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Abstract

In this thesis I explore discourses of development education (DE) in Ireland with specific reference to
DE facilitators' talk about DE and the meanings they ascribe to it. Building on existing research on
discourses 'in' and 'of' DE, as well as debates about the politics of DE, I address the need for research
which focuses on how DE is understood by those who support and promote it, and on the implications

of their understandings for practice.

Drawing on questionnaires, interviews and workshops with 21 facilitators who support and promote
DE across a range of sectors, as well as interviews with nine key informants, I develop a framework
for understanding different discourses of DE that they draw upon. In this framework, the DE
dimensions of knowledge and understanding, skills, learning processes and action are identified as
important, as are the aims, values and politics of DE. Drawing on the work of Vanessa Andreotti
(2014), the framework identifies different discursive positions when it comes to DE - technical, liberal,

North-South, critical and post-critical discourses.

The thesis highlights that though DE facilitators largely draw on a critical discourse of DE, they also
draw on each of the other discourses. While no particular discourse of DE appears hegemonic,
findings suggest that there is a hegemonic style in talk about DE in Ireland, where facilitators talk
about DE in idealised, abstract and apolitical terms. In opening up different positions and their
implications and in highlighting the prevalent discursive style, this thesis questions any apparent
consensus about what DE means and the criticality of its politics. How discourses of DE are shaped is
also a focus of this thesis which offers insight into the politics of DE in Ireland. Findings highlight the
hegemonic position of Irish Aid as funder and DE as a site of discursive struggle. They suggest that a
discursive culture of restraint is prevalent in the DE sector in Ireland. This is characterised by
discursive contradictions, consensual relations of non-confrontation and policies and practices which
constrain criticality. Thus, though DE facilitators often talk in critical terms about DE, this thesis

argues that such talk does not fully capture the contradictions or the constraints involved.

In focusing on DE discourses and their implications, as well as on power relations in the DE sector in
Ireland, this research aims to inform debates about the politics of DE in Ireland. It calls on DE
organisations and facilitators to 'turn the gaze back on ourselves' and to 'constructively deconstruct' DE
in an effort to reimagine a post-critical politics of DE. While specifically relevant for the Irish DE
sector, the broader relevance of this thesis to research in DE lies in its focus on the experiences and
meanings attached to DE among DE facilitators, in its advancing of understanding of different
discourses of DE and in its focus on the institutional and relational factors which shape them. Beyond
DE, this research highlights the value for critical pedagogy of not taking critical talk for granted.
Understanding talk and delving beneath it to explore meanings and their implications, as well as the

institutional factors which shape discourses, offers deep insight into the complex challenges facing
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educators who strive to be critical and relevant in an increasingly unequal world.
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Chapter One: Introduction

This research explores development education (DE) in Ireland with specific reference to
understandings of it among DE facilitators. There are many ‘definitions’ of DE, e.g., for the Irish
Development Education Association (IDEA) it is “good education with a global perspective” (IDEA,
2013a). A commonly cited understanding of it in Ireland comes from the Irish Aid (DCI at the time)
Strategic Plan for DE 2003 — 2005:

“DE is an educational process aimed at increasing awareness and understanding of the
rapidly changing, interdependent and unequal world in which we live. 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” (2003: 12).

Though a bit ‘wordy’, this definition gives an insight into the great expectations associated with DE as
an approach to education — basically to develop participants’ understanding so that they can challenge
inequality as active citizens in order to transform the world at local and global levels. High ideals
indeed! While I have often subscribed to these ideals myself, increasingly I am also sceptical of any
idealised statements about what can be achieved through DE. I wonder whether it is all just ‘talk’ and

what the effect of this kind of talk is on what we do as DE facilitators and how we do it.

While I have had a general interest in questioning taken-for-granted assumptions with regard to
international development in Ireland over many years, my specific interest in this particular topic
emerged out of a conversation I had with a colleague at an IDEA conference a number of years ago.

We were talking about DE and I suddenly tuned out. All the words were familiar ones, DE ones, but I
had the feeling that we were just using those words because that’s what we do, not because we knew
what we were saying. I was reminded of Cornwall’s point about the prevalence of “buzzwords and
fuzzwords” in 'development speak' (2010) and began to think about how we talk in DE and what it
means and what the effect of that talk is. I had a sense that there was quite a lot of talk about critical,
great things — values of justice, equality, solidarity; education for a more just world; action for change
— but I also had a sense that though we use the same words and phrases, we don’t necessarily mean the
same things by them. This started me thinking about whether the DE that I promote and practice, or
that is promoted or practiced in Ireland, is as ‘critical’ as it claims to be and what is shaping my
approach (and the approach of other facilitators) to DE in the Irish context? What assumptions do we
have? How are these influenced by prevailing discourses of DE and global development and by the

DE sector in Ireland?

At a deeper level, I have also questioned the certainty and assuredness associated with this kind of DE
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speak and have had the feeling that it might close off questioning — how can you legitimately question
anything which aspires to transform the world and bring about equality? I have also wondered whether
DE is as relevant or as critical as it claims to be, and if so, on what basis? A recent conversation with
an activist friend prompted me to wonder, again, why I chose to research DE for this thesis. She talked
of the urgency of the situation in Europe with the biggest number of migrants being forced to move
from their homes since WWII, and the lack of urgency on the part of the Irish government to provide
the support it has promised to unaccompanied minors. This talk of urgency sparked questions for me
again about the relevance of DE to addressing global challenges and the assumptions which underpin
our understanding of its role and politics. Questions about the assumptions which underlie our

different understandings and talk of DE, and what has influenced them, are at the root of this research.

The importance of DE has been cited repeatedly in Irish government policy in recent years, e.g., in the
White Paper on Irish Aid (Irish Aid, 2006), Ireland’s Policy for International Development (Irish Aid,
2013), and most recently in a newly published third strategy for DE (Irish Aid, 2016). Though funded
by the Overseas Development Assistance (ODA) budget — €3.4 million in 2015 — activity centres
around formal education as well as in non-formal youth, community and adult education settings. This
is organised by various groups including international development NGOs and DE organisations.
Despite the fact that it was considered as rather fragmented and ad hoc up to the 2000s (Kenny and
O’Malley, 2002), there is a recognised ‘DE sector’ among those working in DE in Ireland. This is
variously understood as a sub-sector of the Development Cooperation ‘sector’, as involving
development and education institutions and organisations as well as encompassing state and civil

society actors.

Though not a common term, I use the term ‘DE facilitator’ (hereafter called ‘facilitator’ in this thesis)
to refer to those who promote and support DE among others in educational institutions as well as in
civil society in Ireland, as part or all of their work. I do not use the term ‘DE practitioner’ because of
its association with direct DE practice. Since its establishment in 2004, most of those involved in the
research are members of the IDEA — either representing their organisation or as individual members.
Work-wise, they are involved in DE in a variety of different contexts, e.g., in initial teacher education,
through development NGOs, in community and adult education, in youth work, supporting teachers
and schools, etc. Many of the facilitators who are the focus of this research do engage in DE practice
directly with groups but they are also active in policy development and DE project/programme design
and implementation. This positions them uniquely in DE in Ireland as catalysts for the promotion of
DE among teachers, youth workers and community educators while being advocates for DE with, and
sometimes within, state institutions such as the National Council for Curriculum and Assessment
(NCCA), the Department of Education and Skills (DES) and the Department of Foreign Affairs and
Trade (DFAT). Though it is difficult to get a precise understanding of the numbers of facilitators

involved in DE in Ireland, a good estimate is 50-100 with the former representing the membership of
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the three task groups brought together by IDEA to prepare for the Global Education Network Europe
(GENE) Review of Global Education in Ireland in 2015 — 51 in total — and the latter representing the

approximate current number of IDEA members.

Through this research, I explore the understandings and experiences of DE among 21 facilitators, as
articulated individually in interviews, questionnaires and collectively through workshops. As such, this
research attempts to understand and analyse different discourses of DE, understood here as
frameworks of meaning which are reflected in facilitator talk (e.g., terms, concepts, themes and
tropes), and which reflect assumptions, understandings and perspectives regarding DE. Focusing on
how facilitators ‘talk’ about DE, what it means, what it involves and why they do it, I explore the
assumptions which underpin DE. I also explore facilitator understandings of the institutional, policy
and discursive factors which shape these discourses. In that regard, I focus, in particular, on the DE
sector in Ireland. I also draw on nine interviews with key informants who have different and insightful
experiences of this context. They differ from facilitators in that many are not currently directly
involved in DE promotion or they are ‘at one remove’, working in membership networks or in Irish
Aid. In short, the research tries to explore discourses of DE among facilitators in Ireland and the

factors which shape them.

1. Why this Research?

The need for more research on DE in Ireland has been identified in many research reports over the
years (Kenny and O’Malley, 2002; The Synthesis Paper, 2011; Bryan and Bracken, 2011; GENE 2015;
Irish Aid, 2016a). The Synthesis Paper (2011), an influential document produced by Irish Aid, which
represents a synthesis of reviews of DE in a number of sectors, prioritises research which informs
‘good practice’ in DE. GENE identifies that “support for purposeful further research concerning DE
should be considered, including for example, networking of researchers, mapping existing research,
comparative analysis and explorative studies” (2015: 55). This very general recommendation
acknowledges the wide needs in the area. The GENE Review echoes task group submissions to the

Review which argued that:

“in terms of research there are several challenges. There has been no Irish Aid funding for
research in the recent past, an element of reflecting on practice which has been badly missed
in recent years. For this research we lack sufficient depth and breadth of research in Ireland,
for example, research which would generate educational theories which in turn could
influence practice, research to facilitate the sharing of DE failures as well as highlighting DE
successes, etc” (GENE Review Appendix I, 2015: 5).

Thus, the need for research on DE has become clear and it has been reiterated in the Irish Aid DE

strategy which highlights the intention to “introduce support for strategic research to inform the
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delivery, quality and impact of DE in Ireland and to enhance good practice. Research funded by Irish
Aid should inform DE practice at a national level and may subsequently be disseminated at local,

national and European levels” (2016a: 26/27).

1.1. Research on Discourses 'Of' and '"Within' DE

In the context of the need for research on DE, this research is designed to contribute to the significant
research on discourses ‘of” and ‘within’ DE in recent years. Research on discourses ‘of” DE has served
to open debate beyond a singular notion of what DE is and to highlight different interpretations and
approaches to it. Andreotti’s influential work on ‘soft’ vs ‘critical’ Global Citizenship Education
(GCE) (2006) has been particularly important in drawing attention, internationally and in Ireland, to
different “trends in educational initiatives” or “orientations” (Andreotti, 2014: 13) in relation to GCE
or DE. In more recent writing, she has developed this work to involve “tracing individual or
institutional narratives to collective ‘root’ narratives” (2014: 22), and she identifies at least four of
these. My research draws significantly on her insights and broad approach to mapping ‘root narratives’

for an exploration of discourses of DE among facilitators in Ireland. This is discussed in Chapter Four.

Bourn’s work on discourses of DE, where he argues for a constructive approach which reflects “on the
different interpretations of what DE is, to encourage the need for a closer relationship between theory
and practice” (2011: 12) is based on research in relation to DE practice in a number of secondary
schools and in further education in England. Acknowledging that there are different interpretations of
DE, he argues that “what is needed is to debate what they are, which approach is most appropriate
within a given educational arena and on what basis the pedagogy is introduced. DE should not be seen
as some form of monolithic approach to education but as a pedagogy that opens minds to question,
consider, reflect and above all challenge viewpoints about the wider world and to identify different
ways to critique them” (2011: 26). Khoo and McCloskey (2015) reflect on debates between Bourn’s
constructive approach, which identifies various interpretations and perspectives on DE, and that of
Selby and Kagawa (2011), which they see as exemplifying a contrasting ‘transformative approach’.
Understanding of these debates is central to any exploration of different discourses of DE because it
takes into account tensions between DE’s historical legacy of critical, transformative approaches on
the one hand and considerations of learners’ needs, contexts and the value of different pedagogies on

the other.

While there is little broad research on discourses ‘of” DE in an Irish context there is some exploration
of different approaches to DE in recent literature. Liddy (2013: 28), for example, reflects on Downs’
(1993) five types of education “about, for and as development”. The question has been debated, as

outlined above, particularly in Ireland in Policy and Practice: A Development Education Review, on
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whether DE is critical or radical or transformative enough (Bryan, 2011; McCloskey, 2011). Bryan, for
example, suggests that “the question of whether DE has been ‘de-clawed’ or stripped of its original
radical underpinnings, based on the ideas of such radical thinkers as Paulo Freire, is an uncomfortable
one for those of us who identify ourselves as development educators, with our claimed commitment to
ambitious goals like social transformation, global justice, and poverty eradication”. She goes on to say
that “the question is ‘thorny’, not least because it requires us to cast the gaze on ourselves, forcing us
to ask — as well as respond to — difficult questions about the possible disjuncture between the
professed rhetoric, values, and organising principles of DE, and the policies and practices we enact,
endorse or contest through our work™ (2011: 2). In their reflection on 10 years of the journal, Khoo
and McCloskey question whether DE can “live up to its radical promise of transformation for social
justice, given a context where professional practice may be swimming upstream against powerful
mainstream currents of neoliberal globalisation which are powerfully pushing the economics, culture

and politics of polarisation” (2015: 7).

