
A recurrent theme of many articles in The Development
Education Journal has been the impact of globalisation on
development education. In Issue 6.1 there were articles by
Louise Douglas and Ros Wade on ‘Routes to Global
Citizenship’ and Vipin Chauhan on ‘Social exclusion,
citizenship and global education’. In earlier issues there have
been articles looking at global perspectives across various
sectors of education (e.g. Garbutchean Singh et al 1997).

The term, ‘global’ rather than ‘development’ has also
become increasingly used within the publications and policy
statements of the DEA. In its strategies for schools, youth
work, adult education and higher education, the term ‘global
society’ is one that is commonly used (e.g. Midwinter 1995,
AUT/DEA 1999). The same is true for many DEA member
organisations; VSO, for example, consciously uses the term
‘global education’ to summarise its strategy for work in the
area which has traditionally been called ‘development
education’ (VSO 1999).

Colm Regan’s article on ‘The underdevelopment of
development education’ in Issue 6.1 is not only thought
provoking but very timely. He gives an impassioned defence
of the term ‘development education’ and calls for
practitioners in the area not to forget the ‘development’ and
‘third world’ agenda. He questions the tendency towards
‘globalisation’ being the framework within which
development education is being perceived. 

Regan is right to remind us of the importance of the
development agenda. At a time when words such as
‘globalisation’ can become catch-all terms there is a danger
that the agendas for which many people came into
development education – challenging the inequalities and
divisions in the world and arguing for a more just society –
are being lost. However, we cannot ignore these trends nor
simply argue for the continuation of the same agendas and
issues. 

This article aims to demonstrate that whilst development
education must have development and third world
perspectives at its heart, it needs to move forward and
recognise that in both globalisation and sustainable
development there are new and important contexts within
which development education perspectives and practices
need to be seen. The article will suggest that the challenge
for development education is how to ensure that the poverty
reduction agenda and the promotion of development issues
can be understood in the era of globalisation and sustainable
development.

Globalisation and development education
‘Globalisation’ as a term may mean different things to
different people but, as Held et al (1999) have stated, one
cannot dispute that it exists. 

Few areas of social life escape the reach of processes of
globalisation. These processes are reflected in all social
domains from the cultural through the economic, the
political, the legal, the military and the environmental.
Globalisation is best understood as a multifaceted or
differentiated social phenomenon. It cannot be conceived
as a singular condition but instead refers to patterns of
growing global interconnectedness within all the key
domains of social activity. (p.27)

The term ‘global’ is being accepted by many involved with
the development of educational policies as being an
important feature of the curriculum, be it in schools, further
or higher education or lifelong learning. There are references
to ‘understanding the global society’ within the National
Curriculum for schools in England. In many sectors of
society, whether from business, trade unions, local
government or professional bodies, there is the call for
‘skills for the global society of the twenty-first century’ to
be high on the agenda.

However, it is what we mean by these skills and the
global society that is important to development education.
The DEA, in partnership with many others, may well have
helped to secure recognition of the ‘global agenda’ but this
does not mean that we have secured support for the
perspectives for which many NGOs have lobbied over the
past twenty years.

There is a danger that ‘learning for a global society’
could consist only of access to global communications and
understanding the economic forces which are shaping our
lives. This could easily be reduced to IT skills, knowledge of
several languages and good literacy and numeracy skills.
‘Global citizenship’ could be seen as being simply about
skills for a global economy.

There is considerable evidence, however, to show that
people, particularly young people, recognise that living in a
global society is much more than this. (See especially MORI
1998.) Development education has to be recognised as being
at the heart of the debates about skills for a global society.
But what is development education bringing to these new
opportunities? Is it the agenda of development NGOs? Is it
an agenda of promoting the perspectives of the South or the
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Third World? Is it about methodology and participation or is
it a values-based perspective?

Development education as seen by the DEA may well aim
to encompass all these issues. Even if it does, is this enough?
Do we not need to be more specific and more rigorous about
our terminology and also recognise that we need to take
more account of the groups with whom we are developing
educational programmes? 

