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In a recent interview with Clare Short, Will Hutton reports
that ‘her mission is to save development from those who
think it is ‘pictures of African children with flies on their
faces that moves their heart, they put some money in the
charity box and feel depressed’. Instead she wants to offer a
programme ‘that is practical and achievable; that removes
the cause of their suffering’. This, she hopes, will generate
demands for action and a transformation of how we think
about the world’s poor.’

This paper explores some frames of reference provided by
international and European institutions for development
education. In this respect, Short’s polarisation between a
charity approach and a transformation approach is quite
useful for understanding what kind of development
education is being promoted and under what conditions.

Though the scope of development education has become
broader, it is not always easy to
escape the charity approach so
typical of the early efforts. As
Guido Dumon (1993-1995
President of the Liaison
Committee of Development
NGOs) has pointed out:

The image that public opinion has of the developing
countries – and mainly of the African countries – is
certainly not a positive one. And for our partner
organisations in the South it is frustrating, and unjust too,
that their daily commitment to development is barely
covered, that positive development opportunities are
smothered by wars and corpses... In other words, we, the
NGOs, are facing the challenge of how to show the ‘other
face’ of developing countries. We will not be able to
escape our own soul-searching: don’t we contribute also
to this negative image? Indeed, are our fundraising
campaigns not more remunerative if we present the
miserable image of the Third World?

Among Western European countries, the main body
promoting development education is usually the Ministry or
Department for Development Cooperation. Not surprisingly,
OECD and European Union studies (Eurobarometer; Foy
and Helmich 1996) show that when it comes to development
education, development cooperation policy tends to give
priority to enhancing citizens’ support for development aid.
But emphasis is also needed on other goals, such as
empowering people to consider the interests of other

individuals and cultures or to challenge the idea that the
rules of the free market automatically guarantee social
justice (as recommended, for example, by the Liaison
Committee of NGOs’ Working Group on Development
Education 1991).

Cultivating solidarity through education
In 1995 at the 44th session of the International Conference
on Education (held by UNESCO), the Declaration and
Integrated Framework of Action on Education for Peace,
Human Rights and Democracy placed development
education within a wider global education framework
including issues of peace, human rights, and democratic
citizenship, stating clearly that ‘education should cultivate
feelings of solidarity and equity at the national and
international levels in the perspective of a balanced and
long-term development’.

The same year, the Delors
Commission rounded up two years
of work on behalf of UNESCO
and published a stimulating report
(Education, the Treasure Within,
1995) on key present and future

educational challenges. Against a scenario of unsustainable
economic growth, an endangered environment, local and
international conflicts, and widening of the rich-poor gap,
the Delors Commission stressed that ‘learning to live
together’ is, today, a fundamental pillar of education. Global
education and the local-global relation should, it argued,
have a central role within the school curricula:

... how can we live together in the global village if we
cannot manage to live together in the communities to
which we naturally belong – the nation, the region, the
city, the village, the neighbourhood? [...] How could these
major challenges not be a concern in educational policy-
making? [...] To this end, we have to confront, and thus
be better able to overcome, the main tensions that,
although they are not new, will be central to the problems
of the twenty-first century. [...] There is the tension
between the global and the local: people need to become
world citizens, without losing their roots, while continuing
to play an active part in the life of their nation and their
local community. (Delors Commission 1995)

The issue of global citizenship and the development and
promotion of curricula which take into account globalisation
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and interdependence, social justice, sustainable development,
and peace and conflict transformation have become part of
the agendas of the most effective development education
NGOs. In this framework, awareness of personal
responsibility and the value of civic commitment are key
educational objectives, implying more attention to critical
thinking and conflict mediation skills as well as to the local
context. But Harry De Ridder of the Global Education
Centre (of the University of Nijmegen in the Netherlands)
describes that while many NGOs have become involved in
the development and production of teaching materials, this is
becoming an increasingly difficult task:

Nowadays, a lot of information on the third world and
environment can be found in school books, especially in
social studies. A great number of NGOs bring out a
teaching pack for one, two, or three lessons. Together they
bring out hundreds of these packs each year, though the
number is diminishing. Ten years ago, the Global
Education Centre collected up to 750 teaching packs a
year, but now it is closer to 250 (the Centre has a
database with teaching materials from more than 1000
sources). There are two reasons for this. One is the
increasing difficulty to obtain grants for bringing out a
teaching pack. The second is that as schools demand
higher and higher quality materials, NGOs have to invest
more time and energy into the development of a single
pack and are therefore more inclined to cooperate with
each other. Nevertheless a lot
of materials for global
education have been published
without being tested properly in
schools. (Personal
communication with author)

