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The meanings and
indicators of
internationalisation

This article consists of most of the keynote address given
by Prof. Lynn Davies at the DEA conference on
‘Demonstrating the value of development education’ held
in Manchester in April this year.

My own process of internationalisation has, as Chris
Woodhead would say, been educative and experiential. What
you learn from travelling round the world looking at education
is the commonalities. Classrooms and airport lounges all
resemble each other after a while. The boredom, the waiting
for your turn, the periodic announcements by persons in
authority which may or may not have anything to do with you.
You strike up conversations with the person next to you, just
to pass the time. The woman next to me at the airport was
looking at the Iberian airways plane and saying ‘I didn’t know
you could go to Iberia from here.’

Much is made currently of global citizenship, the notion
that we are living in an increasingly small and interdependent
world. But what does this process of internationalisation
mean? How do we measure whether we have an ‘international
outlook’ in our education system or policy? In this paper I
want to distinguish three different forms of this, before
moving on to indicators and then to promoting the value of
what we do in international and development education.

Globalisation
I use the term ‘globalisation’ for the tightening connections of
economic and trade relationships, and the shrinking number of
companies that actually control trade and hence start to
control culture. This is what has been called McDonaldisation
of the world. It used to be claimed that countries with
McDonalds would never go to war with each other, but that
has just been disproved by the presence of not one but two
McDonalds in Belgrade. Globalisation means commonalities
in the food we eat, in whether we breastfeed or use powdered
babymilk, in the trainers and jeans we wear, and of course in
the computers and software that govern our lives. This is
linked to the globalisation of language; fortunately for the
Brits, this is English, and not Iberian, although Spanish is of
course coming a close second. This leads to huge debates
about language teaching and language of instruction in many
parts of the world, that is, the pull between the preservation of
minority languages and the need for communicative
competence in a world language. 

Globalisation, therefore, can mean standardisation, typified
by the Eurosausage – and although the proposed Euroanthem
on Radio 4 turned out to be an April Fool’s joke, there is
certainly a standardisation of popular music and the profits to
be made from this. With sponsorship by the large companies,

in education we have the phenomenon
known as Kentucky Fried Schooling –
the export of models of schools geared
into standardised production of
graduates.

The processes of globalisation are therefore about struggles
for control and reductions in diversity. One of the big concerns
within NAFTA, for example, is the harmonisation of
qualifications; but this is not about peace and tranquillity but
about mobility of workforces and skills for industry. Within
NAFTA, it is Mexico that is having to harmonise with the
superpowers of the USA and Canada, not the other way round.
Globalisation can mean the growth of larger trade blocs.
When I was teaching in a primary school in Malaysia, one of
the children in my class responded to the question, ‘Why was
Hadrian’s wall built?’ by hazarding, ‘To keep the Hadrians
out’. A lot of trade tariffs are about keeping the Hadrians out.
Globalisation means an uneasy mix of standardisation and
protectionism, and this appears in education too, as we shall
see. 

One of the most problematic forms of globalisation is, of
course, the world-wide shift towards market-based liberal
economies. In Eastern Europe, this has become the actual
definition of ‘democratisation’: very little to do with
opposition parties and popular control, and everything to do
with freeing up the State and allowing market forces to govern
the economy. Structural adjustment policies imposed by major
lenders to developing countries have insisted on cutbacks in
public spending and competitive markets. These have had
disproportionate effects on the poor and on women, and on the
Gini coefficient – the measure of the disparity between rich
and poor in a country. However, it is unlikely that there will
ever be a return to attempted socialist economies, and I am
dubious about a Giddens-type ‘third way’. There are markets
in schools, health services and student essays.

Internationalisation 
I contrast this process of economic and political globalisation
with internationalisation (although I am aware that the terms
are used interchangeably). For me, internationalisation is the
drive towards the realisation of a global interdependence and
global responsibility. It includes mutual understanding, the
movements for world peace, and concern about the
environment, food security, health for everyone,
interculturalism and all the things that you and I believe in. If
globalisation is represented by the World Bank and IMF,
internationalisation is represented by UNESCO and OXFAM
– and of course the DEA. Instead of imposing a world
economic order, it attempts to impose a world humanity order,
recognising universal rights and dignity. Internationalisation is
about maintaining and celebrating diversity: not diversity in
the principles of rights and freedoms, but in language, culture
and self-determination. Ironically, the key to the maintenance
of such diversity and self-determination is not tariffs and
walls, but openness: as we know, one of the fundamentals to
racism is ignorance and fear. Instead we learn about ‘other’
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countries, peoples and cultures so that we can find
commonalities as well as enjoy difference. 

