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ABSTRACT 
The international branch campus is a model of transnational higher education that establishes institutional 
outposts abroad to expand student access, collaborative research, language proficiency, and recognized 
degree programs to participants. The growing body of literature on IBCs presents this phenomenon as an 
exercise in intercultural managerial effectiveness, which overlooks its role in the perpetuation of colonial 
constructs, narratives, and practices. This article critiques the impact of IBCs on host cultures through 
postcolonial and decolonial theory, asserting that meaningful transnational collaborations are predicated on 
dismantling hegemonic belief systems, as well as structural legacies of colonial relations.  
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“Every empire, however, tells itself and the world that it is unlike all other empires, that its mission 
is not to plunder and control but to educate and liberate.” 
- Edward W. Said, Los Angeles Times, July 20, 2003 

 
Introduction 

International Branch Campuses (IBCs) have emerged as a major phenomenon in global higher 
education over the past two decades, predominantly initiated by established institutions in developed of the 
North and West1 and installed in less developed nations. A recent report from the Cross-Border Education 
Research Team identifies 306 IBCs operating in 37 countries, with the most prevalent exporters based in 
the U.S. (86), the United Kingdom (43), France (38), Russia (29), and Australia (20) (C-BERT, 2020). 

 

1 The descriptors “Western” and “Northern” are used interchangeably here, as the literature uses both to denote 
characteristics of Eurocentric or North American hegemony, linked to global capitalism and its instrumentalist 
attributes that are imposed on societies of the Global South through economic, political, and cultural domination. 
Conversely, the “South” and “East” denote formerly colonized countries that are in an earlier stage of economic 
development. 
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There are myriad motivating factors behind this trend, emanating from the respective political and economic 
agendas of both sending and receiving countries. Yet, there is limited critical analysis of the cultural impact 
of IBCs in their host countries, particularly with regard to the hegemonic role they play in defining host 
national identities, dominating the higher education sector, and suppressing local knowledge production. 
While Transnational Education (TNE) has made many positive contributions to cross-cultural knowledge, 
it cannot be disentangled from the complex power relationships between participating countries and their 
institutions. Of the varied manifestations of TNE, IBCs occupy a unique position in the spectrum, as they 
physically insert foreign university branches into host cultures that often hold distinct cultural values and 
national priorities.   

Garrett (2018) of the Observatory on Borderless Higher Education (OBHE) defines the IBC as:  
An entity that is owned, at least in part, by a foreign education provider; operated in the name of 
the foreign education provider; and provides an entire academic program, substantially on site, 
leading to a degree awarded by the foreign education provider (p. 14). 
This project focuses specifically on branch campuses that are established by Western institutions 

in non-Western host countries, to more effectively track the perpetuation of historical colonial ideologies 
into the present. As Stein (2021) asserts, “(w)ealthy Western nation-states continue to have the most 
political, economic, and epistemic power, largely owing to the ongoing legacies of colonialism… However, 
they are certainly not the only countries (re)framing their curricula toward the imperative of national 
advantage” (p. 7). 

Motivations for Western institutions to establish IBCs include “push” factors, such as the pressure 
to increase tuition revenue, internationalize home campuses, enhance global reputation, and ensure control 
over facilities abroad for research and study abroad (Altbach & Knight, 2007; Guimon, 2016; Lanford & 
Tierney, 2016; Wilkins, 2020). Also present are “pull” factors that originate from the host country 
government or funder: the promotion of direct foreign investment through tax incentives or government 
subsidies, reduction of “brain drain,” development of an internationally trained workforce, and external 
validation of national institutions that host or partner with IBCs, to name a few (Guimon, 2016; Hill & 
Thabet, 2018; Knight 2011; Lanford & Tierney, 2016; Mackie, 2019). 

With the significant global decline of governmental support for higher education in both Western 
and non-Western countries, there has been a corresponding proliferation of private and transnational 
institutions that endeavor to generate displaced revenue and a shrinking student market (Altbach & Knight, 
2007; Kent, 2020;).  Further, with the classification of higher education as a traded “service” under the 
articles of the General Agreement on Trade and Services of the World Trade Organization, the activities 
comprising TNE are commonly framed through the lens of commerce (Altbach & Knight, 2007; McBurnie 
& Ziguras, 2007). As a result, the literature on IBCs reflects an instrumentalist perspective that is centered 
on business indicators, such as risk assessment, return on investment, market penetration, international 
branding, quality control, and transnational management strategies (Altbach, 2004; Bori, 2018; Holborow, 
2007, 2018). This conceptual approach reduces the analysis of IBCs to transactional descriptions that assess 
the success or failure of a transnational service or foreign investment strategy (Guimon, 2016; Healey, 
2018).  

There is still limited research that explores the deeper cultural and societal impact of these ventures 
on host cultures: how IBCs contribute to or disrupt the local academic landscapes, and what competing 
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narratives are introduced that may undermine national identity or sovereign educational priorities. More 
importantly, there are few studies on whether IBCs contribute to the perpetuation of historical power 
imbalances between Western knowledge production and local epistemologies through the imposition of 
unfamiliar linguistic, curricular, and structural standards (Elliott & Grigorenko, 2007).  Undeniably, there 
is a demand for Western education in the countries and regions hosting IBCs; yet postcolonial theorists 
argue that the perception of the superior value of Western academic degrees and “brands” is further 
evidence of hegemony (Bori, 2018; Holborow, 2017).  

A critical analysis of IBCs reveals striking similarities with classical, colonial educational models 
of the 16th to 19th centuries, recognized as overt efforts to dominate underdeveloped societies for economic, 
geopolitical, or religious goals. The colonial education model is characterized by Teferra and Altbach 
(2004) with the following attributes: 

● limited access by the indigenous population; 
● exclusive use of European languages as primary mode of instruction; 
● limited institutional authority, with control emanating from colonial centers; and 
● limited curricula, featuring vocational and instrumental subjects. 
This article first assesses the current characteristics of IBCs within this definitional framework to 

assert that the historic power imbalances of colonialism have been perpetuated in the globalization of 
education and, more specifically, through the branch campus model. Second, it applies key aspects of the 
postcolonial and decolonial theory to the practices and impact of IBCs to reveal a lack of local access and 
the perpetuation of elite networks, language primacy, suppression of traditional knowledge, and diminished 
institutional and national autonomy. Through the critical themes of identity, agency, and sovereignty, these 
works articulate the structural, epistemological, and psychic damage of the continued modernization project 
that coloniality supports. The conclusion suggests strategies for resistance to the structural framework of 
higher education that reinscribes the dominant neoliberal narrative. 

The goal of this project is not to moralize about cultural hegemony nor to advocate for the 
dissolution of IBCs: both are likely here to stay. The legacy of colonialism is increasingly obscured by the 
desire for global recognition of national legitimacy and the promise of individual prosperity that are 
constitutive of the Western narrative. This message is reinforced at many levels: multilateral funding 
organizations, IBC host governments, Western home institutions, and public perception.  By recognizing 
the embeddedness of the coloniality narrative, we may identify and reject perspectives and practices that 
reinscribe the narrative in order to forge new models that feature more equitable partnerships and reciprocal 
knowledge production.  
The Perpetuation of Coloniality through the International Branch Campus 

Colonialism and coloniality are causally related, yet manifest differently: Maldonado-Torres 
(2007) articulates the relationship between historical colonialism and ongoing coloniality:  

