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La Fondazione Intercultura Onlus

La Fondazione Intercultura Onlus nasce il 12 maggio 2007 da una costola dell’Associazione che porta lo 
stesso nome e che da 55 anni accumula un patrimonio unico di esperienze educative internazionali, che 
la Fondazione intende utilizzare su più vasta scala, favorendo una cultura del dialogo e dello scambio 
interculturale tra i giovani e sviluppando ricerche, programmi e strutture che aiutino le nuove gene-
razioni ad aprirsi al mondo ed a vivere da cittadini consapevoli e preparati in una società multi-
culturale. Vi hanno aderito i Ministeri degli Affari Esteri e dell’Istruzione, Università e Ricerca. La 
Fondazione è presieduta dall’Ambasciatore Roberto Toscano; segretario generale è Roberto Ruffino; 
del consiglio e del comitato scientifico fanno parte eminenti rappresentanti del mondo della cultura, 
dell’economia e dell’università. Nei primi anni di attività ha promosso convegni internazionali sulla 
Identità italiana tra Europa e società multiculturale, sull’Educazione alla cittadinanza mondiale, sui 
Rapporti tra apprendimento digitale a distanza ed in presenza; organizza incontri tra interculturalisti di 
vari Paesi, sostiene ricerche sull’apprendimento interculturale; ha condotto un progetto pilota di scambi 
intra-europei con l’Unione Europea. Raccoglie donazioni per borse di studio di enti locali, fondazioni 
ed aziende a beneficio dei programmi di Intercultura. Gestisce il sito www.scuoleinternazionali.org

www.fondazioneintercultura.org

L’Associazione Intercultura Onlus

L’Associazione Intercultura Onlus (fondata nel 1955) è un ente morale riconosciuto con DPR n. 578/85, 
posto sotto la tutela del Ministero degli Affari Esteri. Dal 1 gennaio 1998 ha status di Organizzazione 
non lucrativa di utilità sociale, iscritta al registro delle associazioni di volontariato del Lazio: è infatti 
gestita e amministrata da migliaia di volontari, che hanno scelto di operare nel settore educativo e 
scolastico, per sensibilizzarlo alla dimensione internazionale. È presente in 150 città italiane ed in 65 
Paesi di tutti i continenti, attraverso la sua affiliazione all’AFS ed all’EFIL. Ha statuto consultivo 
all’UNESCO e al Consiglio d’Europa e collabora ad alcuni progetti dell’Unione Europea. Ha rapporti 
con i nostri Ministeri degli Esteri e dell’Istruzione, Università e Ricerca. A Intercultura sono stati 
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scenza fra i popoli.
 L’Associazione promuove, organizza e finanzia scambi ed esperienze interculturali, inviando ogni anno 
circa 2000 ragazzi delle scuole secondarie a vivere e studiare all’estero ed accogliendo nel nostro paese 
altrettanti giovani di ogni nazione che scelgono di arricchirsi culturalmente trascorrendo un periodo 
di vita nelle nostre famiglie e nelle nostre scuole. Inoltre Intercultura organizza seminari, conferenze, 
corsi di formazione e di aggiornamento per Presidi, insegnanti, volontari della propria e di altre asso-
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5th Forum on intercultural learning and exchange – Programme
Trends in European Youth
Nurturing Global Competence. How do we know we are making progress?
Two Council of Europe projects relevant to the assessment of intercultural competence 
in non-formal and formal education 
Identification of broadly supported and harmonized concepts of intercultural competence
Intercultural competence – From individuals to groups
Guidelines for intercultural dialogue in non-formal learning activities
Assessment of Intercultural Learning – Principles, Practices and Challenges:
A Summary of the Outcomes of Four Workshops
Reflections on the Assessment of ICC in Youth Exchanges
Case Study: Intercultural learning in OFAJ (and PNWM) exchanges Methods, results 
and implications of the evaluation of international youth exchange programs
Case Study: Competency-based Approaches to Educating for Global Competence 
during Afterschool
Case Study: The Possibilities and Limitations of Competence Based Evaluation in Non-
formal Learning Programmes
A Changing Assessment Paradigm in International Educational Exchange
Cento anni di volontariato AFS

Dal 9 all’11 ottobre 2014 si è tenuto a Vienna il quinto Forum annuale sull’ap-
prendimento interculturale e gli scambi di studenti. L’iniziativa, avviata dalla 
Fondazione Intercultura nel 2009, riunisce per inviti un gruppo ristretto di 
studiosi della materia e di professionisti che operano nel settore degli scambi 
internazionali di studenti, con lo scopo di scambiare esperienze e di verificare 
nella pratica ciò che la ricerca interculturale va esplorando.

Alla preparazione dell’edizione del 2014 hanno collaborato l’AFS internaziona-
le e quella austriaca (ospite della manifestazione), l’EFIL e – in qualità di membri 
del comitato preparatore – Darla Deardorff dell’Università Duke e Paola Bortini 
di Limina. Il tema verteva sugli indicatori di apprendimento interculturale e sul 
modo di misurare tale apprendimento quando avviene attraverso strutture di for-
mazione non formale, quali sono appunto i programmi dell’AFS e di Intercultura. 
I lavori su sono svolti in lingua inglese e pertanto gli Atti del Forum vengono 
pubblicati in questo numero in lingua inglese.

Fondazione Intercultura thanks the participants in the 5th Forum on Intercultural 
Learning and Exchange in Vienna, October 9th-11th, and especially the presenters whose 
contributions are published in this issue of Intercultura magazine.  
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5th Forum on intercultural         
Intercultural Learning for Adolescents: Indicators and Measurement of             competence acquired through non formal Education and informal 
Learning on educational Exchanges

WhAt IS FILE?
FILE is the annual Forum on Intercultural Learning and Exchange sponsored by the Intercultura Foundation in 
Italy, AFS Austauschprogramme für interkulturelles Lernen in Austria, the European Federation for Intercultural 
Learning (EFIL) in Brussels and AFS Intercultural Programs in new York. It is convened one year in Italy and one 
year in Austria and it includes – by invitation – some sixty experts, researchers and practitioners in the field of 
international youth exchanges and intercultural learning. It is an opportunity for academics to meet and discuss 
with professionals and volunteers who work in the field of intercultural education – and for practitioners to learn 
about theories and researches in this field.

GEnERAL tOPIc OF FILE V
Indicators of Intercultural Learning and ways of measuring intercultural competence acquired through informal 
learning and non formal education on exchanges. In other words: when assessing intercultural learning progress 
with adolescents on an exchange, what do we want to measure and how? the focus of the session should be 
on indicators of intercultural competence acquired through informal learning and non formal education and on 
methodologies to measure them. 

VEnuE AnD DAtES: hotel Regina Vienna, October 9th -11th 2014

PREP tEAM
Roberto Ruffino, Fondazione Intercultura, chair
Paola Bortini, Limina
Elisa Briga, EFIL
Darla Deardorff, Duke University
Melissa Liles, AFS Intercultural Programs
Johanna nemeth, AFS Austauschprogramme für interkulturelles Lernen

ExPERtS, SPEAkERS, GROuP LEADERS
• Paolo Balboni, Ca’ Foscari University Venice 
• trudy Banta, Indiana University - Purdue University Indianapolis
• Martyn Barrett, University of Surrey 
• Veronica Boix-Mansilla, Harvard University 
• Matthew cantele, International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis 
• Judith Dubiski, Cologne University of Applied Sciences
• Jean Philippe Restoueix, Council of Europe 
• Daniela Groeschke, University of Jena
• Ewa krzaklewska, Jagiellonian University Krakow
• tom kurz, Experiment in International Living 
• heather Loewecke, Senior Program Manager, Asia Society
• Oana nestian Sandu, EU-CoE youth partnership 
• Joyce Osland, San José State University
• uffe Gravers Pedersen, Educational Consultant of the City of Copenhagen
• Lydia Ruprecht, UNESCO
• tamara thorpe, CISV 
• Jennifer Watson, CISV 
• ulrich Zeutschel, Organisational Consultant and Trainer
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Intercultural Learning for Adolescents: Indicators and Measurement of             competence acquired through non formal Education and informal 
Learning on educational Exchanges

PROGRAMME

OpEnIng nIght On thuRsdAy OctObER 9th

19:00  Welcome by Johanna nemeth, Secretary General, AFS Austria –  
Jean Philippe Restoueix – council of Europe – Trends in European youth vs. international 
culture, crossing borders, openness to diversity, xenophobia

20:30  Opening dinner

FRIdAy OctObER 10th

09:00-10.15  Veronica Boix-Mansilla – harvard university – An overview of different 
types of indicators of progress towards intercultural competence and their measurement 

10.45-12.45  Round table of experts to react and make comments on presentation:
• Martyn Barrett – University of Surrey 
• Matthew cantele – International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis – Vienna
• Daniela Groeschke – University of Jena 
• Oana nestian Sandu – EU-CoE youth partnership – Strasbourg

13:00  Lunch

14.30-16.30  Group work (4 groups) to reflect and discuss and raise questions

Group facilitators of the 4 groups
• Paola Bortini 
• tom kurz
• Joyce Osland 
• uffe Gravers Pedersen

17.00  closing plenary to clarify and sum up

20:00  Dinner

sAtuRdAy OctObER 11th 

09.00-10.00  Darla Deardorff – Plenary presentation of the day and of 4 case studies 

10.30-12.30  Group work to discuss one case study each
• uli Zeutschel – Six components of intercultural competence 
• Judith Dubiski – Intercultural learning in OFAJ exchanges
• heather Loewecke – Global learning in after-school
• tamara thorpe and Jennifer Watson – Intercultural learning in CISV

17.00   closing plenary chaired by Darla Deardorff – Suggestion on indicators and 
methodologies – Closing words by Johanna Nemeth

20:00  closing dinner
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Iguess that my 14 years of involvement in youth 
organisations, as a youth leader from local to 
European level in parallel of my studies and my 

involvement in European Youth Policy development 
from a NGO side before becoming a civil servant 
working within the Youth Directorate of the Council 
of Europe, mostly on youth policies development in 
Central and Eastern Europe, may have played a role 
in my invitation to this Forum. Also my actual work 
in the Higher Education department, working on 
qualifications frameworks, can provide some roots 
to my speech or the fact that I “teach” a module on 
Intercultural learning in Political science Master 2 
students. Does all this make me someone competent 
to have the privilege to share my ideas with you? 
These are not rhetoric questions, of false humility; 
these are real question especially in front of people 
more knowledgeable to speak about youth and young 
people. In an intercultural perspective, being a white 
man I don’t know what it is like to be a black woman; 
just as well, not being myself young anymore I don’t 
know what it means to be a young man in Donetsk. 
So my words should be read as an exploration of 
my own ignorance. Firstly we will explore if such a 
thing as “European Youth” exist and explore some 
trends. Then we will question the vision that adults 
have about “Youth” and what are the consequences 
of these visions, and on conclusion we will reflect on 
the specific role that NGOs, trainers, educators can 
play in this framework.

SOME tREnDS In EuROPEAn YOuth  

To use the wording “European youth” is by itself a 
difficulty. Firstly, as usual, what means “Europe” 
in this context? Which Europe? Not taking more 
time on this question, it can be formulated like : 
”Do we see common trends for a 25 years old man 
from Galways to Vladivostok and from Napoli to 
Tbilissi?”. Let’s freeze the question for a while.

We need as a starting point to acknowledge that 
the social image of young people is still strongly 
nationally marked. The social cultural frameworks 
in which a young person lives, develops his/her self, 
try to build his/her life… are different and still are 
key elements for their socialisation. So perhaps we 
can formulate the question as: “did we have common 
trends regarding young people all over Europe and 
are they new trends”?

To add to this complexity, we are also obliged to 
acknowledge that the social expectations towards 
a “young person” are diverse. What are these 
expectations, what are the images of the “ideal young 
people”: dynamic? engaged? altruist? beautiful? 
determinate? patriotic? curious? It can be also 
in relation with the expectations transmitted by 
their parents, the school, the churches …on which 
young people try to build their lives. If we accept 
the simultaneity, in Europe, of different spaces and 
times; different level of social cultural development; 
different stages of Modernity, therefore we need to 
accept the simultaneity of different profiles of young 
people. Nevertheless, let’s try to explore 5 trends, 
realities of “European” youth (with all the distance 
expressed before).

Obviously the reality of unemployment is 
unfortunately shared by a lot of young people. 
More or less 5.000.000 young people below 25 are 
unemployed within the EU. The economic crisis, 
which for me seems like a normal situation (I was 
10 years old when the 1973 oil crisis appeared), have 
direct impact on young people. Some indicators:
 1/3 of BAC plus 5 and more are still unemployed 

1 year after the end of their studies;
 In Spain, 53.8 % of young people ( 16-25 years 

old) are unemployed;
 The model of an indeterminate contract is an 

inaccessible dream. Even CDD are perceived as 
a chance when for many, the only way is to jump 
from one training ship to another. 

trends in European youth
Visions of young people in Europe today: a base for reflection  
of indicators and measurement of competence through non-formal 
education and informal learning on educational exchange 
    
Jean philippe Restoueix 
Council of Europe
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The expectations of young people is to be mobile 
(the Portuguese Ministry of education advising 
young Portuguese to go to Brazil); an obliged 
mobility which for certain countries remains, 
reawakens painful memories (Irish living Ireland; 
Southern people moving North), a forced mobility 
which on a global scale transforms our “Mare 
nostrum” in our “Common Cemetery”. Therefore 
in Europe we see again phenomena which had 
disappeared like children contributing to the family 
economy with their work in Napoli. Do we face in 
Europe a sacrificed generation?

The reality of unemployment, of the difficulties 
to enter into “adult” age (if we understand “adult” 
as being responsible for oneself, economically 
independent, responsible for one’s life choices…) 
contributes to another trend, the “psycho social 
moratorium”. In Europe we assist to a slow but 
clear disappearance of initiation rites, which were 
for centuries closely related to religious ones. Life 
in couple, marriage were one of these indicators. 
But in France from 1980 to 2012, in thirty years, the 
average age to marry passed from 25 years old to 32 
for men; from 22.8 to 30.2 for women.

“Everything! all the time! now!”. Our societies, 
the economic system create an illusion that anyone 
can have access to everything all the time: explosion 
of the temptation, permanent call of the desire, 
imperatives that anyone needs to answer! But being 
human is being limited, a limitation which is not a 
regret but a chance. This situation is even heavier 
for young people. The permanent artificial creation 
of new needs, of new desires pushes everyone, but 
especially young people, into an impossible mission. 
Nobody can jump from one desire to another without 
losing him/herself. So the only space of resistance, 
the way to express the difficulty to be is the body 
itself. Anorexia, alcohols, drugs, bulimia,…are as 
many despair signs of resistance, of making breaks, 
of refusing the killing race of social false desires. 
Therefore the suicide of a young man or the nudity of 
Pussy Riot, of the FEMEN become the last weapon 
to denounce a world which creates frustrations 24 
times by the minute. 

Confronted to paradox injunctions, I guess it is 
not easy to be young. It is not easy to build a Self 
in the complexity of the world. One example could 
be the gender relations. How to build our gender 
identity, to live our sexuality as a free choice, in a free 
growing process? Probably it was ever easy but it 
could be it is even more difficult today. In France, and 
I apologise to provide too many French examples, 
the discovery of a different sexual orientation is the 
first cause of suicide for young men between 16 and 
18 years of age. The images of the girl, the sexist 
approach within the school yards are extremely 

violent: “she is a good one!” How to deal with the 
request of equality and the gender prescription 
“boys don’t cry”; “girls should be pretty...” 

You will probably find that I am too gloomy, 
too pessimist. I just would like to underline that 
in our time, young people are confronted with 
their “difficult freedom”, by a system in which 
everything seems possible but at the same time 
a system in which economic inequality, gender 
relation and discrimination are realities for 
thousands of young people in Europe.

