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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Business school strategy has become more complex tkver, especially regarding
internationalization. Using different paths, expading failure and success, business schools
have internationalized, attracting many of therimiional students who contributed $27 bilfion
to the US economy in 2014. Some business schoelglabal, training global managers, others
are more focused on national markets. How do basinschools strategize about
internationalization? Can we use existing models eaplain this process? Are
internationalization and globalization similar? kigia comparative analysis of six case studies in
the US and Europe, we found that the engine ofnatenalization influences its paths and
outcomes. We contribute to the body of IB resedmghdiscussing how business schools
strategize their internationalization toward unifity or diversity under isomorphic pressures

from accreditation bodies (AACSB, 2011) and rankinghe so-called Uppsala model should be
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extended to deal with three tensions: internatiaatibn vs. globalization, enacted dimensions of
audiences, and respective risks of different irdeomalization pathways.
Key words. business schools, disruptions, internationaliratiglobalization, strategies,

knowledge.

INTRODUCTION

Disruptions in the field of business education @oé new. Since the Gordon report (Gordon &
Howell, 1959), business education has been thdirnege producer of scientific knowledge
about management. The 1980’s globalization of mtarKkevitt, 1983) including that of
education ones (Khurana, 2007) brought a new aigeléor business schools. Business schools
went beyond domestic markets, using a processasinul the internationalization of the firm
(Johanson & Vahilne, 1977, 2009a). They definedtesiras based on the so-called Uppsala
model to internationalize (De Meyer, Harker, & Haviiai, 2004; Engwall & Kipping, 2013).
Using different internationalization mechanisms astchtegies many national players were
propelled onto the international scene. They irggomalized, attracting many of the
international students that contributed $27 biffiemthe US economy and millions to their own
revenues during the 2013-2014 academic year.

Since markets became more distant and more compiaragement education required quality
signals. Certification through independent agendiest international legitimacy (Durand &
McGuire, 2005). AACSB, EQUIS and AMBA establishedernationalization quality standards
(Engwall, 2007). In the 2000’s, rankings becamehlyigvisible, both at the national and
international levels. Pushed by calls for actiomliP2010), pressures from the media via global

rankings (Wedlin, 2006, 2007, 2011), and employdeshand for global talent, many business

% Institute for International Education, Open Dodbsita, http://www.iie.org/Research-and-Publications/Open-
Doors/Data/Economic-Impact-of-International-Stugent




schools ventured further onto their internatioratian journey. They imitated leaders, such as
INSEAD which had launched its first internationahtpus in Singapore (2000) before opening a
second one in Abu Dhabi (2007). As they were veémguon this journey, Pulitzer-prize winner,
Thomas Friedman reassured the deans with his bkst;s‘'The World is Flat” (Friedman,
2005). However, world-renowned IB scholars andtatyiats, explained that our world is rather
bumpy and semi-globalized (Ghemawat, 2007a, b, 20081) and that only a few companies
are actually global (Rugman & Verbeke, 2004). Relgas, many schools joined the global arms
race to build international branch campuses (IB€shsidered the mandatory “advanced phase
in the evolving process of internationalization’afiell, 2003). Along with universities, business
schools did so by the hundreds (C-BERT, 2014; Wdk& Huisman, 2011, 2012), sometimes
paying dearly for failures (Alajoutsijarvi, Juuspl& Lamberg, 2014), pursuing international
and/or global strategies to address managementgoluanarkets. In the middle of that race,
respected international management education sshalso reminded everyone that labor
markets remain fiercely domestic and that the nmaonalization of management education has
its own limitations (Engwall & Kipping, 2013).

Internationalization is seen as imperative. Howgewteremains ambiguous as the demand for
global managers remains limited, domestic marketsnidate and need managers with
international capabilities. Implicitly, everyonefees to the Uppsala model to define strategies
while audiences, goals, reputation and legitimaifferd Using similar analysis on professional
service firms (Caravan, Sharkey Scott, & Mangema&ti12), we seek to better understand the
engine of internationalization. Our research desigd methods are based on the comparative
case studies of six business schools in the USEamdpe. We collected archived information

and we interviewed the top management of thesenbssischools. To analyze data, we used



NVivo 10 to code our data and identify themes aatlepns (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Based
on qualitative approach on engines of internati@atibn (Doz, 2011), we contribute to the body
of IB research by identifying the engine of inteéraaalization which influences: 1) the nature of
internationalization (globalization or internatidization); 2) the possibility for each school to

enact its markets and 3) the risk profile based snohool’'s engagement.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Defined as knowledge-intensive service firms (Catak Grossman, Javalgi, & Nugent, 2009;
Javalgi & Grossman, 2014), business scHoats more specifically professional service firms
(PSFs) according to Von Nordenflycht (2010). Theg enplicitly following the step-by-step

Uppsala model to internationalize while the pathsit@rnationalization seems more diverse.