Coloniality… refers to long-standing patterns of power that emerged as a result of colonialism, but 
that define culture, labor, intersubjective relations, and knowledge production well beyond the strict 
limits of colonial administrations. Thus, coloniality survives colonialism. It is maintained alive in 
books, in the criteria for academic performance, in cultural patterns, in common sense, in the self-
image of peoples, in aspirations of self, and so many other aspects of our modern experience. In a 
way, as modern subjects we breathe coloniality all the time and every day (p. 243). 
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This relationship constitutes a self-replicating continuum: the imposition and valorization of 
Western, positivist educational practices, content, and knowledge production during the colonial period is 
perpetuated through the acceptance and internalization of this hierarchy by colonized peoples. For critics 
of modernity from and of the Global South, the evolution of postcolonial and decoloniality theory following 
the independence of colonial territories marked a shift in perspective. Rather than employing Western 
“logos” and “ethos” to critique modernization, decolonial theorists draw from indigenous cultural values to 
reframe epistemological and ontological questions and respond from their experiences. This reframing is 
particularly complex the further removed a culture is from formal colonization; even after generations of 
nominal independence, the absorption of Western values and acceptance of “cultural supremacy” is evident 
in the aspirations of individuals who seek to attend educational institutions that embody Western values 
rather than traditional local culture (Andreotti, 2007, p. 5; Bori, 2018; Kwek, 2003). 
Limited Access 

Returning to Teferra and Altbach’s model, the first characteristic of classical colonial higher 
education - limited access by the indigenous population - is apparent in the student and faculty 
demographics of IBCs. At a surface level, “access” may be primarily controlled by the financial resources 
of prospective students. The tuition structure of IBCs is often adapted to local economies, as charging home 
institution tuition (e.g., from the U.S. or Europe) would be unrealistic; yet, in order to recover operating 
costs, the fees are significantly higher than those of local, national universities. (Lawton & Katsomitros, 
2012). Not coincidentally, the regions with the largest growth in IBCs are Asia and the Gulf States, two 
regions with burgeoning upper income quartiles (OECD, 2019). For local students, access is largely 
predicated on a prospective student’s financial means and academic preparation to pursue transnational 
higher education. These criteria are, in turn, linked to socioeconomic status, class, gender, and, in some 
cases, the ethnicity of prospective students (Holborow, 2018; Le & Barnawi, 2015). IBCs may not overtly 
limit access based on these factors, in observance of the “equal opportunity” principles espoused by home 
campuses, but the reality in most developing countries is that the tuition charged and admissions standards 
are beyond the means of most citizens (Altbach, 1991; Dzulfikar, 2019; Ilie & Rose, 2016). 

The restriction to access created by socioeconomic class is not merely limited to the ability to pay 
tuition. The admissions criteria of IBCs generally require specific prior preparation for a Western-style 
program: English language skills (or other non-native language), a familiarity with standardized entrance 
or placement tests, a knowledge of pedagogical approaches and expectations, as well as the aspiration to 
pursue a non-native model of higher education (Piller & Cho, 2013). These factors presuppose a level of 
prior privilege that is actualized over the years: students who have attended private or otherwise elite 
primary and secondary schools have a distinct advantage in meeting the criteria for admission and 
successful completion, reinscribing a cycle of privilege that benefits few of the broader population (Altbach 
& Knight, 2007; Kapoor, 2004). Therefore, the student population with sufficient resources and privilege 
to choose to attend an IBC is already a small minority of the host country population, challenging the 
rationale that this institutional model provides a broader benefit to national higher education. In addition, 
IBCs draw students who may be most academically competitive away from national institutions (McBurnie 
& Ziguras, 2007). Though many state-sponsored institutions cannot accommodate the vast number of 
eligible applicants, the selection criteria are divided between those who meet specific Western criteria and 
those who meet national standards. (Ghabra & Arnold 2007; Guimon, 2016; McBurnie & Ziguras, 2007).  
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At a deeper level, the discrepancy between standards for IBCs and national norms creates a 
competing narrative that English-medium education, Western pedagogies, and assessment criteria are more 
desirable than those of the native institutions. This insinuates a hierarchy of knowledge that subordinates 
existing native standards and practices to those of the foreign institutions. The motivations for pursuing a 
degree from an IBC, such as greater employability, global mobility, and social capital (Hill & Thabet, 2018; 
Le & Barnawi, 2015; Wilkins et al., 2012), relegate the local educational pathway to a less desirable, less 
ambitious option. While many of the benefits of an international “brand” degree may be realized, the 
perception of inferiority of national knowledge production is inherently damaging.  

Full recognition of local faculty by Western home institutions is also limited. IBCs often confer 
greater value on faculty educated and trained in the West, due to their presumed familiarity with Western 
pedagogies, curriculum, teaching methods, and standards. A common expectation of students and their 
families is that instructors at IBCs will be predominantly white and/or Western, indicating equivalent 
quality with the faculty at the home institution (Jaschik, 2013) and conferring higher status to the education 
received at the IBC (Hill & Thabet, 2018). However, the percentage of expat and Western-educated faculty 
is often limited due to additional human resources costs (for the institution) and the career disruption that a 
relocation and the short-term contract can cause (for the faculty member) (Altbach, 2010; Guimon, 2016; 
Sidhu, 2009). While these are pragmatic operational and professional considerations, these hiring practices 
send a clear message to host country nationals that they are considered to be “second tier” and in need of 
further training in Western pedagogies, theories, and epistemologies to meet home campus expectations. 
Their value to the IBC is often justified on the basis of cost effectiveness to the remote home institution, 
rather than through recognition of their cultural knowledge and familiarity with student needs, their 
understanding of the national academic network, or the stability they can offer their programs and 
institutions through longer-term employment (Gopal, 2011; Nguyen et al., 2009; Pyvis, 2011). 
Language of Instruction 

The second criterion for assessing the coloniality of IBCs is the language used as the primary 
medium of instruction. It is well documented that English is the most widely non-native language of 
instruction globally, and specifically among IBCs (Garrett et al., 2016; Mackie, 2019). Three of the 
predominant countries establishing IBCs in non-English speaking countries are the U.S., the U.K., and 
Australia (Healey, 2017; Garrett et al., 2016; Wilkins, 2020), and it is widely accepted that English language 
proficiency is considered a critical skill for economic mobility (Bori, 2018; Felix, 2019; Holborow, 2018; 
Le & Barnawi, 2015). Textbooks and learning resources are overwhelmingly available in English, in 
comparison to many less widely spoken languages, and the subject matter is often culturally more relevant 
for residents of the countries of IBC home institutions, particularly in the humanities and social sciences 
(Alatas, 2000; Bori 2018; Kwek, 2003).  

These factors may produce cultural “disruption” at three levels: 1) the dismissal of a native 
language as a vehicle of learning and knowledge production; 2) the paucity of academic materials in the 
native language; and 3) a failure to achieve learning objectives due to second language interference. The 
literature on non-native language instruction and bilingual education suggests that the presentation and 
reception of content material is greatly enhanced by native language or hybrid delivery, rather than delivery 
that is solely in the target foreign language (Agbedol et al., 2012; Felix, 2019; Ramachandran, 2017; Smits 
et al., 2008). Assuming that the educational goals are comprehension and mastery of content, the language 
of instruction should facilitate these objectives. However, in the interest of maintaining consistent learning 
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materials, entry requirements, and accreditation eligibility between home campuses and IBCs, the language 
of instruction is generally that of the parent institution. Additionally, students who reside and study in 
predominantly non-English speaking communities face the challenge of constant code-switching between 
the classroom and their daily lives (Barnard & McLellan, 2013). The degree to which English is used in the 
host country at large impacts the consistency of student proficiency and fluency (Altbach, 2004; 
Ramachandran, 2017). 

