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Introduction 

 

Internationalizing the university curriculum is nothing short of educational reform. 

Groennings and Wiley (1990) go even further declaring internationalization of the curriculum to be 

“ ...like a scientific revolution…leading up to an ubiquitous, pervasive, and permanent redirection 

of the intellectual framework” (p.10).  Whether reform or revolution, substantive change in 

postsecondary education depends not only on who sets what agenda but also on what forces 

influence the likelihood such reform can be sustained.  

 

The issues before us at this conference are significant and timely; they are also exceedingly 

complex. As presenters, we have been asked to rise to the challenge and discuss ways in which the 

changing global environment is influencing universities and how universities are re-imagining the 

education of their students. The members of this panel are to take up issues involving faculty 

members and for my part, I will focus on what I have learned from two ongoing studies, one of 

involving faculty members at universities across Canada, and the other which is exploring the more 

grassroots perspectives of undergraduate students. Both groups seek to understand, albeit from 

different perspectives: (1) the ways in which Canadian faculty members are preparing their 

undergraduate students to live and work in an increasingly globalized world, and (2) the extent to 

which a new educational paradigm is needed to facilitate the kind of reform that is being 

envisaged. Our findings are richer and more varied because of these multiple perspectives.      

  

Given the brevity of time, I will attempt to summarize only four 
1
of the many elements in 

our research. Beginning with the most basic question, I will: (1) outline the conceptual confusion 

which continues to exists for many faculty and students as to what internationalizing learning 

actually means; (2) challenge the increasingly popular and overly simplistic notion that 

internationalization involves adding an international dimension to aspects of the curriculum; (3) 

outline the features of internationalization at home, a new paradigm which offers universities a 

guide for reform; (4) speak to the international and intercultural knowledge and expertise which 

undergraduate students gather prior to beginning university, and if time allows (6) put forward for 

your consideration a few suggestions for action, all of which merit debate.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1
 Research findings are presented in red. 

A caution. We may all be very comfortable with the language that is now being used to describe the 

global processes and our participation with it but we need to remind ourselves that the language we use is 

grounded in the dominant Western worldview. Concepts such as “globalization”, “market”, and “produce 

students” are linguistic signifiers of the thinking today, thinking which deems competitive business 

models and metaphors apt analogies for learning.  Let me raise a cautionary flag and suggest that the 

assumptions underlying such thinking, even if motivated by good intentions, are likely grounded in the 

belief that “context does not matter” or alternatively “we are really all the same, or if not, they should be 

like us”. Such like-minded assumptions have the potential to narrow our thinking and limit our success. 

We cannot talk about internationalizing universities without being aware of the role our own culture plays 

in informing our discussions and the agenda of change it may generate. 
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Conceptual Confusion  

 

In earlier papers, I have raised the problem of conceptual confusion which surrounds the 

concept of internationalization especially when it is stands in relation to education. 

  

� Both faculty and the students express a lack of clarity about and between two concepts, 

globalization and internationalization.  

 

Despite the increasing prevalence of public discussion about preparing students to live in an 

increasingly globalized world, this confusion continues in part because (1) researchers do not 

agree to its meaning, and (2) as the interdisciplinary aspects of the concept become clearer, the 

definition continues to be re-imagined. Educators, employers, and politicians in and out of the 

university have been talking about globalization and internationalization for some time. It is 

clear, however, that not everyone is working from the same concept nor are they necessarily 

using the same definition of the same concept. This point requires some critique in order for 

discussions of the issues not to become muddled. The concepts of internationalization and 

globalization, often used interchangeably, do not describe the same phenomena, not if 

globalization implies standardization and one which is based on a hierarchy of power and 

privilege in which the West holds dominance. Internationalization, although not the binary 

opposite of globalization, is based on respect for the nation state, on recognition and valuing of 

diversity, especially cognitive diversity which develops in different cultural contexts.   

 

� Most faculty members challenge the increasingly popular notion that internationalizing 

education can be achieved by simply by adding an international dimension to aspects of the 

curriculum. 

 

Faculty members and many students have expressed skepticism about way of 

internationalizing learning because it (1) denies the complexity of what is involved, and (2) implies 

that internationalizing learning can be achieved with minimum of effort, leaving the heart of the 

curriculum undisturbed – a position of marginality which international education has held for many 

years.   

 

So what is it about internationalizing learning that makes it significantly different and more 

meaningful now than it ever has been before?  Our findings indicate that it now: 

 

� involves the majority of students who remain on campus throughout their university years, 

and  

 

� embraces new forms of knowledge 

 

Both changes call on faculty, as well as their professional colleagues, to embrace a more 

meaningful definition of internationalizing learning, one which involves:   

 

� substantive knowledge about the social-cultural content of other societies  

� alterations in how one responds to cultural differences 

� how one behaves in intercultural circumstances, and  



March 2, 2006 

S. Bond 

3 

� how one maintains ones own cultural integrity while understanding and working with 

others (Bond & Brathwaite-Sturgeon, 2005 and consistent with the findings of Freedman, 

1996;  Mestenhauser & Ellingboe, 1999). 

