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ABSTRACT
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This paper uses mixed methods to explore perceptions of international-mindedness within two case study schools in Istanbul,
Turkey: a national school with mostly Turkish students and an
international school with students from many nationalities. Using
a conceptual framework developed by an international education
programme, the authors critically analyse pillars of internationalmindedness: multilingualism, intercultural understanding, and global engagement. Findings reveal that the national school was
striving to overcome limitations of homogeneity, while the international school struggled to address its assumptions that a heterogeneous population alone would be enough to encourage
intercultural understanding. Neither school had developed clear
conceptual links among multilingualism, intercultural understanding, and global engagement. Thus, deliberate eﬀorts are needed to
provide students with experiences that foster international-mindedness. Other researchers and educators can use this framework
and associated methods to examine how international-mindedness
is implemented in diﬀerent schools in other regions of the world.
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Introduction
The concept of international mindedness (IM) is a contested one in international
education, especially regarding what it includes and how it is lived and practiced in
diﬀerent school contexts (Sriprakash, Singh, and Jing 2014). Marshall (2007) points out
that deﬁnitions and understandings of terms such as global education, global awareness,
and global competence are also debated, including if and how they are similar to IM.
Global citizenship, especially, is often used interchangeably with IM (Hicks 2003). One
international education programme, the International Baccalaureate (IB) Organization,
in particular advocates for use of the word ‘mind’ when promoting global citizenry:
The diﬀerence is not merely semantics: the term ‘mindedness’ is very important in deﬁning
the IB learner’s approach. Mindedness is about having empathy, not just knowledge. It is
not something that is taught in any particular class; instead it is so embedded in the way an
IB student learns that it becomes part of his/her consciousness. (IB World, 2008, 1)
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While how to label IM may be debated, the importance of its inclusion in the
curriculum is supported by educators and researchers worldwide (Hansen 2011;
Hicks 2003; Skelton et al. 2002). As an international education programme, IB schools
educate students to be global leaders who have insights into cultures across the world
and care about the wellbeing of others. Therefore, IB schools are ideally positioned for
educating students to develop IM by reducing ethnocentrism, increasing intercultural
understanding, and promoting global awareness (Schweisfurth 2006).
In 2013, the IB Organization commissioned a study on the conceptualisation and
assessment of IM. This report, developed by Singh and Qi (2013), makes an attempt to
clarify and deﬁne the concept of IM; they also explored how it can be assessed. Their
report is based on a systematic analysis of oﬃcial IB documents, a comprehensive
literature review, and a synthesis of contemporary theories, components, issues, and
tools in the ﬁeld. In their study, Singh and Qi established the following three pillars of
IM: multilingualism, intercultural understanding, and global engagement.
The current study uses these pillars as a conceptual framework to gain insights
into student and teacher perceptions of forms of support for and challenges to IM.
Two diﬀerent school types provide the context for the study: a mono-cultural (with
mostly Turkish students) national school compared to a multicultural international
school, both located in Istanbul. The research critically explores practices used
within these schools to foster IM. By learning about perceptions and practices, the
study sought to reveal patterns across the two distinct cases that may help to
uncover how the pillars of IM are similarly or diﬀerently interpreted, implemented,
and critiqued.

