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Several official publications in the UK highlight the need for a global dimension within the school curriculum. The 
origins of this concern lie in the work of progressive/radical educators some forty years ago who argued that a number 
of crucial global issues, such as the environment, world development, peace and conflict, were missing from formal 
education. As a consequence there arose a number of educational fields or issue-based educations each of which had an 
interest in the curriculum becoming more global. The purpose of this paper is to reflect on the origins of global 
education in the UK and its relationship with other issue-based educations that emerged in the 1970s, such as 
development education, peace education and futures education. It will look at what can be learnt from these fields and 
how they can contribute to newer initiatives such as education for sustainable development and global citizenship.  
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Like all stories about the past this is a partial account but one which will, I trust, shed some light on 
where global education in the UK came from. It is partial because I start from when I became 
personally aware of this tradition - in 1974. As a young geographer about to move into initial 
teacher education I attended a meeting in London on ‘ teaching about the third world in higher 
education’ . I knew I needed to go to this event but also that my head teacher would not give me the 
time off. I had the good sense to be ill on that day and thus set the direction of my professional life 
for the next thirty years. 
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It was an important meeting because one of the people I met for the first time was Robin 
Richardson who ran the World Studies Project. For several years my subject then, geography, had 
espoused the need for students to explore various key global issues. What I had not realised, 
however, was that a small number of progressive educators, from a number of subject areas, were 
equally convinced of the need for this and were indeed arguing that it should be a cross-curricular 
concern.  
 
Robin Richardson was the most influential UK theorist and practitioner in the field of global 
education in the 1970s and 80s. The World Studies Project (WSP) was set up by the One World 
Trust in 1973, an educational charity which had been created in the early 1950s by members of the 
All-party Parliamentary Group for World Government (Richardson, 1976a). Heater (1980) and 
Richardson (1986) have both noted that initiatives such as these had their roots in the earlier work 
of progressive educators in the 1920s and 30s when the term education for international 
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understanding was more commonly in use. It was James Henderson (1968), an influential figure at 
the London Institute of Education in the 1960s, who coined the term ‘world studies’ . 
 
It should be noted here that this term, widely used in the UK during the 70s and 80s, was the UK 
variant of what is known internationally as global education. There is an important distinction to be 
made here between the specific field of global education and the general use of this term as an 
umbrella to include all of the issue-based educations. Throughout this paper I use it in its original 
field-specific sense.  

 
Between 1973 and 1980 the WSP ran a series of 
innovative conferences and events for secondary 
teachers, teacher educators, curriculum developers 
and educators working for development orientated 
NGOs. The project produced three seminal 
publications which mapped the field of global 
education. These were Learning for Change in 
World Society: Reflections, activities and 
resources (Richardson, 1976b), Debate and 
Decision: The school in a world of change 
(Richardson et al. 1979) and Ideas into Action: 
Curriculum for a changing world (Fisher et al. 
1980). As the titles indicate these were 
respectively about practical teaching activities, 
whole-school ethos and curriculum case studies. 
Nothing quite like this had existed before and for a 
number of young educators, including myself, the 
impact of the project was life-changing. 
 
Figure 1 – World Studies Project  
 
What was particularly distinctive about the 
project’s work was the model it proposed for 
analysing the concerns of global education 

(Richardson, 1976b). Whilst it might not seem particularly original today it was at the time 
revolutionary in what it proposed. It was this framework (see Figure 1) which was at the heart of the 
project’s vision for educational change.  
 
The project was seminal and innovative in espousing a child-centred and world-minded approach to 
education which stressed the importance of attitude and skill development as well as the exploration 
of a range of global issues. In developing this model Richardson had been particularly influenced, it 
should be noted, by both global educators in the United States and a visit to the Peace Research 
Institute in Oslo (Hicks, 1983/4).  
 
� 
 � 
 �� �  
 	 � �
 
 � � � � �� 	 �

�
Also of vital importance in the 1970s was the field of development education which had its own 
distinctive roots and history (Andreotti, 2007). This term was first used by the UN in the 1960s and 
arose from the work of agencies and organisations concerned with what was then known as ‘ third 
world’  development. In the UK these included the Voluntary Committee on Overseas Aid and 
Development, the Centre for World Development Education and the education departments of 
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NGOs such as Oxfam and Christian Aid. In the 70s a number of Development Education Centres 
(DECs) emerged in different parts of the country in response to increasing public interest in issues 
of development and global poverty (DEA, 2008a). Amongst the first were those in London, 
Birmingham, Manchester and Leeds.  Whilst each defined its own distinct local role this emerging 
network led to the creation in 1980 of the National Association of Development Education Centres 
(Sinclair, 1981/82). What these DECs and other agencies provided was expertise and teaching 
materials on different aspects of ‘ third world’  development (Fyson, 1979).  
 