 

A definition of “internationalizing learning” constructed with these elements is quite 

different in its essence and its impact than the more simplistic definition many professional 

educators and administrators acknowledge. With this newer operational definition, what we are 

talking about is a transformation in the heart of the curriculum – changing fundamentally what we 

teach and how we teach it.  Drawing on the thinking of Joe Mestenhauser (1999), “the curriculum 

now embraces several knowledges: the conventional disciplinary subject-matter knowledge, and 

knowledge about countries, self-reflective knowledge about our own culture, and meta-knowledge 

about how we relate to each other globally”. (p 24) How many of you at this meeting have taken 

undergraduate courses that embraced these knowledges? How often did it occur?   

 

As insightful as many faculty have been, undergraduate students, when asked what they 

think they need to prepare them to fully participate in a more global society, did not focus jobs but 

rather on learning to build relationships with people from other cultures. For example, students 

spoke to:  

 

� “being open to and accepting others, along with their beliefs and ways of life” 

 

� “the most important thing is to be open-minded and accept people from different 

cultures. The difficult thing about this is that without exposure to people from different 

cultures, it is hard for people to become open-minded” 

 

� “to functioning in a global society, one simply needs to walk in with an open mind and 

move away from the ethnocentric perceptions that you have when you come to the 

university” 

 

� “holding no stereotypes, no preconceived thoughts about other people, places, and 

cultures. Being open minded”. 

.  

 

Internationalization at Home (IaH).  

 

 Having touched briefly on two foundational findings (conceptual confusion and meaning of 

the language), I now want to move to the findings related to how internationalizing learning is 

being practiced, by whom and for whom. Universities have conventionally based their reputations 

in the area of global connectedness for alumni on mobility-based educational programs. For 

undergraduates mobility programs conventionally include having international students on campus 

and offering domestic students opportunities to study abroad. It appears, however, that less than 

15% of undergraduate students participate in and benefit directly from mobility options. So how 

then are universities educating the majority of their students who for whatever reasons cannot live 

in another culture during the period of their university years? Our findings indicate that: 

 

� Most universities are not focusing on the majority of students who stay home but leave 

any action to individual faculty who are scattered across campus and who are 
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attempting to engage the concepts and modify their courses. These small reforms are, 

for the most part, being carried out in isolation from peers and without any recognition 

or support from the university. 

  

Internationalization at Home (IaH), a relatively recent concept first introduced by Wacher 

(2003) in the late 1990s refocuses institutional attention on the 85% of students who stay at home 

by looking at ways in which both intercultural and international knowledge and experience can be 

built within the core curriculum.   

 

Our research has over the years been following the ways different universities, consistent 

with their updated mission statements, support the efforts of faculty members who have chosen to 

transform their teaching. Our findings are more disheartening than we ever expected. For example, 

when we asked how the institution demonstrates its commitment to educate graduates to live and 

work in an increasingly globalized world, the majority of faculty responded in a similar vein:  

  

� The issue gets raised, the idea is supported, but there is little practical encouragement  

 

� Lip service is paid, but if you want to do anything it would be just words 

 

� There is not enough institutional support or encouragement to begin to internationalize 

my courses 

 

� There is not enough support for international students and there are almost no services 

to ensure their success  

 

Our more recent SSHRC funded research is beginning to find new initiatives emerging but it 

remains unclear whether and how these are being supported centrally. 

 

Students are Untapped Resources 

 

 One of the surprises that came out of our data has to do with the potential contribution that 

students are equipped to make to internationalizing learning in the classroom. When we asked 

about the type and range of international and intercultural experiences students had prior to the 

start of their university studies, well over half of the students could list multiple ways in which they 

had engaged the world, languages, and cultures. That figure is well over the 35% target that some 

universities have set as a benchmark for future success which among other things indicates that 

universities lack the critical information to know who their students are with regard to this type of 

knowledge.  

 

� Undergraduate students are entering university with more international and intercultural 

experience and expertise than ever before and they are surprised and unhappy that the 

university does not indicate any interest in what they could offer. 

 

Another interesting surprise came when we identified faculty who are most likely to be actively 

engaged in transforming their courses. In this regard, women, faculty who speak multiple 

languages and those who have lived or studied in another country or culture are, regardless of their 

discipline or their class size, most likely to seek ways to engage their students’ prior knowledge 
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and experience. When faculty did inquire of their students’ backgrounds, many faculty expressed  

surprised at just how many students could contribute to classroom based learning and outside 

assignments.  

