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Internationalization and Programmatic Diversity of Higher 

Education Institutions—A Case Study of University of Toronto 

with Organizational Theory1

Internationalization is a sweeping force for global research universities. For higher education institutions 
(HEIs), international students stand for global competency. They not only bring economic, research, and 
cultural benefits, but also enhance institution’s global reputation. The global distribution of international 
students has experienced exponential growth due to the equal access to cross-border education and prosperity 
of knowledge economy in the 21st century. In definition of this paper, international students refer to students 
enrolled in tertiary-level education programs, specifically levels 5 and 6 in the 2011 International Standard 
Classification of Education (ISCED), or the equivalent of bachelor’s degree programs and above. OECD 
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As the most vivacious agents of internationalization, international students and their expanded enrollment have 

inevitably impacted the institutional diversity of higher education system, among which programmatic diversity 

bears the utmost prominence. As a critical structure of internationalization, programs reflect and reflect on 

institutional change of higher education institutions. When it comes to analyzing internationalization in higher 

education, systematic studies have been completed from the prospective of the institution itself, market and 

government. In terms of analyzing the contributors of institutional diversity, the bulk of studies target 

organizational theory as the efficient explanatory framework for diversity of higher education institutions. By 

combining internationalization analytical framework and organizational theory, the former perspective helps to 

explain programmatic diversification in institution’s opinion and the latter one can work for government and market. 

Based on these two theories, five hypotheses are proposed as signals to lead the whole thesis. In order to figure out 

(a) what factors contribute to the diversification process of programs; (b) what effects have been caused by the 

expansion enrollment of international students to programmatic diversity in Canada, this paper opts for a 

most-likely case study—the University of Toronto (U of T). As an empirical study, this paper has testified five 

hypotheses and concludes that (a) international students have significant correlation with programmatic 

diversification; (b) but, the effect of its expansion enrollment is mainly economic; (c) administrative directives and 

other factors like academic norms still dominate some faculties. 

Keywords: internationalization, programmatic diversity, higher education, organizational theory, case study 

                                                        
1  This paper is a conference paper presented in the 4th International Conference on Canadian, Chinese and African Sustainable 
Urbanization (ICCCASU 2021), July 28-31, 2021, Canada (Virtual).  

Ting Du, M.A., School of English and International Studies, Beijing Foreign Studies University, Beijing, China. Her research 
interests are globalization and higher education, higher education policy, and international comparative higher education. 

DAVID  PUBLISHING 

D 



INTERNATIONALIZATION AND PROGRAMMATIC DIVERSITY  

 

153 

reported that the number of international students pursuing tertiary degrees abroad has increased on average by 
4.8% per year between 1998 and 2018 (OECD, 2020, p. 226). 

On the other side of the story, expansion of higher education has rendered diversity “a tool to 
accommodate growing student numbers” (Widiputera, Witte, Groot, & Brink, 2017, p. 49). “The expansion and 
diversification of higher education are twin phenomena” (Zha, 2009, p. 41). Internationalization is coupled with 
institutional diversity which refers to “the variety of higher education institutions within a higher education 
system” (Huisman, Lepori, Seeber, Frølich, & Scordato, 2015, p. 1). When it comes to internal variety, study 
programs are an overriding variable that “reflects the horizontal and vertical structures of any given higher 
education system” (Guri-Rosenblit, Šebková, & Teichler, 2007, p. 4). In order to avoid ambiguity in 
understanding, programs discussed in this thesis are degree programs only, short-term programs and exchange 
programs not included. Obviously, when integration is a high priority for international student experiences, 
opening up all degrees to international students within the campus is the inevitable and fundamental fact. For 
programs, the attribute of “being international” is normally defined for domestic students because of crossing 
border. For international students, they are accessible to all degree programs, making the conception of 
“programs” equivalent to “international programs” in the context of a foreign education institution.  

Undoubtedly, universities have managed to take actions in order to better accommodate inbound students 
when internationalization has been regarded as an essential dimension of the higher education picture. However, 
has the expansion of international student enrollment somehow changed programmatic diversity of major world 
universities which boast international students? Canada serves as a qualified research object to answer such a 
question. The absolute number of international students in Canada is noteworthy. Among the top destinations 
for international students, Canada is the 4th largest destination (Project Atlas, 2019). Besides, Canada has 
witnessed striking growth rate of international students. The number of international students in 2017 is a 20% 
annual increase for Canadian HE system compared to a 1.5% in the US (NAFSA, 2019, p. 10). Proportionally, 
Canada has 21.4% of international students in higher education, the world’s second largest proportion 
compared with Australia’s 28% (Project Atlas, 2019). Above all, for Canada, programmatic diversity functions 
as a unique lens to institutional development of HE in an era of Globalization 4.0. “The lack of external 
diversity in Canadian universities has been offset, to some degree, by internal diversity within some institutions, 
particularly pursuant to federation or affiliation agreements” (Skolnik, 1986, p. 28). 

Ontario is the most representative province for Canadian international education. Traditionally, Ontario, 
British Columbia and Quebec are the three giants in terms of international student enrollment. Within the 
milieu of Canada, Ontario is the paramount destination for international students with 48% of Canadian 
inbound students in 2019. Ontario has the largest provincial university system in Canada, in sum including 23 
public universities and 26 colleges (Ministry of Education, Ontario). Ontario also enjoys a history of 
celebrating diversification of higher education system. In 2012, Ontario’s Ministry of Training, Colleges and 
Universities (MTCU) issued administrative imperatives in order to instruct HEIs in Ontario to pursue further 
institutional differentiation. Although some scholars have made predictions on such a progressive policy (Fallis, 
2013; Milian, Davies, & Zarifa, 2016), most of the studies are theoretical without solid quantitative base. 
Ontario’s governmental policy as a major background, this paper will evaluate programmatic diversity of 
Canada by combining empirical data and theoretical hypotheses. Mere presence of international students 
doesn’t “help internationalize the campus” (Knight, 2011, p. 14), it begs the question: 

(a) How has the variety of programs in Canada behaved? 
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(b) How can we explain the programmatic diversification from the perspective of government, market, and 
institution itself? 

