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Executive Summary

Advocating for development education means recognising that we are living in an interdependent world, in which isolation is not possible. The consequences of globalisation, climate change, food and health crises and environmental disasters affect us all; in turn, we are the ones that cause them, through our mentalities and behaviours. 
Development education is part of development policy. Since the European Union is the most important development actor on the international arena, one would expect that development education enjoys a special place within the development policy. It is far from being true: the place it occupies equals fourteen percent of the funds allocated for development programmes. The situation within the EU’s Member Sates is not better, because in these cases it is subject to other national priorities. There are many political commitments to development education but they are non-binding, and thus the members of the EU address it as they see fit. Meanwhile, the European citizens do not know much about the EU’s development policy; most of them do not even know what the Millennium Development Goals are. Knowledge of these issues can be raised through development education, which is about awareness raising, understanding, advocacy and action. 
What we have so far are the recognition, by all development actors, that development education can make the world ‘a better place’,  activities performed by dedicated NGOs, individually or in cooperation, disparate activities within the school curricula and a framework strategy on development education published on European Commission’s website. We have also repeated recommendations for networking, cooperation, visibility, efficiency and increased funding for development education. We have all these, despite endless discussions between the development education workers, as to which are the right definitions or the right concepts, even though all explanations and terminology entails the same principles and values.
What are lacking are a directive on development education from the part of EU institutions, so that it be addressed by Member States properly, and a strong presence in the media, presence which creates evaluation of activities from the ordinary citizens, involvement and support, essential for making politicians taking them into consideration.
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Introduction
In this paper I endeavoured to respond the question: “Is the European Union ready for development education?” In order to do that, I proceeded to investigate possible answers to the following four sub-questions: “Where does development education fit into the European Union’s development policy?”; “What is development education?”; “Are there political commitments to development education made by governmental and non-governmental institutions?” and “How is the situation of development education within the European Union’s Member States?”. 
This paper is an explanatory study which seeks to understand what is happening in the European Union in the field of development education and to recognize possible problems posed to the subject. As for the research method employed to answer my central question and the succeeding sub-questions, I chose an inductive approach, studying to what extent does the development education statements of the European Union’s policy coincide with the actual situation “in the field”, that is in Member States and in their schools.

The descriptive research used to answer the sub-questions observes the development education within the context of EU development policy, within the Non-Governmental Organisations’ field, in EU political commitments and further in EU Member States and in school curricula. My research strategy is based on desk research; I interpreted primary data (reports, dossiers, surveys, conferences recommendations and governmental and non-governmental publications) and tertiary data (abstracts and dictionaries). I also used, in a lesser extent, findings of semi-structured/un-structured interviews, to discover thoughts (or to reinforce my suspicions) on the role of development education in poverty reduction and on the relation between politicians and the non-governmental sector. 
The first chapter of this paper, “The relation between development policy and development education”, tries to respond to the first sub-question mentioned in the opening paragraph. It presents briefly the development policy of the European Union, the document that is the basis of this policy (“The Consensus on Development”) and it moves to state the need of a different approach to development, one that entails awareness and action. 
The second chapter, “What is development education?” takes us on the search for the (right) definition of development education. The following chapter, “European political commitments to development education”, starts with a presentation of recommendations made by governmental and non-governmental organisations in the favour of development education, continues with the introduction of the document that wishes to guide the development education within Europe (“The European Consensus on Development: the contribution of Development Education & Awareness Raising”) and ends with a brief look into its future.
The last chapter of this paper, “Current developments”, is structured around three sections. The first section discusses the financial support offered by the European Union to development education activities. The second section presents the state of affaires within the Union’s Member States. The final section gives us an overview of development education in the Member States’ school curricula.
Chapter 1

The relation between development policy and development education
Development education is a component of development policy. This first chapter presents very briefly the development policy of European Union (EU) - the geographic focus of this paper, and the place where development education fits into this policy.
1.1 Generalities

The development policy of the European Union (EU) is a shared competence between the EU and its Member States. In the case of the EU, the legislation on development policy is mainly proposed by the European Commission (EC) and then approved by the Council. When important questions regarding development policy are posed, the Council endorses guiding principles through its “Council conclusions” (“Council work on development”, n.d.). 
As for the European Parliament (EP) and the Member States’ competencies in development policy, the EP (through its Committee on Development – DEVE) has the power of co-decision together with the European Commission (Douaud, 2006, “Role of the European Parliament” section, para. 1). The co-decision procedure means that the EP can make amendments or even veto a proposal forwarded by the Commission; it is renamed “ordinary legislative procedure” under the Lisbon Treaty (EUABC on-line dictionary, “Co-decision” section, para. 1). The Member States of the EU have power on their own development policies; they would only loose it if the EU would categorise it as area of exclusive competence (as competition, the commercial policy, customs, etc).
The development policy within the EC is the responsibility of the Directorate General for Development (shortly, DG DEV); it states as its task “to help to reduce and ultimately to eradicate poverty in the developing countries through the promotion of sustainable development, democracy, peace and security.” (European Commission [EC], 2008, “Mission and Role” section, para 1). It is active in the relation between trade and development, in the cooperation and integration on regional level, in macro-economic procedures, infrastructure, food security, environment, social cohesion, democratic governance, gender equality, etc., in general everything that has an influence in offering people a better life. DG DEV is in charge of six programmes: “Investing in people”, “Civil society (non-state actors) and local authorities”, “Environment and sustainable management of natural resources, including energy”, “Food security”, “Migration and asylum” and “ACP sugar protocol countries”) (EC, 2008, “Intervention Areas” section, para. 3&4 and “Development Programmes” section,  para. 3). ACP refers to African, Caribbean and Pacific countries. 
Over the years, the European Union (EU) became the most important development actor on the international arena, providing more than half of world’s development aid. In a special edition of “EU Barometer” from June 2007, the most of the respondents were supportive as to EU’s development activities: 28% acknowledged that all developing states are on EU's development agenda and 24% that the Union is the best international  actor within this field; 23% of respondents recognised a coherence between the actions of the EU Member States and the EU as a whole and 22%  stated that there is no discrimination as to where the aid goes to because of the richness of cultures found within the Union  (Europeans and development aid, 2007, p 24).

1.2 The European Consensus on Development

At the heart of the European Union’s development policy lays “The European Consensus on Development”, document signed in 2005 by the Council, the representatives of the Member States, the European Parliament and the Commission on EU Development Policy. The document is divided into two parts: the first part declares the common vision on development while the second presents the European Community’s development policy.

The vision on development discusses further common objectives, common values and common principles, as well as the engagement to provide “more and better aid” and to address worldwide challenges, not forgetting that there is need for coherence between different policies. The second part of the document refers to the manner in which the European Community intends to incorporate the values and the principles outlined in the first part into the development policy. It recognises the main concerns to be taken into consideration in development cooperation and it restates the significance of coherence between development and other policies as well.  A special commitment is that of fighting against poverty:    

“Combating global poverty is not only a moral obligation; it will also help to build a more stable, peaceful, prosperous and equitable world, reflecting the interdependency of its richer and poorer countries.” (The European Consensus on Development, 2006, p 8)
Development cannot not be understood only in economic terms; it implies also an improvement in the life-quality, scope for which the activeness of the civil societies, in EU and in the recipient country, is primordial; without an active civil society (that is associations, trade unions, economic actors and non-governmental organisations – NGOs -), social justice cannot be encouraged and upheld; they are the stimulation for change and also its guardians.  That is why the EU “…will enhance its support for building capacity of non-state actors in order to strengthen their voice in the development process and to advance political, social and economic dialogue…” (The European Consensus on Development, 2006, p 16). 

It is important that aid does not imply only programmes designed in the donor countries and implemented in the recipient countries. The EU Consensus on Development acknowledges the significance of mobilising the in-county human resources, so that they generate their own programmes to address the particular situation in the region they live in; this is called “ownership”: 

“Developing countries have the primary responsibility for creating an enabling domestic environment for mobilising their own resources, including conducting coherent and effective policies.” (The European Consensus on Development, 2006, p 14).

1.3 The need for awareness
Referring back to the findings of the 2007 special edition of Eurobarometer (mentioned in the first sub-chapter), devoted entirely to EU development policy, the general public showed that they are recognising the importance of EU as a development actor but the same opinion poll brought up issues that should alarm the EU policy-makers and us, as a society who is responsible for development issues just as much as EU as an institution is. Thus, inquired on the reasons behind development aid, the respondents have primarily materialistic (realistic?) explanations: self-interest, as increasing the trade-flow between donor and recipient countries (28%), global stability (equal percentage), promoting democratic governance (22%) and preventing the immigrants from recipient states to come into EU (20%). Only about one in ten answers mention altruism as a rationale for development aid (11%)! In general, citizens from the “old” Member States (EU15) stated reasons as democratic governance and preserving the global stability more often than the citizens from the “new” Member States (NMS12+2), who in turn choose preventing immigration as primal motivation.  The majority of the respondents thought also that the main saying in deciding the division of the 2008 – 2013 development aid for ACP countries should be done by the EU and by the Member States (Europeans and development aid, 2007, pp 4 & 30).