 

� In a class of 60, I ask how many have traveled to a country outside of North America, ¾ 

of the hands go up. I ask how many have lived in another country for more than six 

months, more than 1/3 of the hands go up. That did not happen before but it does now.  

 

Our research is interested in these early student experiences and how they influence what is learned 

in university and so we looked into the type and range of experiences students have.  Our findings  

indicate that many students are likely as well or possibly better traveled and linguistically 

proficient than many faculty members. For example, below I have gathered the range of experience 

which students self-identified: 

 

Table One. International and Intercultural Experiences of Students Prior to University Entry  

 

 

 

 1.   Foreign students studying in English language programs 

 2.   Foreign students studying in degree programs 

 3.   Exchange students who have come to Canada 

 4.   Domestic students who have been on exchange and returned to Canadian classrooms 

 5.   Aboriginal students 

 6.   Domestic students who having lived in urban centers have grown up in multicultural  

  contexts 

 7.   Domestic students who have lived abroad 

 8.   Recent immigrants 

 9.   Student NGOs who organize and focus on international issues  

 10. Students who speak more than two languages 

 

 

    
9

    
IIEE
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Teaching Pedagogies Matter 

 

The predominant use of the lecture method has served in large part to blind faculty to the 

wealth of resources that are available in their classrooms; linguistic, cultural, cognitive, and other 

forms of diversity are largely ignored. Students have asked for this approach to teaching to change. 

 

� Ninety percent of students indicate they learn best when faculty use highly interactive 

pedagogies. Eighty percent of faculty report they predominantly use the lecture method. 

 

Experiential learning theories show how useful this approach to learning can be. As student- 

centered pedagogies in which learning is highly interactive such an approach can (1) open up 

communication such that previous life experiences would play a legitimate role in the social and 

cultural aspects of the course, and  (2) open up opportunities for team work in which students with 

a range of cultural knowledge and expertise can learn from each other. It is not clear from our data 

that even if classes were much smaller that most faculty would choose to teach using interactive 

pedagogies.  Further it is not clear that faculty have the range of linguistic and cultural knowledge 

and experience to design courses in which internationalizing learning plays a seminal role. Other 

issues brought forth in our data include:  

 

� Many faculty already believe their discipline is international, after all the university is 

international 

� A large number of faculty do not accept that knowledge is socially constructed 

� Some faculty members have not engaged in critical self reflection to become aware of 

how their own cultural beliefs and knowledge shape their choices of content and 

pedagogy. 

� Issues of ethnocentricity  

� Many faculty can no longer afford to take sabbaticals away from campus and in other 

cultures, and 

� Faculty who have been active in CIDA development programs no longer have that 

opportunity to engage the world and bring their knowledge back into their classrooms.  

 

Sustainable reform 

 

 Many reforms fail because people (internal or external to the university) underestimate the 

complexity of the issues involved (Fullan, 2001; Goodson, 2001). It is unclear that most faculty 

members currently have the knowledge, skills and experience they need to internationalize their 

courses. What’s more many teachers are not comfortable sharing the responsibility for what is 

taught and learned with their students. After all it is easier if you are “in control”.  To make matters 

worse, many faculty members are reluctant, even skeptical, to make the sacrifices when the 

proposed reform is seen to be driven by forces external to the university, forces which are felt not 

to have the best interests of the university at heart. Those internal and external change agents who 

operate on the assumption that the internationalization of the curriculum is a relatively simply 

change to make simply misunderstand what is involved and why. Over simplification of the 

intended reform can be seen in the mission statements of many North American universities. My 

own university’s letterhead reads “to prepare graduates to be citizens and leaders in a global 

society”. Such statements become institutional policy and it is not unreasonable to expect the 
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policy to become practice. Our research, however, points out that there continues to be a significant 

gap between policy and practice and faculty members are quick to remind administrators and 

researchers that they cannot be expected to shoulder this reform without meaningful assistance.  

 

A framework for change   

 

The bottom line is that internationalization of the curriculum is about changing students and 

in doing so we as faculty change ourselves and our institutions. Reforming or revolutionizing the 

way in which faculty and students think in order that students are better prepared to pursue a life in 

an increasingly global context requires collaboration, research, resources, and time. It also requires 

many educators be prepared to change their ways (Delors, 1998). If we fail, it is likely that we have 

also failed to recognize that models of change exist which can be of enormous help to us by placing 

the various issues and influences in a useful explanatory framework.  Drawing on the work of 

Goodson (2001), there are three major forces or elements at work in any social transformation of 

education: (1) internal change agents (2) external change agents, and (3) personal change agents. 

