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This paper will examine what models internationalization in Europe can provide for Kyoto Sangyo University.

There will be three components: a brief discussion of why Europe and the European Association for International

Education (EAIE) may provide good role models for internationalization at the tertiary level, an examination of in-

ternationalization at home and how it is determined by MEXT grants, and a discussion on the lessons that can be

learnt from presentations at EAIE and how they relate to the Global programs currently being worked on at Kyoto

Sangyo University. The conclusion will relate how, while Europe is ahead in this field, there are a lot of lessons to

be gained from an examination of the more ‘internationalized’ institutions that attend conferences concerned with

this theme, such as EAIE.
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‘Internationalization’ and ‘Globalization’ have become
key words in the Japanese higher education sphere, which
can be seen in MEXT’s Global 30 Project, and in the
more recent Project for Promotion of Global Human Re-
source Development, in which Kyoto Sangyo University
has been granted a type B grant. Universities, not only in
Japan, but across the globe are struggling to find their
place and role in a rapidly changing world, and so looking
not only inside Japan, but also around the world becomes
essential for the success of any globalization program.

There are three primary organizations with large annual
conferences that cover this field: NAFSA: Association of
International Educators', which is based in the United
States, the Asia Pacific Association for International Edu-
cation (APAIE) in Asia, and the European Association for
International Education (EAIE) in Europe.

One of the benefits of attending an international confer-
ence in a field such as this is that through participating in
a range of formal events such as presentations, poster ses-

sions and plenary sessions combined with informal events

such as welcome parties and chance encounters at booths
and over lunch, one gains a more comprehensive grasp of
what is currently thought important in a field, and where
developments might be going as people will say informal-
ly much more than they are willing to write down. It was
for these reasons that Kyoto Sangyo University’s Center
for International Programs (CIP), in cooperation with
Global grant management, decided to send three members
of staff to participate in the European Association for In-
ternational Education (EAIE) conference in Turkey, 2013.

Founded in 1989, EAIE is, as their website states, “the
acknowledged European leadership centre for expertise,
networking and resources in the internationalisation of
higher education.” (EAIE, n.d.)

As a global region, Europe is very advanced in the ‘in-
ternationalization’ of its higher education. At a trans-na-
tional level, the Bologna Process exists “to make Europe-
an Higher Education more compatible and comparable,
more competitive and more attractive,” (European Com-

mision, 2013a) while, for students and staff, there is the
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Erasmus program, “the most successful student exchange
programme in the world... (which) also offers the oppor-
tunity for student placements in enterprises, university
staff teaching and training, and... funds co-operation proj-
ects between higher education institutions across Europe.”
(European Commision, 2013b) For links to outside Eu-
rope, there is Erasmus Mundus, which “aims to enhance
quality in higher education through scholarships and aca-
demic cooperation between Europe and the rest of the
world,” (European Commision, 2013c¢) and all of this will
continue when Erasmus+, which starts in 2014, begins to
come into effect. (Salden, 2013)

While attendance at the conference provided an enor-
mous amount of information in a wide range of fields and
led to at least three new global partner universities, this
paper will concentrate in general on “Internationalization
at home” and in particular on one important aspect of this,
English medium instruction.

Internationalisation and MEXT grants

When considering “internationalization”, a common
approach is to consider the number of students, academic
staff (and, more recently, office staff) being sent abroad
and the availability of exchange programs, which is usu-
ally directly affected by the number of exchange partners.
This is often labeled international mobility.

There is no doubt that a period of study abroad is of
great benefit and so student and staff mobility is essential
to any internationalization program. However, the majori-
ty of students, even in top-level institutions, will not study
abroad, so the question becomes how to provide the bene-
fits of an international experience without leaving the
country. This is the role of “internationalization at home.”
Longoni and Van Heule (2013), in a presentation entitled
“A Newcomers’ Guide to Internationalization and the
EAIE” further clarified the differences between the two
fields as:

1. Internationalization abroad, which includes interna-
tional mobility of staff, students and administration, as
well as cross border or transnational education, an area
that covers activities such as joint and double degrees and
franchising, and

2. Internationalization at home, which is “a concept
embracing all international activities that do not involve

mobility” such as internationalization of the curriculum
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and of research, English language teaching and the en-
couragement of language skills, and the development of
intercultural understanding, as well as international re-
cruitment of staff, students and services for international
students. (Longoni and Van Heule, 2013)