I nter nationalization of education and globalization

Using the AACSB report on the globalization of mge@ent education (2011), we would like to
emphasize the differences between globalization artdrnationalization. According to
conventional definitions, globalization is what §hes an enterprise, its products, and its
services across national borders; it promotes antem and engagement on a global scale; it
advances networking, communications, and executbntransactions; it spreads trade,
investment and technology; and it integrates natipalitically, economically, and culturally”
(AACSB, 2011). On the other hand, the “internatiadion of education consists of policy-

based responses that education institutions ado@ eesult of the impact of globalization

* AACSB's expertise on the definition of businessaah (http://www.aacsb.edu/about/our-reachl) Business
schools must be legally operating tertiary-leval@tional institutions. 2) They must confer at temse Bachelor's
degree or higher. 3) The award(s) in question rbastonferred in their own name, i.e., bearing thea of their
own institution, and not simply be validated omfthised through another institution.




(Naidoo, 2006). Our analysis focuses on responseglit, 1999) that materialize in “funded
programs that facilitate institutions and indivithiao have opportunities to engage in
international activities such as mobility, reseasad linkages (Knight, 2004).

As a consequence of these definitions, internalimatéon is associated with multiculturalism,
diversity and divergence, while globalization is@sated with standardization, centralization,
and convergence (Antunes & Thomas, 2007). Additlgnanternationalization goes beyond
student and faculty mobility (Luijten-Lub, Van défende, & Huisman, 2005); it should affect
the whole business school (Bruner & lannarelli, ROHudzik, 2011). In terms of knowledge
production, international knowledge is “affectedlbgal markets, culture, regulations, and other
idiosyncratic factors where specific regional andal insights are essential” whereas global
knowledge and insights deal with “universal truthssiness operations, human behavior, and
financial analysis)” where “a more centralized agtiplinary focus is appropriate” (De Meyer
et al., 2004).

Business schools are professional services orgsmzavhich have demonstrated a large variety
of internationalization processes while the envment is highly institutionalized and should

lead to highly converging strategies. To what eixtknexisting models reflect these processes?

M odels of inter nationalization

The Uppsala model is one of the key references wshaying internationalization processes of
the firm (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977; Johanson & Vah2009b).

The Uppsala model: internationalization of the firm

According to this seminal paper, internationaliaatfor small, medium enterprises is a step-by-
step process that is highly constrained and stdimat. During the first step, the firm exports

sporadically. Gaining knowledge and confidencehdén starts exporting more regularly, using
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the services of a representative (step two). Dutlegthird step, the firm establishes a foreign
subsidiary to sell in a given market. To compléie process, the production function is added to
that of sales (step four). The last two steps amsidered Foreign Direct Investment (FDI).
Responding to criticisms (Forsgren, 2002) and cdrdieanges, this 1977 model was amended in
2009. The 2009 model describes the business emé@onas a “web of relationships” (Johanson
& Vahlne, 2009a) and “borderless” (Johanson & Vahld009a). While acknowledging a more
global world, the authors reiterate a stepwise ggsgc considering the “born global” firms as
“born regionals” in reality with “international acities that do not really span the globe” in any

significant way (Johanson & Vahlne, 2009a; Rugmavieé&beke, 2007).

Trandation of the Uppsala model for Higher Education inter nationalization

Adapting the Uppsala model, Engwall and Kippingnidfy four mechanisms based on two
analytical dimensions (Engwall & Kipping, 2013)etlocation of the delivery and the origin of
the students. They include the following:

- Import of ideas: internationalization without matyilof persons, delivered in the
home country, knowledge imported through intermalaesearch networks, business
schools models and templates, textbooks from lgad® professors, gurus, and
consultants.

- Outsourcing: internationalization through mobilitielivered in the host country,
teaching of students and their exposure to annateEmal context is outsourced to
exchange partners.

- Insourcing: internationalization through interna@b student and/or faculty, delivered

in the home country.



- FDI: internationalization through investment abreaquiring the highest level of
commitment, and representing the highest finarandl reputational risks, delivered
in the host country.
Engwall and Kipping describe a step-by-step proaglsre organizations combine different
mechanisms to internationalize. Strategic decisimotude, not only the use of one of the
models, but also the combination of different medéas to conduct the internationalization
process. De Meyer, Harker, and Hawawini adapt tleehanisms to business schools. They
specify (De Meyer et al, 2004, p. 108) two mechasign addition to importation/exportation of
students, faculty, and ideas:
- Partnering (reciprocal student exchanges and giédwnerships are formed).
- Network building (new campus(es) built in addittona main campus).
On the one hand, the De Meyer et al's export m¢idel, the Enwall and Kipping’'s import of
ideas model seen from the perspective of the krdiy@eproducer), and the network model
(branch campus strategy) are the models that lesstiles a global strategy based on scope. On
the other hand, the other mechanisms describe temnational strategy based on people’s
mobility which by design has a more limited scop®l as more inter-national or between
countries. De Meyer et al also explain that commgriivo models or mechanisms leads to hybrid
models (partnering and network models: INSEAD andawbn); the models can also evolve
over time based on cost and benefits: Followingvésy successful Global Executive MBA
venture in 1996, Duke University’s Fuqua SchooBasiness ventured into Germany. However,
its satellite campus strategy failed (campus claee2D02) and led to a less resource-intensive
partnership with Seoul National University in 203e Meyer et al., 2004). Epilogue: these

experiments gave the Fuqua School of Business timeviedge and confidence to go into



unchartered territories, such as Kazakhstan withaydifferent model and to launch the Master
of Management Studies at Duke-Kunshan UniversityChina in 2014. The Chicago Booth
School of Business also experimented with IBCs jpgning some in Barcelona and Singapore

and later moving them to London and Hong-Kong (3013



The following table described the

mechanisms:

“Uppsala”
Johanson & Vahlne
(1977, 1990, 2009)

De Meyer, Harker,

Hawawini (2004)

Engwall & Kipping
(2013)

Export
(sporadic)

Insourcing

three step-byp-staternationalization models

FDI
(production
& sales
subsidiary)

FDI
(sales
subsidiary)

Export
(regular)

Partnering Network

Import of

Outsourcing ideas

and

Among the mechanisms mentioned above, the netwadkehor IBC strategy has been on the

rise. In 2014, there were 201 IBCs worldwide (C-BERO014), up from 183 three years earlier,

mostly in the UAE, China, Singapore, and Qatar Kig & Huisman, 2012).

While the step-by-step model considers markets amolgeneous, professional service firm

literature integrates different audiences as keiveds for internationalization. It seems

important, not only to consider the steps of depelent, but also to understand the engines of

internationalization. Based on the engines, sti@segnay be richer and more relevant to

internationalize the activities of business scho®lse paper is designed to identify engines of

internationalization to differentiate between imt&ionalization and globalization strategies and

to refine strategic actions for business schools.



DATA AND METHOD

Research design

To better understand how business schools intemalize, we use a comparative case study
analysis of 6 business schools in 3 countries @&)ce, and Austria). Comparative case studies
are the appropriate method to explore the varidtynternationalization and its effects on
globalization or internationalization (Birkinshatannen, & Tung, 2011; Eisenhardt, 1989).

We designed our research around six US and Euragessnstudies as primary research sources.
Through semi-structured interviews, we collecte® pages of data (interview transcripts and
field notes) that helped us reach some data setnrathe same interviewer for all interviews
used an interview protocol (Eisenhardt, 1989), mnpd after a test interview, and discussed
themes rather than asked questions from a rigictoumaire to keep each interview like a
conversation (Yin, 2009). We used a naturalistiprapch (Wilson & Sapsford, 2006). To
validate our preliminary observations and findigsl to gain additional insights, we conducted
interviews with experts from the foremost accredta bodies in the world: the AACSB and
EQUIS (Thomas, Billsberry, Ambrosini, & Barton, Z)1 We shared our findings with some
informants. As secondary research sources, we asademic journals and doctoral theses,
websites, conference proceedings, strategic pkmsyal reports, professional association task
force reports, and specialized newspaper and magaaticles. Our unit of analysis is the
business school strategy. We focus on busines®isctiat deliver an MBA (Master of Business

Administration).
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Data collection

Six cases were selected in Europe and the US whest accredited business schools reside.
Data were gathered between 2012 and 2014 in thweetrees through 39 semi-structured
interviews representing a total of 34.8 hours. Theerviews were conducted as guided
conversations (Yin, 2009) with key informants: deameads of departments (faculty or
administrators) whose efforts had been closelyelihko internationalization and strategic
decision-making and to whom we had direct acceggecDaccess is important in this industry
sector because experts are typically reluctanh&westheir perspectives on complex issues, such
as internationalization, within their own professad internal environment (Scherer, Javalgi,
Bryant, & Tukel, 2005). Triangulation of our findja and additional insights were obtained from
experts of accrediting agencies: EQUIS and AACSBrirational.

Half of the interviews were conducted face-to-fand on site, typically in the informant’s office
and half of them on the phone. Interviews were nidet and transcribed by professionals.
Follow-up emails and additional phone conversatibefped clarify some of the data with
informants to increase external validity (Flick,0Z0. They were supplemented by field and
interview notes, mostly taken on the spot and edpdnupon, as soon as possible after
interviews, when recording was not an option. Wedusiultiple sources of evidence (Yin, 2009)
to validate our constructs (Perakyla, 1997) anttitmgulate our data by comparing them with
website data, articles, as well as internal stratdgcuments, annual reports when available, and
or our own observations. Triangulation, often usedsocial sciences, actually comes from
navigation “where multiple approaches are undertakeestablish a point” (Burton & Obel,
2011). “Triangulation is used to gain a deeper hetler understanding and can include what

might-be methods, as well as complementary appesastich as field studies, case studies and
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keen observation in order to offset the limitatiaisa single approach” (ibid). No funding was
provided for this study. Access to data and infarteavas obtained in the capacity of current or
former student, peer, or professional associatieadér (Partnership in International
Management) and a snowballing approach using diedetrals from known informants to build
trust between interviewer and interviewee (Noy, &0@&nd gain greater access to new
informants. To present the cases, we map themagotding to the following six criteria:

1. Date of creation, which is important to appreciat@own;

2. Prestige or reputation. Prestige is considereddasable asset here and is mainly
generated by research in top academic journalsunésersal (global) knowledge that is
based on disciplines and not market-specific kndgde Reputation is audience-specific
and more labile.