Debates about whether DE is radical or critical enough or whether it is reflective of a wide range of
approaches or not, or both, are important ones guiding this research. While the constructivist and the
transformative are presented as contrasting approaches by Khoo and McCloskey (2015), this is not
necessarily the case with many theorists, especially those influenced by critical pedagogy and post-
structuralist or post-colonial analyses, attempting to straddle both, e.g., Kincheloe (2008a), Andreotti
(2014). Though there has been some research and reflection on these issues in an Irish context, there
has been no research to date which overtly explores different discourses of DE among facilitators in

Ireland.

Another point worth noting from Bourn’s work is that he usefully provides a contextualised and
historically-located interpretation of various discourses of DE and global education (GE) over time
(2014). While his main focus is on DE in a UK context, he is mindful of historical junctures in other
contexts, especially in Europe. I am also influenced by the fact that while he offers interesting insights
about how consensus has been approached in the area of DE over time, his inclination, like mine, is
towards exploring different interpretations rather than producing a linear or reductionist account.
Bourn highlights, for example, different policy trends in relation to shifting understandings of DE
(2014: 39), arguing that “an understanding of how DE has evolved and how its various interpretations,
through global learning and the global dimension, have been implemented, is important in identifying

the priorities now, in terms of moving forward to a more integrated approach”.

While Bourn’s research at times mentions the history of DE in the Irish context, there is an overall
dearth of historical research on DE in Ireland. The most significant research in that regard is that of
Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken (2011), who review the history of Irish state involvement in DE. Their

treatment is significant and they identify key themes or ‘tensions’, many of which influence DE
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practice in Ireland today, e.g., between DE as public information or DE as an education process
involving critical engagement of aid and development; questions about the roles and responsibilities of
various government departments, e.g., DFAT and the Department of Education and Skills (DES) in
relation to DE, or as they put it, “the positioning of DE within the context of the ODA programme and
overall paradigm of international development” (2011: 6); and tensions related to “bringing DE
programmes and interventions closer to the mainstream” (ibid). The limitation of their treatment, as
they point out themselves, is that it focuses on state involvement and, as such, does not fully take
account of civil society participation in DE. Some short ‘histories’ have also been written in that
regard, e.g., Dillon’s work on Trocaire’s engagement in DE (2009) is useful, as are the histories of
Comhlamh (Hanan, 1996) and Doéchas (2004). Aside from historical coverage of Ireland’s foreign
policy (e.g., O’Neill, (years up to) 2012; O’Sullivan, 2012), there is little systematically written on the
history of ODA or, more specifically, of DE in an Irish context. Though a comprehensive history of
DE in Ireland is outside the scope of this research, | attempt to situate discourses of DE within a
historical context that focuses on discourses, policy, institutions and actors involved in DE in Ireland,

especially since the 1970s.

As outlined above there is limited research on discourses ‘of” DE in Ireland. In terms of research on
discourses ‘within” DE, one piece of research (Bryan and Bracken, 2011) has influenced the field
significantly. Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken (2011: 58) refer to Bryan and Bracken’s (2011)
comprehensive, engaging and challenging analysis of teaching and learning about global citizenship
and international development in post-primary schools in Ireland. Bryan and Bracken’s research is an
important base for my research in an Irish context. Its exploration of teacher attitudes and
understanding as well as development representations offers significant insight into DE in the Irish
context. Though it is not focused on facilitators per se, and its range is more extensive than this
research, its overall approach to analysis of perspectives, understandings and representations is one
which I value, particularly as it is focused on discourses of development which underpin DE practice.
With reference to the latter, they conclude that “the discourse of development within state-sanctioned
curriculum materials is not completely uniform, coherent, or consistent, either within or across texts”
(2011: 14). They highlight that “modernisation theory is the most popular and pervasive perspective
on development in Irish post-primary schools ... development activism in schools is generally
underpinned by a development-as-charity framework, and dominated by a ‘three Fs’ approach,
comprising Fundraising, Fasting and Having Fun in aid of specific development causes” (2011: 15).
Overall, their analysis of textbooks provides for depressing reading as they show the pervasive nature
of modernisation, charity and humanitarian development discourses in post-primary education in
Ireland. Furthermore, with reference to the types of activism promoted through Civic Social and

Political Education (CSPE) — a subject to junior certificate level — they conclude that

“calls to action overwhelmingly encourage ‘obedient activism’, whereby students are
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channelled into apolitical, uncritical actions such as signing in-school petitions, designing
posters or buying Fairtrade products. This framing of development as a set of problems or
issues to be resolved through clear-cut and specific forms of obedient action closes off
possibilities for dialogue about the limitations of these kinds of development interventions. It
further presents activism as having some kind of definitive end goal rather than as an ongoing
commitment to social justice” (2011: 16).

Arising from their research they offer multiple recommendations relating to the training of teachers,
the position, form and content of CSPE, initial and in-career teacher education programmes, schools,
Irish Aid and further research. One of the strengths I see in Bryan and Bracken’s (2011) research is
that it is development educators’ experiences and perspectives which shine through, offering a critical
insight into the challenges facing DE in post-primary education in Ireland today. Andreotti’s comments
in the foreword are worth repeating. For her, the research “highlights that if the connections between
power relations, knowledge production and inequalities are overlooked, the result is often educational
practices that are ethnocentric (projecting one view as universal), ahistorical (forgetting
historical/colonial relations), depoliticised (foreclosing their own ideological location), paternalistic
(seeking affirmation of superiority through the provision of help to other people), and hegemonic
(using and benefiting from unequal relations of power)”. Bryan and Bracken call for further research,
particularly ethnographic research, in relation to DE and activism, young people and schools. In
‘Mapping the Past, Charting the Future’, with Fiedler, they repeat these calls but expand suggestions
to include research “on the scale and nature of DE provision in the adult and community education
sector” (2011: 75) as well as on “‘everyday’ representations of development issues in the mainstream
media” and “on the theoretical, conceptual or philosophical dimensions of DE” (2011: 76). Murphy’s
(2014) research on ‘Finding Frames’ goes some way to exploring representations of development
issues in NGO communications. This research speaks to the latter call for exploration of concepts,

discourses and different philosophical perspectives when it comes to DE in Ireland.

1.2. The Need for Research regarding DE Facilitators' Experiences

Bryan and Bracken’s research shows the dearth of research of its type in Ireland and the potential for
similar explorations with other groups involved in DE, e.g., community educators, youth workers or
those involved in higher education, and perhaps especially those who support, and often train, these
educators, DE facilitators. It remains the case that research conducted, or reports written, on DE in
Ireland often draw on the experience of facilitators, (e.g., Kenny and O’Malley, 2002; Bailey, 2009;
Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken, 2011; IDEA, 2015; and GENE, 2015). Despite this, no research has been
carried out in Ireland which focuses directly on their experience of DE, and there is limited such
research elsewhere (Skinner et al, 2014). Skinner and Baillie Smith’s (2015) research is a notable
exception. They open their “not an academic paper”, which focuses on how “DE practitioners and

organisations (re)define what they do in response to the changing world around them” and the
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implications this has “for how we conceptualise and understand GE?” (2015: 2) by arguing that “the
voices and experiences of those ‘doing the doing’ have often been absent, or been addressed in the
service of understanding the content, or commenting on the policies and institutional contexts of GE.
There has been limited engagement with the ways the practice of GE is embodied in the people who
practice it in its myriad ways” (2015: 1). Identifying them as ‘practitioners’, and focusing on GE (to
encompass the range of approaches including DE), they argue that “whilst the practices of these
individuals are critically important to the present and future of GE, we know little about what their
professional lives are like beyond the sharing of anecdotes and ‘common knowledges’ that circulate
through GE networks, conferences and collaborations” (2015: 1). For this reason, they argue, their
research focuses on “what it is like to do global education, how practitioners translate theory into
practice in response to the changing world around them, and how this affects them and their practice”
(ibid).

Though the focus of my research is different to Skinner and Baillie Smith’s in that it focuses less on
DE practitioners and more on how they talk — understanding discourses rather than practice, Skinner
and Baillie Smith’s research provides interesting insight into DE practitioners’ experience. They
highlight practitioners’ “drive to foster change through the means of education” (2015: 12) and the
burden of responsibility they feel “of holding a safe space for transformative learning. Such spaces
involve enabling learners to share and challenge deeply-rooted perspectives” (2015: 12). They explain
the precariousness of the work situation for the DE practitioners involved in the research in the light of
a changing financial landscape. They highlight “a mismatch between the emotional and embodied
nature of GE work and its growing professionalisation and formalisation” (2015: 12). Highlighting the
risks involved and “the need to negotiate emotionally intense global debates and transformations
[which] make GE work intrinsically contingent and unsettling”, Skinner and Baillie Smith argue that
“we need to avoid over-privileging the agency of donors and develop our understanding of the
improvisation, subversion and reworking by practitioners, as central to GE” (2015: 12). They go on to
explain the high levels of commitment and values DE practitioners have, which lead to long hours of
working, where they have difficulty “drawing a line between work and private life ... Many

practitioners do not only consider themselves to be educators, but also activists” (2015: 13).

They caution against regarding GE “in terms of policy prescription” and remind the reader that “GE is
produced through practitioners’ negotiation of ambiguities about their role, shaped but not determined
by donor demands, as well as the wider institutional and geopolitical contexts within which GE is
practiced and the changes these are bringing to GE” (2015: 14). Identifying contrasting understandings
of what GE involves as a central consideration among GE practitioners, Skinner and Baillie Smith
highlight questions raised about whether its purpose “is to open space for discussion and debate to
mobilise new knowledge or whether it should be working to more pre-determined change outcomes”

(2015: 15). This relates to different discourses of DE among practitioners, their politics and debates

20



about whether a ‘one size fits all’ understanding of GE is possible or desirable or not. They value the
‘ambiguity’ and ‘in betweeness’ associated with fluid and varying conceptualisations of GE and guard
against standardised definitions: “there is a risk that real differences can sometimes be smoothed over

in order to create a sense of coherence” (2015: 17).

In terms of the significance of the recession and austerity on GE, Skinner and Baillie Smith argue that
it has been “serving to ‘bring GE home’ as well as more easily make connections to other parts of the
world, through experiences of austerity, debt, poverty and inequality”. It is also “leading to a greater
focus and connection to what is going on locally” (2015: 19) and, as such, it is seen to present both an
opportunity and challenge for practitioners. While presenting considerable challenges, “several
practitioners raised the question that perhaps austerity is actually an opportunity to break away from
institutionalised funding and dependency on state support” (2015: 20). The last section of the report
addresses what GE practitioners do to ensure their resilience, e.g., building and feeling part of a
community; moving from idealism to “a sense of realist idealism” which grows over time as they
struggle with dilemmas about professional identity and of working “in between different political

positions” (2015: 23); and acknowledging their experience as a “learning journey” (2015: 24).

Many of the insights which emerge from Skinner and Baille Smith’s research are relevant for the
research with facilitators in Ireland. Though theirs is useful in exploring experiences internationally,
given the dearth of research on DE in Ireland, this research focuses more specifically on the
experience of facilitators in the Irish context. I have also chosen not to limit that experience to those
who work in civil society or directly as practitioners as I am interested in exploring understandings
and experiences of those who act as catalysts for DE among practitioners more broadly. Focusing on
how facilitators talk about their understandings and experiences, my research specifically addresses
discourses of DE, contrasting understandings or what Skinner and Baillie Smith call “the real
differences” between them (2015: 17). Despite the differences in focus, I am mindful of their closing
comments, which also apply to DE: “GE is an embodied practice, which reflects and is shaped by the
dynamically evolving knowledges, emotions, creativities and coping strategies of the GE practitioners
themselves. If we want to ensure that broader understandings of GE reflect realities on the ground, we
must make sure that practitioner voices are brought to the forefront within GE policy making

processes and future research” (2015: 26). This research hopes to do just that.

1.3. Own Position in Relation to the Research

While this research is driven significantly by the need for research in DE in Ireland, it also reflects my

position and interest both in relation to DE and more broadly. Over many years, | have participated in

and observed DE practice and talk in Ireland in a variety of contexts. The lens I have brought to this
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participation and observation is intimately related to my experience as an educator over many years,
my encounters with ‘development’, and questions which these have prompted. I introduce them here

to give some insight into my specific interest in discourses of DE and what shapes them.

For nearly 30 years I have been actively engaged in education and ‘global development’ both
personally and professionally. | have described myself and been described, over the years, variously as
a development educator, activist, lecturer and critic. Like many people growing up in Ireland in the
1970s and 1980s, I was significantly influenced by encounters with returning Irish missionary sisters
who showed slides and told stories of people and poverty in countries like the Philippines. When I
learned, in my early teens, that two of my teachers, who were not religious sisters, had worked as
teachers in Nigeria, I thought that that would be something that I could do too. The countries of Africa
and Asia seemed like exotic places full of potential and I embraced the assumption that I could make a
difference. A sense that I could not only make a difference to the lives of ‘the poor’ and ‘most
marginalised’, but that I had a responsibility to do so, was confirmed for me in secondary school and
in college when I was introduced to liberation theology and revolutionary, mass resistance to injustice
in Latin America and South Africa. I learned about Rosa Parks, Oscar Romero, Nelson Mandela and
Steve Biko, and I was concerned about inequality and discrimination in Ireland and in the countries of
the ‘Global South’. This interest in global justice became crystallised through my college years and I
began to connect it to my identity in my early 20s, when I moved to Cork to work as a teacher in a
secondary school, which offered opportunities to facilitate DE and engage in short-term work in

various countries in Southern Africa and Central America.