Karin Birchall (Development
Education Desk of the European Commission’s Directorate
General for Development) writes in The Interdependent
(edited by the North-South Centre) that a top priority for
development education should be:

... a better understanding of how children are perceiving
the world they are growing up in – their hopes and
aspirations, the real roots of their fears and prejudices,
their ideals and values, the pressures on them to conform
and perform in a society whose values do not match those
purveyed by development educators. What will spark that
elusive feeling of empathy? How can they build on it?
What can they do themselves? What kind of world do they
want? Maybe we should ask them... (April 1996)1

But Scott Sinclair (1994) rightly points out that development
education is not only concerned with the challenge of
eradicating bias. It is also about making available,
throughout learning processes, opportunities to re-evaluate
the nature and origins of our attitudes and assumptions. Such

attention implies a shift towards an approach based on
bottom-up strategies, long-term projects, emphasis and
discussion on methodology, and giving teacher training and
exchange a central role.

Sharing best practice
The ‘World Aware Education Award’ established in 1999 by
the North-South Centre of the Council of Europe, with the
support of the Dutch platform NCDO and Austrian platform
Komment, is an example of a European scheme encouraging
reflection on development education methodologies. It
facilitates the exchange of best practice in global education
and education for sustainable development in secondary
schools in Council of Europe countries by supporting and
drawing attention to projects involving exemplary
partnerships between NGOs, educational institutions, and
local and regional authorities. The selected projects stand out
for their impact at the national level, by way of influencing
national strategies, actions or institutions, and their ability to
combine this with an international partnership dimension.
While the award is given for best practice within countries, it
also enables the sharing of best practice between countries:
its vision is that ‘one day every young person in every school
in every country of the Council of Europe will have what is
theirs by right: an education for global justice, solidarity, and
responsibility. Through the awards we will learn about how
partnerships have effectively made this a reality.’

Another initiative to come out of
the 1988 Council of Europe and
European Community’s Public
Campaign for North-South
Interdependence and Solidarity
and the setting up in Lisbon of the
North-South Centre
(www.nscentre.org) is the ‘Global

Education Week’, usually held in the third week of
November. The Week is intended to promote a common
framework for global education amongst Member States of
the Council of Europe and helps members share plans and
outcomes for educational activities.

Global visions and national resistance
Unfortunately, only minimal coordination has taken place
between these initiatives and the Education for Democratic
Citizenship Project implemented by the Council of Europe
over the last three years. The latter represents the most
comprehensive effort by the Council so far to define which
values and skills individuals require to become participating
citizens, how they can acquire these skills, and how they can
learn to pass them on to others (see http://culture.coe.int/
citizenship). Understandably, states seem generally willing to
allow international institutions such as UNESCO and the
Council of Europe to reflect on the roots of education for
solidarity, but are less interested in implementing the
outcomes of international projects and agreed frameworks in
national curricula.
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1 Editor’s note: For a review of three UK surveys of children’s
knowledge and interest in development issues, please see David
Peaty, ‘Beyond the Horizon’, in this issue.



In their everyday practice and development, the curricula
of crucial subjects like history, geography, and humanities
tend to privilege a sense of nationalism over critical thinking
and attitudes of solidarity, therefore relegating options such
as development education to generic recommendations and
ad hoc initiatives supported by the Ministry or Department
for Development Cooperation and the European Union DG
Development. Until global education is fully endorsed by
national education policies as a principle and key topic
within national curricula, global education and particularly
development education are likely to be confined to ad hoc
publications and projects by NGOs rather than being an
integral and vital part of both teachers’ initial and in-service
training and subsequently the life of schools.

As Audrey Osler (1994) advocates, such change requires
the development of a new concept of citizenship education
which overrides old notions of national citizenship. It is
unlikely that the only European institution with significant
means to support a transnational education project, the
European Union, will support such a perspective in the short
run, as cultural and educational policies are precisely among
the competencies that Member States are most reluctant to
delegate to joint decisions. It is not by chance that most
features of global education and education for democratic
citizenship are divided at both the level of the European
Commission and Member States into countless ‘educations’
falling outside the specific competence of the Directorate
General Culture and Education and the national Ministries of
Education. In this way they do not pose a real challenge to
mainstream educational policies.