3. Level of funding and sources of financing. Basedhen2012-2013 budget and its
composition amongst different sources of fundihgs categorized as low, medium or
high;

4. Accreditations, which informs the quality of theopess;

5. Ranking, which informs the relative positioning argst the national business schools;

6. Knowledge production. Is knowledge production sakeed or general?

12



Table 1: Description of the cases

Case | Established Prestigious* (P) Level of Number of | Accreditations Nationall Knowledge
Reputable (R) | Financial Financing Ranking Produced
Resources| Sources Status
FR1 1900’s R Low Low- EQUIS** First tier Market-
Medium specific
FR2 1880's P High High EQUIS, Top 10 Universal
AACSB,
AMBA
FR3 1980’s R Medium Medium EQUIS, Top 10 Market-
AACSB, specific and
AMBA universal
Al 1890’s R High Low EQUIS and Top 10 Market-
AMBA specific
Us1 1940's R Low Low AACSB Second Market-
(EQUIS tier specific
accredited in the
1990's)
us2 1960’'s P High High AACSB Top 10 Universal

*Prestige is considered as a durable asset herésamdinly generated by research in top academimais; i.e.,
universal (global) knowledge that is based on dlswés and not market-specific knowledge.
**3-year provisional accreditation since 2007, apased to 5 years for schools deemed of higheitgual

Data analysis

The data were analyzed based on the recommendedaappof within-case and across-case
analysis (Eisenhardt, 1989; Eisenhardt & Graeb2@67) searching for themes and patterns
(Miles & Huberman, 1994). To support the analysisgive it a backbone (Charmaz, 2006), a
Computer Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis SofewvgMVivo 10) was used to code in cycles
based on the recommendations of experts that hageenad this technique (Bazeley & Jackson,
2013; Saldafa, 2013). Accordingly, our coding \eeldifteen themes and were then regrouped
into five aggregated mechanisms. Our coding appreas both inductive and deductive and it
included matrix coding queries that are aimed apldying patterns across data and across
nodes. It is useful to "see responses in diffecentexts, or to different issues, or to consider th

impact of various strategies (NVivo 10 Manual p)°27 Furthermore, it is explained that

® http://www.researchsupport.com.au/NV_10_notes.pdf
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"pattern coding identifies similarly coded data amgdanizes the corpus of data into sets, themes,
or constructs and attributes meaning to that omgdion." It is an appropriate method for second
cycle (order) coding (Saldafia, 2013). Additionaityhelps "develop major themes from the
data; search for rules, causes, and explanatiortheindata; examining social networks and
pattern of human relationships; or the formatiotheforetical constructs and processes" (ibid).
Additionally, writing and re-writing findings in ahytic memos (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000), as
well as making graphical representation of relaiops between themes helped us refine our
analysis. This interactive process between rich datl evolving theory provided the theoretical
insights that we share below in order to contribitethe body of IB research which lacks
contributions with a qualitative approach (Doz, 2D1
Our data were analyzed and interpreted while Iigithe impact of potential biases that come
naturally and by comparing them with the evidennethe literature (Yin, 2009). While
generalization is very limited due to the natureoof empirical approach, we believe that these
cases reflect some patterns (Miles & Huberman, 19@&hat we know, and what we have
observed over the years as practitioners. Our vasens were made in the capacity of faculty,
staff, and sometimes as former or current studénthe business schools studied. More
specifically, the cases were compared and the wlata analyzed and interpreted based on the
following criteria to investigate the strategic @isity of the actors (table 2):

- Main rationale for internationalization (why)

- Main internationalization mechanisms used (howetaging De Meyer et al (2004)

- Scope of strategy (international vs. global).
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Table 2: Internationalization vs. Globalization

Case Internationalization Scope/Focus of Strafegy
Rationale (why) Mechanisms* (how) Internationpl b
FR1 | - Accreditations requirements Partnering and limited network building
- Income X
FR2 - Recruiters’ needs Import, export, and partnering
- Competition X
FR3 - Rankings Import, limited export, and partnering
- Recruiters’ needs X
Al - Initial strategic positioning Import and partnering
- Recruiters’ needs X
US1 | - Initial strategic positioning Import, export, and network building
- Recruiters’ needs X
us2 - Recruiters’ needs Import, export, some partnering, and
- Competition network building X

*Using the De Meyer et al (2004) model of businedscation internationalization.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The analysis of data reveals four different resditst, the definition of internationalization is
not similar on both sides of the Atlantic. Secohdsiness schools are not only determined by
isomorphic pressures. They also enact their markei$ their environment. Third, as a
consequence of internationalization perception andience selection, the focus of business
school internationalization strategies is eith@bgl or international. Finally, their risk adveysit

influences their internationalization strategy émeir international or global commitments.

I nter national or global

The definition of internationalization is not glddaut rather locally embedded. For European

business schools, internationalization of higharcation is associated with multiculturalism, as

well as student and faculty mobility. Quotes of ihass schools deans illustrate the European

view.