Literature review
Upon reviewing related literature in the ﬁeld of international education, the authors
found that there are limited studies on what schools are doing in practice toward the
development of IM. There have, however, been studies that have conducted literature
reviews to gain insights into conceptualisations, reﬂective interpretations, and assessment of IM (e.g. Bailey and Harwood 2012, 2013; Castro, Lundgren, and Woodin 2015;
Singh and Qi 2013; Sriprakash, Singh, and Jing 2014). These studies provide valuable
background about and insights into understanding IM, especially as it is endorsed
through the IB.
While studies related to IM practice are limited, there are a number of researchers
who provide recommendations for eﬀective implementation. Sriprakash, Singh, and
Jing (2014) state that to integrate school policy and practice, schools need to have an
international mind-set in their long-term strategic planning. It is important to explicitly
link school events to IM, thereby engaging the critical and creative capacity of students.
Similarly, Skelton et al. (2002) and Hacking et al. (2017) support that IM can be
promoted eﬀectively when it is interwoven in the standards, curriculum, ethos, and
commitment of the school.
Hansen (2011) emphasises that it is the responsibility of schools to raise students’
awareness of global perspectives and to develop an appreciation of other points of view.
Schools often achieve this through activities such as Model United Nations, Global
Issues Network, European Youth Parliament and so on to promote IM. Bunnell, Fertig,
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and James (2017) explain that such extracurricular activities ‘relate directly to the
institutional primary task of providing an international curriculum’ (311). Other than
internationalising the school, Akin, Calik, and Engin-Demir (2017) suggest that ‘active
participation of students in solving the community problems . . . would also contribute
to the development of in-school democracy, which is crucial in developing the competencies for active citizenship’ (827–828).
Another challenge to IM is assessment. Swetz and Swetz (2014) provide signposts to
ensure that IM is implemented eﬀectively to:
(1) ask what IM students are capable of doing, not how internationally-minded they
are,
(2) embrace open-ended ongoing reﬂections about IM,
(3) make global culturalism demonstrable through the curricular practices of the
school.
Regarding research related to IB and IM, Hill (2012) explains that IM was included
as a curricular goal for the IB in the 1960s when it was included in their high school
Diploma Programme (DP). Over the years, IB’s deﬁnition of IM has changed. It began
by focusing on intercultural understanding and during the past decade, as a result of the
study by Singh and Qi (2013), was expanded to incorporate global engagement and
multilingualism. Intercultural understanding is central to the IB understanding of IM,
while global engagement and multilingualism are contributors.
With their literature review, Castro, Lundgren, and Woodin (2015) further elaborated on these same three pillars of IM. They noted that a key component of IB is to
develop speciﬁc learner proﬁles. While these proﬁles may be interpreted diﬀerently by
schools from diﬀerent cultures, IB emphasises that IM is ‘one of the underpinning
attributes of its learner proﬁle’ (187). Their study concluded that the pillars should be
investigated in practice rather than just conceptually to better understand if and how
they support IM.
Other studies around the world have explored IB and IM, but did not use the pillars
as a conceptual framework; they were mainly comparing students in IBDP to other
programmes. In the USA, Hinrichs (2003) surveyed IBPD and Advanced Placement
(AP) students and found that the IBDP students had a greater international understanding than AP students. It seems that other studies, however, have found that IBDP
was no better than other programmes at supporting IM. Tarc and Beatty’s (2012) study,
conducted in Canada, revealed that ‘students didn’t view the aim of international
mindedness as being realised’ (359). Beek (2017) compared the contextual interpretations of IM of students from a national school and an international school in the Czech
Republic. Statistical analysis of the results revealed no signiﬁcant diﬀerence between
participants. In her literature review, she reported that other studies conducted around
the world (e.g., Qatar and the USA) had similar results. The current study also
compares a national to an international school to provide a comprehensive overview
of conceptions and practices of IM. This investigation takes place in Turkey and,
diﬀerently from Beek’s (2017) study, uses the pillars of IM as identiﬁed by Singh and
Qi (2013).

4

A. METLI ET AL.

Methodology
Research design and context
The current study is a multi-case research that used mixed methods to explore and
explain the phenomenon under investigation (Yin 2003). The authors used a conceptual
framework to descriptively analyse the quantitative and qualitative data.
The research engaged students, teachers, and administrators as participants from two
case schools: a national and an international school in Istanbul, Turkey. For purposes of
anonymity, one school is called National School and the other is International School.
As the research involved participants under the age of 18, the researchers acquired
formal permission from the Turkish Ministry of Education and informed consent from
participants. The anonymity of participants was maintained during the analysis and
reporting.
Both schools are co-educational private schools authorised to implement IB’s
Primary Years Programme, Middle Years Programme, and Diploma Programme. The
case schools were invited to this research because they had been implementing IB for
over 10 years and have the longest running implementation of all three IB programmes
in Turkey.
Instrumentation
Qualitative instruments
The qualitative instruments for the study were based on semi-structured interviews,
focus groups, and school culture observations. The interview and focus-group protocols
and questions were prepared based on the stages of an interview investigation and the
areas of investigation (Brinkman and Kvale 2015). Interview and focus-group questions
explored topics related to IM such as curricular and extracurricular activities, procedures and policies, forms of support, and challenges for students and teachers.
Questions asked in both the interviews and focus groups are:
●
●
●

●
●

●
●

How would you deﬁne IM?
How important do you think IM is at your school?
What does multilingualism/intercultural understanding/global engagement mean to
you? (one question for each) Does your school develop students’ multilingualism/
intercultural understanding/global engagement? If yes, how does it support students
in terms of developing their multilingualism/intercultural understanding/global
engagement? Can you give any examples and evidence to illustrate your points?
What other learning opportunities does your school provide to accomplish intercultural goals and address intercultural issues?
How would you describe the impact of the DP core components (CAS(Creativity,
Activity, Service), Theory of Knowledge, EE) in terms of the development of
internationally-minded individuals?
What are the current challenges of the implementation of IM in your school? How
are you addressing the challenges?
How would you describe the impact of IBDP on students in terms of developing
internationally-minded individuals?
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School observations were also conducted using an unobtrusive ethnographic
approach throughout one day in each school. An audit form for describing the school
environment was adapted from Hacking et al. (2017). Notes were taken about bulletin
boards, displays, and other common spaces to record evidence about artefacts that
showed each school’s lived ethos, aims, communications, diversity, and viewpoints in
terms of their global or local perspectives.
Quantitative instruments
For collecting demographic data, a general survey was derived from two exploratory
surveys developed by Özakman (2017) and Yazgan (2017), and used with permission.
The survey included both student and teacher forms, each included questions about
multilingualism and experiences in other cultures.
The other quantitative instruments were the Intercultural Development Inventory
(IDI) and the Global Citizenship Scale (GCS) surveys. The IDI was used to identify
students’ levels of intercultural understanding. The IDI was conceptualised from
Bennett’s (2004) Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity. The IDI testing
agency uses ﬁve stages of development to assess individuals in terms of their perceived
and developmental scores of intercultural understanding: denial, polarisation, minimisation, acceptance, and adaptation (Bennett 2004). The IDI is based on a cross cultural
sample of 591 culturally diverse respondents (Hammer, Bennett, and Wiseman 2003).
As a theoretically grounded measure, it possesses strong content and construct validity
across cultures and has been shown to be statistically reliable (Paige et al. 2003).
The Global Citizenship Scale (GCS) (Morais and Ogden 2010) was used to identify
students’ levels of global engagement. It is a theoretically grounded and empirically
validated scale that measures global citizenship encompassing the three dimensions
(and sub-dimensions) of social responsibility, global competence, and global civic
engagement.

