figure 2). The
first three domains relate to differences between host and home institution, which
potentially impact curriculum implementation and delivery. These three domains are
context sensitive, that is, their applicability differs across partnerships. The fourth
domain is concerned with soft and hard project management (Crawford & Pollack,
2004) and relates to factors that must be managed properly for CCPs to be
successful.

The essential factors for CCP were clustered into meaningful domains to structure
the framework, but it should be noted that all factors and domains are strongly inter-
connected. As the scope of this article does not permit in-depth discussion of each
factor, we provide references to relevant studies. We discuss the domains and the fac-
tors within them in the order in which they are presented in Figure 2. In addition, we
present measures to avoid pitfalls and enhance the success of CCPs proposed in the
articles reviewed.

Downloaded from jsi.sagepub.com by guest on June 11, 2014



6 Journal of Studies in International Education

Domain of the student. The student domain contains three factors that challenge the
success of CCPs. Factor 1a (Figure 2) relates to differences between home and host
institution with regard to students’ learning behaviors, which may interfere with the
objective of comparable study experiences for all students. Briguglio (2000); Castle
and Kelly (2004); Gregory and Wohlmuth (2002); Heffernan, Morrison, Basu, and
Sweeney (2010); and Wilson (2002) report that the student-centered educational
approach that is characteristic of many export curricula can be difficult to cope with
for students of the host institution, due to the predominantly “spoon-fed” approach in
secondary education. Chapman and Pyvis (2006) report that teachers at the home and
host institution observed a “subtle cultural variation in [students’] style of learning and
thinking” (p. 299), which became manifest in certain situations, for example, when
students were expected to show active, self-directed study behavior. In a study on
nursing programs, Wilson ascribes differences in classroom dynamics not to differ-
ences in learning behavior but to different feelings about prestige and hierarchical
relationships within student groups. For example, students were less likely to partici-
pate in classroom discussions if they perceived a risk of losing face (Wilson, 2002).
Pimpa’s (2009) study on a partnership between an Australian and a Thai institution
makes a similar point and additionally emphasizes differences in communication pat-
terns, motivation, and attitudes toward work.

Measures to address differences in learning behaviors are reported by Ziguras
(2001) and Eldridge and Cranston (2009), who found that students, regardless of their
prior learning behavior, were able to adapt to a different learning approach, especially
if during the initial transition phase supportive measures were in place, such as study
skill workshops, adaptation of learning tasks to the local context and interactive, sup-
portive e-learning tools. A review on learning styles in CCP contexts by Eaves (2011)
confirms these findings reporting tentative evidence for culture-specific learning
styles, which appear to be adaptable between educational contexts.

Factor 1b (Figure 2) relates to different admission requirements, which can jeopar-
dize the attainment of similar outcomes in both institutions. Assuring equivalence of
entry levels is no sinecure, however, considering the likelihood of differences in sec-
ondary education systems between home and host country (Gregory & Wohlmuth,
2002). Moreover, in a comparative case study by Dunworth (2008), some interviewees
talked about a tendency among host institution recruitment officers to give priority to
admitting high numbers of students, yielding high income from tuition fees, over strict
adherence to home institution entry criteria. The study reports tension between enroll-
ment figures and educational standards.

Lane (2011) mentions that differences between entry levels could be overcome
by introducing an (obligatory) preparatory year to bridge the gap between host coun-
try secondary education and home institution entry criteria. Castle and Kelly (2004)
suggest that in the early years of the partnership, admission to the host institution
might (partly) be managed by the home institution to institutionalize admission pro-
cedures that ensure equivalent entry levels. After some time, these procedures and
the entry criteria should be evaluated and, if needed, adapted to meet the partnership
objectives.
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Factor 1c (Figure 2) concerns the risk of language differences between the partner
institutions interfering with the equivalence of learning experiences and outcomes. As
English is the first language of many home countries but a second language for stu-
dents in the host institution, language problems can complicate learning. Similarly, for
teaching staff at the host institution, English is often the second or third language
(Dobos, 2011). Gregory and Wohlmuth (2002) report that adequate proficiency of
English for daily usage did not automatically imply competence to use English aca-
demically, and Briguglio (2000) states that difficulties adapting to an unfamiliar learn-
ing methodology, which are frequently reported by students at host institutions, may
have more to do with English proficiency than with learning and teaching styles.