“I think that in Europe we have a very differension of internationalization than in the US.”
Associate Dean and Director of Quality, FR3 bussrsezhool (3/27/2014)

“We view internationalization more as a Europeatidty, more or less.”
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Vice Rector, International Affairs and Research,bAkiness school (8/21/2013)
“In our conversations, we never talk about the gllibation of A1 business school, we talk about
the internationalization of A1 business school.”

Dean, International Affairs, A1 business schoo2(3013)
“Internationalization is based on diversity, crosshural enrichment and no single best
approach, whereas, “globalization is associatedhwibnvergence to a single mode and one best
way.”

Associate Dean and Director of the Grande Ecole2 HRisiness school

(5/30/2013)
Most of European business schools will use the nngad partnering mechanisms of De Meyer
et al that amount to an international strategyitiig financial and reputational commitments.
In the U.S., internationalization equates to glddagion and some scholars use the terms almost
interchangeably (AACSB, 2011).
“'ve more or less used them interchangeably in copnversation with you. What I think is
important though, often when | use the term inteamalization, I'm really focusing on
understanding differences between countries. Whalk Bbout globalization I'm usually talking
about instances where those differences matter’less

AACSB Senior Executive (5/7/2014)
“We can argue all night about what each one meamigrnationalization is related to import-
export, inter-nations. Globalization refers to aopess about reaching the world and is the
preferred term. We are talking about the same thithgwever, internationalization is somewhat
passé, the same way MNCs are now called Global @oiep.”

Marketing Faculty and Vice-President, US1 busirses®ol (5/23/2013)
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“Globalization is more of a phenomenon that we ht/eespond to.”

Director, Doctoral School, FR3 business school42014)
Global processes will tend to be uniformly repledt i.e., faculty teaching the same,
standardized, program around the world using mahlirvard Business School cases and
business schools overall adopting the same modedsefarch-based excellence (Brewer, Gates,
& Goldman, 2002). Business schools on each sidaeofAtlantic seem to structure themselves
and operate differently. Indeed, US business sshosé De Meyer et al's export and network
building mechanisms that amount to a global stsategrrying the greatest financial and
reputational commitments (FDI). Such a differerc@lso revealed within AACSB and EQUIS
reports, standards, and characteristics of thegdators.
“Within the standards of the accreditations, | woglay that EQUIS, the European accreditation
is the one that has always been the most forthrightterms of requirements for
internationalization for a school.” “./. AACSB che to use the term globalization in their
standards.”

Associate Dean and Director of Quality, FR3 bussrsezehool (3/26/2014)
“So, diversity, corporate connections, intellectuantributions, and internationalization would
be the four distinguishing characteristics of EQUASId AACSB, although it obviously changes
its standards over time, is very academically aeelnvery program-focused and pays much less
attention to internationalization than EQUIS does.”

EQUIS Senior Executive (5/1/2014)
“EQUIS is tougher on internationalization than AAE&.”

Associate Dean and Director of International Relaj FR3 business school

(3/27/2014)
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Neither the process, nor what we call internati@asibn, seems to benefit from a globally-
accepted definition. US schools have been stratggimternationalization, implementing a
strategy to train global managers on US standavidsreas the mobility of students and faculty

within different European countries contributestte EU construction.

Enacting markets, choosing audiences

When they are choosing whom to address, busindssolsc enact their markets and their
environment while choosing their audience. Isommphis locally embedded. Without over-
simplifying differences, we consider two main typasbusiness schools: the prestigious and
prestige-seeking ones vs. the others that areMelt&nown and are categorized as reputable and
reputation-seekers (Brewer et al., 2002). Cledhig dichotomy provides business schools with
different assets when internationalizing.

We find that the prestigious and established bagsirsghools; i.e., the elite, keeps tight circles
(Stookey, 2008) and relies on its prestige and faoreelect the best students, hire faculties from
other elite schools, and attract the largest amofifitnding (Brewer et al., 2002). Within its
exclusive club, elite business schools enjoy stadnings, due to the anchoring effect theory
(Bowman & Bastedo, 2011) and train the limited nemdif global managers who are needed by
the few companies that are truly global (Rugmanl2}0 However, labor markets remain
domestic and the number of truly global busines®als is very small (Engwall, 2013; Engwall
& Kipping, 2013). Global business schools benefinf a strong brand equity. As renown and
fame take time to build and share, the geograpépartition of global business schools is
unequal. While there are a few prestigious andajlblosiness schools in Europe, most of them