Neither the term world studies nor development education were part of the language of teachers at 
that time, although proponents of each worked in the hope of changing this. In relation to 
development education Braun (1981/2) commented that there was ‘considerable confusion’  both 
about what it meant and what it involved. She distinguished between three quite different 
approaches to education for and about development: development education, development studies 
and campaigning for development - the first referring to an educational process, the second to the 
academic field of development studies, and the third to imparting a particular message. One of the 
tensions within development education has been clarification of these differences to educational 
audiences and within the field itself. Hutchinson (1980) also noted a tension between the 
conservative views of development education sponsors, such as the Overseas Development 
Administration, and the more radical views of development education practitioners, inspired as they 
were by the work of radical educationalist Paolo Freire (1972). During the 1980s a number of DECs 
began to develop a deservedly high reputation for the quality of their teaching materials, often 
developed in association with groups of local teachers.  
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The term environmental education was also first used in the 1960s although environmental 
educators disagree on who actually first used the term (Marsden, 1997). Its growth in the 1970s 
partly arose as a response to the UN Conference on the Human Environment held in Stockholm in 
1972. This was the first such international conference on environmental matters (Ward and Dubos, 
1972) and one of its recommendations was the need for an international framework for 
environmental education. Issues at that time which concerned environmentalists were pollution of 
land, air and water, use of pesticides, countryside conservation and population growth. Further 
international conferences on environmental education followed, most notably those in Belgrade in 
1975 and in Tbilisi in 1977 (Palmer, 1998). Arranged by UNESCO and the UN Environmental 
Programme their aim was to make recommendations to member states about implementing national 
policies for environmental education. 
 
One of the distinctions that emerged during this period was that between education about the 
environment, education through the environment and education for the environment (Huckle, 
1983). Education about the environment emphasised the knowledge that students needed in order to 
understand scientific, biological and geographical concepts relating to environmental matters. 
Education through the environment stressed the importance of giving students experiences in urban 
and rural contexts through visits, field studies and outdoor pursuits. Education for the environment 
stressed the need for students to learn skills of action and participation that would help protect that 
which was threatened.  
 
Quite clearly these three approaches or emphases invited different pedagogical responses as they 
ranged from a passive conservative view of education to a more active and radical view. As in 
development education there were inherent tensions within the field as well as external jostling for 
curriculum space in particular with subjects such as geography (Goodson, 1996).  



 4 

� 
� 
�� � 
� 
	 � �� � � �� 
� � 	 � 	 � � 	 � �
�
� � � �	 � ��$
 �� 
 	 � �� 	 � �
�
During the 60s and 70s other fields with a concern for contemporary global issues had also 
emerged, for example peace education and multicultural education. There was at that time a sense 
of ‘we’ re all in this together’ , each field in different but overlapping ways working for change in 
education and a greater understanding of world society. But behind the ‘confusion’  that occurred in 
relation to terminology lay other differences and Richardson (1979) was the first to highlight some 
of these tensions. Firstly, he observed that there was a spectrum which ran from studying ‘other 
countries’  at one end to studying ‘global society’  at the other. Secondly, he observed that people’s 
views of the world and how it works varied in relation to their political ideology, whether implicit 
or explicit. This spectrum embraced conservative, liberal and socialist views of the world. Taken 
together these formed the two axes of a matrix on which the position of different educational fields 
and organisations can be mapped.  
 
What was interesting about the matrix was the way in which it helped illuminate the differences 
between issue-based educations and some of their representative organisations. For example, the 
different location of development education sponsors and practitioners (see Hutchinson above) was 
immediately visible. Richardson noted at the time that there was little, if any, discussion about these 
differences. One reason for this, he suggested, was that since all these fields were marginal in 
relation to mainstream education proponents needed to look to each for approval and support. A 
second reason was that people did not criticise each other for fear of alienating potential support. A 
third was to do with funding – that one kept quiet about the socialist and radical ideas that 
underpinned these ventures for fear of losing possible financial support.  A few years later, of 
course, progressive educators were vilified for this by the right-wing press, including Richardson 
himself (Scruton, 1985).  
 