When I became exposed to post-development (Escobar, 1984/5; Escobar, 1995; Sachs, 1993;
Ferguson, 1994; Marchand and Parpart, 1995; Rist, 1997) and post-colonial critique (Said 1978;
Ashcroft, Griffiths and Tiffin, 1995) for the first time in the mid-1990s, I began to see prevailing

understandings of global development, and of development itself, as problematic. Over the years, my
position on development = what it means, whether or not it is a good thing, and my understanding of

its implications = has changed, and my understanding of development has been turned upside down
and inside out. In many ways, it has been a journey of questioning the ‘taken-for-grantedness’ of my
own assumptions about development and the kinds of practices and relationships which have been
constructed in its name. Throughout this time, influenced by post-development and post-colonial
critique, I found in discourse analysis (e.g., Fairclough, 1992; Van Dijk, 2007) and its application to
development discourses (e.g., Apthorpe and Gasper, 1996; Keeley and Scoones, 2003; Eade and
Cornwall, 2010) as well as in the work of Stuart Hall (1997) a broad framework for understanding
development organisational representations of global development in Ireland, e.g., in advertising and
policy. In the light of my experience, questioning representations, discourses and taken-for-granted
assumptions of global development became an area of considerable interest for me, with concerns

about the kinds of ideas about global development being promoted in Ireland and how these often
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limited and damaging ideas affect our understanding of ourselves and others, and how people relate to

each other.

A core analysis which has developed for me over the years and which has underpinned these questions
is that we live in an era of globalised capitalism, characterised by a discourse of neoliberalism with its
associated institutions and practices of over-consumption, individualism and inequality (Harcourt,
2003; Rapley, 2004). This tends to value the interests of the present and the few over the future and the
many, and it is supported by powerful, taken-for-granted assumptions about the good life and about
who matters and why. Such assumptions, which are not universal or unchallenged, have considerable
effect on how reality and relationships are constructed. Many of these assumptions are based on
ethnocentric, scientific, technical, economistic, patriarchal, superiorist, heteronormative, state- and
market-centric constructions of reality often promoted and legitimised within contemporary
manifestations of modernity and representations of global development. These assumptions tend to
normalise inequality and legitimise global capitalist development as being the best or only way
possible. Mainstream development cooperation, rather than challenging these assumptions, often
repeats and reinforces them. On the other hand, they are being challenged in a myriad of ways at local
and global levels and are open to change (Esteva, 2012). Thus, for me, a key aspect of education has
been to question taken-for-granted assumptions, especially when they are about that which is assumed

to be virtuous — development or, in this case, DE.

Frustrated by what I regarded (and still regard) as the dominance of Eurocentric, modernist and
patronising discourses of global development in Ireland, which perpetuate inequality and de-politicise
development activism, I spent many years researching the construction of different discourses of
global development work or ‘overseas volunteering” within an Irish context. For me, a focus on
discourse is important because discourses shape thinking and behaviour. They shape attitudes and
actions, policies and practices. Understanding discourses, how they are shaped and how they become
dominant or subordinate, helps us to understand the taken-for-granted assumptions which underpin
much of what we do and the power relations associated with them. For me, discourses are very
powerful and they operate at a number of different levels — overarching or framing discourses,
discursive formations, e.g., approaches to development, and instances of discourse, e.g., policy
documents, talk etc — which are constructed by actors in different discursive and institutional contexts.
They have effect on how realities are understood and experienced and on how lives are lived. In the
context of global development discourses, development relationships are relationships of power with
discourses helping to shape identities, a sense of the self and the other; practices, different
development interventions; and priorities, what is valued and what is not. But discourses are
contingent on the context within which they are produced and operate, e.g., the socio-economic,
political, cultural and institutional context, and they are contested and constructed by actors within and

external to that context, in this case the DE sector in Ireland. In this way, though powerful,
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development discourses are not static, with contestation and contradictions common. This contestation
is complex: organisations search for legitimacy of particular framings of global development and
development education (Eade and Cornwall, 2010) at the same time as generally taken-for-granted

assumptions act as ‘claims to truth’ (Chouliaraki, 2008).

Over the years, | have often questioned my role as ‘educator’, ‘activist’, ‘lecturer’ or ‘critic’, and the
role of DE and development studies in the construction of many of the taken-for-granted assumptions
which underpin global development discourses, practices and relationships. As an educator, especially
working in the context of the DE and development studies fields, I have been considerably influenced
by DE, and its potential to challenge and transform our understandings of our own realities and
questions about how it can act to address inequality in different ways. I have been influenced by
Freirean-inspired participatory processes of critical reflection on experience and practice (Hope and
Timmel, 1984) and, inspired by my own encounters with post-development education processes I have
been engaged in, I have tried to address powerful and taken-for-granted assumptions about

development thinking, practices and relationships.

Much of this work has been located within a ‘mainstream’ higher education context, with claims ‘to be
different’. Valuing participatory, critical engagement with development, Kimmage DSC, where I work,
has, over time, also overtly promoted development. A key dilemma for me in that context has been
how to square a critical, post-structuralist position regarding development with this promotion of
development. Somehow, I have assumed, broadly following critical discourse approaches, that once I,
as an educator, can facilitate understanding of how development is constructed and the power relations
associated with it, it will open the doors for alternative, more equal, more just ways of organising our
lives. I have assumed that the deconstruction of discourses of ‘development realities’, with the
development practitioners with whom I work, can open the space to allow alternatives ‘to be’ or ‘to
emerge’. While I still think this is an important role for DE, it is extremely challenging. I have often
wondered if [ am fooling myself. Do the education processes I facilitate realise the critical potential
they set out to achieve? Does it matter whether or not they are guided by participatory methodologies
or that they start by questioning assumptions? Are they too focused on the negative and to what extent
do they facilitate participants to critically reflect on the possible? To what extent am I aware of how
my own constructions of global development are shaped by my taken-for-granted assumptions and the
power relations which affect my work? Do I, like many others, replicate the stereotypes and
problematic assumptions I seek to challenge and do I give enough focus to reframing understandings

of global relationships beyond development?
This experience of and questions in relation to DE have prompted me, at least in part, to focus on this

research. I carry them with me ‘in the background’ as this research does not set out to address all of

these questions. On the other hand, my positioning as a facilitator, drawing on these critical and post-
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structuralist influences, undoubtedly has guided the approach I have adopted in this research.

2. Research Aims and Questions Guiding the Research

As outlined above, it is clear that there is a need for more research on DE in Ireland. Though the needs
are great, of necessity this research addresses just one aspect of what might be possible. This research
is situated in the context of the great aspirations for DE evident in definitions, government strategic
plans and the sustainable development goals (SDGs), and debates about how critical or radical DE is.
As such, it aims to explore understandings of DE and its politics among facilitators in Ireland. It is also
situated within the context of limited research which focuses on facilitators as the subjects of the
research. Given their influential role as catalysts for the promotion and support of DE in Ireland and
their particular experience and understandings of DE, I have chosen to explore discourses of DE

among facilitators and the factors which shape these discourses in the Irish context.

Questions guiding this research are:

® How do DE facilitators in Ireland talk about DE in relation to its role and politics, the values which
underpin it and the education processes associated with it? How do they make sense of what they are
doing through DE and what are the assumptions they have about it? In short, what discourses of DE do

they draw upon?

® What policy, institutional and organisational factors do DE facilitators see as shaping DE discourses

within the DE sector in Ireland?

® What are the implications of this research for understanding DE?

3. Outline of Chapters

The thesis is divided into nine chapters including this introductory one. In Chapter Two, I set the scene
for the research by offering a historical introduction to DE in the Irish context. In so doing, the
significance of policy, institutional and relational influences in the DE sector become clear.
Highlighting some key tensions and debates, the intertwined but changing roles of the state and civil
society in DE in Ireland emerge as significant as do various discursive influences on the establishment
and consolidation of DE in Ireland. The funding dependency on the state is a key issue, especially in a

post-recession context, which contributes to the establishment of a ‘two-tier’ DE sector in Ireland.

25



Where Chapter Two sets the institutional, policy and discursive context for DE, In Chapters Three and
Four I provide the theoretical context. More specifically, in Chapter Three I explore notions of
discourse and power, focusing in particular on Foucauldian influences and debates related to
hegemony and governmentality. Drawing on post-development and analysis of discourse in the
development literature, I go on to explore different discourses of global development as well as
discourses of related notions which shape DE thinking, e.g., aid effectiveness, accountability and
measurement, and the role of the state and civil society in development cooperation. Chapter Four
develops an analytical framework for understanding discourses of DE. In so doing, it draws on debates
related to understandings of DE and critical pedagogy, in particular with reference to the work of

Vanessa Andreotti (2014) on ‘root narratives’.

In Chapter Five, I set out the methodology for the research. I begin by highlighting my
epistemological influences in critical, feminist and post-structuralist research approaches which
explore how meaning is constructed and how power relations shape taken-for-granted assumptions.
Regarding research as political and my own positioning in relation to the research as significant, I set
out the theoretical basis for the research undertaken and explain the key processes involved and
decisions made. Thus, I explore the challenges and negotiations involved in undertaking research with
my peers and argue the importance of using research such as this as an opportunity for critical, shared
learning in that context. Chapters Six and Seven present findings from 21 interviews with facilitators
as well as nine ‘key informants’. Findings are divided into two chapters to reflect the two strands of
this research: discourses of DE among facilitators on the one hand, which I explore in Chapter Six;

and the factors shaping them, which are explored in Chapter Seven.

Drawing from the literature, findings indicate that there are five different discourses of DE —
technical, liberal, North-South, critical and post-critical discourses. I explore these in the light of
facilitator talk with reference to the key dimensions of DE identified, i.e., knowledge and
understanding, skills, learning processes and action, as well as the aims, values and politics of DE.
Though complex, this multi-dimensional framework provides insight into different understandings of
DE and assumptions relating to it among facilitators. In general, facilitators tend to draw on a critical
discourse of DE when talking of DE though this is not unambiguously the case as there are
considerable references to liberal and North-South discourses and some references to a post-critical
one. Despite the rhetoric of criticality, it becomes clear that there are considerable constraints in the
Irish DE sector which limit criticality and the potential of DE. These issues are discussed in greater
detail in Chapter Eight, where I focus in particular on the discursive style and culture of DE in Ireland.
Chapter Nine concludes the research, highlighting the need for a reimagined politics of DE based on

post-criticality.
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Chapter Two: The History of DE in Ireland — Discourses and Institutions

Introduction

In order to understand the context within which facilitators are working, as well as the institutional
factors shaping discourses of DE in Ireland, it is necessary to understand the key policies, actors and
institutions in the DE sector as well as how the sector is structured and organised. Because discourses
do not emerge in a vacuum, in this chapter I take a historical approach to how DE became established
in Ireland and why it has taken the shape that it has. Given the limitations of the chapter and of history
itself, I am purposefully choosing what I see as relevant from a near-infinite range of potential
material. Sometimes I think I know this history because I lived it. From memory I can trace significant
events. But this exploration of how DE became established in Ireland over the past 50 years, cannot be
based on my experience alone, as it offers but one insight into how it came to take shape. Because of

this, here I also draw on a variety of reports, research, policy documents and analysis of DE in Ireland.

The story they tell is of the early and on-going influence of missionary organisations and non-
governmental development organisations (NGDOs) in Ireland on the organisation of DE, and the
growing influence of the state. Rather than conceiving of this in linear, evolutionary terms, it is more
appropriate to regard it in terms of waves, with shifting fashions of development and educational
policy over time, e.g., interculturalism on the rise and on the wane; human rights as fashionable in one
decade with sustainability in another. At the same time, when reviewing “the history of the present”, to
use Foucault’s (1979) phrase, what becomes clear is that DE in Ireland has become formalised,
institutionalised and professionalised, especially since the 1980s. It moved from a relatively informal
activity among NGDOs and in religious-run schools to one which became more ‘mainstreamed’ and
influential in national curricula and in initial teacher education. Institutionally, it has become
increasingly embedded in state policy and practices, especially through Irish Aid and in its
relationships with key actors such as the Irish Development Education Association (IDEA), NGDOs
and educational institutions. Like similar activities, it has become increasingly professionalised,
largely through the implementation of funding conditions which require the implementation of new

managerial and business practices.

In tandem with — influencing and influenced by — these organisational changes, there have been shifts
in policy discourses of DE in terms of its pedagogy. Overall, we can see a shift from a development
framing of DE to one which is also characterised by ‘the global’ and the growing influence of the
language of rights, interculturalism, sustainability and global citizenship education. What started as
DE for solidarity and activism has become the ‘action dimension’ understood to be part of the DE

process. While there has been a growing differentiation between DE and campaigning and advocacy
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on the one hand, these, along with public information about aid and development cooperation have
also become increasingly subsumed under the term ‘public engagement’. Furthermore, in line with the
implementation of new managerial and business practices, the language of accountability,

measurement, outcomes, results and ‘best practice’ have become commonplace.

In this chapter, I explore changes in how DE has been organised in Ireland over time, highlighting key
policy and contextual influences. I address shifting discourses and various issues and tensions which
characterise relations in the DE sector in Ireland today. In doing so, I question the extent to which
organisational and discursive changes have signaled an opening up of the critical potential of DE or its
closing down, or both. I structure the chapter chronologically and thematically, focusing on the
organisation of DE and DE policy discourses through three periods: the 1970s and 1980s; the 1990s
and early 2000s; and from 2008 to the present, as well as more broadly on DE funding in Section
Three.

