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Abstract: Responding to the globalisation of commerce and communication anddriven by competition in the multi-billion dollar 

international market for highereducation, many universities are seeking to market their educational provision internationally.Feedback 

from some disappointed ‘customers’ has created pressure for changein the way that instruction is designed and delivered. This pressure 

is beginning to affectteachers in subjects perceived as international in perspective.  This paper reviews thestrategies suggested by 

Western universities to achieve internationalisation of thecurriculum. Internationalisation is a major project that affects all aspects of a 

university’sprovision, including its priorities for staff development and career rewards. Thechallenge for course developers is to design 

a curriculum that serves global rather than national priorities, which does not rely on prior knowledge of local provenance, wherestudents 

from all sources share equal opportunities for advancement in an inclusivelearning environment, and which serves to introduce stay-at-

home students to thedemands of an increasingly multinational world of work.. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In inclusive institutions of highereducation no student should be 

anafterthought. Thus, it is only natural thatpostsecondary 

disability service providershave embraced the concept of 

UniversalDesign, which proposes that spaces beplanned at the 

outset to meet the needs of allpotential users. Accommodation 

andinclusion are very different notions. When astudent’s family 

is provided with a van tourof the campus while the rest of 

theorientation group walks, when a student isable to view a 

famous celebrity giving aspeech in an inaccessible lecture hall 

bywatching from a remote site via television,or when a student 

is noticeably absent fromthe classroom every time a test is 

givenbecause the student needs extended time, thestudent is 

accommodated, but excluded. Internationalisation continues to 

be increasingly central on the Higher Education (HE) agenda. 

Internationalisation in the context of HE is broad in scope and 

ranges from creating an inclusive and proper environment for 

international student cohorts to ensuring that the education of 

both HEFCE and international students promotes global 

perspectives and opportunities for learning in  a global context. 

This toolkit focuses specifically on Internationalisation of the 

curriculum. We see internationalisation of the curriculum as one 

of the key steps in encouraging global perspectives, knowledge 

and understandings that enhances employability in a global 

economy, promotes inclusivity, equality and a diverse and 

enriched learning experience for all. 

This paper describes the external processes that will soon drive 

many geographerstowards making their teaching methods and 

curricula more multicultural and inclusive.It continues to discuss 

what internationalisation of a curriculum actually means, why 

itis important, what it involves and describes some of the work 

being undertaken toaccomplish internationalisation. 

 

BACKGROUND 

Currently, many universities are investigating ways of 

integrating international andmulticultural dimensions into their 

teaching, research and service functions (Back et al.,1996, p. 1; 

van der Wende, 1997, p. 54; De Wit, 1999, p. 1). This work has 
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twomotivations, the .rst of which is income. Many universities 

would like larger numbersof international students because they 

offer a source of revenue whose supply is notrestricted by local 

quotas or demography (Warwick, 1999). Already, many 

universitiesoperate across national boundaries; they sport 

campuses in several nations and markettheir courses 

electronically across the Internet (Fielden, 1998; Lemke & 

Ritter, 2000;McBurne, 2000, p. 69). Additionally, they compete 

for a share of the— maybe—more than 1.5 million students who 

travel abroad for their higher education (cf. CBIE, 1999).This 

traf.c is set to increase. Blight (2001) suggests that between 1995 

and 2010, Asia’sdemand for international university places will 

increase by 800 000 and, he hopes, alarge proportion will go to 

Australia. However, at present 32 per cent (0.5 million in1999) 

of all international students travel to the USA (cf. UK: 16 per 

cent; Germany: 13per cent; France: 11 per cent; Australia: 8 per 

cent (Feder, 2001; Koh, 2001)). Theirimpact is considerable. In 

the UK, 10 per cent of all students are ‘international’ (cf.Austria 

13 per cent, Australia 8 per cent (CEC- UKCOSA, 2000; Anon, 

2001; Feder,2001)). In New 

Zealand, international education generates 3.5 times as much 

foreignexchange as the wine industry (Pickering, 2001). In the 

USA, HE is reputed to be theUSA’s .fth largest earner of service 

income worth US$12.3 billion (1999) (Lenn, 1996;Koh, 2001). 

Around 10 per cent of US (cf. 31 per cent of Austrian) 

undergraduatesundertake some kind of study-abroad 

programme (Peterson et al., 2000; Anon, 2001).International 

students are big business and this is why, today, universities 

areconcerned to create a favourable ‘brand’ image in the 

international education market(CVCP, 2000; McBurne, 2000, 

p. 71; Pickering, 2001). In the process, they have 

becomesensitive to the negative reactions expressed by some 

returning student ‘customers’, whofelt that they had been 

poorly served by their destination university and that 

theuniversity’s interest in them had been mainly . nancial 

(Altbach, 1999). 