I am uneasy, however, about the notion of ‘tolerance’ of
cultures, as this has two problems. One is that it implies a
patronage: I don’t want you tolerating my strange South
London accent and south-of-the-river nose-picking customs.
After patronage, the second problem with tolerance is the
misguided view that multicultural education is about tolerating
everything. Cultural awareness is not about an uncritical
acceptance of every element of another culture, or indeed
one’s own, but the skills and value systems to decide when to
challenge an aspect of culture. I do not tolerate female
circumcision, marital rape, slavery, nor any cultural practice
likely to lead to the spread of AIDs. There is no point in me
agitating in the field of gender and development in various
countries unless I want to work with people there to challenge
certain gendered cultural norms which are leading to
inequality and social injustice. So internationalism is both
increasing knowledge and links across the globe but also
trying to find skills, respect for evidence and value systems
from which judgements can be made about one’s own and
others’ behaviour in the light of this widening of awareness. 

Some very interesting work is being done, for example, in
language learning. This is the introduction of critical
pedagogy into language teaching, so that we are not just
learning how people speak, but how they use language for
specific purposes. A fascinating example was given to me of
the teaching of English to secondary school students in
Russia, which took an English travel book called Russia: A
Survival Guide (1994) and got them to examine statements
such as:

Always carry a cotton handkerchief for dining out, as
Russian cities are dirty, and you will probably want to
wash your hands before eating, and often restaurant rooms
lack clean towels 

and 

Russia is still a very male-chauvinist society. Women are
not expected to pay for themselves or to be assertive in
social situations.

As well as the comprehension of the words, students were
asked to think about stereotyping, and answer questions such
as:

Which of these national stereotypes can help or destroy
intercultural communication between Russians and
foreigners?

and

Which aspects of people’s life in Russia in the past or at
present have influenced the foreigners’ way of thinking
about Russians? 

Students had to write their own mini-guide to Russia in
English, and also email young people in Ireland asking them
how they see themselves. The concept behind this teaching is
‘intercultural communicative competence’, which includes not
just linguistic competence but discourse competence, the link

between language teaching and political or human rights
education. This is a critical cultural awareness, defined by
Mike Byram as ‘an ability to evaluate, critically and on the
basis of explicit criteria, perspectives, practices and products
in one’s own and other cultures and countries.’ Such critique,
as is clear, needs a standpoint, and cannot be a totally relativist
awareness. It links with the cross-curricular theme in the
National Curriculum here called ‘Education for Citizenship’,
and we now have the Crick report – although the Crick report
perhaps lacks a proper consideration of the nature of
international citizenship and the significance of language
learning and intercultural competence. 

Missworldism
Before looking at indicators of internationalism, I want to
warn of a third form of international awareness – that of
nationalism masquerading as an international outlook. This
phenomenon is similar to neo-colonialism or imperialism. I
call the current version ‘missworldism’, and it is epitomised in
the Government Green Paper, Teachers: Meeting the
Challenge of Change. Although most of the Green Paper is
about England and Wales, and about what rubbish a lot of our
teachers are, the paper does contain international references –
three of them; and even these need scrutiny. 

• Teachers in a modern teaching profession need ... to seek
to base decisions on evidence of what works in schools in
this country and internationally. (p14)

• We are seeking to develop a world-class education
service. (P16)

• By early in the next century we could have an education
system which is the envy of the world. (p17)

The Green Paper looks outside to the international community
for three reasons only: economic competitiveness, world status
and theft. The DfEE wants us to be able to compete with (not
work with) other countries; it wants other countries to look up
to us as they did in the days of Empire and Raleigh bicycles;
and it wants to steal educational practices for our own
purposes. The unfortunate thing about this is, of course, that
the definitions of ‘what works’ and in whose interests they
work remain uncontested. International and comparative
education, like development education, is not solely about
‘learning from other countries’ – in either direction. (I have
seen horrors exported to developing countries, such as
OFSTED and streaming by ability.) It is about dialogue,
mutual learning, mutual responsibility. There is nothing of this
in the Green Paper, and I doubt that any of the competences
for teachers which lead to their fast track and their
performance-related pay will include the international
dimension to their work. Nul points for that. It’ll be all
numeracy. Our Miss World advanced skills superteacher will
instead sing her heart out to the refrain of ‘Counting the Cost
of Love’.