I have to admit that I find the results above to express a paradoxical situation: the Europeans acknowledge that the EU is the most important development actor in the world but they have no idea what its development policy is about! Between their responses on the motivations for EU development aid, there is hardly mention of reduction/eradication of poverty, except that 11 percent which see aid as altruistic. Fighting poverty is the main rationale behind development policy, seeing that it is stated by the DG DEV as its mission! One cannot then wander that 73% of the Europeans questioned for the Eurobarometer were not aware of the existence of the “European Consensus on Development”, document on which the development policy is founded! It seems that the European Commission has concentrated so much on developing countries that it lost sight of its citizens and of the work to be done here, within EU, in informing the citizens on its development policy. One has to realise that the ultimate support of policies is that given by ordinary citizens; the civil society has the power to demand focus on a specific action and make it thus more efficient.
What also stroked me in the survey is the level of trust that the respondents showed to have in the capacities of the EU as a development actor; it is considered by the majority as the best institution to determine the destination of the financial resources in the ACP countries (followed by national authorities of the Member States). What I miss from this picture is the recognition of what civil society organisations (CSOs) do in the field of development. Both the European Commission (on its website and in its programmes – see the first sub-chapter) and the European Parliament (in 1992 resolution on the role of non-governmental organisations in development cooperation) categorised them as the actors which are closest to the local realities; their importance was reiterated in the Consensus on Development. I understand thus that the European citizens do not know much about the activities of the CSOs.
What they also do not know is that, according to a report compiled by NGOs (NGDOs) under the Aid Watch initiative of CONCORD (a European confederation of NGDOs), the EU is actually providing less development aid than promised (0, 56% by 2010, as collective target and 0, 7% of GNI – gross national income – by 2015, for its members): continuing the current aid flow, the EU will have given less aid than targeted by 2010, with around €75 billion. Only nine countries increased their official development assistance (ODA); the ODA of the rest of EU Member States lag behind their targets, since in the figures released they have included debt relief and student and refugees costs, which should not be counted as “genuine aid”. From EU - 27, only one country is going to fulfil the financial commitments by 2010 (the Netherlands) and five others are categorised as “likely” (Denmark, Ireland, Luxembourg, Spain and Lithuania) (Molina & Pereira, 2008, pp 2 & 9).
But my biggest surprise came when I read that 80% of the respondents never heard or read about the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) (see Appendix 1); even those who heard about the MDGs did not know their content (Europeans and development aid, 2007, p 13). I consider it to be the most flagrant lack of common knowledge. The MDGs, are not just political stances, they appeal to the humanity in every each of us; furthermore, they are clearly stated as a priority in the Development Consensus, but even before being integrated in the EU declaration, they have been appearing in the media. Of course, one may argue that the Millennium Goals, as a concept, is not be heard every day in the news; but we surely hear and see images of poverty, violence, destruction or abuse from all over the world, courtesy of the modern technology;  all these images are revealing and explaining why we have to fulfil the eight goals.  

The lack of awareness and knowledge of development issues, sometimes by choice and other times induced by governments, has to be mended; after all it is found in the citizens of the biggest development aid actor in the world! Even in the European Consensus on Development there are formulations which might add to the Europeans’ level of unawareness. In, let’s say the foreword to the actual content of the document, the fight against poverty is somehow left to be linked to developing countries: “Combating global poverty…Development policy is at the heart of the EU’s relations with all developing countries.” (The European Consensus on Development, p 8). The reader might be tempted then to believe that aspects of poverty are to be found only in developing countries, while poverty knows no boundaries; it is also present within the EU.

It is clear that the public needs to be made aware of development issues, what they are and where are they present,  and one way to do it (maybe the only way) is through “development education” (DE), an approach which is all about awareness, understanding and action. Not coincidently, the Europeans who knew more about the MDGs come from Denmark and the Netherlands, countries which are familiar with the concept and have a higher contribution of development aid than others (Europeans and development aid, 2007, p 14). The Consensus on Development acknowledged the importance of DE in educating the Europeans on development issues, too: 

“The important role of the European civil society will be recognised as well; to that end, the EU will pay particular attention to development education and raising awareness among EU citizens.” (The European Consensus on Development, 2005, p 16)
Besides the EU, the European CSOs themselves restated in 2008, at the Prague Conference, the significance of DE in Europeans becoming more conscious of the interdependence between the economic and political patterns from Europe and elsewhere in the world, so that they become more “respectful” (Are we on the right track? Paradigm reviewed by CSOs as Development Actors, 2008, p 1). 

The need for a different approach to development is not a new issue; the added-valued of the European NGOs acting in the field of development has been under scrutiny for some years. In 2005, the Development Education Exchange in Europe Project (DEEEP) compiled various opinions of different actors on which function the European development NGOs should exercise in the future; the result was a thematic dossier named “The Future of European Development NGOs and the Role of Development Education”. All in all, the dossier reaffirmed the paramount importance that NGOs have in “contributing to the emergence of a new civil society…, building international alliances…and acting as a bridge between EU citizens, EU institutions and developing countries” and that development education is of vital importance in  “to be better informed about the world around us, to look at it in a lucid and critically way and notably to understand the mechanisms of exclusion in North and South alike” (The Future of European Development NGOs and the Role of Development Education, 2005,  pp 11 & 14). 

The development work of NGOs started in the 1960’s, as a differentiated approach to those organisations which were mainly doing charitable efforts; the NGOs emphasized the importance that modernisation and the in-country collective involvement have in improving the situation of the less economically developed countries and as a first, began to publish the work they were doing. The following years saw more “nerve” form the NGDOs, which were more critical and saw the impediments of economic growth as a mirror of international affaires; their motto was “solidarity”.  The concept of development education to which we are currently familiar was enriched further in the 1980’s, when NGDOs began to cast shade over the globalisation process and the struggle between the world powers; they called for development which takes both the human beings and the environment into consideration. This trend continued further in the 1990’s and resulted in the facet of DE that we know nowadays (Global Citizenship Education in Today’s Schools, 2007, p 10).
The traditional approach to development, that is going to developing countries and implementing projects, needed to change in face of new realities. The countries which were once considered “poor” evolved: they have a better economic situation, there have been improvements in peoples’ lives and they are nowadays important players on the international arena (The Future of European Development NGOs and the Role of Development Education, 2005, p 6). Their categorisation as “poor”, “third world” or “underdeveloped” never took into consideration the richness of their cultures and the in-country resources. Moreover, the concept of poverty and its implications are not to be found in a confined space. It has been estimated that 1.2 billion people live in conditions of extreme poverty (less than 1$ per day) and than half of the world population try to manage with around 2$ per day. There are more than 100 million people in the more developed countries living beneath the minimum wage, around 37 million being unemployed and above  5 million being homeless (Facts and figures on poverty, n. d., para. 2&5).

Only charity cannot change the world; the implementation of projects in less economically developed countries does not help on a longer term, unless those projects help educate the in-country human resources.  The local population knows anyway better what their needs are and can plan programmes adapting them to the local conditions and traditions; the national authorities need also to be educated. The assistance from outside needs thus to be in capacity-building of civil society while the civil society can further ask for change and make it happen (of course, it depends also on local the political realities).

Between the development NGOs, there is an increasing recognition of the need for change in development cooperation; they are asking themselves if they are “on the right track” (citation from the title of the 2008 Prague NGOs Conference dedicated to this subject).  They recognise the need to employ a more “political approach”, which is not always easy. As mentioned in one interview, taken during my participation to the 2008 Development Education Summer School (Utrecht, The Netherlands), it is especially problematic where organisations  are dependent on financial resources - if the money comes from the government, the NGOs are mostly compelled to implement governmental development policy programmes (T. Troll, personal interview, June 27, 2008 – see Appendix 2).

Chapter 2

What is development education?

If one might ask what development education means, one should be prepared to be a bit confused. The truth is that development education has many explanations, there is not only one standard meaning accepted by all development actors (at least at European level). Development education has many definitions and there is even a disagreement if it should be the right terminology to designate the concept it embraces. 

The first definition of DE mentioned in this section is that used by the most European NGOs working in this field:

“Development education is an active learning process, founded on values of solidarity, equality, inclusion and co-operation. It enables people to move from basic awareness of international development priorities and sustainable human development, through understanding of the causes and effects of global issues to personal involvement and informed actions. 