Piloting the study
Both of the qualitative and quantitative instruments were piloted at an IBDP school in
eastern Turkey. It was chosen as the pilot school because of its ease of access and
convenience in terms of time, resources, and budget. The lead author had worked at
this school for 10 years and to avoid researcher bias, was not chosen as one of the main
case study schools . Three online surveys (the Demographic Information Survey, the
Intercultural Development Inventory, and the Global Citizenship Survey) were completed by 33 grade 11 students at the pilot school. Four interviews (core curricula
coordinators, teachers, and administrator) and six focus groups (students and teachers)
were recorded with permission. The pilot results were used to inform the eﬀectiveness
of the overall research design and to improve data collection methods. Based on the
feedback, the researchers simpliﬁed the language of the GCS, especially for non-native
speakers of English, allocated more time for administering the instruments. The interview and focus-group questions were revised to improve their clarity and to align better
with items in the GCS and IDI.
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Sampling
For the actual study, the sample population for the questionnaires were grade 11
students: 41 students from the International School and 33 from the National School.
The research used nonprobability purposeful sampling to select a targeted group of
students and their teachers at the two participating case study schools. Focus-group
discussions were conducted with four-to-six students from grades 11 and 12 in each
school; they represented a blend of males and females from diﬀerent social backgrounds
and ethnic groups. Focus-group discussions were also conducted with three-to-ﬁve
teachers from DP core components (Creativity, Activity, Service; Theory of
Knowledge; Extended Essay) representing various subjects such as languages, humanities, sciences, and mathematics.

Data collection
The data collection was carried out during three separate two-day visits to each case
school in the fall and spring terms of 2016–2017. The demographic information survey,
the IDI, and the GCS surveys were administered during the ﬁrst visit. During this visit,
the semi-structured interviews with the coordinators and school administrators were
conducted as well. The second visit included focus-group discussions with students and
with teachers. Nine interviews (with core curricula coordinators, teachers, and administrators) and 12 focus groups (with students and teachers) were recorded with permission. They were transcribed in preparation for content analysis using the data coding
software Nvivo 11 Pro. The last visit focused on observations of the school
environment.

Data analysis
Qualitative data analysis
This study used thematic content analysis (Braun and Clarke 2006) in which the
researchers looked for common themes and diﬀerences across stakeholders.
Researchers created the following scheme of work based on the common themes arising
from the transcripts as well as from notes taken during school culture observations:
(1) perceived meanings, deﬁnitions, signiﬁcance of IM,
(2) curricular and non-curricular examples/practices of IM,
(3) forms of support/challenges for students and teachers relating to IM.
The two lead authors developed codes and sub-codes for the above themes after
intensive discussions to cross-code the transcripts and school culture observation notes.
Consensus was reached by carefully reviewing the merged projects to identify any
conceptual disagreements and looking for common themes and points of diﬀerence.
The data analysis was linked conceptually with the quantitative measures, IDI and GCS.
After the initial analysis of the codes, the researchers prepared customised school
proﬁles for both schools and sent them to schools for member checking.
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The quantitative data analysis
The quantitative data were mainly derived from the GCS and IDI scales. The IDI school
proﬁles were created by the IDI Company (2017). The IDI Company measured the level
of intercultural competence/sensitivity across a developmental continuum for individuals’ perceived and developmental orientations. The GCS and IDI scores were analysed based on descriptive (means and standard deviations) and inferential statistics
(independent sample t-tests) for school comparisons. All tests were conducted with
ɑ = .05. The quantitative data provided conﬁrmatory insights and additional descriptors
to the qualitative ﬁndings.