Host country faculty at IBCs are also impacted by the linguistic requirements of their teaching and 
research (Felix, 2019; Healey, 2017). Though many have Western credentials, they are expected to conduct 
their classes and use texts in English for students who are predominantly from their own country and 
language of origin. The medium of instruction necessarily impacts pedagogy, particularly through an 
instructor’s depth of explanations, references to supporting materials, and, ultimately, student 
comprehension. Instructors may be proficient in the target language (usually English), but the effectiveness 
of their teaching may be compromised (Healey, 2018; McBurnie & Ziguras, 2007; Pyvis, 2011). More 
broadly, the mandated communication of ideas in a non-native language to a classroom of native speakers 
by a native speaker is an artificial contrivance that elevates IBC compliance with foreign home institution 
curricular “equivalency” over meaningful interlocution (Pyvis, 2011). The expectation that non-native 
speakers at the IBC would master material at a comparable level as students on the home institution campus, 
most of whom are native English speakers, implies either an unrealistic grasp of learning theory, a dismissal 
of local context, or both.  

A third area where the primacy of a Western language serves to exacerbate institutional coloniality 
is in academic journals, textbooks, and research. The overwhelming use of English and other Western 
languages in major publications and instructional materials is well-documented and is beyond the scope of 
this article. However, it is noteworthy that host country faculty are limited in their opportunities to conduct 
and publish research that can enhance their status at the home institution or in their region (Alatas, 2000; 
Murphy & Zhu, 2012). Due to the implicit prestige attached to the major international journals and 
publishing houses that publish in English and various European languages, faculty are less likely to produce 
scholarly work in non-Western languages that will advance their careers outside of the local context 
(Healey, 2017; Murphy & Zhu, 2012). This serves to reinforce the dominance of English language research 
outlets. 
Institutional Governance of IBCs 

The governance and policy frameworks of IBCs may reflect a further power imbalance between 
home and host countries and institutions. Western-style IBCs are often controlled by principles and 
processes set by the home institution and conducted unilaterally, either from the home campus apparatus 
or from transplanted administrators who are temporarily assigned to the host campus (Hill & Thabet, 2018; 
McBurnie & Ziguras, 2007; Ziguras, 2008). This model is not uncommon for large, multi-campus state 
university systems within the U.S. context, yet it can be problematic for IBCs given the significant cultural 
and regulatory differences (Kent, 2020; Sidhu, 2009). As the literature shows, most IBCs are based in non-
Western cultures with significantly different conceptions of leadership and authority. This may influence 
the degree to which they adopt governance processes and policies to local culture and comply with national 
guidelines set by ministries or educational licensing authorities (Healey, 2018; Lanford & Tierney, 2016; 
Tierney & Lanford 2015; Vora, 2015).  
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While the stated objective of Western home institutions to promote more participatory, democratic 
policy-making at offshore branch campuses is well-intentioned, this effort often ignores the governance 
conventions in the host country, many of which are regulated by a national ministry (Ziguras, 2008). This 
assumption also implies that Western university systems are demonstrably inclusive and “democratic” in 
their governance and policy-making practices, which may be overstated in reality (Vora, 2015). The 
adoption of Western home institution governance practices may in fact jeopardize the IBC’s standing with 
local or national regulators, resulting in operational restrictions or a loss of local funding (Kent, 2020; 
Kwek, 2003; Sidhu, 2009).  

The organizational structures of IBCs include a range of models which necessarily impact how 
governance is implemented and to what degree of autonomous management the branch is afforded. IBCs 
may be wholly owned by a home institution or by the local host government; they can be fully financed by 
a private or educational partner; or the facilities may be rented from a private party (Altbach & Knight, 
2007; Garrett et al., 2016; Lane, 2013). The ownership structure may also determine the regulatory authority 
of the host country, varying from education ministries to commercial oversight agencies depending upon 
the designation of an IBC as an academic institution or as a foreign-owned enterprise (Wilkins and 
Huisman, 2012). Likely disparities between home institution and host country conventions often necessitate 
an explicit decision to accede to unfamiliar host guidelines and practices to achieve the legitimacy to 
operate. Healey (2018) describes cases of host country ministries that specify the length of degrees, 
mandatory course offerings, hiring practices, and research restrictions that may conflict with regulations 
governing home institutions. For example, China’s Ministry of Education dictates four-year bachelor’s 
degrees (despite the three-year format in Commonwealth countries), mandates courses in Physical 
Education and Political Economy, and blocks certain internet search engines commonly used for research 
at Western institutions (p. 2). Many host countries, such as Malaysia, have labor laws that dictate separate 
hiring practices for expatriate and local employees, creating regulatory distinctions between academic and 
support staff (p. 3). These academic and administrative discrepancies can diminish the qualitative 
replication of the home institution programs at its branches. 

In cases of host countries that have instituted compelling “pull factors” to attract IBCs, governments 
frequently incentivize the investment by waiving licensing requirements, granting tax exemptions, and 
providing facilities and infrastructure, among other inducements (Altbach & Knight, 2007; Guimon, 2016; 
Hill & Thabet, 2018; Lanford & Tierney, 2016; Mackie, 2019; Wilkins, 2020.) According to Wilkins 
(2020), one-third of existing IBCs are significantly supported or assisted by host governments. As 
mentioned previously, the benefits to host countries in exchange for these inducements may include 
modernizing the national higher education system, promoting ties with prestigious Western institutions, 
and minimizing “brain drain” of talented students to the West (Clifford & Kinser, 2016). Yet behind most 
of these scenarios is the implicit acceptance of developmentalist remediation of national education 
standards, with a clear implication that a Western approach is better than the endogenous (Alatas, 2000; 
Bori, 2018; Kwek, 2003). 

In the case of many IBCs, the standards that govern the home institution in the West are carried to 
the branch by extension, with little or no acknowledgment of host country regulatory guidelines. Kent 
(2020) explores cases of U.S.-based IBCs that were forced to close due to poor communication and/or a 
lack of compliance with host government criteria. For instance, the Community College of Qatar (originally 
a branch of the Community College of Houston) failed to obtain local accreditation and was taken over by 
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local authorities. In another instance, the New York Institute of Technology in Bahrain was poorly reviewed 
by host accreditors and consequently barred from enrolling new students, rendering it financially unviable 
(p. 14). These examples of failed IBCs can be largely attributed to the failure to recognize the necessity of 
careful coordination with the host country's authority. 

Though institutional accreditation may not be a requirement by the host government, myriad 
inequities can emerge through the superimposition of a foreign model in a new context (Lane, 2011; 
Lanford, 2020; Tierney & Lanford, 2015; Ziguras, 2008). With regard to “imported” academic and 
administrative staff, salary and contract discrepancies between expatriate and local employees may bypass 
host country labor and immigration laws and create tensions among colleagues (Healey, 2018; Lanford, 
2020). Policy decisions may be determined by the home institution without consultation of hosts on local 
conventions or input by host country faculty and staff. Entry requirements for students may adhere to home 
institution admissions criteria for the ostensible purpose of maintaining equity, but may not acknowledge 
local educational preparation, familiarity with subjects, standardized testing exposure, and language 
proficiency. Finally, conflicting interpretations of academic freedom in scholarly research and approved 
course offerings may pose restrictions on IBC content that challenge national norms and practices of the 
host country (Jaschik, 2013; Pyvis, 2011). 

Regardless of which governance models and policies have greater weight or merit, the imbalance 
in power dynamics between the home and host countries often determines which norms prevail. One 
justification for replicating Western norms is the aspirational goal of equivalency between home campus 
policies and curricula and those of the IBC, yet there is little evidence in the literature that such equivalence 
is achieved (Altbach, 2010; Healey, 2017; Hill & Thabet, 2018). Western faculty and administrators 
seconded to the IBC may be in the host country on a short-term basis, however, and fail to gain sufficient 
knowledge of the cultural context. Conversely, when IBCs hire longer-term leadership – either local or 
expatriate – these officials may have no direct familiarity with the home campus culture. In either case, 
when disparities exist in management, staffing, admissions criteria, or curriculum, the reputation of both 
the IBC and the home institution can be damaged (Healey, 2017; Sidhu, 2009).  