Table 2.1. outlines some significant institutions, policies and discourses over the three periods

outlined. In the sections to follow, I discuss each of these in turn.
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Table 2.1. Institutions, Policies and Discourses of DE in Ireland: 1970s — Present

Establishment of Institution or Agency

Policy or Report Published

Discourses of DE
Characteristic of the
Period

1970s - 1980s

1968 - Concern Worldwide established

1973 - Trocaire founded

1974 - APSO established and Ireland’s Bilateral
Aid Programme followed

Voluntary  Agencies Liaison Committee
(VALC) established (predecessor of Ddchas)

1975 - Comhlambh set up as the organisation of
returned volunteers in Ireland
Higher Education for
Cooperation (HEDCO) set up

Development

1977 - CONGOOD replaced VALC

1985 - Establishment of DE Support Centres
(DESC) centres - Dublin and Limerick

1. Value-based DE based on
global justice and equality —
influences from Paulo
Freire, structuralist analysis
of global North-South
inequalities and liberation
theology

2. Solidarity — public debate,
awareness raising and issue-
and country-specific
campaigns and activism

3. Development as Charity —
awareness and
understanding for
fundraising purposes

1990s - Mid-2000s

1990 - Establishment of National DE Grants
Committee (NDEGC)

1999 - OECD DAC Peer
Review of  Development
Cooperation in Ireland

1993 - Establishment of the National DE
Committee (NCDE)

2001/2 - Report of the Ireland
Aid Review Committee

Dochas established

1997 - Introduction of CSPE into Second-Level | 2002 - Kenny and O’Malley
Curriculum Report on DE in Ireland

2002 - DE Unit of Ireland Aid established 2003 — 2005 - First DE

(DEU) and disbanding of NCDE;
a DE Advisory Committee Established (DEAC)

Strategy Plan (Development
Cooperation Ireland)

2003 - Establishment of DICE

2006 — White Paper on Irish
Aid

2004 - IDEA established

2007 — 2011 — Second DE
Strategy Plan

2006 - Establishment of Ubuntu

The Rise of ‘Adjectival
Educations’ — Education for
Sustainable Development,
Human Rights Education,
Intercultural Education and
Global Citizenship
Education

Mid-2000s - Present

2008 - Establishment of IA Volunteering Centre
for Public Information

2009 — OECD, DAC Peer
Review of Ireland

2011 — Synthesis Report on
DE

2014 - DES Strategy on ESD

2015 - GENE Peer Review of
Global Education in Ireland

2016 - DE Strategy 2017 —
2027 Published

1. Development
Engagement

2. From Development
Education to Global
Citizenship Education and
Education for Sustainable
Development

3. ‘Best Practice’ and
‘Accountability’
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1. Informal Beginnings

1.1. 1970s and 1980s — Organisation of DE

The history of DE in Ireland is a history of how a set of practices, institutions, policies and discourses
have come to be embedded under a discursive framing of ‘Development Education’ since the 1970s.
Though the term itself is often contested, there is consciousness of a ‘DE sector’ among those
involved, as well as a number of organisations who promote, support and engage in DE and regular
government funding associated with it. In addition, there are government policies and strategies;
funding and training opportunities and hundreds of workshops and events which are organised on an
annual basis under the rubric of ‘DE’. By 2002, Kenny and O’Malley concluded that “DE has emerged
as an integral part of the development cooperation programme to maintain public awareness, education
and support the commitment to Ireland’s contribution to the development of less well-off countries.
Over the years, DE has matured, diversified and expanded to become a force of social justice and a

foundation for the development of civic society” (2002: 40).

Bourn’s broader history of DE suggests that

“DE emerged in the late 1960s and 1970s in Europe and North America in response to the
de-colonisation process and the emergence of development as a specific feature of
governmental and Non-Governmental Organisations’ (NGOs) policies/ programmes.
Funding was given to programmes and projects that encouraged learning and support for
development and aid. At first this approach was based on an information delivery model of
learning (Hammond, 2002) but, particularly through the work of organisations like Oxfam, it
did begin to ‘open up hearts and minds, as well as purses’ (Harrison, 2008), to the problem of
poverty in countries overseas. As more NGOs became involved and local DE Centres
became established, DE and international volunteering became more popular” (2014: 9/10).

Though there are overlaps with Bourn’s account, including the connection between DE and
development cooperation, its origins in Ireland are associated with returning missionaries as far back
as the 1950s (Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken, 2011) as well as with volunteers through Comhlamh' and
with Trocaire’s® establishment in 1973. Trocaire made a clear commitment to DE through its ‘dual
mandate’ — “abroad to help those in greatest need in developing countries, and at home to raise
awareness and campaign for structural change on the causes of poverty” (Trdcaire, 2012a: 21).
Fieldler, Bryan and Bracken explain that “while the earliest approaches to DE were very much set by
missionaries, returned development workers, activists, educators and campaigners, the Irish state
increased its involvement and investment in the sector from the mid-1970s onwards” (2011: 5). It was
during this period, they argue, that both Trécaire and the Irish Commission for Justice and Peace

(ICJP) as well as Comhlamh played significant roles in establishing DE as a core dimension of

1 For many years 'the association of returned development workers in Ireland, Comhlamh is a member organisation for global development
in Ireland. Further information is available from: www.comhlamh.org
2 Trocaire was established as the Catholic development organisation in Ireland in 1973. Further information is available from

Www.trocaire.or;
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development cooperation in Ireland.

Along with the establishment of NGDOs such as Trocaire and Concern Worldwide® (hereafter
'Concern'), Ireland’s membership of the EEC in 1973 was particularly influential as it “meant that it
would have an obligation to contribute to the community’s development cooperation activities”
(Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken, 2011: 19). An interesting feature of the way in which the state’s
development cooperation institution was founded related to its initial focus on overseas development
work through the establishment of the Agency for Personal Service Overseas (APSO)*. It was after its
foundation in 1974 that a Bilateral Aid Programme was set up. Starting, therefore, with a focus on the
personal, on the individual and on what Irish people could do through a form of lay missionary activity
overseas helped the construction of an individualised and personal approach to addressing global
development issues in Ireland. The significance of this type of activity and approach to development
has remained strong in discourses of development in Ireland since the 1950s and 1960s. This is evident
in national surveys of attitudes to development cooperation since the 1980s where “sending skilled
volunteers overseas” is regularly considered among the top three contributions that Irish people think
can be made to addressing poverty in so-called ‘developing countries’ (ACDC, 1985 and 1990;
Weafer, 2002; Amarach, 2013; Dillon, 2015). On the other hand, through the work of organisations
like Comhlambh, this individualised approach to development was transformed, at least among some,

into debate and collective activism on return (Hanan, 1996).

One of the first priorities identified by VALC, the Voluntary Agencies Liaison Committee, which was
set up in 1974, “was to promote DE within the NGOs themselves and among the public at large”
(Déchas, 2004: 7). At the same time, Ddchas® highlights that “DE was treated with a measure of
scepticism by some of the NGOs. Even among the organisations themselves, development was often
still a poorly defined concept and some felt that debate on development through DE activities could
represent a challenge to the NGOs’ established programmes. Nevertheless, there was widespread
recognition of the need to inform the public of the seriousness and complexity of development issues,
which in turn necessitated a coordinated and organised front” (2004: 7). Overall, those involved in the
research conducted by Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken suggest that during the 1970s and early 1980s, DE
was rather informal. For them, the 1970s brought an “opening up of the agenda” and in 1978 “the
government — in response to both internal and external pressures and recommendations — introduced a
dedicated budget line for funding for DE initiatives. This official endorsement of DE as part of the
Government’s overall aid programme represented something of a watershed moment for the state’s
involvement in DE” (2011: 23). In his rather long speech highlighting his vision for what’s involved in

Ireland’s foreign affairs, Minister Kennedy, Minister for Foreign Affairs at the time, emphasised the

3 Establshed in 1968, Concern Worldwide describes itself as “an international charity working with the world's poorest to transform their
lives”. Further information is available from www.concern.net

4APSO was an organisation established by the Department of Foreign Affairs fort he promotion of overseas development work in Ireland. It
was disbanded in 2001.

5 Déchas is the Irish association of NGDOs. Further information is available from: www.dochas.ie
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mutually beneficial nature of development cooperation, the role of APSO and the importance of
sharing skills and expertise. He outlined his intention to implement a programme of DE “with the
voluntary agencies, which are already active in this area, and with other government departments”,
which would “increase Irish consciousness of our responsibilities and will help bring about a situation
where this country can take an even more active part in encouraging new and just relationships
between developed and developing countries” (Kennedy, 1978: 376). This came at a time of
considerable growing commitment to ODA more broadly on the part of governments in Ireland, and
the Advisory Committee on Development Cooperation (ACDC) was established in 1979 to advise the
Minister on the Irish Aid programme. In 1981 the first Minister of State at the Department of Foreign
Affairs with special responsibility for development cooperation was appointed, followed in 1985 by
Ireland’s membership of the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the OECD, an extremely

influential body in relation to Development Cooperation (Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken, 2011).

In the 1980s there was considerable activity in the area of DE in Ireland. Kirby (1992) highlights the
influence of liberation theology and returning missionaries from Latin America on the establishment
of solidarity groups in the late 1970s and early 1980s. Comhlamh ran its debates (Hanan, 1996),
mostly in Dublin but also in Cork, Kilkenny, Galway, Derry, Limerick and Waterford. These were
attended by hundreds of people on a regular basis and Comhlamh established a branch in Cork in
1979. Trocaire appointed its first DE officer in 1983 and a resource centre was opened in Dublin. It
also started its many partnerships with educational institutions and organisations which were to
become the bases for bigger state-funded projects in later years, e.g., in 1985 it started a partnership
with Mary Immaculate College in Limerick on a primary education project; in 1988 the Trocaire Irish
Congress of Trade Unions (ICTU) DE project was established and its partnership with the City of
Dublin VEC Curriculum Development Unit (CDVEC CDU) began (Dillon, 2009). Throughout this
period, also, the focus of DE on formal education was firmly established with Trocaire’s work on the
development of resources and support for teachers and Concern’s focus on its Concern Debates. Both
of these activities continue to today. CONGOOD’s (now Ddéchas) DE Commission — one of its three
working groups from the outset — was also involved in the development of publications including the
first “75:25 Ireland in an Unequal World” in 1984 (Ddchas 2004) — its 7™ edition (now ‘80:20°) was
published in 2016 by 80:20. The first of two surveys of attitudes to development cooperation in Ireland
in the 1980s was undertaken in 1982 and its recommendations included the establishment of “a
council or committee comprised of educationalists and people with expertise in DE” (in Fieldler,
Bryan and Bracken, 2011: 26). Interestingly, subsequent reports of national surveys (ACDC, 1990;
Weafer, 2002; Amarach, 2013) have consistently found that while Irish people have a strong level of
support for development cooperation and aid, their understanding of the complexities involved is
disappointingly superficial. Thus these surveys have often been used to provide evidence to justify

funding for DE by both state and civil society organisations.
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Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken highlight that despite work going on in the 1970s and up to the mid-1980s,
some commentators involved in their research point to DE still being a “fringe activity”. There were
signs of differences between a justice focus on the one hand and a charity one on the other. It became
clear, for example, that there were NGOs who were very active in DE in schools, e.g., Concern and
Trocaire and in integrating DE in curricula, especially Trocaire. On the other hand, there was the
active involvement by what Dochas (2004: 19) calls “ordinary people” in DE activities including
through, e.g., Comhlamh. This, Dochas argues, “resulted in a growth of DE activities in the 1980s and
the setting up of solidarity groups linking developing countries such as Tanzania, Mozambique and
Nicaragua with Ireland”. Throughout this period also, the Waterford Kitui partnership, for example,
was engaged with “raising funds and building solidarity with the Kitui district in Kenya ... Kitui Week
was held annually in local schools, which led to an interest in DE generally. As the Kitui Partnership
achieved its goals and was wound down in the 1990s, the World Development Centre was constituted
as a DE centre” (Waterford One World Centre, 2015, no page). Similarly, the Centre for Global
Education in Belfast was founded in 1986 “by eight development agencies to provide education
services that will enhance awareness of international development issues” (CGE, 2017, no page).
Thus, DE became the framing for education and awareness raising which involved public debate on
development issues, campaigns, solidarity, workshops, courses and curriculum development. While
these were often linked via a DE framing and through the involvement of organisations like

Comhlamh, differences in approach were also evident.

1. 2.1970s and 1980s — Discourses of DE

Organisationally and discursively, the 1970s set the tone for the DE which would follow in Ireland.
Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken (2011: 16) argue that “the lasting influence of social and political
movements, as well as the role of the community and voluntary sector is an important aspect of the
story of DE in Ireland — an influence that can still be seen today” (2011: 16). Because of the role of
missionaries in the beginnings of DE in Ireland, they show that this brought with it two different
discursive traditions — that of the influence of Paulo Freire and liberation theology on the one hand and
the charity perspective which was based on ‘the black babies’ on the other (2011). A key feature of this
early work was the link between missionaries, Trocaire, Concern and religious run schools in Ireland,
which became a fertile ground for raising awareness among thousands of teachers and students about
what was happening in the countries where they worked. Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken also highlight the
early origins of another ongoing debate between different perspectives on DE, i.e., the “tension
[which] existed between awareness raising approaches that are framed conceptually by a notion of
development as charity as opposed to justice, and an associated conflict between providing
information to members of the public to generate funds and resources for overseas development work

and deeper educative attempts to engage people at home with global issues” (2011:16).
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As indicated above, it would appear that there were three broad discursive strands associated with the
DE work of NGDOs and other civil society organisations. The first is a value-based DE, which is
based on global justice and equality and influenced by liberation theology, structuralist analysis of
global North-South inequalities and the transformative education work of Paulo Freire (1970).
Arguably, influenced largely by politics and Catholic Church engagement with grassroots communities
in the face of political oppression in Latin America in the 1980s, this approach was advanced initially
by Trocaire and the Irish Commission for Justice and Peace. Trocaire, for example, in its 1984
publication for teachers, ‘Dialogue for Development’ identified the various arguments for DE. In
addition to economic, political, world security and education arguments identified, it talks about “the
moral reasons for engaging in DE from a Christian perspective focused on the duty to be concerned
with the plight of others and as a small nation to be a ‘voice for the voiceless’” (in Dillon, 2009: 10).
As such, Trocaire seemed to combine an emphasis on partnership, understanding politics and the root
causes of inequality and education for justice (Dillon, 2009). Invoking UN resolutions on the need for
DE, through publications like ‘Dialogue for Development’, Trécaire helped to define understandings
of DE in the Irish context, e.g., it highlights various attitudes, knowledge and skills involved and
outlines different components of DE including action (Trocaire, 1984). Trocaire also advanced its DE
approach significantly through work with parishes and later with other organisations. Trocaire’s
involvement in Latin America, e.g., through the publicity surrounding Bishop Eamon Casey’s
attendance at the funeral of Archbishop Oscar Romero in El Salvador in 1980, and protests over
President Ronald Regan’s visit to Ireland in 1984, also brought a ‘solidarity’ hue to some DE activity

in Ireland.