A remedial approach proposed by Lane et al. (2004) and Gregory and Wohlmuth
(2002) is to improve English language support by establishing language centers, pro-
viding tailor-made courses, actively encouraging students to enroll in various pro-
grams and targeting all cohorts instead of first-year students only. Briguglio (2000)
takes this approach a step further by recommending that teaching staff should take on
the double role of subject and language teacher.

Domain of the teacher. The two factors in the domain of the teacher relate to curricu-
lum delivery and implementation challenges due to the requirement to provide simi-
lar learning experiences and outcomes to students at both institutions. Factor 2a is
concerned with the need for teachers at the partner institutions to possess comparable
content knowledge and didactic skills relevant to the delivery of the curriculum in
question (McBurnie & Ziguras, 2007). Not surprisingly, this is a difficult requirement
to meet as recruitment of host institution teachers is usually the province of the host
institution. Coleman (2003) notes that most teachers at the host institution lack the
required knowledge and experience to competently present the content and apply the
methodology of the new curriculum, and bringing teachers up to par is an essential
factor for the success of CCPs. A similar view is presented by Ziguras (2001):
“Teachers’ reluctance to relinquish control of their teaching was seen as a major
impediment to the introduction of new leaning approaches from the Australian home
institution” (p. 15).

Studies by Heffernan and Poole (2005), Lim (2010), Shams and Huisman (2012),
and L. Smith (2009) emphasize the importance of a sound faculty development induc-
tion program to minimize differences in didactic skills and content knowledge. Dobos
(2011) recommends extra support and peer-to-peer mentoring to help faculty transi-
tion from their original teaching philosophy to the one required for the new curricu-
lum. To strengthen host teachers’ competence, Shams and Huisman propose frequent
visits from staff of the home institution to teach at the host institution and act as a role
model for local staff. A more radical solution proposed by Dunworth (2008) and
Dobos is that, if feasible, the home institution should recruit at least part of the host
institution’s teaching staff to safeguard quality and at the same time educate the host
institution’s recruitment officers in selecting suitable staff members.

Factor 2b (Figure 2) relates to difference between staff members’ feelings of own-
ership of the programme. In a study of host teachers’ experiences of a CCP, Dobos
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(2011) cites teachers’ perceptions, such as “just follow the syllabus” and “we are just
here to follow the home institution.” Similar moods are reported in a study by L. Smith
(2009). Such feelings are to be expected when the need for the host institution to create
new materials is limited because the program is adopted from the home institution.

Domain of the curriculum. The focus of the curriculum-related domain is educational
materials. Factor 3a (Figure 2) relates to adaptation of educational materials due to
contextual differences. Although materials should be similar, some degree of adapta-
tion to the local context may be inevitable and even desirable (Bolton & Nie, 2010;
Dobos, 2011; Gregory & Wohlmuth, 2002; McBurnie, 2000; Vinen & Selvarajah,
2008). McBurnie (2000) observes that in most host countries, education serves not
only an educational but also a nation-building goal, which is reflected in courses on
national values and ethics. In most CCPs, the nation-building curricular component is
represented by flanked courses and activities as add-ons to the curriculum of the home
institution. In addition, legal and ethical elements of the home curriculum that are not
relevant to the host country should be replaced by elements fitting the local context
(Bolton & Nie, 2010). The same holds for certain cases, assignments, and recom-
mended readings that are specifically oriented to (professional) practice in the home
country (Gregory & Wohlmuth, 2002).