SOME VISIOnS ABOut YOunG PEOPLE

At this stage, the question on how any discourse 
about young people and about intercultural 
learning is still an open question. We should explore 
other elements: Why do we want to develop this 
discourse? What are the roots of our questioning? 
We could answer that as parents, as educators, we 
just want to be able to understand the reality. Fine, 
but are we sure that we don’t create frames which 
shape this vision, not allowing us to try to see the 
world as it is and not as we would like it to be. “ 
An ashtray on my table is an ashtray on my table 
“ wrote Gombrowicz. Are we able to be conscious 
both on our mental frameworks when we speak 
about young people and on which values we base 
them? Here, I propose to use the typology proposed 
by a French sociologist, Chantal Guerin Plantin, 
who describes 4 ways to perceive young people. 
We need also here to stress that even if the focus is 
not ICL, or ICL competence, we can question how 
interculturality is translated in these categories. It 
is also clear these categories are theoretical ones 
and that probably each of us mixed them.

“Young people are fragile” therefore they 
need to be protected; they are not yet complete 
human beings. The role of educators, of adults, 
of public authorities is to provide a frame, limits 
which help a fragile subject to get his/her own 
autonomy. The discovery of the Other is therefore 
a way to strengthening the individual but in a clear 
pathways protecting the “weak”.

“Young people are dangerous” therefore 
the societies need to protect themselves against 
these new “barbarians”. Medias play very often a 
crucial role in this perception. Burning cars, gangs, 
suburbs, radicalisation… young people are violent 
and could be a destabilising factor for the whole 
society. Of course, the weight of this sentence is 
different in democracies or in dictatorial societies.

“Young people have a messianic role” therefore 
they are the ones who will radically change the 
world. They have ideals; they are the main actors 
of social changes. Here we need to mention that the 
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question is not to judge if one category is better than 
another, if one is good and another bad. All of them 
were contextualised in different moments in different 
societies differently. Regarding the messianic vision 
of youth, we can remember May ’68 but also the 
Chinese Cultural Revolution or the Arab Spring.

“Young people are citizens” therefore their ideas, 
their energies are indispensable for the evolution of 
society. They should have a voice that societies need 
to hear. This can be translated by decreasing the 
legal age to vote (Austria 16 years old, Scotland 16 
for the referendum). 

So the perception of youth, the description of the 
trends are also marked by the position of each of us 
within these categories: our own history, including 
the memory of our own youth, our value systems, 
our political choices...

A BASE FOR REFLEctIOn OF 
InDIcAtORS AnD MEASuREMEnt  
OF IcL cOMPEtEncES

We need now to reflect how all this influences 
our capacity to conceptualise the indicators of 
intercultural learning for teenagers. I would like to 
indicate 3 different roads.

Why is it important to develop these indictors 
and measurements? Is it to prove the validity of 
our approach? (“our” refers here to educators, 
adults, NGOs…) to evaluate it? To be able to be 
more pertinent in our work? Is it to show to public 
authorities, to society itself that our work is valid? 
Is it to pay respect to the ‘evaluation ideology’? Why 
do we value these indicators and on which values do 
we root them?

We need to be aware, also in an intercultural 
perspective including the inter-generational part of 
it, of our “hard disks”: what are our perceptions of 
youh? Of young people? And why? It is also within 
these frameworks that we will develop the indicators.

Depending on our frames, depending of where 
we focus our eyes, the inter cultural indicators 
will not be the same. For instance, if we believe 
that the main reality and challenges for young 
people is unemployment, the indicators would be 
how youth exchanges, placement contribute to 
employability.

We need to be aware that to reflect on the 
intercultural learning in terms of indicators and 
measurement is not a neutral operation. It can be 
used as a tool for good or bad reasons. We need 
especially to acknowledge that ICL competence is 
always contextualised, that it is not a progressive 
line. Nobody can say “I am A1 in ICL” (if I use the 
language frame). Indicators, measurements need to 
move with the time and the reality. They don’t exist 
by themselves for themselves.

At the end of this presentation (I hope that the 
reader will not find it too out of place and that it may 
bring some elements of thoughts and reflexion) I 
would like to underline 3 last points.

In the debate of measurements, it is crucial to 
promote inter generational dialogue, to promote 
spaces of dialogue and mutual reflection on the 
reasons of these indicators, of the importance 
within the educational and learning process of self-
evaluation.

In this framework, we need to acknowledge 
that young people are specialists of young people. 
Therefore all mechanism of peer evaluation, of peer 
discussion are more than welcome and can provide 
extremely interesting results.

To conclude, if we all believe that we need to 
life together in equal dignity (title of the White 
Book on Intercultural Learning of the Council of 
Europe), we need to be consistent and to recognise 
young people as partners of our common humanity 
or, if I formulate the same idea in pedagogical 
terms, that the trainers learn also through the 
training process. 
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IntRODuctIOn1

If, like me, you take special pleasure in reading the 
introductory chapters of a broad range of books in 
education, before committing to the ones you will 
study in depth, you have probably noticed that, at 
the turn of the 21st century, consensus emerged 
across publications. The world, writers commented, 
was changing at an unprecedented pace. Whether 
we liked it or not, life on Earth after the fall of the 
Berlin Wall and the rise of the internet was, at best, 
unpredictable and the future decisively unknown.

These developments presented a serious 
conundrum for those of us working n education at 
the time: We were faced with the task of preparing 
the young for a world that we ourselves did not quite 
understand. The landscape has changed somewhat 
since the early years of the century. Rapid economic, 
technological and social changes have given rise to 
an ever more interconnected planet. Uneven global 
economies, the digital revolution, mass migrations, 
perennial violations of human rights, and the prospect 
of climate instability have settled in as key issues, 
setting the foundations for our- and future generations. 
These developments call for a serious reflection 
about the kinds of citizens we ought to nurture and 
the ways in which we can monitor our progress in 
doing so. Amidst a cacophonous collection of courted 
skills, ranging from creativity and collaboration, 
to employability and self- understanding, one from 
of expertise stands out. We need young people who 
are able to understand and participate effectively 
in a world of increasing diversity and complexity: 
Individuals who are globally competent. 

In this article, I outline dispositional view of global 
competence as a desirable aim for our educational 
efforts, and thus, of our assessment. I ask: What is 

global competence What does it look like? Next, 
I reflect about the challenges of assessing global 
competence in its full complexity to name three 
prevailing problems of assessment. I then turn 
to an emerging exploration of global competence 
assessment that my research team and I are currently 
carrying out. Specifically I outline the use of “global 
thinking routines” as authentic and viable tools to 
nurture and monitor global competence progress. 

What is global competence and what does 
it look like? 
 
We define global competence as the capacity and 
disposition to understand and act on issues of global 
significance (Boix Mansilla & Jackson 2011). Global 
competence as here defined is a multifaceted capacity. 
It implies that student are able to understand the 
world through disciplinary and interdisciplinary means 
and develop the following interrelated capacities 
Specifically, globally competent students are able to:
1. Investigate the world beyond their immediate 

environment, framing significant problems and 
conducting well-crafted and age-appropriate 
research.

2. Recognize perspectives, others’ and their own, 
articulating and explaining such perspectives 
thoughtfully and respectfully.

3. Communicate ideas effectively with diverse 
audiences, bridging geographic, linguistic, 
ideological, and cultural barriers.

4. Take action to improve conditions, viewing 
themselves as players in the world and participating 
reflectively.
This definition was developed in the context of a 

collaboration between Asia Society and the Council 
of Chief States Officers in the USA and informed by 

nurturing Global competence 
    how do we know we are   
 making progress?

1 Article based on a talk presented at the Forum on Intercultural Learning and Exchange, in Vienna, October 2014.

Veronica boix Mansilla
Harvard Graduate School of Education
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research on learning and instruction conducted at 
Harvard Project Zero. In this sense it builds on a few 
key premises about the kind of learning we seek to 
nurture when preparing our youth for the world. 

First the definition puts a premium on 
understanding global phenomena within and across 
the disciplines as the capacity to apply knowledge in 
novel situations. Then, the definition highlights issues 
of global significance revealing its commitment to 
the relevance of the local and global content to be 
presented to our young. Finally, and most importantly 
for the argument I seek to make, global competence 
embodies dispositions. 

If “understanding” speaks of depth and flexibility 
in subject matter expertise, global competence, viewed 
as a disposition, speaks of depth in terms of student 
ownership and transformation. As we understand 
them at Harvard Project Zero, dispositions are three-
fold (Perkins, Ritchhart, Tishman 1994). They, involve 
the ability to go beyond the information given to 
think with such information. But they also include a 
sensitivity for opportunities in the real world when 
putting such ability to use may be necessary, as well 
as an inclination to doing so over time. Dispositions 
are about the ‘residuals’ of learning beyond formal 
contexts (Sizer 1999), they are about the “kind of 
person”– namely a globally competent one – that a 
young person will become. 

A focus on dispositions reorients our educational 
efforts toward nurturing young people’s capacity to 

transfer what they learn to unprompted situations 
beyond the classroom, the test, or the project. While 
young people typically develop understanding of a given 
topic through careful instructional design, they develop 
global dispositions, through enculturation into globally 
competent habits of mind – e.g. a tendency to inquire 
about issue of global significance, recognize influences 
on cultural perspectives, communicate thoughtfully, or 
seek creative ways to improve conditions. By virtue 
of its focus on dispositions, global competence as here 
described embodies long-lasting learning- the more 
deeply transformative learning one associates with 
“becoming a globally competent person.” 

The definition of global competence favors an 
integrated view of learning. The definition deliberately 
describes target capacities in the form on holistic 
practices such as “investigating the world,” “taking 
perspective”, “communicating across difference”, 
and “taking action”, each embodying specific sub-
competencies (see Graphic 1). This characterization 
of global competence puts a premium on meaningful 
and purposeful units of practice in the world. The 
view of learning here considered seek to move beyond 
considering global competence as the resulting 
sum of itemized lists of “knowledge, skills, attitudes 
and behaviors.” Clearly, available selections of key 
concepts, facts, skills, attitudes and behaviors to be 
taught can prove very helpful to teachers seeking to 
navigate the complex multidisciplinary space of global 
education. Yet experienced educators understand the 
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inseparable interaction of knowledge, skills, attitudes 
and behaviors in rich learning experiences and rarely 
design such experiences by beginning with the parts. 

Arguably, there are important advantages 
associated with the proposed “life-like” more 
holistic view of learning targets as a foundation 
of global competence: First, it makes the ultimate 
and authentic purpose of learning more visible (to 
understand the world, to get along with others, to 
communicate better, and find creative solutions). 
Such holistic characterization of global competence 
capacities add a sense of relevance and meaning to 
students’ learning experiences. Plus by describing 
broad genres of human activity such as investigating 
the world or understanding one another across 
difference, we might facilitate meaningful transfer 
of learning beyond school walls as it is quite likely 
that students will encounter-and with practice 
become sensitive to – opportunities to engage 
in these activities outside school, recognizing 
opportunities to put the collection of competencies 
they have developed to work. Furthermore, in light 
of what we know about human cognitive economy, 
or our capacity to hold complex sets of ideas in our 
minds, an elegant framework that articulates fewer 
dimensions is, arguably, likely to prove more usable 
for teachers than one exhibiting multiple lists of 
overlapping (even if relevant) constructs. 

It could be argued that characterizing global 
competence as a matter of deep, long lasting, relevant 
and integrated learning as here proposed is less 
productive than identifying a set of knowledge, skills, 
attitudes and behaviors when it comes to assessing 
learning. A long history of testing in Western education 
has privileged a habit of itemizing learning for 
rigorous measuring purposes. Admittedly, against this 
background, dispositions as here proposed are difficult 
to measure precisely. And yet, however un-measurable 
through our current tools, it is hard to forgo nurturing 
globally competent persons – able, sensitive and inclined 
to understand and act on issues of global significance – 
as an important goal of contemporary education. 

how do we know we are making progress? 
 
With widening recognition of global competence (and 
related capacities) as relevant aims for education 
and a fast-growing number of available programs 

comes a growing need to assess whether and 
how we are making progress. There are several 
well-crafted instruments available to measure 
global competence or associated constructs such 
as intercultural understanding, international 
mindedness, global mindedness or citizenship.

To name a few, the Global Mindedness scale 
measures attitudes and behaviors associated with 
responsibility, cultural pluralism, efficacy global 
centrism and interconnectedness (Hansen 2010 
22-23). The instrument poses statements such 
as: “I think of myself not only as a citizen of my 
country but also as a citizen of the world” or “Really 
there is nothing I can do to address the problems 
of the world” and asks participants to rate their 
agreement with the statement in a five point scale. 

The Global citizen scale (Morais & Ogden 
2011) focuses on elements of social responsibility, 
competence and civic engagement. It presents 
users with declarative statements indicating various 
degrees of endorsement of global citizenship. “I 
think most people around the world get what they 
are entitled to have” or “No one country of group 
should dominate and exploit others.” 

Beyond standardized instruments like the ones 
illustrated above, formal and non formal educational 
institutions, are also experimenting with a broad 
range of learning centered approaches to assessing 
global competence. These range from the use of 
portfolios to performance-based assignments and 
assessment rubrics that promote and demonstrate 
growing competence. In non-formal education, 
students general reflections about cultural immersion 
experiences are often the norm. 

Considered together, these instruments 
illustrate a small proportion of the range of 
approaches available to us in the assessment 
and global education literature. They also invite 
a reflection about the WHAT exactly we seek to 
measure when we speak of global competence – 
or similar constructs: Are we measuring world 
knowledge and learners’ capacity to apply it? 
Are we to focus on a broad set of skills? Are we 
measuring learners’ views about global competence 
and the aspirational qualities they believe we 
expect them to associate with it? Are we assessing 
their views of themselves or the construction of a 
global/intercultural identity? Integrative models of 
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global competence (see in Darla Deardorff ’’s case 
“intercultural” competence matter because they 
offer a common platform from to which to design 
assessment that survive, at a minimum, the test of 
construct validity – i.e. that we measure what we are 
indeed hoping to measure. 

Three additional problems remain, even when 
some agreement might be reached on definitions. 
First, is a long-standing tradition to rely on 
students’ cultural experiences and unstructured 
reflections alone, to deepen and assess their global 
competence. One could, perhaps legitimately, expect 
that learners spending time in a different culture 
will broaden their minds. Yet we know that socio-
cognitive abilities such as taking cultural perspective 
or overcoming stereotypes are not always developed 
without careful orchestration of learning experience 
that indeed promote conceptual change. Over-
reliance on immersion and unprompted reflection 
may probe problematic if what we seek is help our 
youth expand their worldviews in informed ways and 
monitor their progress.

A second, perhaps contrasting problem in 
assessing global competence stems from a strong 
tradition of instruments that draw heavily on 
self report of beliefs, behaviors and attitudes 
under conditions where social desirability and de-
contextualization can trump the validity of our 
interpretations. One thing is to thing of oneself 
a highly culturally sensitive person and score 
oneself in the context of a test designed to see how 
sophisticated we are in this regard. It is a different 
thing to enact cultural sensitivity during a difficult 
conversation or when responding to upsetting 
news. Here too, measures that remain closer to the 
authentic contexts seem desirable. 

 Finally, there is a problem of viability. Long and 
demanding tests that stand disconnected form the 
content of instruction or learning experiences are 
difficult to implement and sometimes especially 
difficult to score as in some cases test developers 
have retained the right to interpret the collected 
data. If this is in fact the case educators in formal 
and informal settings are less likely to find the 
instruments helpful. 

So what to do? In fact addressing these issues is 
no simple task. A good assessment strategy will need 
to embody an coordinated use of multiple instrument 

each shedding light on particular dimensions of 
learning. However, with the goal of contributing 
viable innovations in the area of global competence 
education and assessment my research team and I 
are experimenting with an approach that seeks to (a) 
attend deliberately to the learning demands of global 
competence; (b) invite authentic access to learners 
dispositions and (c) offer a practical tool that serves 
the dual purpose of fostering global competence 
and making it visible for assessment. Key to this 
approach is the use of global thinking routines.