Interestingly enough, this difference can also be seen
clearly in the grants being offered by MEXT. The Global
30 project, which included such aims as to attract 300,000
international students to Japan, is clearly focused more on
the first area, as can be seen in the description of the pro-
gram in the Global 30 website:

13 universities were selected by the Japanese Gov-
ernment to be a member of the “Global 30” Project.
These selected universities aim to nurture interna-
tionally competent individuals by creating an aca-
demic environment where international and Japanese
students can learn from one another and build lasting
international bonds that will propel them into the in-
ternational scene. (MEXT, n.d. 1)

This is in contrast to the Project for Promotion of Glob-
al Human Resource Development, in which Kyoto
Sangyo University has been given a Type B grant. Type B
indicates that the grant is faculty or school specific, and
that, “the selected universities are required to promote the
globalization of the specific faculties/schools within the
university, as well as to contribute to the internationaliza-
tion of the university as a whole.” If one looks at the
overall description of the grant, it states:

The Project for Promotion of Global Human Re-
source Development is a funding project that aims to
overcome the Japanese younger generation’s “inward
tendency” and to foster human resources who can
positively meet the challenges and succeed in the
global field, as the basis for improving Japan’s global
competitiveness and enhancing the ties between na-
tions. Efforts to promote the internalization of uni-
versity education in Japan will be given strong, prior-
ity support. (MEXT, n.d. 2)

Thus, it would seem that the grant that Kyoto Sangyo
has been given, with its focus on home students and fac-
ulties with the goal of improving the workforces’ global
competitiveness, falls clearly in area 2, or “international-
ization at home”, which means that consideration and

knowledge of this field is essential for success in the use
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of MEXT funds.

To examine current ‘best practice’ for internationaliza-
tion at home, perhaps the most appropriate model would
be the University of Helsinki, which was the 2013 EAIE
Institutional Award for Innovation in Internationalisation
winner.

The University of Helsinki presenters, who included
members of staff from all areas of the university, with
multiple people presenting each time, came to the follow-
ing conclusions: 1. “In order to be excellent, the universi-
ty must be international.” 2. “In order to attract interna-
tional students and staff, the university needs to operate
also in English.” 3. The university needs “to operate re-
sponsibly in English”, and 4. There must be “strategic de-
cisions and informed choice at all levels” so that there is a
clear answer to the question, “Why?” (Koponen, 2013) A
wide range of presentations discussed these points, so
they would seem a good framework for consideration of
this field.

1. In order to be excellent, the university must be inter-
national. To do this, Helsinki has moved from having an
International Office in the late 1980°s to having an Inter-
national Affairs coordinating office of just two people
who coordinate the efforts of international officers in all
departments of the university, thus decentralizing the in-
ternational efforts of the university, and, in effect, making
the entire university an international body. Some exam-
ples of this are the personnel department, which provides
support for incoming international staff as well as han-
dling intercultural awareness and language training for
staff, and the public relations office, which maintains in-
ternal and external communication in English and handles
publicity and promotion at the international level. Even
the financial offices provide English financial reporting
for EU and other international funding, while also provid-
ing English support to help international staff understand
payslips and issues relating to local tax and healthcare
conditions. (Laitinen, 2013) This has had a range of bene-
fits, in particular taking pressure off the International Of-
fice, which in the case of the majority of universities has
to become a jack of all trades and handle “international”
problems in all fields, a duty that is often overwhelming
and prevents them from spending enough time on the pri-
mary roles of any international office.
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2. In order to attract international students and staff,
the university needs to operate also in English. In fact, it
is becoming clear that an English working environment
“enables (world-class universities) to attract the most tal-
ented people, and open (the universities) to new ideas and
approaches.” (Salmi, quoted in Koponen, 2013) This does
not mean that the home language or languages are ig-
nored, as will be outlined in 3.

3. The university needs to operate responsibly in Eng-
lish. Teaching, research and learning in English is impor-
tant, but in no way should they be exclusively in English.
Universities must have a clear language policy, and there
needs to be language support in English for non-native
academic staff, office staff and students, as well as, in the
case of Japan, in Japanese for non-native academic staff,
office staff and students.

