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Doug: Do you think the events of September 11 2001 have
had an impact on how people in the US see themselves and
their country in relation to the rest of the world?

Angene: According to several polls, the American public
does seem to want an active role in world affairs. For
example, a poll conducted by the Program on International
Policy Attitudes at the University of Maryland found that
81% of Americans prefer a US that takes an ‘active part’ in
world affairs. That is a new high since World War II. An
even higher percent (86%) supported building ‘good will’
toward America through food and medical aid. A survey by
the Pew Research Center and the Council on Foreign
Relations found that most Americans agree the US should
‘take into account the views of allies’ instead of acting
unilaterally.

David: I have been heartened by the public’s response. There
appears to be little evidence of changes in the public’s core
values: it continues to support the view that the US should
be actively and co-operatively engaged with other countries
in world affairs. For example, even in the immediate
aftermath of the attacks when the desire to strike back was at
its most ardent, the public rejected the idea of a unilateral
American military response. In a survey taken by the Harris
Poll from September 19-24, 2001, 84% of the public
indicated that it was ‘important’ or ‘very important’ that the
United States should get UN Security Council approval for
military action ‘even if this means exercising more restraint.’
Subsequent polls suggest that this attitude has remained
stable. 

Research sponsored by the Aspen Institute shows, however,
that the US public’s support for the United Nations, NATO
and other cooperative structures is in part fuelled by a public
feeling that the US is doing more than its share to address
global issues. The public looks to the United Nations as the
institution where others do their share. The belief that only
the United States is pulling its weight is probably colored by
US news media portrayals of global events, which focus on
American soldiers, diplomats, or NGO staff at work. The
general public believes that US foreign development
assistance is roughly 20 times higher than it actually is, for
example! 

That said, there is also some evidence of increased
recognition, for a while at least, of our interconnectedness
with the rest of the world. As the linguist George Lakoff
said, ‘Americans went to sleep on September 10 in Fortress
America and woke up on September 12 in the world.’ But
this is a painful way of feeling engaged in the world. The
challenge for many of us is to turn this sense of vulnerability
as an aspect of interdependence into something more
positive and constructive.

Anne: I am not sure September 11 has led to much change
in what we are doing with our program but it has placed
more attention on what we are doing and heightened its
importance. In the days after September 11, a considerable
number of teachers contacted us to learn about this country
called Afghanistan, asking how to deal with the questions
they were getting in the classroom. We felt the response was
not to produce material, but to put the word out on our list
serve and ask what resources people are using and should be
using with the aim of getting the teachers in our network to
share ideas and information.

The NPCA publishes a quarterly magazine, WorldView, with
issues and commentary from the developing world. Angene
Wilson wrote a series of lesson plans based on articles from
the magazine. We published those lessons in a stand-alone
teachers’ guide, ‘Viewing the World through WorldView’.
We handed out copies at the National Council for the Social
Studies conference in November. Teachers were very eager
to get the material. There was considerable interest in our
material and a desire to talk about the issues. Several
organisations with an international focus that exhibited at the
conference had increased interest.

Angene: In Kentucky, I am aware of a number of teachers
spending time discussing Islam and the Middle East. At the
Kentucky Council for Social Studies meeting two weeks
after September 11, I introduced another perspective on the
events, an editorial from a West Africa magazine. Some
teachers reacted strongly and negatively to that perspective.
People were not ready at that point to deal with what people
thought in other countries. The Christian Science Monitor
had a special section several weeks after September 11 ‘Why
do they hate us?’ It was very well done, but many Americans
were still grieving for their loss. 

Is this a teachable moment? Global education in the
United States post September 11

In June 2002, Doug Bourn, Director of the DEA, spent a week in Washington, USA meeting and discussing
development education issues with a range of organisations, including representatives from the new Development
Education Alliance. At the end of the visit, Doug held a roundtable discussion with two representatives from the
Alliance, Anne Baker, Director of Global Education at National Peace Corps Association and David Devlin-
Foltz, Director of the Aspen Institute’s Global Interdependence Initiative, and with Professor Angene Wilson
from the University of Kentucky. 
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People are willing and want to discuss the issues now but we
need to continue to give space for people to express their
feelings as well as push them to recognize perspectives from
other parts of the world. The latter are still hard to hear,
however. On June 12 teachers from Kentucky and Ghana
discussed September 11 on interactive video and found they
had similar questions if not always similar answers. But we
do have to push people to listen to perspectives from other
parts of the world. We want people to engage with the world
as many Americans are pretty ignorant about it, 

Doug: How can we ensure the perspectives of global and
development education are included within these discussions
and that we move from a perspective which is just about
learning about another country? Is there space within the
debates to ensure there is recognition of a values perspective
within education or do you think the discussions are really
all about security for the US?