GLOBAL thInkInG ROutInES –
nuRtuRInG AnD ASSESSInG – LOBAL 
cOMPEtEncE

To address the challenge of capturing and 
nurturing global competence dispositions, our 
investigation draws on a long-standing line of work 
at Project Zero (see David Perkins, Ron Ritchhart, 
Shari Tishman): the design and testing of thinking 
routines (Ritchhart, Church and Morrison, 2012). 
Routines involve patterns of intellectual activity 
that are repeated over time shaping the fabric 
of a thinking classroom. Thinking routines have 
been designed to support students in a various 
essential cognitive tasks such as introducing and 
exploring ideas; synthesizing and organizing 
ideas; and digging deeper into ideas While existing 
thinking routines can be applied to content of 
global significance, we view the development of 
a globally competent person as requiring the 
nurturing of rather specific habits of mind such 
as the dispositions of moving beyond the familiar 
to engage new ideas and experiences openly, 
discerning local-global significance, comparing 
places, contexts and cultures, taking cultural 
perspective and challenging stereotypes.

To nurture and assess the dispositions described 
above we are testing a battery of Global Thinking 
Routines – i.e., carefully designed patterns 
of reflection geared to preparing students to 
understand and act on matters of local and global 
significance throughout their travels. Global thinking 
routines are simple patterns of thought that are used 
repeatedly in a learning environment to facilitate the 
development of global competence/consciousness 
among learners.  They target particularly 
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challenging learning demands associated with global 
competence. They are of easy use in the classroom, 
during travel, in service learning contexts. They 
make leaners thinking visible and amenable to 
assessment. Over time, they become part of the 
fabric of the learning environment, contributing to 
the development of global dispositions and a culture 
of global competence. 

Below I outline an example of a thinking routine 
designed to reveal and deepen learners’ capacity to 
assess the significance of a particular event. I first 
explain the motivation driving this routine and then 
outline its context for use. 

thE 3 YS  

The 3 Ys, (“whys”) as we have come to call it, is a 
routine to nurture and assess the disposition to 
discern the significance of a situation, topic or 
issue keeping global and local connections in mind. 
Intrinsic motivation is a key engine of deep learning. 
As humans we are motivated to learn when come to 
believe that a topic or body of knowledge matters. 
However, gauging significance – i.e. determining 
whether something matters and why – is a capacity 
seldom taught. There are multiple criteria against 
which one can assess the significance of an event. In 
some cases an event or a place is significant because 
of its universality or reach – i.e. a large number of 
people are affected by it (global economic crisis). 
In other cases we consider something significant 
because it is visibly original or new (e.g. the internet 
in 1992). Sometimes significance is personal (the 
topic compels us emotionally, cognitively). Still other 
times it is generativity (the capacity to generate new 
questions, lines of inquiry, or work), or explanatory 
power (the capacity to explain why something 
happens) that adds importance to a theme. 

THE 3 YS
1. WhY MIGht thIS [tOPIc, quEStIOn] 

MAttER tO ME? 

2. WhY MIGht It MAttER tO PEOPLE 
AROunD ME [FAMILY, FRIEnDS, cItY, 
nAtIOn]? 

3. WhY MIGht It MAttER tO thE 
WORLD?

Significance is not a fixed quality of objects, places 
or events. Rather it is attributed, constructed by 
viewers. Assessing global and local significance 
is a key habit of mind or disposition of the global 
competent person and requires that the mind 
operates at several levels at once. The 3ys routine 
invites learners to move across personal, local and 
global spheres. In doing so they not only learn to 
weigh the topic’s relevance, they learn to unearth 
connections across different geographical spheres.

The simple three-question structure of this 
routine is designed to serve as a grounding for 
classroom conversations examining an image, a 
situation, a piece of news. It can serve as a reflection 
prompt during travel, as a tool with which to 
interpret the news or reflect about issues with 
others or by oneself. A key quality of this sequence 
is its invitation to make local-global connections, and 
situate oneself in a global context. 

GTRs as here conceived are focused on the 
most challenging learning demands of global 
competence development; they address learners’ 
thinking as opposed to self-reports; and are highly 
transportable to the field, the classroom, the voyage. 
For these reasons they might also be used more 
phenomenologicaly to capture a learners’ disposition 
“in the moment and in context” while nurturing such 
disposition. 

Clearly, gains in validity, pedagogical soundness 
and usability come at important costs. The design 
of global thinking routines pivots on the need to 
identify a series of focal target dispositions making 
selection of preferred focus a challenge. It also 
requires a sense of progression between more and 
less sophisticated views of significance attribution. 
Empirically tested progressionare only available 
for some cognitive domains (e.g. social perspective 
taking) but not others. Yet the time is ripe, in my 
view, for us to broaden our sense of possibilities when 
thinking about assessing the kinds of intangible 
dispositions we seek to nurture. 

In sum, it is increasingly clear that global 
competence – or comparable constructs that 
capture young people’s capacity to navigate and 
increasingly complex, diverse and interconnected 
world. Against this background, a dispositional view 
of global competence opens the door to interesting 
assessment paths. 



12
In

tE
Rc

u
Lt

u
RA

In this paper, I report on two Council of Europe 
(CoE) projects in which materials are being 
developed that can be used for the assessment 

of intercultural competence in both non-formal and 
formal educational settings. These two projects are:
 The Autobiography of Intercultural Encounters 

(AIE).
 The Framework of Reference of Competences for 

Democratic Culture and Intercultural Dialogue 
(CDCID).

thE AutOBIOGRAPhY OF 
IntERcuLtuRAL EncOuntERS (AIE)

The Autobiography of Intercultural Encounters 
(AIE) is an educational tool which was originally 
designed to be used to support and encourage 
the development of the competences needed for 
engaging in effective and respectful intercultural 
dialogue. However, since it was developed, many 
users have also adopted the AIE as a tool for self-
assessment in both non-formal and formal education. 

The AIE is based on a theoretical model of 
intercultural competence derived from the work 
of Byram (1997) and the INCA project (2004). This 
model posits that there are 11 distinct components 
of intercultural competence. These are: 
1. Respect for otherness.
2. Empathy.
3. Acknowledgement of the identities of others
4. Tolerance of ambiguity.
5. General and specific knowledge about cultures
6. Skills of discovery and interaction.
7. Behavioural flexibility.
8. Communicative awareness.
9. Skills of interpreting and relating, especially 

seeing similarities and differences between 
cultural perspectives, practices and products.

10. Critical cultural awareness.
11. Action orientation.

The AIE is designed to support and encourage 
the development of all 11 components. It achieves 
this goal by helping learners to analyse one specific 
intercultural encounter which they themselves have 
experienced by answering a structured sequence of 
questions about that encounter. Through the process of 
answering these questions in this given sequence, the 
learner is required to think much more deeply about 
the encounter, and through this deeper thinking, the 
learner is encouraged to develop new intercultural 
capacities which can then be used in future intercultural 
encounters. The AIE is intended to be used repeatedly 
over an extended period of time, through the course of 
which the 11 intercultural components are continuously 
strengthened and consolidated. 

The instructions to the learner emphasise that the 
intercultural encounter which they analyse using the 
AIE should be one which was especially important 
for them personally (perhaps because it made them 
think, it surprised them, they found it difficult, etc.). 
The intercultural encounter could be an encounter with 
someone from another country, from a different ethnic 
group in the same country, from a different religious 
group in the same country, from a different region of 
the same country, someone who speaks a different 
language, or it could be someone who goes to a different 
school, belongs to a different sports team, is a different 
gender, etc. The important thing is that the encounter 
which is chosen was a significant experience for the 
learner in which they encountered someone who had 
a different cultural affiliation from themselves. The 
primary purpose of the AIE is to help the learner 
to think about the chosen encounter in a structured, 
supported and guided manner.

There are two versions of the AIE: (i) a standard 
version, which is intended for use by older learners 
aged 10-12 years and older – this version requires 
some reading and writing skills, and the learners 
write their answers to the various questions directly 

 two council of Europe projects   
relevant to the assessment  
  of intercultural competence 
in non-formal and formal education

Martyn barrett
Emeritus Professor of Psychology, University of Surrey, UK
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onto a copy of the AIE form; (ii) a version for younger 
learners, where the language has been simplified 
and some of the more complex issues have been 
omitted – this simpler version is intended for use by 
children aged between 5 years and 10-12 years old, 
and it can be administered as an interview so that it 
does not require any reading or writing skills.

Both versions are accompanied by Notes for 
Facilitators, where more detailed explanations of the 
purpose of the AIE and of how to use it are given. There 
is also a text – Context, Concepts and Theories – which 
deals in some depth with the concepts and theories 
which underlie the AIE, as well as a shorter and 
simplified version of this explanatory text – Concepts 
for Discussion – which can be used with young people 
who complete the standard version of the AIE and who 
themselves might want to understand more about the 
concepts and theories underlying the AIE. The AIE 
was piloted in sixteen countries in 2007-8, and was 
published by the CoE in March 2009. 

In a follow-up project, the AIE team has since 
developed a further tool called Images of Others – An 
Autobiography of Intercultural Encounters through 
Visual Media (AIEVM). This was piloted in eighteen 
countries in 2011-12 and published by the CoE in 2013. 
The AIEVM is intended to support and encourage the 
development of the capacities which are required for 
deconstructing images of cultural others encountered 
in visual media such as television, cinema, the 
internet, magazines, newspapers, etc. The underlying 
competence model here has been expanded to include 
the competences required for media literacy. 

Finally, the AIE team has just begun work on 
a third tool, the Autobiography of Intercultural 
Encounters through Social Media (AIESM). This is 
aimed at supporting and encouraging the development 
of the competences required for interacting and 
communicating effectively and respectfully with 
people from other cultures through social media such 
as Facebook, Twitter, etc. 

In all three versions of the AIE, the structure and 
sequencing of the questions is designed to enable the 
learner to engage in an in-depth personal exploration 
of, and reflection on, the self and the capacities and 
competences of the self via the detailed analysis of a 
particular intercultural encounter. For this reason, it 
has become apparent that the AIE can be used not 
only to develop the intercultural competence of learners 
– it can also be used as a qualitative self-assessment 
tool. Teachers, youth leaders and intercultural trainers 
have reported to us that it is extremely effective for 
qualitative formative assessment purposes in both 
formal and non-formal education. 

The AIE is freely available from the CoE website: 
http://www.coe.int/t/dg4/autobiography/default_en.asp

The website contains not only the AIE and the 
AIEVM, but also the Notes for Facilitators, the 
Context, Concepts and Theories and Concepts for 
Discussion texts, as well as an online training course 
for facilitators who wish to use the AIE. 

thE FRAMEWORk OF REFEREncE  
OF cOMPEtEncES FOR DEMOcRAtIc 
cuLtuRE AnD IntERcuLtuRAL 
DIALOGuE (cDcID)

A second project which is currently under way at 
the CoE is attempting to develop a new framework 
of reference of the competences that are required for 
democratic culture and intercultural dialogue. To date, 
the CoE has produced a wealth of documentation and 
materials in both Education for Democratic Citizenship 
and Intercultural Education. The Education for 
Democratic Citizenship materials describe learners’ 
competences for democracy in great detail, while the 
Intercultural Education materials describe learners’ 
competences for intercultural dialogue in great detail. 
These two sets of documents share many features, 
but they also diverge in many ways. There are also 
divergences across the various documents within 
each set. The CDCID project is aiming to systematise 
these various competence schemes, to develop a single 
integrative conceptual model covering both democratic 
and intercultural competence, and to formulate 
descriptors for each individual competence which is 
specified in the model at multiple levels of proficiency. 

The work began with an audit of existing 
conceptual schemes of both intercultural competence 
and democratic competence. This audit covered 
the numerous competence schemes that have been 
developed by the Council of Europe itself, by various 
other bodies (e.g. UNESCO, OECD, European 
Parliament, etc.), by national governments and state 
education departments, as well as the competence 
schemes that have been developed by academic 
researchers. The audit identified and collated a total 
number of 89 distinct competence schemes. It is 
noteworthy that there are widespread mismatches 
across these schemes in terms of the number of 
competences which they contain, the level of generality 
at which these competences are described, the particular 
competences which are included, and the ways in which 
the competences are grouped and classified. 

In the second step of the process, the 89 schemes 
were decomposed to identify all the individual 
competences which they contained, and these 
competences were then grouped into cognate sets. 
This process led to the identification of a total of 47 
possible competences across the 89 schemes. To assist 
in reducing this list to a more manageable and practical 
length, a set of principled criteria for including particular 
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competences in the CDCID model was developed 
(e.g., that the competences should be conceptually 
clear, conceptually distinct from other competences, 
formulated at a general rather than at a specific level, 
etc.). A set of pragmatic considerations was also 
articulated concerning the nature of the end product 
which the CDCID project was aiming to produce (i.e., 
that it should be multi-purpose, flexible, non-dogmatic, 
user-friendly, capable of further development, etc.). 
Applying these principled criteria and pragmatic 
considerations to the list of 47 possible competences led 
to the identification of 20 core competences for inclusion 
in the CDCID model, as follows:

Values
1. Valuing other human beings, human dignity and 

human rights.
2. Valuing cultural difference, diversity and cultural 

otherness.
3. Valuing democracy, justice, fairness, equality and 

the rule of law.

Attitudes
4. Openness (to cultural others and to other beliefs 

and ideas).
5. Tolerance and respect. 
6. Civic-mindedness. 
7. Personal responsibility. 
8. Self-efficacy, self-confidence and assertiveness. 
9. Tolerance for ambiguity. 

Skills
10. Autonomous learning skills.
11. Analytical and critical thinking skills.
12. Flexibility and adaptability. 
13. Skills of listening and observing.
14. Empathy and decentring. 
15. Linguistic, communicative and plurilingual skills. 
16. Cooperation skills.
17. Conflict-resolution skills.

Knowledge and critical understanding
18. Knowledge and critical understanding of the self.
19. Knowledge and critical understanding of 

language and communication.
20. Knowledge and critical understanding of the 

world (including politics, law, human rights, 
culture, cultures, history, media, economies, the 
environment and sustainability).

In addition to these 20 basic level competences 
which form the core of the CDCID model, the expert 
group identified numerous higher level capacities which 
require the mobilisation and deployment of a set of 
several basic level competences (e.g., multiperspectivity, 
intercultural mediation, post-conflict reconciliation, etc.). 

The first draft of the full text describing the CDCID 
model will be complete in early 2015, when it will be 
sent out for external review and comment. 

In the second phase of the project, descriptors for 
the 20 competences at multiple levels of proficiency 
are going to be formulated using the language of 
learning outcomes. These descriptors will need to be 
sufficiently concrete to be useful but general enough 
to apply to all cultural settings across Europe. The 
empirical work which will be used for developing the 
descriptors will involve three stages:
1. Formulating draft descriptors from existing 

scales, educational materials and research 
documents using a range of criteria (e.g., 
concreteness, clarity, brevity, etc.).

2. Validating and qualitatively scaling the resulting 
descriptors using sorting and ordering tasks – 
this work will be conducted in multiple cultural 
settings and will involve collecting data from 
teachers and youth leaders.

3. Quantitatively scaling the descriptors which emerge 
from the qualitative activities – this work will also 
need to be conducted in multiple cultural settings 
and will again involve collecting data from teachers 
and youth leaders – the data will then be statistically 
analysed to construct reliable and valid scales.

The CDCID project is hugely ambitious – there 
are necessarily elements of uncharted territory, 
and parts of the project will need to be reassessed 
as it progresses. As the project will be developing 
descriptors for different levels of proficiency using 
the language of learning outcomes, the results of the 
project will be useful for a wide range of different 
educational purposes, including curriculum 
development, non-formal programme design, the 
design of methods of instruction and teaching, and 
the development of new forms of assessment (for 
both self-assessment and assessment by others). In 
other words, the project will produce results which 
will be of direct relevance to both formal and non-
formal education.

For further information about both the AIE 
and the CDCID projects, interested readers should 
either visit my web page at: www.martynbarrett.com 
or email me at: m.barrett@surrey.ac.uk
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W ith the decision to measure and assess 
intercultural competence (IC), AFS has 
adopted a positivist approach to examine 

the impact of exchange programs on learners as well as 
form the basis of a reflective program evaluation. This 
is an important step towards identifying and improving 
upon aspects of the exchange program that contribute 
to cultivating IC, and ultimately would facilitate the 
AFS mission of helping learners by casting light on their 
development throughout the exchange and beyond. 