The guidelines for best practices in TNE established by UNESCO and OECD (2005) clearly hold 
the educational provider (i.e., the home institution) responsible for the quality and cultural relevance of 
programs and instruction delivered to another location (p. 14), but these agencies do not provide any 
regulatory mechanism or mandate approval by the host government (Ziguras, 2008). Multilateral funding 
organizations, such as the World Bank and International Monetary Fund, may require host countries to 
demonstrate evidence of the adoption of neoliberal measures in higher education as a condition for foreign 
aid and loans, exerting pressure to accommodate Western standards of practice and governance (McBurnie 
& Ziguras, 2007; Tikly, 2004). Therefore, while clear mission statements and operational plans of the 
university/branch relationship are essential, it is unlikely that institutional agreements can overcome more 
deeply ingrained structural inequities. 
Curriculum 

The fourth criterion characterizing educational coloniality addresses the nature of IBC curricula 
and degree programs, which disproportionately favor vocational and instrumental skills-based knowledge. 
The distinction between academic offerings in the core and periphery nations is increasingly blurred, as 
Western institutions have intensified their focus on more technical subjects that lead to employability 
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(Craig, 2017). The liberal arts model, a hallmark of U.S. higher education, has declined in popularity over 
past decades, as institutions are pressured to adopt a consumerist interpretation of “return on investment” 
for higher education (Felix, 2019; Godwin, 2015). However, a countervailing trend is the global recognition 
that the “soft skills” fostered by the liberal arts – critical thinking, communication, problem-solving 
strategies – are also valued by employers (Lanford, 2016). An inherent tension within IBC curricular 
decisions is the urgency of providing pre-professional skills to host country nationals versus the desire to 
emulate “American” (or more generally, Western) programs, which often include a broad, general 
education foundation.  

According to the latest OBHE report (Garrett et al., 2016), the most frequently offered degree 
programs at IBCs are business, engineering, and computer science. This is unsurprising, given the global 
trend of more vocational credentials that seemingly ensure gainful employment following graduation 
(Godwin, 2015). From the pragmatic perspective of Western home institutions, business and computer 
science are fields that require a minimal investment in physical facilities to establish, though engineering 
programs often suggest a more extensive commitment to building laboratories and providing advanced 
technologies. Notably, fields of study that promote critical analysis of social policy, political institutions, 
and creative arts in the social sciences and humanities are relatively rare (Ghabra & Arnold, 2007). This 
may reflect the preferences imposed by host governments, if consulted; investment choices by the home 
institutions; or merely market data among the prospective student “consumers.”   

Another factor in the choice of program offerings at IBCs is the challenge of recruiting Western 
faculty from the social sciences and humanities to relocate to a host campus. Because of a historic 
Eurocentric focus that has shaped many of these disciplines, such scholars may not be well suited to conduct 
research or perform community service in the host country. Furthermore, due to the propensity of Western 
scholars to conduct research that challenges social norms, a posting at a branch campus may not afford 
them the academic freedom to which they are accustomed (Altbach, 2001; Khoury & Khoury, 2013). One 
of the major concerns expressed by faculty at IBCs is the discrepancy between actual or perceived liberties 
in academic research, teaching content, textbook selection, and conference presentations that exist in 
Western and non-Western societies (Altbach, 2001; Healey, 2017; Jaschik, 2013). 

One obstacle to adapting academic content and limiting scholarly inquiry to comply with local 
culture or government restrictions is that such actions create inequities between host and home programs. 
This contributes to the perception - or reality - that the respective credentials are separate and unequal. As 
a result, the home campus “brand” may be devalued, causing reputational damage abroad as well as lower 
demand by the IBC’s target market (Healey, 2017; Hill & Thabet, 2018). However, actions by a host 
country’s ministry to liberalize criteria for the accommodation of foreign curricula  can also be problematic. 
A  Western-centric curriculum may include content that is not widely relevant for students in a distant IBC, 
such as local state histories of public universities, pre-professional classes that are controlled by 
jurisdictionally specific licensing bodies, or national literatures requiring in-depth cultural familiarity. The 
adoption of Western curricula may also force branch campuses to forego national curricular requirements 
that are deemed important for the country’s development goals or civic agenda. If the motivation to adopt 
identical home campus programs and courses is to comply with the equivalence provision of accreditation 
bodies, or to augment local admission of students seeking a strictly Western program, neither national nor 
student interests are served. The balance between curricular “equivalence” and “relevance” is under 
constant tension (Healey, 2017, p. 9). 
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Situating the International Branch Campus within Postcolonial Theory 
The prior examples demonstrate ways in which IBCs may perpetuate the defining characteristics 

of colonial education despite the historical disruptions of independence movements and the nominal 
sovereignty of states in the Global South. Critical theory has long challenged the dominant metanarratives 
in society and articulated the processes by which power is exercised with or without the consent of the 
subjects (Gramsci et al., 1971, p. 56). A postcolonial theory emerged in the mid-twentieth century as a 
branch of critical theory, applying questions of identity, agency, and sovereignty to the lived experience of 
formerly colonized individuals, as well as to newly independent nations. An inherent paradox that emerged 
was between creating self-sufficient societies within the globalizing world order and preserving allegiance 
to cultural identity, including language, values, and social structures. Two or more generations after many 
national independence movements, these societies still grapple with this dilemma: the options for education 
and social mobility often require a choice between dominant Western influences or local institutions that 
are undervalued. The proliferation of IBCs brings this contrast into the local context of host institutions, 
exacerbating the competing cultural narratives of Western hegemony, nativist sovereignty, or complex 
hybridities. Central to the project of postcolonial theory and relevant to an examination of IBCs are the 
issues of identity, agency, and sovereignty. This discussion will link key concepts to the emergence of IBCs 
as a manifestation of the continued challenges of these issues.  
Identity 

The construction and subjugation of identity occurs at many levels: the individual, the community 
or cultural subgroup, and the national. The impact of colonialism on the individual psyche of the colonized 
subject is a major theme in the work of Franz Fanon (1952, 1961). His contributions explore how the social 
markers of race and dominant language are assigned value by the dominant culture in a colonial setting, 
instilling a profound sense of deficiency in the subaltern. The colonized subject equates the adoption of the 
dominant language and values as an acceptance of a “superior” culture and assumes that this concession is 
the only path to social ascension, though they may be dually stigmatized due to ethnic distinctions and the 
partial mastery of cultural markers (Hilton, 2011). In the context of the IBC, one of the primary motivations 
for host country nationals and their policymakers is the promise of economic and social mobility in 
exchange for the relinquishment of local language and culture in the institutional setting.  

Yet there are multiple identities that must be negotiated in the presence of a dominant culture. 
Albert Memmi (1957) builds upon this theme, examining the complex relationships between and within 
each respective group in colonial societies. Memmi concurs with Fanon that the most damaging form of 
oppression is the internalization of subordinated identity. The acceptance of the caricature of native culture 
as primitive and in need of remediation effectively limits subjects’ capability for resistance. He also asserts 
that “sympathetic colonizers” cannot truly assist in the liberation process despite good intentions, as their 
racial, ethnic, and economic status will always exempt them from the fallout of the struggle.  These 
identities parallel those of the contemporary educational context: colonized subjects may well be self-
colonized through their internalization of the characterization, and the role of “colonizers” may be either 
revenue-conscious administrators of a home institution or well-intentioned faculty imparting the accepted 
Western canon. Memmi’s point is that the message of subordination is delivered through each of these 
perspectives. 
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At the time of many colonial independence movements, there were policy experiments in 
preserving native culture and language through national educational strategies. The early goals of 
postcolonial practitioners embraced nativist principles in an effort to redefine national identity, often in 
resistance to the emerging bipolar world system following World War II (Clarke, 2011). Though many 
leaders were educated in the West prior to leading these movements, they recognized the inherent damage 
of negating indigenous identity, values, language, and authority in favor of a foreign, dominant system.  
The works of M. K. Gandhi, Julius Nyerere, and Paulo Freire demonstrate how educational policies in their 
respective countries negotiated this tension, providing examples of different precedents in the 
decolonization effort. Mahatma Gandhi’s revolutionary views on education charted an early roadmap for 
the social transformation of India.  Gandhi (1953) addresses many of the major themes of colonial resistance 
and nation-building through education, such as the use of indigenous languages in schools rather than 
English, which he viewed as a dominating instrument of Empire:    