David: Angene spoke of real hostility to a global perspective
in the immediate aftermath of the attacks. There is some risk
that this reaction might persist in a slightly different form.
People needed to grieve after the event – to feel the pain. It
was not possible then to pose questions that might in some
way or other suggest that the US was complicit in what
happened on September 11 or to discuss why other people
hated us. 

But over time the debates have evolved. The public wants
our response to terror to be more than military. For example,
in a telephone survey in February 2002, Americans were
read the following statement: ‘We have to meet our increased
military obligations in fighting terrorism, but this war will
not be won with military forces alone. We need strong
alliances and cooperation with other countries and we need
to help improve literacy, health care, and women’s rights in
many countries around the world. An effective war on
terrorism requires all of those things.’ 54% said it had a
great deal of truth, 32% a fair amount, only 12% not much
or none at all. (Democracy Corps poll by Greenberg Quinlan
Rosner Research 2/26-3/3; results are at www.democracy
corps.com)

The values behind that response are ones most American
embrace. Educators inside and outside the classroom can
revisit the question of what constitutes patriotism. We could
ask ourselves what it means to espouse American values.
Perhaps within this debate we can pose some useful
questions about American values in relation to the world.
This is a real opening for global educators.

Anne: I agree that we do have a window of opportunity but I
am not sure how we capitalise on that. I have been looking at
how we can work with national teacher associations on these
issues. There is a very strong standards movement here in
education. Global education may not be directly in the
standards but we can meet them by using global issues
throughout the curriculum. One of the ten social studies
standards is on cultures and another is global connections.
(http://www.socialstudies.org/standards/toc.html.)

I am thinking about how we can work with these teacher
groups including National Council for the Social Studies
(NCSS) and Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development (ASCD), how can we capitalise on this. ASCD
is the second largest teachers’ association in the US. Each
year they adopt certain position statements which this last
year were: low performing schools, teacher quality amid
educator shortages and ‘living with and educating about our
deepest differences.’1

Angene: We need to add that there is much good curriculum
already available and many good teaching ideas. Choices for
the 21st Century at Brown University has a wonderful series
of materials to debate public policy issues. They have a new
teachers’ resource book and reproducible student text,
Responding to Terrorism: Challenges for Democracy which
includes a mock US Senate Foreign Relations Committee
hearing. One creative teaching idea in the Rethinking
Schools issue, War, Terrorism, and America’s Classrooms
asks students to write poems as if they were Arab Americans
after September 11. A recent issue of Social Education
magazine included a short story for younger students entitled
‘My Name is Osama’ which deals with a young Iraqi student
in an American school. Technology can help us, too, for
example, connecting students through the worldwide
International Education and Resource Network or iEARN. 

Doug: What you are saying is that one of our roles as global
and development educators is to ensure that other voices and
perspectives are heard. Do you think people are more
receptive to listen to other perspectives or not?

Angene: I think so. However, it is difficult to deal with some
of the very conservative voices in this country, voices our
students hear. Views need to be acknowledged across the
spectrum, as the Choices materials do, positing the following
options for responding to terrorism: direct an expanded
assault on terrorism; support UN leadership to fight
terrorism; defend our homeland; and address the underlying
causes of terrorism.

Anne: There is a lot of material on it but many teachers feel
they cannot comment. They find the issues difficult to deal
with. They can appear overwhelming. Many teachers were
not taught or trained to approach their classes in this way, so
they feel uncomfortable handling the issues and perspectives
in the classroom. What are the ways we can use this moment
to engage with larger organisations to help in this process?
NCSS has always been receptive and ASCD has this position
paper although I would have liked to see more of an
emphasis on commonalities rather than the focus on
differences. (It is there, but you have to read further into the
position to get to that point.)