As with similar ongoing attempts to measure 
complex social phenomena (e.g., UNESCO’s Global 
Citizenship Education), there will be resistance to 
this approach, much of it grounded in the growing 
prevalence of standardized testing epitomized by the 
highly polemic PISA assessments. Indeed, without 
a carefully crafted measure, any assessment of IC 
runs the risk of placing unwarranted emphasis 
on certain aspects of the exchange program (e.g., 
language acquisition) to the detriment of less 
easily quantified indicators. Other hurdles include 
persistent resistance to assessment due to perceived 
incommensurability of societally constructed concepts 
of knowledge. Such obstacles notwithstanding, there 
is a general consensus within the field of international 
educators that IC can and should be measured as an 
outcome of internationalization. 

We advocate for the identification of broadly 
supported and harmonized concepts of intercultural 
competence that will fall broadly under the dimensions 
of knowledge, attitudes, skills, and behavior. Such a 
theoretical base would therefore allow identifying 
levels, time trends and geographic variation of IC. 
Furthermore, there would be the possibility for a more 
detailed analysis on the conditions and prerequisites 
for higher levels of IC. Assessment would entail a 
mixed-methods approach utilizing both qualitative 
and quantitative measures as well as taking place 
before, after, and throughout the exchange process. 
Within the considerable body of literature examining 

accepted components of intercultural competence 
there is some disagreement (particularly between 
researchers and practitioners) on core indicators 
but there is also sufficient consensus to justify the 
creation of comprehensive IC index. Finally, any 
assessment of IC will need to take into consideration 
potential Western biases, particularly within the 
context of high- and low-context cultures.

We do not agree with the assertion that 
simplification to objectively measured competences 
will necessarily result in a detrimental effect on IC 
or that all aspects of IC need be comprehensively 
recognized for the assessment to be considered valid. 
Insight from constructivist thought can illuminate 
potential assessment pitfalls throughout the design 
and implementation process; however, measurement 
of IC (as with other complex social phenomena), 
inherently involves some degree of reductionism 
due to epistemological as well as pragmatic 
considerations. As one presenter aptly noted during 
the UNESCO Bangkok Forum on Global Citizenship 
Education, we measure what we value and value what 
we measure. In the pursuit of a perfect IC measure 
it would be a shame to forego or indefinitely delay 
assessment, particularly given the implications for 
AFS exchanges and the ease in which data could be 
collected from program participants. 

 Identification of broadly 
supported and harmonized concepts   
 of intercultural competence

Matthew cantele
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1. IntRODuctIOn

The concept of intercultural competence (ICC) 
has been widely discussed from many perspectives 
and disciplines; however there is still no common 
understanding of what it refers to. Almost all 
definitions describe the concept as the ability to 
interact in an effective and appropriate way with 
people from different cultures (Deardorff 2004, 
Spitzberg/Changnon 2006). Approaches distinguish 
between different types of ICC models (for an 
extensive review, see Spitzberg/Changnon, 2006), 
but they somehow lack theoretical foundation. 
Most models are derived from questioning students 
or expatriates abroad on what makes them feel 
competent in intercultural situations. As a result, 
more than 300 abilities have been identified as 
relevant in intercultural situations (Spitzberg/
Changnon, 2006), which has been criticized for 
different reasons (e.g., Gertsen, 1990). The aim 
of this paper is to strengthen the theoretical 
foundation of the ICC concept and to extend the 
concept to the group level. The following questions 
will be answered: Which abilities are necessary 
in intercultural situations going beyond existing 
models? How can models of intercultural competence 
be tested according to recent understandings of 
culture? What are the implications for practitioners 
when implementing programs to develop and to 
measure intercultural competence?

2. cOncEPtuALIZInG IntERcuLtuRAL 
cOMPEtEncE

The concept of competence should be based on 
theories that explain human behavior and learning. 
Social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986) is an 
empirically well proven and universally valid social 
learning theory that focuses on both the learning 
and the behavior of individuals and collectives. The 

theory explains in general how and why individuals 
and groups act and learn, and appreciates human 
nature as proactive, reflective, and flexible.  

The central concept of social cognitive theory 
involves self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is an individual’s 
judgment regarding his or her “capability to 
accomplish a certain level of performance” (Bandura 
1986, p. 391), resulting in intercultural effectiveness 
through persistence when difficulties arise (Bandura, 
1991, Earley/Ang 2003). Individuals with high self-
efficacy learn from examining their peers’ success 
in performing similar intercultural tasks and from 
monitoring and reflecting on feedback from physical 
and emotional states (Bandura, 1991, Earley/Ang, 
2003). As successful cultural interactions need a sense 
of confidence or expectancy and intrinsic motivation, 
social cognitive theory might be a sound approach 
to ICC. There is meta-analytic evidence that self-
efficacy is significantly related to motivation, social 
cognitive functioning, emotional well-being, and 
other performance indicators (Bandura, 2002). To 
develop efficacy, individuals need to learn. Learning 
occurs as a result of the ability to reflect, to regulate, 
and to increase cognitive and behavioral flexibility 
(Bandura 1986). Thus, regulation (of emotion and 
behavior), self-reflection, and cognitive flexibility at 
the individual level have been identified as significant 
dimensions of ICC (Gröschke, 2009): 
 Regulation: Regulation enables individuals to be 

proactive by guiding their goal-directed activities 
over time and across different circumstances, 
modulating thoughts, emotions, and behavior, 
and allowing them to anticipate the consequences 
of their behavior (Bandura, 1986). Anticipated 
consequences of behavior depend on cultural 
norms and standards, which are internalized 
through socialization processes, as well as self-
observation and self-evaluation (Bandura, 
2002). Thus, „(s)elf-regulation is a multifaceted 
phenomenon operating through a number of 

Intercultural competence – 
 From individuals to groups
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subsidiary cognitive processes (…)“ (Bandura, 
1991, p. 282). 

 Reflection: The ability to reflect allows individuals 
to question and to adapt their thinking and 
behavior (Bandura, 1991). Individuals are able to 
explore, to analyze, and to use their experiences 
in new situations, as well as to perceive and 
integrate feedback to make behavioral changes. 
Self-reflection is a metacognition (Grant, 2001) 
developed through mastery experiences, 
feedback, and the observation of relevant others 
(Grant 2001, Bandura, 1986) and thus is the basis 
of all social and cultural learning (Tomasello et al., 
1993). Besides, the ability to reflect critically is 
the “missing link” in some models of intercultural 
competence (Taylor, 1994). 

 Flexibility: “The human mind is generative, 
creative, proactive, and reflective, not just 
reactive” (Bandura, 2001, p. 4). Social and 
cultural cognitions are represented in scripts 
or courses of action and are used as a cognitive 
guide in different situations. The more scripts 
individuals have in intercultural situations, the 
more complex their information-processing 
capacity, and the more flexible their behavior 
(Martin/Anderson, 1998). 

In summary, intercultural competence of individuals 
can be understood as the ability to act in intercultural 
situations. Individuals need to be self-reflective, 
self-regulatory and flexible to be able to behave 
appropriately and effectively in intercultural 
situations and to develop (intercultural) self-efficacy 
(Gröschke, 2009).

Social-cognitive theory does not only explain 
the learning and the behavior of individuals, it also 
introduces the concepts of collective efficacy. Collective 
efficacy is defined as belief in the collective abilities to 
organize and to act appropriately, as well as to believe 
in the individual ability to be effective in this team 
(Bandura, 2001, Schwarzer/Schmitz 1999). However 
collective efficacy is much mor e complex than 
self-efficacy because of its reciprocal relations within 
and outside the group (Goddard/LoGerfo, 2007). 

From a theoretical point of view, we can assume 
and test if dimensions at the individual level are 
transferable to the group level. According to the 
individual level, groups should learn and act due to 
reflection, regulation and flexibility. The latter ability 
can be better understood as cooperation, because 
mindsets and behavioral sets within groups have 
to be adjusted. Social cognitive theory maintains 
enough meaningful theoretical similarities across 
levels (Chen et al., 2005), so regulation, reflection, 
and cooperation have been identified as significant 
dimensions of ICC (Gröschke, 2009):

 Regulation: Regulation in groups means the 
coordination of collective learning mechanisms 
to support the group’s goal (Bandura, 1991). 
Especially in intercultural teams, common and 
shared rules have to be developed to provide 
orientation for team members. The relevance of 
coordination processes as well as the regulation 
of affect has been highlighted in intercultural 
team research (e.g., Stagl/Salas, 2008). 

 Reflection: Team “reflection includes behaviors 
such as questioning, planning, exploratory 
learning, analysis, diversive exploration, making 
use of knowledge explicitly, learning at a meta-
level, reviewing past events with self-awareness, 
and coming to terms over time with a new 
awareness” (West, 2000, p. 4). Reflection processes 
allow teams to learn collectively from mistakes, to 
deal with conflicts practically, and to develop trust 
(Sims/Salas 2007, Maznewski/DiStefano 2000). 
Empirically, reflection measures and processes 
are linked to group results (e.g.; DeDreu, 2002, 
Schippers et al., 2007, Swift/West, 1998). 

 Reflection: Team “reflection includes behaviors 
such as questioning, planning, exploratory 
learning, analysis, diversive exploration, making 
use of knowledge explicitly, learning at a meta-
level, reviewing past events with self-awareness, 
and coming to terms over time with a new 
awareness” (West, 2000, p. 4). Reflection processes 
allow teams to learn collectively from mistakes, to 
deal with conflicts practically, and to develop trust 
(Sims/Salas 2007, Maznewski/DiStefano 2000). 
Empirically, reflection measures and processes 
are linked to group results (e.g.; DeDreu, 2002, 
Schippers et al., 2007, Swift/West, 1998). 

 cooperation: Flexibility at the individual level 
can be described as cooperation at the group 
level. Cooperation refers to the integration of 
different perspectives and behaviors with the 
aim of fulfilling the group task more effectively 
and efficiently. This includes the identification 
of knowledge within the team, transferring this 
knowledge to different problem situations, and 
the development of a “collective mind” (Sims/
Salas, 2007). There is meta-analytical evidence 
for the positive effects of cooperation in creative 
and dynamic environments (Stewart, 2006). 

In summary, intercultural group competence is 
determined by the quality of intercultural interaction 
processes. Group ICC is understood as the group’s 
ability to act in intercultural situations. Groups need 
to be self-reflective, self-regulatory and cooperative 
to be able to act appropriately and effectively in 
those situations and to develop (intercultural) 
collective efficacy.
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SItuAtIOnS

The model was tested in a quasi-experimental 
research design using game simulations. Interactive 
simulations provide a context quite similar to 
intercultural situations. Intercultural situations are 
situations where it is necessary for individuals and 
groups to recognize implicit norms in collectives 
and to find orientation in unknown situations. 
Intercultural situations are determined by cultural 
heterogeneity of interacting people, but the cultural 
heterogeneity has to be perceived and realized 
by individuals to have either positive or negative 
effects (e.g., Triandis, 1995; van Dick et al., 2008). 
Following this argument, intercultural situations 
need to be defined not only in terms of the existence 
of different nationalities, but also in terms of the 
cultural heterogeneity of interacting individuals1. 
Further, intercultural situations are ambiguous and 
complex, and therefore experienced as stressful 
(Berry/Kim, 1988). Interactive simulations provide 
a context like this: there are some rules provided by 
the facilitator, but other rules are unknown and need 
to be inquired. Team members are heterogeneous 
and need to develop a shared understanding of 
the simulation, as well as of their group specific 
practices and procedures. Stress is induced by time 
pressure, which leads to typical behavior of team 
members. Therefore, game simulations provide a 
great research opportunity to observe the behavior 
of individuals and groups in intercultural situations. 

Two studies have been conducted to test the 
model (Gröschke, 2009, 2013; Gröschke/Schäfer, 
2012). Study 1 had exploratory character, also testing 
construct validity (in more detail Gröschke, 2009). 
Five groups consisting of five to six members were 
videotaped and observed during a two-day simulation. 
In addition, participants had to fill in a questionnaire 
with the respective scales measuring reflection, 
regulation, flexibility and self-efficacy at individual 
level; and reflection, regulation, cooperation and 
collective efficacy at group level. Group efficiency 
was measured by seven additional items gathering, 
for example, satisfaction with the group result, group 
processes and the desire to work again in this team. 

As a result, group ICC correlates positively only 
with group efficiency (r=.84; p=.00). The observation 
revealed that groups were then successful when 
team members were integrated according to their 
strength in the team process. Successful groups 
found a way to integrate team members even if they 
were not motivated and willing to participate or did 
not share the same enthusiasm. 

In study 2, 15 groups of four to five members 
participated. The difference, however, was that the 
game simulation was either an intercultural game, 
where participants had to negotiate and to cooperate 
in fictive international companies, or communication 
training. As a challenge, participants had to 
communicate and negotiate in their second language, 
English. Study 2 used the same questionnaires as 
study 1. In replication of study 1, group efficiency 
is significantly related to group ICC (r=.67, p=.00), 
but not to individual ICC (r=.09, p>.05). However, 
individual and group ICC are positively related to 
each other (r=.32, p=.02). Across the two levels, there 
is no significant correlation between individual ICC 
and group ICC (r=.44, p>.05) as well as with group 
efficiency (r=.36, p>.05). Further, self-regulation, 
self-reflection, and flexibility explain cross-cultural 
self-efficacy at individual level. Self-reflection (r=.31, 
p=.00), cognitive flexibility (r=.69, p=.00), and self-
regulation (r=.60, p=00) were significantly related 
to self-efficacy. Because self-efficacy is assumed to 
be a substitute for real behavior (Milstein 2005), 
construct validity of this operationalization can be 
assumed. At group level, reflection (r=.33, p=.00), 
cooperation (r=.43, p=.00), and regulation (r=.48, 
p=.00) were significantly related to collective efficacy. 
Thus, regulation, reflection, and cooperation at the 
group level equated to self-regulation, self-reflection, 
and flexibility at individual level, so homology of the 
model can be assumed (Gröschke, 2013).

According to the data, individual ICC seems 
to be a prerequisite for the development of group 
ICC, but only group ICC impacts the group result. 
Therefore, it is important for responsibilities to be 
shared according to individual abilities and expertise 
in complex and ambiguous situations. Besides, 
competent individuals do not necessarily lead to 
higher group competence. 

4. DEVELOPInG AnD MEASuRInG 
IntERcuLtuRAL cOMPEtEncE

ICC should be understood as both an individual-level 
and a collective-level phenomenon. The dimensions 
regulation, reflection, and flexibility/cooperation 
describe ICC at both levels. The advantage of a 
multilevel model is the opportunity to identify the 
interdependencies between the levels. As reported 
above, individual ICC does not necessarily lead to 
better group results, but seems to impact positively 
on group processes. In more detail, self-regulation 
has the highest impact on group competence and 
affects group efficiency (this effect is moderated by 
perceived heterogeneity; Gröschke/Schäfer, 2012). 

1 Cultural heterogeneity includes cultural background through professional groups, organizations, regions, nations etc.
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Interestingly, the concept of self-regulation has not 
yet been introduced in ICC research (see Spitzberg/
Changnon’s, 2008, 300-plus list of concepts), but from 
a theoretical standpoint, and based on our empirical 
results, it is a necessity in intercultural situations. A 
multilevel understanding also extends the insights of 
interaction-oriented models of ICC. They outline that 
a successful interaction between two actors depends 
on the relationship of the actors to each other and the 
context (the situation) in which the interaction takes 
place. In this argumentation, ICC is an interpersonal 
construct; and the quality of intercultural relations 
depends on the competencies of both sides, on their 
perceptions and interpretations of the situation, and 
their ability to act properly (Jacobson et al., 1999). 
Other research showed that the quality of relationships 
depends on the power of both sides and argued for a 
more systemic approach to ICC (Huang et al., 2003).