Real freedom will come only when we free ourselves of the domination of Western education, 
Western culture, and Western way of living which have been engrained in us, because this culture 
has made our living expensive and artificial, both for men and for women. Emancipation from this 
culture would mean real freedom for us. (Gandhi, 1947, “Talk with Englishwomen,” in Johnson, 
2005) 
Julius Nyerere similarly advocated a strong nativist platform in his “Education for Self-reliance” 

program for newly independent Tanzania (Nyerere, 1968). He outlined new policies for national schooling 
that included Kiswahili as an official language, instruction in practical agricultural skills, and a system 
centered around his economic plan of Ujama (collective farming, or “villagization”). Though inspired by 
both Gandhi’s call to restore indigenous traditions and language, and his staunch rejection of foreign 
intervention, Nyerere’s education program restricted citizens’ early access to English in the primary and 
secondary grades, and thus their mobility to pursue fields of study that were dominated by English texts 
and resources or outside the scope of regional economic needs (Regmi, 2020). 

A common thread throughout postcolonial theory is the role of language as an instrument of cultural 
identity. In his seminal work Colonising the Mind, Ngugi wa Thiong’o (1986) asserts the following: 

[A] specific culture is not transmitted through language in its universality, but in its particularity as 
the language of a specific community with a specific history… Language as communication and 
as culture are then products of each other… Language carries culture, and culture carries, 
particularly through orature and literature, the entire body of values by which we perceive ourselves 
and our place in the world... (pp. 15-16).   
Ngugi characterizes the use of English in African education as a “cultural bomb” which is detonated 

by the “deliberate disassociation of the language of conceptualization, of thinking, of formal education, of 
mental development, from the language of daily interaction in the home and in the community” (p. 28). He 
directly links the use of colonial languages to native cultural erasure through its role in diminishing 
indigenous epistemologies and histories.  

These examples of early postcolonial efforts to protect native culture through language, point to 
several key challenges in policy implementation, such as: the tension between valorizing indigenous 
tradition and preparing students to participate in a global economy; rejecting the language of the colonizer 
in favor of native languages and thus losing available educational resources; and initiating dramatic 
educational reforms without the financial support, and thus intervention, of foreign aid (Kwek, 2003). To 
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the present day, these tensions have continued to resonate in educational policy in the developing world 
and are clearly present in IBCs. One opportunity for IBCs to address this dilemma is to incorporate local 
languages and literatures into IBC curricula, enhancing learning material with bi- or multi-lingual skills 
that are valuable attributes in the global workforce. IBCs are well-positioned to prepare students to succeed 
in multiple cultural contexts, particularly where employers need to be educated, multicultural staff in  non-
Western markets. This strategy both provides a “competitive advantage” to graduates and surpasses the 
Western home campus curricular requirements while valorizing native languages and cultural traditions.  
Agency 

Though early efforts to enact nativist language policy were short-lived in most cases, a more 
transcendent form of resistance to colonialism emerged to identify native epistemologies and ontologies 
that could acknowledge and sustain local cultures. Paolo Freire’s contribution to pedagogical models 
featured a dialogic dynamic of education that validated indigenous knowledge and facilitated a reciprocal 
exchange between teacher and learner. In Pedagogy of the Oppressed (1972), Freire echoes the work of 
Fanon and Memmi in his analysis of the damage incurred by the oppression of both colonizers and subjects, 
concluding that each must liberate themselves. He denounces the Northern narrative of knowledge as a 
“regime of truth,” describing the process of “banking education” in which prescribed knowledge is 
deposited in learners for subsequent withdrawal in the service of colonial power (Freire, 1972, in Clarke, 
2011, p. 61). The acceptance of an exogenous model of instruction or mode of communication without 
reflection on its impact is a manifestation of oppression. Instead, Freire encourages the fusion of insight 
with action in his notion of “praxis.”  

Knowledge production and ideology are inherently complicated by the roles that the respective 
agents, beneficiaries, and subjects occupy. Cultural domination does not exist as a clear binary formation 
between colonizer and colonized, perpetrator and victim, subject and object.  While most societies identify 
their citizens as belonging to an In-group with specific traits and goals distinct from those of other 
geopolitical groups, binaries serve to essentialize the diverse composition and aspirations of a people. 
Clearly, no citizenry is monolithic: the process of constructing a national or collective identity also serves 
to negate the contributions of marginalized subgroups (Spivak, 1988). Yet, since the central tension of a 
subaltern group is with Western domination, it may be necessary to strategically essentialize a culture for 
the purpose of liberatory social activism. The danger, Spivak cautions, is that this process can actually serve 
to reinscribe and perpetuate neo-colonial domination by its dependence upon Western texts and 
representations to articulate the struggle. Subgroups defined by class, ethnicity, race, or religion may be 
expected to suppress their agendas in the public sphere in the name of unity against external domination. 
Thus, within the target culture, the “heard” voices are those privileged with access to education, economic 
means, and government representation; in other words, a system of “class apartheid” is engendered in which 
the elite segments of society are more likely to accommodate institutions of Western power (Kapoor, 2004). 
This group is the targeted student market of most IBCs, which is not representative of national 
demographics in host countries. Thus, the group that has already benefitted materially from Western 
influences – the national elite – embraces and perpetuates the attendant values by choosing to attend 
institutions that replicate them, further exacerbating class differences within the host countries. 

Bhabha (1984) also addresses the process of essentialization as an attack on nationhood through 
narrative representation that informs social structures. He takes issue with the binary oppositions between 
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“colonizer” and “colonized” that Fanon and Memmi discuss, arguing that this relationship is more 
ambivalent and discursive. Bhabha (1994) also examines cultural hybridity and mimesis as complicating 
factors of identity but suggests that each formulation of the subaltern identity creates space for resistance 
to colonial power. In both cases, the subject adopts elements of the dominant culture in order to survive a 
repressive regime or to advance within it by mimicking aspects of the colonizers. Hybridity describes a 
more involuntary process through which behaviors, language, and beliefs may be absorbed by the subaltern 
on the basis of their efficacy within a colonial context. Through exposure to a duality of cultures, elements 
of each are retained, so that neither culture exists unaffected by the other. Conversely, mimesis is an 
expression of agency by the subject who selectively assumes features of the dominant culture to thrive 
within it. There is an element of parody in mimesis, where the subaltern reconstructs his identity based on 
that of the colonizer, but simultaneously rejects it: 

(M)imicry represents an ironic compromise… the desire for a reformed, recognizable Other, as a 
subject of a difference that is almost the same, but not quite… Mimicry is, thus, the sign of a double 
articulation; a complex strategy of reform, regulation, and discipline, which "appropriates" the 
Other as it visualizes power (1984, p. 126). 
Bhabha’s explication of cultural appropriation goes beyond binary categorizations to show both the 

reciprocal “osmosis” that occurs between/among proximate cultures and the role of the subaltern subject in 
exercising agency to negotiate it. These processes are clearly in play within a bicultural educational setting: 
the imported culture of a Western university will necessarily transform the host institution, just as it will be 
altered from that of the original home campus. Host country nationals (including students, faculty, and 
administrators) at the branch campus must continuously define their place in the interstices between the 
two cultures. In order to more effectively balance the perception and practice of cultural agency at IBCs, 
institutions should provide opportunities for expatriate staff and faculty to learn local languages and 
customs in order to assimilate to the workplace and host culture (Gopal, 2011; Pyvis, 2011). The resulting 
message that cultural familiarity is reciprocal serves to equalize host and expat norms by challenging the 
comfort zone of Western staff and creating an authentic exchange of culture. 
Sovereignty 