Factor 3b (Figure 2) relates to assessment. If host and home institution aim to pro-
vide students with similar learning experiences leading to similar degrees, it is crucial
to ensure comparability of assessment programs (Coleman, 2003). Eldridge and
Cranston (2009) and Miliszewska and Sztendur (2011) testify that assessment is an
obstacle to sustained crossborder partnerships, especially when host institution teach-
ers have to use unfamiliar assessment instruments and grading and standard setting
procedures. To address this problem, the host institution can be made responsible for
assessment (Castle & Kelly, 2004; Miliszewska & Sztendur, 2011). Partner institu-
tions should aim for a delicate balance between comparable assessment rules and pro-
cedures on one hand and small adaptations, on the other, to ensure acceptance and fit
within the host context (Shams & Huisman, 2012).

Factor 3c (Figure 2) relates to learning resources and student support systems.
Coleman (2003), Stella (2006), Castle and Kelly (2004), and Wilson (2002) report a
lack or limited availability of educational resources and student support systems, such
as libraries, access to online resources and student counselors, particularly in young
host institutions. Paucity of resources and support in privately funded host institutions
may be related to cost considerations or host institutions placing less value on support
structures compared with the home institution (Dunworth, 2008).

To address this challenge, Coleman (2003) recommends that the details of these
services be described meticulously and comprehensively when the partnership con-
tract is drafted. Gregory and Wohlmuth (2002) propose practical short-term measures,
such as smart use of e-learning techniques and negotiating with publishers for online
access to literature for students in the host institution (Castle & Kelly, 2004).

Factor 3d represents curriculum delivery problems due to host and home countries
being located in different time zones and having different working weeks. Studies by
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Dunworth (2008), Lane et al. (2004), and Lim (2010) point at the importance of on-
time material exchange, synchronization of assessment papers, and immediate sup-
port. A niceillustration coming from Lane (2011) are home institution I'T administrators,
who schedule an update in the middle of the night to minimize impact on users.
However, the middle of the night in the home country maybe the middle of the day in
the host country and thus cause severe disruption in services.

Domain of project management. The domain of project management is divided into soft
and hard project management, with soft management relating to communication and
personal relationships and teacher commitment, whereas hard management is con-
cerned with rules, regulations, documentation, and record keeping.

Many studies have addressed communication and personal relationships (Factor 4a,
Figure 2). In an investigation of 10 CCPs, Heffernan and Poole (2004, 2005) identified
effective, interculturally sensitive communication as one of the critical factors.
Similarly, case studies by Eldridge and Cranston (2009) and Shanahan and McParlane
(2005) show that effective communication creates and boosts trust between partner
institutions. Sidhu (2009), Stella (2006), and Olcott (2009) confirm this and point out
that this applies at the level of teachers, project managers, and higher management.
Effective communication also means using new technological tools to deal with time
zone differences (Dobos, 2011).

Project managers should pay careful attention to relationships with teaching staff,
because the relationship between the teachers of the partner institutions is inherently
unequal (Dobos, 2011; Dunn & Wallace, 2006; Seah & Edwards, 2006; K. Smith,
2009; L. Smith, 2009). Shams and Huisman (2012) show that staff of the host institu-
tion tend to feel inferior, as illustrated by Dobos (2011), “We (the teachers of the host
institution) do not feel professional equals . . . , we have a master-slave relationship,
which is not good” (p. 27). Such feelings can be exacerbated by a negative attitude and
behavior of home institution staff, who may consider crossborder commercial activi-
ties anathema and irreconcilable with the academic notion of free, publicly funded
higher education (Coleman, 2003; Shanahan & McParlane, 2005). Differing attitudes
to CCP can also be a source of conflict among staff within the home institution, and
studies also report that home institution staff are not uniformly familiar, confident, or
experienced to work with international colleagues and students. Dunn and Wallace
(2006) conclude that many universities do not have effective programs to induct and
develop academic teaching in CCPs. Chapman and Pyvis (2006), Coleman (2003),
Seah and Edwards (2006), and L. Smith (2009) recommend offering faculty a prepara-
tory course to stimulate reflection and discussion, supported by a mentoring system
for experienced and novice home staff.