Development education fosters the full participation of all citizens in world-wide poverty eradication, and the fight against exclusion. It seeks to influence more just and sustainable economic, social, and environmental, human rights based national and international policies.” (Development Education Exchange in Europe [DEEEP], n.d., “DE Forum definition of development education” section)

The explanation above was acknowledged by the Development Education Forum of CONCORD in 2004 and it is one of the most circulated descriptions because the Forum is one of the main working groups of CONCORD, a confederation of 18 international networks and 22 national associations, all together accounting for more than 1600 NGDOs. At European level, CONCORD is the biggest confederation active in development.
The following definitions cited below are proposed by various national platforms (NPs) and are all presented on DEEEP’s website. The NPs are national associations of NGOs while DEEEP is a programme initiated by the Development Education Forum of CONCORD, benefiting form EC funding and which wishes to fortify European NGDOs’ ability to “raise awareness, educate and mobilise the European public for world-wide poverty eradication and social inclusion.”(DEEEP, n.d., “What is DEEEP?” section, para.1).
“Development education aims to raise awareness and understanding of how global issues affect the everyday lives of individual communities and how all of us can and do influence the global.”(DEA – UK)
“Development Education is about increasing people's awareness and understanding of global issues and of the inter-dependence of different countries and arts of the world in relation to those issues. In particular, it is about what sustains underdevelopment and what is needed to reach and sustain more equal development. It is an education based on reflection, analysis and action at local and global level.”(DOCHAS – Ireland)

“Development education is a dynamic, interactive and participatory process, which aims:

· to achieve a complete and comprehensive education for each person; to promote awareness and understanding of the causes related to development problems and of the interdependence between local and global issues;

· to promote inter-cultural understanding;

· to promote social transformation/change based on equity, justice and solidarity;

· to promote the right and the duty of each individual and people to participate and contribute towards sustainable development.”(Platforma Portuguesa de ONG – Portugal) (DEEEP, n.d., “What is Development Education” section)
Some other definitions of DE which circulate in Europe include: 

“Development education is an approach to learning about global and development issues through recognising the importance of linking people’s lives throughout the world. It is also based on an understanding of the importance of critical thinking and the need to challenge stereotypes that could enable people to develop the skills and confidence to support change towards a more just and sustainable world. “(University of London - Institute of Education, n.d., “What is development Education?” section)

“IDEA defines development education as an educational process aimed at increasing awareness and understanding of the rapidly changing, interdependent and unequal world in which we live in. It seeks to engage people in analysis, reflection and action for local and global citizenship and participation. It is about supporting people in understanding, and in acting to transform the social, cultural, political and economic structures which affect their lives and others at personal, community, national and international levels.”(Irish Development Education Association, n.d., “What is development Education?” section)

As if it is not enough to have different definitions of development education, some development workers argue if it is the right terminology and that it is maybe a part of global education (GE) or any other “adjective” education; the sustainers of the concept “global education”, for example, disagree that DE is a complete term because: 

“The proposal of Global Citizenship Education …seeks to integrate in a coherent manner development education and human rights, education on sustainable development, peace education, intercultural education and gender education, while respecting the direct relationships between all these areas…” (Global Citizenship Education in Today’s Schools, 2007, p 6) 

The Council of Europe, through its North – South Centre, chose in 2002 to use the same term, “global education” and defined it as:

“…education that opens people’s eyes and minds to the realities of the world, and awakens them to bring about a world of greater justice, equity and human rights for all. 
Global Education is understood to encompass Development Education, Human Rights Education, Education for Sustainability, Education for Peace and Conflict Prevention and Intercultural Education; being the global dimensions of Education for Citizenship.” (The Maastricht Global Education Declaration, 2002, p 2). 

As for the European Union, as an institution, it chose to use the term of “development education”; it started in 1979, when it added a section in the co-financing programme it had with the NGOs, sectioned devoted to awareness raising of Europeans, activity which is included in what is known as DE. Development education was the term mentioned also in the 2005 “European Consensus on Development” (see Chapter1, subchapter 1.2).  The same denomination is used in the 2007 “The European Consensus on Development: the contribution of Development Education & Awareness Raising” a framework strategy for DE, whose 21 (for now) translations have been published on the I-Centre of EC’s website.    

I asked once a development education worker why there are so many definitions of the same concept; he answered that this richness is mostly motivated by the fact that every explanation is shaped according to the historical conditions and the background of the definer. I thought that it was clear to me (people have different thoughts of what a better world would be like), but now, come to think of it and looking at the various definitions mentioned in the above-paragraphs, it becomes blurry again. 
All the contradictions on definitions and the perfect denomination (either global development education, global citizenship education, peace education, international education, etc) reminds me of a fight against the windmills: is it important to have one’s definition acknowledged as opposed to others’ or is it important to actually perform upon the values that term enshrines? Is it important to fight against denominations or to strive for the values comprised by that wording? Doesn’t it remind us of the fight for imposing one’s point of view in politics or in any other arena, for that matter? If the development actors cannot agree on the terminology, what do they expect from the European public? What credibility do the development NGOs have when they cannot set aside their differences?

As I see it, they have dissimilar wording for the same values. Whatever explanation, denomination or categorisation, one can infer from the above paragraphs that development education refers to activities as awareness raising (opening eyes), learning (whether in the schooling system or outside), advocacy (promotion) and campaigning (action)  - that is why , where the sources I used mention “development education and awareness raising” in the title, I refer only to development education activities because, as I understand it, awareness raising is a component of development education. Development education it speaks out for a “just and sustainable world” based on principles as “peace”, “human rights”, “social rights”, “economic rights”, “gender equality”, interdependent world”, “protection”, “challenging stereotypes”,  “inclusion”, “respect”, “diversity”, “sustainable development”, fairness”, “solidarity” and  “participation” (all mentioned in the definitions cited); it is all about living in “a better world”. It is not only something that NGOs, politicians or other development professionals should talk about, it concerns the civil society as well. Thus, I do agree with one interviewee that told me that “development education is the key to that process of changing attitudes of people” (H. Sloot, personal interview, June 23, 2008 – see Appendix 3).
Chapter 3

European political commitments to development education
There are many political commitments made to development education at European level; there is even a European strategy framework on this subject. But even so, all commitments are in shape of resolutions, decisions or recommendations and their becoming reality depends ultimately on the will of the development implementers. This chapter looks at recommendations made in favour of DE activities before the release of the framework strategy and afterwards.
3.1 Past recommendations 

As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, there are many official declarations on the importance of development education; this paper will only present the 2001 EU Council resolution on DE, the 2006 conference held in Helsinki (Finland), the European DE strategy framework and the 2008 Ljubljana (Slovenia) conference, one year after the unveiling of the framework strategy. The Council resolution is chosen because it expresses the views of the ministers responsible with development cooperation within the EU Member States. The choice for the Helsinki conference is explained by the fact that it is was concentrated on creating a European Strategy Framework for development education and thus it had a “tangible result” one year later. The importance of the DE strategy framework and that of the Ljubljana conference will be motivated in the next sections.
The “Council Resolution on development education and raising European awareness on development cooperation” acknowledges the importance of development education in reinforcing peoples’ cohesion on the international plane and their responsibility towards sustainable development. The resolution recommended the Commission and its Member States to sustain DE, establishing cooperation between all the actors which have a saying within this field (NGOs, schools, universities, adult education, guidance for trainers, audio-visual media, the press, collective organisations and youth movements).  The Council suggested the Commission to promote better its development policy. As for the NGOs, these were recommended to continue their DE activities, including those undertaken in EU candidate countries. The resolution stressed the importance of networking and information exchange between national authorities, civil society and between the civil society itself, of regular assessments of DE projects financed by EU and of conducting opinion polls between EU citizens, to measure their comprehension regarding development cooperation (Council of the European Union, 2001, pp 2-3).
The resolution of the Council was issued 2001; one can only infer that the recommendations were made in light of obvious deficits in development cooperation, except for the NGO’s DE activities in the candidate countries, which were acknowledged and suggested to be carried on. As for the cooperation of development actors, we have to look into the findings of the Helsinki conference, to see if the situation improved (see the paragraphs below). What can be established for now is that the European Commission did little to enhance the European citizens’ knowledge regarding development policy. Six years later, when the special Eurobarometer on development aid was released (see subchapter 1.3 of this paper), the great majority of Europeans still did not know much about it.  
The “Conference on European Development Education” was held in Helsinki (Finland) in 2006. Its main objective was one of recommendations made during the Brussels DE conference (2005), that is creating a European Strategy Framework for Development Education (Conference on European Development Education, 2006, p 2). The conference restated the commitment made to development education in the European Consensus on Development (document signed in the previous year) and the need for a strategy framework in order to make DE accessible to all European citizens. This framework should emphasize the need of collaboration and exchange of experience and best practices between all development actors (especially in new EU members and candidate countries) and the need to take into consideration the Southern perspective, in all stages of creating the strategy. When incorporating development issues into schools’ curricula, attention had to be paid to the coherence between strategies of different relevant ministries and other development actors. As for the DE activities, their quality, efficiency and funding had to be improved, so that they could create the desired impact (Conference on European Development Education, 2006, p 19).

The framework strategy on development education is one recommendation that came true in 2007. As for the issues of cooperation between all development actors, closer networking and information exchange, they have seen little improvement since the 2001 Council resolution. The fact that they figured between the Helsinki conference findings is a sign that there was still room for progress. The same is true for issues of quality, efficiency and funding of DE activities (equal to or even more than 3% of ODA), as well as the NGOs demand that EU members respect the ODA target of 0.7% of Gross National Income by 2015, or for the collaboration and inclusion of Southern perspectives into DE and of DE into school curricula (this last issue is to be discussed in the following chapter). All these suggestions were also made during other DE conferences, like the ones held in Maastricht (the Netherlands, 2002) and Brussels (Belgium, 2005).
3.2 The European Consensus on Development: the contribution of Development Education & Awareness Raising 
“The European Consensus on Development: the contribution of Development Education & Awareness Raising” (briefly, the DE Consensus) was launched in late 2007, during the European Development Days; it is a document “…offered as a contribution to the implementation of the European Consensus on Development”, “…a framework for the development of strategy at local, regional, national and European levels.” (The European Consensus on Development: the contribution of Development Education & Awareness Raising [DE Consensus], 2007, p 2). The link between the Consensus on Development and development education has been presented in the first chapter of this paper, section 1.3. This strategy framework is guidance to national, local or regional development education strategies; it is not meant to replace them.