(c) How has the expansion of international students enrolled in Canadian universities influenced its 
programmatic diversity in the last decade? 

Why Programs Matter for Internationalization of Higher Education? 
Generally speaking, programs are worthy research subjects in higher education. First of all, programs are 

concrete metrics to evaluate quality of higher education. One venue to enhance the quality of higher education 
is “standardization of educational programs to generate knowledge” (Zolfaghari, 2009, p. 7). In addition, 
programs are strategic tools for universities to respond to pressures from different stakeholders. “Programs can 
be seen as one of policy instruments or, more generally, as one of the ways policy is actually translated into 
action” (Knight, 2004, p. 16). Lastly, programs are visible practice of policies. “Within higher education, 
policies are overall procedures or methods designed for program administration. Policies translated into 
practice become programs” (Lindsay, 1990, p. 209).  

Internationalization substantiates the variety of programs. The widely cited definition of Jane Knight took 
internationalization as “the process of integrating an international, intercultural or global dimension into the 
purpose, function or delivery of post-secondary education” (Knight, 2004, p. 11). In Knight’s original ideas, 
delivery “refers to the offering of education courses and programs either domestically or in other countries” (p. 
12). Programmatic diversity symbolizes institutional change of HEIs. “Diversity discourse and the existence of 
diversity programs suggest institutional change” (Berrey, 2011, p. 590). International students and diverse 
programs are cardinal parts of international activities. “Given the increase in demand for higher education, 
there are new providers, delivery methods, and types of programs” (Knight, 2004, p. 7). At institutional level, 
programs are one of the four carriers of cross-border higher education along with people, providers and 
knowledge (Knight, 2004). Specifically speaking, programs are “structural arrangements that provide 
cross-border technical assistance and educational cooperation programs” (Mitchell & Nielsen, 2016, p. 9). 

Literature Review 
Definition of Programmatic Diversity 

Programmatic diversity is a branch concept of institutional diversity in higher education which is believed 
to be virtuous with benefits (Berrey, 2011). Definitions are multiple in terms of differentiation, diversity and 
diversification (Huisman et al., 2015). This paper has adopted Rossi (2009)’s definition of diversification: “the 
process whereby each institution changes, over time, relative to its own past configuration, by changing the 
proportions of different sub-units that it includes; the overall number of sub-units present in the institution can 
remain the same, or it can increase or decrease.” (p. 395). As one aspect of institutional diversity, the definition 
of programmatic diversity is originated from Birnbaum (1983)—“Programmatic diversity relates to the degree 
level, degree area, comprehensiveness, mission, and emphasis of programs and services provided by the 
institutions” (pp. 37-56). This paper aspired to reveal how programmatic diversity of one HEI has evolved 
when faced with expansion enrollment of international students. 

Programmatic Diversity  
The author’s review of literatures about institutional diversity follows the logic from factors to theories 

that are available to explain institutional diversity dynamics. A gargantuan part of attention to institutional 
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diversity has been invested in extrapolating factors contributing to or constraining the level of diversity 
institutional diversity (Reichert, 2009; Huisman et al., 2015). Generally speaking, these factors are not 
independent determinants (see Maassen & Potman, 1990; Rhoades, 1990; Guri-Rosenblit, Sebkova, & Teichler, 
2007; Yang, 2010; Praphamontripong, 2010; McCaig, 2011). Rather, their impression on higher education 
systems can be concomitant and mixed (see Table 1). Government, institution, and market are three major 
agents in the entire discussion. 

 

Table 1 
Factors Promoting or Undermining Diversity in HEIs  
Aspects of institutional diversity Promoting diversity Undermining diversity 

Funding structure 
a) “Separate funding sources”. 
b) “Freedom of universities to set their own 
tuition fees”. 

a) “A large share of government funding”.  
b) “Limited freedom of universities to set 
student fees”. 

Internal organizations 

a) “Increased autonomy of public 
universities”. 
b) “Attempt of universities to make best use 
of their local human and other resources”. 

a) “Increasing convergence of managerial 
regimes and organizational cultures”. 
b) “Power of academics to defend their own 
norms and values”. 

Mission orientation 

a) “Public policies allowing universities to be 
active in different core areas”. 
b) “Massification of higher education and 
financial constraints” change universities’ 
mission priority. 

“Lack of mechanisms promoting horizontal 
differentiation alongside the research 
dimension”.  

Note. Source: edited based on Rossi, 2010, p. 46.  

Stakeholders 
Government remains powerful when it comes to higher education system development (see Birnbaum, 

1983; Morphew, 2006). The effect of government regulation on institutional diversity is conditional and 
uncertain, which can be reduction force, accelerating diversity (Salini & Turri, 2016) or static with no obvious 
change (Erhardt & Von Kotzebue, 2016).  

For the institution itself, different properties may account for diversity change. Understanding and 
measuring institutional diversity requires taking into account the “complex reality of institutional responses and 
the internal mix of their institutional missions” (Reichert, 2009, p. 6). Frølich and Stensaker (2010) 
demonstrated that institutional profile especially institutional identities influence the practices whether student 
recruitment strategies respond to excellence or diversity (Frølich & Stensaker, 2010, p. 359). Fumasoli and 
Huisman (2013) explored how institutional positioning influences the level of diversity within higher education 
systems, specifically speaking, how universities respond to governmental policies and competitions from other 
institutions when they address diversity issues strategically.  