Measures to promote successful relationships and communication are proposed in
several studies. Dunworth (2008) demonstrates the importance of an intangible click
between the partners at levels of higher and project management. If such a click is
present, the relationship should be cherished and revitalized by frequent visits and, if
absent, Heffernan and Poole (2004) recommend replacing key personnel at an early
stage. Effective behavior to create and maintain a sustainable relationship consists in
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“doing the little things” and acknowledging that any problem is a joint problem
(Gregory & Wohlmuth, 2002). According to Heffernan and Poole, Dobos (2011), and
L. Smith (2009), effective communication in CCPs can be maintained by a small,
decentralized, dedicated project management group consisting of a key manager, a
senior staff, and an external consultant, who meet regularly at fixed times. Castle and
Kelly (2004) note that this is a good way to avoid time-consuming committee decision
making, which is only detrimental to the dynamics of curriculum delivery and day-to-
day management.

Factor 4b entails commitment in the home institution. Sidhu (2009), Lane (2011),
Shanahan and McParlane (2005), Heffernan and Poole (2004), and Olcott (2009) show
that partnerships can deteriorate when staff at the home institution do not endorse the
importance of the partnership, feeling that partnership endeavors distract them from
other, more important tasks, such as research. Sidhu shows how promises made at top
management level, such as sending in home institution staff, proved impossible to
fulfill at a later stage and eventually resulted in the termination of activities.

The third factor in this domain (Factor 4c) concerns hard project management and
relates to technical aspects, such as procedures, formal agreements, and other tools,
which can be considered prerequisite for successful collaboration. We labeled this fac-
tor “contract and business approach.” When contracts are not drawn up carefully and
in sufficient detail, many partnerships struggle or fail entirely due to disagreements
about responsibilities and key roles (McBurnie, 2000). As partnerships mature, col-
laboration becomes more complex and forecasts of the past may not be borne out by
actual events (Vinen & Selvarajah, 2008). Examples are lower enrollment rates than
expected, insufficient administrative support staff, recruitment problems, visit and
flight arrangements, minute taking, visa issues, scheduling of academic calendars, and
synchronization of activities (Dobos, 2011; Dunworth, 2008; Vinen & Selvarajah,
2008). Issues like these, and many others, can jeopardize the quality and sustainability
of partnerships.

Davies (2001) sees the solution in meticulous attention to contract details. Other
authors highlight characteristics of carefully drawn up CCP contracts: (a) they identify
the key roles and responsibilities (Heffernan & Poole, 2004; McBurnie, 2000); (b)
they address the interests of all the stakeholders (Bolton & Nie, 2010; Heffernan &
Poole, 2004); (c) they integrate financial and educational objectives (Heffernan &
Poole, 2004); and (d) they clearly state the type and issue of the degree for students of
the host institution (Gregory & Wohlmuth, 2002).

Sidhu (2009) and Wilkins and Huisman (2012) attribute partnership problems also
to the fact that many universities have not (yet) developed a business oriented mind-
set. Lane (2011) suggests that a host institution should invest time and effort in getting
acquainted with their potential partner from a legal and financial perspective and also
with the context of their future operations. As goals, principles, values, and interests
are important factors in making rational decisions concerning the appropriate mode
and partner, these concepts should be clearly defined by both parties before entering
into a partnership (Dunworth, 2008). Bolton and Nie (2010) additionally stress the
importance of an overall view of the consequences of the partnership. Based
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on experiences of Monash University, one of the biggest providers of crossborder
education from Australia with various types of delivery agreements with partners all
over the world, McBurnie and Pollock (2000) emphasize the importance of scenario
planning, marketing research, and mapping stakeholders’ risks and opportunities. A
sound and professional risk analysis and risk management plan is advocated by
Shanahan and McParlane (2005), while Vinen and Selvarajah (2008) recommend that
home institutions should put into place a systematic and strategic planning process.