Results
Forms of support for, practices of, and challenges to IM
While both schools showed similar evidence of forms of support for IM within their
school cultures, there were notable diﬀerences in how each school interpreted and made
sense of the evidence. To gain insights into these diﬀerences, the sections below explore
participants’ perceptions of forms of support, practices of, and challenges to IM and its
pillars.
Perceived IM: forms of support and practices
The qualitative analysis revealed that both schools had similar examples of campuswide forms of support for IM, such as their mission, school environment, and extracurricular activities to foster IM. There were, however, more notable instances where
IM was more purposefully emphasised within the National School. Furthermore, while
similar activities were observed at both schools, the discourse surrounding the critique
of those activities varied greatly. The International School participants were more
directly critical of their own approach, whereas, the National School participants
focused more on the facilitating factors to foster IM.
Regarding the mission statements, the International School’s mission describes a
challenging curricula and strong student/staﬀ relationships for providing a caring
environment ‘that inspires’ students with respect to the explicit values of being ‘inquisitive, creative, compassionate, balanced, and internationally minded’. A similar, but
slightly more speciﬁc, global perspective is embedded in the mission statement of the
National School. It aims to raise ‘multilingual, innovative and life-long learning citizens
with high ethical and academic standards, who are equipped with social, international
and multicultural awareness’. Notably, there was verbiage in the National School’s
mission that indicates it is striving for IM. The school emphasises ‘multicultural and
international awareness’ and has objectives focused on multilingualism, such as to ‘use
one’s mother tongue and English at the best possible proﬁciency, improve the use of
foreign languages at the best possible communicative level’.
As far as how IM is reﬂected in the school environment, the researcher noted IMrelated practices on display boards more in the International School than the National
School. Community service projects that lead to global engagement as well as intercultural understanding were evident at both schools. The International School exhibited
an art project about ‘celebrating diversity’. Images expressing the importance of praying
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and providing information about Islam and the Quran were posted alongside artwork
from other countries, including a US culture reinterpretation of McDonalds. Historic
cultures were also represented through a Turkish literature project of the mysteries of
Göbekli Tepe. In contrast, examples of displays around the National School campus
were not quite focused on international perspectives because they were more ‘celebrating nationalistic views’. For example, the school displayed a wide range of student
products that mainly depicted artefacts of Turkish culture. It was also evident that the
school paid attention to displays related to nationalistic views including posters about
Turkish civilizations, Atatürk’s principles and reforms, and important days in Turkish
history (e.g. Çanakkale Victory Day). Although other cultures were not represented
explicitly, there were images expressing the ideals of IM. These included displays about
raising awareness of global issues such as racial discrimination, protecting the environment, and building peace.
At the International School, the most commonly used activities to develop student
IM or ‘intercultural awareness’ were activities such as Model United Nations, sports,
theatre productions, and International Day. While admitting that International Days
tended toward superﬁcial activities related to IM, one teacher noted that some
activities that appeared to be ‘fun and games’ were actually quite successful for
promoting collaborative discussions among students. These experiences helped create
‘a little bit more of a caring community, and understanding, and we know each other
and we see each other in a diﬀerent light . . . as human beings, and not just teacher,
students’.
Teachers and students at the National School were very positive about their IMrelated activities. They mentioned that attending conferences with other IB schools,
such as the international Theory of Knowledge and Model United Nations conferences,
European Youth Parliament and Global Issues Network clubs, and cultural trips
organised abroad, enabled students to develop their intercultural understanding.
Through these exchanges they learned about diﬀerent cultures and familiarised themselves with diﬀerent ways of thinking.
Global engagement appeared to have the strongest emphasis at the National School
in its wide range of service activities. The following activities were reported to improve
students’ social responsibility, global civic engagement, and global competence:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

teaching origami to visually impaired women,
preparing gift boxes for Syrian refugee children,
buying coats and shoes for needy people living in eastern Turkey,
raising money to buy wheelchairs for the disabled people,
participating in an environmental project (clean water project) in Kumbaba
beach, Istanbul,
(6) becoming a Best Buddy to help mentally disabled people to socialise,
(7) raising money for an association for the orthopedically handicapped.
Perceived challenges to school-wide IM practices
Conceptualising IM was diﬃcult for both schools because it was perceived to be
ambiguous and vague. Teachers implied that conceptualising IM was diﬃcult because
it is poorly deﬁned. Teachers commented that because of the vague and ambiguous
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understanding of IM, ‘it is hard to collect evidence of students’ development of IM’ or
also ‘teach it in a short amount of time’.
At both schools, participants mentioned that it was diﬃcult to evaluate and assess
IM. They said that the assessment tools provided by the IB did not provide insights into
students’ IM. At the International School, one student and three teachers shared that
they doubted IM is even measurable. The student elaborated:
It’s a privilege to be in an international school. It’s a privilege to have all of these diﬀerent
cultures surrounding you. But at the same time, I don’t think you can understand the
cultures without engaging with the cultures. And it’s kind of a false sense of understanding
. . . you can see the [Learner Proﬁle] attributes in how you act, in how you do your
schoolwork as compared to IM, which isn’t really measurable.

Nonetheless, some teachers pushed their comfort levels and showed openness to
questioning assumptions that IM is immeasurable, they were beginning to consider
how self-assessment tools for IM might indeed be helpful.
While both schools shared common challenges to fostering IM, the comments
shared by students and teachers at the International School were more worrisome
and critical. At the International School, both teachers and students struggled to
identify curricular forms of support for developing IM. Many students felt they were
becoming more internationally-minded simply by being in an international school.
Some students explained that in their view, IM is about one’s personality and that is
developed mostly with one’s own eﬀorts. Furthermore, others did not credit the school
for fostering IM, saying that it ‘is something aside from the things we do in school. It’s
something we develop through our surroundings and our friends and who’s around us’.
Several school leaders indicated that the international makeup of the school may lead
to IM being taken for granted. The DP coordinator admitted the disadvantage of being
an international community:
We take it for granted that we are living in an international environment, therefore the
students are exposed to international mindedness. Therefore . . . that’s in our blood, in the
air that we breathe. Yes, it is true to a certain extent, but that I think takes us away from
doing more concrete things in our lessons or in the curriculum.