4. There must be strategic decisions and informed
choice at all levels, so that there is a clear answer to the
question, “Why?” Staff involvement at all levels is essen-
tial to the success of any international program as there
will be “a wide range of understandings across and within
institutions and disciplines about what internationalizing
the curriculum at home means.” (Beelan, Jones and
Leask, 2013) It is particularly important to involve and
engage academic staff, have clear roles, focus on out-
comes (not inputs), and develop a long-term incremental
plan which involves ongoing networking, negotiation and
reflection. (Beelan, Jones and Leask, 2013) In addition,
any university contemplating a global focus must look be-
yond the local market and compare itself internationally,
where awareness of professional, ethical and legal issues
in the global environment becomes essential. (Beelan,
Jones and Leask, 2013)

It can thus be seen that there are a wide range of as-
pects of an ‘international’ institution. A range of presenta-
tions at the conference made it clear that English taught
programs as well as English language support for aca-
demic and office staff and students becomes essential, and
so it would seem appropriate to examine this aspect of
“internationalization at home” on its own.

Teaching, researching and working in English

The first and most important question that should be
asked is, why teach in English?

Since the turn of the millennium, the balance shifted
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and the number of L2 speakers of English now outnumber
the number of L1 speakers, and those “L2 speakers in-
creasingly use English among themselves, and in non-lan-
guage-learning situations (so they are) users of English,
(and not just learners.) English as a Lingua Franca is used
to achieve common goals in research and education, not
to identify with a community that uses it as a national lan-
guage.” (ELFA project, quoted in Koponen, 2013). As
Salmi (2009) states, “the international dimension is be-
coming increasingly important in determining the config-
uration of these elite institutions” as “world-class univer-
sities have students and faculty who are not exclusively
from the country where the university operates (which)
enables them to attract the most talented people, no mat-
ter where they come from, and open themselves to new
ideas and approaches.” (Salmi, 2009) But international-
ization is not only concerned with research and creating
multi-cultural campuses. Appropriate courses are impor-
tant as well as, as Leask (2009) points out, “An interna-
tionalised curriculum purposefully develops all students’
international and intercultural perspectives as global pro-
fessionals and citizens.” (Leask, 2009, quoted in Beelan,
Jones and Leask, 2013)

Thus it can be seen that English learning support, op-
portunities and academic programs are vital to the future
of any university - not just to educate students about the
culture and language of English-speaking countries, but
also to attract global talent and equip students and staff to
participate on the global stage in the debate concerning
cross-cultural goals in research and education. Many Eu-
ropean institutions are very aware of this need, a fact that
can be clearly seen in the rapid expansion in Europe of
English taught programs, especially at the graduate level.”
Throughout the conference, it was very clear many uni-
versities are looking to create partnerships and exchanges
with institutions with effective and sizable English pro-
grams, thus it was clear having English programs is prov-
en to attract foreign interest and students. However, there
are a number of concerns with providing English-taught
programs, in particular with the level of teachers’ English.

The issue of teacher English level was a common topic
in a range of presentations in the conference. A spoken
level of C1 on the CEFR scale was recommended for giv-
ing lectures. (Valcke, 2013) CI is labeled ‘Effective Op-
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erational Proficiency’ and, according to Council of Europe
(2001), the spoken interaction proficiency indicates a C1
user of English “can present clear, detailed descriptions of
complex subjects integrating sub-themes, developing par-
ticular points and rounding off with an appropriate con-
clusion.” (Council of Europe, 2001, p.27)

However, it was pointed out that this is actually an im-
perfect tool as, in teaching, it is not just language compe-
tence, but also pedagogical competence which is key. Ac-
tually, teachers with levels as low as B2 were regularly
giving effective, high-level classes in English. If a teach-
er’s pedagogy is particularly good, even a teacher with a
B1 level of English can provide a challenging and well-
regarded class. (Valcke, 2013) The key lies in providing
language and pedagogical support for teachers, with sup-
port and advice utilizing such approaches as CLIL (Con-
tent and Language Integrated Learning) being found ef-
fective.