Following this argumentation, developing ICC 
should not only focus individuals, but also the group 
and the interaction processes. From our studies, 
it seems to be more effective to support and train 
groups because the group result depends more 
on the group competence than on the individual 
competence. Group research shows that synergies 
are not for free (Oetzel, 1998). So groups in 
intercultural situations need support in developing 
their regulatory, reflective and cooperative 
processes. For example, kick-off meetings can be 
used to get to know each other at a professional 
but also at a personal level. This practice has been 
commonly used, especially in youth exchange 
programs. But then intercultural learning seems to 
occur individually. Organizations are well-advised to 
provide a context for cooperation and learning, for 
reflection time and processes, as well as for providing 
feedback to improve group regulation, but also to 
train groups as a whole. Supervision or coaching 
could be integrated in the group work processes and 
might enhance collective efficacy.

Two conclusions for the measurement of ICC can 
be derived. First, the concept of self-efficacy seems 
to be promising for intercultural context. If people 
believe, they can handle intercultural situations, 
they will adjust their behavior and thinking to 
overcome barriers, and they will be willing to learn 
continuously. Thus, they are more resilient and 
motivated. In addition, collective efficacy impacts 
positively on group results, but is more complex 
then self-efficacy. Questionnaires are available for 
both concepts. Second, measuring individual ICC 
should be contextualized and thus, it should be 
worth thinking about and developing measures at 
group level. Interactive simulations might provide 
an adequate (intercultural) context for assessing 
ICC at individual and group level. In this line, not 

only should individual ICC be part of feedback 
and evaluation processes but also the group as a 
whole. In a networked world we do not necessarily 
rely on individual performances but on collective 
performances. Thus, rethinking measurement 
approaches seems to be necessary. 
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I n 2009 a group of international organizations 
concerned with intercultural dialogue in non-
formal learning jointly decided to carry on 

a feasibility study, under the coordination of the 
partnership between the Council of Europe and 
the European Commission in the field of youth, in 
order to understand what approaches to intercultural 
dialogue the youth organizations in Europe and the 
Euro-Mediterranean region were using in their non-
formal learning activities. The results of the study 
showed that there were many different uses of the 
terminology, a diversity of approaches, but very few 
assessments or comprehensive guidelines. Therefore, 
they decided to bring together a group of experts – 
trainers, practitioners, researchers – to develop a tool 
that serves as guidelines for trainers and facilitators 
who organize intercultural learning activities.  

These guidelines were created to support 
organizers of youth activities to consciously 
embed intercultural dialogue in their projects. The 
guidelines refer to learning principles, methodologies 
and practices. While there is no universal recipe for 
addressing intercultural dialogue, the use of certain 
principles can help organizers of intercultural 
learning activities use a more coherent approach and 
enhance the quality of their activities. By ensuring a 
common understanding the tool facilitates exchanges 
with other organizers of youth activities from other 
parts of the world.

The tool contains 20 criteria distributed among 
the three phases of an activity – preparation, 
implementation, follow-up – and each criterion has 
several indicators. 

The guidelines were developed in a period of 
more than three years by a group of international 
experts, during a series of meetings. The debates 
during these meetings went from general concepts 
to specific wording, from ethical principles to 
concrete challenges in certain societies, from 
theories to practices. 

Some of these debates and the underlying 
principles for the guidelines for intercultural dialogue 
are presented below.

1. Identity – The interculturalist view of identity 
goes beyond culture and takes into account various 
aspects like gender, sexuality, social and political 
context, etc. Culture itself is seen as dynamic and 
internally complex. All that makes it very difficult to 
categorize people – which is a good thing, since one 
of the main calls of intercultural learning is to stop 
putting people into boxes.  

However, in practice it gets more complicated 
because when we want to organize a learning process 
between learners from various groups we need to 
define those groups. If we think of international 
school partnerships in formal education and 
international trainings and youth exchanges in non-
formal education, learners in these processes are 
seen first of all as residents of a certain country. 
They might however belong to various minorities, or 
have different aspects of their identity which might 
be more similar to learners in other countries than 
their own. Participants in intercultural learning 
activities should not be seen as ambassadors of their 
countries, held responsible for the decisions of their 
governments and or expected to behave according 
to ‘their culture’. The challenge in intercultural 
learning is to take into account social, cultural and 
political specificities without resorting to stereotypes 
when trying to understand the individuals.

Therefore, in order to understand the individual 
we need to understand the 2. context in which he or 
she is living. Speaking about intercultural dialogue 
without including the power context in which it 
occurs means excluding a significant part of the 
reality. Intercultural dialogue is not about something 
that happens outside politics. Getting people together 
in a learning process is not a miraculous way of 
increasing tolerance and appreciation of cultural 
diversity. Individual changes must work along with 
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state and international policies. If the other is viewed 
only in terms of culture, without taking into account 
the power relations in society, the privileges and the 
oppressions, we contribute to maintaining the status-
quo and fail to reach the purpose of intercultural 
dialogue to achieve social justice.

Too often conflicts are characterized as cultural 
by governments and public institutions – which make 
it seem that mere cultural difference is the basis 
of discrimination without taking into account the 
institutional and political fundaments of racism and 
discrimination. Nowadays, the call is to re-politicize 
intercultural learning. Tolerance and awareness, 
even though they are crucially important, they 
are sometimes presented as the end-game of 
intercultural learning. This approach assumes 
that cultural identities are inherently problematic, 
without taking into account the deep foundations of 
institutional and state racism. And at this point it 
becomes obvious that there needs to be a stronger 
link between intercultural education and education 
for democratic citizenship.

Intercultural dialogue and intercultural learning 
are not only about dialogue and learning. They are 
mainly about 3. acting. They are processes through 
which participants are encouraged and empowered 
to be up-standers rather than by-standers and to 
act for social transformation.

For a long time intercultural learning in youth 
work was rather superficial, and its absolute, 
undebated queen activity was the intercultural 
evening – an event for which participants 
brought traditional food, music and dances. But 
it rarely went beyond that. Therefore the shift 
has been made to view intercultural learning and 
intercultural dialogue as processes that offer 
participants tools to become active citizens, able to 
question and prepared to be questioned by others, 
able to listen and be listen to, who have the courage 
to disagree, but also the will to go the extra distance 
to work through and solve a conflict to reach a 
common solution, to go beyond the surface, to get 
out of their comfort zone and to face themselves 
while facing the others, to understand themselves 
while attempting to understand the others. 

4. critical thinking, multiperspectivity and 
media – It might seem like a Sisyphean task to 
stick to our interculturalist worldview in the face of 
the sensationalist news pieces in which the others – 
migrants, minorities, people with different religious 
affiliations, etc. – are always the scape goats for all 
the problems in our society. And not only the scape 
goats for the problems, but they are often seen as a 
problem in itself.

That is why the development of critical thinking 
and multiperspectivity are seen are core elements 

in the development of intercultural competence. 
When young people develop their critical attitude 
towards media and political discourses and learn 
how to make a balanced discourse analysis, they are 
able to navigate among what is being “served” to 
them and to deconstruct the stereotypes launched 
too often by media, politicians, and the people 
around them.

5. theories and models of intercultural 
learning – One of the criticisms of intercultural 
learning at European level is that it can be too-model 
based, deterministic, focused on the lens of culture, 
to the exclusion of day to day life, politics, and socio-
economic aspects. Many theories are controversial, 
have been proven to be very limited or no longer 
apply to the current realities and characteristics of 
societies. That is why trainers need to make a critical 
analysis of the models they are using, making sure 
that these models do not perpetuate a hierarchical 
understanding of cultures and do not maintain the 
hegemony of certain groups.

Different theoretical models are constructed 
in order to frame and explain the intercultural 
relations in our societies, to define the intercultural 
competence, to describe intercultural learning 
processes. Trainers need to constantly make their 
evaluation of relevance and to understand the 
limitations of models as frameworks for reflection.

It is equally important to connect theoretical 
knowledge with social realities of the past and the 
present, to understand the fundamental principles 
of the historical process so as to realize how and 
why humanity has arrived at the complex present 
situations at local and global level and to develop 
positive visions of the future.

The Guidelines were developed in a human 
rights-based approach, in order to create non-
formal learning spaces that are safe but challenging, 
in order for participants to develop their: 
 knowledge about the cultural background of the 

people, about the social and political contexts in 
which we live;

 attitudes like respect for otherness, openness 
and curiosity, empathy and solidarity;

 skills like critical thinking and multiperspectivity, 
the ability to understand how stereotypes 
function, in order to avoid using them, and the 
ability to confront prejudices and discrimination 
when we encounter them.

The Guidelines for intercultural dialogue in 
non-formal learning activities are available at 
the website of the Partnership between European 
Commission and the Council of Europe in the 
field of youth: http://pjp-eu.coe.int/en/web/youth-
partnership. 
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T he Fifth Annual Forum on Intercultural 
Learning and Exchange, which took place on 
October 9th-11th 2014 in Vienna, was devoted 

to the theme “Intercultural learning for adolescents: 
indicators and measurement of competence acquired 
through non-formal education and informal 
learning on educational exchanges”. This is a 
summary of the four workshops that took place on the 
topics of: quantitative assessment methods (led by 
Matthew Cantele), qualitative assessment methods 
(led by Martyn Barrett), individual assessment vs. 
group assessment (led by Daniela Groeschke) and 
self-assessment vs. being assessed by others (led by 
Oana Nestian Sandu). The World Café methodology 
was used in order to give participants the opportunity 
to rotate across all four workshops.  

A number of common points were made across 
the workshops despite their different focal concerns. 
The assessment method is only one element of the 
assessment process, which needs to be carefully 
chosen after the following aspects have been 
considered:
 There should be a clear identification of who is 

being assessed, and what their initial starting 
point is, and the assessor needs to ensure that the 
assessment method is appropriate for this group 
and their starting point.

 There should always be a clear conceptualisation 
of the purpose of the assessment (i.e., whether 
it is for self-reflective, formative or summative 
evaluation).

 Assessment also requires a clear definition of 
what is being assessed – a conceptualisation of 
the particular component, competence or learning 
outcome which is being assessed.

 Another important consideration in the process 
concerns who is doing the assessment – whether it 
is an external assessor, someone who was involved 
in the educational process or the student himself 
or herself, and what competences are needed to 

do an assessment or a self-assessment. A team 
of assessors with different cultural backgrounds 
could improve the validity of measurement.

 If the assessment is for educational purposes, then 
there should always be conceptual consistency 
across educational objectives, learning outcomes, 
training methods and assessment – the form of 
assessment needs to be chosen so that it ties in with 
the objectives, outcomes and training methods.

 When choosing a method, one also needs to take 
into account how the outcomes are going to be 
used (whether for self-development, for identifying 
proficiency level, for identifying training needs, for 
programme evaluation, for fund-raising, etc.) and 
who is the intended audience of the results of the 
assessment (whether this is only the student, both 
the student and the trainer/teacher, or external 
stakeholders).

 The choice of assessment method is also inevitably 
affected by the resources which are available to 
the assessor, and the use of the ideal method may 
not always be possible – in such circumstances, the 
assessor should focus just on the key components 
or learning outcome which need to be assessed.

Assessment of  Intercultural
Learning – principles, practices 
and challenges: 
A Summary of the Outcomes 
of Four Workshops     
Matthew cantele, daniela groeschke, Oana nestian sandu 
and Martyn barrett
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Perhaps unsurprisingly, the workshops revealed 
that many different assessment methods are 
currently being used by Forum participants (see 
box below).  

Further reflections were made in the workshops 
regarding the effectiveness of various assessment 
methods and their use in various contexts:
 Invariably, there are no ideal assessment methods 

which satisfy all of the above criteria, and assessors 
need to make the best choice that they can based on 
a balance across all of the considerations listed above.

 A distinction may be drawn between verbal and 
non-verbal methods, and there is currently a 
bias towards the former which may disadvantage 
some students being assessed – further attention 
needs to be devoted to the development of new 
non-verbal methods and we need to think more 
creatively and imaginatively about these.

 Methods triggering reflection should not only 
rely on words, but integrate creative, activating 
methods like drawings, dancing, digital story 
telling.

ASSESSMEnt MEthODS uSED BY 
FORuM PARtIcIPAntS

•	 Individual narrative self-reports
•	 Group-based	narrative	self-reports
•	 Semi-structured	interviews
•	 Peer	interviews
•	 Portfolios	of	creative	self-expressions	

interpreted through narratives
•	 e-Portfolios	(collection	of	digital	artefacts)	

interpreted through narratives
•	 Direct	observation	of	simulations	and	real	life	

situations
•	 Case	studies
•	 Coding	of	behavioural	simulations
•	 Textual/linguistic	analysis
•	 Reflection	on	critical	incidents
•	 Reflection	on	orientation
•	 Group	reflection	/	debriefing
•	 Letters	to	self
•	 Diaries	/	journals
•	 Mentors’	one-to-one
•	 Indirect	observation	of	social	media	exchanges
•	 Facilitated	integrated	interpretations	of	

experiences over time
•	 Intercultural	Development	Inventory	(used	as	a	

qualitative tool to aid self-reflection)
•	 Comparison	of	assessments	across	students,	

parents and hosts
•	 Introducing	a	foreign	peer	to	the	class	to	elicit	

self-reflection
•	 Youth	pass	–	a	European	recognition	tool	for	

non-formal and informal learning in youth work
•	 Impact	of	Living	Abroad	Study	(AFS)
•	 Kaleidoscope	Study	(AFS)
•	 Workshops	to	reflect	on	intercultural	

experiences

 pre/post test assessments are valuable but 
programs must go beyond this framework to assess 
whether a permanent change has taken place.

 Long-term studies are also needed to explore the 
development process.

 Any measurement at an individual level should 
be careful when presenting results to avoid 
normative assessment. 

 students themselves should be involved in 
deciding the assessment methods to be used, and 
the methods which are chosen should ideally be 
based upon means with which they are familiar.

 Quantitative analyses would be best suited to 
show population-level trends over time rather 
than for individual level comparisons.

 Quantitative methods are needed for pragmatic 
considerations because they are often taken 
more seriously by policy makers. However, 
quantitative methods should not be prioritised 
over qualitative methods, nor should they be seen 
as more ‘scientific’.

 self-assessment has an important formative role, 
which is even more effective when assisted by 
others.

 Assessors need to recognise that it is impossible to 
assess every aspect of intercultural competence 
let alone citizenship competence or global 
competence.

 Any assessment should be country-specific and 
aware of cultural biases.

 Assessment  should a lways involve  the 
subsequent evaluation of the assessment itself, 
and the extent to which the method has proved 
useful to both students and trainers/teachers 
in terms of enhancing either the learning or the 
training or both.

• The development of intercultural / cross-
cultural / global competence is a process, which 
needs to be reflected also in the measurement 
procedure.

• For this reason, it may be the case that multi-
method assessment procedures might be optimal 
(if resources permit). How to combine different 
measurement instruments needs to be further 
recognized.

In summary, it was clear from the workshops 
that there are many different considerations which 
need to be factored in when choosing a method 
for assessing intercultural / cross-cultural / global 
competence, and that the context in which the 
assessment is taking place is crucial. No single 
method is suitable for all purposes and contexts, 
and the choice of method needs to be informed by a 
balance of the pros and cons of different methods for 
the specific purpose and context that is involved. 
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Why do we need assessment of 
intercultural competence in our programs?  

When we think about evaluation of our exchange 
programs, two approaches readily come to mind: 
Summative evaluations, often in the form of scientific 
impact studies, which may provide us with insights on 
program and organization development. Their results 
may be used for marketing purposes in order to 
position our organizations in the ever more competitive 
exchange market. On a smaller scale, formative 
evaluations, usually in the form of systematic feedback 
from program participants, provide us with hints on 
the improvement of specific program elements as 
part of quality assurance. Both types of evaluation 
are often seen as something “extra” and apart from 
operative program work, requiring special expertise 
and sometimes even outside resources.  

Due to the non-formal character of our programs, 
for which we do not offer grades or credit points as 
in formal education, self-reflection as part of the 
individual learning process is usu-ally not regarded 
as evaluation. In recent years instruments for self-
evaluation have been developed in formal education 
at university-level (Holmes & O’Neill, 2012) as well 
as in non-formal settings, for example in Germany as 
Certificate of Competence International (2014). The 
latter development is largely driven by the desire to 
gain recognition for non-formal education programs 
as well as for informal learning activities, thus making 
them “count” for individual competence portfolios.