What Does “Internationalisation of the Curriculum” Mean? 

Internationalisation of the curriculum is the process of 

designing a curriculum that meetsthe needs of an international 

student body (cf. Callan, 2000). Ultimately, the process isabout 

‘fair play’. The ideal international curriculum provides equably 

for the learningambitions of all students, irrespective of their 

national, ethnic, cultural, social class/casteor gender identities.

 It values social inclusion, cultural 

pluralism and ‘world citizenship’ahead of partisan links with 

any smaller geographical, cultural or social unit (Surian,1996). 

It contains the belief that a university should grant

 an equal opportunity forsuccess to every student that 

it enrols and not prejudice the advancement of anyindividual by 

granting an innate competitive advantage to students from any 

particularsocial group or tradition. Hence, at a deep level, 

internationalisation is about universal suffrage and this is why, 

it is to be hoped, geographers would wish to be 

involved.However, internationalisation is not an issue for all 

universities. There are many thatself-consciously conceive their 

role in national, religious and/or gender-speci. c terms.  

How Can We Achieve ‘Internationalisation of the 

Curriculum’? 

To generate such graduates, many educators may need to 

change their ways. Internationalisationrequires a shift in 

the content and style of teaching and learning (Delors,1998a). 

The trick seems to be to design the whole curriculum with the 

needs ofinternational students in mind (cf. Ryan, 2000). This is 

easy to write and very hard todo. The term ‘international student’ 

lumps together individuals with a huge diversity ofprior 

experiences, skills and expectations. Cynics protest that this 

implies teaching to thelowest common denominator. 

 

PRINCIPLES OF CURRICULUM AND 

INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN 

C&I design is effective when principles are consistently 

followed and deployed. C&I materialsand activities ought to 

adhere to basic principles of design, such as accessibility and 

equity.While guidelines and principles of C&I design are quite 

simple and specific, they are oftenneglected in practice. In 

teacher education, students often wonder how professors can so 

readilytalk about the importance of principles while neglecting 

the principles in their own classrooms,materials and activities! 

There are eight general principles of C&I design, which 

werearticulated rather clearly by the University of Guelph.In 

addition to these eight general principles that ought to guide 

C&I design, there are anumber of principles that are more 

specific. Park and Hannafin (1993) and Sherry 

(1996)developed a matrix of twenty principles and their 
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correspondingapplications for designers ofC&I. The principles 

are derived from a synthesis of research into cognition and 

learning. Usethese general and specific principles as guidelines 

for designing activities, demonstrations,modules, projects and 

units. 

 

UNITS 

In the mid 1920s, Henry Morrison (1926, 1931) combined 

the initial notion of unit (i.e., unit ofexperience) with 

disciplinary notions for his practices in the secondary school at 

the Universityof Chicago. Here, unit meant a large block of 

related subject matter, which provided a theme,combined with 

activities, problems and projects over several weeks to generate 

understandingsof the theme and related knowledge. For 

example, Morrison used themes such as the FrenchRevolution 

in history, and the Earth as a Planet in science. The form of a 

unit was divided intofive steps: 

1. Exploration— teacher explores what students know 

through pre-test and discussion 

2. Presentation— teacher provides a concrete sketch of 

the unit and theme 

3. Assimilation—students scatter for individualized and 

small-group work; teacher evaluates 

4. Organization— teacher organizes knowledge, 

represents unit and theme 

5. Recitation— students demonstrate attitudes, 

knowledge and skill; public performances 

The determination of the types of units designed is typically 

up to the teacher, who mustfulfill responsibilities to the larger 

structures of content, courses and government dictates. 