Doug: What about the roles and responsibilities put upon
teachers and educators in general? There is a danger of
teachers running away from teaching about controversial or
difficult area. There are real questions about how political
these education issues can be, which in turn pose questions
about role of education.
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Angene: An example of what we are talking about is the
Weekly Standard article entitled ‘Anti Social Studies’ which
states: ‘So if the NCSS has its way, young Americans will
graduate from high school with a few hazy ideas about
equality and freedom of speech, but almost no knowledge of
their country’s past. They’ll be more likely to get teary-eyed
at ‘We are the World’ than ‘The Star Spangled Banner’.
They will be engaged citizens, to be sure, but engaged as
community and global activists.’ The writer continues: ‘...the
self-governing citizen must revere his country and its ideals,
for only those who understood their country could love it,
and only those who loved it would be willing to undertake
the work and sacrifice to sustain it.’ We cannot ignore these
perspectives.

Doug: Are there coalitions of organisations taking these
issues forward? Faith groups for example? Because for
development education to have an impact we need to have
key sectors of civil society owning our agendas. 

Anne: Working with faith groups in US schools can be
problematic.

David: Liberal and progressive religious groups are
especially uncomfortable crossing church-state boundaries.
But it’s a highly conflicting issue for Americans, including
many theologically conservative Christian thinkers. These
concerns of course don’t apply outside the public schools, so
there are many opportunities to include people of faith in
coalitions for adult learning or advocacy campaigns. 

Angene: As I teach teachers, I try to make the point that we
all have perspectives. History textbooks have perspectives. I
know several teachers in a conservative community who use
both the standard textbook and a progressive US history
book by Howard Zinn. 

David: A way around this accusation of being unpatriotic is
for you, as a teacher and educator, to play up the values
which people perceive to be characteristically American but
are consistent with a more global perspective. For example,
notions of fairness and team work are central to many
Americans and translate into support for global
environmental and labour standards: after all, if these
standards are right for us here in the US, fairness dictates
that they are right for Thailand as well. These are real, well-
researched American values among the public (even though
American policy and behaviour may contradict them) and
can be used in defence of global and development education.
But the research we commissioned also suggests that a
typical American perspective is to respect different cultural
norms, so Americans are reluctant to apply their own beliefs
about, say, contraceptives and family planning to other
countries. People feel that we shouldn’t get our noses into
other people’s personal lives.

Doug: In the British context, some of these debates have
come together in discussions around the term global
citizenship. Whilst recognising that terminology like this can

mean different things in different countries and cultures –
how useful is the term in US and would you re-package it?

Angene: Carole Hahn, one of our leading citizenship
education researchers who has written about civic education
in a number of countries, proposed ‘multi-layered
citizenship’ as the title for a conference in Oxford, England
in 2001. It wasn’t chosen, but I like the concept. We can be
citizens of our community, our state, and the world. For us, it
may be easier to sell ‘citizen of the world’ than ‘global
citizen’ because the latter has sometimes been associated
with globalism and one worldism by conservatives.

Doug: Whilst recognising that, is there a danger of the term
‘citizen of the world’ being seen as a passive concept and
not a positive and active one?

Angene: That is a good point. We talk about ways in which
teachers can talk about controversial issues. I like the term
‘committed impartiality’. It allows the teacher to be a
committed person. The teacher can quite openly say they are
supporting things – campaigns – are active in the
community. But on the other hand they will be impartial and
allow students to outline their views.

David: I agree with Angene that words matter. We need to
remember how powerful the odd word can be if it denotes a
whole set of underlying values.

Doug: What about phrases like ‘Learning for a global
society’ which can be a way of introducing our agendas? In
the US you may use words and language differently. What
words and language would you use to move the agendas
forward?

Angene: You could use that phrase, but we would probably
talk about teaching toward a global perspective. That might
be in any subject, including maths and science. A math
teacher could use statistics from the Human Development
Reports. I prefer ‘teaching from or toward a global
perspective’ to ‘global education’, because of the
conservative reaction I mentioned earlier. 

David: How do phrases like ‘Indiana in the world’ and
‘Kentucky in the world’ go down?