The DE Consensus is the result of a multi-stakeholder process, involving actors as the Development Education Forum of CONCORD, the Council of European Municipalities and Regions, the European Commission DEV A4, the European Parliament, the European Youth Forum, the North-South Centre of the Council of Europe, the Global Education Network Europe, the OECD Development Centre, etc (for a list of all actors involved, see Appendix 4). It is structured around six parts, presenting in turn justifications for DE’s importance, collective objectives, common principles, its target groups, the features and possible obstacles to be overcome and it ends with specific recommendations to the EC, to the European Parliament, to the national, local and regional authorities of the EU Member States and to the European CSOs.

The first part of the document reminds us of development challenges (as the fight against poverty and for a sustainable development) and that we are living in an increasingly interconnected world in which the authorities and the civil societies as well, through  economic, socio-cultural and political relations, have to overcome the problems posed by specific areas (poverty, social exclusion, unfair trade, migration, disrespect of human rights, lack of public participation in the decision-making process, etc); the activities undertaken by the above actors have to respect the natural environment. These obstacles to development can be challenged through activities of development education (fact recognised in the “Consensus on Development”, too), that is through knowledge, understanding and action (DE Consensus, 2007, pp 3 - 4).

The second part reiterates the significance of development education, that through its aim, values and activities, it strengthens our “sense of belonging to one world” and thus encourages us to act for the best of it. This part also explains which are actually the contribution and the objectives of development education. Personally, I felt that the last two paragraphs, those referring to the DE contribution and objectives, are quite the same and overall a repeated explanation of development education (see Appendix 5).
The following part reminds us the principles on which development education work is based; even if the DE actors have diverse purposes and methodologies, they share beliefs of cooperation in and outside Europe and with other educational methods, of integration of a wide range of points of view and exchanging practices. Development education cannot be mistaken for publicity, it does not ask support for a particular development actor or issue; it embraces all development challenges (DE Consensus, 2007, pp 19 - 20). Again, I felt that the document intends to be so explicit, that it recapitulates what has been mentioned in previous parts; it makes me think that it is an extremely elaborated definition of development education.
 The fourth part of the document identifies the groups it aims at: “organisations, authorities, institutions, print and broadcast media and policy decision makers in the European Union and in Member States”, all involved in teaching, information dissemination or development processes. Through the targeted groups, the end-user is the European public (DE Consensus, 2007, p 8). I have to confess that I think this is the most logical section (and the shortest!)  of the document so far, acknowledging that DE is meant to “awaken” the public that might not be aware of the problems around them.
Development education’s features and possible hindrances are enumerated in the fifth section of the strategy framework. There are many various DE programmes within the EU, benefiting of more or less support from the Member States; the challenge is to create programmes which include, in an organised manner, all aspects of DE.  A harmonization between existing projects and programmes is required; these programmes also have to take into consideration and to create synergies with other sectors as well (culture, education, migration, environment or agriculture) and they need to contain evaluation criteria on their expected impact. The aim of making the public aware and engage it into development issues requires time and these activities must be done, for being effective, in a coherent framework.  Globalisation, migration, or climate change are increasingly challenge mentalities of “here” and “there” and “Southern” experience (mostly reduced to images of “poverty”) has to be considered while designing development programmes. This part reiterates that the DE activities have to involve the public participation (DE Consensus, 2007, pp 10 – 11).

The final part of the DE Consensus calls for all stakeholders involved in development work to tackle the objectives, values and possible obstacles recognized in the document. In addition, the EC should inform the European Parliament on the up-to-date implementation of the commitment to DE (as stated in the Consensus on Development), incorporate DE perspectives in other relevant programmes (especially youth and education related), asses the DE commitments made and publicise them, facilitate the exchange of best practices and cooperate with other actors for further suggestions. The European Parliament is recommended to develop a report in which to show the significance of DE activities in implementing the Consensus on Development and in learning processes. The national, local and regional authorities of the Member States are advised to pay attention to DE when designing development and education policies (and, where not-existing, to promote DE programmes), to give financial and organisational support and to publicise their evaluation on DE projects. The recommendations to the civil society organisations ask them to integrate DE into their work, to ensure coherent strategies and resources to make DE understandable to other sectors (educators, researchers) and to the media, to establish partnerships with them, to support and encourage cooperation between Southern organisations - Northern educators -  media and to make public their evaluations on DE programmes (DE Consensus, 2007, pp 12-13).

I do not have the experience to judge if the DE Consensus is a good strategy or not. My observations are those of a person who is interested in the subject (I am, after all, between the targets of European development education!), reads a document generally praised by NGOs workers but is disconcerted by its content. It does stress the function that development education has in opening peoples’ eyes to the world around them, in explaining it and encouraging them to act so that the world becomes “just and sustainable” but I expected more concrete suggestions. Maybe that is the way that a framework strategy should look like, but I could not stop thinking that the DE Consensus reiterates almost the same recommendations made during DE conferences, but in a more developed manner – that is in more pages.
3.3 What is next? 

After the unveiling of the Development Education Consensus, the first occasion to deliberate (in a multi-stakeholder plenary) on its impact and future steps, was during the conference “Intercultural dialogue in development education” which took place in 2008 in Ljubljana (Slovenia).

The participants to the conference proved to be overall satisfied with the DE Consensus and engaged to respect it in their activities, as well as to make it known to other development actors with whom they come in contact. There were also voices which criticized its shortage of Southern perspective, lack of a clear vision and of pedagogy; as one of the guests from “the South” put it, the document is  “…  so neat and ‘un-messy’ about fairly messy issues that it is almost scary and eerie” (Stiaan van der Merwe, 2008, p 3, para. 3). 
As for future steps, a multi-stakeholder steering group will be concern with its execution and consistency with existing or emerging national strategies. The national and local development actors have to come up with their own DE strategies, process which could be stimulated by the national parliamentarians. The recommendations of the conference repeated the fact that the values advocated by the DE Consensus cannot be upheld without an increase in quality, usefulness and financial resources of DE programmes and without collaboration and incorporation of Southern participation in all stages of DE projects (Intercultural dialogue in development education, 2008, recommendations 1-9). The same opinions have the Southern colleagues; it was mentioned that “…the South is not just a resource for finding interesting methods for doing DE…” (Stiaan van der Merwe, 2008, p 1, para. 3) 
Regarding the collaboration between NGOs and politicians, it is possible but it depends on the national contexts: for example, countries from Eastern and Central Europe were somehow driven to place notions as social inclusion/exclusion (themes addressed by DE) on the political agenda because the acceptance as EU members depended also on national social policies. The alliance NGOs - politicians is necessary, one “cannot address issues of development without looking at social inclusion, discrimination, etc” (J. Nahem, personal interview, June 23, 2008 – see Appendix 6). 

So, what do we have so far? That DE can make the world “a better place”, this has been acknowledged by all development actors. Equally recognised is the fact that cooperation means effective change of information and best practices, assessment of each others’ programmes and integrating various perspectives and issues which are linked, seeing the broader picture, to development education. It entails adoption of DE into the school curricula and extra attention where DE activities are slowed down by actors’ deficient organisational or managing capacities (or any other impediment in becoming functional), whether those actors are from EU New Member States, EU candidate countries or from the South.  

We have political commitments to development education at European level, vows presented in sub-chapter 3.1 of this paper. We have a “compilation” of the previous recommendations identified by various actors active in development education, into in one document - the strategy framework provided by the DE Consensus. We must be patient and wait to see what steps are made to implement the DE Consensus (in other words, we have to see action and results). 
Up to now, it seems that the development actors welcome this framework strategy, especially the development NGOs. These are currently having discussions with the national authorities, in order to promote this document; they also intend to continue their lobbying on development education and the DE Consensus during the European Development Days, event which will be celebrated this year (15-17 November) in Strasbourg (France). As for the EU institutions, members of the European Parliament and of the EC’s DG Development figured between the initiators of the DE Consensus and the document is to be found on DG Development’s website, translated in 21 languages. All these steps, together with the development actors’ admission that a change is needed in the traditional development approach, encourage confidence in the future of DE Consensus.  

My short experience in the development education field thought me that there are numerous NGOs active in development education, with many really dedicated people, that there are many projects across the EU Member States, performed by individual NGOs or in collaboration, as responses to European Commission’s calls for proposals or by own initiatives. What I missed (and the development actors recognised it) is their presence in the media, so that the ordinary citizens know about the activities and their results. Moreover, a wider coverage of DE activities in the media brings scrutiny from ordinary citizens, as well as support; support is a powerful weapon that politicians cannot ignore. The public must receive news about development programmes, otherwise public support is not possible. 
Chapter 4

Development education within the European Union’s Member States 

The situation of development education within the EU’s Member States is diverse; due to the fact that the political commitments made to DE are non—binding and the education policy is within the competence of the EU’s Member States, development education enjoys different levels of support, according to national financial resources or priorities. This chapter presents an overview of the funding offered by the EU in support of development education activities, of the state of affaires in the Member States and in their school curricula. 

4.1 EU funding for development education activities

The development education activities are mainly conducted through NGOs, individually or in cooperation with national authorities or with European/international networks (as Plan International, Save the Children, Oxfam or Terre des Hommes International Federation). The activities of non-state actors (NSAs) and local authorities (LAs) are of paramount importance in development policy. The European Commission stated that the non-state actors are closer to the local realities and they have years of experience and the network to reach them (EC, 2008, “Non state actors and local authorities – At the grassroots” section, para. 1). The European Parliament acknowledged, as well, that NGOs have essential role in promoting human rights and democratisation through their development activities and that the NGOs are closer to disadvantaged groups than any other development actor (Commission of the European Communities, 2006, p 12). 
The main financial instrument through which the bond between NGOs and EU intensified, was the budget line 21 02 03, “Co-financing with non-governmental organisations”, initiated in 1976. A section financing awareness raising and development education actions was included within the frame of this budget line in 1979, reserving 10% of the total budget to NGOs’ DE activities (Commission of the European Communities, 2006, p 12). Since then, this allocation was repeated in every new funding.