This ‘solidarity’ discursive strand was exemplified in solidarity movements as well as in the DE
approach of Comhlamh, through its membership groups, debates and campaigns. Hanan highlights
that its name, “Comhlamh (hands together), [which] has been variously translated as ‘handshake’ and
‘cooperation’ over the years, is now generally taken to mean ‘solidarity’” (1996: 14). Established to
enable returned development workers to “bear their own particular experience in order to further
international development cooperation”, one of the objectives of Comhlamh at its outset was to
promote “awareness and knowledge among Irish Government and people and public education”
(Hanan, 1996: 14/15). Kirby argues that “the role of solidarity groups in the 1980s, in deepening the
concern of the Irish public at events in Central America and channelling it in effective ways through
lobbying and protest, was very important” (1992: 155). For solidarity groups like Comhlamh, the
emphasis was on the creation of public debate about aid and broader development and human rights
issues of the time, such as Apartheid in South Africa, Trade and Conflict, as well as on issue- and
country-specific campaigns and activism, e.g., through the Comhldmh women’s group and Campaign
Aid (Hanan, 1996), as well as through the El Salvador Support Committee and the Irish Nicaragua
Support Group.

34



A third discursive strand was also in evidence in the 1970s and ’80s, which Fiedler, Bryan and
Bracken (2011: 23) call a “development-as-charity perspective”. Focused on humanitarian concerns
and economic development (largely understood in modernisation terms) or ‘underdevelopment’ in the
countries of the global South, and drawing its influence from Irish missionary and NGDO
development work in Africa and Asia, this ‘development-as-charity’ perspective involved promoting
awareness and understanding for fundraising purposes. Focused largely on schools, in the 1970s and
1980s, this was combined with more organised and specific value-based DE work such as Concern’s
schools debating competition and the development of education packs for religion and geography class

on development issues, e.g., on water, sanitation, hunger and famine.

At the time there were also the beginnings of a state discourse on DE, i.e., the framing of DE within
development cooperation with emphasis on individual action through overseas development work
established at the outset of the BAP; working in partnership with voluntary agencies; and a focus on
DE about “the responsibilities that fall on us because of our relatively privileged position in the world”
(Kennedy, 1978: 376). According to Kennedy, the Irish state would be significantly influenced in its
development cooperation by its membership of the EEC while making “a distinctively Irish

contribution to the economic efforts of a number of developing countries” (1978: 373).

2. The Formalisation and Institutionalisation of DE

2.1. 1990s to mid-2000s - Organisation

Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken regard the period from 1987 — 2000, as involving a “move towards
institutionalising DE within the formal education curriculum” (2011: 27). During this time two DE
Support Centres (DESC) were set up (in Dublin and Limerick) by the Department of Foreign Affairs
with the aim of supporting professionals working in DE. In addition, Trocaire continued its work in
forging partnerships and projects with organisations such as the National Youth Council of Ireland
(NYCI) with its DE for Youth project and in relation to citizenship education (with the CDVEC CDU)
and Civic Social and Political Education (CSPE) was introduced to the junior cycle curriculum in
1997 (Dillon, 2009). The introduction of CSPE brought with it a lot of hope for the inclusion of DE
perspectives and content into the formal second-level curriculum, especially as there was a clear action
element to assessment. On the other hand, there were significant challenges in its implementation (see
Doorley, 2015; Bryan and Bracken, 2011; Jeffers, 2008). Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken also highlight the
growing place for DE in higher education with the establishment of a development resource centre at
the library in UCD, the ongoing work by Kimmage Development Studies Centre and other higher
level institutions in development studies and the link between DESC and St. Patrick’s College of
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Teacher Education in Drumcondra, where DESC was located. This led to the introduction of a module
on DE as part of the curriculum for teacher training there, and later to the establishment of the

Development and Intercultural Education (DICE) project.

In terms of civil society more broadly, Hanan (1996) refers to two Comhlamh projects, ‘Bringing it All
Back Home’ (BIABH) (1987 — 1990), which tried to harness the interest of returning volunteers in DE
in Ireland, and ‘Network Outreach for DE’ (NODE) (1991 — 1998). These formalised the DE work of
Comhlédmh and other DE groups in Ireland. According to Hanan, the NODE project “did not target
returned development workers as much as the BIABH project, but put its effort into providing training,
support and networking opportunities for grassroots development educators generally” (1996: 89). As
such, its role was to act as a support network and its membership was made up largely of those
involved in regional One World Centres or DE groups around the country. These projects were funded
by the European Commission with matching funding from Irish Aid. By the time that Kenny and
O’Malley were undertaking their research on DE in Ireland in 2002, there were 12 regional groups
involved in DE as well as numerous national networks and groups. A few years later, Harris (n.d.)

identifies that at her time of writing there were only three left in the Republic of Ireland.

Institutionally, in the 1990s, DE became consolidated within the Irish development cooperation sector
more broadly. The National DE Grants Committee was established by the government in 1990
followed by the National Committee for DE (NCDE) in 1993. State funding for DE also grew
throughout the 1990s albeit with a percentage reduction in funding by comparison to overall ODA by
the end of the 1990s. Throughout this period there were a number of influential reviews. The OECD,
DAC Peer Review in 1999 influenced a time of broader re-structuring within state development
cooperation, and by extension DE, in Ireland. This re-structuring was based on the assumption, as
outlined in the Peer Review, that there were changes necessary to the organisation and management of

Irish Aid in order to support the growth of ODA.

Another review of significance was the Review of Ireland Aid (2001). Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken
explain that it “was initiated following a ‘watershed in the history of official development policy’
when the Government made the commitment that Ireland would reach the UN aid target of 0.7% by
2007, with an interim target of .45% to be achieved at the end of 2002” (2011: 37). This was a review
of the structures, organisation and funding of Ireland Aid and its activities. It built on the DAC Peer
Review (OECD, 1999) and in the case of DE, on a review of NCDE which was undertaken around the
same time. The disbandment of the NCDE, recommended by the Report of the Ireland Aid Review
Committee centralised DE provision at the time. This was part of a general centralising of state
development cooperation with the almost simultaneous disbandment of APSO. Up to this time, civil
society actors had been represented on the NCDE through 15 members appointed to the committee by

the Minister. Hoeck and Wegimont (2003: 46) explain that “there was a high level of civil society
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involvement — including youth, trade union and women'’s sector. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs was
represented, as was the Ministry for Education and Science, both directly and through the National
Council for Curriculum and Assessment (NCCA)”. Having a role in promoting DE, administering
grants, formulating policy and encouraging good practice, this gave members a sense of ownership
over DE in Ireland, albeit in limited and sometimes frustrating ways (Derxx and Hannon, 1997, in

Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken, 2011).

Around this time research was commissioned by Dodchas into DE in Ireland (Kenny and O’Malley,
2002). The report highlights that respondents identified the biggest achievement of DE as “their
impact on target groups through contact and resource materials. The greatest challenge is the lack of a
national strategic plan that will consolidate the DE sector, prioritise targeting and secure resources”
(2002: 7). Highlighting the role that Dochas has to play in supporting the development of the DE
sector in Ireland, Kenny and O’Malley argue that there is “urgent work to be done. The definition of
DE is still unclear and is being interpreted diversely. There is a lack of clarity of whether DE is a
content or a process ... there is a need for a structure to support DE activists, paid and unpaid, on an
on-going basis” (2002: 8). Recommending the need for a strategic plan for DE in Ireland and that the
DE sector should play a leading role in its development, they highlight the need for “national and
transnational inclusive dialogue on the nature and context of DE” and for “instituting a model of ‘best

practice’ that promotes the highest standards in all aspects of DE work™ (2002: 8).

In the discussion of findings, Kenny and O‘Malley (2002) make a number of interesting observations
and influential recommendations which throw some light on the DE sector and DE practice at the
time. Firstly, the report identifies 116 groups and organisations involved in DE. Currently membership
of IDEA is made up of 70 organisations and groups and 41 individual members (IDEA, 2017a).
However, some of those groups involved in the research in 2002 have since been disbanded. A second
point worth noting is the recommendation from Kenny and O’Malley (2002: 38) that funding for DE
should not come from “Ireland Aid but from the Department responsible for integrated [sic] education,
the Department of Education and Science. This shift requires a political and administrative adjustment
based on a focused policy input. Otherwise those involved in DE will remain tinkering at the edges of
‘real” education” (2002: 38). This has been something of a contentious issue over the years, one which
re-emerged during the GENE Review in 2015. Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken identify this tension
between DE for supporting ODA and DE for critical global citizenship, with the former associated
with DE located in development cooperation and the latter in the DES, as a key one which has
characterised different approaches to and emphases within DE in the Irish context over many years
(2011). McCloskey (2014) highlights that this is related to the “role of DE vis-a-vis public engagement
[which] has been a contested one, however, with some statutory agencies regarding it as a means to
strengthen support for aid delivery rather than engage in political advocacy” (2014: 9). He argues that

this has presented DE practitioners with challenges in “trying to integrate development issues into
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national curricula and seek[ing] statutory support and recognition for their work™ (ibid). Thirdly,
Kenny and O’Malley note the challenge with mainstreaming DE into the formal sector particularly for
those who emphasise a process orientation in DE. They show the diversity within the sector and argue
“that there is a lack of focus in all this activity” (2002: 39). Highlighting the stress and relative
isolation of those involved in DE, they show that most of those involved “targeted the formal and non-
formal sector primarily” and they raise “concerns about the capacity of people delivering DE ...
because of the spread of groups, target groups and functions, there is a very significant need for
capacity building of staff, volunteers, boards and committees to improve DE effectiveness” (2002: 39).
These and earlier cited comments provided the justification for the first Irish Aid strategic plan for DE
in 2003 and the establishment of IDEA in 2004.

The early 2000s was a time of increased government resources to ODA in general and to DE more
specifically (see Table 2.2.). Fiedler, Bryan and Bracken argue that “moving the remit of DE into the
Department of Foreign Affairs was a major shift in terms of the State’s involvement in DE. With this
step, DCI [Irish Aid’s name at the time] recognised DE as an essential part of their ODA programme”
(2011: 41). They argue that the 2000s can be “characterised, at least from an [sic] DCI perspective, as
a decade in which the work of the DEU was underpinned by two subsequent strategic plans” (2011:
41). They also note as significant, Irish aid’s “involvement in setting up and developing the Global
Education Network Europe (GENE) network™ in 2001, which is “the European network of ministries,
agencies and other national bodies responsible for support, funding and policy-making in the field of
Global Education” (2011: 45/46).

Following the establishment of the DEU within the Department of Foreign Affairs, the first strategic
plan for DE was developed in 2003. Developed by DCI in consultation with others, including DE
grants recipients, it referred to the important role of DE in Development Cooperation, as highlighted in
the Review of Ireland Aid, and to the White Paper on Education: Charting Our Education Future
(1995) which “emphasises the need to cultivate an awareness of global issues” (DCI, 2003: 10). Its
mission is that “every person in Ireland will have access to educational opportunities to be aware of
and understand their rights and responsibilities as global citizens and their potential to effect change
for a more just and equal world” (2003: 11). Highlighting “the mainstreaming of DE within education
in Ireland” as a key aim, its objectives included the integration of “a DE perspective in relevant
education policies ... [and] in selected areas in the formal and non-formal education sectors” (2003:
12). It also focused on supporting capacity building within “civil society organisations in Ireland to
increase public understanding of development issues; to promote the effective use of communications
to increase public understanding of development issues; and to identify and maximise educational
opportunities for public engagement with the DCI programme” (DCI, 2003: 12). Fiedler, Bryan and
Bracken highlight that in their research there were mixed feelings about the significance of the

strategic plan with some identifying it as an important step and others suggesting that “CSOs were
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already doing these things before the strategic plan was published. Even though some were critical of
the plan, almost all participants agreed that DCI had consulted extensively in the lead-up to both
strategic plans” (2011: 45).