Richardson’s interest in the ideological differences that underpin views of the world and of 
education had crystallised as the result of a visit to the Peace Research Institute in Oslo. In a paper 
entitled ‘Tensions in world and school’  he explored the differences between ‘conservative’ , ‘ liberal’  
and ‘ radical’  views of the world and the way in which each of these ideologies prioritised different 
forms of education (Richardson, 1974). Later he revisited the notion of ideological mapping in his 
book Daring to be a Teacher (1991), drawing on the work of Paolo Freire.   
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Of equal importance was the lecture Richardson gave to a peace education conference held at the 
United World College of the Atlantic in South Glamorgan. In 1979 Richardson had left the World 
Studies Project and become Adviser for Multicultural Education in Berkshire. The title of his paper 
was ‘Culture, race and peace: tasks and tensions in the classroom’ and it was here that Richardson 
(1982, 1991) used the fable of the blind men and the elephant to introduce what some came to call 
‘elephant education’ .  In the fable each of the blind men grasps a different part of the elephant and 
takes their part – whether ear, tusk or leg – for the whole.  
 
Whilst using peace education and multicultural education as his examples the paper also raised 
questions about the possible relationships between any and all of the issue-based educations. The 
options, Richardson suggested, were: i) laissez-faire competition – leaving things to the hidden 
hand of the ‘market’ ; ii) a pact – which involves agreeing not to compete with but to assist each 
other; iii) dialogue – which requires as much listening as it does talking; iv) a coalition – in order to 
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gain more political power; v) breaking and re-making the mould – a complete reconceptualisation 
of the educational task. My sense is that, until recently, each of the issue-based educations went 
about things in their own way, with only the occasional dialogue and coalition. Could things 
perhaps have been different?  
 
It is worth noting at this point that on several occasions there have been proposals to ‘ take over’  
some or all of the other issue-based educations. By this I mean that a devotee of one field argues 
that one, some or all of the other fields are really subsumed by their own personal preference. An 
example of this was Lashley’s (1982) suggestion that peace education and education for 
international understanding should come under the umbrella of multicultural education. Another 
suggestion, anecdotal in nature, argued that since development education really covered everything 
initiatives in global education were a waste of time. In more muted form such wrangling has 
continued to the present day.  
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Other global initiatives also began to emerge in the early 1980s. David Selby and Graham Pike, 
influenced by Richardson’s work, had made world studies part of the core curriculum at their 
secondary school (Aucott, J. et al. 1979) and then gone on to set up the World Studies Teacher 
Training Centre (WSTTC) at the University of York. As Richardson had been, Pike and Selby were 
also influenced by the work of global educators in the United States and used this to develop the 
conceptual base for their own work. In particular they drew on the insights of Anderson and Hanvey 
- Anderson (1979) had analysed the transition to a global age and its implications for education 
whilst Hanvey (1982) set out five dimensions for what he called ‘an attainable’  global perspective. 
Pike and Selby used this to develop their own ‘ irreducible’  global perspective. 

 
In their classic work Global Teacher, Global Learner Pike and Selby (1988) argued for a model 
based on ‘ four dimensions of globality’  as shown below. 
 
Table 1 – The four dimensions of globality 
 
�  The spatial dimension – the nature of local/global interdependence 
�  The temporal dimension – exploring alternative futures 
�  The issues dimension – the range of global issues that requires attention 
�  The human potential dimension – exploring issues of holistic learning.  
 
These four dimensions, they argued, encapsulate the essence of global education. The elements of 
their irreducible global perspective provide five aims for global education as shown in Table 2. 
 
Table 2 – Five aims of global education 
 
�  Systems consciousness – the ability to think in a systemic and holistic way 
�  Perspective consciousness – recognise that different worldviews are not   universally shared 
�  Health of planet awareness – developing an understanding of the state of the planet 
�  Involvement consciousness and preparedness – awareness of choices and appropriate action    
�  Process mindedness – understanding that leaning and personal journeys are continuous and with 

no fixed destination 
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In the light of this work the WSTTC changed its name to the Centre for Global Education and, 
working largely with secondary schools, it had a major impact in a variety of LEAs across the 
country. The Centre founded the World Studies Journal which ran from 1979 until the early 90s 
when Pike and Selby moved to Canada to set up the International Institute for Global Education at 
the University of Toronto.  
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When Robin Richardson left the World Studies Project his place was taken by Simon Fisher. In 
1979 both Simon and myself had independently approached the Rowntree Trust for funding. The 
Trust directed us towards each other on the understanding that we put together a joint project 
proposal. Since WSP had focused largely on secondary education it seemed appropriate next to 
focus on the middle years of schooling. The World Studies 8-13 Project was thus set up in order to 

expand Richardson’s work into other 
phases of education.  The project’s first 
task was to revisit the curriculum model 
that had been used at secondary level and 
revise this for the middle years. The result 
is shown in Figure 2.  
 