Undertaking an assessment of the two budget lines in support of development programmes (the line mentioned in the above paragraph and that of “Decentralised cooperation”), between the years  2000 – 2004, the European Commission learned that, development education, projects need more explicit priorities, a wider area of coverage (especially in countries with low awareness of development issues) and establishing collaboration or intensifying  it between organisations located in EU and between them and Southern organisations (Thematic programme: Non-state actors and local authorities in development, 2006, p 7).  As shown in the previous chapter, the NGOs themselves are aware of these deficits, which persisted and were restated in the DE Consensus and during the conference of Ljubljana.
As a response to this evaluation, and to help overcome the challenges of DE actions and  of the whole development co-operation process, the European Commission came up with a new thematic programme for 2007 - 2010, a strategy entitled “Non-state actors and local authorities in development” (shortly, NSA – LA programme), replacing the two financial lines used so far. This programme aims to advance non-state actors’ and local authorities’ involvement into development issues - and through them, the European public; it is “actor-oriented” (Thematic programme: Non-state actors…, 2006, p 5). Through two budget lines of the new programme (21 02 01 for NSAs and 21 02 02 for LAs) the NGOs and the LAs have the opportunity to ask resources for their initiatives, especially in cases where the geographic programmes of the Commission might not always be sufficient.

The NSA -  LA programme identified three goals for the period 2007 – 2010, the second of which refers specifically to development education (“to promote awareness raising and development education in the EU and acceding countries for development issues” -  Thematic programme: Non-state actors…,  2006, p 9).  Priority in funding have the programmes that encourage civic support for the Millennium Goals (especially having Sub-Sahara as focus), those which advocate coherence in development (concentrating on issues as migration, environment, trade, democratic values, health) and those which address the relation media - development; the total budget for 2007 - 2010 amounts to € 903,316 million ,from which 14% (€ 126million) is dedicated to fulfilling the second objective (Thematic programme: Non-state actors…, 2006, pp 10-14). The DE activities benefited from an increase of  4% compared to other years, which is a small but good sign.
The development education actions of New Member States benefit from special emphasis within the new budget: in order to increase awareness, managing capacities and thus access to this financial instrument, projects as TRIALOG (targeting the NMS and accession countries) and DEEEP (capacity-building and exchanging best practices in Europe) have been set up (Commission of the European Communities, 2006, p 13). In addition, the projects they submit for funding, if approved, they are covered for 90% of total costs - compared with 75% coverage of old Member States’ projects. However, it is the only financial programme of the EU specifically funding development education programmes and, as one can imagine (and as the NGO sector complained many times), it can sustain only a limited number of DE projects. An increase of financial allocations is essential, so that the DE projects be of high-quality, efficient and have the expected impact; without proper funding this overall quality cannot be insured.

4.2 State of affaires of development education within the European Union

4.2.1 DE generalities

The information to be presented below comes from a survey undertaken by DEEEP in 2007, survey which is repeated every two years. I chose DEEEP as source because it is a project which has contact with many NGDOs active in the field of DE; it coordinates the exchange of information between the European NGOs themselves and those from abroad. The questionnaire used here compiles the answers of 27 national platforms, representing countries form almost the entire EU, except Romania and Bulgaria - the last two states joined the Union in the beginning of 2007 and at the time of the questionnaire they were in the process of strengthening their organisational capacities and did not have much experience in DE activities. The answers of Dutch and Swedish NPs are not included, since they did not reply by the time the report was published. In total, the report presents the DE state of affaires from the point of view of 966 European NGOs (Development Education and Awareness Raising in Europe, 2007, p 1).

The most of the respondent NGOs see as DE activities all didactic actions which involve students and teachers, awareness raising, school programmes on development issues, diverse campaigns, printed information and training, expositions, activities in the media, advocacy programmes, intercultural dialogue and actions performed in developing countries. The European DE activities concentrate on providing knowledge and understanding of development concerns and on explaining causes and consequences to all actors who are or could be involved in development; on changing mentalities and behaviours; on training development multipliers and mobilising the public;on NGOs’ capacity-building and on acquiring intercultural skills (Development Education and Awareness Raising in Europe, 2007, pp 1-2). Keeping in mind the forms of DE and its focus, one understands thus my choice to refer to awareness raising as between DE activities and my puzzlement caused by the existence of so many explanations and by the endless discussions on which definition is right or more complete - when all of them refer to the same values and aims (see Chapter 2 of this paper).

In what concerns the methods used by the European NGOs when addressing their target groups, these are diverse: most of them consist of networking between each other and further with civil society actors located in or outside the EU; to a lesser extent they cooperate with GE associations, try an integrated approach to development, observe and evaluate (the survey does not specify it but I believe that the last two activities refer to peer reviewing). An integrated approach to development entails a link between DE and development cooperation, that is “direct action in the South (development co-operation) and change of attitudes and policies in the North (development education)” (Development Education Summer School [DESS] 2008 - Glossary, 2008, p 23).  The NGOs report an increase in collaborating with civil society actors and with Southern colleagues working within the same field and in the usage of art as a method of expressing development education. Other methods used to an even lesser extent involve a rights-based approach (it “integrates the norms, standards and principles of the international human rights system into the plans, policies and processes of development” - DESS Glossary, 2008, p 32) or that focused on inclusion (as a must for the existence of human rights) (Development Education and Awareness Raising in Europe, 2007, p 3). 

I must admit that I found some answers in the above-paragraph to refer to the same methods but they receive dissimilar percentages as to their employment; this fact makes the picture of European NGOs a little blurry to me. For example, most of the respondents sustain that they cooperate with CSOs from within and outside Europe but in the same time other NGOs sustain they are increasingly cooperating with the same actors; this means that not all NGOs collaborate in the same measure with CSOs. The importance of these partnerships has been stressed during many conferences and it is also stated in the DE Consensus. Unless the European NGOs work with CSOs at the same level, their experiences in this respect will hinder them in their networking and further compromise an unitary picture that they should present to the European public and authorities - and thus being less imposing in the development field. The same incoherence I find between very different percentages allocated to the statements that they work regularly with CSOs outside EU and that there is a raise in the North-South cooperation (again, recommended during conferences and in the DE Consensus); these different levels of alliances could encumber the importance of DE activities. As for the integrated approach to development, I am amazed that its importance has been many times acknowledged but there are not many NGOs who actually use this method of work.

My surprise continues when I discover the answers referring to the concept of development education. If the reader remembers Chapter 2 of this paper (“What is development education?”), they will not be more enlightened after reading the NPs’ positions on the definition of DE. One would expect that NPs have a common description, or at least agree with the first explanation cited in the beginning of Chapter 2 (used by the Development Education Forum of CONCORD - of which the NPs are members). Only 21% of the respondent NGOs agree that the mentioned explanation is helpful to clarify what DE stands for and, accordingly, use it. The rest of the respondents approve it but prefer to employ their own definitions (the NPs from Austria, Belgium, France, Portugal, Spain, Slovakia, England and Scotland) or even their own denominations (Czech, Estonian, Polish, Slovakian, Scottish and Walsh NGOs). There is one answer which totally disagrees with the respective DE definition because “it doesn’t express any self-critical notions about analysing the existence and causes of social injustice, nor does it embrace any vision of alternative social arrangements, nor make any reference to a more equal world order, etc…” (Development Education and Awareness Raising in Europe, 2007, pp 5-6). Unfortunately, the survey does not specify which country gave this answer. One has to keep in mind, nonetheless, that DEEEP is facilitating and regularly coordinating the DE activities undertaken by the national platforms; the NPs are cooperating between each other in the field of DE and yet they have so many different opinions as to what development education is about… I am wandering myself how smooth are their networking activities or their collaboration in projects…

4.2.2 Recognition and support of DE activities in EU Member States

The picture of DE activities in EU’s Member States is colourful but incomplete, given that the report does not always specify if the answers represent percentages or numbers, if they pertain to the NPs as a whole or to the NGOs; in addition, not all answers include details so that we have an explicit image of DE in every country. This report is used nonetheless (if one might wander the reason) since it is the only report that gathers data from almost all EU Member States (with the exceptions mentioned in the beginning of section 4.2.1).

We learn from the report that DE has support from national and local authorities (12 answers), through annual or multi-annual plans and through impact assessment programmes or annual/multi-annual updates. There are also cases with negative answers (7 of them) explained by national/local authorities’ lack of interest or human/financial resources. Some NPs add details as lack of awareness (Cyprus), severe cutting of funding for DE actions (Denmark), willingness of funding source but drawback in funds (Estonia) and complete denial of government engagement in DE because it is not considered a main concern (Northern Ireland) (Development Education and Awareness Raising in Europe, 2007, p 6). Looking at these replies, one cannot understand how is it possible that national authorities do not sustain DE activities when they have engaged to do so. The Consensus on Development states clear that more attention has to be given to development education and all EU Member States have agreed to this document. It seems that EU Member States have difficulties to live up to their commitments...