As indicated by the vision, aim and objectives of the strategy, and with additional funding in place for
DE in the early 2000s (up to 2008), there was increased activity in DE in Ireland at the time.
Furthermore, institutions were put in place to facilitate the mainstreaming of DE, e.g., new strategic
partnerships with DICE and NYCI, “investing in multi-annual funding arrangements to ensure
consistency of delivery, and providing additional funding through one-year grants” (Fiedler, Bryan and
Bracken, 2011: 46). McCloskey argues that with the publication of the White Paper on Irish Aid (Irish
Aid, 2006) as well as the two strategic plans, increased funding and the “formation of a European
Union DE network, DEEEP, [which] strengthened co-ordination, advocacy and networking within the
EU ... the DE sector was therefore becoming integrated into official development policy having
previously languished in the 1970s and 1980s on the margins of education policy and practice”
(McCloskey, 2014: 10). This increased support on the part of Irish Aid contributed to increasing
dependence by oganisations within the sector on Irish Aid as funder. McCloskey argues that “the more
interventionist approach of the government regrettably resulted in reduced support for DE from within
the non-governmental development sector which prioritised other areas of activity such as campaigns,
fundraising and overseas aid ... this left the sector more dependent on government resources and

vulnerable to changes in policy” (2014: 11).

Despite increased dependence on Irish Aid, NGDOs and other actors within the DE sector
strengthened their DE work through their membership of the DE Action Committee (later the
development education group (DEG) of Dochas (DEAC) and, from 2004, through the growing
significance of IDEA as a network to support the development of DE in the Irish context. According to
IDEA, it “grew out of calls from the DE sector for an umbrella association to represent them
nationally. Since its inception, IDEA has been a member-led organisation, with members actively
engaged in the management and direction of the association” (IDEA, 2017). At the time, Irish Aid
encouraged DE sector representatives to come together and to form a network which would fulfill the
required roles in capacity development, representation of the sector and advocacy that were outlined
as weaknesses in the Kenny and O‘Malley report (2002). As outlined in its 2014 description of its
strategic aims, these are “to strengthen the capacity and professional development of the sector; to
raise awareness of, and make the case for, DE; to create a more enabling policy environment for DE;
and to strengthen IDEA’s capacity to work effectively” (IDEA, 2017). Corcoran (2005) shows that by
2005, IDEA already had 40 organisational members.
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2.2.1990s — mid-2000s — Discourses of DE

2.2.1. The Rise of 'Adjectival Educations’

A significant feature of policy discourses of DE in the 1990s and 2000s was the rise of ‘adjectival
educations’. Discursively, they represent the coming together of influences from international policy
as well as domestic politics. From the Rio Conference in 1992 with its emphasis on sustainable
development to the Beijing Platform for Action in 1995 and the 50™ anniversary of the UN Declaration
on Human Rights in 1998, these ‘adjectival educations’ were identified as related to DE and fundable
by Irish Aid under its DE scheme, once they involved a global dimension. These included education
for sustainable development (ESD), human rights education (HRE), intercultural education (ICE) and
global citizenship education (GCE).

When it comes to ESD, according to McKeown, “from the time sustainable development was first
endorsed at the UN General Assembly in 1987, the parallel concept of education to support sustainable
development has also been explored ... thoughts concerning ESD were captured in Chapter 36 of
Agenda 21, “promoting education, public awareness, and training” (2006: 12). At the World Summit
on Sustainable Development (WSSD) in South Africa in 2002, commitments to ESD were developed
and in 2005, the United Nations Decade for Education for Sustainable Development was launched, to
run from 2005 to 2014. In 2007 a discussion paper was prepared and consultation was held in Ireland
in an effort to develop a national strategy on ESD. In the end, it wasn’t until 2014 that this strategy
was developed. In its 2007 discussion paper, ESD is identified as “broader than environmental
education and encompasses many other aspects of education such as development education, human
rights education, citizenship education, intercultural educations and peace education” (ECO-
UNESCO, 2007: 23). The paper acknowledges that in other countries such a strategy usually builds on
an existing environmental education strategy, whereas in the Irish case, though there is no specific
environmental strategy to build on, “Irish Aid have a well-developed Development Education Unit and
a Development Education Strategy that will run from 2007 to 2011 with explicit reference to
Education for Sustainable Development” (ECO-UNESCO, 2007: 23/24). Clearly here, apart from any
personal or organisational interests involved, there are international imperatives for the introduction of
ESD into education in Ireland and, given its strategic significance and overlapping realms of interest,

its natural companion is considered to be DE.

As HRE Officer for Amnesty International in Ireland in the late 1990s, it seemed to me that Trocaire
and Amnesty International were particularly influential in the advancement of HRE in Ireland. I
became very aware of Amnesty’s use of international human rights frameworks to promote HRE
support within the Irish government. This was most particularly the case in relation to the Convention
on the Rights of the Child (CRC) (ratified by Ireland in 1992). The CRC stipulates that “education of
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the child shall be directed to ... the development of respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms
and for the princples enshrined in the Charter of the UN” (1990, Article 29, 1b), and a UN Decade for
HRE was declared in 1995. Trocaire’s framing of its DE work, at the time, was in human rights terms
(Kilcullen, 1998) and many projects and resources were developed in this context, including its 25™
Anniversary conference which focused on human rights challenges. Furthermore, at the time, Trocaire
supported influential curriculum development work through the CDVEC with projects on human
rights and citizenship education (IHRC, 2013). Human Rights also framed Banulacht’s® feminist
development education work with community women’s groups at the time with its focus on the
Beijing Platform for Action. Despite this human rights framing, and though the Review of Ireland Aid
(2002) as well as the White Paper on Irish Aid (2006) identify human rights as central to Ireland’s
development cooperation, it is interesting to note that there are no references to HRE in either, with

education framed in DE terms throughout.

Where ESD and HRE had their origins in international development and human rights policy, ICE and
GCE became important as an education strategy for promoting integration and anti-racism in the face
of a changing Ireland. At the same time, the articulation of ICE in strategic terms resulted from “a
Government commitment at the World Conference against Racism in Durban (2001) to develop and
implement a National Action Plan Against Racism (NPAR) (Gol, 2010, no page)”. In introducing the
government strategy and identifying its context, the first line sets out that “Ireland has undergone
significant social, cultural, demographic and economic change since the mid- 1990s ... The 2006
census showed that 10% of residents on the census date were non- Irish nationals, representing some
200 countries” (Gol, 2010: 1). Making reference to international human rights commitments, it
interestingly does not make any connections to global development or development education. In the
guidelines developed for teachers in primary schools there are significant connections made between
intercultural education and citizenship education, including global citizenship education. Growing
references to GCE reflected the emphasis on citizenship education at second level with the
introduction of CSPE as well as growing concerns about the need for citizenship education in East and
Central Europe following the fall of the Berlin Wall and the expansion of the EU in the 1990s and
early 2000s. Duggan (2015) also links citizenship education in Ireland to the work of a taskforce on

active citizenship, published in 2006.

By the time the first Strategy on DE was published in 2003, the link was already made by government
between DE and these adjectival educations: “Development education brings a justice and global
dimension to education initiatives and can contribute to the challenge of cultural pluralism and racism
in our society. It shares similarities in approach, core values and common objectives, with a range of
other related educations such as Intercultural Education (ICE), Anti-Racism Education (ARE),

Multicultural Education and Human Rights Education. We will encourage the integration of a global

6 Banulacht was a feminist development education organistaion which was established from the 'Women's Group' in Comhlamh in the 1980s
and which disbanded in 2012.
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and justice perspective in these programmes and policies” (DCI, 2003: 13). In addition, the
understanding of DE presented is towards “action for global citizenship and participation” (2003: 11).
While there is no specific reference to education for sustainable development in the 2003 strategy, this
is addressed in the 2007 strategy where one of the priorities identified is to “explore opportunities to
support Education for Sustainable Development within the broader context of development education”
(Irish Aid 2007: 9). It is interesting to note that there is no specific mention of HRE in that document
and references to ICE are to the DICE project. The same applies to the 2016 strategy where HRE and
ICE seem to have been overtaken in popularity by ESD (seven references) and GCE, which made a
new entry into strategic plans with 15 references (Irish Aid, 2016a). Significantly, in an Irish context,
while these different educations were emerging, they were also framed as companions to,
complimentary to or subsumed under DE. This brought an eclecticism to the language and practices of
DE not previously identifiable and it also showed the growing influence of the formal sector and

international policy concerns, on discourses of DE in Ireland.

The next section briefly addresses DE funding before I return to the organisation of DE and DE

discourses from the mid-2000s.

3. Funding of DE

Funding for DE began with the NGDOs in the 1970s. While two of the big NGDOs, Concern
Worldwide and Trocaire, still provide funding to other organisations to engage in DE and their budgets
for DE are relatively high, increasingly DE has been funded by the Irish State and the EU. Within the
Irish State, responsibility for funding DE lies with Irish Aid under the Department of Foreign Affairs
and Trade (DFAT). In 2002 when Kenny and O’Malley undertook their research, they explain that
“taken as a total figure NGOs and other programmes are contributing a greater level of funding to DE
in Ireland than the government through the NCDE” (2002: 7). There are currently no calculations of
the costs of teacher training in DE; of teacher time spent on DE-related activities in schools; of the
overall costs of running DE programmes at higher education level or of voluntary time which goes
into DE activities in all of the above contexts as well as in non-formal education settings. Though little
research exists on DE funding from the 1970s, this gap has recently been addressed, to some extent,
with research commissioned by Doéchas in 2017 on state funding for DE (Barry, 2017). Barry
highlights the challenges, identified here, of calculating Irish Aid DE funding, as some is not
differentiated from public engagement (information or awareness). Despite this it is possible to glean
some patterns in DE funding from its allocations within the Overseas Development Assistance (ODA)

budget as well as funding from NGDOs.

Given its location within ODA, spending on DE by the state has been subject to the vagaries of overall
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ODA budgets since the 1970s. Over the past 40 years, there has been a considerable expansion in the

development cooperation field in Ireland, with periods of expansion and contraction therein. This has

been significantly driven by Ireland’s international commitments to funding for ‘official development

assistance’ (ODA), by the changing fortunes of the Irish economy and by the growth of NGDO

engagement during this time (Pratt et al, 2006). It has also been influenced by changing governments

with coalitions more likely to support increased ODA. Figures for ODA, including for DE and public

information, are available in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2. Select Years of Government Expenditure on ODA

allocations including DE 1985 —

2014
Year ODA Total DE |DE as a % of|Public % of Total Public Info
Budget Total ODA | Information Budget as a % of
Budget DE Budget
1985 39m punts 290,000 punts | 0.74% N/A N/A N/A
1990 N/A 370,000 punts | 1.075 N/A N/A N/A
1992 N/A 460,000 punts | 1.14% N/A N/A N/A
1994 75.2m punts 675,000 punts | 0.90% N/A N/A N/A
1995 88.9m punts I.1m punts | 1.24% N/A N/A N/A
(budgeted)
1996 105.8m punts |1.15m punts | 1.09% N/A N/A N/A
(budgeted)
1998 €177.2m €1.4m 719% €.13m 0.071 9.2%
1999 €230.2m €1.2m .55% €.13m 0.056 10.8%
2000 €255.6m €1.6m .64% €.13m 0.049 8.1%
2001 €320.1m €2.3m 12% €.17m 0.053 7.3%
2002 €422m €2.1m .50% €.25m 0.059 11.9%
2003 €454m €2.5m .55% €.76m 0.167 30.4%
2007 €870.87m €5.416m .62% €1.791m 0.20 33.06%
2008 €920.66m €5.718m .62% €2.281m 0.247 39.89%
2009 €772.20m €4.955m .64% €1.790m 0.231 36.12%
2010 €675.84m €4.658m .68% €1.045m 0.154 22.43%
2011 €657.04m €3.236m 49% €.962m 0.14 29.72%
2012 €628.90m €3.207m .50% €1.052m 0.16 32.80%
2013 €627.10m €2.992m 47% €1.215m 0.19 40.60%
2014 €602.7m €2.9m 48% €2.619 m (all|0.434 (not
dev awareness | comparable)
excluding DE)

[Sources: 1985 — 1996 taken from Smillie (1996: 114); 1998 — 2003 taken from Hoeck and Wegimont (2003: 25)
and 2007 — 2014 taken from GENE (2015). Figures for Public Information obtained from Hoeck and Wegimont
(2003) and Irish Aid Annual Reports 2008 — 2015.]’

71t is interesting to note Barry’s (2017) more up-to-date figures than those presented in Table 2.2. above suggest a higher proportion of
‘investment’ by Irish Aid in DE as she includes programme grant allocations which include funding of public engagement initiatives.
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As evident in Table 2.2., in terms of ODA spending on DE, the highest proportion allocation of
spending was from the mid-1980s to the mid-1990s culminating in a spend of 1.24 per cent of the
ODA budget in 1995. Overall, the proportion of ODA spending on DE has declined — from a high of
1.24 per cent in 1995 to .48 per cent in 2014. As the overall spend on ODA grew considerably in the
late 1990s and early 2000s, the proportion spent on DE declined remarkably. Hoeck and Wegimont
argue that “somewhat ironically, a DE campaign, which in 2000/2001 encouraged the Irish
government to increase ODA to O.7 per cent of GNP by 2007, while successful, has meant that the
percentage of ODA to DE has been declining as ODA itself increases. Following sustained lobbying in
2000 by the National Committee for DE (whose original remit included the task of lobbying
government for adequate funding for DE) and by NGOs, significant increases were achieved for 20017
(2003: 48).

O’Neill (2012) explores ODA funding to civil society more generally and argues that it was on a
downward trend since 2008. Peaking at €134 million in 2008, it was down to €90.4 million in 2012.
“In the case of expenditure under the civil society programme fund ... Irish Aid has insisted that the 18
NGDOs that receive funding from it devolve part of their programme of work to strategic engagement
with the Irish public” (O’Neill, 2012: 387). In 2016 the requirements for DE to be part of this funding
scheme were changed, with insistence that organisations engage in public engagement or information,

with DE optional (Irish Aid, 2016b).