Apart from these strategic considerations I would 
like to emphasize that self-reflective evaluation is 
an integral part of all human learning: “Reflective 
observation” (of concrete experi-ence) and “Abstract 
conceptualization” constitute two of four phases 
of Kolb’s (1984) Experiential Learning Cycle. It 
appears that self-reflection of the learning process 
is a pre-requisite of (1) becoming aware of learning 
insights and acquired skills, of (2) transferring 

them to appropriate contexts outside the learning 
environment, and of (3) evaluating the feasibility and 
effectiveness of that application. Such self-reflective 
evaluation happens as a “private” (and usually pre-
conscious) activity in managing our everyday lives. 

how does our concept of culture  
determine our definition of intercultural 
com-petence – and our perspective  
of “measuring” or “assessing” it?  
 
If we understand culture as a process of observing 
and negotiating differences in perception, sense-
making and action preferences, it immediately 
becomes clear that we cannot define a fixed set of 
knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors to describe 
intercultural competence. That approach were 
feasible only, if we understood culture as an 
essence, and the objective of intercultural learning 
as increasing the ability to perform appropriately 
in a different cultural environment, as indeed is the 
position taken by Early, Ang and Tan (2006) in their 
concept of “cultural intelligence”, abbreviated CQ 
in reference to the denotation EQ for emotional 
intelli-gence (Goleman, 1995), which itself is a 
variation on the classical acronym IQ for cognitive 
intelligence. The purpose of using CQ is to cope well 
in an unfamiliar cultural environment, and that is 
achieved by imitating the behavior of people from 
the target culture and by learning or inferring the 
rules underlying that behavior. Knowledge of the 
rules and appropriateness of behavior in specified 
situations may simply be measured by a test or by 
structured observation. The heavy emphasis placed 
on adjustment of exchange students to their host 
environment, and the “total immersion” approach 
traditionally propagated by exchange organizations 
clearly follow that descriptive view of culture.

A constructivist view of culture, however, 
maintains that culture is generated by interaction, 

Reflections on the Assessment  
  of Icc in youth Exchanges 

ulrich Zeutschel
AFS Germany
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on the basis of established (habitual, learned, or 
conventionalized) behavioral patterns and perceptions 
of reality. Cultural differences do not exist as such, 
but become apparent in specific cultural encounters 
in which the actors’ views and reactions cannot be 
predicted, but need to be experienced and explored 
in the situation – one‘s own cultural orientation 
may only be experienced in contrast to another 
orientation. In this conception of culture, the purpose 
of applying cultural intelligence is to contribute to 
better mutual understanding – to generate a shared 
bridge-building culture for achieving the objective of 
the encounter, e.g. completing a shared task, arriving 
at a common understanding, or exchanging views 
in an insightful way. This constructivist paradigm of 
cultural intelligence (CI) was introduced in 2008 by 
the Scandinavian scholars Elisabeth Plum, Benedikte 
Achen, Inger Dræby, and Iben Jensen. In contrast to 
the North American CQ approach it maintains that 
cultural intelligence can not only be displayed by 
individuals, but by groups and by organizations as 
well. CI is not focused on national cultural differences, 
but takes into account all kinds of cultural identities. 
Depending on the situational context specific cultural 
identities become salient – sometimes by conscious 
assessment of context, sometimes unconsciously, but 
always as a result of comparison with others.

Intercultural competence understood as cultural 
intelligence (CI) cannot be “measured” as a given 
quantity at a point in time, but is assessed as it is 
being developed – in terms of the outcome of a cultural 
encounter, and also in reflecting the qualitative 
developments in its process. The CI paradigm thus 
seems to lend itself particularly well to the idea of 
self-reflective evaluation.

Which components of intercultural 
competence could be derived from  
a constructivist concept of culture?   

Plum et al. (2008) propose three components of 
cultural intelligence: cultural understanding, 
intercultural engagement, and intercultural 
communication. These components can be related 
to cognitive, affective, and behavioral aspects and 
thus lend themselves to the well-established “think 
– feel – do” structure of many competence models. 
In taking that structure one step further, I would like 
to propose a six-component model as summarized in 
the diagram below.
cultural Knowledge, as one of the two cognitive 
components, comprises the following abilities:
 General knowledge about cultural differences, and 

specific knowledge about cultural determinants of 
other participants in an encounter.

 Cultural self-awareness, i.e. the ability to see 
oneself as a cultural being and to know that 
one‘s thoughts and actions may be culturally 
determined.

 Recognition and acceptance of one‘s own cultural 
identities, also with regard to or-ganizational and 
disciplinary affiliations.

 Ability to describe rather than to stereotype 
encountered cultural groups with regard to central 
standards at a level of abstraction appropriate to 
learning needs.

cultural understanding takes the knowledge aspect 
one step further in terms of more abstract insights:
 Understanding the meaning of „culture“ as a 

subjective orientation system.
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 Flexibility to understand a situation from different 
cultural perspectives and within a broader context.

Intercultural sensitivity as prominently described 
in Milton Bennett’s (1993) Developmental Model 
of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) provides the 
emotional basis for feeling at ease and for engaging 
pro-actively in intercultural encounters:
 Ability to sense and discover that cultural 

differences are at play in a situation.
 Ability to observe and contain one‘s own 

emotional reactions and to handle them and other 
participants’ emotions constructively, as well as 
knowing that those reactions may be culturally 
determined.

 Emotional maturity and mental flexibility to 
question one‘s cultural self-knowledge and one‘s 
preconceptions about members of other cultural 
groups.

Intercultural Engagement addresses the 
motivational and attitudinal aspects of engaging 
constructively in intercultural encounters, as well 
as the openness to be changed by them:
 Basic attitude to strive for mutual attunement 

in intercultural encounters: Motivation to 
understand people with different ideas and 
feelings, to making oneself understood by them, 
in order to generate results together.

 Basic attitude to explore commonalities and to 
respect diversity in every relationship.

 Being present, i.e. creating rapport with other 
participants in the encounter, and being in contact 
with one‘s own thoughts, feelings, and (re)actions

 Learning attitude, curiosity, and courage to 
allow oneself to be changed by the intercultural 
encounter.

Intercultural communication encompasses basic 
skills of understanding and expression outside of 
one’s familiar orientation system:
 Ability to apply various communication tools for 

improving contact and mutual understanding in 
an intercultural encounter.

 Ability to explore and to understand culture-
specific subtexts in the use of another language, 
and to use them appropriately, e.g. in playing with 
words and in joking.

 Ability to move the conversation to a meta-level, 
i.e. to observe and to address the process of 
communication, so that participants become more 
attentive and are able to reflect the situation from 
a more encompassing, “helicopter“ perspective.

Intercultural Effectiveness refers to more 
complex abilities of maintaining resilience in difficult 
intercultural encounters as well as of transferring 
insights and practices to other contexts: 
 Ability to turn off one‘s cultural autopilot and 

revert to manual control, i.e. to suspend some of 
one‘s own-cultural routines and to derive context-
specific meaning together with the other party or 
parties involved.

 Ability to be persistent, to focus on the possibilities 
of the situation and to seek feedback.

 Willingness to experiment with unfamiliar 
behaviors in the situation and even to cross a 
threshold of embarrassment in order to move 
beyond habitual practices.

 Ability to derive insights and practices from 
one intercultural encounter (e.g. exchange) and 
to transfer this learning to other contexts, in 
which other demarcation lines are salient (e.g. 
organizational or disciplinary differences).

The latter ability comes close to the overall purpose 
of youth exchanges of enabling participants to 
contribute actively to intercultural understanding 
in an increasingly globalized world, as alluded to 
in the AFS Educational Goals (AFS Intercultural 
Programs, 2013):
 To contribute actively and positively in school, 

community, and family life.
 To be willing and ready to work with others to help 

build peace, to improve world conditions, and to 
commit to actions that will bring about a just and 
peaceful world.

 To engage in voluntary service toward the 
improvement of the local and global communities.

Similarly, other educational goals from that 
catalogue, which is structured into personal, 
interpersonal, cultural, and global realms, may be 
applied to the other components of intercultural 
competence in the search for appropriate 
assessment criteria. 
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Which new approaches to assessing 
intercultural competence seem promising 
for the field of youth exchanges?   

As a general principle, assessment methods 
and instruments should be integrated into the 
orientation and coaching programs to provide 
feedback to participants and opportunities for self- 
and interactive reflection of their learning process. 
In an extensive overview of assessment practices 
of intercultural competence, Sinicrope, Norris, 
and Watanabe (2007) list three kinds of direct 
assessment approaches, which permit process-
oriented, interactive evaluations:
 performance assessment of behavior in real-time 

situations, e.g. simulations, role plays.
 portfolio assessment by reflections and reviews 

of journal or collected work.
 In-depth interviews on beliefs and practices. 

Drawing from these approaches I would like to 
propose the following leads to assessment methods 
for the six components of intercultural competence.

Assessment (or indeed “measurement”) of 
cultural knowledge could be applied as feedback 
on the cognitive learning progress. An AFS-
customized knowledge test could be designed as a 
both challenging and entertaining quiz show at the 
conclusion of pre-departure orientations. Focused 
quizzes on host-country-specific knowledge could 
be provided as online service for participants before 
their departure, possibly with links to respective 
learning resources.

Evaluation of cultural understanding addresses 
“deeper” and more abstract knowledge. Suitable 
instruments need to touch upon attribution patterns 
and hypothesis-building on cultural issues. A 
well-established training instrument, the culture 
assimilator, presents descriptions of critical incidents 
involving cultural differences, followed by alternative 
explanations of possible reasons for the outcome. 
For each critical incident, personal, situational, and 
cultural attributions are presented so that clients’ 
response patterns in choosing explanations they 
feel are applicable give feedback on their attribution 
tendencies and point out alternative explanations. 
An assimilator on culture-general issues provided as 
part of pre-departure orientations could be utilized to 

reflect attribution patterns, as self-study device with 
debriefing in peer tandems or by facilitated group 
discussion. Culture assimilators on host-country-
specific issues could be provided online as serious game 
for program participants in the same host country.

Assessment of intercultural sensitivity should 
touch upon the subjective world views of participants 
with regard to cultural differences, as expressed, for 
example, in journals or diaries. E-Mail messages sent 
to participants every few days with small observation 
and reflection tasks could serve as impulses for journal 
writing. Journal entries could then be reviewed with 
a mentor in the host country. For a more systematic 
evaluation, Pruegger and Rogers (1994) describe a 
method for content analysis of personal documents. 

Reviews of journal entries may also be applied 
in assessing intercultural engagement, both on-
program in the host country by interviews and coaching 
on participation practices in the new environment, 
and as follow-up after returning to the home country 
on dealing with diversity and on reflecting personal 
changes as result of the exchange experience.

Aptitude in intercultural communication may 
be assessed by a number of established instruments: 
mastery of the host-country language could be gauged 
by an advanced language test or by ratings such as 
the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign 
Languages’s (ACTFL, 1999) Proficiency Guidelines 
for Speaking. More encompassing assessment of 
communication skills may be gained from observation 
of role-playing or simulation of intercultural interaction 
scenarios, aided by an observation checklist or by 
videotaping for feedback and reflection, and followed 
by “act storming” of alternative communication 
strategies to try out different approaches to 
constructive dialogue and problem solving. 

Assessment of intercultural effectiveness clearly 
calls for observing behavior in more challenging 
situations as well as for long-term monitoring of learning 
impact: Role-play simulations of critical incidents 
involving antagonistic interactions could utilize similar 
observation and debriefing methodology as described 
above. For more intensive reflection of the simulation 
experience, the Critical Moment Dialogue (CMD) from 
Personal Leadership (Schaetti, Ramsey & Watanabe, 
2008) offers guiding questions for debriefing dialogues.

Another coaching instrument which could be 
applied to actual experiences from the recent past is 
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the Autobiography of Intercultural Encounters (AIE; 
Byram et al., 2009), a guideline for self- and facilitated 
reflection of meaningful intercultural encounters.

With a view to utilization and transfer of insights 
and acquired practices to different contexts the 
assessment method of choice is a semi-structured 
follow-up interview some time after the exchange 
experience. Guiding questions should be general 
enough in order not to be suggestive, and should 
elicit more complex narratives, for example, asking 
interviewees to bring along an artifact to talk about 
– “some concrete manifestation of what the […] 
exchange experience has produced in the ways you 
have come to live, work, think, and feel” (Bachner & 
Zeutschel, 2009, p. 82). 

Which perspectives and benefits could be 
construed from self-reflective as-sessment 
practices for AFs organizations?   

Integrating self-reflective assessments as 
opportunities for feedback and self-evaluation 
throughout the orientation, on-program, and 
follow-up cycle will enhance the educational value 
of our programs, not only for participants, but 
also for program staff who will derive immediate 
feedback on the impact of orientation sessions and 
on-program learning reflections. Some assessment 
methods not only lend themselves for such formative 
evaluation, but their results could be documented for 
greater numbers of participants over longer periods 
of time for more systematic analyses and summative 
evaluation of program quality and impact.

It should also have become apparent that most 
assessment methods proposed here require qualified 
observers, facilitators, and coaches, often on a one-to-
one basis and over longer periods of time. They provide 
a multitude of mentoring activities for experienced 
volunteers who will not only gain professionally 
relevant skills as facilitators and coaches, but will 
also be able to reflect their own intercultural learning 
experience in their interaction and dialogue with 
younger program participants.
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I n 2005, the Franco-German Youth Office (OFAJ), 
the German Polish-Youth Office (PNWM) and 
the German Federation of Associations for 

Cultural Youth Education (BKJ) decided to develop 
a tool for evaluation1 of international youth exchange 
programs and started a process that is still going 
on. A cooperation of academics and practitioners 
worked and still works on the development of 
standardized and widely applicable questionnaires 
for the evaluation of youth camps and encounters. 
The wording of questions as well as the design of the 
questionnaires had been refined in a long process 
and test runs with hundreds of participants had been 
conducted. The studies resulted in a standardized 
evaluation-procedure that can be used by anyone who 
organizes group exchange programs. Currently, an 
online platform is being developed which will make 
it much more easy for organizations to conduct the 
evaluation and more attractive for the participants to 
fill in the questionnaires, as they will be able to do so 
on their mobiles or tablets. 

Since the year 2007, this tool has been used 
by many organizations evaluating a huge number 
of youth exchange programs who not only use the 
evaluation for their own work but voluntarily send 
their data to the research team, so that it is possible 
to collect and analyze a huge data set.

The main idea of the evaluation tool is not to 
define quality standards that have to be met by all 
kinds of exchange programs but to find out what the 
main aims of a particular exchange program are (as 
defined by the group leaders) and if these aims are 
reached. Therefore, group leaders are asked to fill in a 
questionnaire concerning their goals at the beginning 
of the exchange program, while participants report 
on their experiences by filling in a questionnaire at 
the end of the program. All material – questionnaires, 
a freeware software to analyze the data and other 

case study: Intercultural learning 
in OFAJ (and pnWM) exchanges  
Methods, results and implications 
of the evaluation of international 
youth exchange programs     
Judith dubiski,  
Cologne(Germany) University of Applied Sciences 

things – are available on the project’s website for free.
One of the main results is that there is empirical 

evidence for the influence of group leaders’ goals 
on participants’ experiences: If, for example, an 
organization wants to foster young peoples’ political 
reflection, participants’ feedback shows a respectively 
higher level concerning experiences with respect to 
political reflection. This may seem to be quite trivial 
- but so far, there was no empirical evidence for the 
link between group leaders’ goals and participants’ 
experiences in group exchange programs. This results 
emphasize the need of further training and qualification, 
especially for voluntary workers, as they have large 
influence on a project‘s impact on participants.

For further information on the project, visit the 
website: www.emsm.eu.
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heather Loewecke 
Asia Society

case study: competency-based  
Approaches to Educating for global 
competence during Afterschool     

SuMMARY OF PROJEct

Asia Society partnered with Newfound Regional 
High School (NRHS) in rural New Hampshire for 
two years to align and support global learning across 
the formal school day and the non-formal learning 
program after school, providing a structure for 
students to earn course credit for global learning 
completed during afterschool program hours.  
develop and to measure intercultural competence?