Figure 2 – World Studies 8-13 framework  
 
Building on the experience of WSP the 8-
13 Project set out to: i) develop a wide 
range of teaching materials for classroom 
use; ii) run both regional workshops and 
national conferences; iii) involve Local 
Education Authority Advisers directly in 

professional development work; iv)  set up a network of LEA project co-ordinators; v) make a 
national impact. Many development educators were involved in this programme as, in parallel with 
global education, DECs expanded their own regional and national work. 
 
The 8-13 Project ran from 1980 to 1989 and in all worked with fifty LEAS, i.e. half of the total in 
England and Wales (Hicks, 1990).  The project’s main resource book, World Studies 8-13: A 
teacher’s handbook (Fisher and Hicks, 1985), was widely used across the country and elsewhere as 
also was Pike and Selby’s Global Teacher, Global Learner (1988). Between them, during the 
1980s, the Centre for Global Education and the World Studies 8-13 Project worked in two-thirds of 
the LEAs in England and Wales. During the 1990s this work was continued by the World Studies 
Trust which focused on teacher education (Steiner, 1996) and latterly the Global Teacher Project 
(2008).  
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A stronger and clearer emergence of issue-based educations occurred in the 1980s, in particular 
development education, environmental education and multicultural education. A significant 
newcomer to the UK scene was peace education, an international field which also had its origins in 
the early 70s. In the same way that development education partly drew on the insights of academic 
disciplines such as development studies, peace education drew on the insights of both peace studies 
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and peace research. The Peace Education Commission (PEC) of the International Peace Research 
Association (IPRA) was set up in 1974 by a group of concerned educators although the field was 
little known in the UK until the early 80s. The presenting issue at this time was the question of what 
should be said in schools when pupils asked questions about the nuclear arms race (Reidy, 1980). 
Over the next few years several LEAs, e.g. Avon, Manchester, Nottinghamshire and Lancashire, set 
up working parties on education for peace and, with others, published guidelines for teachers 
(Hicks, 1988).  
 
What peace studies contributed to this work was a much broader perspective on issues of peace and 
conflict, ranging from the personal and local to the global. From peace research came the concepts 
of direct and structural violence and negative and positive peace. Direct violence is personal and 
occurs when one is faced, for example, with assault, terrorism or war. Indirect or structural violence 
occurs when one is faced with discrimination, poverty or hunger as the result of the social and 
economic structures of society. Negative peace occurs when there is an absence of violence to the 
person. Positive peace occurs when qualities such as freedom, equality and justice are also present. 
Some of the best examples of the work of peace educators can be found in Burns and Aspeslagh’s 
Three Decades of Peace Education Around the World (1996).   
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A second field which emerged in the early 70s was futures education. Both Pike and Selby (1988) 
and Fisher and Hicks (1985) had included insights from this field within their global education 
work. Futures education draws on the academic disciplines of futures research (Fowles, 1978) and 
futures studies (Bell, 1997; Slaughter, 2005). In essence it argues that without critical and creative 
thinking about alternative futures society will continue to formulate short-sighted solutions to long-
term problems. Whilst educators internationally had a long-standing interest in this field awareness 
of its existence and value came somewhat late in the UK. Much of the best work has occurred in the 
90s and beyond with Page (2000) researching the early years, Hutchinson (1996) working with 
secondary pupils and Gidley and Inayatullah (2004) exploring the nature of youth futures.    
 
This field raises the same questions that all of the other issue-base educations do. Is this concern 
something that should have curriculum space in its own right or should it be a perspective or 
dimension within the curriculum as a whole? Certainly the future is still largely a missing 
dimension within education (Hicks, 2006) and even academics who write about the future of society 
often do so without any reference to the insights gained from futures research. At this point it is 
important to note that geography is an excellent example of the way in which a school subject can 
draw on the insights of issue-based educations. Walford (2001), in his history of geographical 
education, clearly shows how the radical geography of the 70s/80s was influenced by, amongst 
others, global education and development education. More recently geographers (see below) have 
also begun to embrace a futures perspective in their work.  
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By the mid-80s right-wing politicians and conservative thinkers� had begun to� register� the issue-
based educations as an ideological threat. In particular they focused on peace education or Peace 
Studies as the critics preferred to call it. It should be remembered that this was at the height of the 
‘cold war’  between the nuclear superpowers, the USA and the USSR and their allies, with nuclear 
war an ever present possibility. Those on the political right feared the threat of communism both 
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internally and externally. Those on the political left feared what they saw as the militarism of the 
right and the consequent dangers of nuclear war.  
 