Within this missworldism I also put the category of so-
called multiculturalism that used to include the ‘poor natives’
textbooks and the constant, contrastive portrayal of the
impoverishment of the Third World – not just economically
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but culturally. Obviously, development education has moved
on since then, and is searching for commonalities and
parallels as well as enlightening young people on the
responsibilities and causes of Third World debt. Yet there is
still a ‘count your blessings’ complacency about some of the
international literature – often in my field when talking of the
inadequacies of Third World education systems. There are all
these little homilies: give a man a fish and he will eat for a
day; teach a man to fish and he will eat for a year. In my
experience, teach a man – or a woman – to fish and they will
sit in a boat and drink beer all day. There are a lot of simplistic
assumptions about the power of education. It is not a big step
from this patronising to stereotyping as inferior and thence to
racism and even aggression; even if our own textbooks are
now balanced, we need to teach children about the media and
their attitudes: the ‘Clobba Slobba’ campaign of the Sun with
regard to Kosovo, parodied by Private Eye in the Falklands
War as ‘Kill an Argie, win a Metro’. 

One of the tasks for development education, it seems to
me, is the recognition of the huge diversity of people and
activities within something called a ‘culture’. I treasure an old
article by Jill Tweedie called ‘What about poor Arabs, sexy
Chinese and timid Iranians?’ She found herself practising a
mental exercise after watching the news, which intoned:

Iranians are not all students, mullahs or heroin-smugglers.
There are Iranian plumbers, birdwatchers, piano-tuners,
potters, horticulturists, weavers and hairdressers. There are
lazy, timid, depressed Iranians, Iranians who hate crowds,
agoraphobic and claustrophobic Iranians and Iranians who
bite their nails...

Our task is not to ‘understand’ another’s culture, nor to paint it
as exotic, but to retain the image of the immense variety of
emotions, dispositions, abilities. You couldn’t wage war
against a nail-biting piano tuner...

Indicators
I now move on to indicators of ‘real’ internationalism in
education. First, such a task is essential to counter the idea
that indicators are only important for numeracy and literacy,
and that soft girlie things like development education or
citizenship cannot be measured or assessed. A while back
(Davies 1994) I had a stab at indicators of democracy in
schools, which contained items such as:

• presence of a School Council
• number of people involved in major decisions
• proportion of rules decided by students
• number of people using grievance procedures
• instances of students choosing to work cooperatively
• number of students and staff organising extra-curricular

activities
• staff knowledge of contemporary political scene
• student confidence and ability to express opinions 

I have also participated in, or run workshops with teachers and
policy makers on indicators of ‘good governance’ in education
and democracy in educational institutions, where indicators
ranged from the legitimacy of headteachers to the state of the
toilets. 

Similarly, benchmarks for citizenship are being developed in
the light of the Crick report and its implications for schools.
Birmingham LEA, for example, is well ahead in developing
quite a sophisticated set of indicators which distinguish
‘emergent’, ‘established’ and ‘advanced’ signs, under various
headings of ‘management’, ‘leadership’ and ‘parental
involvement’ as well as ‘teaching and learning’. As with
democracy, this covers not just the involvement of students in
all aspects of decision making and target setting, but the
notion of pupils as partners with governors and staff in
professional development. ‘Working in multiracial
Birmingham’ is a fundamental focus in Birmingham LEA and
in the Birmingham DEC. Rights and resources are contested,
and should not be presented as simple.

For our purposes, we need to look at a student therefore as
a citizen of the school; a citizen of the community; a citizen of
the country and a citizen of the world. This implies that
‘development’ and ‘underdevelopment’ are not just
‘somewhere else’, and will entail looking at rights and
responsibilities everywhere, particularly in terms of the
international conventions on human rights and on the rights of
the child. 

Unlike much previous multicultural education, which
focused on tolerance and a vague learning to live together,
citizenship education has directly to foreground conflict and
conflict resolution. Rights and resources are contested, and
should not be presented as simple. The ‘Let’s Talk’ project,
which published an issue from the Irish Times, ‘Exploring
Conflict and Peace’, was a stark and powerful presentation of
low and high intensity conflicts across the world – plus
including a nice discussion of ‘the English question’.

In terms of development education, it would therefore be
interesting to start with indicators of development itself. These
have clearly changed from being simple economic indicators
of growth and GDP to the human development indices that
include nutrition, life expectancy and educational access as
well as absence of violence. While it is instructive to compare
countries on all the various indicators, this immediately again
presents ‘high income’ countries as by definition ‘superior’. A
good place to start, then, would be using the indicators to
explore how far one’s school itself is ‘developed’.