Ofcourse, as in the case of projects, students ought to have input 

into the process designing the unit.Units are typically broadly 

conceived to accommodate individuality. Technology units for 

ahigh school group could conceivably be organized as: 

technology and rights; mass production;digital animation; 

energy, environment, and personal consumption; old materials, 

censorship anddigital expression; communicable disease and 

modern medicine; apparel, fashion and style.Within a high 

school, a unit titled "The bicycle: Prescription for conservation, 

health, andpersonal transportation" might take shape (Petrina, 

1992). Here, unity and relevance areaddressed through thematic 

use of a common product in which most students in high school 

areinterested. The technology of bicycles is also advantageous 

in its historical significance, social importance, and multi-

cultural utility, as well as in its relationships to physics, 

engineering,physiology, economics, geography, safety and 

health, sport and leisure, urban design, industryand 

environmental policy. Through their simplicity and 

performance, bicycles challengestudents to apply techniques 

related to design, invention, experimentation, maintenance, 

andrepair. Bicycles can inspire the 

  

formation of clubs, affiliation with mountain biking or 

trickcycling organizations, and planned bike tours. Most 

importantly, the centrality of bicycles toyouth can be used to 

meet a range of content within the design, transportation and 

physicaltechnology areas of the curriculum. Emphasis is on 

connecting abstract content to concretetechnology. For instance, 

a group of students might: design and conduct a survey to 

determinethe extent of bicycle use in their community, and 

report the results as compared to national andinternational 

trends; determine the needs of a cycling society and agitate for 

bike routes andtrails; design cities of the future that 

accommodate a variety of modes of transportation; designand 

construct bicycle trailers with concern for specific speed and 

payload factors; survey andmap geographic regions for potential 

bikeways; investigate the bicycle use of teen-agers indeveloping 

countries; design and conduct experiments that focus on 

physiological demands ofcycling; print posters to promote 

bicycle use; or design a sculpture, and write songs or plays 

thatexpress feelings toward human- powered transportation. 
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The key to a unit is planning. The most effective units entail 

a great amount of planning.Remember, the scale of curriculum 

increases as one moves from lesson plans and demonstrationsto 

activities, modules and projects and ultimately to units and 

courses. A unit plan is actually acollection of resources for the 

teacher and students. A unit plan allows the teacher to 

proceedwith confidence and foresight. The unit format provided 

below is comprehensive and recommended for planning. In 

general, the unit plan is a blueprint and provides the 

rationales,semantics, logistics, scope, sequence and resources 

for the initiation and completion of the unit.Typically, a planning 

grid accompanies the unit plan and serves as the daily work order 

for theunit. Many teachers trivialize a unit by merely collecting 

a bunch of resources,collating them and calling them a unit. Or, 

teachers organize the scope and sequence of contentand call this 

a unit. But units are much more than this, especially in 

technology studies and otherexperience-based subjects. We 

have to take C&I design seriously and unit plans help us to 

dothis. 

NORMATIVE UNITS 

The "normative unit" was developed in the 1950s to provide a 

framework for dealing withcontroversial issues (Chapter 4). The 

form of a normative unit is derived from a general form 

ofprogressing from an introductory phase through constructive 

and culminating phases. However,a normative unit focuses on 

the resolution of a controversial issue. The form of a normative 

unitis as follows: 

1. Social and moral orientation of students. 

2. Sympathetic recognition of opposing positions, 

practices and policies, or fact finding. 

3. Conscious recognition and criticism of personal 

motives, aspirations, beliefs and outlooks. 

4. Presentation of personal and social views. 

5. Resolution or fusion of social directions and standards 

of judgment with facts and descriptiveprinciples into programs 

and plans of action. 

The very form of the unit is designed to discourage fence 

sitting. Neutrality and apathy on the part of the students are signs 

that the their core beliefs and feelings have not been touched by 

the unit. 

 

MODULES 

In the early 1970s, an individualized learning package or 

container for modular teaching wascalled a module— "a self-

contained, independent unit of a planned series of learning 

activitiesdesigned to help the student accomplish certain well-

defined objectives." Modules are freestanding,self-contained 

and comprehensive instructional packages, meaning that 

basicallyeverything that the student needs is in the module. 

Whereas a unit is directed by the teacher andmay involve the use 

of modules, a module provides for self-direction, or self-paced 

learning of arealm of content. In the late 1980s and through the 

1990s, modules became immensely popularin England and 

Scotland in a context of "flexible learning," educators' response 

to flexibleeconomics. One proponent of modularity referred to 

this proliferation in higher education as"The Container 

Revolution," reflected in the 700+ modules at Oxford 

Polytechnic. Modules arecurrently a world-wide phenomenon 

and the preferred containers for distance education via the world 

web. 