Cox and Scruton (1984) argued that: i) peace studies was not a proper educational discipline; ii) that 
its proponents favoured a conclusion that was mistaken (nuclear disarmament); iii) the subject 
discouraged critical reflection; iv) this was part of a wider move to politicise education; v) the 
reality of Peace Studies shouldn’ t be confused with its apparently innocuous purpose (peaceful 
cooperation). These ‘arguments’  were seldom substantiated but rather presented in a rhetorical 
manner that invited media interest and headlines. In their pamphlet Cox and Scruton targeted the 
School of Peace Studies at the University of Bradford, the Centre for Peace Studies at St Martin’s 
College of Higher Education in Lancaster, the World Studies Teacher Training Centre at the 
University of York, the United World College of the Atlantic in south Wales (for its 6th form peace 
studies syllabus), Avon and Manchester LEAs and Teachers for Peace groups. What one learnt at 
the time was that it was much easier for critics to gain eye-catching headlines than it was for 
defendants to reply.  
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A year later world studies was also singled out for attack (Scruton, 1985). This pamphlet began with 
a critique, again rhetorical rather than reasoned, against ‘Third Worldism and the Third Worldists’  
and the teaching of ‘global awareness’ . Singled out for particular criticism was Robin Richardson, 
the World Studies 8-13 Project and the World Studies Teacher Training Centre, development NGOs 
and development educators. All were seen as responsible for schooling children in ‘ the techniques 
of political activism’ . The viewpoints expressed by the critics were, of course, part of a wider right-
wing attack against both progressive and mainstream education, culminating in the Education 
Reform Act of 1988 which brought in a conservative national curriculum.  
 
One of the consequences of the National Curriculum and the changes in school management that 
were introduced in the late-80s was that any initiatives other than those central to these government 
led changes became marginalised. A Conservative national curriculum favours ‘proper’  subjects 
and eschews any attempts to ‘politicise’  education, i.e. encouraging pupils to discuss the nature of 
society, whether local or global. Teachers and heads were so busy implementing the new legislation 
that, by definition, anything that could be construed as an added extra had to be ignored, a more 
subtle way of side-lining initiatives such as the issue-based educations.  
 
� 
� 	 � 
� � �� � �� � � � 	 � � �
�
Come the mid-90s LEA Inspectors and others were noting the beginnings of a shift in climate. 
Schools had now settled to the National Curriculum and were beginning to look again at some of 
the interesting ‘extras’  which had been marginalised and lost sight of over the last seven years. The 
fact that New Labour was elected in 1997 also meant that the educational debate could, in some 
ways, now be opened up again.  
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During the period of national retrenchment the Development Education Association, the growing 
network of DECs and the World Studies Trust, helped maintain the global focus for interested and 
committed educators. Excellent materials and support were now available for teachers and new 
initiatives more possible once again. By the 1990s a richer and more holistic form of development 
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education had emerged. From its original focus in the 70s on the need to teach about the ‘ third 
world’  it was now much more global in its concerns as the definition below indicates. 
 
 Development education: 
 

�  explores the links between peoples living in the ‘developed’  countries of the North 
with those of the ‘developing’  South, enabling people to understand the links 
between their own lives and those of people throughout the world 

�  increases understanding of the economic, social, political and environmental forces 
which shape our lives 

�  develops the skill, attitudes and values which enable people to work together to take 
action to bring about change and take control of their own lives 

�  works towards achieving a more just and sustainable world in which power and 
resources are more equitably shared (DEA, 2008b). 

 
There was also now a growing tendency for development educators to use the term ‘global 
education’  not to refer to the specific international field (see above) but rather as an umbrella term 
to describe all the issue-based educations, the whole elephant.  
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This widening of concern was also visible in other issue-based educations, for example, peace 
education. Whereas the field had originally emerged as a response to issues of violence and conflict 
by the 1990s it also embraced a wider range of concerns (Harris and Morrison, 2003). The nature of 
peace and conflict could not be understood in isolation for they were inextricably bound up with 
issues of development, justice, and the environment. Not least, by definition, peace education also 
began to raise questions about the nature of a more just and sustainable society 
 