From the perspective of market, Rossi (2009) empirically proved that diversity should not be taken for 
granted as natural outcome of competition among institutions. Teixeira, Rocha, Biscaia, and Cardoso (2012) 
provided an empirical study about programmatic diversity in Portuguese HEIs and concluded that competition 
has induced specialization in the private sector of education. In contrary, Fumasoli (2011) argued for more 
institutional differentiation under environmental pressures that “universities are better off when they 
differentiate themselves according to one or more dimensions of the niche” (p. 163). Salini and Turri (2016) 
rooted for competition and de-differentiation and argued that “universities are encouraged to adopt strategical 
behaviors and to seek new market niches” (p. 1167).  
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Theoretical Perspectives 
Theoretically, scholars are concerned about explanatory models for institutional diversity dynamics. How 

to explain the process of institutional diversification usually falls into three theoretical perspectives of 
organizational theory: “the population ecology perspective, the resource dependency perspective and the 
institutional isomorphism perspective” (Van Vught, 2008, p. 153). These three perspectives are different but 
possess common assumptions that HEIs and their environment have mutually restraining relationships (see 
Hannan & Freeman, 1989; Stevens, 2007).  

Canadian studies and their own analysis of institutional diversity of higher education are slow and partial. 
The earliest influential study is conducted by Skolnik (1986) where he assessed Canadian higher education 
system with the US as an evaluation benchmark. Afterwards, Skolnik (2013) reviewed how official policies 
addressed the interest of institutional diversity through discourse. Marshall (2008) provided an appallingly 
rough analysis about forces behind the expansion of bachelor degrees and programs in Canada. In order to 
predict the effect of Ontario’s diversity promotion policies in 2012, Fallis (2013) referred to institutional 
isomorphism perspective to argue less institutional diversity and more similarity within the entire higher 
education system. Milian et al. (2016) employed the perspective of institutional isomorphism to predict the 
de-differentiation of Ontario HEIs. Buzzelli and Allison (2017) harnessed organizational theory to reveal how 
Ontario’s special higher education reform—strategic mandate agreement (SMA) influence Ontario’s HEIs. 
Bouchard St-Amant, Brabant and Germain (2020) studied Quebec’s funding enrollment-based formula to HEIs 
which was a reform since 2018 and its effect on HEI’s strategic behavior and admission outcomes.  

Governmental policies, market and institution positioning are three major themes. Scholars agree that 
institutional diversity is a normative value whereas in reality it leads to different institutional arrangements 
since the needs of students and faculties will differ. “In order to investigate the effects of policies and trends on 
diversity in higher education systems, it is important to specify which aspect of the system the concept of 
diversity is applied to, and to study it separately from other aspects” (Rossi, 2010, pp. 29-30).  

Research Niche 
As one single dimension of institutional diversity, specific studies on programmatic diversity are limited, 

yet the existing literature on measurement of institutional diversity is abundant with a long history (Birnbaum, 
1983; Huisman, 2009; Teixeira et al., 2012; Huisman et al., 2015). Most of these studies are horizontal that they 
attempt to describe the intricacy and complexity of institutional diversity with operationalized indicators in a 
static status. Seldom do they apply longitudinal analysis or combine longitudinal and horizontal dimensions 
together (Teixeira et al., 2012). In order to reveal practical changes in programs, this paper has traced the 
history of programmatic diversity and contributed to the academic field with a comprehensive longitudinal 
analysis. By probing how organizational arrangements affect the process of programmatic diversity, this paper 
can make certain difference to the field of diversity studies with the help of two dominant perspectives—the 
institutional positioning perspective and the resource dependency perspective.  

Theoretical Framework 
Analysis of internationalization and programmatic diversity in the past are curiously separate from each 

other. Internationalization of higher education as a research area is more positivistic than normative. Therefore, 
its theoretical framework is developing in accompany with insufficient empirical verification. Traditional 
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analysis of internationalization in higher education is tri-variate (see Clark, 1983; Rumbley, 2010). Clark’s 
Triangle in 1983 is chosen in this paper “as a means of explaining and measuring the resilience of systems of 
post-secondary education” (Lang, 2015, p. 1) (see Table 2).  

 

Table 2 
Clark’s Internationalization Cycle 

 
Note. Source: Clark, 1983. 

 

Organizational theory is the mainstream choice to explain institutional diversity, by all means, 
programmatic diversity included. As an eclectic field, organizational theory studies the organizational behavior 
of universities and colleges with strong personification. HEIs are vulnerable facing pressures from “external 
influences as changing economic conditions and the agendas of legislators, corporate and philanthropic 
foundations, accrediting bodies, and state education commissions” (Kuh, 2003, p. 269). On the other hand, 
HEIs initiate new balance dynamics when they become more or less independent from the environment (Zha, 
2009). Institutional positioning theory and resource dependency theory are evolutionary organizational theories 
which “conceive of organizational change as adaptations to shifting environments, competition, and population 
changes, with organizations proceeding through ongoing cycles of variation, selection, and retention of 
practices, policies, or forms” (Howley & Sturges, 2018, p. 6). Institutional positioning is a necessary condition 
for resource dependency theory and a prerequisite for HEIs when adapting strategies to fit environmental 
standards. Based on the assumptions of these two theories from three angles of internationalization (university, 
government, market), five hypotheses are proposed which serve as the foundation for hypothesis-testing 
methodology and research design. 

Governmental Leverage 
A note of caution concerning governance in international education resides in the magnitudes of 

understandings, interpretations and realization (Bartell, 2003). The influential power of governments in higher 
education is majorly two aspects—legislative and financial. The autonomy of universities remains constrained 
by legislative frameworks, “internal structural characteristics and the external developments of the policy 
context” (Mosneaga & Agergaard, 2012, p. 534) since “increased autonomy often comes with strings attached” 
(Huisman, 2009, p. 357). Cerna (2014) observed that the success of the internationalization of universities 
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depends on its synergy with the national policy. Being said, governments and universities are equally important 
when coping with international higher education because they are two attributing factors pulling international 
students to their receiving countries (Bhandari, Robles, & Farrugia, 2018, p. 2). 