Ironically, this diversity presented a unique challenge to fostering IM at the
International School. Students considered themselves to be ‘third culture kids’ representing several cultures, which may have aﬀected their sense of identity. As one teacher
explained, ‘they don’t know who they are’.
An emerging discourse among teachers at the International School revealed a
recognition that the curriculum needs to support IM more proactively. Most students
and teachers did not perceive the school as having explicit teaching and learning
strategies for fostering IM. The idea that IM may need support, and just as other
subject areas require scaﬀolding, is just dawning as a notion at the school.
In contrast, the teachers and students at the National School perceived IM as a process,
a quality that develops over time. Both students and teachers emphasised that the development of IM is aﬀected by the school environment and curriculum. Compared to the
internal challenges to IM of the International School, the National School had more
external challenges: they were Turks in Turkey during a period of increased political
restraints and terrorism. Students seemed to be more compelled to discuss national issues.
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One student noted that their religion course does not oﬀer ‘the study of other religions’,
only Islam. Another mentioned that their school policy prohibited conducting some
holidays of other cultures, such as Halloween. The recent sociopolitical environment of
the country was considered as a barrier because ‘when students would like to do projects in
the eastern part of Turkey, they are not allowed by their parents because of the recent
bombings and terror attacks’. In one case, the external events (an attempted coup) led to
the cancellation of the International Theory of Knowledge Conference, which students
reported has been especially important for fostering IM.
A less dramatic, yet persistent external inﬂuence on the implementation of forms of
support for IM was that the National School was required to deliver both the national
and IB curriculum simultaneously. Needing to meet the criteria of two distinct programmes meant teachers and students had to overcome barriers such as ‘bureaucracy,
budget and time issues’; these obstacles especially aﬀected organising and conducting
community service projects. Thus, while teachers and students at the National School
seemed to recognise that fostering IM beneﬁted from purposeful and planned activities,
sometimes their eﬀorts were compromised by external challenges.
Multilingualism
Indicators of multilingualism
The International School students come from a wide range of nationalities, thus they
speak various foreign languages as a ﬁrst and second language. Almost all the National
School students come from a mono-cultural background and thus speak Turkish as the
mother tongue and speak mainly English as a second language.
At the International School, 62.5% of participating students classiﬁed their ethnic
background as Caucasian/White, 17.5% as Asian, the remainder as Latino, Middle
Eastern/Arab, Indian, or North African. Among the students, 44% (n = 18) spoke
only English as their native tongue. About the same percentage was multilingual,
speaking English along with one-to-three other languages as their native tongue (such
as Turkish, Danish, French, Spanish, Russian, or Azeri), and the remaining 12% had
only Turkish or Italian as their native language. Almost all students (n = 40) listed their
proﬁciency in at least one other language at a beginning or intermediate level. The
languages most frequently listed were Spanish, French, and Turkish and less frequent
ones were Russian, Arabic, Portuguese, Chinese, Japanese, and Korean.
In clear contrast, all-but-one of the National School students (n = 33; 96.8%)
classiﬁed their ethnic background as Turkish. The one non-Turkish student was
Latino. Nearly all of the students were studying English as a second language (n = 32;
96.9%) at an advanced level. There were four students (3.1%) who were proﬁcient at
another language (Finnish) in addition to English. Almost all the students (n = 32)
indicated that they were at the beginning or intermediate level in at least one other
language besides English. The languages most frequently listed were Spanish, French,
German, and less frequent ones were Italian and Korean.
Forms of support for multilingualism
A bilingual programme and multilingual cultural education were the major school-wide
examples of forms of support for multilingualism. Participants from International
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School supported the view that a multilingual culture was helpful for the developing
multilingual learners. The comments by participants also uncovered a mutually supportive relationship between multilingualism and global engagement at the
International School. For example, service activities that utilise language involved
students who were ﬂuent in one language tutoring other students. Likewise, sometimes
other community-based activities encouraged students to use their Turkish or other
languages in service work.
In contrast, comments about multilingualism in the National School focused more
on how the bilingual programme helped to develop students’ further interests in other
cultures. The participants emphasised that by learning a diﬀerent language, they gain
insights into diﬀerent ways of thinking and reasoning. These insights facilitate and