The major challenge to both partners, the degree granting home institution in par-
ticular, is quality assurance of the program (Factor 4d) as this is crucial to the pro-
gram’s perceived academic integrity (Lane et al., 2004; McBurnie & Pollock, 2000).
Coleman (2003) points out that the overall objective of quality assurance in curricu-
lum partnerships is to generate information about the similarity of educational experi-
ences for all students, urging that CCPs be “monitored as rigorously and
comprehensively as regular home university operations” (Coleman, 2003, p. 373).
Castle and Kelly (2004), Dunworth (2008), and Shams and Huisman (2012) recom-
mend setting up a proper system of internal quality assurance modeled on the system
established at the home institution and ensuring frequent and transparent evaluations.
Evaluation outcomes should be discussed among partners and used to sustain a con-
tinuous cycle of quality improvement. Apart from an adequate internal quality system,
Lim (2010) advocates external review of the crossborder program and strict adherence
to the host country’s national accreditation requirements.

Discussion and Conclusion

CCPs are to a certain extent paradoxical arrangements, with institutions which differ
hugely in various domains striving to offer students equivalent learning experiences
and degrees. Based on our literature review, we developed a framework that may offer
guidance on managing these differences and challenges to achieve successful partner-
ships. We would like to stress that almost all included articles describe partnerships in
an early development stage, which is characterized by a junior—senior institutional
relationship. By time, these CCPs will evolve into more balanced partnerships.

With respect to students, the framework recommends investing efforts to bring the
host institution up to par with the home institution in terms of students’ learning
behavior, prior knowledge, and language proficiency. Some relevant procedural mea-
sures are available around the world, such as intensive language courses, a preparatory
year, and comparable admission criteria. Nevertheless, it is evident that there are no
quick fixes to resolve differences in learning behaviors, particularly when cultural dif-
ferences are involved. It should be noted also that there is an ongoing debate about
whether it is even necessary for the host institution to aim for full conformity of learn-
ing behaviors and teaching styles with those of the home institution (Chan, 2011; Lien,
2008; Nguyen, Elliott, Terlouw, & Pilot, 2009; Pimpa, 2009; van der Wende, 2003;
Wang, 2008). Regardless of the outcome of this debate, creating awareness among
teachers and project leaders of differences in learning behaviors, and considering them
in setting partnership objectives may well be prerequisite for successful CCPs.
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Continuous support for faculty of the host institution is considered advisable to
help them overcome didactic differences, and this can be achieved by a continuous,
well-planned intensive faculty development program tailored to the needs of the part-
nership. It may be more problematic, however, to find ways to generate a feeling of
ownership of the curriculum among host institution teachers, as absence of such feel-
ings may constitute a barrier to staff commitment to the program, which in turn can
negatively impact on the quality of curriculum delivery. We found no articles that
proposed ways to address this issue. On one hand, one might hypothesize that it is a
threat to the sustainability of the program when staff are demotivated because they
have to use foreign learning materials, but on the other hand, one might hypothesize
that working with foreign, Western study materials can be inspirational as it offers a
completely new experience.

In most cases, learning and assessment materials must be adapted to the local pro-
fessional context of the host institution. These modifications should strike a balance
between acceptability within the host institution and adherence to partnership objec-
tives. This raises the question of who should be responsible for making and imple-
menting these adjustments. The literature on this issue does not deal with this topic
in-depth and most articles do not go beyond stating that the “curriculum should be
adapted” (Coleman, 2003; Heffernan et al., 2010; Shams & Huisman, 2012). An inter-
esting solution described by Vinen and Selvarajah (2008) is establishing a course advi-
sory committee comprised of teaching staff from both institutions and other
stakeholders. The main function of this committee was to evaluate the design and
preparation of all course materials and review changes in course delivery. This might
be an appropriate procedure to assure a sustainable and broadly supported local adap-
tation of the program as well as adherence to the partnership’s objective of offering
students a comparable degree.

The success of CCPs depends on managing both the partnership and differences in
context between host and home institution. The literature shows that most partnerships
deteriorate due to mistrust and disturbed relationships, suggesting that top priority
should be given, especially within the home institution, to steering, monitoring, and
watching interactions and personal collaboration at all levels. Several cases showed
that the input of project managers and academic leaders was crucial, as failure or suc-
cess of the partnership seemed to depend on their attitude and culturally sensitive
communication competence (Heffernan & Poole, 2004, 2005; Olcott, 2009; Vinen &
Selvarajah, 2008). This applies not only to interaction with the partner institution but
also to interaction within the home organization to generate and boost commitment
among staff.