For the purpose of this discussion, “sovereignty” here refers to the provenance of knowledge, 
values, and subjective histories of a people, rather than control of the geopolitical boundaries imposed by 
imperial powers. The erasure of indigenous sovereignty was a result of the imperialist quest to exert 
economic, political, religious, and military domination and exploitation over subject nations, yet it is the 
subjugation of beliefs and ideas that endures as coloniality. The cumulative erosion of national sovereignty 
is evident in the governmental, legal, and social structures of formerly colonized nations, such that both 
internal and external forces continue to reinforce Western values and logic. As Parmar (2015) describes: 

After gaining independence in the 1950s and 1960s, the leaders of new nations in the developing 
world were eager to gain Western knowledge, in the belief that understanding the ideas and the 
technology of the former colonial power would enable them to gain a greater degree of economic 
and political independence…Thus, access to Western knowledge became a new source of rivalry 
in many countries. More importantly, Western style learning also re-oriented the elites in 
developing countries toward the global centers of power and capital and away from their own 
national traditions (p. 4). 
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This foundation set the stage for new leaders to embrace the model established under colonialism 
in order to retain their privileged status and power. The concept of “Coloniality of Power” traces the 
historical role of imperialism, global capitalism, and labor relations in the suppression of indigenous 
cultures within the Americas that resulted in Europe’s rise to dominance in the world order and subsequent 
formulations of control (Quijano, 2000). The legacy that endures is the emulation of Western institutional 
structures, values, and knowledge in the Global South. Walter Mignolo (2003) expands upon this theme 
with a definition of “the colonial difference,” the perspectives from the Global South that resist the 
Eurocentric narrative of modernity. Yet even in acts of resistance, the representational tools available to the 
subaltern are formulated from Western positivism. He refers to the “Coloniality of Knowledge” and 
“Coloniality of Being” to locate the exercise of Western power within specific realms of human experience 
and to demonstrate its ubiquity. By situating resistance within its territorial origins and temporal histories 
of the South, there is potential to challenge Western epistemologies, languages, and logics. 

“Science” (knowledge and wisdom) cannot be detached from language; languages are not just 
“cultural” phenomena in which people find their “identity”; they are also the location where 
knowledge is inscribed. And, since languages are not something human beings have but rather 
something of what human beings are, coloniality of power and of knowledge engendered the 
coloniality of being (Mignolo, 2003, p. 669). 
The next step in regaining intellectual sovereignty, according to Mignolo, is to decolonize the 

epistemologies and indigenous histories that inform the culture and shape the worldview. This process is 
complicated by the layers of coloniality; it is not simply a shift from a Western to a subaltern narrative, or 
a blanket rejection of Eurocentric knowledges. As de Sousa Santos (2018) explains, “(s)ince colonialism is 
a co-creation, however asymmetrical, decolonizing entails decolonizing both the knowledge of the 
colonized and the knowledge of the colonizer” (p. 107). To reclaim intellectual sovereignty, non-Western 
scholarship might generate a more reciprocal cultural exchange by identifying comparative aspects of local 
epistemologies, histories, and values to both valorize the local and to educate Western scholars on alternate 
approaches and perspectives. The challenge is to generate knowledge that is additive to - rather than 
imitative of - the hegemonic. 
Concluding Thoughts 

The internationalization of higher education through IBCs has effectively come to mean 
“Westernization,” due to the aspiration to replicate U.S. and European academic institutions in the Global 
South and East. Access, curricular content, faculty qualifications, and governance of exported models are 
designed to mirror Western institutions rather than reflecting the local cultures and contexts of host 
countries. The advent of IBCs represents a recent manifestation of globalization, rooted in economic 
expansion to new markets and new sources of revenue for Western universities with declining funding, 
rising costs, and a shrinking domestic student population. As postcolonial theorists would argue, this 
dynamic has perpetuated colonialism by constructing standards and aspirational goals that serve to validate 
Western norms and reinscribe coloniality. 

The cultural disconnects between IBCs and home institutions reveal the distinctive values, 
resources and needs of their respective societies, yet the core issue is the existence of historic structural 
inequities rather than a lack of sufficient cultural sensitivity. The project of constructing empire – either 
geopolitical or epistemological – necessitates the suppression of subject identity, agency, and sovereignty, 
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and IBCs have demonstrated intent and progress toward this end. The inevitable disparities between home 
institutions and branch campuses threaten the perceived legitimacy of both, yet each strives for 
homogeneity of content, instruction, and services that ignore or deny cultural context. Universal acceptance 
of education as a public good has been conflated with adaptation to Western standards and approaches. In 
addition, the myriad motivations of stakeholders in transnational higher education further complicate the 
dismantling of its inherent coloniality. As a result, resistance to the hegemonic features of TNE is difficult. 

Therefore, any strategy to reverse the perpetuation of coloniality must address these drivers at their 
respective levels. While effective leadership and intercultural competence are crucial for any successful 
educational venture, they are insufficient to change the developmentalist narrative of the branch campus 
project. Efforts to preserve meaningful international collaboration will need to change fundamentally at the 
structural level, resulting in more equitable partnerships between institutions and comparable requirements 
to embrace and validate the cultural difference. This can be implemented through enforcement of regulatory 
requirements by host country ministries, requiring foreign institutions to comply with national educational 
standards and goals while operating within the country. Western universities can opt for local partners in 
target countries to provide more joint or dual degrees, ensuring that the respective institutional criteria are 
met. Regional and national accrediting authorities can negotiate reciprocal recognition of curricula and 
degree programs for more flexible mobility and portability. Students can be encouraged to foster dual sets 
of cultural and linguistic competencies, to provide both local and multinational employers a more versatile 
skills set. And faculty who opt to teach or conduct research abroad should be expected to invest in in-depth 
cultural training before accepting contracts or grants, rather than engaging in “academic tourism” that is 
represented as international expertise. More broadly, all stakeholders in transnational education must be 
vigilant that the forms and content of knowledge production meet the highest standards of educational 
quality within the context of practice, rather than merely accepting the narrative of “cultural supremacy” of 
the West. 
 

 

REFERENCES 
Adegbol, C. U., Krisagbedo, E. C., and Eze, V. E. (2012). Mother tongue education as agency of 

decolonisation: Implications for national development in Nigeria. Developing Country Studies, 
2(11). 

Alatas, S. H. (2000). Intellectual imperialism: Definition, traits, and problems. Southeast Asian Journal of 
Social Science, 28(1), 23-45. 

Altbach, P. G. (1991). Patterns in higher education development. Prospects, 21, 189-203. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02336060 

Altbach, P. G. (2001). Academic freedom: International realities and challenges. Higher Education, 
41(1/2): 205–219. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1026791518365 

Altbach, P. G. (2004). Globalization and the university: Myths and realities in an unequal world. Tertiary 
Education and Management, 10(1), 3-25. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:TEAM.0000012239.55136.4b 

Altbach, P. G. (2010). Why branch campuses may be unsustainable. International Higher Education, 58, 
2-3. https://doi.org/10.6017/ihe.2010.58.8467   



 

 

 

30 

Altbach, P. G., & Knight, J. (2007). The internationalization of higher education: Motivations and realities. 
Journal of Studies in International Education, 11(3-4), 290-305. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1028315307303542 

Andreotti, V. (2007), The contribution of postcolonial theory to development education. DEA Thiinkpieces. 
Think Global. https://think-global.org.uk/resource/the-contributions-of-postcolonial-theory-to-
development-education/ 

Barnard, R., & McLellan, J. (Eds.). (2013). Codeswitching in university English-medium classes: Asian 
perspectives. Multilingual Matters. 