Smith and Carson (1998) thus argued that a broad, as against a narrow, definition of peace 
education embraced non-violence, human rights, social justice, world-mindedness, ecological 
balance, meaningful participation, and personal peace. The Journal of Peace Education (2008) 
invites contributions on topics such as global issues, ecological sustainability, gender equality, anti-
racism, educational social movements and social futures. Do these developments presage a wider 
trend towards a convergence of interest within all the issue-based educations? 
�
Sadly, at the same time as peace education internationally was expanding its interests, within the 
UK its profile began to diminish. Whilst advice and guidance for schools is still available through 
the Peace Education Network (2008) teachers are much less likely to know about this field. Both 
the global dimension in the curriculum (DfES, 2005) and citizenship (DCSF, 2008a) refer to the 
importance of understanding conflict but they have much less to say about the nature of peace. 
�
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Oxfam’s document A Curriculum for Global Citizenship (1997) marked a significant shift in its 
presentation of curriculum aims and objectives. For the first time since the 8-13 Project here was a 
revised version of the familiar knowledge and understanding, values and attitudes, and skills. The 
term ‘global citizenship’  rather than the more commonly used ‘development education’  also marked 
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an interesting change in terminology. In part this was because over the last decade or so, as 
described above, development education had been widening its concerns to include much more than 
just issues of development. The knowledge element of the Oxfam framework included not only the 
historical core concerns of development education, viz. cultural diversity, social justice and equality 
but now also globalisation and interdependence, sustainable development and peace and conflict. 
 
In an educational context the term global citizenship seems to be mostly used by NGOs, such as 
Oxfam, UNICEF and Christian Aid, and by those working in development education. The term 
does seem more user friendly than development education, especially to the uninitiated. However, 
arising as it does out of the newer more holistic mode of development education, is it actually any  
 

 
 

Figure 3 – Oxfam:  Global Citizenship (1997; 2006) 
 

more than just that? Also, given the debate in the 90s about the need for citizenship in the national 
curriculum, was this choice of terminology merely a case of opportunism? Did the notion of global 
citizenship appeal because it could provide a new ‘home’  for the more broadly based development 
education? As with most of the issue-based educations the term doesn’ t seem to have had its origins 
in any mainstream educational debate. Whilst NGOs are one form of legitimation there seems to 
have been little academic debate on the use of this term in education.  The increasing use of the 
term amongst some educators is however a sign of its influence (Parker et al. 2004). Examples 
include work at the national level in Wales (Welsh Assembly, 2002) and in higher education 
institutions such as the University of Glasgow (2008) and London South Bank University (2008).   
 
It is important also to consider what interest the proponents and practitioners of citizenship 
education have shown towards ‘global citizenship’ . Whilst international issues may be one part of 
citizenship education this stands alongside a substantive list of other concerns, for example, the law, 
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democracy, the constitution, community groups, political literacy, youth work and anti-bullying 
(Citizenship Foundation, 2008). The Teaching Citizenship in Higher Education website (2008) has 
activities on eleven themes, one of which is global citizenship. Some of the other themes are 
equality and culture, disability, gender, rights and duties, new media and measuring citizenship. The 
aims of the strand on global citizenship, are: i) to consider the different ways that global citizenship 
is understood by different people; ii) to analyse and evaluate the assumptions behind these ways of 
thinking; iii) reflect on the way you understand the demands of global citizenship. One of the 
learning outcomes is to ‘outline the views of various academics on global citizenship.’  
 
My sense is that citizenship educators are not over interested in ‘global citizenship’  per se except as 
a small part of what they might do. My sense also is that those promoting global citizenship do not 
necessarily have a detailed knowledge of or wider interest in the field of citizenship (Heater, 1999). 
Global citizenship as advocated by NGOs tends to take the form of eminently usable teaching 
materials for use in schools. This is both good and appropriate. However, without deeper academic 
analysis and reflection on its nature there is the possibility that global citizenship, both in school 
and Initial Teacher Education and Training, runs the risk of being both ahistorical and 
undertheorised.  
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The second initiative largely came about as the result of deliberations at the Earth Summit in 1992. 
Here it was finally agreed at intergovernmental level that issues of development and environment 
were of equal importance – that welfare of people and planet should be seen as two sides of the 
same coin. Both environmental educators and development educators had already begun to move in 
this direction as issues of global sustainability were increasingly coming to the fore in international 
debate. However, what was the appropriate term to use to describe this concern? UNESCO, which 
played a significant part in promoting education for sustainable development, argued that it was 
more than just environmental education or an integration of environmental education and 
development education (Huckle, 2006). Huckle and Sterling (1996) suggested education for 
sustainability, the Panel for Sustainable Development Education (1998) talked of education for 
sustainable development and the Department for Children, Schools and Families (2008b) refers to 
sustainable schools. Others talk of teaching and learning for a sustainable future (Fien, 2001) or of 
ecological literacy (Orr, 2004; Stone and Barlow, 2005). What this varied terminology highlights is 
ideological differences about the meanings of sustainability (Davison, 2001) and the purposes of 
education itself (Sterling, 2001; Apple, 2006). What is clear however is that the DCSF (2008b) 
hopes to make issues of sustainability central to the experience of all students through its 
Sustainable Schools programme.    
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Where then does this leave the issue-based educations today? Twenty years ago Lister welcomed 
the ‘new movements in education’  such as peace education, global education, development 
education, multicultural education, human rights education and environmental education, observing 
that their: 
 