In cases where the DE NGOs are benefiting from support from national or local institutions, the sustainers are, in order of importance, the national government or other public bodies, the European Commission, private funds, development NGOs and membership contributions, local/regional authorities and religious institutions. Their support varies from scores as 2.54 to 1.04, “3” meaning “very important” and “0” being “not relevant”. The other possible supporters, like national private foundations, fair trade, NGO’s mercantile activities, international/intergovernmental public organisations, companies, lottery funds and trade unions account for 0.96 to 0.46 in measure of support (Development Education and…, 2007, p 8). 

The report gives more specific information on the amounts received from specific budget lines (of course, where NGOs are supported). From specific budget lines we have the 2007 amounts from 10 countries: Austria (approximately €6,7 million), Czech Republic (€ 253,623), Denmark (€ 1,7 million), France (€ 2million), Germany (around € 10 million), Italy (between € 7-9 million), Luxembourg (€ 1,4 million), Portugal (€ 600,000), Slovakia (€ 295,000) and UK (approximately € 18 million) (Development Education and Awareness Raising in Europe, 2007, p 7). The amounts for 2008 were not known for sure at the time of the survey.  From general budget lines (allocated for development cooperation as a whole), the report unfortunately does not detail the 2007 sums relevant for this paper. 

4.2.3 Satisfaction with development education actions at European level and future focus in own work

The commitments made to development education, presented in Chapter 3 of this paper, repeatedly stressed the importance of cooperation at all levels and that improvement of DE activities is needed so that they have the desired impact. The national platforms inquired by the 2007 questionnaire saw most improvement, at European level, in the exchange of knowledge, skills and best practices, in establishing DE as a priority on CONCORD’s agenda (the NPs being members of the confederation), in participation in DEEEP and in lobbying or advocacy targeting politicians; the NPs also mentioned an improvement in acquiring new EU collaborators, in the dialogue on concepts and in the collaboration with Southern colleagues (Development Education and Awareness Raising in Europe, 2007, 10). These answers are in descendent order of scores given by the NPs, from 3 (the highest grade) downwards (three NPs did not answer this question at all). What strikes me is that the dialogue on concepts, that is DE/GE, is indicated between improvements, receiving a grade of 1.96; I interpret it as a fact showing that the debate on the right terminology is still very much alive and important for the NGOs, although not that significant as working together. It makes me wander why still debate on notions if they state that their collaboration goes well. 
As for suggestions for future advances in the European - national relations, I chose to present the results of the questionnaire in a table, thinking that this will make the suggestions easier to read: 

Table 1: Suggestion for further improvements of DE activities at European level
	NATIONAL PLATFORM
	SUGGESTION(S)

	AUSTRIA
	a deeper connection between DE workers involved in implementation and the European DE decision-makers

	BELGIUM
	the same comprehension of DE and North-South relations; exchange of knowledge and practices

	CZECH REPUBLIC
	intense networking between NGOs

	ESTONIA
	focus on new Member States

	NORTHERN IRELAND
	exchange of experiences and practices; more focus on unconventional substitutes to capitalism (like co-operatives or social enterprises, etc)

	IRELAND
	same inclusion level of Southern peers in the debate on DE  delivery

	ITALY
	deeper contribution of own NP in CONCORD; policy dialogue between the Italian/other EU NGOs and the EC

	LATVIA
	strengthen capacity of Latvian NGOs to understand information and make the best of it

	LITHUANIA
	closer collaboration at own national level

	POLAND
	national strategy on including DE in school curricula; intense networking between Polish and other European NGOs

	PORTUGAL
	more discussions involving education decision-makers 

	SPAIN
	deeper correlation between the European and the national level; political advocacy to influence policies related to DE

	SLOVAKIA
	more inclusion of Southern partners; exchange of information and best practices (also on international level); joint political lobbying; more emphasis of DE in ODA programmes; dialogue on the concept of DE and what it entails; methods of including DE in school curricula and researching ways to relate DE to ESD (Education for Sustainable Development) 

	UK
	enhanced targeted outreach to DE workers, choosing certain topics (tailored on the needs of constituencies) for creating dialogue and afterwards action


(Source:  Development education and Awareness Raising in Europe, 2007, pp 10-11)

The 14 answers (again not responded by all NPs) reiterate, more or less, recommendations that have been long circulated in the DE field, as effective and practical collaboration between national/European/international DE workers and the DE decision-makers (with special attention given to NMS), integrating at the same rate Southern perspectives at all levels of DE programmes, including DE in school curricula, more participation of own NP in CONCORD and policy dialogue with the EC, increased funding and the necessity to link DE to other mainstream practices.  It seems that the above issues (although stressed many times) still have not been addressed properly up to now. It is, of course, a long and complicated way, but if not solved in a few years, the credibility of NGOs active in DE could be questioned by the public. The same suggestions of NPs are, with more details, expressed in their planning for 2008-2009 work. The progress of EU NGOs active in development education will be questioned again in 2009.  
4.3 Development education in the learning systems of EU Member States
4.3.1 Generalities
Integration of development education in the schooling systems (formal or non-formal) continues to be a main concern of DE workers. One must remember that the recommendation of including DE into school curricula has been repeated during the conferences held in Maastricht , Brussels and Helsinki, before being reiterated in the DE Consensus as “things to do” by the Commission.
Educating the youth for global responsibilities should start in schools (as one knows, it is always more difficult to educate the grown-ups). The following paragraphs depict images of DE in school curricula, as  found by a 2006 questionnaire filled in by national platforms from all current EU members and also by NGOs active in DE  in China and Hong Kong (giving the geographic focus of this paper, I will only present the answers given by the European respondents). The questionnaire was drawn up by the Curriculum Working Group of the Development Education Forum (CONCORD).

We learn from this report that, in the education system, there was the same confusion as to using the right terminology to describe DE or GE when discussing with the education sector; most of the countries respondent mentioned the usage of concepts (besides DE/GE) as “ Education for Sustainable Development”, “Intercultural Education/Studies”, “Human Rights Education/Studies”, “Civil/Civic/Citizen Education” and “Environmental Education” (Development Education and the School Curriculum, 2006, pp 21-22). I selected the concepts which are mentioned in more than four countries; the rest of the terminology appearing in answers (as “Development Awareness”, “International Education”, etc) was used in a less frequent manner. The complexity of terminology in the education system reflects somehow the situation in the country as a whole. If the NGOs have no agreement on using an explicit concept, the situation is not easier in the education field. There was only one respondent NP, that of Wales, which used regularly only one term: “Education for Sustainable Development and Global Citizenship”. As for the rest, the general norm is to use an “adjective + education”. 

Within the school curricula, development education appeared mostly in subjects as “Geography” (in almost ¾ of countries respondent), in cross-curricular subjects (more than half cases), in “History” (a little less than half of respondents) and in “Civic Education and Environmental Studies”; these courses are repeated in 10 or more countries (Development Education and the School Curriculum, 2006, pp 24-26). The report underlined the recognition of DE as a cross-curricular activity (similar to the NGOs’ approach to DE as a cross-cutting issue); in these cases there was an increased attention to the “global dimension” in education. It also mentioned that DE could be addressed in subjects as foreign languages and arts but it seemed that the curriculum failed to take advantage of this opportunities. In general, DE was not a specialism in countries where the standard education already comprehended reference to cultural diversity (Development Education and the School…, 2006, p 7). 
Regarding the DE topics embraced by the curricula, these were are varied (there are over 50 issues mentioned in the report); the topics that scored the highest percentage of appearance were human rights, sustainable development, intercultural understanding, sustainable environmental education, ecology, democracy, global economy and trade, global poverty and conflict resolution (Development Education and the School Curriculum, 2006, p 10). 
4.3.2 Recognition and support of development education’s input in school curriculum 
The same source used in the previous section mentioned that there were four national platforms which answered that they did not receive any support from national authorities in integrating DE into school curricula: Bulgaria, Cyprus, Latvia (benefiting though of some recognition) and Luxembourg. The rest of the respondents acknowledged recognition from the part of governments, with the exception of Germany and Slovakia. A little more than half of NPs responded that they received support and grants form national authorities, exception being the four countries where there was no support at all, plus Germany, Ireland and other six new EU Member States (Estonia, Lithuania, Malta, Portugal, Romania and Slovenia). In cases where there was support, it came mainly form the Ministry of Foreign Affaires (or similar authorities), the Ministry of Education or from the curriculum authorities, and it comprised agreeing to DE in school projects or in the curriculum, taking DE into account when designing new education policies or promoting DE activities by ministries (campaigns); not all financial support was given on a regular basis (Development Education and the School Curriculum, 2006, pp 33-34). The situation might have slightly changed since 2006; at that time some countries were reforming their school curricula ( the Czech Republic, England, Estonia, Northern Ireland, Portugal, Scotland, Slovakia and Spain) and negotiating financial support to sustain DE activities in schools.  

Regarding the faults identified by the NPs in own countries’ education systems, these expressed different situations. Most of them complained that the teacher training needed to focus on pedagogy and DE content and that, where DE was present in the school curriculum, it did not benefit from enough time and space, that the  existing teacher DE training courses were of inadequate quality and there was not enough recognition and assistance from the educational authorities, that there was a shortage of educational materials and DE programmes, that the curriculum was overcharged and the educators were either unwilling either untrained to address DE in their courses, etc. It is interesting to notice that the lack of financial resources was not frequently mentioned: only Scotland and Sweden referred to lack of funds and Ireland and Netherlands argued that the tradition of fundraising was damaging DE work (Development Education and the School Curriculum, 2006, pp 38-45).