Institutional Positioning Theory 
Universities are regarded as instrumental agents of internationalization (De Wit & Altbach, 2020, p. 9). In 

addition, how to satisfy the increasing needs of diverse students and faculty body presents challenges to 
universities. Or in Knight’s words, the pressing concern for universities is about “embracing the importance of 
the international dimension of higher education and developing policies and priorities in response to the new 
demands and opportunities stimulated by globalization” (as cited in Ninomiya, Knight, & Watanabe, 2009, p. 
117). Diversification is the destiny for modern universities because “diversity helps universities to cope with 
the new functions and to better meet the new demands coming from an enlarged audience of stakeholders 
(students, labour market actors, companies, institutions)” (Goglio & Regini, 2017, p. 2). 

Fumasoli and Huisman (2013) contended that institutional positioning of HEIs impacts system diversity 
and it should be incorporated into the discussion of diversity in higher education. “Institutional positioning in 
higher education is the process through which higher education institutions locate themselves in specific niches 
within the higher education system” (Fumasoli & Huisman, 2013, p. 160). How HEIs define themselves in a 
higher education system is a determinant for their diversification performance. “HEIs are not only 
organizations, but should be understood as institutions, with a mission, that attach significant weight to issues 
of history, tradition, norms, and path-dependency” (Teixeira et al., 2012, p. 350). Taking one institutional 
positioning aims partly to evade competition by “carving out a sustainable niche” (Fumasoli & Huisman, 2013, 
p. 162) and partly to seize more market share (for students and for revenues).  

Apart from programs, institutional profile of HEIs presents their institutional positioning with mission 
statements and strategic goals in official discourses. Internationalization and its related expressions like “global 
competence”, “global engagement”, and “global perspective” are extremely popular in HEI’s official 
statements when they seriously take internationalization as a priority. Though often denounced, rankings are the 
most visible indicator of status of HEIs. “They offer applicants, alumni, and donors a single metric to 
summarize a multitude of qualitative differences between universities” (Milian et al., 2016, p. 29). Recruiting 
and enrolling international students are conceptually and rhetorically congruent with a bigger picture of 
internationalization agendas for universities at the institutional level. Therefore, for research universities which 
provide comprehensive fields of study, it is natural for one to assume its level of diversity increases with more 
international students enrolled. 

Hypothesis 1: 
Universities which enjoy high global reputation practice programmatic diversification.  

Resource Dependency Theory 
Resource dependency theory is suitable for explaining internal organizational dynamics. Firstly, 

organizational theory believes that HEIs are linked to the external surroundings for their materialistic 
dependence on resources to survive, for instance, students and funding. Secondly, a HEI needs to access 
external resources from actors in the environment and will initiate active innovation when resources are 
relatively scarce. Environmental changes have pushed HEIs to look beyond traditional sources of revenue for 
obtaining new resources. Lastly, resource dependency theory acknowledges fierce competition among 
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organizations. It cares about power dynamics among institutions within a system which “result from 
interorganizational dependencies” (Bastedo & Bowman, 2011, p. 5).  

Competition for resources in market mechanism is a core concept in resource dependency theory. The 
targets of competitive resource are governmental funding and student fees. There are two remarkable 
phenomena in the field of higher education entering the 21st century: (a) “The stagnation or decline in public 
resources allocated to higher education systems in almost all advanced economies” (Goglio & Regini, 2017, p. 
7); (b) harsh competition for students and reputation as major source of revenue. Canada has a strong tradition 
of government taking funding and financial responsibility of universities. Normally speaking, more 
governmental funding means less autonomy and self-determination for HEIs. Conversely, more resources 
coming from students should be able to enhance the innovation of program design and delivery. 

Hypothesis 2: 
Change of governmental funding in revenue composition is negatively correlated with the number of 

programs. 
Hypothesis 3: 
Vice versa, change of student fees is positively correlated with the number of programs. 
Market is another key word for competition embedded in resource dependency theory. Heydinger (1994) 

asserts “Twenty-first century’s higher education must become mission-driven, customer-sensitive, 
enterprise-organized, and results-oriented” (p. 1). Taken as a consumer market “where people normally 
exchange money for desired goods or services” (Clark, 1983, pp. 162-165), universities must be structurally 
responsive “not just to economic opportunities that derive from tapping the global higher education market, but 
more important, to enriching opportunities for global engagement in their teaching and learning environments” 
(Siczek, 2015, p. 15). Public universities should gauge the needs of the marketplace and costumers, and then 
“adapt their product and processes to meet some of these needs” (Powell & Rey, 2015, p. 97). Besides, 
consumer sovereignty determines that students demand good value for their money. Labaree (2012) argued that 
educational consumers dictate the landscape of American higher education and high-status universities cater to 
students’ academic preference. International students have been clientele of university programs. In order to 
satisfy the needs of increasing international students, more programs should be created, especially in the fields 
of study where international students are unneglectable.  

Hypothesis 4: 
Proportion of enrollment of international students is positively correlated with the number of programs 

and fields of study in HEIs. 
Hypothesis 5:  
Proportion of international students in different fields of study is positively correlated with their 

diversification. 

Methodology 
The literature review has highlighted the necessity to describe and explain the effect of expansion of 

international student enrollment on programmatic diversity of Canadian HEIs. Knight (2004) suggests that “at 
the individual, institutional level that the real process of internationalization is taking place” (pp. 6-7). After 
careful consideration, this paper applied case study of programmatic diversity in a decade to provide an 
empirical analysis via the most representative case study of international university in Canada—University of 
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Toronto (U of T), combining its present and past performance from 2010 to 2019. All modern universities are 
struggling for the “tension between the pursuit of knowledge generation as a self-determined institutional 
objective and the statement of national priority as defined in the aims and goals of the tertiary system” (OECD, 
2020, p. 15). It is no exception that U of T has experienced transition of missions and tasks.  