Angene: In Iowa, an agricultural state, there was concern
about global education lesson plans that seemed anti-meat.
We have to think about the local perspective, know our local
area. There are many examples of how we can relate global
perspectives to people’s everyday lives. Mary Pipher’s new
book, The Middle of Everywhere – The World’s Refugees
Come to our Town, is a very powerful book that shows the
connections and links, the new learning that can result in
encounters with refugees in Lincoln, Nebraska. 

Doug: What about support from educational policy makers
in the US for the agendas we have been talking about. Is
there potentially support or not?

David: Part of the difficulty here is that decision-making is
so decentralised. I agree that probably the best point of
leverage is the standards movement within education.



Anne: People are searching for what they can do but because
education is so decentralised, it’s difficult to have a national
strategy. Even the NCSS written national standards are
interpreted differently in different states.

Angene: Some returned Peace Corps volunteers tried to get
a resolution on global education through our General
Assembly in Kentucky. They wrote a very good resolution,
but the Legislative Research Commission translated it into a
resolution about student exchanges. They didn’t really
understand global education and so turned the resolution into
something they did understand. It is not easy to explain the
concepts of global and development education or even
teaching from a global perspective. 

Anne: I am aware of another situation in Massachusetts. As
a result of the work of some returned Peace Corps Volunteer
teachers, there are curriculum standards specifically for
global education for the state of Massachusetts. We need to
keep reminding ourselves that our agendas can be reflected
and developed within the standards framework.

Doug: Over the next five years, what one thing would you
like to see progressed in terms of what we have talked
about?

David: This conversation we are having about what it takes
for an American to be a good citizen of the world – I would
like that conversation to be going on in the League of
Women Voters, the American Legion, the American
Association of Retired Persons and other broad membership
groups so that it gets out into other sectors of society. This
conversation needs to go on outside of schools. I would hope
that in 10 years there is recognition across many sectors of
society that the US needs to see its role in the world in
partnership with, and as equals to, other peoples and
countries.

Anne: Looking at these issues practically as I do, I’d like all
students to have an opportunity to communicate with people
from other countries. A lot of this is happening on-line. To
capitalise on this, I would like to see more people-to-people
exchanges. In the US context there is a real need for
personal exchanges, to get more international visitors in the
classroom.

Angene: From my point of view, we need to encourage more
international experience for teachers. That may happen
through experiences in another country or experience with
refugees or immigrants or international students at a
university here in this country. We know from the research
that internationally experienced teachers have substantive
knowledge, perceptual understanding, and interpersonal
connections that help them become better teachers. 

Note
1 The ASCD proposed position is: 

Schools must use education to bridge the divides caused by the deepest
differences between groups of people. This requires serious attention to
teaching about differences such as language, culture and religion as well
as exploring areas of shared understanding. Schools must develop and
foster civil cultures, democratic communities and practices that respect
diversities in all its forms.

Rationale: the events of September 11, 2001 remind us of the role of
education in creating a future in which people reject prejudice and
discrimination. We must respect and understand the range of world
views, ideas, people and places that are unfamiliar to us in hope of
lessening the tensions that divide us. School curricula should be examined
to ensure a pedagogy of understanding of humanity’s differences and
commonalities. (http://www.ascd.org/framewhat.html)

Anne Baker is Director of Global Education and
Programs at National Peace Corps Association, which
was founded in 1979 to promote domestic and
international community service; educate the public
about other cultures; and support the Peace Corps
alumni network. She is currently a co-facilitator of the
Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development (ASCD) Global Education Network and a
co-founder of the Development Education Alliance. She
is an advisor to Kids Can Make a Difference
(empowering youth to end hunger), Crossing Borders
(an on-line database of global education resources) and
WebGrant.org (web and print solutions for non-profits).
globaled@rpcv.org or anne@rpcv.org
http://www.rpcv.org 

David Devlin-Foltz directs the Global
Interdependence Initiative, a program of the US-based
Aspen Institute. The Initiative is helping stimulate debate
within the United States about the appropriate role for
the US in responding to global issues. The Initiative has
commissioned research on public and policymaker
opinion, and offers technical assistance to
communications professionals and nonformal educators.
www.aspeninstitute.org/gii
e-mail: ddf@aspeninstitute.org

Angene Williams is Professor of Education at the
University of Kentucky
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