This was accomplished by utilizing Asia Society’s 
Graduation Performance System (GPS) to help staff 
define and align academic and global competencies, 
design and implement youth-driven performance 
assessment tasks, and authentically assess student 
work using rubrics. 

The project objectives were to develop and 
implement:
1. an alignment process to bring together academic 

competencies from school courses, non-academic 
outcomes supported in the afterschool program, 
and global competencies as defined in the 
Graduation Performance System;

2. a structured program of professional development 
to help afterschool program staff infuse global 
learning across afterschool program activities and 
work with in-school staff to create competency-
based projects and activities; and

3. an assessment protocol that guides discussion 
between adults, educators, and students about 
how student work is assessed and can be 
improved to meet targeted competencies as well 
as how to represent student learning through a 
portfolio of work. 

DEFInInG tERMS

Asia Society convened a task force of state education 
agency leaders, education scholars, and practitioners 
in order to define global competence and related 

indicators. Global competence is defined as “the 
knowledge, skills, and dispositions to understand 
and act on issues of global significance.” 
Globally competent students are able to:
 investigate the world beyond their immediate 

environment, framing globally significant 
problems and conducting well-crafted research;

 recognize perspectives, others’ and their own, 
articulating and explaining such perspectives 
thoughtfully and respectfully;

 communicate ideas effectively with diverse 
audiences, bridging geographic, linguistic, 
ideological, and cultural barriers; and

 take action to improve conditions, viewing 
themselves as active citizens who can make a 
difference in the world.

APPROAch AnD PROcESS

Asia Society’s Graduation Performance System 
(GPS) delineates the knowledge, skills, and 
dispositions students need to be globally competent 
through a set of competencies and rubrics in six 
subject areas and global leadership. 

GPS professional development supports educator- 
and student-designed learning experiences with 
embedded formative and summative performance 
assessment tasks. Teachers score student work based 
on evidence of proficiency utilizing GPS rubrics, 
and students reflect on their work and collect it in 
a portfolio to demonstrate their global competence. 
Asia Society utilized this approach when developing 
a series of professional development activities for 
staff working in the afterschool program.

At the start of the project, Asia Society facilitated 
a joint planning session between school teachers and 
afterschool program educators and coordinators to 
align academic and non-academic competencies 
with the global competencies defined in the GPS.  
Through a guided process, the staff identified three 
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possible areas of focus for the project where there 
was: 
1. an intersection between global competencies and 

course competencies; 
2. a need to address either a competency that 

often takes students more time to acquire or a 
competency that was not adequately covered 
during the school day; and 

3. an opportunity to address a core goal of the 
afterschool program (personal skills, social skills, 
and service learning) via alignment with other 
competencies.  

After reviewing the alignment, the staff decided 
that the afterschool program should address option 
two: competencies that were well-aligned with the 
afterschool program’s goals, but which were not given 
a strong focus during the school day. Global learning 
was the approach to tie everything together.

Next, Asia Society facilitated a structured 
program of professional development to help 
afterschool program and school staff learn how to 
infuse global learning into program activities and 
create youth-driven competency-based projects and 
activities. Through a series of guided discussions and 
trainings, staff reviewed existing afterschool program 
activities and learned how to infuse global learning 
into all activities. Then, students and staff met to 
discuss project ideas and to use Asia Society’s task 
design template to develop formative (e.g. research, 
journaling) and summative (e.g. presentation) 
assessments that would leverage afterschool program 
hours to address the selected competencies and 
contribute to students’ graduation portfolios. As a 
result, students decided to form an International Club 
and complete projects that would raise awareness 
about global issues among their peers.   

During year two, Asia Society worked with school 
staff to expand the project to additional competencies 
and teachers, and to train teachers in additional 
strategies to support student ownership of project 
ideas and guide students with designing their own 
assessments. To support these goals, Asia Society 
and partners developed two new protocols and 
trained staff in their use. The first protocol, called 
the “Facilitation Tool for Guiding Student Voice and 
Agency,” helped teachers identify common check 
points and coaching opportunities throughout a 

project to ensure that design, implementation, and 
assessment were truly student-driven. The second 
protocol was on the use of rubrics in performance 
assessment. Teachers were led through an exercise 
by which they used the facilitation tool to examine a 
project designed collaboratively between a teacher 
and students. The teacher and students had a project 
idea, but because the project didn’t immediately 
align with course content, they didn’t know how 
to incorporate multiple rubrics or formative and 
summative assessments. Therefore, in the training 
session, the team used the protocol to work through 
three sets of rubrics: course rubrics that defined 
proficiency in the subject area, afterschool program 
rubrics that defined proficiency in authentic and 
student-centered learning, and Asia Society GPS 
rubrics that defined proficiency in global competence 
and global leadership. The result of the session was 
a combined rubric for this particular project and a 
process for using rubrics to determine proficiency 
in afterschool and school courses. These protocols 
created an integrated model for student-centered 
learning to develop students’ academic skills as well 
as global competence. 

Students and teachers continued to use the 
methods noted above to create additional student-
driven projects with formative and assessment tasks.  

PROJEct ExAMPLE

Students in the International Club wanted to do 
a project that explored how different people from 
different cultures viewed the same artistic piece.  
Students enlisted One World Classroom to help.  
Activities included: 
 Students produced one piece of individual art 

(medium of their choice) and their personal 
biography and sent them to One World Classroom 
who then sent them to another country.

 Students received 25 pieces of art work from 
around the world from One World Classroom.

 Students developed a critique tool, used it when 
critiquing an individual art work from another 
country and then articulated a response to the 
question, “What kind of art do teens enjoy and 
do in their country?”

 Students exhibited their art work at the school’s 
spring fling. 
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 Students reflected on their own work and their 
chosen art piece on a blog set up by the art teacher.

 Students presented the art work from the other 
countries in a gallery/table display and explained 
to other students what they learned through 
their research and the art.

PROJEct cOncLuSIOnS

 The model requires a strong commitment from 
school leadership and faculty so that school 
structures provide the time needed for joint 
planning between teachers and afterschool 
staff, alignment of competencies to address not 
only academic but also non-academic outcomes, 
student project implementation, and project 
monitoring and assessment by educators. 

 Tapping into students’ interests and their 
passions for specific global topics and helping 
educators design projects to meet their need 
to bolster classroom instruction around 
competencies are essential to ensuring the 
necessary commitment and active participation 
from both educators and students. 

 Educators must be able to successfully 
integrate course, afterschool program, and 
global competencies and rubrics in order to 
assess students with a high level of fidelity and 
quality. This integration helps to guide students 
to design their own learning and assessments 
and ensures implementation consistency across 
teachers and/or schools within districts. 

 In order to balance individual students’ personal 
interests and needs with the group approach of an 
afterschool club, schools and afterschool programs 
should create multiple pathways and hybrid 
models that offer flexibility and varying levels of 
credit, particularly with the option for individual 
students to receive credit for group work.

 This model should promote school-wide 
conversations about student voice and how to 
support student-centered learning across the 
school community and the learning day, including 
supporting educators to create meaningful 
contexts for learning with the use of performance-
based tasks and authentic assessments and 
empowering students to understand and take 
responsibility for their own learning. The growing 

understanding of student-centered learning that 
is built among teachers, afterschool staff, and 
students becomes mutually reinforcing. 

DIScuSSIOn: SuMMARY OF IDEAS 
AnD quEStIOnS

 
Alignment of systems

This model requires alignment and coordination 
between the formal and non-formal learning 
settings. Do we need to integrate or align the formal 
and non-formal learning systems? Isn’t there value 
in keeping them separate? By what criteria do we 
determine which assets or components of each 
system we want to influence the other? What is 
our organization’s place within the formal and non-
formal systems? How do we want to relate to each 
sector? 

The global competence framework emphasizes 
dispositions, or units of behaviors not dissected 
into knowledge and skills. In other words, how 
an individual “stands” in the world and relates to 
others. The behavioral outcomes are often the focus 
of non-formal learning programs whereas school 
systems tend to focus solely on knowledge and 
skills competencies.  

This model is intensive and takes a lot of time 
to prepare and implement. It seems well-suited to 
the traditional school setting as it relies heavily on 
formal structures like competencies/standards and 
assessment. Teachers need to become comfortable 
with the flexibility it can provide to make it work 
(e.g. checking in with students via email or before 
school or on weekends; allowing various formats 
for portfolio components, including social media; 
assessing youth individually even on group 
projects; allowing for flexible completion timelines, 
etc.). The benefit of a competency-based structure 
in a traditional school is that it appeals to finance 
directors and the business sector as it is results-
driven, i.e. we’re paying for results.

Competency-based approaches in non-formal 
settings come with the danger of turning the field 
into a traditional, formal model. Yet, structure is 
also needed in non-formal learning programs in 
order to keep students engaged and accountable 
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for their learning. Student-driven learning is a 
key component of non-formal learning. It is a 
constructivist approach because it goes beyond 
repetition of knowledge and requires an ability to 
understand and apply information and skills in 
context; dispositional view focuses on how deeply 
students take on the learning. This means that 
educators in non-formal settings allow for mistakes, 
incomplete projects and less structure as part of the 
learning process. These qualities are less common 
in the formal school system. Taking a formal 
or traditional view of the teacher’s role doesn’t 
guarantee individual student development; we 
need to shift from being suppliers of education to 
facilitators of learning. If we expand our ideas about 
the structure and use of instructional time, and get 
used to the idea that teachers don’t have to be in 
front of the class or be the “keepers of knowledge,” 
then perhaps we don’t need to distinguish between 
formal and informal learning; the sectors can 
share goals and qualities. The challenge is to train 
all educators in the different learning models that 
focus on proficiency and project-based learning 
instead of traditional use of “seat time” and learning 
for credits. 

Application of tools & strategies

There are several challenges with using the 
methods from this case study in other non-formal 
learning settings. However, a focus on competencies 
in non-formal settings could be a way to focus 
on the non-cognitive skills needed for workforce 
preparation. Programs need to have an articulated 
and prioritized set of competencies so that projects 
can be planned, rubrics can be designed, and 
student work (both formative and summative) can 
be assessed. Adapting the competencies for local 
cultures and priorities is a challenge. Volunteers 
need to be trained in project-based learning, local 

and program competencies, and use of rubrics to 
make this work. 

AFS competencies are defined, but assessment 
is a challenge because someone on the ground needs 
to be present to observe and give feedback to the 
youth participants. Who should do the assessment: 
the sending organization, the host partner or an 
intermediary? An online platform for the collection 
of log entries and e-portfolios can allow for some 
remote assessment, but how can we ensure this 
platform is a place for assessment and isn’t solely 
a collection place? Also, more than one rater is 
needed to ensure fidelity of assessment. This 
process overall requires additional funding and 
time for customization of tools, calibration among 
educators and volunteers, and training.  

Reflection as a form of assessment

Rubrics and the student voice tool from this model 
seem ideal for assessing intercultural learning as 
they support reflection while youth design projects 
and performance tasks; these tools emphasize the 
learning process and moving toward proficiency 
over an end-goal or grade given by an adult. None 
of the AFS participants use the provided reflection 
booklet during their exchanges. Maybe we should 
use students’ postings on Facebook or Instagram as 
a way to assess their reflections on how and what 
they learned while on exchange. The challenge is 
to assess the learning of those not visible on online 
platforms. Perhaps youth should give a formal 
presentation upon their return to AFS staff, peers 
or at schools to share what they hoped to learn, 
what they did learn, how they changed, and how 
they are applying what they learned. This could 
provide a way to evaluate not only the knowledge 
and skills learned but also the dispositional impact 
by assessing how their behaviors changed as a 
result of the experience. 
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tamara thorpe and Jennifer Watson 
Children International Summer Viillages

 case study: the possibilities  
and Limitations of competence      
based Evaluation in non-formal   
 Learning programmes   

I magine that you are the adult leader who has 
brought a group of four children (two boys and 
two girls) from your home country to another 

country where you will spend the next three or four 
weeks helping to coordinate activities to develop 
identified aspects of intercultural learning with 
other leaders and similar groups of children. If 
your programme is a CISV ‘Village’ for age eleven 
there may be a total of twelve such delegations 
and you will be together for four weeks; if your 
programme is a ‘Step Up’ for age 14 or 15 there will 
be nine delegations but you will only be together 
for three weeks. With the other leaders (and four 
or five local ‘Host Staff ’) you work to plan a range 
of interactive and experiential activities for the 
children or you facilitate work with those aged 14 
or 15 in mixed groups to plan their own activities. 

The participants are getting to know each other 
and enjoying the activities that have been organised 
but how do you know that you are achieving the 
objectives of the programme? This is the question 
that CISV tries to answer in the use of a carefully 
constructed Programme Directors’ Planning and 
Evaluation Form. This form has several sections, 
some of which deal with administrative and risk 
management questions but here we will consider 
only Section 2, the part of the form that deals 
with the planning, monitoring and evaluation 
of educational aspects of the programme. 
Programme Directors are encouraged to use the 
form before the beginning of a programme to plan 
the theme, which should be related to the CISV 
educational content area being emphasised in the 
current year (Diversity, Human Rights, Conflict 
and Resolution, or, Sustainable Development).  
At the beginning of the programme staff and 
leaders should discuss the types of evidence they 
can use to demonstrate achievement of the goal 
indicators specified for their programme. They 
are provided with a matrix listing these indicators 

against spaces for identification of the individual 
participants and throughout the programme they 
are encouraged to mark off whenever they see 
a participant showing behaviour that indicates 
achievement of the indicator. The intention is not 
to monitor achievement of individual participants 
but, by collating results from all of them, to 
ensure that opportunities are being provided 
for the participants to work towards all of the 
indicators.  If staff or leaders notice ‘gaps’ in 
general achievement then it may be that they need 
to plan activities which could address the missing 
content areas.

At the conclusion of a programme the Director 
will transfer these scores to an electronic form 
which is submitted to CISV International.  
Results from all similar programmes are collated 
and forwarded to the volunteer CISVers who 
are responsible for programme management so 
that they can review the global achievement of 
programme goals, or, if necessary, consider the 
appropriacy of goal indicators. 

The PDPEF has now been in use in CISV for 
seven years and, although there was some initial 
resistance to its use, the return rate is now 100%.  
After it had been in use for just two years a project 
to review the use of recently introduced educational 
resources included interviews with twenty staff 
and leaders about their experience of use of the 
PDPEF. It was found that many adults saw the 
form as a means of recording the progress of 
individual participants rather than as a programme 
monitoring tool and that few adults knew how the 
results were collated and used towards programme 
improvement. As a result of this research, further 
online guidance on the use of the form has been 
written and there have been efforts to further 
develop the training of staff and leaders so that 
they are more fully aware of the purposes of the 
form. Those adults who have experienced effective 



36
In

tE
Rc

u
Lt

u
RA

use of the form are enthusiastic and have found it 
valuable in helping to focus on the educational goals 
of a programme.

In a case study to investigate the potential for 
a self-evaluation strategy, the goal indicators for 
Summer Camp (predecessor to Step Up) were 
transposed into statements against which the 
participants could mark their level of disagreement 
or agreement on a seven point scale. At the 
beginning of the programme they were asked to 
mark both their current position (x) and where 
they predicted they would be by the end of the 
programme (?). At the end of the three week 
programme they again marked where they felt 
they were (x) but this time they were also asked 
to reflect on where they felt they had been at the 
start (?). At this time, too, they were asked to 
write, in narrative spaces, about what they felt 
they had learned during the programme and 
what they felt they had learned about themselves. 
Analysis of the predictive and reflective scores 
showed that about half of those for where the 
participants felt, on reflection, they had been at the 
beginning were lower than they had initially placed 

themselves. Sometimes, too, there was no apparent 
movement in a score yet the participant noted in 
their narrative comment that they felt this was an 
important aspect of their learning. Such analysis 
suggests that by improving abilities or awareness 
on the dimensions of the programme indicators 
the participants recognise their earlier level of 
(in)competence and provide a more accurate 
estimation of their current level of competence.

