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Since 1995, around 60-70 secondary schools in Norway and
the South have joined an exchange programme funded by the
Norwegian Agency for International Development
Cooperation (NORAD). The Programme was initially
executed by NORAD and from 1997 on by NGOs – at first
the Norwegian Ex-Volunteer Association and from 2000
onwards by Friendship North/South (FNS). In 2001, I was
asked by NORAD and FNS to evaluate the programme. The
resulting recommendation is for the programme to be
continued, with certain improvements.

The programme concept
Norwegian teachers who had worked in Africa in the 1980s
through the Norwegian Volunteer Service, wanted their
intercultural and professional experiences to be shared by
many more than a few volunteers. What better way of
achieving this than through a two-way schools programme
involving participants from the North and the South? 

To legitimise public funding and avoid what could be
dubbed ‘aid tourism’, a learning process was anticipated both
in preparatory activities and during visits between partner
schools. Visits by delegations of 4-10 representatives –
teachers and students – have constituted the core activity of
the programme. The idea was successfully ‘sold’ to NORAD,
guidelines were established and money was made available
for schools to apply for.

The objectives of the programme were: to establish cross-
cultural understanding; to provide insight into the societies of
students/young people in the North and South; to promote
mutual understanding and tolerance and to develop
‘international responsibility’; to contribute to the
development of ‘cross-cultural pedagogics’; to help young
Norwegians develop a positive attitude towards countries in
the South, and to provide knowledge about countries in the
South and their problems. 

A core value of the programme is the concept of equality
and reciprocity between partners. Assuming that aid and
charity will undermine this concept, the guidelines ban such
activities within the programme.

Mandate of the evaluation
NORAD established the mandate of the evaluation (with
input from FNS) which was to:
a) Assess the programme’s achievement of goals and

expectations reflected in its guidelines
b) Assess short- and long-term effects of the programme
c) Assess whether co-operation between schools is based on

equality and reciprocity

d) Assess the pedagogical effect for the schools and
participants 

e) Offer an assessment and recommendation on whether to
continue the programme, including prerequisites/changes
necessary for possible continuation.

The mandate was ambitious. First, comparable data from
each school describing its starting point when entering the
programme was unavailable. Secondly, student populations
change year by year – so how to find ex-students and
examine if their participation in this programme had made a
difference to them (and would they know what prompted
choices they have made later in their lives)? Thirdly, what
parameters could be established to measure short and long
term effects, since the programme itself did not rest on such
indicators? What was meant by, e.g. ‘cross-cultural
pedagogics’ and ‘international responsibility’? No
authoritative definitions to interpret the objectives and
guidelines existed, and the translated version from Norwegian
into English had its shortcomings. Additional problematic
issues presented themselves, for example anticipated visits to
schools in three continents or more, to be undertaken within
the evaluation’s limited timeframe (195 working hours, later
extended to 240 hours). 

A mix of pragmatism and methodology
Through a combination of quantitative and qualitative
methods, I decided to look for answers that I initially could
not say if were to be found. For example regarding
indications of short and long term effects, I partly had to
hope for parameters or patterns to present themselves from
interviewees’ answers. Hence, I developed a questionnaire
with fairly open questions. Present and past participants were
interviewed as well as people who were not directly involved,
including parents, non-participating and participating students
and teachers, school leadership, local community
representatives, programme staff of NORAD and FNS in
Oslo. 

157 interviews took place in Norway, Kenya, Tanzania,
Namibia, South Africa and Nicaragua (77 interviews in the
South, 80 in Norway), most of them at the 21 schools that
were visited (12 in the South, 9 in Norway). On two
occasions my visit coincided with visiting delegations from
the partner school. 

School exchanges between Norway and the South:
evaluating experiences

Bjarne Garden reports on his evaluation of an exchange programme between Norwegian schools and schools
from the South which contains lessons for North-South school exchanges everywhere.
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Some facts about the programme
A desk study offered some facts about the programme:
– The annual (2001) budget was NOK 3,8 million (approx.