twin stresses on human-centred education and global perspectives constitute a radical shift 
away from the dominant tradition of schooling (which is knowledge-centred and 
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ethnocentric). Thus, the vanguard educators seek to give to education a new process and a 
new perspective on the world [italics in the original] (Lister, 1986: 54). 
 

These new movements, he argued, shared eight important features: 
 

�  Knowledge should have a social purpose – to ameliorate the human condition 
�  The curriculum should include the study of major global issues 
�  Learning should include the learning of skills and not just content 
�  In order to develop such skills learning requires an action dimension 
�  Education should be affective as well as cognitive 
�  The new movements recognise pluralism and diversity 
�  The curriculum should have a global dimension 
�  Education should have a futures perspective 

 
This list represents both a critique of UK education in the mid-80s and also a summary of what the 
issue-based educations helped bring to mainstream education. If the list seems somewhat 
unexceptional today then maybe it is a measure of the contribution that these fields have made. 
 
It is interesting however that since then, whilst much has been assumed about the relationships 
between the issue-based educations, much less has been written about their actual relationships. All 
that immediately comes to mind is Weaving Connections: Educating for peace, social and 
environmental justice (Goldstein and Selby, 2000), the Welsh Assembly (2002) guidance to schools 
on education for sustainable development and global citizenship and a suggestion that futures 
studies has a particular contribution to make to peace education (Hicks, 2004). Perhaps this lack of 
discussion is because such concerns are confined to a small number of in-house enthusiasts. Busy 
teachers and mainstream educational academics still feel that they have more important things to 
do. Whilst there are signs of a coming together of education for sustainable development and global 
citizenship in ITET (London South Bank University, 2008) and in some schools (Welsh Assembly, 
2002) the element that is still often missing is a futures perspective (Hicks, 2006).  Recently, 
however, geographers such as Roberts (2003) and Morgan (2006) have demonstrated the vital 
importance of futures thinking in relation to issues such as sustainability. 
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There are, I believe, some important differences between global education and development 
education in the UK. Why is it that the use of global education as an umbrella term (to refer to all 
the issue-based educations) has gained prominence to the exclusion of the field-specific use?  My 
sense is that this umbrella use comes either from those working in development education or those 
who have come more recently to the issue-based educations (Marshall, 2005). There could be 
several reasons for this looser usage. These include: 
 

�  The term ‘global’  is now being used in official curriculum documents and policy  statements 
�  It is more user friendly when talking to those working outside the issue-based fields 
�  Those using the term in this sense are unaware of the international field of global education 
�  Those who use the term choose not to acknowledge the historical contributions made by the 

field of world studies/global education 
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As I have shown global education and development education come from different stables and, 
whilst there has been a convergence of interest, these differences may still show. They are 
summarised (and oversimplified) in Table 3 below. 
 
Table 3 – Different historical emphases 
 
   Global education   Development education 
 
Origins  progressive educators   NGOs 
Key concept  interdependence   development 
Focus   any global issue   local-global development 
Exemplars  World Studies Project   Oxfam, Christian Aid 
   World Studies 8-13   DEA 
   Pike and Selby   DECs 
Location  higher education   voluntary sector 
 
Such differences may be less visible today than they once were but they are still present. In 
development education, for example: i) social justice is more likely to be a focus of concern than 
say environment or peace; ii) there is still often a campaigning feel about some educational work; 
iii) probably because it looks to the Department for International Development for much of its 
funding; and iv) the theoretical base of development education still needs further elaboration. Thus 
whilst a global citizen might be ‘outraged by social injustice’  (Oxfam, 2006) this is not an 
appropriate educational learning outcome. Neither, I think, is the ‘alleviation of poverty’  which is at 
the heart of DfID’s (2008) work. They are outcomes for campaigners.  
 
This blurring of the boundaries between campaigning and education would seem to arise directly 
from development education’s origins and history. McCollum noted, in the mid-90s, that: 
 

Development education has evolved largely through the efforts of individual practitioners 
who with minimal guidance and few resources have through trial and error gradually 
developed their own working practices … The development education debate thus remains 
at a superficial level precisely because there is little discussion of the theory implicit in 
practice (McCollum, 1996:22). 
 