deepen students’ understanding of cultural beliefs and traditions.
Challenges to multilingualism
At the International School, ﬁve of the six subjects in the IB curricula are mostly
delivered in English; this emphasis on one language compromised the development of
multilingualism. Students lacked opportunities to advance skills in their mother tongue,
and immersion in languages besides English was limited.
Teachers and students at the National School also noted the emphasis on English,
but this was not perceived to be a barrier to multilingualism. Instead, their issue was
time. They are required to follow the national curriculum in addition to IB and do not
have time for a third language.
Intercultural understanding
Measures of students’ intercultural understanding
The Intercultural Development Inventory has two orientations, Perceived and
Developmental. The Perceived Orientation indicates where a group as a whole reﬂects
intercultural understanding: Denial, Polarisation (Defence/Reversal), Minimisation,
Acceptance, Adaptation (Hammer 2017). The Developmental Orientation points out
‘the group’s primary orientation towards cultural diﬀerences and commonalities along
the continuum as assessed by the IDI’ (Hammer 2007, 5). Similar to the Perceived
Orientation, the Developmental Orientation can be Denial, Polarisation (Defence/
Reversal), Minimisation, Acceptance, Adaptation. Finally, there is the Orientation
Gap, which is the diﬀerence along the continuum between the Perceived and
Developmental Orientation. A gap score of 7 points or higher can be considered a
meaningful diﬀerence between where the group perceives itself on the developmental
continuum and where the IDI places the group’s level of intercultural competence.
According to the IDI group proﬁle prepared by the professional IDI company
(Hammer 2017), the Perceived Orientation of both the National and International
Schools is the same. It indicates that students are at the level of Acceptance for their
understanding and appropriately adapting to cultural diﬀerences. This rating reﬂects
that students recognise and appreciate diﬀerences in values, perceptions, and behaviours among diﬀerent cultures, including their own. According to the IDI Perceived
Orientation, students believed that they possessed a high level of intercultural
competence.
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Alternatively, the Developmental Orientation of the National School and the
International School is diﬀerent from each other. The Developmental Orientation of
students in the International School is at the Cusp of Minimization stage, while the
National School students scored within the Polarisation range. Individuals within the
Cusp of Minimization have a slight tendency to highlight commonalities across cultures
that can mask important cultural diﬀerences in values, perceptions, and behaviours.
Polarisation, on the other hand, reﬂects an ‘us and them’ judgmental viewpoint toward
cultural diﬀerences. This stage can take form of Defence or Reversal. For the former
diﬀerent values, perceptions, and behaviours associated with a culturally diﬀerent group
of people tend to be evaluated negatively; values, perceptions, and behaviours of ‘my’
group are judged more favourably. With Reversal, other cultural practices are less
critically evaluated and cultural practices within one’s own group are likely to be judged
from an overly critical standpoint. In the focus group with students, the researcher noted
more examples of the form of Defence than Reversal in students’ perceptions related with
diﬀerent cultural practices. For example, the following student shows an overly critical
standpoint: ‘If you don’t tip in America you’re a criminal. That’s the culture . . . I think it’s
a bad system from an economic perspective but that’s the way, how it is.’
Finally, the Orientation Gap between the Perceived Orientation score and the
Developmental Orientation score for the National School is 38.07 points and for the
International School it is 34.68 points. According to Hammer (2017), a Perceived
Orientation score that is 7 or more points higher than the Developmental
Orientation score indicates the group has overestimated its level of intercultural competence. A Developmental Orientation that is 7 points or more than the Perceived
Orientation score indicates that the group has underestimated its intercultural competence. According to the results, both groups have Perceived Orientation higher than
Developmental Orientation, which indicates that they substantially overestimated their
levels of intercultural competence.
To further investigate the diﬀerences in scores between the two schools, descriptive and
inferential analysis were performed. According to the independent sample t-test results,
the mean of the Developmental Orientations of the IDI scores of the National School
students were not found to be signiﬁcantly diﬀerent from the International School
students (t (68) = −1.603, p < .05). Despite the results not being statistically signiﬁcantly
diﬀerent, there is a notable diﬀerence in terms of the mean of the International School
(M = 84.440) and the National School (M = 78.805). International School students were
slightly better at both the perceived and developmental orientations of IDI.
Form of support for intercultural understanding
Similar non-academic forms of support for intercultural understanding were noted at
both schools. For example, in the demographic information survey of 33 students at the
National School and of 44 students at the International School:
●