These forces interact with one taking the lead in reform. For example (Goodson, 2001, p.46): 

 

• Internal agents work within the institution to initiate and promote change   

• External agents mandate top down change from outside the institution 

• Personal agents are individuals with personal missions or identity projects 

 

Along with Goodson, I believe that fundamental change in the university will only happen 

when faculty members can embrace the reform. I firmly believe in grassroots reform but history 

has shown us that faculty members alone cannot carry out the reform even if they wanted to; they 

need the support of the university and of the larger educational community.  All three forces of 

change need to be “integrated or harmonized in some way for the “social movement underpinning 

educational change will gather force and momentum”. (Goodson, 2001, p. 46) In this case of 

curricular reform, it is the faculty who have the power and the responsibility for the courses and 

have had for a very long time. To influence members of faculty to participate in the reform requires 

a connection be made with their personal missions or projects.  

 

The university has had experience with other externally imposed change of which equity 

and technology are but two examples.  There is a difference, however, in the extent to which these 

examples have actually changed the way faculty members think and work. The first, equity, has  

not, unfortunately, engaged the personal mission or projects of the majority of faculty members 

who are male. One result is that equity still has not become embedded in the fabric of academic 

life.  On the other hand, technology while also externally imposed has been embraced by most 

faculty members in large measure because it connected well with their personal missions; it 

enabled them to enrich their lives. Ask any faculty member how many hours a day s/he is online 

communicating with peers globally.   

 

This may not be a good time to be introducing yet another externally driven change in 

postsecondary education. In general, faculty report “feeling uncommitted, devalued, and 

demotivated” (Goodson, 2001, p. 54). It is easy for faculty to believe external change agents are 

pushing inappropriate or politically motivated reform given there has been so little genuine 

engagement of internationalizing the curriculum in their teaching.   
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The disengagement of both internal institutional forces and external forces to faculty 

member’s personal missions (identity projects) has cut off the hearts and minds of many if not most 

faculty from this and many other educational reforms. My hypothesis is that we cannot see this 

problem as isolated, just relevant to the internationalization of the curricula. It is a problem much 

larger and older than that. The autonomy of faculty members in Canada remains the dominant of 

the three forces of change. The vitality and sustainability of internationalizing learning depends on 

our ability to reconnect the opportunities this reform brings to the “personal identity projects” of 

the faculty. As such, this reform is as yet unrealized. 

 

Suggestions open to debate 

 

 Based on the research over a three year period, I suggest that we can make 

internationalizing the curriculum meaningful to faculty. Given I believe the most important 

decision a university can make is who to hire, I begin my suggestions with hiring and involve the 

university, the department, and the applicants. 

 

• Knowledge of or experience with internationalizing learning should be an explicitly 

stated criteria for hiring just as is the conventional disciplinary-based knowledge. 

 

• Ask all candidates being interviewed to discuss their thinking about 

internationalizing learning in his/her field/discipline. What they have learned and if 

they have not engaged the concept, find out why not. There are likely some good 

answers. 

 

• Ask candidates what teaching pedagogies they prefer and why. 

 

• Explicitly recognize and reward curricular reform (both in what is taught and how it 

is taught) in promotion and tenure. Ask candidates to submit examples of their 

work. Ask external referees to comment and assess.  

 

• Support faculty member’s individual and collaborative efforts to internationalize 

curricula by offering competitive grants based on proposal submissions. Broadly 

announce the winners. If 20 people submit proposals and only one is funded, a 

majority of the others will still follow through with their proposal. These should be 

annual awards.  

 

• Provide substantial staff development opportunities to faculty who need to learn 

new skills, including foreign language training in languages which are important to 

the literature of his/her discipline. Workshops in teaching methodologies should be 

individualized to the field and/or discipline. A Certificate in Internationalizing 

Learning could be offered by the Teaching and Learning Centre. 

 

• Recognize that faculty members are carrying heavy work loads which make change 

problematic, particularly change that requires self-reflective thought. Provide skilled 

professionals to help faculty with the transformation of their course(s). 
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• Have Deans and department heads make internationalization an explicit priority in 

their medium and long term planning. Have these priorities publicly posted 

including the strategies to be included; recognize all efforts of faculty and 

professional staff. 

 

• Hold town-hall meetings with students or develop an online web page to broadly 

consult students on how they can contribute to or benefit from the internationalizing 

of learning.  

 

• Recognize and value international and intercultural experience and expertise of 

students on their transcript. 

 

• Offer dual degrees, the first one in the discipline and the second on the international 

dimensions of the discipline. Both appear on the transcript. 

 

I think you can see where I am going with this line of thinking. Let me close by telling you 

that in spite of changes that have already occurred in some universities and in some fields of study, 

in general the internationalization of the curriculum has the potential to remain symbolic, an 

unfulfilled promise. It is time for thoughtful reflection and informed action.   

 

Thank you.      
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