are based in the US and they dominate the field\aH, 2007).
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The reputation-seekers; i.e., most business scha@dy definition not as famous or as visible
as Harvard or Wharton. They rely on accreditatiangl rankings to build their reputation,
increase their visibility; they serve a wider bgaadience) of international customers. As an
example, the race to earn the triple-crown acaédit (AACSB, EQUIS, Association of MBA),
led by European reputation-seekers for them toggeater visibility and distance themselves
from their competition, reveals the importance @élgy signals to gain visibility and legitimacy.
No US prestigious business school is on that liame does not need quality signals to attest its
value to the chosen audience. Using rankings astagpn-builders, most business schools
monitor them closely. Unlike the anchored positdithe elite, the position of reputation-seekers
in rankings is contestable. Rankings are also aldiciancially, since enrollments (and revenues)
go down when rankings do. “Nearly every admissiai®ctor interviewed reported that
students’ decisions correlate with rankings: ifcaaol’s rank declines, they lose students to
schools to which they had not lost them in the pasitvice versa”’ (Espeland & Sauder, 2007).
When imitating the elite in their global strategiesduild IBCs, some business schools take great
reputational and financial risks. Attracted by tgrewth but high-risk strategy, several schools,
such as Michigan State University (MSU), were fdrte leave the opulent city of Dubai once
the bubble burst. Reasons cited include profitgbibsues and inability to recruit and keep
enough students matriculated (Alajoutsijarvi, Jlas& Lamberg, 2014, p. 19). A lack of global
brand equity to satisfy their global ambitions waebably another factor. In Europe, most
business schools cannot match the U.S. resourcethardiversity of their origin. They invest in
their reputation, not prestige, and must conforrosely to accreditation standards (e.qg.,

internationalization).

® List of triple-crown accredited schoolsitp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Triple_accreditation
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We also find that internationalization is a way iterease social capital (reputation and
networks) and income, especially for business dehtitat are not leaders in research. By
creating this social capital, reputation-seeketsrimationalize through strategic and exclusive
partnerships, such as the Partnership in Intenmatidlanagement (PIM) network. Such a
partnership enables members to erect a barriantof against any other competitor. Since 1973,
this network has only accepted an average of 1hbdds per year as new members and was
started by prestigious European schools such as RB and London Business School
(Engwall & Kipping, 2013). As PIM members, reputatiseekers benefit from the prestige of
the top schools, exchanging students with themawitiihaving to pay any fees. This is a great
opportunity for reputation-seekers to differentidbemselves, build their brand equity, and
recruit students internationally.
“We saw this as an opportunity to link up with soafehe fine schools in [Western] Europe.
Although, you have to keep in mind that this wage2ss ago. ”

Vice-Rector, International Affairs and Research, Alkiness school with almost

300 exchange partners worldwide today, on joinirggRIM network (8/21/2013)
However, while borrowing prestige may be harml@ssiating top research producing business
schools by joining their club (e.g., AACSB) canadangerous strategy for a school whose main
asset is its reputation, not its prestige.
“The AACSB was our club of reference.”
“Our school also faced the dilemma of the big fiska small pond (IB) [field] or the small fish
in a big pond (MBAs). We got confounded in thedumgd (MBAs). The world came to us. All
schools started to teach IB and at a lower cost.”

Marketing Faculty and Vice-President, US1 busirses®ol (5/23/2013)
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Additionally, relying on accreditation can be maléng. Accreditation bodies (even at the
regional level in the U.S.) can withdraw supportl grut a reputable business school in trouble
(Korn, 2014).
“In the absence of support from their regulator, vespect that they need to pursue a different
structure with a different partner.”
Laureate Education, Inc. spokesman, Matthew Yale,tlee proposed joint-
venture between Thunderbird and Laureate (ibid).
“The multi-million dollar joint-venture would havehored up the finances of the cash-strapped
business school” (Korn, 2014)
In addition to using accreditations and rankinggsimEuropean schools use differentiation
strategies, leveraging niche markets with an irtional audience. Examples include Ashridge
and Henley which focus on practice, not researnt, the Imperial (Tanaka) school which has
“adopted a technology and knowledge focus for dsosl, stressing research on finance and
technology-based management” (Antunes & Thomas/)200
At the other end of the spectrum, prestigious ssnschools, mostly US, address a global
audience, leveraging their global brand equity gnedprestige derived from their research in top

journals.

Risk profile dictates international vs. global engagement

With two schools of thoughts on the topographyhd world (flat vs. not flat, globalized vs.
semi-globalized), we observed that the Uppsala inoefers mostly to internationalization.
Indeed, it describes the path to internationalze atep-by-step process while globalization is

framed as a unique model to train global managéeyever they are.
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Since there is no definite and uncontested answethe world’s topography, business school
leaders manage that ambiguity around internatipaiidin and globalization. Facing tremendous
competitive pressures, they must resolve tensiorectomplish anything at all. In most cases,
the US flagship (large) MBA programs are mostly dstically focused, offering an
international experience to foreign students. Eerojnternationalization has been
institutionalized decades ago (Engwall, 2007) uridersupport of the European programs, such
as Erasmus, beautifully described in the film “Li#arge Espagnole” directed by Cédric
Klapisch. Smaller executive MBA programs, closeth® corporate world by definition, are used
to experiment globally and attract most resourciglsinvtop business schools, whereas full-time
programs are considered cash-cows, not growth ptedu
“If there was a big change, | would say in termstioé school’s internationalization, it was
really when the G [executive] program started [ihet mid 1990’s]. That was a really
entrepreneurial venture; we didn’t know whethewduld work or not. It was all over the world,
and it had students from all over the world. And tme thing | don’t think anybody anticipated
was that it would be putting US2 business schodlhenmap internationally. It was incredible,
because every place we went, the reporters cami oaport, the business reporters came out.”
Founding Faculty member, US2 business school
“./. With the G and the C [executive] programs, yauld argue that the school leadership over
the decades have certainly seen the value of gldian of business education.”
Associate Dean, Executive Education, US2 busingdssod
This experimental process is very useful to miggiancial and reputational risks associated
with IBCs or FDI in general. FDI, the ultimate wé&y go global, can also be perceived as an