 

PROJECTION AND REFLECTIVE PRACTICE 

We began this chapter by asking "who should design the 

curriculum that technology teachersteach?" We acknowledged 

that technology studies traditionally drew on the curriculum 

andesign skills of the teacher. This had its advantages. However, 

this was a disadvantage in termsof consistency in curriculum, as 

was noted in the previous chapter. During the 1990s, a 

fairamount of curriculum design in technology studies was

 vendor driven and commerciallyproduced. The 

internet also added a new dimension of portability of curriculum 

materials forteachers who were part of the learning objects 

movement. While more curriculum iscommercially and publicly 

available and convenient than ever before, technology teachers 

mustcontinue possess the ability to design an effective materials, 

projects, units or modules. Theprinciples of ID and formats 

provided are essential tools for each technology teacher.To 

practice the techniques of curriculum design two assignments 

are provided below.The first challenges you to design a 

normative unit, or a unit  of a controversy in action. Thisbuilds 

on the controversial issues method explained in Chapter 4. The 

second assignment is adigital module. Digital modules provide 

technology teachers with a complex learning object thatcan be 
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transferred from school to school with ease in portability. 

Proceed with each assignmentwith the principles of ID in mind. 

In the next chapter, the topics of assessment and evaluation are 

addressed. 

 

BENEFITS OF LEARNING: 

A key focus of the debate surrounding the use of learning 

outcomes has centredaround their proposedbenefits for the 

learner. It has been argued that traditionally, HE has tended to 

focus on the content and process of learning rather than on its 

outcomes (UDACE, 1989). Consequently universities usually 

described their provision in terms of courses and syllabuses and 

have required students to adjust themselves to an established 

curriculum and mode of delivery. The past decade however has 

witnessed something of a culture change in HE and there is 

recognition that much is to be gained bymoving away from the 

conception of a content-based focus of curriculum to a more 

student-centred approach (Robertson, 2001). An influential 

paper published by Barr and Tagg in 1995 entitled ‘From 

Teaching to Learning: A New Paradigm For Undergraduate 

Education’ strongly advocated the need to move from what the 

authors termed the traditional ‘instructional paradigm’ with its 

focus on teaching and instruction to a ‘learning paradigm’ that 

enables students to discover and construct knowledge for 

themselves. Barr and Tagg (1995) present some powerful 

arguments to support this shift towards an environment in which 

students are empowered to take responsibility for what they 

learn (guided by explicit learning outcomes that clearly link to 

assessment), and their work gained much credence in both 

academic circles and the wider public domain. Learning 

outcomes offer a means by which attention can be focused on 

the actual achievements  of students and this represents a more 

realistic and genuine measure of the value of education than 

measures of teaching input. Thus, the adoption of a ‘learning 

paradigm’ in HE puts the learner at the heart of the educational 

process, a proposition that appeals to both teachers and students 

alike. Knight and Trowler (2001) argue that if students are given 

a real stake in their own learning in this way, they will learn 

better and will be more motivated and enthusiastic about what 

they are learning. This approach, it is argued, should also 

encourage them to become more independent and autonomous 

learners.Good teaching and learning stems from a range of 

complex interactions between student, teacher,setting and 

learning activities. The classroom is characterised by a degree of 

ambiguity between inputsand outputs, and good teachers are 

those that seek to motivate students by responding to questions 

andstimulating debate. Much is dependent on the experience and 

expertise of the teacher. A good teacheris able to think on their 

feet (reflection-in- action) about whether a classroom discussion 

should bepursued or not, and is adept at recognising learning 

outcomes that may emerge in the practical realitiesof teaching 

(Schon, 1991). 

 

CONCLUSION: 

Geography retains a traditional interest in teaching about the 

world, its environments andpeoples. Increasingly, it is facing up 

to the problem of teaching its message to studentsfrom different 

traditions (Haigh, 1995; Cook, 2000). This may require a 

substantialre-evaluation of the ways in which courses are 

delivered and of what is and what is notacceptable as inclusive 

classroom practice (cf. Cook, 2000). In essence, 

internationalization of the curriculum is about giving equality of 

opportunity and a better educationalexperience to all students. 

Frequently, this will demand major changes in the wayeducation 

is delivered (Peterson et al., 2000). There seems to be no single 

recipe forsuccess, although, to succeed, internationalisation 

must be integrated and sustained as along-term stable priority. 

Beyond this, internationalisation involves a refocusing of 

allinstitutional activities, not justteaching and learning, away 

from the concerns of any hostnation and in favour of the outside 

world (Sadiki, 1998). It may prove best to conceiveof all 

students as ‘international students’ and to teach a curriculum that 

is designed forinternational students and the new global 

economy. Meanwhile, the  greatest obstacle to progress is 

ensuring that curricula that accept international recruits do not 

grant anyinnate competitive advantage to ‘native speakers’ or 

those imbued with particular localknowledge. 
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