Both schools noted how they participated in sports that crossed national
boundaries.
● Both schools remarked on their cross-cultural interests such as watching movies,
listening to diﬀerent types of music, dance, language learning, reading diﬀerent
international literary pieces or world news/current issues.
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Both schools claimed that they liked to travel and take trips for activities such as
Model United National and Social Entrepreneurship clubs.

However, students from neither school mentioned how participating in such activities speciﬁcally helped them to develop their intercultural understanding.
With regards to academic forms of support at the National School, students claimed
that their curriculum is ‘based on international perspectives’. Both students and teachers provided examples to show that intercultural understanding can be integrated
into any subject area. The course Turkey in the 20th Century helps students to explore
international perspectives and to go beyond nationalistic views and feelings. Through
their literature courses, students explore other cultures while studying visual, spoken, or
written texts from foreign authors. Their foreign language courses helped them explore
global issues, such as immigration and globalisation. Even mathematics courses broadened their awareness of diﬀerent cultures by learning about famous mathematicians
from around the world and how diﬀerent countries express calculations and equations.
From the school visits and interviews, it was apparent that emphasis of world views was
appreciated by students.
At the International School, the IB curricula were perceived to support the development of students’ IM in languages and humanities disciplines. Particularly, languages
were seen to link multilingualism and intercultural understanding, while geography
supported intercultural understanding. Intercultural understanding was also included
culture and language clubs, community projects involving culturally distinct participants, and international cultural fairs and festivals.
Most notably, the diﬀerences between the schools regarding their intercultural
understanding were embedded in their heterogeneous versus homogenous student
populations. School-wide examples of intercultural understanding at the International
School underscored qualities of being both a school with a diverse population and
within a diverse community. Diversity is inherent in the nature of the school itself and
is enhanced with contributions from families that have travelled the world. Participants
pointed out that their diversity creates a platform for conversations on current events.
Student conversations are often unplanned and organic; they help cultural interactions
with one another. Both teachers and students commented upon their diversity issue
repeatedly, but it was never clear the extent to which the curriculum or teaching
strategies took advantage of this fact. One teacher explained:
We’re an international school with 40 some nationalities here . . .. Kids are very, very
cognizant that there’s many cultures within the building. That all comes together to create
a third culture outside of the national culture here and outside of their own culture, as well.

School-wide examples of intercultural understanding at the National School were heavily
dependent upon extracurricular activities such as the international TOK conference or
Model United Nations conferences, Global Issues Network, European Space Organization,
and European Youth Parliament. Participants claimed that these experiences helped
students understand diﬀerent perspectives of countries, how to approach someone with
diﬀerent perspectives than theirs, and to learn about other ways of thinking by working
within cross-cultural groups. For example, one student from the National School talked
about the how the TOK conference they organised helped them become ‘culturally
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engaged’ by reﬂecting upon a personal experience she had about a group of participants
from Jordan. Another CAS student drew attention to the value of these extracurricular
activities because he claimed that ‘we learn theoretical values of IM but in practice, in face
to face we can face our challenges and we can learn actually when it comes to practice’. The
DP coordinator also supported the idea that attending conferences helps students get to
know people from diﬀerent cultures and do collaboration, networking, and befriending.
For instance, she gave an example conference in which students had intercultural interactions while working with internationals schools on astronomy projects in the European
Space Organization: ‘The students from other countries is very important because they try
to respect the thoughts of other students . . ..’
Challenges to intercultural understanding
The intercultural challenges faced by both schools are distinct in that the International
School is challenged by the diversity of its own school culture and by the lack of
curricular support, whereas the National School is challenged by limited resources. At
the International School, there was a general agreement among students, teachers, and
administrators that intercultural understanding was not well addressed by the school’s
curriculum and only tangentially by the school culture. In focus groups and interviews
with teachers and coordinators, participants discussed school-wide challenges in relation to how the school culture seemed constrained in fostering IM. Participants gave
examples such as the shallowness of the school’s International Day, overemphasis on
western values (especially British and US), focus on individualism, and lack of sensitivity to students’ varying backgrounds. They noted in particular that teachers may not
encourage students to share news from their home countries, especially if the news was
troubling or divisive. In classrooms, there were not many intercultural dialogues
between students from the local culture and other cultures.
The challenges to intercultural understanding at the National School centred on
school-based constraints such as having a homogenous environment, which limited
opportunities to provide real life examples of cultural diﬀerences. Furthermore,
although integration of topics and concepts from diﬀerent countries is supported, the
teachers and students from both schools shared that it is more diﬃcult to do so in
science and math courses than in the humanities and language courses.

Global engagement
Measures of students’ global engagement
According to the descriptive and inferential analysis of the GCS and its sub-scales, both
National and International School students have similar viewpoints. The independent
sample t-test results comparing the National School students to International School
students revealed no statistically signiﬁcant diﬀerence between these two groups of
schools (t [72] = 0.928, p < .05). While not statistically diﬀerent, the mean scores reveal
that the National School students (M = 163.52) were slightly better than the
International School students (M = 150.20). These ﬁndings were supported by insights
gained from qualitative data analysis.
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Forms of support for global engagement
At both the National and International School, many visual indicators of global
engagement were evident. At the International School there were community service
projects on ‘How to join Ecosia’, a refugee outreach programme and a student-run club
about raising awareness on the Gay/Straight Alliance. Examples of global engagement
were also plentiful at the National School: Equality, justice and freedom project; 21st
March Elimination of Racial Discrimination Day celebration; More Peace and More
Serenity projects; poster on extinct and endangered animals; and Eco-schools projects
related to biodiversity and recycling.
Academic examples of global engagement were also noted in DP courses at the
National School and the International School. At the International School, the school
principal noted that in DP, the humanities, and art were particularly useful for helping
students understand global issues. For example, the art teacher mentioned a group of
seniors who were doing projects on identity and the Syrian refugee crisis. At the
National School, the English Extended Essay supervisor noted the course was particularly useful for helping students study global issues such as ‘immigration, globalisation,
global warming’. The DP Coordinator also gave mathematics as an example as it helped
students ‘predict a model for the future’s environmental problem’.
Challenges to global engagement
Challenges to supporting global engagement varied extensively at both the National and
the International School. At the International School, it appeared to relate especially
with a few teachers’ tendency toward being constructively critical of how the school
might improve. These teachers suggested that international school teachers need to
develop sensitivity and impartiality in guiding culturally diverse students to openly and
politely debate global or local issues that have controversial perspectives. Similarly,
coordinators discussed ideas for fostering student empathy, not pity, for other socioeconomic classes during community service projects.
In contrast to looking for ways to improve themselves internally, the challenges to
global engagement perceived by participants at the National School were centred on
external constraints such as limited extracurricular activity participation. Students
mentioned that grade 12 students were not allowed to attend certain trips or activities
because of their high IBDP workload at school or their preparations for the national
university entrance examinations. Another external constraint was diﬃculties students
face when they propose or carry out community service projects. The DP coordinator
pointed out that students may be ignorant of ethical considerations, resist working in
groups, and lack motivation to maintain their involvement. Unfortunately, it seems that
community involvement projects are seen as extra work that is outside of and may even
compromise academic achievement. Thus, this strategy to promote global engagement
may be less successful than other endeavours.