Despite general acknowledgment that institutions need to adopt a more business-
like approach, especially when planning, negotiating, and drafting a CCP contract,
most of the articles addressing this issue described that the majority of institutions still
have a long way to go to achieve this, although fast gains might be made by using tools
derived from the business world.

Attention to internal quality assurance is generally considered vital because the
reputation of the home institution depends on it and it can help to distinguish between
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rogue providers of CCPs. On a national level, assuring quality should be on top of the
research agenda. Currently, there is a debate in the literature about which agencies
should accredit, monitor, and register crossborder programs and how this should be
done (Knight, 2006b; Stella, 2006; Ziguras & McBurnie, 2011). Home country accred-
itation agencies do not have a formal framework for assessing CCPs, and in host coun-
tries, quality assurance frameworks are (as yet) non-existent or do not extend to foreign
education providers. As a result, crossborder programs often lack a legislative quality
assurance framework. To address this issue, codes of good practice have been devel-
oped to guide home institutions in how to set up and manage international collabora-
tions in such a way as to ensure that academic standards and student experiences are
not compromised (Smith, 2010). These codes address the roles and responsibilities of
the degree awarding institution and the partner institution, issues of equivalence and
opportunities for adaptation of curricula to meet global and local requirements. One
study by McBurnie (2000) provides an informative description of a quality review
process for an Australian exporter of higher education. It is interesting to note that this
process assessed the host program on criteria that look for comparability, not similar
outcomes (Stella, 2006). As this a not a clear-cut distinction, there is a need for good
examples from case-based research to determine where the line is best drawn. A
slightly different point of view is advocated by Pyvis (2011), who stresses that frame-
works or codes should not be applied too rigidly, claiming that the relative quality of
foreign programs should be judged by comparing them with other programs in the host
country (rather than by comparing programs offered by the home institution through
the host institution and at home).

Research on the effectiveness of CCPs deals with an educational context that is not
homogeneous, but involves different types of educational providers, students, and
partner institutions across many countries as well as a variety of program delivery
models. In addition, the educational context is constantly evolving due to the emer-
gence of new technologies leading to the introduction of new ways of teaching and
learning (Miliszewska & Sztendur, 2011). Currently, CCPs are predominantly set up
between conventional Australian, British, and U.S. home institutions and Asian
Pacific, Middle Eastern, Eastern European, and Southern American host institutions
(Fang, 2012; Knight, 2008; Lawton & Katsomitros, 2012; Wildavsky, 2010). This is
reflected in the fact that of the 39 articles we reviewed 34 report studies of partnerships
with at least one Australian home institution. However, the Observatory for Borderless
Education reports that new trends such as South—South partnerships and intra-regional
CCPs are emerging (Lawton & Katsomitros, 2012), indicating that the future land-
scape of CCPs will show more variation. In addition, the disappearance of traditional
political, economic, and geographical boundaries makes way for multi-campus uni-
versity models, such as New York University (Wildavsky, 2010), in which there is no
distinction between home or host institutions but rather a network of global center for
research and education. Future research might focus on how these new models can
take shape. Also, to create a comprehensive and culturally sensitive picture of the CCP
phenomenon, we recommend that case studies be conducted of CCPs that do not have
a home institution of Australian origin. Moreover, the Australian predominance means
that the findings of the present study may not generalize to other contexts.
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Furthermore, the findings suggest that there is a need for further research into the
management and practical implementation of CCPs, especially in terms of their cross-
cultural context. Issues that seem to be of particular importance in this respect are as
follows: How to create teams of host and home teachers? How to deal with validity
concerns when comparing similar assessments across cultures and languages? How to
promote a sense of ownership among host institution staff? How to manage the accep-
tance of and competencies for a more student-centered approach among staff and stu-
dents of host institutions? We would also recommend further research to explore the
student perspective, because students’ input may be valuable in improving the deliv-
ery of crossborder curricula (Chapman & Pyvis, 2006; Miliszewska & Sztendur,
2011). Although over time CCPs are expected to evolve to a more balanced participa-
tion of both institutions, at present most CCPs are characterized by a dominant flow of
information, expertise, and materials from the home to the host institution, with an
inherent danger of neglecting or even ignoring the contextual factors. The overall con-
clusion of our study is that a blunt copying of curricula does not seem a wise nor fea-
sible strategy. Although the curriculum aims to deliver a comparable educational
quality to home and host students, its “copy” in the host institution needs thorough
adaptation and a culturally sensitive implementation strategy before it can be adopted
by the host institution and adopted in a different environment.