The report concluded that the teachers needed DE trainings before starting to teach it but also while practicing their job and that the external educators (NGOs, education agencies or any other civil actors active in development) needed support in capacity building, so that they can further train the teachers. Another recommendation was that a European database, with examples of best procedures to develop the curricula, would be of great help for DE in schools; this database should contain information on how to integrate DE (or the global dimension) into courses, suggest teaching materials and methodology and exemplify efficient school assistance cases (Development Education and the School Curriculum, 2006, p 7). 
We have to wait, a few years maybe, and see if these recommendations will be fulfilled. As for my point of view, I expect this process to be everything but sinuous, considering the fact that education is the competency of EU Member States and the national authorities have different priorities (and capacities); it is also a question of political will from the part of those involved in integrating development education in the school curricula and it depends further on whether the curricula are centralised or not. In the latter case, the educators have the liberty to choose subjects that they would like to teach. In addition, the level of inclusion cannot be the same as long as there is still a debate between DE workers on what development education does or does not refer to. 
Conclusions
I chose development education as the focus of this paper because it is an intriguing subject. It has been present in the development arena since 1979 but still it is not prominent on the agenda of the authorities responsible with development policy, despite its acknowledged contribution that it can change attitudes and encourage public support for development issues.

The first chapter of this paper, “The relation between development policy and development education”, investigated the place that development education occupies within the EU’s development policy. Development education is part of development policy. The European Union is the most important development actor on the international arena but its citizens have little insight in what development policy (a shared competence between the EU and its Member States) is about; most of them do not even know what the Millennium Development Goals are. The lack of knowledge of development issues is not logical and it must not be tolerated when it is to be found in the case of  citizens of the biggest development aid actor in the world. It is essential that the European Union involve its citizens in development issues; as I see it, the only way to do it is through development education, that is through awareness raising, understanding, advocacy and action. Thus development education is, in my opinion, vital to Europeans becoming more conscious of the world around them and to strengthening public support to development policy; it is makes Europeans see that poverty is not something pertaining to other developing countries – poverty and all its consequences are also present within the European Union.

The second chapter of the paper, “What is development education?” tried to explain the concept. Development education has many definitions, shaped by the definers’ backgrounds. One of the most circulated definitions is that formulated by numerous NGOs active in DE field who meet in the Development Education Forum of CONCORD; but even if the definition is agreed on, there are national platforms which still prefer to use their own explanations. There is even a debate if it should be the right nomination for the concepts it entails; it has been referred to as Global Education, Education for Sustainable Development, Intercultural Education, Citizen Education or other “adjective” education. The European Union uses the term of “development education”, term repeated in the “European Consensus on Development”, document on which the development policy of the Union is based on. The same denomination is used in the first European framework strategy for DE, “The European Consensus on Development: the contribution of Development Education & Awareness Raising, a document still fresh on the NGOs “market” and which wishes to be the “guidebook” in DE field.
   The discussions on the right definition or the right denomination is, in my opinion, a fight against windmills, since all explanations refer to the same activities of waking up consciousness and encouraging to fight for a better world. They all entail the same values a “just and sustainable world” based on the principles of “peace”, “human rights”, “social rights”, “economic rights”, “gender equality”, interdependent world”, “protection”, “challenging stereotypes”,  “inclusion”, “respect”, “diversity”, “sustainable development”, fairness”, “solidarity” and  “participation” (mentioned in various definitions); it is all about living in “a better world”.
The third chapter, “European political commitments to development education”, searched for pledges to development education, made by governmental and non-governmental institutions. There are many declarations expressing political commitments to development education, uttered during conferences gathering a wide range of development actors. In the previous year, the development education workers saw the unveiling of a common European strategy framework on this subject. So, engagements to DE do exist but they are non-binding declarations depending ultimately on the political will to respect them. The Council of the European Union, through its ministers of development cooperation (and DE is part of it), has made a declaration on development education in 2001, but it was in shape of a resolution, a non-binding text. Little of the recommendations were fulfilled six or seven years later: the EU citizens still do not know much about the EU development policy; the reiterations during the conferences of Maastricht, Brussels, Helsinki and recently Ljubljana show that there is still work to be done in networking, information exchange and coherent cooperation between all actors on the DE area, in increasing finances and quality in programmes, in conducting public evaluations and peer assessments (including the view of Southern colleagues), all in the benefit of European citizens’ participation. 
The tangible results so far are the DE activities performed by dedicated NGOs, individually or in cooperation with other NGOs or networks, the DE activities within the school curricula, the European framework strategy on DE  and its the presence on European Commission’s website (and that must stand for something), a future multi-stakeholder steering group in charge with its execution and consistency with existing or emerging national strategies and the intention to keep on lobbying for DE during the 2008 European Development Days. 
What is lacking is a directive on development education from the part of EU institutions. What is deficient, as I see it, is the media coverage on DE activities that have been performed so far. The people, others than the DE “professionals”, do not know what development education stands for. A strong presence in the media creates evaluation of DE activities from the ordinary citizens, as well as support, essential for making politicians keep DE into account. I believe that it is strange that development education has as targets the European citizens, making them aware and encouraging them to act but there is little effort to bring the public into development education discussions; until now, it is a subject between development actor’s professionals. The NGOs should not take for granted that they represent the entire civil society;  input from the ordinary citizens is maybe not a far-fetched idea and it would help DE projects be more “aggressive”.
The final chapter of this paper, “Development education within the European Union’s Member States”, asked what is the situation of development education ‘on the field’. It is not a unitary picture because  the political commitments made to DE are non—binding, the EU’s Member States have shared competence in EU’s development policy (and thus shape the attention to DE according to national financial resources or priorities) and decide on their own education policy (again, national priorities have an impact on school curricula).
The most active in development education are the development NGOs who act, independently or in cooperation with national authorities or with European/international networks. The European Commission, finances development education activities across the EU, performed by NGOs or local authorities, through its thematic programme for 2007-2010, entitled “Non-state actors and local authorities in development”; its second stated goal is development education within the EU. It wishes to encourage actors’ own initiatives but, even if there is an  increase of 4% in funding compared to the allocation of previous years, it is the only EU programme from which DE activities are subsidized. The increase is a good sign but not sufficient to aid all DE activities necessary to involve the European citizens into supporting development issues.

Most of DE activities within the EU’s Member States are done through various approaches and at different levels: learning activities for students and teachers, school courses on development issues, campaigns (like Global Call to Action against Poverty, Made Poverty History), publications, trainings, expositions, advocacy and lobbying politicians, cooperation between themselves and with the Southern colleagues or intercultural dialogue actions. They all have as aim to raise awareness, understanding, support and action against development challenges. Most of them advocate an integrated approach to development.

They do not always benefit from support; there are cases where the national authorities do not have enough resources, are not aware or are not interested in DE because it is not seen as a priority. This happens even though the Consensus on Development states clearly that more attention has to be given to development education.  When there is support for DE, it comes mainly from the national government, other local/regional and religious institutions, the European Commission, private funds and membership fees. The NGOs need to explore in the future other possible resources that are not exploited up to now (like private and public foundations, international and intergovernmental organisations, companies, lottery funds and unions. 
Incorporation of development education in the school curricula is priority for DE workers, fact restated during conferences and in the Development Education Consensus. Education on development issues must start in school, so that the future generation becomes a responsible generation. In the schools where development education figures on the school curricula, there is the same confusion as to using the right terminology to describe the concept as it is in the NGO field (with the exception of Wales). Development education is to be found mainly in traditional courses but there is a growing trend to consider it a cross-curricular subject. Again, the measure of support in including development education in schools is varied, just like the situation of assisting NGOs’ DE activities at national level. Besides the issues of aid to DE activities in the curricula, the schools have also to overcome challenges as teacher training on DE content, insufficient time allocated to DE classes, scarcity of educational materials, an overcharged curriculum or reluctance of teachers to address DE in their courses. A database containing best methods to integrate development education in school curricula, materials and methodologies would be of great help. 
So, if asked whether the European Union is ready for development education (my central question), I would respond that it is, but the readiness has to be measured from different points of view. From political commitments, I infer that, as long as there is no directive urging its members to seriously address development education, there are always other national priorities to be tackled. From the NGOs’ point of view, I infer that the will exists but they need national authorities’ support; the same assistance is needed in integrating development education into school curricula. It is a vicious circle from which the ones that have to loose are the European citizens, and through their lack of involvement, everyone around them.
The year 2008 has been proclaimed as the “European Year of Intercultural Dialogue”. As we have seen in this paper, (intercultural) dialogue is one value advocated by development education. Let us hope that the activities planned on this theme, the Development Education Consensus, the current evaluations of Commissions’ financial assistance to development education activities and the 2009 European elections will make development education more evident on the political agenda.
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Appendix 1

Millennium Development Goals

GOAL 1: ERADICATE EXTREME POVERTY & HUNGER

Target 1: Halve, between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of people whose income is less than $1 a day.
Target 2: Achieve full and productive employment and decent work for all, including women and young people.
Target 3: Halve, between 1990 and 2015, the proportion of people who suffer from hunger.
GOAL 2: ACHIEVE UNIVERSAL PRIMARY EDUCATION

Target 1: Ensure that, by 2015, children everywhere, boys and girls alike, will be able to complete a full course of primary schooling.