Bhabha, H. (1984). Of mimicry and man: The ambivalence of colonial discourse. October, 28, 125-33. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/778467 

Bhabha, H. (1994). The location of culture. Routledge. 
Bori, P. (2018). Language textbooks in the era of neoliberalism. Milton Taylor & Francis. 
Clarke, L. (2011). The decolonization of higher education: An analysis of the 2009 Venezuelan Ley 

Orgánica de Educación (unpublished dissertation). University of Massachusetts Amherst. 
Clifford, M., & Kinser, K. (2016). How much autonomy do international branch campuses really have? 

International Higher Education, 87, 7-9. https://doi.org/10.6017/ihe.2016.87.9500 
Cross-Border Education Research Team (C-BERT). (2020). International campuses survey [Data originally 

collected by Kevin Kinser and Jason E. Lane]. http://cbert.org/resources-data/intl-campus/ 
Craig, R. (2017, May 18). The rise of vocational 2.0 jobs will revolutionize higher education. Forbes. 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/ryancraig/2017/05/18  
de Sousa Santos, B. (2018). The end of the cognitive empire: The coming of age of epistemologies of the 

South. Duke University Press. 
de Wit. H., & Altbach, P. G. (2020). Internationalization in higher education: global trends and 

recommendations for its future. Policy Reviews in Higher Education, 5(1), 1-19. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/23322969.2020.1820898 

Dzulfikar, L.T. (2019, September 20). Welcoming foreign universities: Is it a good deal for Indonesians? 
The Conversation. https://theconversation.com/welcoming-foreign-universities-is-it-a-good-deal-
for-indonesians-123706# 

Elliott, J. & Grigorenko, E. L. (2007). Are Western educational theories and practices truly universal? 
Comparative Education, 43(1), 1-4. https://doi.org/10.1080/03050060601160929 

Fanon, F. (1952). Black skin, white masks. Grove Press. 
Fanon, F. (1961). The wretched of the earth (Trans. C. Farrington). Grove Press. 
Felix J. (2019). The double-edged sword: language as an imperial threat and resistance opportunity in 

international higher education [Paper presentation]. Hội thảo quốc tế “Quốc tế hóa Giáo dục Đại 
học phi Anh ngữ? Internationalization of higher education beyond English? Conference. Hà Nội & 
Hạ Long, Vietnam. 

Freire, V. P. (1972). Pedagogy of the oppressed. Herder and Herder. 
Gandhi, M., & Kumarappa, B. (1953). Towards new education. Navajivan. 
Garrett, R., Kinser, K., Lane, J. & Merola, R. (2016). International branch campuses: Trends and 

developments, 2016. Observatory on Borderless Higher Education. 
http://www.obhe.ac.uk/documents/download?id=l035. 



 

 

31 

Ghabra, S., and Arnold, M. (2007). Studying the American way: An assessment of American-style higher 
education in Arab countries. Washington Institute for Near East Policy. 

Godwin, K. A. (2015). The counter narrative: Critical analysis of liberal education in a global context. New 
Global Studies, 9(3), 223-244. https://doi.org/10.1515/ngs-2015-0033 

Gopal, A. (2011). Internationalization of higher education: Preparing faculty to teach cross-culturally. 
International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education, 23(3), 373-381. 

Gramsci, A., Hoare, Q., & Smith, G. N. (1971). [Quaderni del carcere.] Selections from the prison 
notebooks of Antonio Gramsci (Ed. and Trans. Q. Quintin Hoare & G. N. Smith. Lawrence & 
Wishart. 

Guimon, J. (2016). Universities as multinational enterprises? The multinational university analyzed through 
the eclectic paradigm. Multinational Business Review, 24(3), 216-228. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/MBR-07-2016-0025 

Healey, N. M. (2017). The optimal global integration-local responsiveness tradeoff for an international 
branch campus. Research in Higher Education, 59(5), 623-649. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11162-
017-9480-0 

Healey, N. (2018). International branch campuses, management of. In P. Texeira & J. Shin (Eds.), 
Encyclopedia of international higher education systems and institutions (pp. 1-5). Dordrecht. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-9553-1_253-1 

Hill, C., & Thabet, R. A. (2018). Managing international branch campuses: Lessons learnt from eight years 
on a branch campus in Malaysia. International Journal of Educational Management, 32(2), 310-
322. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-04-2017-0079 

Hilton, B. T. (2011). Frantz Fanon and colonialism: A psychology of oppression. Journal of Scientific 
Psychology, 46-59. 

Holborow, M. (2007). Language, ideology and neoliberalism. Journal of Language and Politics, 6(1): 51-
73. https://doi.org/10.1075/jlp.6.1.05hol 

Holborow, M. (2018). Language skills as human capital? Challenging the neoliberal frame. Language and 
Intercultural Communication, 18(5), 520-532. https://doi.org/10.1075/jlp.6.1.05hol 

Jaschik, S. (2013). Branch anxieties. Inside Higher Ed. 
https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2013/03/05/educators-consider-future-international-
branch-campuses.    

Johnson, R. L., & Gandhi, M. (2005). Gandhi's experiments with truth: Essential writings by and about 
Mahatma Gandhi. Lexington Books.  

Kapoor, I. (2004). Hyper-self-reflexive development? Spivak on representing the Third World Other. Third 
World Quarterly, 25(4), 627-647. https://doi.org/10.1080/01436590410001678898 

Kent, D. (2020). Challenges in a disrupted world: Branch campuses from the United States. International 
Higher Education, 104, 14-15. https://doi.org/10.36197/IHE.2020.104.07 

Khoury, S. D. N., & Khoury, L. (2013). Geopolitics of knowledge: Constructing an indigenous sociology 
from the South. International Review of Modern Sociology, 39(1), 1-28. 

Knight, J. (2011). Education hubs: A fad, a brand, an innovation? Journal of Studies in International 
Education, 15(3), 221-40. 

Kwek, D. (2003). We took them on, they took us over: Academic imperialism and intellectual bondage in 
Asia [Paper presentation]. Critical Management Studies Conference, Lancaster University, UK. 



 

 

 

32 

Lane, J. E. (2011). Importing private higher education: International branch campuses. Journal of 
Comparative Policy Analysis: Research and Practice, 13(4), 367-381. https://doi.org/ 
10.1080/13876988.2011.583106 

Lane, J. E. (2013). Global: Five models of international branch campus facility ownership. In G. Mihut, P. 
G. Altbach, & H. de Wit (Eds.), Understanding higher education internationalization (pp. 49-51). 
Sense. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-6351-161-2_11 

Lane, J. and Kinser, K. (2011) A snapshot of a global phenomenon: The results of the first global survey of 
IBCs [Paper presentation]. Association for the Study of Higher Education conference, Charlotte, 
NC. 

Lanford, M. (2016). Perceptions of higher education reform in Hong Kong: A glocalization perspective. 
International Journal of Comparative Education and Development, 18(3), 184-204. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCED-04-2016-0007 

Lanford, M. (2020). Long term sustainability in global higher education partnerships. In A. Al-Youbi, A. 
Zahed, & W. G. Tierney (Eds.), Successful global collaborations in higher education institutions 
(pp. 87-93). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-25525-1_9 

Lanford, M., & Tierney, W. G. (2016). The international branch campus: Cloistered community or agent 
of social change? In D. Neubauer, J. Hawkins, M. Lee, & C. Collins (Eds.), The Palgrave handbook 
of Asia Pacific higher education (pp. 157-172). Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/978-
1-137-48739-1_11 

Le, H. P., & Barnawi, O. Z. (2015). Where English, neoliberalism, desire and internationalization are alive 
and kicking: Higher education in Saudi Arabia today. Language and Education, 29(6), 545-565. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2015.1059436 

Lo, W. Y. W. (2011). Soft power, university rankings and knowledge production: Distinctions between 
hegemony and self-determination in higher education. Comparative Education, 47(2), 209-222. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03050068.2011.554092 

Mackie, C. (2019). Transnational education and globalization: A look into the complex environment of 
international branch campuses. World Education News and Reviews. https://wenr.wes.org/2019/05 

Maldonado-Torres, N. (2007). On the coloniality of being. Cultural Studies, 21(2-3), 240-270. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09502380601162548 

McBurnie. G., & Ziguras, C. (2007). Transnational education: Issues and trends in offshore higher 
education. Routledge.  