Taking some of the indicators from the UNDP Human
Development Report, an exercise ‘How Developed Is Your
School’ could usefully examine:

• gender equity and gender empowerment (who gets what
and is represented where)

• literacy (including political and emotional literacy)
• access to information (do children get all school

information? how?)
• access to libraries and computers
• health and nutrition (including smoking, alcohol, drugs

etc.)
• absence of violence (including symbolic violence,

stigmatisation and humiliation)
• energy consumption
• resource flows (how is the school financed?)



• resource distribution and the Gini index (who gets what,
and what are the gaps?)

• military expenditure (time and money spent on discipline
and conventional weapons by teachers)

• profile of human distress (who is happy and unhappy in
the school?)

Looking at real examples and pupils’ and schools’ own levels
of development could lead on to thinking about these
indicators with regard to wider communities and countries,
and thinking about where significant differences in cultures
really lie, and where there are parallels. 

Value
The use of indicators links to the promotion of the value of
development education, particularly in the face of competing
demands on curriculum time. Development education has to
be sold to the government, to parents and to the students
themselves. Having an examination in development education
would be highly counter-productive, reducing it to other
meaningless enterprises. What happens if you fail
development education and citizenship? Can you not be a
citizen? Actually, you could probably avoid war by having a
Strategic Violence course, which would fail nearly everybody
and then they wouldn’t have the confidence to start any
aggression. There’s a nice Italian book about how schools
steal things from children. They steal art and music and
literature. Even young children, soon after experiencing school
will start to say, ‘I can’t draw,’ ‘I can’t sing,’ ‘I can’t think of
stories.’ This is tragic, the way school steals so many ways of
expression. We must avoid children saying, ‘I can’t do
development education.’ 

The task of this conference is therefore to make
development education fun and achievable, and success for
everyone. The benchmarking must be not be of individual
children – or teachers! – but of the relationship to broader and
long-term goals. Governments sit up when they can see the
connection to something else. I recently completed some
research on the relationship of school councils to minimising
pupil exclusions, and this was enormously popular, as
exclusions constitute a ‘moral panic’ at the moment. If I had
demonstrated that eating carrot sandwiches was related to
inclusion, they would have bought it. So we are working on
the demonstration that more democratic schools actually help
pupil achievement, and evidence is in fact building up on this.
Similarly, it has recently been shown that music helps thinking
skills and that pupils do better at Maths when Mozart is
playing, so perhaps we will get away from pupils saying, ‘I
can’t do music,’ or teachers saying there is no time for music.

I think we need to demonstrate that development education
enables the school to think about what is a ‘developed school’:
one that is concerned about children as citizens of the school;
one that is multicultural and anti-racist; one that teaches about
local and global responsibilities; one that accords both
teachers and students their rights; one which is non-violent;
one that is concerned about mental, physical and
environmental health and one where resources are distributed

as equitably as possible so that success for all is real rather
than rhetoric. Then there emerges the connection between the
‘developed school’ and ‘the achieving school’, a connection
which is in fact only too apparent. 

The longer-term indicators of value are more difficult. The
individual benefits can perhaps be assessed, and the notion of
development education as an ‘entitlement’ for personal
development is a powerful one. But the broader social goals
are harder to prove. Just as it is difficult to demonstrate that a
democratic school actually turns out more democratic citizens
20 years down the line, or creates a more just society, it is
difficult to verify that development education actually helps
world peace. Yet the government actually spends a large
amount of resources on numeracy without any clear
correlations from the economics of education research that
more maths equals more productivity and more national
growth. These are just assumptions from shaky extrapolations
about time spent on things from other industrialised countries.
The Institute of Public Policy Research recently said that there
was no evidence that boosting national attainment in maths or
literacy would have any effect on national economic
performance. The only convincing study I ever saw
connecting the time spent on subjects in 27 countries and the
levels of economic growth found correlations with science,
music and art, but not with maths and literacy. It had
something to do with problem-solving and with pupils
cooperating. We do need more research. I would like to do a
project which compared countries that had compulsory
development education with levels of violence in that country.
Swaziland, for example, has a very clear development studies
syllabus. Do you know the capital of Swaziland? Exactly. It is
rarely in the news because it is a relatively stable country
without military coups. I looked up the military expenditure
ratio (the percentage of combined education and health
expenditure) for Swaziland and it is 11%, one of the lowest in
the world. The UK is 40%. 