GOAL 3: PROMOTE GENDER EQUALITY AND EMPOWER WOMEN

Target 1: Eliminate gender disparity in primary and secondary education, preferably by 2005, and in all levels of education no later than 2015.

GOAL 4:REDUCE CHILD MORTALITY

Target 1: Reduce by two thirds, between 1990 and 2015, the under-five mortality rate.

GOAL 5: IMPROVE MATERNAL HEALTH

Target 1: Reduce by three quarters the maternal mortality ratio.
Target 2: Achieve universal access to reproductive health.

GOAL 6: COMBAT HIV/AIDS, MALARIA AND OTHER DISEASES

Target 1: Have halted by 2015 and begun to reverse the spread of HIV/AIDS.
Target 2: Have halted by 2015 and begun to reverse the incidence of malaria and other major diseases.

GOAL 7: ENSURE ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY

Target 1: Integrate the principles of sustainable development into country policies and programmes and reverse the loss of environmental resources.
Target 2: Reduce biodiversity loss, achieving, by 2010, a significant reduction in the rate of loss.
Target 3: Halve, by 2015, the proportion of the population without sustainable access to safe drinking water and basic sanitation.

GOAL 8: DEVELOP A GLOBAL PARTNERSHIP FOR DEVELOPMENT

Target 1: Address the special needs of least developed countries, landlocked countries and small island developing states.
Target 2: Develop further an open, rule-based, predictable, non-discriminatory trading and financial system.
Target 3: Deal comprehensively with developing countries’ debt.
Target 4: In cooperation with pharmaceutical companies, provide access to affordable essential drugs in developing countries.
Target 5: In cooperation with the private sector, make available benefits of new technologies, especially information and communications.
Source: United Nations http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/
Appendix 2

Transcription interview with T. Troll

Tobias Troll – Advocacy Officer (DEEEP)

June 27, 2008 

What is the role of development education in the eradication of poverty and social exclusion?

I think that the history of the last 50 years of development cooperation has shown that poverty eradication cannot be achieved through means of technical assistance: what are more important are other policy fields (like trade, agriculture, fisheries). Europe has a major impact in domains and lives of million of people; if we want to change policies, we need a strong European society, with informed, aware citizens able to challenge governments and demand alternatives, different solutions.  This can only be achieved through development education, which is exactly about this: awareness, understanding and action. 

So it is a matter also related to policy coherence?

I think these two fields are closely related. If you look at the MDGs, the countries where significant progress has been made (South-East Asia, India, China) did it not through development cooperation but through macro-economic changes, hence the concrete limits of development cooperation. 

Do you think that all NGOs agree with this trend change in development cooperation?

I believe there is a growing  acceptance of this shift (CONCORD strategy process, debates in General Assembly, the Prague Conference); the European NGOs asks themselves if they are doing the right thing. We need to be more confident and with a political approach. In practice, I think that for some NGOs this shift will be difficult because their project implementation in South is done with resources coming from the government - they implement government policies, sometimes. We have nonetheless good examples: ActionAid change to the rights-based approach. 

Tell us a little bit about the Development Education Consensus and what is next?

It is a unique documented edited by a wide range of actors. It makes part of  this more political approach of NGOs (getting out from this “cosy corner”), create new alliances with governmental and international institutions and put issues higher on the political agenda. It is also exactly what we are trying to do after the DE Consensus has been published and translated into 22 languages (the EC promising to post in on its website). Now we have to implement it on European, national and local level; all NGOs and governments need to refer to it. 

Are you confident in it?

I am confident because there are interesting processes going on, recognizing the importance of development education. The DE Consensus is one element, the next one is the coming European elections, the revision of certain European Commission funding, evaluations of budget lines (the NSA-LA in particular, the most important development education funder in Europe – also the single one!); the OECD is increasingly involved in this field. If you take all these elements, I think we can achieve a higher visibility of development education on the political agenda.

What are your impressions about this DESS?

I think it is an excellent opportunity to change practices, experiences, ideas . In my working group, at European level, we came up with some very interesting ideas. DESS is unique opportunity to come in touch with such a rich human environment.  

Is there anything you miss in DESS?

I believe that the thematic session have a crucial role, where more input from experts is expected; the themes need to be linked to the overall DESS theme. 

Appendix 3

Transcription of the interview with H. Sloot

Huub Sloot – partner in BBO (international institution-  advocacy on development cooperation)

June 23, 2008
When you have been invited to attend DESS, did you have specific expectations about it?

My expectations were fulfilled. I knew the programme and I expected a diversity of people, from various countries. I liked the fact that they have already a lot of experience in advocacy, lobbying and other ways of influencing politicise. I felt than an exchange took place between experiences, information; that was very interesting for me.
What do you think about the role of development education in eradication of poverty and social exclusion?

I think it is very important: development education is focused on awareness raising and a lot of problems in the world are present because of our own attitudes and behaviour. Take the food crisis, for example, a lot of things have to do with our consumption patterns. Awareness raising, knowing what is going on in other parts of the world is very important for us, in the short and the longer term. Development education is the key into that process of changing attitudes of people. 
Do you think that it is possible that NGOs and politicians work together to tackle poverty and social exclusion?

They can but the question is if they should work together? In some cases they are complementary and do complementary work but I think that governments and NGOs have their own roles to play; the governments create legal frameworks for organisations to work and people to live within while civil society has other tasks to do. They can co-work and be very effective in fighting poverty, but it is not always possible. From my experience, I have noticed that policy makers often need the expertise and the information from NGOs, But it happens also vice-versa: people from NGOs need to have a good understanding of how politicians and political parties are managed and how, why and when they take certain decisions. If one doesn’t understand that, it is blocking the work.

Do you have some tips for NGOs campaigning on the DESS theme?

Campaigning, establishing trust and trying also to come with positive, constructive proposals of putting these issues on the political agenda. Take responsibility and try to promote something, figure out how to do it and then show the case. It has to do with preparing yourself and 
demonstrating that you could help. Then you have the possibility and opportunity to demand things. 

Do you think it is possible to eradicate poverty and social exclusion?

I think it is  but it is very difficult because we have the means and resources to do it; what we do not have is the political will. In the end it depends on ourselves, on the people who are in the position to do some things and to try to change the others to do it as well.

Do you have any special message for DESS and its participants?

I think that the DESS is  a very good event; I really like that every year it is held in a different country, counting for diversity; I like that there is a lot of networking and exchange of information. I would like to congratulate all for it. I understand that next year it will be held in Romania; I am interested in how the organisations over there work!
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Appendix 5

The European Consensus on development: the contribution of Development Education & Awareness Raising – Contribution and objectives

Contribution

14.1 “deepening of European public awareness, critical understanding of, and creative engagement with global development…”
14.2  “increase in the European public’s ability to enact their own and support other’s right to development…”
14.3  “public challenges of attitudes, policies and practices that perpetuate poverty and hamper sustainable development” 
Objectives

15.1 “to increase the European public’s critical understanding of the causes and consequences of global poverty and inequity…”
15.2  “to promote and enable the European public’s engagement…to the eradication of poverty and to sustainable development”
15.3 “to engage decision-makers in the task of embedding policies and practices that are relevant to the implementation of Development Education and Awareness Raising approaches…”
15.4  “to create dialogue between European, state, media and civil society…”
15.5  “to encourage cross European initiated programmes and activities and mutual support…”
15.6  “to promote the growth of cross European learning from Development Education and Awareness Raising…”
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Transcription of the interview with J. Nahem
Joachim Nahem – Governance specialist – UNDP Governance Centre, Norway

June 23, 2008  

Why did you accept to attend this DESS as an expert?

It looked interesting the perspective to be able to engage with civil society and NGOs, with people working in development; it is a good opportunity for us to talk about the link between governance and development. 

Do you come in contact with development education in your activities?

Development education from our perspective would be in regards to the outreach to donors we have part of our office which works on MDGs campaigns for schools in Norway, raising awareness among youth. Our main “ clients“ are in countries (35 countries); an important part of that work is outreach and awareness raising. It is a little bit different than the meaning of development education in the traditional sense because we mainly work supporting governments. 

Do you think NGOs can work together with the politicians, keeping in mind the theme of this DESS?

It depends on the context. If you look at Eastern Europe and Central Europe, especially with the EU accession process, social inclusion/social exclusion has become politically very important, so there I think it was possible to put it on the political agenda; perhaps it happened because of “cynical” reasons, due to the need to device social policies in order to be accepted by EU. There the NGOs have a good chance to work with the government. Working with politicians is feasible, imperative – you cannot really address issues of development without looking at social inclusion, discrimination, etc. 

Do you believe in the eradication of poverty and when would it happen?

We are talking about MDGs and eradicating poverty…I do not believe that that is realistic. There is also a certain misunderstanding; there are global goals to eradicate poverty but you cannon realistically expect that Sub-Saharan Countries or some Asian countries would be able to reduce poverty at the same rate. I would call it “poverty reduction”; it is more down to earth. It is hard to say when will it happen, there are many factors which have a saying in it. I do also believe that the “extreme poverty” is possible to eradicate rather than the whole concept of poverty. It depends on the social and political mechanisms in the country. 
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