£330,000 or 520,000 Euro)
– Approx. 70% of the amount was allocated as grants to

schools, 15% was allocated to counselling, monitoring,
seminars, information, and 15% for salaries and
administration costs (1,5 full time positions)

– 42-48 schools from Norway and the South participate
annually. Most schools continue their partnerships over
several years, and most schools listed in 2002 had begun
participating in 1998 or before

– Approx. 210 students and 84 teachers visited their
partner schools annually. One visit each way by 3-5
students and 2 teachers was the norm.

– Gender distribution is 50-50
– Duration of visits is normally 10-14 days
– Schools from the South receive more money and almost

all their costs are covered. Norwegian schools have travel
paid for by the programme and fund the rest by
collective fundraising and individual contributions 

Varying practices in the field
From the field visits, I found that schools arrange their
partnerships in a variety of ways. For example, between visits
some have parallel activities involving parts of the school
community and sometimes the surrounding, local community,
while others seem to focus on visits only and involve only
those selected to travel or who have responsibilities towards
expected visitors. 

The programmes during visits sometimes had a ‘tourist’
bias, not always combined well with learning. There were
many examples of tourism themes supporting learning
activities but, on the whole, visit experiences were under-
utilised. These experiences can easily be linked to curriculum
related subjects (e.g. issues of environment and
sustainability). A broad range of development issues will
certainly be relevant to visiting learners and may put local
issues into a larger, global perspective. I recommend that a
systematic log of ‘good practice’ is established within the
programme for other partners to share and extract creative
ideas from. 

Constraints
The school systems in the South and in Norway rest on very
different platforms, eg. Norway is ahead economically,
meaning the teacher-student ratio is lower and more learning
materials are available. Philosophically and in terms of
teaching ideology, students and teachers gave numerous
examples of different approaches, eg. extra-curricular
activities, flexible timetables and student-driven processes are
common in Norway and almost unheard of among Southern
partners. Norwegian schools tended to be more active within
the programme and Norwegian students take more initiatives,
sometimes even planning their own visiting programme. Such
differences make parallel activities between schools difficult,

stemming from societal differences that can threaten the
programme’s concept of equality and reciprocity. I suggest
that attention be paid to ensure more awareness among all
schools about the effects of such differences, which itself
would provide possible learning experiences that would
otherwise be but theories in classrooms. 

Charity and aid from Norway to the South flow within the
partnerships of the programme, although ‘unofficially’ and
unreported (due to the guidelines). It is obviously hard not to
include acts of solidarity when differences are so apparent.
Views on aid differ within groups of South and North
partners. I suggest that assistance that helps establish
communication links, which are vital to the programme
activities, should be allowed. Otherwise, the programme
should not allow aid that can cement a patron-client
relationship which is detrimental to the core values of
equality and reciprocity. 

Long lasting effects
The rich-poor gap may be painful to observe, especially at
close range. However, I experienced how well the issue could
be tackled both pedagogically and socially, resulting in levels
of mutual understanding and lasting friendships that hinted at
long lasting effects of the programme. I was given a number
of examples (35-40) of ex-students of the programme who
had later embarked upon international studies and careers. In
interviews, some of them maintained that the programme had
decisively influenced their choices. Apart from this, the
programme is too young to measure long lasting effects. 

An interesting hypothesis would be that the school
systems at large would be positively influenced and benefit,
both ways. This could be further enhanced by adding a
teacher exchange component of longer duration (2-3 months)
to the programme. Another recommendation is to inspire the
involvement of local communities, e.g. through NGOs, thus
allowing schools added resources for their activities in terms
of useful contacts and networks. 

South-South component
There are many eager, resourceful students, teachers and
institutions in the South that will have a lot to gain from
regional activities (one should not always have to go to
Europe to engage in twinning activities). The programme
could benefit from triangular arrangements and partnerships
South-South. A few examples were given – Norwegian
schools on two or three occasions had simultaneous
partnerships with two schools in the South (e.g. a ‘white’ and
a ‘black’ school in South Africa, a Palestinian and an Israeli
school). These are challenging partnerships but of global
importance as well as a unique learning opportunity. One
could see the scope for other arrangements between partners
in the South, based on teaching methods etc. 