Conclusion
A key outcome of the current study is that it cannot be assumed that students and
teachers coming from diverse countries and cultures learning together will naturally
lead to IM. The study also conﬁrms what Hacking et al. (2017) found – that developing
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IM is more than the merely adopting an IB programme. Although other studies
compared national and international schools and reached similar conclusions (e.g.
Beek 2017; Cause 2009), the current study provided more speciﬁc ﬁndings by using
the pillars of IM as a framework and by investigating practices related to IB core
components such as Theory of Knowledge, Service projects (Community, Action,
Service) and research (Extended Essay).
The framework guided the researchers to select assessment instruments that measured cultural understanding and global engagement. Analysis of the data from these
instruments found no signiﬁcant diﬀerences between students from a DP school with a
multicultural student body and one that is composed of mainly Turkish students.
Qualitative ﬁndings from the study indicated that a diverse population could actually
deter the development IM because stakeholders may assume no additional eﬀort is
needed. This supports the ﬁnding that regardless of the student and teacher proﬁle, IM
develops through intentional eﬀorts with the help of various pedagogical, curricular,
and extracurricular methods.
While not statistically diﬀerent, it was important to note that the National School
had higher mean scores in global engagement and the International School had higher
mean scores in intercultural understanding. These results match with the qualitative
ﬁndings in that the National School had more action-based service projects while the
International School had a diverse community that enabled more intercultural communication. Schools with diverse cultures can beneﬁt from the natural and organic
international interactions both inside and outside of classrooms. If they are in a
cosmopolitan city, they can tap into community-based support such as the expatriate
groups to develop students’ intercultural awareness.
The study also found that neither school seemed to make direct curricular links in
how the three pillars of IM might be mutually supportive of each other. The data
collected from the participants did not indicate if there could be a missing pillar or
missing conceptual links that could help to better guide students in their development
of IM. While insights regarding intercultural understanding and global engagement
were shared in interviews and via the instruments, the role of multilingualism was
unclear. If multilingualism is approached with greater attention to the language and
culture links, could it be a foundation for intercultural understanding? Is it possible for
people to have intercultural understanding without knowing a foreign language? Is it
possible for people to be globally engaged while still lacking intercultural understanding? The present study did not explore these questions explicitly, but suggests that
future studies investigate how the IM pillars may interact to better develop a theory on
IM and to improve international curriculum.
The researchers recommend the following implications for practice to deal with the
general constraints to developing IM. Firstly, as found in the present study, schools
should incorporate intercultural understanding as well as global engagement in both
curricular and extracurricular practices to enable students to value their own cultural
beliefs and to cultivate a mutual respect among diverse cultures. These practices will
help students to be caring and problem solvers for local and global problems. Cause
(2009) suggests that students should be guided through ‘building classroom cultures,
along with the wider school community that fosters ethical and inclusive intercultural
relations’ (170). Secondly, Skelton et al. (2002) posit that an internationally-minded
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approach to education expects students and teachers to discuss ‘the threat of international terrorism, the increasing racially biased political parties, degradation of the
environment’ (52) and to work toward peace, tolerance, and global cooperation.
Therefore, it is important for schools to organise varied activities that raise awareness
about identiﬁed problems, to develop well-designed community service projects in
diﬀerent languages to reach more people, and to run these projects continuously to
address the local or global needs. Lastly, teachers need to be internationally-minded and
act as role models. Student-teachers in teacher education departments can be better
prepared to promote IM.
Any school, whether it is national, international, public, or private, can utilise these
research ﬁndings to reﬂect on the perceptions of forms of support, practices, and
challenges of IM. Other schools can also use the framework for evaluating their
strategies and policies for developing IM. The outcome of the analysis can be used to
develop an action plan to improve curricular and extracurricular programmes that
nurture eﬀective implementation of IM.
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