Debating the issues
Recent initiatives within the DEA have begun to highlight
these tensions and debates. For example, the DEA’s own
strategy for global youth work has recognised the importance
of globalisation as the framework within which our strategies
should be developed. The work of Joseph, Hope and
Hargreaves (1998) does recognise the agendas of inequality
and development but the authors argue that, not only does
traditional development education need to change to take
account of the context of the society in which we now live,
but that the term ‘development’ can reinforce stereotypes
and divisions. They suggest that the task of global youth
work is to raise young people’s awareness of the globalised
world we live in, to engage them in debates surrounding the
challenges posed, and to energise and encourage actions that
bring about change. 

Young people are increasingly recognising the
complexities of the lives they lead, the interconnectedness
between local and global issues. Issues such as identity,
lifestyle and our own environment are global phenomena. If
this is the framework then NGOs and others who are
engaged within youth work need to start from recognising
these agendas and relate them to their own campaigns which
may be about child labour, third world debt, drugs, health or
the environment.

Similar views have been stated by a number of
community groups and projects representing Black
communities who are engaged in development-education-
type activities in the UK. The pioneering work undertaken
for the DEA by Ashok Ohri (1997) raised concerns about
how the term ‘development education’ was perceived. 

Amadu Wurie Khan’s (1999) study on Global Awareness
Raising through Black/Ethnic Minority Communities in
Lothian addresses these issues head on. He states that, whilst
many Black groups do not consider their work as
development education, they do see it as helping the public
to understand issues relating to North-South Issues and
addressing questions of stereotyping but also restoring the
validity of their cultures, values and beliefs. Above all, many
Black groups who have undertaken ‘development education’
type of projects see them as ‘self-help projects intended to
develop the welfare of their people’. 

What these debates demonstrate is that within the arena
of development education, agendas are moving beyond just
talking about third world issues. As the DEA’s own
consultation document (1999) on the review of the National
Curriculum stated:

Introducing global perspectives is much more than just
teaching about other countries, important as they may be.
It is about recognising our basic human condition and
commonality of experience and it is about acknowledging
increasing global interdependence. (p.4)

There is also acceptance that if you start from people’s own
experiences and perceptions, all learning processes should
include the ‘global society’ context. It provides new starting
points and perceptions which need to be addressed. For
example, work with trade unions on development education
issues is going to look at issues such as unequal trade
relations, the role of the WTO and why their industries are
being moved to India or Taiwan. 

The sustainable development debate
An equally important agenda to that of globalisation is
‘sustainable development’. The term is not only directly
referred to within the aims and purposes of the new National
Curriculum for England, there is also a major Government
initiative to promote sustainable development perspectives
through all sectors of education (Sustainable Development
Education Panel 1999).

Ten years ago sustainable development education was
perceived as environmental education with a bit of
development added on. Whilst development education has
become increasingly accepted as a player within the thinking
about sustainable development, it is still seen as secondary to
the environment. But if the primary aim of sustainable
development is to promote a better understanding of the
need to secure our planet for the future, to look at the quality
of life, then this is not surprising. Today, however,
sustainable development education, at least as perceived by
the Sustainable Development Education Panel, does
recognise the global agenda. It also recognises the need for a
values-based agenda, of justice and equity. But there is also a
recognition that it needs to take account of economic as well
as social forces. (See, for example, articles in Issue 5.2,
Education for Sustainability, of the Journal.)

This again throws down the challenge for development
education. There have been debates within The Development
Education Journal about whether development education
should become subsumed within sustainable development
education (ibid). The Council for Environmental Education,
for example, tends to talk now about strategies for
Sustainable Development Education or Biodiversity
Education rather than environmental education. 

Should development educationalists be thinking the
same?

The issues are the same as they are for the overlapping
agenda about globalisation and they relate back directly to
the challenges posed by Colm Regan. How can we ensure
that the poverty and third world agendas remain central and
at the same time recognise that we need to move forward?

If we see our agendas to be about challenging
inequalities, promoting the voices of the peoples of the
South, working toward poverty reduction and encouraging
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mutual interdependence, then surely we have to address
these issues wherever and however we can.