Despite the proportionate cuts relative to ODA, in the early 2000s, spending on DE increased
considerably with 2008 marking the year of highest Irish Aid funding to DE. GENE highlights that “as
the difficult economic situation hit home in Ireland from 2009, funding for DE declined annually,
going below €3 million by 2013” (2015: 37). These cuts were significant both in terms of overall
ODA, with a cut of 21 per cent between 2009 and 2014, and in DE, with a cut of 41 per cent between

2009 and 2014, considerably more in proportionate terms.

In addition to budget allocations to DE, Table 2.2. above shows the government allocations to ‘public
information’ or ‘development awareness’ from 1998 to 2014. As can be seen from this table, though
allocations are relatively small, the proportion of funding to public information as a percentage of
funding to DE has maintained the growth achieved in 2003. While percentage allocations to DE and to
public information have fallen since 2010, proportionately, spending on public information has fallen
less dramatically, and this despite the move of the Irish Aid Volunteer Centre from O’Connell Street to
Clonmel Street in 2014%. The GENE Review also provides some interesting figures in terms of the
allocation of DE funding from 2007 to 2015. Indicating the proportion of the DE budget spent on the
Annual DE grant as well as on strategic partnerships, it is clear that there has been a significant decline

in allocation of funding through the annual grants over this period, i.e., from 75 per cent of the DE

8 In 2008 Irish Aid established a public information centre in Dublin City Centre as a means of providing information on Ireland's ODA
programme.
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budget in 2007 to 28 per cent estimated in 2015. In tandem with this, the proportion of the DE budget
allocated to strategic partnerships has grown from 19 per cent in 2007 to 52 per cent in 2015. With
reference to the budget for 2015, in response to a query to Irish Aid about the precise total figure spent
on DE by Irish Aid, including that of programme partners, I was informed that “the figure of €3.4m ...
is the budget for the Development Education Unit. The figure of €4.67m ... also includes expenditure
by programme partners on both DE and public engagement as well as expenditure by our
Communications Unit on public outreach” (Anon.’). Unfortunately, this did not provide the detailed
information requested as Irish Aid has not differentiated between DE and public engagement or
awareness funding to date. Barry highlights that funding for DE via its programme grant has been
ambiguous in that it has included “funding for public engagement initiatives” (2017, p.10). She
estimates the funding to be approximately €800,000 to five NGDOs in 2017,

As indicated above, there have been calls both for more government spending on ODA by Irish
governments and for more of the ODA budget to be allocated to DE throughout this period. In terms
of calls for increased spending on DE, Smillie (1996: 113) highlights that “Déchas, the NGO umbrella
organisation, has called for DE spending to be increased to 5 per cent of bilateral spending by 1997.
(The 1995 estimate represents about 2.8 per cent of bilateral spending.)” This call was part of an
overall campaign in Ireland in 1987 which was initiated “following the government’s decision to cut
the aid programme by 26% ... in 1988 ... In addition to this campaign, the DEC (DE Commission of
CONGOOD) ran a separate campaign calling for 5% of bilateral aid to be spent on DE activities”
(Dochas, 2004: 12). Hanan (1996) gives a good insight into ‘Campaign Aid’ in the 1980s and 1990s,
which campaigned for Ireland to reach its UN commitment of 0.7 per cent of GNP to ODA.

In more recent years, IDEA has argued that one of the significant challenges for DE in Ireland is
“underinvestment” and they describe it as a “significant barrier to achieving the aim of integrating DE
into lifelong learning in Ireland .... overall levels of investment are not sufficient and the lack of
overall strategic framework results in inconsistencies, uncertainties and a drain of expertise from the
sector” (2015: 2). Their recent call for a specific increase of 3% of ODA (IDEA, 2017), signals a
return to earlier strategies to call for specific allocations of ODA to be spent on DE. Déchas has also
been reluctant in recent years to specify allocations of ODA to DE. In its submission to Irish Aid on
DE in 2015, it recognises the importance of DE, highlights “Ireland’s role as a European leader in DE”
(2015: 3) and identifies the lack of availability of resources and “devastating cuts” in ODA and DE
funding as significant barriers. It acknowledges that the “DE sector feels increasingly under pressure
for reasons of: financing, value for money and impact measurement; a shift towards greater emphasis

on public information and fundraising; as well as the understanding of their work, coupled with

9 This Irish Aid official cannot be named for confidentiality reasons.

10 Programme Grant partners who are funded for DE under the prgramme grant II funding from 2017 are: Children in Crossfire, Concern
Worldwide, Plan Ireland, Gorta Self Help Africa and Trocairre. This represents a reduced number of organisations from the previous group of
12 organisations who were in receipt of development awareness funding under the first programme grant scheme. Barry explains the
intention on the part of Irish Aid to disaggregate DE from public engagement initiatives in the future (2017).
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expectations of it and the value placed on it” (2015: 5/6). At the same time, while it calls for a review
of funding modalities, the ongoing recognition of DE as “a key driver of public engagement” and
“investment in research and knowledge to be made central to the next Strategic Plan” (2015: 1), it does

not call for additional funding to be allocated to DE.

As outlined earlier, Irish Aid is the biggest funder of DE in Ireland (Murphy and IDEA, 2015) but the
precise spending on DE is hard to calculate. Trocaire and Concern are also considerable funders of DE
in Ireland, though again, their published figures are difficult to interpret (see Table 2.3.), with
Concern’s funding for DE included in a budget for DE and advocacy and Trocaire’s in
communications and DE. In response to a query sent to Concern, a DE official clarified that Concern
spend approx. €750,000 each year on DE, of which approx. €300,000 is Irish Aid funding, none of
which is used for strategic funding of partners. Information from a similar query to Trocaire highlights
that over the past five years its spending has moved from nearly €600,000 in 2013/14 to approx.
€430,000 in 2017/18 with also approx. €300,000 of that coming from Irish Aid. An additional EC
grant of €280,000 over three years is used for a DEAR funded Global Schools project. On the basis of
this information, approx. 40 per cent of Concern’s DE funding and between 50 per cent and 70 per

cent of Trocaire’s comes from Irish Aid.

Table 2.3. Concern Worldwide and Trécaire DE Funding

Year |Concern Grant Total DE and Trocaire Grant | Total DE as % of
DE (up to | Funding | Concern Advocacy as | expenditure on | Funding | Trocaire total
2003 and |to Expenditure | % of total communications | to Expenditure |expenditure
DE and Partners expenditure | and ed Partners
Advocacy programmes
after that)
Totals
2003 |€l.6m €99,000 | €95.4m 1.6% €3.06m €233,00 |€47.476m | 6.4%
0
2004 |€1.869m N/A €89m 2.08% €3.49m N/A €44.703m | 7.8%
2005 |€3.429m N/A €109.7m 3.4% €2.93m N/A €52.413m  |5.5%
2006 |€4.348m N/A €128.2m 3.4% €2.93m N/A €65.112m  |4.5%
2007 |€4.555m N/A €125.8m 3.64% €4.56m N/A €64.212m |7.1%
2008 |€4.301m N/A €136.8m 3.14% €4.18m N/A €59.894m  6.9%
2009 |€3,084m €38,000 |€124.6m 2.47% €4.31m N/A €66.509m | 6.4%
2010 |€3.227m €10,000 |€150.8m 2.13% €3.41m N/A €54.643m  |6.2%
2011 |€3.393m €30,000 |€160.3m 2.12% €2.77m N/A €51.939m  |5.3%
2012 |€3.393m €157,00 |€147.3m 2.3% €3.02m N/A €61.391m  |4.9%
0
2013 |€3.862m €159,00 |€129m 2.99% €3.37m N/A €64.700m |5.2%
0
2014 |€3.60lm €159,00 |€138m 2.6% €4.14m N/A €66.500m |6.2%
0
2015 |€3.689m €159,00 | €177m 2.08% €2.50m N/A €63.185m  [3.9%
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[Sources: Concern Annual Reports 2003 — 2014; Trocaire Annual Reports 2003 — 2016]

As outlined in the figures in Table 2.3. with regard to spending on DE by Concern, figures are only
available online from 2003. Up until 2003, figures represent spending on DE alone with a change
since 2004 to reporting on spending on DE and advocacy. It is clear from Table 2.3. that there has been
a general decline in percentage spending on DE and advocacy by comparison to overall expenditure
since 2005 with a slight rise since 2012. In general, though amounts are relatively high, they represent
a small percentage of Concern Worldwide’s overall spending with the highest percentage spending in
2007 at 3.64 per cent. In terms of NGDO spending and funding to the DE sector, both Concern
Worldwide and Trocaire provide grant funding to other DE organisations and groups to engage in DE
and advocacy in Ireland. Figures for Concern grants to other organisations are not available in Annual
Reports between 2004 and 2008 but reporting on these return in 2009. From 2012 there was a marked
increase in the proportion of DE to other organisations, rising from €30,000 to €157,000 between 2011
and 2012 and stabilising around that figure up to 2014.

There are no reports of Trocaire’s grant scheme in annual reports and accounts since 2003. As outlined
above, the percentage of overall funding to DE is hard to identify as it is reported on with
communication. For many years, DE has been said to occupy a unique position within the history of
Trocaire with the Irish bishops committing to 20 per cent of funding to DE from the outset. This
history is charted in Dillon (2009) where key events, resources, strategic partnerships, etc. are
discussed in depth. Unfortunately, there is no account of the funding allocation to DE in that historical
account, though Dillon does remind us that from its establishment in 1973, Trocaire spent its funds as
follows “70% on long term development, 10% on emergency relief (outside of special appeals) and
20% on DE” (2009: 7). By the time McEvoy and Mathven carried out an evaluation of the Irish Aid
(Development Cooperation Ireland at the time) Multi-Annual Programme Scheme partnership with
Trocaire in 2005, this commitment of 20 per cent of funding to DE had changed from a general 20 per
cent to “20% of its unrestricted income donated by the Irish public” (2005: 6). From 2012, its funding

in this area became part of its broader ‘Mobilising for Justice’ approach, discussed below.

In summary, therefore, in terms of DE funding, it is notable that Irish Aid is the biggest funder of DE
in Ireland and that funding has reduced considerably in the wake of the financial crash in 2008.
Significantly, reductions in funding to DE have been disproportionate when compared with reductions
in spending for other development activities and spending on public information as a proportion of the
DE budget has grown significantly. Overall, government spending on DE is substantially below
recommendations from Ddchas and the DE Commission of CONGOOD in 1988 — 5 per cent of the
Bilateral Aid Programme and of the UNDP in 2005 — 3 per cent of ODA. At .48 per cent, it represents,
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according to Helmut Hartmeyer'", an average proportionate spend across the EU'2. From an NGDO
perspective, both Concern Worldwide and Trocaire also reduced funding when faced with the
economic crisis and spending on this area has not returned, in either case, to the highs recorded for
2007.

4. From 2008: Fall-Out from the Financial Crisis and the New Professionalisation of DE

4.1. From 2008 - Organisation

4.1.1. Increased Role of Government, the Recession and 'The Synthesis Paper'

There is little doubt that the period following 2008 has been characterised by the fall-out from the
global financial crisis and the subsequent recession and austerity in Ireland. As a result, there were
immediate and significant cuts to ODA overall, and disproportionately to DE, as discussed above. In
advance of the recession, Irish Aid’s second strategic plan (2007 — 2011) was developed, which makes
a commitment to promote DE through the provision of “high-quality programmes to teachers and
others involved in DE and by working with the education sector, NGOs and civil society partners”
(Irish Aid, 2007: 8). Khoo (2011: 1) argues that “the policy environment for DE became more strongly
linked with official aid policy after the UK and Irish governments issued White Papers on
International Development. Substantial government funding and broad support for DE followed,
resulting in development awareness and education activities becoming more programmatic ... an
ambitious agenda began to emerge around the mainstreaming, formalisation and professionalisation of
DE”. In the light of this, she highlights, following Bourn, questions over whether “governmental
influence and professionalisation have meant de-radicalisation and the accommodation of dominant

social and political ideas (Bourn, 2011)” (2011: 1).

Khoo (2011: 2) argues that as a result of the recession, DE has moved “from an expansionary to a
contractionary or survivalist mode” and she refers to Stephen O’Brien’s remarks regarding policy
shifts in the UK, that “a ‘double duty’ must now be fulfilled: showing the benefit to the intended
beneficiaries — the poor in developing countries — while delivering ‘results’ — transparency,
accountability and value for money to the UK tax payers”. The Synthesis Paper (Irish Aid, 2011: 2),
which is a compilation of reviews undertaken of DE in 2011, provides a unique insight into DE
provision in Ireland in the late 2000s and into suggestions for ‘surviving the recession’. In particular, it
addresses the “integration of DE into the formal and non-formal education sectors”. According to the
Synthesis Paper, by the late 2000s, the main strategic priorities for Irish Aid in relation to DE were

“maximising current and prospective curriculum and policy opportunities to integrate DE in the formal

11 In answer to a question raised by me at the launch of the GENE Review Report, November 2015.
12 There are no figures of EU funding currently available.
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and non-formal sectors; building the capacity of educators to teach DE; promoting models of effective
practice for delivery of DE and ensuring the provision of good quality educational resources” (2011:
3).