McDonough, T. (2020). Colleges should much more deliberately emphasize the soft skills they say they 
provide students for preparation for jobs. Inside Higher Ed. 
https://www.insidehighered.com/print/views/2020/02/26/ 

McLaren, P. (2015). Reflections on Paulo Freire, critical pedagogy, and the current crisis of capitalism. 
Counterpoints, 500, 17-38.   

Memmi, A., & Sartre, J.-P. (1957). The colonizer and the colonized. Beacon Press. 
Mignolo, W. (2003). The darker side of the Renaissance: Literacy, territoriality, and colonization. 

University of Michigan Press. 
Mignolo, W. (2011). The darker side of Western modernity: Global futures, decolonial options. Duke 

University Press. 



 

 

33 

Murphy, J., & Zhu, J. (2012). Neo-colonialism in the academy? Anglo-American domination in 
management journals. Organization, 19(6), 915-927. https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508412453097 

Nguyen, P. M., Elliott, J. G., Terlouw, C., & Pilot, A. (2009). Neocolonialism in education: Cooperative 
learning, Western pedagogy in an Asian context. Comparative Education, 45(1), 109-130. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03050060802661428 

Nyerere, J. K. (1968). Education for self-reliance: A proposal for sweeping changes in the educational 
system and philosophy of Tanzania. Agromisa. 

OECD. (2019). Economic outlook for Southeast Asia, China, and India 2019. OECD Development Centre. 
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/development/economic-outlook-for-southeast-asia-china-and-
india-2019_saeo-2019-en 

Parmar, I. (2015). The “big 3” foundations and American global power. American Journal of Economics 
and Sociology, 74(4), 676-703. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajes.12115 

Phan, L. H. (2013). Issues surrounding English, the internationalization of higher education and national 
cultural identity in Asia: A focus on Japan. Critical Studies in Education, 54(2), 160-175.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/17508487.2013.781047 

Piller, I., & Cho, J. (2013). Neoliberalism as language policy. Language in Society, 42(1), 23-44.  
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404512000887 

Pyvis, D. (2011). The need for context-sensitive measures of educational quality in transnational higher 
education. Teaching in Higher Education, 16(6), 733-744. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2011.570436 

Quijano, A. (2000). Coloniality of power, Eurocentrism, and Latin America. International Sociology, 15(2), 
215-232. https://doi.org/10.1177/0268580900015002005 

Ramachandran, R. (2017). Medium of instruction policies and efficacy of educational systems in Sub-
Saharan Africa. Accountability in education: Meeting our commitments. UNESCO. 
https://en.unesco.org/gem-report/report/2017/accountability-education 

Regmi, K. D., Andema, S., & Asselin, M. (2020). Literacy for self-reliance: A critical exploration of 
Nyerere’s legacy in Tanzanian education policies. International Review of Education: Journal of 
Lifelong Learning, 66(1), 53-74. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11159-020-09824-3 

Sidhu, R. (2009). The “brand name” research university goes global. Higher Education, 57(2), 125-140. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-008-9136-2 

Sidhu, R. (2015). Using postcolonial scholarship to address equity in transnational higher education. 
Learning and Teaching: The International Journal of Higher Education in the Social Sciences, 
8(1), 73-94. https://doi.org/10.3167/latiss.2015.080105 

Siltaoja, M., Juusola, K., & Kivijärvi, M. (2019). “World-class” fantasies: A neocolonial analysis of 
international branch campuses. Organization, 26(1), 75-97. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508418775836 

Smits, J., Huisman, J., & Kruijff, K. (2008). Home language and education in the developing world. 
UNESCO. 

Spivak, G. (1988). Can the subaltern speak? In C. Nelson and L. Grossberg (Eds.) Marxism and 
interpretation of culture (pp. 271-313). University of Illinois Press. 

Spivak, G. (2003). A conversation with Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak: Politics and the imagination. Signs: 
Journal of Women in Culture and Society, 28(2), 609-624. 



 

 

 

34 

Stein, S. (2021). Internationalizing the curriculum: Conceptual orientations and practical implications in 
the shadow of Western hegemony. In J. J. Lee (Ed.), US power in international higher education 
(pp. 187-206). Rutgers University Press. 

Teferra, D., & Altbach, P. G. (2004). African higher education: Challenges for the 21st century. Higher 
Education, 47(1), 21-50. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:HIGH.0000009822.49980.30 

Tierney, W., & Lanford, M. (2015). An investigation of the impact of international branch campuses on 
organizational culture. Higher Education, 70(2), 283-298. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:HIGH.0000009822.49980.30 

Tikly, L. (2001). Globalisation and education in the postcolonial world: Towards a conceptual framework. 
Comparative Education, 37(2), 151-171. https://doi.org/10.1080/03050060124481 

Tikly, L. (2004). Education and the new imperialism. Comparative Education, 40(2), 173-198. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0305006042000231347 

Thiong’o, N. (1986). Decolonising the mind: The politics of language in African literature. James Currey. 
UNESCO and OECD. (2005). Guidelines for quality provision in cross-border higher education. Author. 

http://www.oecd.org/education/skills-beyond-school/35779480.pdf 
Vora, N. (2015) Is the university universal? Mobile (re) constitutions of American academia in the Gulf 

Arab States. Anthropology and Education Quarterly, 46(1), 19-36. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/aeq.12085 

Wilkins, S. (2016). Establishing international branch campuses: A framework for assessing opportunities 
and risk. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management, 38(2),167-182. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2016.1150547 

Wilkins, S. (2020). Two decades of international branch campus development, 2000–2020: A review. 
International Journal of Educational Management, 35(1), 311-326. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-
08-2020-0409 

Wilkins, S., Balakrishnan, M. S., & Huisman, J. (2012). Student choice in higher education: Motivations 
for choosing to study at an international branch campus. Journal of Studies in International 
Education, 16(5), 413-433. https://doi.org/10.1177/1028315311429002 

Wilkins, S., Butt, M. M., Kratochvil, D., and Balakrishnan, M. S. (2015). The effects of social identification 
and organizational identification on student commitment, achievement and satisfaction in higher 
education. Studies in Higher Education, 41(12), 2232-2252. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2015.1034258 

Wilkins, S., & Huisman, J. (2012). The international branch campus as transnational strategy in higher 
education. Higher Education, 64(5), 627-645. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-012-9516-5 

Ziguras, C. (2008). The cultural politics of transnational education: Ideological and pedagogical issues for 
teaching staff. In L. Dunn & M. Wallace (Eds.), Teaching in transnational education (pp. 44-54). 
Routledge. 

 
 

Dr. Lauren Clarke is the Vice Rector for Student Success and International Relations at Sampoerna University in 
Jakarta, Indonesia. Dr. Clarke has served as a senior administrator at Amherst College, the School for International 
Training, Dartmouth College, the American Councils for International Education, the American University in 
Bulgaria, Johns Hopkins’ School for Advanced International Studies, and the Wharton School. She has also 



 

 

35 

participated in international projects for the U.S. Department of State, USAID, and foreign ministries, managing 
educational initiatives in Eastern Europe and Eurasia. She has taught courses in critical pedagogy, applied ethics, 
international development, and cultural studies; her research interests include comparative education policy in 
transitional states and the political economy of higher education. 