Appendix

Data Abstraction Form

Study design; population; Home institution; host

No. Source participation rate institution Setting Factors
| Bolton and Nie Essay Australian home Business and 4C
(2010) institution; Chinese Management
host institution
2 Briguglio (2000)  Case study, interview; Australian home Various IA, 1B,
| program; institution; in-campus IC, 4C
I8 with students and 23 students and offshore
with teachers branches
3 Castle and Kelly ~ Case study, descriptive; Australian home Various 1B, 2A, 3B,
(2004) | program institutions; mainly 3C, 4D
Southeast Asian host
institutions
4 Chapman and Case study, descriptive; Australian home Master degree 1A
Pyvis (2006) 2 programs; institution; Hong
26 students Kong host institution;
Singapore host
institution
5 Coleman (2003)  Case study, interviews Australian home Various IA, 1C,
among all levels home and institutions; 2A, 3B,
host institution staff; Indonesian and 3G, 4A,
2 programs; Malaysian host 4C, 4D
72 with students and 16 institution
with staff
6 Davies (2001) Essay Home institution Various 4C, 4C
perspective
(continued)
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Appendix (continued)

Study design; population;

Home institution; host

No. Source participation rate institution Setting Factors
7 Dobos (2011) Case study, interviews; Australian home 2B, 3A, 3B
| program; institution; Malaysian 4A, 4C,
10 with host institution staff host institution 4D
8 Dunn and Literature review of Australian home Various 3A,4C
Wallace Australian articles institutions; mainly
(2006) addressing home Southeast Asian host
institution teacher institutions
experiences and a survey
among;
9 Australian programs;
61 academics teachers;
9 Dunworth Case study contrasting, Australian home English language 1B, IC,
(2008) interviews and desk institution; Indonesia programs 2A, 2B,
research; and Mauritius 3B, 4A,
3 programs; 4C
14 with stakeholders
10 Eaves (2011) Review on relationship Not applicable Not applicable 1A
between learning
styles and crossborder
education
I Eldridge and Case study, interviews; Australian home Various IA, 3B
Cranston 12 programs; institutions; Thais host
(2009) 6 with home institution institutions
managers, 5 with host
institution managers
12 Farrugia and Desk research on 45 Mainly United States and ~ Various 3A
Lane (2013) mission statements on Australian; Various
165 branch campuses South East Asian host
institutions
13 Feast and Bretag  Case study, focus groups; Australian home Undergraduate 2B, 3B
(2005) | program; institution; South East business courses
managers teachers Asian host institution
14 Gregory and Case study, descriptive; U.S. institutions/South Library services IA, 1B,
WohImuth | program America I1C, 3A
(2002)
15 Heffernan, Case study, questionnaire; Australian home Business program 1A
Morrison, | program; institution; Chinese
Basu, and 181 home institution host institution
Sweeney students and 251 host
(2010) institution students
16 Heffernan and Literature review and case Australian home Various 4A, 4B, 4C
Poole (2004) study, interviews; institution; institution
10 programs; South East Asia
38 with home program
managers and 20 with
host institution managers
17 Heffernan and Literature review and case Australian home Various 4A, 4B,
Poole (2005) study, interviews; institution; institution 4C, 4D
10 programs; South-East Asia
38 with home program
managers and 20 with
host institution managers
18 Lane (2011) Essay, descriptive based on Australian home International 1A, 1B,
data set on international institution; Malaysian branch campus 3A, 3C,
Branch campuses from and Singapore 3D, 4A,
C-Bert 4B, 4D
(continued)
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Appendix (continued)