In terms of quality of programs, teacher English lan-
guage ability is not the only concern. Student language
proficiency, the effects on learning and the effects on
learning outcomes are all significant matters for concern.
Interestingly, the Dean of a renowned European business
school affirmed that with the introduction of English only
programs in his school came a more student-centered and
active learning style of teaching, which led to overall im-
provement of program quality at the school. (Koponen,
2013)

How all this effects the situation at Kyoto Sangyo Uni-

versity
It would seem that, in addition to continuing to provide

the opportunity for students and staff to go abroad (inter-
national mobility), “internationalization at home” offers a
wide range of possibilities for Kyoto Sangyo University.
However, before discussing these possibilities, it is neces-
sary to consider the English language learning situation at
Kyoto Sangyo.

The receipt of the Type B Project for Promotion of
Global Human Resource Development MEXT grant coin-
cides with a range of significant changes in English lan-
guage education, including English taught programs, at
the university. From 2013, the General Education classes
changed significantly, with the focus of instruction be-
coming the domestically well-recognized TOEIC test, and
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English becoming required for all students. Coinciding
with this, the Global Japan Program (GJP) program,
which is part of General Education, has been supplement-
ed with the creation of a foundation level of English-
taught content programs that came online in 2012 and
2013. From 2014, the focus of all GJP classes will change
from serving mainly foreign students to more for local
students, with the courses themselves moving from the
‘other’ area to the core academic areas that can count to-
wards student graduation requirements. This will raise
student awareness of the courses, and should attract more
students.

At the same time, the Faculty of Foreign Languages
has been going through significant restructuring, with the
new curriculum and new departments to come into line in
2014. A greatly expanded Tokubetsu Eigo program will
provide a wide range of classes divided by level primarily
in skills support and study abroad support including CLIL
lecture courses, with a range of courses tailored to fit the
needs of the science faculties involved in the grant.

In addition, the university has completed a Learning
Commons, partly with money from the grant, and, when
the new foreign language faculty building 2 is ready, there
will also be what is currently being called a ‘Global Vil-
lage” which will have a combination of self-access learn-
ing center, language learning support, and study abroad
support functions.

In terms of testing, in addition to the continued use of
the internationally-recognized TOEFL test by the Faculty
of Cultural Studies and the English and International Re-
lations departments, in the last two years IELTS test’
preparation courses have been put in place, and the uni-
versity has become a testing center for the IELTS test,
with the university providing financial support for certain
numbers of students to take the test.

Finally, the Center for International Programs has been
given clearance to put together the GET portal, with GET
standing for ‘Global studies, Education and Training,’ to
provide a central advertising and packaging mechanism
for all of the above.

Once all of this is active, the university will provide, in
combination to existing services:

1. A wide range of skill and content-based courses to
bring students’ English level, knowledge base and cross-
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cultural understanding up to a level they can make the
most of not only study abroad, but also domestic English
courses at both the undergraduate and graduate levels.
(i.e., internationalizing the curriculum.)

2. Access to a means of measuring progress in language
learning against an internal and international scale
(through offering a range of appropriate tests.)

3. Access to experiences outside the curriculum to en-
courage and motivate language learners, while equipping
them with life skills a traditional classroom cannot pro-
vide (such as internship and volunteer opportunities, an
area that will always be ‘under development.”)

4. Opportunities for language learners to choose to
study in English, with academic courses at all levels. With
the changes in GJP, the creation of the English Career
Course and the Global Science Course, and other faculties
also considering English programs, this area seems prom-
ising.

S. Support for language learners through study support
and study resources as well as information relating to all
of the above with physical people to give the advice and
make it human. This is where the new learning centers,
the Learning Commons and ‘Global Village’, have an im-
portant role to play. As yet, it is too early to say that the
university is doing this, but the direction of current plans
and policies shows promise.

6. A central portal that makes all of this more accessible
and understandable. This is the role of the new GET por-
tal.

All of this combines to create a very powerful base for
“Internationalization at home” at Kyoto Sangyo Universi-
ty. However, there are several apparent weakness.

a. While there is a committee at work on this, and a
range of initiatives exist, it would appear that the efforts
to ‘internationalize’ staff have a considerable way to go,
in particular in comparison to European institutions.