escape from the constraints of the institutionaliremment at home (Witt & Lewin, 2007). At
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any rate, internationalization may well have beahip containers: import, export, FDI or in a
cage even, whether it be that of Ghemawat or DiMadgdowever, internationalization should
remain fluid and borderless, like ideas. Fulfillitigeir core mission, business schools supply the
knowledge that is needed (global/universal vs.rivdgonal/market-specific) while experts note
that much work remains to be done.
“Globalization means that there's a global marketr feducation but there's also global
phenomena of people wanting to learn and they daeation as a way forward and as a way of
spreading knowledge.”

Director, Doctoral School, FR3 business school42014)
“./. Faculty members who come here get their Ph@drfrthe US, spend five years, then go back
to India and so, you know, in terms of ability oolwledge base they are equivalent. They then
put it in the local context and then help businesse

Adjunct Associate Professor of the Practice, USArmss school (2/18/2014)
“.I.There’s still so much more potential...for déygng the global management capabilities, to
produce the type of new knowledge that we needusinbss for a more international
environment.”

AACSB International Senior Executive (5/7/2014)
A closer look at the internationalization modelsd amechanisms reviewed in the literature
highlights similarities (partnering and outsourgindifferences (import vs. export of ideas) and
gaps. Among the gaps, we observe that the modelgg@ngraphic in nature; they address
geographic boundaries. However, internationaliratgoalso about knowledge: its creation and
its dissemination. Ideas are borderless. The anragarts of Harvard Business School have

given us a hint as to where the field is going.c8i2011, internationalization has been one of
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their top priorities and their objective has begystal clear: “internationalization to create glbba
knowledge.”

We also note two additional models that are evgiviechnology transfer and joint ventures.
Since 2010, Fuqua has even engaged in a techntlagsfer of sorts, providing consulting
services to Nazarbayev University in Kazakhstarcreeate a new business school in Astana
(Tolo, Method, French, Rodhes, & Allison, 2011).is'goes beyond the import of ideas model
since there is an active collaboration betweentingins at the staff and faculty levels that often
travel between the two locations. A similar transiétechnology happened between 1997 and
2001 to create the Indian School of business,higiellogg, Wharton, and LBS in that venture.
This “strong association with renowned busines®asishensures that the curriculum is up-to-
date in terms of theoretical intensity and prattiefevance.?

Joint ventures saw the light of day in the US wi#C-Kenan Flagler, the first prominent
business school to develop such a relationshiptestao work with 2U (formerly 2tor) for
technology support and some marketif@thers followed suit: The Smith School of Busies
the University of Maryland has been collaboratinthviPearson (owners of the Financial Times)
and Thunberbird with Laureate Corporation Inc.pmmercial education company. However, in
the case of the latter, the joint venture faileddoeive support from the regional accreditation
body*® and Thunderbird had to find an alternative witle flocal university (Arizona State
University) in order to survive. Does this createeav basis for thriving?

Strategic manoeuvers are very similar amongst basirschools. However, the engine of

internationalization/globalization differs. It im&ed on prestige (highly ranked) for globalization

7 http://www.hbs.edu/annualreport/2012/features/imatonalization.html
8 http://www.isb.edu/post-graduate-programme-in-manaent
9httn:l/www.ﬂ.com/cms/s/2/9fabac92-8fe3-11132-ae9$1(31feabdc0.html?ftcamn:published links%2Frss%2iRbes-education%2Ffeed%2F%2Fproduct#axzz2RaBzHc96

10 Ktp://www. ft.com/intl/cms/s/2/00a15326-af5a-11e8ab-00144feab7de.html#axzz2yCKnUMEK
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and reputation and accreditation for internaticaion. The three tensions (internationalization
or globalization, market enactment, and risk peofif engagement) challenge the taken-for-
granted Uppsala model. They question the model twhigredicts a step-by-step
internationalization through different and complenaey actions: exportation, partnering,
networking, outsourcing, and FDI.

As for well-known architecture firms (Caravan et &012), business schools may be global,
targeting global managers. Their expansion is basedheir renown. They are not targeting
numbers but rather elite membership. The main igskhe erosion of reputation which may
reduce the attractiveness and the ability to chargeice premium. The globalization strategy
supposes the ability to attract global managersuwfinational companies and to train them on a
regular basis to be able to create a network dbajlonanagers. It also supposes the ability to
give them a global experience i.e. training witldifferent countries, delivered by leading
scholars. Global business schools limit their eggamand their network to maintain elitism and
selectivity. The globalization strategy does ndiofe the Uppsala model as it is not based on the
formation of a campus abroad, be it through pastnpr FDI or network. Business schools
simply need high quality facilities abroad to htvaining sessions, be it a proprietary campus or
shared facilities. Attractiveness is based on tresd and renown. Such business schools are
limited in numbers, maybe to one or two per country

Most business schools are internationalizing; itkey are replicating their national model
abroad. They are using the same mechanisms, FDh wviineesting in a campus abroad,
partnering or networking. Internationalization eskbd on certification, accreditation, and quality

standards. In each case, the mechanisms are sibifarthe engine is different. When
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globalization is targeted, renown and prestige #w@ main engine, whereas certification,
accreditation, and quality standards are the engfilv@ernationalization.