The Synthesis Paper (2011) highlights the extent and range of DE activity in Ireland at the time and
some of the actors involved, indicating strengths, e.g., in relation to DE in initial primary teacher
education (ITE) through the DICE project; the number of further education accredited courses
provided; DE with development volunteers; the Irish Aid partnership with the National Youth Council
of Ireland (NYCI); modules in higher education and extra-curricular activities as well as school
networks and school linking projects at second level. Despite this level of activity, it acknowledges
that the aims of the White Paper, i.e., that everyone would have the opportunity to avail of DE, were
not being met. The report argues that there is a need for new “tools and processes to measure the
impact and reach of DE ... both at a national and at a project level”. Without these, the report argues, it
is “very difficult to chart progress being made in integrating DE” and Irish Aid needs to “find a way of
tracking more closely the formal and non-formal learning organisations that are receiving support, to
ensure that separate interventions and projects are not all targeting the same pool of learners. It will
also be important to gain insight into the depth or levels of learning being provided” (2011: 8). Thus,
the Synthesis Paper links the imperative of integration of DE with the need to develop mechanisms for
measuring success so that it can provide evidence of what DE is achieving. This report coincided with
the integration of new management and governance structures in Irish Aid more broadly in the light of
broader public-sector reform, following restructuring imposed by the Troika. Hardiman and
MacCarthaigh (2013), for example, reflect on the centralised control and rationalisation associated
with the politics of reducing the state in the wake of the recession. The need for the state to respond to
its debt crisis served, in this case, to further justify the application of performance management

frameworks to the DE wing of development cooperation.

The Synthesis Paper (2011) concludes by identifying a number of recommendations from the five
reports consulted. It explains that given the challenging economic climate, “it remains the case that
there is no ‘new money’ for DE, and therefore emerging priorities can only be supported by refocusing
existing resources. In this context, sustainability of initiatives is critical and it will be necessary for
Irish Aid to give high priority to initiatives that can continue when Irish Aid support ends” (2011: 26).
That said, it goes on to suggest the following priority areas: to maximise policy and curriculum
opportunities; build the capacity of educators; support the sharing and promotion of good practice;
support the development and accessibility of education resources and provide strategic leadership of

DE. In this regard, it suggests that the priorities include

“working with other government departments and strategic partnership to create a more
coherent sense of shared leadership of the DE agenda, including outlining clearer expectations
of a minimum offer for learners in DE in each sector and what good practice looks like. Agree
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aspirational targets by sector, clearly communicate these, and identify appropriate indicators
by which these can be measured. Create a voluntary self-evaluation tool ... consider moving
towards a more mixed and balanced funding model” (2011: 29).

The influence of the ‘Synthesis Paper’ is easily identifiable when it comes to strategic priorities
adopted by Irish Aid and IDEA since 2011, e.g., there has been a growing emphasis by Irish Aid on
working with private contractors, in the organisation of Africa Day and the One World Our World
Awards, and in strategic partnerships with civil society and education institutions; new measurement
tools have been introduced into the sector, i.e., the Performance Management Framework (PMF); Irish
Aid has continued to support the sharing of practice and resources through developmenteducation.ie
and for initial teacher training through DICE and Ubuntu'’; and the remit of Worldwise Global Schools
was changed from largely supporting ‘immersion experiences’ to supporting DE among teachers and
in schools more broadly. In addition, the proportion of funding towards grants and for smaller
organisations working on individual projects has reduced, as outlined earlier, with a corresponding

increase in funding to DE work undertaken through strategic partnerships (GENE, 2015).

In summary, we can see the growing significance of Irish Aid in DE in Ireland. Fielder, Bryan and
Bracken highlight the changing role of the state and civil society in relation to DE. They identify a
“clear shift in the State’s involvement in DE [which] occurred with DCI removing itself from a hands-
on approach and from direct cooperation with civil society groups working in DE (as was the case in
the NCDE) by setting up a DE Unit within the department. With this clear positioning as a donor of
DE, the DE Unit within the DCI/Irish Aid also became more strategic in terms of its support of the DE
sector in Ireland” (2011: 47/48). They go on to identify three ongoing debates between state actors and

civil society organisations (CSOs) in DE:

“firstly, the struggle to find clear demarcation lines (and possibly, points of convergence)

between the need for public information about the State’s ODA programme and DE as a

broader educational process ... secondly, the role of DE within the wider context of

development cooperation is an ongoing site of ideological dispute. The ‘positioning’ of DE
within the context of the ODA programme has been a constant source of debate throughout the
years amongst both civil society and state actors. In short, the issue of what is meant by

‘public ownership’ of the aid programme needs further analysis. Thirdly, with the State

becoming increasingly involved in DE, there is a clear tendency to bring DE programmes and
interventions closer to the mainstream” (2011: 48).

4.1.2. Relations in the DE Field in Ireland

The Dominance of Irish Aid
As outlined in the discussion of DE in Ireland up to 2008, it is clear that there are many actors

involved in DE in Ireland — state and civil society — as well as many overlaps between them. State

13 Ubuntu is a network which promotes integration of DE into initial teacher education (ITE). Furhter information is available from:
www.ubuntu.ie
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actors include: the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT) and its dedicated division for
development cooperation, Irish Aid; the Department of Education and Skills (DES); and the National
Council for Curriculum and Assessment (NCCA), as well as higher education institutions, schools,
youth and community groups and networks. The 2000s brought further dominance of Irish Aid in
terms of funding DE (McCloskey, 2014), as well as many new partnerships between the state and
other actors. This led to the construction of a ‘two-tier’ DE sector with the bigger, better funded, more
organised partnerships and NGDOs on the one side and smaller, more financially vulnerable and less

‘mainstreamed’ organisations and groups on the other.

Irish Aid dominance became particularly acute in relation to the smaller DE organisations in the period
following the recession, i.e. since 2008. This can be partly explained by what Khoo calls the
fragmented but state-centric nature of civil society, which is highly dependent on the state (no date).
For her, “being too coordinated with the state also results in a civil society that does not raise the
necessary critical, alternative and counterbalancing views” (n.d.: 6). She goes on to suggest that “the
development community as a whole needs more lively and accessible debate about the principles and
practice of development cooperation” (Khoo, n.d.: 6). In terms of funding to civil society, the growing
dependency of many DE organisations on government funding is widely reported in research and other
reports throughout the late 2000s. It is also evident, for example, in IDEA’s response to the 2014 Irish
Aid Annual Grants, where it highlights the pressure DE organisations are under and argues that “the
financial crisis and cuts to available funding have been identified as a risk for the strength and
diversity of the sector ... While there is an emphasis from donors on diversifying funding sources,
there is not a corresponding diversity of funding sources, and in particular of available grants,

especially for organisations in which DE is the principal or sole focus of their work” (2014: 1).

While many smaller DE organisations became more dependent on Irish Aid, arguably during this
period many educational institutions and organisations carved out their own niche for DE, suggesting
the beginnings of independent engagement in DE on their part. Though often funded by Irish Aid,
there are now institutional arrangements in place for the promotion of DE especially in initial teacher
education in the various universities providing it, as well as through the promotion of ESD by the
Department of Education and Skills. There are also other higher-level courses with DE dimensions,
though many of these are still funded either directly or indirectly by Irish Aid, e.g., at Maynooth
University, Dublin City University, Kimmage DSC and Mary Immaculate College. The NCCA’s
introduction of Politics and Society in 2016 has been significantly influenced by those lobbying for the
inclusion of DE aspects to the curriculum, as have other curriculum changes at primary and secondary
level, but once these are introduced, they can potentially be provided independently of NGO or Irish
Aid involvement. Though on the one hand spaces for DE appear to be opening up in curriculum terms,
there are also significant debates in the Irish context about the growing influence of neoliberal,

market-driven policies on Irish education. The changing name of the Department of Education from
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the Department of Education and Science to the Department of Education and Skills (Gaynor, 2016)
alone signals a move in the direction of individualised, commercially-driven policies and new
managerialism (Lynch et al, 2012) at higher education level, and, increasingly, second level (see
Chapter Four). Despite these caveats, GENE (2015) argues that “recent and ongoing reforms provide

strong opportunities for DE integration”.

Irish Aid and IDEA

It is clear that state-civil society relationships have been changing in recent years with a growing
strategy on the part of the state of dealing with networks or representative bodies rather than individual
groups and organisations. This is also the case with DE. Krause (2010: 54) argues that, in Ireland,
“there is a strong partnership between state and civil society on DE; Good dialogue and DE support
mechanisms between government and NGDOs exist”. Central to these relations has been the
increasingly significant role played by IDEA in relation to DE in Ireland. IDEA’s role in consolidating
the DE sector in Ireland over recent years has been widely acknowledged, e.g., it is regarded as one of
the four key institutions involved in DE in Ireland by GENE (2015: 27) and is seen to have “played a
particularly important role over recent years in helping to strengthen the coordination of those engaged

in DE, in strengthening their capacity, and in providing a vision for its membership”.

In recent years, IDEA has steered a course between support for Irish Aid support for DE on the one
hand and calling on Irish Aid for greater support to DE on the other. Since the publication of the
Synthesis Paper in 2011, for example, IDEA has facilitated consultations on a performance assessment
tool, the GENE Review of GE in Ireland, and the planning and development of a third Irish Aid
Strategic Plan for DE. Though sometimes critical of Irish Aid (see discussion of public engagement
below), IDEA tend to adopt a ‘working with’ rather than a ‘working against’ approach and doing so
quietly. It is usually on technical issues that any criticism or calls for different policies are aired
publicly, e.g., on funding cuts. Otherwise, there appears to be a very close and positive working
relationship between Irish Aid and IDEA. In the Irish Aid DE Strategic Plan 2017 — 2023, there are 21
references to IDEA and most of them to Irish Aid working in partnership with IDEA on various
aspects of the strategy. Quoting from the GENE Review, the Strategic Plan 2017 — 2023 identifies that
“the work of IDEA is commendable and a welcome initiative to help strengthen coherence among
stakeholders in the field. It is an important response to the needs of practitioners, such as the need for

capacity building” (Irish Aid, 2016a: 26).

Funding and NGDOs
As indicated here, there are some commentators who argue that the bigger NGDOs are less interested

in DE now than in the past. Regan (2016, no page) argues that “there has been the significant
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withdrawal of (too) many NGOs from effective and sustained DE ... the NGO movement (as a whole)
needs to rediscover its ‘mojo’ in this regard. At present the dominant ‘site’ of energy around DE is that
of the Irish Aid agenda and its modalities ... it will lead to scenarios witnessed in other countries where
government effectively controls the agenda, its priority foci and its politics ... effectively handing Irish
Aid the ‘whip hand’ in DE is folly”. As outlined in Table 2.3 above, spending is relatively high, with
Concern’s budget for DE and advocacy at €3.68m and Trocaire’s budget for DE and communications
at €2.5m in 2015. While this is the case, as outlined earlier, proportionate funding for DE and
advocacy has declined from a high for Concern in 2007 of 3.64 per cent to 2.08 per cent in 2015 and,
in relation to DE and communications in Trocaire, from a high in 2004 of 7.8 per cent to a low of 3.9

per cent in 2015.

Despite reductions and fluctuations, it is clear also that Concern and Trocaire still play a relatively
significant role in DE in allocating grants to smaller organisations to engage in DE. Concern figures in
this regard between 2013 — 2015 were in the region of €158,000 per annum. Trécaire still employs a
team of DE specialists who work in a variety of education sectors from early childhood education to
primary and second-level as well as with youth. Given the role that Concern and Trocaire continue to
play in DE, it seems unfair to level ‘a withdrawal’ criticism at them. On the other hand,

proportionately, it is arguable that they could be doing more.

Strategic Partnerships

NGDOs and education institutions play a significant role in strategic partnerships with Irish Aid.
GENE (2015) highlights the significance of Irish Aid working with strategic partners for the
promotion of DE in recent years and it argues that they “have led to the successful and widespread
integration of DE in some cases” (2015: 54). The strategic partnerships to date have been IDEA;
WorldWise Global Schools (WWGS) — supporting DE in post-primary schools; the Development and
Intercultural Education Project (DICE) — supporting the integration of DE in initial teacher education
at primary level; SUAS - a global citizenship programme in non-formal contexts; and
developmenteducation.ie — a website that maintains resources and acts as a contact point for
development educators. In three of these five cases, the management of the strategic partnership
represents a consortium of actors in the DE sector, including in two of these cases Concern Worldwide
and Gorta-Self Help Africa. Though there has been little research undertaken on them, they are
increasingly acknowledged as a way forward, for example the Irish Aid Development Education

Strategy 2017 — 2023 puts significant emphasis on working in partnership (Irish Aid, 2016a).
A key implication of funding cuts over the past number of years has been the increased isolation of

smaller DE organisations within the sector. In the light of its arguments for moving away from annual

grants, IDEA (2014: 2) argues that regional DE and One World Centres have been “severely affected
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by grant decisions which reduce their programme and operational budgets. Certain organisations are
facing decisions about whether it is viable to continue their work™. This issue dovetails with increased
requirements in terms of governance and accountability. A further challenge for these groups and
organisations, according to IDEA, is the lack of funding “for governance, administration and
organisational development ... focusing on project funding can create difficulties for organisations in
relation to covering the costs of their governance and organisation (ibid)”. In its response to IDEA on
this issue, Irish Aid suggests that of the DE grants awarded there has been “a strong focus in the non-
formal sector, particularly the youth and adult community sectors, which received 63 per cent of this
year’s overall funding for the Scheme” (Kennedy, 2014: 1). Kennedy explains that, for Irish Aid, there
are limitations in terms of the budget — it is over-subscribed — and it encourages diversification of
funding. Proposals are assessed ‘“under four headings; governance and financial oversight,
organisation strategy and evidence of change, delivery of results and DE approach” (2014: 2). Irish
Aid explains tha