“Education is a borrower discipline, appropriating methodologies from traditional disciplines and having 
no claims to its own methodology” (Leonardo, 2013, p. 602). Case study is traditionally a favorable research 
methodology in educational research. “Research is, after all, producing knowledge about the world—in our 
case, the world of educational practice” (Merriam, 1998, p. 3). The development of case study in education is 
energized by Robert Yin, Sharan Merriam and Robert Stake as the three most notable research methodologists. 
In terms of data analysis, Merriam and Stake prefer case study as a natural qualitative study while Yin believes 
the distinction between qualitative analysis and quantitative analysis is not irreconcilable disparities. 
“Regardless of whether one favors qualitative or quantitative research, there is a strong and essential common 
ground between the two” (Yin, 2002, p. 15). Therefore, the epistemological commitment of this paper chose to 
stand with Yin (2002). Yin (2002) defines case as “a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, 
especially when the boundaries between a phenomenon and context are not clear and the researcher has little 
control over the phenomenon and context” (p. 13). The point of view of Yin and his disciples is to unfold the 
case by “addressing the how or why questions concerning the phenomenon of interest” (Yazan, 2015, p. 138), 
which is of great value for program evaluation. 

The Most Likely Case 
Choosing one university merits special explanation because “Each institution is in the best position to 

determine its own diversity goals in light of its educational objectives” (Alger, 1997, p. 22). Choice of case 
should be careful, theory-guided and nonrandom in Yin’s definition. Selection of U of T is primarily for the 
purpose of hypothesis testing. The advantage of case studies is not seeking “frequencies of occurrences”, but 
“separating the significant few with the insignificant many instances of behavior” (Louis, Keith, & Lawrence, 
2000, p. 185). As such, choosing U of T as a most-likely case is premised on the assumption that it is 
comparatively more significant than any other HEIs in Canada. Compared to Ontario and Canada, the prior 
literature concerning institutional diversity suggests that the higher level of internationalization a university is, 
the more likely it can fit into the organizational theory. U of T holds the highest rankings in all world ranking 
systems for research universities in Canada. If the data contradict the theoretical expectations, this case can be 
powerful to reinvent and even reverse the theory. The logic beneath most likely case design is the inverse 
“Sinatra inference”—“if I cannot make it there, I cannot make it anywhere” (Levy, 2008, p. 12). A single case 
can still be influential when the case study is designed to testify certain theoretical propositions.  

How to Measure Programmatic Diversity 
The author has combined critical analysis and quantitative study zooming one case study—U of T in order 

to fulfill a triple-dimensioned purpose: to depict the picture of programmatic change in the U of T. “There is no 
textbook recipe for how to measure diversity, but the selection of dimensions, variable and analytical methods 
must be seen in the context of the specific goal of the study and its analytical framework” (Huisman et al., 2015, 
p. 8). Therefore, the author chose to testify the correlation between three independent variables—(a) proportion 
of international students in total enrollment; (b) proportion of government funding in total revenue; (c) 
proportion of student fees in total revenue and two dependent variables—(i) the number of university programs; 
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(ii) fields of study, respectively. The time span of national data is set in the range between 2010 and 2018 
whereas data from U of T is 2010-2019 for their availability.  

Case study as “an aggregative synthesis method”, “might be most appropriately applied to descriptive, 
‘thin’ data, for instance from project documents or surveys” (Snilstveit, Oliver, & Vojtkova, 2012, p. 416). The 
author has gathered qualitative data and conducted empirical analysis. By collecting data from Statistics 
Canada and the official website of U of T, this paper has conducted two pairs of correlation testaments by using 
statistics operating tool—SPSS. After completing the quantitative study, thereby, the critical analysis ensued. 
Theoretical assumptions are the benchmark of this paper because “Reality does not make immediate sense to 
people; it has to be filtered through interpretive frameworks” (Leonardo, 2013, p. 600). With the auspices of 
academic papers, official statements, and quantitative data, this paper analyzes the influence of government and 
market on this phenomenon from the perspective of two organizational angles—institutional positioning 
perspective and resource dependency perspective.  

By all means, case study of this paper is not perfectly flawless. It bears some natural shortcomings. For 
example, solely relying on website sources will challenge validity. “It is possible that not all 
internationalization processes taking place at the institution are reflected on the website, or alternatively, 
international activities may be exaggerated for the purposes of publicity and prestige” (Cohen, Yemini, & 
Sadeh, 2014, p. 36). In order to achieve reliability, Yin believed that case study should rely upon diverse 
sources of evidence and data, for which he suggests six types of evidentiary sources: “documentation, archival 
records, interviews, direct observations, participant observation and physical artifacts” (Yazan, 2015, p. 142). 
Apart from documents and archival data from websites, the author has been an exchange student of U of T in 
2017, which can utter certain personal observations about internationalization in Toronto.  

Results  
Programmatic Diversity of the U of T 

U of T is the most world-known university in Canada. It has showed unequivocal diversification of 
programs in the last decade, proving the reasonable statement of Hypothesis 1. The diversity of programs in 
HEIs covers both the number of programs, the number of fields of study, and the types of programs. U of T 
indeed has gone through striking diversification in programs during the last decade (see Figure 1). To begin 
with, the overall number has increased from 131 to 277. Unlike the number of programs, the number of fields 
of study almost remains unchanged for the last decade (see Figure 2). When it comes to types of programs, U of 
T has compiled their programs into two general categories and several subcategories. Regular programs 
include bachelor, master and doctoral degrees. Obviously, it stays quite stable numerically whereas the number 
and type of combined multi-divisional programs has changed drastically over the last decade (see Figure 1). 
This subcategory has an over 10 times growth in its amount from 2010 to 2019. 

Lastly, let’s take a closer look at the combined multi-divisional category itself. In the last decade, 
members of this small unit have not been in tandem with each other as for their growth (see Figure 3). The 
number of Undergraduate/Master programs has been rocketing since 2014 and it accounts for 74% of the 
entire category with 116 programs in 2019. Conjoint program firstly appeared in 2016. Dual degree and double 
degree are new types of programs firstly appearing in 2018. U of T St. George, Mississauga, Scarborough 
provide the entire bunch of undergraduate/master combined degree programs. These three campuses are houses 
to Arts & Science faculties where the number of Undergraduate/Master programs has been soaring. Specifically 
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speaking, growth situation is varied among these three different campuses. Judging from the results, U of T 
Scarborough has dominated the diversification of undergraduate/master combined programs with a pure 
increase of 66 (from 12 to 78) while the number of Mississauga has increased 22 (from 7 to 29), St. George 7 
(from 2 to 9) (see Figure 4).  