CISV regularly reviews policies and practices 
in order to try to ensure that CISV short 
term programmes are as effective as possible. 
Programme guides have recently been completely 
revised and there is provision for regular review 
of programme goals and the associated goal 
indicators. Having implemented the PDPEF 
system seven years ago, consideration is now being 
given to a more thorough research into its use, 
with a view to potential revision, as an aspect of 
continuous programme improvement. However, 
over the last few years this has been a valuable 
tool to help CISV in monitoring the overall 
effectiveness of programmes in providing learning 
opportunities for participants. 
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darla K. deardorff* 
Duke University

 A changing Assessment  
paradigm in International       
  Educational Exchange  

T he FILE Forum V held in Vienna in October 
2014 built nicely on the forum from 2013. 
The 2013 FILE Forum IV provided a good 

foundational understanding of outcomes assessment 
and concluded with five lessons learned from 
previous assessment efforts: 
a) Align assessment measures/activities with 

outcomes.
b) Use direct AND indirect measures.
c) Adapt – build on what’s there already – and 

the amazing AFS volunteer network and 
infrastructure lends itself well to adapting and 
using what’s already being done.  

d) Use a multi-measure, multi-perspective approach.
e) Use an integrated approach, beyond one pre-post 

measure.

The 2014 FILE Forum V built on the foundational 
forum the year before to look specifically at outcomes 
assessment in nonformal contexts, such as exchanges.  
In listening and participating in the discussions at the 
FILE FORUM V in Vienna in October 2014, there 
seemed to be a paradigm shift emerging, which will 
be summarized here. While self-report tools continue 
to proliferate and be used, they are insufficient in 
measuring the complexity of the learning that occurs 
through international educational exchange. Thus, 
the more traditional survey paradigm is shifting 
to one that goes beyond individual knowledge and 
written surveys to collecting authentic (unprompted) 
evidence in real-life contexts. This means there is 
a shift from one assessment approach to multiple 
pathways for assessing intercultural outcomes 
and from self-assessment to collecting assessment 
evidence from multiple perspectives. Further, there 
is more of a focus on process (including developing 
an intercultural lifestyle, and documenting global 

* See Demystifying Outcomes Assessment for International Educators: A Practical Approach by Deardorff (Stylus, 2015) for further elaboration on 
some of the ideas here.

thinking routines) than on results, since intercultural 
competence development and intercultural learning 
is lifelong.  With this changing assessment paradigm, 
there is more of a focus on holistic assessment instead 
of separate assessment of intercultural learning only, 
and a move beyond a universal/standardized way 
of assessment to a more tailored and customized 
approach which is context specific. This means that 
assessment is going beyond organizational-centered 
assessment to more of a focus on learner-centered 
assessment, for the purposes of improving student 
learning instead of justifying an organization’s 
existence. This paradigm shift can be summarized 
in the chart below:

Traditional (survey) evidence  > Authentic evidence

One approach  > Multiple pathways

Self perspective  > Multiple perspectives  
  (including self)

Results-oriented > Process-oriented

Separate  >  Holistic

Universal/standardized  > Tailored/customized

Organizational-centered >  Learned-centered

 
Three key questions that emerged in the course of 
discussion that should be addressed in assessment 
efforts in nonformal settings are:
1) What is the purpose of assessment? (Why assess?)
2) How will the results be used?
3) Is assessment meaningful to the organization? 

And more importantly, to the student?

In further summing up the discussions at this forum, 
here are some additional take aways:
 Be very clear on the mission and purpose, and 

on the purpose of assessment (which should 
ultimately be for further learner development).
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 Ensure that there are structures and education/
training to support those involved in assessment

 Consider a meta-focus – of learning how to learn 
(and assessing this learning process).

 Understand that program evaluation is not the 
same as learner assessment.

 Examine the conditions necessary for learning.
 Recognize that there is no easy answer for 

outcomes assessment in nonformal settings; it is 
complex and involves hard work if the assessment 
is to be meaningful to the learner and if it is to be 
done well (otherwise such efforts can prove to be 
futile). Further, nonformal assessment utilizes 
the same foundational principles as outcomes 
assessment in formal settings. 

Given the realities of a 21st century society, the 
needs of today’s learners and the possibilities 
afforded through technology (i.e. e-portfolio seems 
to be emerging as a key way of addressing this 
changing assessment paradigm), assessment will 
shift to a performance-based, learner-centered 
paradigm that is relevant, collaborative, integrated, 
and more meaningful to the learner. 

What are the implications of this changing 
paradigm? Educators will need to change their 
thinking about assessment from something that 
is “done to” learners which ultimately benefits the 
administrators and organization more than the 
learners. Instead, educators and administrators 
will need to explore thoroughly questions such as:  

Do the learners view these assessments as relevant 
in their contexts? How can assessment be more 
collaborative by engaging the learners? What is 
the evidence of learning and transformation in 
real-life settings? How will learners benefit from 
these assessment efforts? How will assessment 
approaches encourage and recognize lifelong 
learning? This changing paradigm will result in 
moving beyond traditional, self-report surveys 
to more observable behavior assessment, which 
may mean involvement of host families and even 
school educators. There needs to be a more tailored 
assessment approach that takes into account 
individuals’ different pathways for acquiring 
intercultural learning outcomes – one that will also 
take into account different personal development 
levels within a more holistic framework of lifelong 
learning. And with this new paradigm, the results 
of assessment efforts will shift from program 
improvement to individual coaching for further 
development. 

In conclusion, here are the words of a teenager 
who recognizes the value of educational experience:

“One child, one teacher, one book, and one pen 
can change the world.” Those are the words of 
Malala, who was just named the recipient of the 
2014 Nobel Peace Prize. And like Malala, AFS 
volunteers, families, and students are indeed 
making a difference – it is important to document 
the differences being made in those AFS contexts 
and beyond. 
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E ssere parte di un movimento internazio-
nale di volontariato che celebra 100 anni 
di storia riempie ciascuno di noi di grande 

orgoglio; al tempo stesso ci investe di una grande 
responsabilità, in quanto richiede fedeltà, impegno e 
coerenza nel tramandare i valori che i padri fondato-
ri di questo movimento ci hanno lasciato. 

I fatti salienti della nascita di AFS nel 1914 sono 
certamente ben noti alla maggioranza di voi e non 
desidero qui annoiarvi con storie conosciute. Vor-
rei, invece soffermarmi su alcuni aspetti e aneddoti 
meno noti della storia di AFS, ma ugualmente effica-
ci nel trasmettere memoria dei valori che tutti desi-
deriamo testimoniare.

cento anni di volontariato  AFS 

Il 15 novembre al Teatro Regio di Parma, sede del 67° congresso nazionale 
di Intercultura, si sono aperte le celebrazioni del centenario dell’American 
Field Service, che proseguiranno sino a tutto il mese di settembre 2015. 
Alla manifestazione, che ha visto l’intervento del Sindaco e delle maggiori 
autorità cittadine, ha preso la parola anche il presidente internazionale 
dell’AFS, di cui riportiamo il testo del discorso.

AFS nacque allo scoppio della prima guerra mon-
diale grazie all’iniziativa di Piatt Andrew e Stephen 
Galatti, che attivarono un servizio di ambulanze sul 
fronte franco-tedesco all’interno dell’ American Ho-
spital di Parigi, che aveva a sua volta aperto una sezio-
ne denominata American Ambulance, per accogliere 
feriti di guerra. Nell’Aprile del 1915 Piatt Andrew 
concordò questo nuovo servizio con le autorità france-
si con il nome di American Ambulance Field Service. 
Questa sezione dell’ospedale americano assunse poi 
la denominazione “American Field Service” nel 1916, 
quando diventò una organizzazione indipendente.

AFS all’epoca ordinò alla Ford Motor Company 
1000 chassis per costruire le ambulanze, assemblate 



40
In

tE
Rc

u
Lt

u
RA

poi in Francia; tali produzioni Ford consentivano l’as-
semblaggio di veicoli molto più semplici da manovra-
re e veloci, considerando lo stato delle strade e delle 
zone nei pressi del fronte di battaglia. “L’artiglieria 
e le automobili hanno salvato Verdun”, dicevano gli 
ufficiali francesi agli autisti americani del Field 
Service, descrivendo in una breve frase la logica sec-
ca e spietata del conflitto: l’artiglieria seminava mor-
te, le ambulanze macinavano chilometri per salvare 
quante più vite possibile”, come ci ricordano Stefania 
Chinzari e Roberto Ruffino nel loro libro.

L’ambasciatore francese negli Stati Uniti Jus-
serand dichiarava alla fine della grande guerra: 
“migliaia di vite salvate; sofferenze attenuate; am-
putazioni evitate; padri di famiglia che poterono 
tornare alle loro case; tutto ciò rappresenta sola-
mente una parte del debito dei francesi verso l’A-
merican Field Service”.

Nel 1920, al termine della guerra, Piatt Andrew 
fu il promotore della nascita dell’associazione AFS, 
per continuare in altre forme il servizio di volonta-
riato  degli ambulanzieri, mantenere viva la memo-
ria e dare vita ai primi scambi di studenti universita-
ri con Università Francesi. La giovane “Fellowship 

AFS” si era posta l’obiettivo di raccogliere risorse 
per garantire annualmente 127 borse di studio, in 
memoria di ogni  ambulanziere dell’American Field 
Service che aveva perso la vita durante il servizio 
nella pima guerra mondiale. Tale ambizioso obietti-
vo non fu mai pienamente raggiunto, ma il program-
ma ugualmente riuscì a beneficiare alcune centinaia 
di studenti americani e francesi, fino al 1952, quando 
terminò la sua funzione.

A Blerancourt, una cittadina al nord di Parigi a 
metà strada tra la capitale francese e il confine con 
il Belgio, vi è un castello, lo Chateau di Blerancourt 
appunto, che fu abitazione di Anne Morgan, figlia 
del finanziere J. P. Morgan. Questo castello è oggi 
la sede del museo franco americano. Tale castello 
servì come supporto e base operativa per l’”Ame-
rican Committee of Devastated France”, una orga-
nizzazione umanitaria creata dal finanziere Morgan 
durante la prima guerra mondiale. L’11 Settembre 
1938 (!) il museo inaugurò una sezione per onorare le 
attività dell’American Field Service durante la pri-
ma guerra mondiale, ancora oggi operativa. 

Vi invito a visitare Blerancourt in occasione del 
vostro prossimo viaggio in Francia.
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Allo scoppio della seconda guerra mondiale, gra-
zie all’iniziativa e alla leadership di Stephen Galatti, 
AFS si riattivò per riprendere il proprio servizio. Il 
primo gruppo di volontari salpò dal porto New York 
il 23 Marzo 1940 e si unì ad altri volontari già presen-
ti in Europa. 

Durante la seconda guerra mondiale 2196 volon-
tari americani si arruolarono nell’ American Field 
Service e contribuirono ad assistere oltre 700,000 
combattenti su entrambi i fronti in guerra. Essi ser-
virono a fianco di truppe francesi, inglesi, polacche, 
australiane, nuovo zelandesi, indiane e sud africa-
ne, nel Medio Oriente, in Africa, Italia, Germania, 
Francia, India e Burma. 36 di loro persero la vita 
in servizio. La vocazione all’internazionalizzazione, 
l’attenzione alle tematiche interculturali di questo 
straordinario e longevo movimento di volontariato 
nasce certamente in queste circostanze.

Al termine della guerra, nell’aprile del 1945, i 
volontari di AFS contribuirono significativamente 
all’evacuazione del campo di concentramento di Ber-
gen Belsen, dopo la liberazione dello stesso da par-
te delle truppe inglesi. Possiamo immaginare quali 
emozioni abbiano provato i nostri padri fondatori in 

questa circostanza, mentre aiutavano oltre 11,000 
prigionieri ancora presenti in tale campo a trasferir-
si in luoghi idonei alla loro assistenza, distribuendo 
cibo, medicinali e conforto psicologico.

Nel 1946, Stephen Galatti insieme ad un gruppo 
di volontari sia della prima che della seconda guerra 
mondiale, diede vita al programma di scambi stu-
denteschi.

Nel 1948, 29 studenti AFS al termine del loro 
programma negli Stati Uniti, iniziarono un viaggio 
di 24 giorni attraverso l’America, per promuovere 
il programma e diffondere i valori di pace, giustizia, 
accoglienza, dialogo tra le culture. Tra essi vi era an-
che Jara Moserova, studentessa Cecoslovacca. Du-
rante la sua permanenza negli USA un colpo di stato 
comunista rovesciò il potere nel suo paese. AFS le 
offrì una borsa di studio per rimanere un altro anno 
in America, date le circostanze sviluppatesi nel suo 
paese natale. “…non ebbi mai nessun dubbio” di-
chiarò poi Jara, “se fossi rimasta in America avrei 
tradito gli ideali di AFS”.  Jara ritornò in patria, fece 
attività politica per promuovere i valori appresi du-
rante il programma AFS, divenne vice presidente 
del parlamento cecoslovacco, ambasciatrice, presi-
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dente della commissione dell’Unesco nel suo paese, 
scrittrice e candidata presidenziale. Tra i suoi tanti 
viaggi nel mondo visitò anche l’Italia e fu ospite di 
Roberto Ruffino.

Jara non è certamente l’unico esempio di come 
il programma AFS possa cambiare la vita delle per-
sone; desidero ricordare questo esempio, tra i tanti, 
per la sua particolarità e per il coraggio dimostrato 
fin dalla sua giovane età. Nel mondo siamo, ormai 
in 500,000 ad avere vissuto e beneficiato di questa 
esperienza.

Chissà quanti saranno fra 100 anni. Noi siamo 
qui per questo.

Vi sono oggi ancora 281 volontari AFS ex am-
bulanzieri viventi negli USA; possiamo immaginare 

la loro età media. Ho incontrato, poche settimane 
or sono, Art Howe, che prestò servizio in Africa e 
in Italia, viaggiò con la sua ambulanza da Taranto a 
Termoli, a Napoli, a Cassino.  Art era il presidente 
di AFS nel 1967, durante il mio anno e lo ricordo vi-
brante e convincente nel suo discorso a New York, 
al termine del bus trip. Oggi Art è un dolce vecchio, 
sofferente per una malattia che lo ha praticamente 
immobilizzato, ma con la mente ancora straordina-
riamente lucida. 

Durante il nostro recente incontro mi ha racco-
mandato “ricorda ai volontari AFS riuniti a Pa-
rigi per il congresso mondiale e le celebrazioni del 
centenario, come è nata AFS e come abbia aiutato 
la società civile di allora. I problemi sono sempre 
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gli stessi e la società civile ha bisogno di AFS oggi 
come allora. Tu sei italiano e dovresti sapere me-
glio di altri cosa è il Risorgimento. Trasmetti al 
mondo AFS che dovete essere il Risorgimento per 
il mondo globalizzato di oggi, affinché le nuove ge-
nerazioni possano vivere in un mondo migliore. 
Così come nel Risorgimento italiano vi furono pro-
blemi e sconfitte, ma alla fine i buoni valori ebbero 
il sopravvento, così sarà anche oggi, se saprete es-
sere fedeli ed efficaci nel vivere i valori in cui cre-
diamo”.

Trasmetto anche a voi questo messaggio, con 
molta commozione e con gli auguri di nuovi successi 
in Italia, ringraziandovi profondamente per il servi-
zio e l’esempio che trasmettete in tutta la rete AFS. 

Intercultura, che è stata tra i primi 4 pionieri 
della partnership AFS nel 1989, è indiscutibilmente 
oggi il miglior partner della rete, per qualità del suo 
volontariato, dei suoi professionisti in ufficio, della 
sua raccolta fondi, delle sue iniziative di marketing, 
delle relazioni con le scuole e le istituzioni e per lo 
sviluppo quantitativo e qualitativo dei programmi. 
Ciò rappresenta un orgoglio ed una soddisfazione 
per voi, insieme ad una importante responsabilità.

Sono onorato di provenire da questa associazio-
ne, orgoglioso di essere Italiano e spero di potervi 
aiutare come conviene durante la mia esperienza a 
New York.

Vincenzo Morlini
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