And yet, a cosmopolitan citizen perspective – a type of
‘constitutional patriotism’ (in the words of Habermas) – is at
the core of effective development education. In recent years,

Aguila and Vallespin (1995) have advocated a cosmopolitan,
instead of a national, perspective in education (see table
summarising the main features of these two approaches).

Though a series of intermediate positions are obvious,
there is an advantage to presenting two radical positions.
Similar issues have been explored since the 1970s by studies
such as Orientalism by Edward Said, Imagined Communities
by Benedict Anderson, and The Invention of Tradition by
Eric Hobsbawm and Terence Ranger. These authors argue
that a typical modernist approach to identity is the invention
of a tradition: it is the creation of a new community based on
the belief of belonging to a remote and forgotten one. The
radical positions presented above make it easier to identify a
number of undesirable features and consequences of
nationalistic attitudes, particularly when analysed from the
perspective of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

Once again, in the development of the European Union
identity we need an educational emphasis on supporting
exchanges and partnership within the European Union
boundaries. One recent attempt to at least introduce
exchange practices has been an international workshop
organised by LSO (NL), CIDAC (Portugal), Central Bureau
and DEA (UK), and the North-South Centre in May 2000 to
review models of North-South linking, discuss the
implications of national experiences, and set parameters for a
follow-up study to assess the impact of school linking in
countries in the North and South. About one hundred
participants from all over the world gathered in Soesterberg
(NL) to discuss the principles of North-South school linking
(see box) and means of promoting them at the international
level and in members’ respective countries.

Geography teacher Wilma Mantiziba from Zimbabwe
expressed her feelings at the end of the conference in these
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NATIONALISM

• all states should be founded on a nation and 
every nation on a state

• equates cultural/moral community with political 
community (recognition of a sole principle of 
social and political integration)

• community’s political identity predates its 
members, the basic characteristics of which 
are not negotiable

• loyalty to a supposed natural, historical, and 
traditional community, and to the political 
community only insofar as it is capable of 
conforming to the former; the natural 
community is prior and superior to the 
political community

• ‘substantialist patriotism’: total identification 
with the historical community

Source: Aguila and Vallespin (1995)

COSMOPOLITANISM

• recognition of the contingency of specific
political communities; regulative ideal of a great
political entity of global or regional proportions

• distinction between cultural/moral and political 
community

• ‘present’ and negotiable political identity,
product of constant democratic political
interaction

• loyalty to individual autonomy and democratic
processes, not to the essences of an ‘imaginary
people’

• ‘constitutional patriotism’: identification with the
universalisable abstract principle (Habermas
1995)



words: ‘Before I came as a guest teacher to Denmark in
1997, I tried on my own, without help from anyone, to
initiate school linking with Australia. Now I’ve managed to
realise that we should all do it together. This workshop in the
end will help to promote global peace. It will help us to
realise that the North and the South are really connected.’

In the face of increasing social exclusion and injustice at
the global as well as local level, development and global
education have the opportunity to take the lead in
overcoming nationalistic paradigms and national borders.
Based on principles of human rights, intercultural dialogue,
and focusing on similarities as well as differences among
peoples, the global education framework – promoted by
bodies such as UNESCO and the Council of Europe – offers
a valuable basis for development education initiatives. This
is education which is able to link reflection and action and to
integrate a future dimension in the curriculum; indeed it is
education for change.
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PRINCIPLES

North-South school linking

• Is about equality and reciprocity. To think of
‘school linking’ as a way for the North to bring
the advantages of their cultures to the South
would be a mistake. North and South should
learn from each other. School linking is about
listening to each other.

• Is in the first place about communication and
understanding; but possibilities for
development aid (for example, in the form of
knowledge) should not be forgotten.

• Is connected to every subject in school.
Therefore, it should not be seen as an extra-
curricular activity. It should be integrated in
the everyday practice of teaching, whether
the lesson is about geography, economy,
language, physics, or culture. This does not
mean it should take a lot of time. All it needs
is a different mindset from the schools and
teachers.

• Should be supported by authorities and
carried out by pupils and teachers.

(see also www.schoollinking.net)