The way forward
What is different now from ten years ago is that the agendas
within which development education can be taken forward
are mainstream, located within broader educational agendas
and perspectives. We are no longer talking about
development education in a window box overlooking a
garden. It can remain there and look pretty and pure but in
this new expansive educational garden it will be lost.
Development education needs to be not just a bloom, but the
pollinator of others and yet retain its own particular
germination.

The challenge that Colm Regan has posed is the right
one. How can we retain our specific focus and agenda?
Where I would part company from what he says in his article
is that globalisation, and I would add sustainable
development as well, are non-negotiable frameworks and
contexts within which we have now to operate. Our
challenge is to make sure we have the knowledge, skills and,
above all, confidence to respond to this opportunity. If we
are to move forward we need not only to recognise this
opportunity but also to address what we are bringing to the
garden. Perhaps this Journal could be the vehicle through
which to begin the debate about what exactly development
education can bring to this new and exciting opportunity for
learning for our global society.

� Douglas Bourn is the Director of the DEA.
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Dear Editor
I would like to use the pages of the Journal to make some
comments on the DEA’s publication, Partnerships for
Development Education: Guidelines for  Collaborative
Working between Black and Ethnic Minority Groups and
Development Educators, which I have recently received.

There are a number of questions which arise, many of
them to do with aspects of mutuality and reciprocity, but I
want to address three points which underpin the document.

First, there is a casual reference (p.4) to ‘the sari and
samosas demonstration’ style of DE. For sure, there may be
‘nothing wrong’ if this is contextualised and used properly.
However, it may be useful to remember that ‘saris and
samosas’ or ‘steel bands and samosas’ was a critique of
multicultural education by anti-racist educators in the 60s
and 70s. This tried to cater to a new diversity, without
addressing the structural racism within schools (as
elsewhere). Anti-racist education was seen as too political
and all but killed off. However, in relation to DE, it raises
questions which cannot be ignored. It is valid because
DECs have not taken on board the need for, and the
implications of, structural change within themselves, which
is why most DECs are still all white. As an intercultural
society there is a point we need to reach beyond diversity.

Secondly, there is a reference to the ‘Joining Out’
project and BLACKDEC (p.8). The comment is that DE
providers ‘valued partnerships with Southern people’. I
would question this statement but there is, in any case, a
difference between articulation and practice. Joining Out
was a response to the lack of Southern people in DE,
whether these were settlers or temporary residents. (I was
at the conference where the project was conceived.
Neither conception nor birth was easy!) Sustainable
partnerships can be made with settlers as well as with
temporary residents if appropriate strategies are used. If
Joining Out did not, or could not, research these, it may be
useful to know why. It is timely to remember that many
Black and Southern people have been involved in DE and
with the DEA, over the years. Some of these are Sheela
Hammond, Herbert Ekwe-Ekwe, Wangoi wa Goro, Paddy
Nisbett, Opiyo Mumma, Ahmed ElHassan, Jackie Walker
and Southern Voices in general. The contributions of Black
and Southern people and groups are frequently made
invisible, not a good precedent to follow.

Finally, with regard to the notes on terminology (p.9):
the document says there have been many debates about
this. My experience is that the debate has been avoided if
not crushed. I say this from personal experience.
Terminology is not about labels – it is about the concepts
underlying the labels. The term ‘Black’ came out of debate
and struggle among non-white peoples here, through the
development of a shared agenda. It was a unifying
concept. ‘Ethnic minority’ (or minority ethnic!), on the other
hand, is a homogenising concept, valid in relation to the
dominant culture. The implications are significant but
cannot be addressed here. A final point about
‘mainstreaming’: if ‘mainstreaming leads to ‘assimilation’
we will have lost the plot. We will be reinventing wheels
and revisiting old debates which will not be contributing to
an enhanced understanding of the South or of an
intercultural society here. For this reason, Southern Voices
has suggested in the past that the DEA should follow its
own advice and dialogue with groups outside their
network.
Jaya Graves, Southern Voices
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