What now?
A NORAD and FNS task group of Latin American, African
and Norwegian representatives has been established, In
November 2002 it presented a proposal for the programme’s
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revision. Views and comments have been invited from
institutions and professionals. A better objectives hierarchy
and more clearly defined indicators as well as ‘dos and
don’ts’ are included. The donor’s future support probably
depends on these improvements. 

The full evaluation report may be found at: http://venns
kap.no/School/evaluation.htm

Bjarne Garden is a social worker, with additional
education in personnel management and leadership and
in mass communication. Eight years of professional
service in Africa (Kenya, Somalia, Sudan, Zambia,
Congo-Brazzaville), with development activities,
emergency operations and refugee populations as well
as with the Norwegian Embassy. 16 years in social
sector (public) in Norway. For the past 4 years a private
consultant and partner in Assist Consulting Ltd., Oslo. E-
mail: gardenas@online.no
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Initial training of community, play and youth
workers and sustainable development education

Sangeeta Soni believes that raising awareness of sustainable development is a vital part of the work of
community, play and youth (CPY) workers. She argues that to empower people to make choices which will improve
quality of life in their local communities CPY workers need some understanding of the political underpinning of the
concept of sustainability and particularly of the impact of globalisation on individuals and communities. She
therefore makes the case for incorporating sustainable development education in CPY initial training.

The community, play and youth, (CPY) worker’s ability to
engage educationally with people in informal settings makes
him/her an ideal candidate for awakening others to the
growing urgency of adopting a sustainable development (SD)
approach to decisions which affect the quality of life in their
communities. It is important therefore that the sustainable
development agenda should be incorporated into the initial,
qualifying training which practitioners undergo. It is
surprising that the National Youth Agency’s Professional
Validation criteria (NYA 2001) which vets and sets the
standards for this training is not explicit in expecting initial
training agencies to include sustainable development
education (SDE) within their training programmes. 

The term sustainable development is broad and multi-
faceted. The all encompassing nature of the concept means
there is a danger of it being synonymous with other similar
concepts such as environmental development, diluting its
importance, and yet its strength lies in the very fact that it can
be applied at all levels and in many different contexts. The
problem is that in the light of the Earth Summit, held in
Johannesburg, 2002, sustainable development is being
applied to issues on a global scale, when most community,
play and youth workers are immersed in the needs of the
local communities in which they work and then in a
particular aspect of community life. The reality is that
sustainability needs to be considered at all levels of decision-
making including local, regional, national and global, and
perhaps CPY workers do not have a track record of going
beyond their communities. 

One of the forces which makes sustainable development
such a complex concept to comprehend is globalisation. The
link between globalisation and sustainable development needs
further exploration, particularly as globalisation has an impact

at all levels of decision making and on each of our lives,
including the lives of CPY practitioners and the people with
whom they work. On the surface globalisation is about
opening up trade, about getting rid of trade barriers, and about
the interconnections between people internationally. (Held and
McGrew, 2000; Smith, 1999) This may seem like a neutral
process, but as Joseph et al (2002) have indicated, in fact it is
dominated by Western/Northern interests and veneers over the
often exploitative relationship of the Black majority by a
White minority. Instead of universalism‚ we see the advent of
a globalisation that is unfair, unjust and unequal (ibid.). 

At its best, globalisation is about the interconnections of
people around the world (DEA and CEE, 2001) so that the
world can be seen as a global village. Although this clearly
has its advantages, the true effects of globalisation are
experienced around the world as an unstoppable influence
which helps to maintain the existing inequalities in an unjust,
unequal world. Modern-day interconnections are based on the
historical connections between peoples and nations and
therefore include relationships, for example, between the
colonisers and the colonised. 

As consumers of the products of large-scale, transnational
enterprises, we are inevitably part of globalisation and tied
into relationships with others around the world. As CPY
practitioners, we do not have to look very hard to see how the
antics of trans-national corporations invade our lives and have
a huge influence on the lives of people with whom we work.
Young people are especially the targets of slick advertising
campaigns. Globalisation is therefore an aspect of sustainable
development which is hard to ignore but which also provides
an easy handle for issue based work with young people and
communities. (Bourn and McCollum, 1995) 