 

 
Figure 1. Number of programs in different types, U of T, 2010-2019 (Source: Annual reports of U of T, 2010-2019). 

 

 
Figure 2. Number of fields of studies in all programs, U of T (Source: Annual reports of U of T, 2010-2019). 
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Figure 3. Comparison of the number of types of combined multi-divisional programs, U of T (Source: Ibid). 

 

 
Figure 4. Number of undergraduate/master programs in 3 campuses, U of T (Source: Ibid). 
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(0.946, P < 0.01) (see Table 3), which proves Hypothesis 4 basically right. With more international students 
registered, less governmental funding weighs in for U of T revenues (-0.996, P < 0.01). Hence, Hypothesis 2 is 
also proven right that programmatic diversification has a significant negative correlation with the proportion of 
governmental funding (-0.93, P < 0.01) (see Table 3). Increasing proportion of international students seemed 
not to bring about more fields of study in programs. Results show no significant correlation between these two 
variables (-0.322) (see Table 4). So, Hypothesis 4 only enjoys partial validity, which requires further 
justification in the next part. 

 

Table 3 
Pearson Correlation Coefficients Between Proportion of International Student Enrollment, Number of 
Programs, and Proportion of Governmental Fund 
 International students proportion  Programs Governmental funding 
International students proportion  1.00  0.946** -0.996** 
Programs 0.946** 1.00 -0.930** 
Governmental funding -0.996** -0.930** 1.00 
**: Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

Table 4 
Pearson Correlation Coefficients Between Proportion of IS Undergraduate/Graduate Enrollment and Number 
of Fields of Study, U of T 
 International students enrollment Fields of study 
Fields of study -0.322 1 
International students Enrollment 1 -0.322 

 

Fallis (2013) believed that the market need for expansion of Ontario education system is slight. The 
empirical tests in U of T show contrary results (see Table 5). Hypothesis 3 has been proved to be correct. More 
international students contribute to more student fees, which is exemplified by positive correlation between 
these two variables (0.99, P < 0.01). The value of Pearson correlation is extremely close to 1, meaning that 
enrollment of international students strongly correlated to proportion of student fees in U of T revenues. 
Consequently, there is a significant positive relationship between the proportion of student fees in the structure 
of U of T revenues and program diversification of U of T (0.926, P < 0.01). 

 

Table 5 
Pearson Correlation Coefficients Between Proportion of International Student Enrollment, Number of 
Programs, and Proportion of Student Fees, U of T 
 International students enrollment Programs Student fees 
International students enrollment  1.00  0.946** 0.990** 
Programs 0.946** 1.00 0.926** 
Student fees 0.990** 0.926** 1.00 
**: Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 

The enrollment circumstance in the U of T leans more on undergraduate degrees, which is consistent with 
the national fact (67% of international students enrolled in bachelor’s degree). According to the basics of 
programmatic diversity of U of T, correlation tests have been tried between proportion of international student 
undergraduate enrollment and Undergraduate/Master combined programs in U of T Mississauga, U of T 
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Scarborough, U of T St. George (see Table 6). These correlation tests are to verify Hypothesis 5, which 
speculates the positive relation between campuses with more international students enrolled and the number of 
programs designed. Since data of Undergraduate/Master combined numbers are only available from 2014-2019, 
the tests have to be restricted in this time range. There is a significant correlation between international student 
enrollment expansion and programs in Scarborough (0.884, P < 0.05). Somehow, no significant results exist in 
Mississauga and St. George though the proportion of international students in these two campuses is always 
larger than that in Scarborough. St. George is always the primary campus in the U of T for international 
students and the proportion of international students has grown from 24.2% in 2014 to 44.4% in 2019. 
Mississauga used to enjoy the second largest proportion of international students with 17.8% in 2014 whereas 
in recent years it has been caught up by Scarborough with only a third international students in 2019. 
Scarborough’s proportion of international students has increased dramatically from 14.3% in 2014 to 35.1% in 
2019 and successfully surpassed Mississauga to become the second largest proportion of international student 
campus in 2019. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 has only partial truth and abnormalities in Mississauga and St. 
George may deserve more analytical attention.  

 

Table 6  
Pearson Correlation Coefficients Between Proportion of International Students Undergraduate/Graduate 
Enrollment and Number of Undergraduate/Master Programs, U of T 
 Mississauga Scarborough St. George 
Pearson correlation 0.616 0.884* 0.786 
Significance 0.193 0.019 0.064 
*: Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

Theoretical Discussion 
In sum, it is safe to conclude that U of T absolutely has diversified itself in the number and type of 

programs in the last decade. However, though expansion of international student enrollment economically 
accelerated such diversification, market and student fees are not the only reasons. The market force for 
diversification is coupled with government policies and institutional positioning. Organizational theory put 
more weight on the interaction between HEIs and their environment. The underlying mechanism for U of T’s 
programmatic diversification is illustrated from the perspective of itself, government, and market.  

Institutional Positioning 
Institutional positioning affects diversity by multi-layered package—education profile (programs, faculty, 

research etc.), student body, and strategy of HEIs. The types of programs and the number of programs decide 
whether a HEI is qualified for its own image. U of T has realized the importance of enhancing its position 
worldwide in the last decade. In 2019-2020 Annual Report of the Vice-President, International, it states that 
“global engagement shapes our institutional ethos and touches every aspect of our enterprise” (U of T Annual 
Report, 2019, p. 2). According to Canada’s national ranking of universities—Maclean magazine’s ranking 2021, 
by reputation, U of T ranked the first in general, as well as in education quality, innovation and cultivating 
leaders of tomorrow. Pronouncing itself as a “global university” in its annual report, U of T values its global 
engagement and its position in the world. In 2015, the Governing Council of the U of T has specifically pointed 
out the priority to “strengthen and deepen key international partnerships by means of a well-defined strategic 



INTERNATIONALIZATION AND PROGRAMMATIC DIVERSITY  

 

166 

focus” (U of T International Strategic Plan, 2017, p. 1). Toronto issued its own 2017-2022 International 
Strategic Plan, in which it stresses the institutional positioning and “specific recommendations to strengthen 
this position” (Ibid). By infusing “international and comparative perspectives throughout teaching and research 
activities”, Toronto is promising to enrich its global impact (Ibid).  