Study design; population;

Home institution; host

No. Source participation rate institution Setting Factors
19 Lane, Brown, Essay. American perspective  Not applicable linternational 4D
and Pearcey branch campus
(2004)
20 Lim (2010) Case study, interviews; Australian home Various 3B, 3D,
4 programs; institution; Malaysian 4D
25 with host institution and Singapore host
managers and teachers institution
21 McBurnie (2000)  Case study, descriptive Australian home Various 3A, 3C,
institution; Malaysia, 3D, 4A,
Hong Kong, and 4D
Singapore host
institution
22 McBurnie and Case study; Australian home Various 4C, 4D
Pollock (2000)  various programs; institution; Asian
| institution South African host
institutions
23 Miliszewska Case study, questionnaire; Australian home Bachelor 2A, 3A,
and Sztendur 8 programs; institution; Hong computer 3B, 3C
(2011) 500 host institution students Kong, Malaysia, science
Singapore, and
Vietnamese host
institutions
24 Miliszewska Case study, questionnaire; Australian home Bachelor 2A, 3B, 3C
and Sztendur 8 programs; institution; Hong computer
(2012) 500 host institution students Kong, Malaysian, science
Singapore, and
Vietnamese host
institutions
25 Olcott (2009) Essay Home institution Not applicable 4B, 4C
perspective
26 Pimpa (2009) Case study, focus groups Australian home MBA 1A, IC,
and interviews; institution; Thais host 3A
3 programs; institution
2 focus groups with 26
students and 3 with host
institution managers and 3
home teachers and 3 host
institution teachers
27 Pyvis (2011) Case study, interviews Australian home Bachelor of 4D
with (higher) managers, institution; Chinese Business
and teachers at both host institution Administration
institutions;
| program
28 Seah and Case study, interviews; Australian home Various 4C
Edwards 3 programs; institutions; mainly
(2006) 10 with home institution Southeast Asian host
teachers institutions
29 Shams and Essay, literature review; Global Various 2A, 3A,
Huisman home institution perspective 4C, 4D
(2012)
30 Shanahan and Case study; Australian home Faculty of 4A, 4B, 4C
McParlane multiple programs institution; Hong Education
(2005) Kong host institution Health and
Professional
Studies
(continued)
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Appendix (continued)

Study design; population;

Home institution; host

No. Source participation rate institution Setting Factors
31 Sidhu (2009) Case study on two Australian and U.S. Biomedical 4A, 4B, 4C
failed partnerships by home institution; research
interviews, document Singapore host and training
analysis, media reports institution of medical
from host and home doctorates
perspective
32 K. Smith (2009) Literature review on faculty ~ Global Various 4C
development and personal
experience
33 Smith (2010) Desk research, textually American, U.K., and Not applicable 3A,3C
orientated discourse Australian home
analysis institution
34 L. Smith (2009) Case study, interviews; Australian home 2A, 3A,
| program; institution; United 3B, 4A,
12 with host institution staff Arabic Emirates 4C
35 Stella (2006) Essay Not applicable Not applicable 3C, 4D
36 Vinen and Case study, mixed methods;  Australian home Master 2A, 3A,
Selvarajah | program; institution; International 4C, 4D
(2008) students and staff Vietnamese host Accounting
institution
37 Wilkins and Literature review Global Various 4C
Huisman
(2012)
38 Wilson (2002) Case study; Australian home Nursing IA, IC,
5 programs institution; Southeast 3A, 3C,
Asian host institutions 4A, 4C,
4D
39 Ziguras (2001) Case study, policy review Australian home Various IA, 2A, 3A

and interviews;

5 programs;

9 with host institution
teachers and
administrators

institution; Singapore,

Malaysia, and
Vietnamese host
institution
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