To be able to anticipate risk and to support irmgomal dynamism, it is important not only to
identify the mechanisms by which business scho@srdernationalizing but also the engine of
globalization or internationalization. Most of ghdbplayers have no accreditation or quality
standard. This is not an engine for them as renamchprestige are the main engines while they

are playing a key role for internationalizationbafsiness school activities.

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

Business school internationalization strategies ehdeen based on imitation. Because
internationalization seems to be a must, all bssinechools deploy most of the strategic
manoeuvers to become international. The Uppsalaehisdhe implicit model of reference for
all business schools. It creates little differeimia amongst business schools but contributes to
domestic legitimacy.

When the engine of internationalization/globaliaatis integrated, we can sum up four practical
implications:

1. To make a difference through internationalizatibis necessary to understand what is
the engine of internationalization for the busingssool.
It could be setting up the standard of managemast.elite business schools are doing,
implementing a global strategy through FDI, alliesicand intellectual domination. It could also
be the creation of a network of specialized busirsefiools worldwide to design an international
training path. Three main questions have to bedgkéefine and implement a strategy: 1) what
is the targeted audience (global managers or lotahagers who need to understand the

internationalization processes and act internaligy?a?) What are the key social capital assets
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(reputation, prestige, accreditations, quality algnetc.) and how far does the business school
reputation reach? Finally, can the business scfiodlreliable partner schools locally or is the
creation of an international branch campus (IBQunesd?

2. Imitation of the leaders in the field does not ignfilat audiences and market segments

are similar.
Diversity of strategies, based on different audésncshould prevail over uniformity and
convergence, as the business school field is nmafuri
While many see a firm’s physical presence as afpbtglobalness,” business schools produce
and disseminate knowledge that does not requiteeth #\ global strategy does not necessarily
imply an IBC strategy. It can consist of the expairknowledge globally (e.g., strategy used by
Harvard Business School and FR2 business school).

3. Prestige and reputation are critical assets ofp different value to business schools.
Either one is required to internationalize. Howeyeestige seems to be the most valuable asset
and key success factor for the flawless implementaif a global strategy.

4. MOOCs (Massive Open online Course), the last mavereto produce global knowledge
The past two years forced actors to face a newtigneshow to deal with the MOOCs that
change the scale and pose a threat? Dean Richarts | idaas business school at UC Berkeley,
predicts that 50% of the US business schools cdiddppear within five to ten years due to
online courses (Clark, 2014)! MOOCs might redefine campus, the role and visibility of the
faculty, learning itself, and the student expereemmclarge online communities.

The MOOCs represent a real strategic challengebfminess schools. Indeed, prestigious
business schools aim to train the elite; i.e., &/ \&nall proportion of the managers who are

supposed to be selected to rapidly become top managhey have been leading the MOOC
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movement which is supposed to offer mass markét guglity knowledge. On the one hand, it
provides the masses with high quality knowledge amidances the general managerial abilities
of managers. On the other hand, it erects baroieesitry around the academic field. Top quality
research becomes a necessary but insufficient tomdd be influential in the field. Effective
dissemination mechanisms like MOOCs are requiredddition to journal articles, journal
editorship, books and conferences.

In that process, elite schools could also forcesmme competitors whose course content has
become a commodity, starving tuition-fees-dependénisiness schools (Guillotin &
Mangematin, 2014). Global knowledge has been tie drail of management education and it
seems that no price or sacrifice is too small guae it. Time and audiences will tell if MOOCs

might become a mean to that end.

CONCLUSIONS

Business schools provide great insights to bothctpi@ers and scholars studying

internationalization. The combination of internatdization perception, audience selection, local
isomorphic pressures, and risk profile leads tatsgies that are international or global in
scope. That combination will also define the in&ional or global engagement and related
activities of a business school.

Business-degree-granting institutions are spreatisgaround the world to satisfy the global
demand for education. In 2011, the AACSB estiméted number at 13,600 (Nelson, 2011) and
at 16,371 as of August 2094 As Engwall and Kipping (2013) reminded us, thaugh
internationalization has its limitations and theg associated with the fact that, except for the

few global jobs at a few global companies, laborket are essentially domestic. If the role of

1 http://www.aacsh.edu/about/our-reach/
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business schools is to create and disseminate kdgelto prepare for the business world, these
limitations cannot be ignored if deans do not wanhave dissatisfied and jobless graduates. If
the world is not flat and labor markets are congdemostly domestic, should business schools
that produce market-specific knowledge sheepishigsye global strategies? Or should they
admit that internationalization has its limitatioswsd so do they? Crafting the right strategy will

not only be smart, it will be vital. While our regeh findings cannot be generalized, they are

applicable to PSFs and knowledge-intensive sefuice in general.
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