 

Table 7 
The Eight Axes of International Strategic Plan, U of T, 2017 

 

Note. Source: 2017-2022 International Strategic Plan, U of T, 2017. 
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of programs is a key step to improve education quality and satisfy international student experience in the U of T. 
Developing supportive programs for international cohort is a grand gesture to serve international students. One 
of five themes of this commitment is to “enhance programs and services to serve U of T students from all 
backgrounds” (U of T Annual Report, 2018, p. 7). U of T’s self-positioning as the only world-class institution 
in the province has helped it succeed in attracting international students. Also, for this unique status, it has no 
choice but to diversify itself to abide by provincial diversification policies and to set an example for other HEIs 
in Ontario and the rest of Canada. Lester B. Pearson International Scholarship Program is U of T’s most 
reputed scholarship for international students. Besides, Karta Initiative and MasterCard Foundation Scholars 
facilitate the recruitment process. 

Resource Dependency—Governmental Leverage 
Government influence on publicly funded universities is limited in three aspects—“funding, fee structures, 

and the introduction of new programs” (CMEC). Since 2008, provincial governments gradually can not afford 
the overbearing expenditures of HEIs, making public-funded universities in Ontario has no choice but to fend 
for themselves. The diversity of Canadian higher education finance has been constantly changing (see Figure 5). 
The layout has changed dramatically after 2008, the disastrous global financial crisis. Government revenues 
have dwindled compared to the first period and submitted to private revenues step by step, making itself the 
second source with less than half of the entirety since 2013. On the contrary, private revenues have surpassed 
governmental funds, took the dominant position and become the primary source of revenues for universities 
with percentage over 50. Similarly, another notable situation is that student fees have absolutely diversified the 
source of revenues. It has increased from 18.8% in 2000 to 26.6% in 2016 in Canadian universities. Taking U 
of T as an example (see Figure 6), governmental funding is taking less than 30% of its entire revenues in the 
last decade with 20.22% in 2019. Financially, governmental support is a safety net for U of T to conduct 
teaching and research activities and maintain its institutional status nationwide and worldwide. Its financial 
reliance on student fees has been roaring from 31.72% in 2010 to 48.09% in 2019. Student fees has seized up 
more and more weight in U of T’s total revenue and has always been the foremost source of revenue for this 
university. 

On the other hand, HEIs are bestowed with autonomy is a given. Still, government has been a leading role 
in promulgating strategies for HEI development and holding HEIs accountable for governmental funding. 
Ontario’s education responsibility mainly falls upon public universities with 70% of post-secondary students 
enrolled in universities (Milian & Hicks, 2014). In 2012, MTCU instructed HEIs in Ontario to pursue further 
institutional differentiation in order to cope with the aftermath of Economic Recession in 2008. In 
Strengthening Ontario’s centres of creativity, innovation and knowledge, MTCU states the reason for 
transforming HEIs that “increasingly diverse and mobile learners are expecting ever-increasingly high quality 
in return for what they pay” and “the broader public is looking for concrete results from the investment of 
scarce public resources” (Ontario, 2012a, p. 4). The purpose of Ontario government is to “put students first” 
and ensure “high quality, and globally competitive outcomes for students and Ontario’s creative economy” 
(Ontario, 2012a, p. 7). All degrees offered by HEIs in Canada have to be approved by provincial government. 
Consequently, it’s safe to say that political force has motivated the innovation and diversification of degree 
programs in light of number and types. U of T’s choice of programmatic diversification can be partially traced 
back to MTCU’s directive for the number of programs took off in 2013. 
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Figure 5. University Revenues by source, as a percentage of total revenue, Canada. 

 (Source: Statistics Canada. Table 37-10-0110-01). 

 
Figure 6. Change of revenue composition, percentage, U of T, 2010-2019. 

(Source: U of T, Facts and Figures, 2010-2019). 
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Resource Dependency—Market 
Market as a stakeholder has displayed its impact ubiquitously in Canadian higher education on 

competition. Schuetze and the research team (2012) confirmed the financial priority among provincial higher 
education reforms. Ontario is no exception in financially relying on international students. Van Vught (2008) 
proposed that “in order to survive, higher education organizations need to secure a continuous and sufficient 
supply of resources from their environments” (p. 159). Resource dependency theory argues that institutions will 
compete for limited resources and innovate themselves to improve their competitiveness. It is the same case 
with U of T that it continues to diversify the number and types of programs it can offer to attract and retain the 
most lucrative customers—international students. In U of T, Scarborough, a campus with high proportion of 
international students, there appears significant positive correlation between the proportion of international 
students and increase of combined programs.  

International students are valuable customers when education has become commercial services. “Global 
academic competition is making free movement of people and ideas, on the basis of merit, with enormously 
positive consequences for individuals, for universities, and for nations” (Wildavsky, 2010, p. 7). Economically, 
international students are undoubtedly inestimable assets for receiving countries as potential “clients” and 
purchasers of the education service industry (Geddie, 2015). International education has become a lucrative 
service industry in Canada that it contributes over 10 billion Canadian dollars to the economy which exceeds 
wheat and soft lumber (Zilio & Chiose, 2016). “In 2018, international students in Canada contributed an 
estimated $21.6 billion to Canada’s GDP and in 2016 supported almost 170,000 jobs for Canada’s middle class.” 
(Government of Canada, 2019, p. i). Tuition fees for international students are overly higher for domestic 
students (U of T, 2019, Facts and Figures). Taking tuition fees in B.A. for example, domestic students have 
afforded almost unchanged tuition fees for the last decade. However, it costs four times for international student 
to earn the same degree. The gap between their costs for it has been widening from 2,0376 CAD in 2000 to 
4,7190 CAD in 2019.  