b. While the Center for International Programs does re-
ceive inquiries about the possibility of doing graduate
work at Kyoto Sangyo in English, the administrative sup-
port for students to be able to study only in English (and
thus requiring English services from all appropriate areas
of the university) is not in place. As graduate work in
English in particular is booming in Europe, this would ap-
pear to be an area the university should work on.
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c. While there is an informal network that supports re-
search in English that exists among staff, the university
does not seem to have any plans for a more systematic
program to aid non-native researchers with their written
submissions and English presentations.

d. While successful institutions in Europe provide FD
support for faculty who wish to teach in English, along
with a range of incentives, there seems to be little recog-
nition of the challenges and need for support of Japanese
academic staff who may be persuaded to teach English
courses. (Some Japanese institutions have recognized and
acted upon this need, including training seminars for aca-
demic staff by the Faculty of Agriculture at Kyushu Uni-
versity.)

e. While some of the more well-known Japanese uni-
versities have started to set up links for degree programs
with universities in China and Korea, Kyoto Sangyo still
seems to be keeping to the more traditional study abroad
patterns. A number of current partners have expressed an
interest in forming joint degree programs with Kyoto
Sangyo. However, due to the limited number of specialist
courses offered in English, it is not possible for Kyoto
Sangyo to adequately reciprocate.

f. While the staff of international offices at European
universities are seen as professionals, and they build their
career in those offices with even relatively new and young
staff regularly taking part in conferences such as EAIE,
the office staff system at Kyoto Sangyo continues to see
full-time office staff as generalists, which results in the
transfer of staff out of the office at about the time that
their experience and abilities begin to approach a profes-
sional level.*

Conclusion

As has been discussed, the field of internationalization
at home would seem to provide an effective model for the
current needs of Kyoto Sangyo University, and the uni-
versity has built a solid base for internationalization, al-
though there are a number of areas that would seem to
need work. The question remains: Are we behind Europe
institutions, or, as the title of the paper asks, is ‘globaliza-
tion’ in Europe a different world? A recent European
Commission (2013) report on ‘European higher education
in the world” answers this:

...the highest priorities of internationalization policies

140

SEHE74+—7 L4 Vol 4 2014

for EU Member States and individual HEIs (Higher
Education Institutions) are still the outgoing mobility
for students, student exchanges, and attracting inter-
national students. However, mobility will always be
limited to a relatively small percentage of the student
and staff population: higher education policies must
increasingly focus on the integration of a global di-
mension in the design and content of all curricula and
teaching/learning processes (sometimes called “inter-
nationalisation at home”)) to ensure that the large ma-
jority of learners, the 80-90% who are not interna-
tionally mobile for either degree or credit mobility,
are nonetheless able to acquire the international skills
required in a globalised world. (p.6)
Thus the simple answer is no, Europe is not a different
world. In many ways Europe is more advanced than in
Asia, especially among the ‘aware’ institutions that chose
to attend the conference on this area, EAIE. This means
there is much for us to learn from these institutions and
the organization as a whole. However, as speakers for the
University of Helsinki said on several occasions, English
is a means, not an end. So the question is, to what end
does Kyoto Sangyo intend to head with regards to inter-
nationalization and in what manner will English be made
use of to achieve that end? The university’s ‘Challenge
Seishin’ would seem appropriate here. And if we try but
don’t succeed, at least we can award ourselves the ‘Good

Try Prize.

" The acronym NAFSA, which stands for the National As-
sociation of Foreign Student Affairs in North America, is
less important than the latter part of the title, and has only
been kept in the name “to reflect NAFSA’s proud past and
broad name recognition.” http://www.nafsa.org/Learn
About NAFSA/History/

* A 2012 report by the Institute of International Education
on the number of English-Taught Master’s Programs list-
ed on MastersPortal found that, in Europe, the number
was 1,028 in 2007, increasing to 4,644 in 2011. To give
one example, of the Masters programs at the Universite
Libre De Bruxelles, 37% of the economics and manage-
ment degrees are English-taught, as are 29% in the Engi-
neering schools and 26% in the sciences. (Valcke, 2013)

* “The International English Language Testing System
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(IELTS) is the world’s most popular high-stakes English
language proficiency test for higher education and global
migration, with more than 2 million tests taken in the last
year.” http://www.ielts.org/test takers information/what
is_ielts/ielts.aspx

* There have been, in fact, 5 directors, 5 managers, at least
8 full-time staff, and more than 10 contract staff in CIP in
the past 10 years.
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