She also pointed out that in the 1980s the World Studies Project had a major impact on the 
formation of development education in the UK - a debt seldom acknowledged today.   

 
Similarly, Andreotti (2007:53) notes that ‘as the core constituency of the field involves mainly 
educators who identify themselves as ‘practitioners’ , there is also resistance to theoretical 
engagements, which is perceived as elitist and detached from practice, as well as reservations in 
relation to careerist academic endeavours in the area’ . These tensions mark development education 
out as distinctly different from the work of global educators discussed earlier in this paper. I should 
also add that I am a great admirer of initiatives such as Teachers in Development Education (2008) 
and the Enabling Effective Support programme funded by the Department for International 
Development (2008). It is thus to be hoped  that the new Development Education Research Centre 
at the Institute of Education, University of London (2008), will explore these matters in depth.   
 
Differences of emphasis between the issue-based educations are, of course, inevitable and 
appropriate but what is most needed is critical respect for all of these vibrant fields. Yes, we may 
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share things in common - we all study the ‘elephant’  - but we come to this with differing histories, 
traditions of enquiry and above all expertise. That is the value of the issue-based educations.   
 
I hope I have demonstrated that global education in the UK is a unique field which has made its 
own distinctive contribution to education in the twenty-first century. I have not argued that global 
education is superior to other fields because it began with an interest in several key global issues 
rather than just one. Nor would I want to. The loose usage of global education as an umbrella term 
for all of the issue-based educations may be useful but only if it also acknowledges the specific field 
of endeavour from which it comes and which has equally contributed to the whole.  
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Advocates of global education, development education and education for sustainability have much 
to be pleased about with the publication of Developing the Global Dimension in the School 
Curriculum, (DfES, 2005) and the DCSF (2008b) Sustainable Schools initiative. With official 
support for the ‘global dimension and sustainable development’  (QCA, 2007) one might assume 
that two of the major goals of both global and development education have been partially achieved. 
 
Most recently there has been the setting up of the UK ITE Network for Education for Sustainable 
Development/Global Citizenship (London South Bank University, 2008), a new alliance which may 
promise fruitful cross-fertilisation. This combining is also to be found across education in Wales 
(Welsh Assembly, 2002) where ESDGC has been officially promoted for a number of years. This 
has not been without its difficulties as recent reports have shown (Estyn, 2006). In establishing a 
position statement for ESDGC in Wales it was found that: 
 

�  Teachers and advisers do not have a clear and consistent understanding of the definition, 
purpose and benefits of ESDGC 

�  Whilst schools are enthusiastic about promoting sustainable development, they are often less 
clear about identifying how and where they can develop ESDGC’s associated skills and 
values 

�  Overall, teachers do not see the concepts as a helpful way to organise ESDGC work 
�  There is more work done on sustainable development than global citizenship (Estyn, 2006). 

 
Whilst this points to practical problems of implementation and policy it is a vital venture worthy of 
support and possible replication. Certainly there are lessons here, and hopefully in this paper, for 
those who seek to amalgamate any of the issue-based educations.  
 
: 	 
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In relation to the issue-based educations it is important to: i) understand the roots/routes of differing 
fields; ii) become conversant with the key literature of different fields; iii) acknowledge 
similarities/differences with critical respect. In relation to education for sustainable development it 
is important to note: i) that environmental education and ESD have a long history of mainstream 
support; ii)  that environmental education and ESD have an extensive educational literature; iii) that 
ideological differences within these fields are part of on-going debate. In relation to global 
citizenship it should be noted that i) there is a long history of NGO support for development 
education; ii) there is as yet relatively limited theoretical educational literature for development 
education or global citizenship; iii) ideological differences within these fields are less often debated 
within education. In relation to the amalgamation of education for sustainable development and 
global citizenship three key questions need to be asked: i) What are the consequent theoretical 
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debates that need to occur? ii) What are the consequent educational debates that need to occur? iii) 
What are the probable/preferable futures for ESDGC in schools and ITET?  
 
Twenty-five years ago Richardson (1982) suggested five possible relationships between such fields. 
Which have we taken in the past, which shall we take today? Shall we see who gets there first 
(laissez-faire competition)? Will we make a pact to support each other? Do we engage in dialogue, 
spending as much time actively listening as putting our own view across?  Might we need a 
coalition to gain more political power or do we perhaps have a loose version of this already? Could 
we ever break the mould? Yes, I know we have each done that in our own respective fields - but not 
together. What is it that these present times - and future generations - might ask of us?  
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