Empirically, U of T has changed its revenue proportion with student fees’ roaring to almost 50%. 
Revenues in student fees are majorly contributed by the expansion of international student enrollment, which 
can explain the increasing number of programs, especially combined programs and the appearance of new types 
of programs since 2016. “It has been argued that making tuition fees the major source of post-secondary 
funding would make universities and colleges more responsive to student needs and work to provide better 
quality programs as they compete for student revenue” (Beach, Boadway, & McInnis, 2004, p. 6). Therefore, 
when international student accounts more for the finance, they account for more programs. 

Abnormalities 
Two seeming abnormalities appear in the empirical results. Why the number of fields of study stay stable 

for the last decade may be a result of strong academic tradition that the faculty arrangements would not change 
at random and the needs of international students for more refined fields of study are extremely trivial because 
most of them crave for fitting in the existing ones. If they could not locate satisfactory fields of study for 
themselves, they would not choose to go abroad at the very first place. As for why St. George and Mississauga 
fail to witness such a correlation, the author’s assumption is based on academic tradition that St. George enjoys 
a longer history than the other two campuses, which means larger influence from academic norms and 
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traditions. So, despite astonishing proportion of international students in these two campuses, not much growth 
in the number of programs. These two abnormalities of the research results are beyond the theoretical 
framework of the author’s choice, which may merit more relevant researches on academic norms and 
programmatic diversity in the future. So, this paper will no longer elaborate on it.  

Conclusions 
Higher education institutions and systems worldwide have been rapidly transformed due to evolving 

economic, cultural, and political realities. Holistic and general academic learning depicted in the Humboldt 
model was supplanted by the steering towards research and innovation in the era of knowledge economy. 
International students have become resources that HEIs compete for when their enrollment proportion expands 
hastily. Diversification is one of the most striking phenomena along with internationalization in higher 
education. Programmatic diversity is a key strategy for universities which are teeming with international 
students to realize comprehensive internationalization. Whether expansion of international student enrollment 
actually accounts for programmatic diversification merits empirical tests and how diversification comes into 
reality requires careful and comprehensive investigation.  

By combining internationalization analytical framework and organizational theory, five relevant 
hypotheses have been thoroughly proposed, waiting to be testified in empirical studies. Bearing 
hypothesis-testing in mind, this paper has chosen case study as the methodology to address research questions. 
This paper refers to multiple sources of data and “follow the derivation of any evidence, ranging from initial 
research questions to ultimate case study conclusions” (Yin, 2002, p. 83). Canada is a rising star for recruiting 
and retaining international students and U of T is selected as the most likely case for testifying five 
theory-based hypotheses. It is viable and advisable to measure programmatic diversity in one HEI. Gerring 
(2007) argued that if theory is capable of yielding precise predictions and the case study can maximize the 
leverage of the theory, they provide “the strongest sort of evidence possible in a non-experimental, single-case 
study” (p. 115).  

Correlation tests and their significant results showcase the sure existence of programmatic diversity and 
diversification in U of T in the last decade. Three out of five hypotheses have been proven basically correct. 
When the number and types of program present obvious growth despite unchanged number of fields of study, 
programmatic diversification indeed has taken place in the most internationalized university in Canada. 
Consistent with Hypothesis 2, when government funding accounts for less proportion in total revenues, it 
matters trivially to the expansion of university programs. Positive correlation exists between international 
student enrollment proportion and the proportion of tuition fees in revenues, as well as the number of programs, 
testifying that international students have economically influenced programmatic diversity as soaring student 
fees has become the largest resource of university revenues. However, no significant correlation was concluded 
in terms of expansion enrollment of international students in entire student population and the number of fields 
of study. Likewise, programmatic diversity in different campuses is not totally congruent with the distribution 
and congregation of international students, somehow making Hypothesis 5 inconsistent.  

In order to explain the dynamic of programmatic diversity in HEIs in the era of internationalization, this 
paper draws on internationalization framework and organizational theory. Institution itself, government, and 
market are three equally powerful actors when discussing the effects and practice of internationalization in 
higher education. Taking the stance of the institution itself, U of T as the most prestigious university of Canada 
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and a rather influential research university in the world, its institutional status nationwide and worldwide makes 
it welcome internationalization and diversify programs for international students. From the prospective of 
governmental leverage, MTCU set the direction of innovation and diversification for Ontario universities. The 
obedience of governmental policies can explain why the number of programs has grown significantly in spite of 
the weight of governmental funds in U of T has been dropping. Resource dependency theory is another column 
of theoretical framework. It stresses the core belief of competition for limited resources. Higher education in 
Canada has developed into a consumer market in which satisfying the needs of international students has been 
the priority for universities receiving large amount of them. Hence, programmatic diversification, especially the 
roaring number of combined programs in the U of T is the results of catering to consumer market needs. 

To sum up, the preliminary results conclude that (a) HEIs with high institutional status tend to diversify 
themselves in programs; (b) international students influence the number of programs through tuition fees and 
their revenue composition; (c) in campuses where more international students are enrolled, more programs are 
correlatedly designed. This paper can provide some knowledge for Chinese HEIs when managing international 
student affairs and pursuing internationalization, especially when China received approximate half a million 
inbound students in 2019. Though the percentage of international students in total Chinese higher education 
system is only 1.2% which is far less than Australia’s 28% and Canada’s 21.4%, China faces stern challenges 
of integrating international students in local campuses and improving the education quality when joining the 
global competition for international talents. So, experiences of Canada’s most famous university in 
programmatic diversity can be of great value for China to improve its own system thereby its competitiveness 
in internationalization. 
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