The vision statement for Global Citizenship from the DEA
has one important but difficult task: ‘understanding how local
actions often have global significance’. This sounds a little
like chaos and complexity theory, whereby the butterfly
flapping its wings in Malaysia causes a hurricane in
Colombia. With finely balanced systems ‘on the edge of
chaos’ it takes only a ‘gentle action’ to have a disproportionate
effect. I hope that this conference will turn up a myriad
examples of such gentle actions having global significance.
As a teacher trainer of overseas teachers and managers it is
perhaps easier to feel that you have had some impact, when
previous students write and say they tried out what you
suggested and it worked! I choose to forget the somewhat
larger number of students who do not write or who state quite
firmly that it’s all been very interesting but it wouldn’t work in
their culture. (‘It’ being gender equity, human rights,
accountability, anti-corruption measures, time management
and getting teachers to work a 5-day week.). But we do need
to build up a dossier of how an action by a student or a
teacher in their capacity as a global citizen did indeed have a
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global effect. This might lead to very different definitions of
the ‘effective school’.  

Oxfam has defined the ‘global citizen’ as ‘someone aware
of the wider world and their own role as a world citizen’
(although is this a tautology?); who respects and values
diversity; is willing to act to make the world a more equitable
and sustainable place; who takes responsibility for their
actions. All these are quite difficult to evaluate, although
Oxfam then spells out key knowledge, understanding and
skills and values at various key stages which it would be
possible to monitor in schools. 

Returning to my distinctions between globalisation,
internationalisation and missworldism, I suspect we need to
demonstrate that development education helps all three. It can
help economic competitiveness, it clearly helps
interculturalism, and it can make Britain a world player again.
But this should be a world player in the arena of world
citizenship, not the Maths Olympiad. There is government
support in many quarters, and we should be – and are –
capitalising on this. DFID has a DAWG (Development
Awareness Advisory Group), which Tony Blair supports. Yet

the TES recently published a league table of the top 30
buzzwords of 1998 – those most frequently mentioned.
‘Standards’ was way out ahead, before ‘reading’,
‘professional’ and ‘boys’. Development education sadly
appeared nowhere. So the task is to make it a buzzword and/or
to make standards in development education a national
concern. We need shock horror headlines: PUPILS DO NOT
KNOW THE CAPITAL OF IBERIA.

� Prof. Lynn Davies is Director of the Centre for
International Education and Research at the University of
Birmingham.
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The European dimension
to development education

This is a report of another conference, with the title as
above, which took place at the Co-operative College in
January.

For the past fifteen or so years the leading source of project
and programme funding for development-based development
education work in the UK has been DGVIII of the European
Commission, which has had a budget line for major and mini
grants. These resources have been one of the major sources
of funding for development education organisations.

Although the funding agenda is now changing with the
support from DFID and the National Lottery, the
Commission remains a key funder. A feature of the European
funding has been the ‘European Dimension’ to the project
and this has been a difficult area to address for a number of
NGOs in the UK. What we mean by the ‘European
Dimension’ is therefore a key question for development
educationalists.

Running parallel to these initiatives has been the
development of a ‘European education’ programme funded
by the DfEE and the European Commission and co-ordinated
in the UK by the Central Bureau for Educational Visits and
Exchanges. This work, which has included funding schools
and colleges for European awareness development
programmes, in-service training and supporting regional
resource and information centres, had not, until recently, been
seen as a possible source of collaboration and support from
development-based NGOs.

A third development in recent years has been the re-
organisation and increased co-ordination by development
NGOs across the member states of the Commission through

the EC-NGO Liaison Committee. This body now has a full-
time development education co-ordinator and there is interest
within all member states in sharing good practice and
developing more collaborative work.
These three initiatives led to the DEA, in partnership with the
Central Bureau and the UK-Platform for Development
NGOs, to organise a twenty-four hour residential conference
at the Co-operative College, near Loughborough in January
of this year. The purpose of the conference was to give DEA
members and others the opportunity to engage with key
policy makers and practitioners in the field and gain a better
understanding of the aims of the European Union regarding
development education.

Over sixty people attended the conference including not
only a range of organisations involved with development
education practice in the UK but also representatives from the
European Commission, NGOs based in Ireland, Austria,
Netherlands and Belgium and organisations involved in
promoting European education programmes in the UK.

The conference was a combination of workshops and
plenary sessions and they included, in addition to the extracts
from the contributions below, presentations from Chantal
Finney from NEAD on main themes and issues of projects,
Ray Kirtley looking at links and partnerships within Europe,
Pauline Harrison on European Education Information
Centres, Paddy Coulter from International Broadcasting Trust
on collaborative projects between member states and
Helmuth Hartmeyer, Director of KommEnt in Austria, on
methodology and evaluation of partnerships.

Opportunities and challenges
Colm Regan
(Co-ordinator of 80/20, a development education NGO
based in Ireland)
Colm began by stating that his comments had been strongly
influenced by the past seventeen years partnership with DEC




