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EDITORIAL

Ange Grunsell

It ain’t what you do, it’s the way that you do it. 
Or is it?

One thing is certain: whether you live in Malawi or
Macedonia, global, cultural, political, and economic systems
will increasingly shape and influence your life and, also,
your national education system. Raphael Wilkins, in this
issue, comments that national education systems should not
be perceived as isolated and self-contained, since a
significant part of their current agenda of policy
development and change is likely to be directly connected
with factors operating on an international scale.

Then, the question for this global ‘community’ of
educators committed to empowerment must be, ‘how do you
do it?’ What does preparation for engaging with global
change in a local context look like for children, and for
adults? How does development education methodology move
on to develop skills, knowledge, and attitudes needed in
changing education systems in a changing world? What
range of methods can be used:

• to equip young people to be able and willing to act as
participants in their own civil societies, whilst
employing a global view; and

• to develop knowledge and understanding of how the
shape and dimensions of civil society are shifting within
a global scale?

The principles of development education are offered on the
inside front cover of this journal. But what methodologies
contribute to achieving this in practice?

Several authors of articles in this issue of The
Development Education Journal remark that, for many,
development education is synonymous with a particular
methodology, active and interactive, so much so that it would
hardly seem necessary to define or discuss it. Traditionally,
it has been concerned with acknowledging the process of
learning as much as the product.

But this orthodoxy can be a dangerous one for several
reasons. De-linked from its purposes of promoting a fairer,
more just world, development education methodology
becomes little more than a toolkit of brainstorms, diamond
rankings, and questioning techniques, which can be applied
to the study of anything – nothing more or less than ‘good
education’ or ‘good practice’. Development education has to
be concerned with methodology, because it is not only
‘about’ development or ‘for’ development, but is also
education through or as development.

But, as Michael Storm challenges, methodology which is
not underpinned by substance or knowledge, achieves neither
development nor education, nor even understanding of
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development issues. Worse, it can provide simplistic and
inaccurate understandings of how the world works (see, for
example, his description of two ghastly development
education sessions which neither inform nor empower). It is
important to clarify the content outcomes: that is, what a
‘development educated person’ would know and understand.
This in turn raises the important question of what learning
processes a development educated teacher would need to
have experienced themselves, a recurring theme in the
articles in this issue of the journal.

In 1997, in the Revisiting Theory and Pedagogy issue of
this journal, Douglas argued that development education
needed to give much more thought to engaging teachers at
their own level, rather than focusing on experiencing and
sampling pupil activities, with opportunities for rigorous
analysis and discussion of North–South interactions. She
quotes Wallace et al (1996) who contend that experiential
learning, on its own, is not an effective methodology for
adult professional learning. Not only does it need to be set
within the context of implicit attitudes, but also, crucially,
within a framework of opportunities for continuing
development of what has been learned and taught.

The articles in this methodology issue explore the
‘givens’ of development education methodology in a variety
of ways in order to invite practitioners to revisit and evaluate
their own practice. Helen Walkington introduces Paulo
Freire’s concepts of emancipatory education. She examines
not only the extent to which the educational philosophy and
methods of Freire are practised in UK schooling, but,
importantly, the extent to which they can be. She provides a
detailed analysis of the constraints upon education for
change. Yet, she argues, there must be opportunities for
teachers to reflect critically on their own work and practice,
to clarify their own values, and become ‘conscious’ – what
Freire would term‘conscientised’ – if they are to work for
change.

The joint themes of teacher professional development and
commitment to values and purposes of empowerment are
also raised in Raphael Wilkins’ article. He considers the
opportunities that cross-system, international observation,
and dialogue provide as a methodology for bringing to
consciousness the issues in one’s own system and revealing
one’s own hidden assumptions. Common understandings of
the elements of empowerment agendas can be built –
through dialogue and a shared normative stance – from
differing cultural and economic perspectives.

Katrin Taylor, in ‘The debate moves on?’ section, gives an
account of a seminar in which the discussion focussed on the
various approaches to community action and the
methodologies behind community empowerment. She argues
that there is an inherent paradox in government-centred
community development initiatives, since ownership is really
the point of popular/community education. The discussion
goes on to reveal the tensions between government-centred
agendas and the processes by which communities become able
to challenge the status quo, rooted in their own definitions of

what they want to change. The key paradox involved in
governments telling citizens how they want them to be active
resonates with developments in formal sector education.

Eleanor Knowles, in her cogent and challenging article on
‘Doing development education in the community’, takes this
contention into an even broader context, arguing that it is
imperative for development education to start by providing
spaces and structures for people to explore their own local
issues if, ultimately, effective linkage is to be made to global
issues. She points to the evidence that people simply do not
come to sessions and courses which do not appear to relate
to their concerns. Her assertion that development education
in the community requires a fundamentally different
approach from that of school-based work is an interesting
one. Personally, I am not so sure: in my experience, the same
is largely true for meaningful school work for children and
young people.

Ownership by teachers and schools (as institutions) of the
broader objectives of development education is one of the
major themes of the arts roundtable discussion. The value of
intercultural arts as a tool for promoting greater
understanding of international development issues within
schools has always been hotly debated. Steve Brace asks, in
his preface to the discussion, whether this work has moved
beyond the perpetuation of exotic stereotypes and static
cultures. The debate moves around the degree to which
schools are willing, and able, to incorporate and extend the
stimulus of the affective experience.

To return to Katrin Taylor’s paradox, but to explore this
within formal education – what are the implications of
school systems themselves setting formal and explicit aims,
such as:

Pupils (to) take part in school and community based
activities demonstrating personal and group responsibility
in their attitudes to themselves and others. (England
Citizenship Order Attainment Target KS3)

or,

Pupils can be encouraged to become active citizens in
local to global contexts. They should be equipped to
demonstrate commitment to community life in
participation, service and action. (Community Aspect,
Framework for Personal and Social Education, Wales)

Schools as institutions would probably be the most
recognisable feature of modern life in the United Kingdom
to the Victorian time traveller. John MacBeath, in a recent
article in The Herald (29 August 2000), notes a growing
tension between educational goals and the institutions
designed to realise them. Any ‘collective disposition’ of a
school (to use the Development Education Commission’s
words) towards aspirations of group responsibility and active
citizenship, must encompass attitudes to students, to parents,
and to teachers, which raises questions about institutional
methodology as well as curricular methodology.
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Considering the relationship of development education to
the explicit objectives of schooling brings the question of
methodology into sharp focus. For example, how do you
teach people to participate and how do people learn to
participate? As teachers and development education
educators engage with the active elements of citizenship and,
specifically, global citizenship curricula, certain questions
arise such as:

• How do you develop a sense of what continuity,
progression, and differentiation of activity geared to
developing group responsibility might look like?

• How can you measure the development of attitudes?

• What are the performance indicators of ‘active citizens
in global contexts’?

Empowerment educators need to try to answer these
questions.

There are opportunities here to engage a wider spectrum
of practitioners, as well as students, parents, and community,
in exploring what schooling is for, and what participation at
a local and global level is specifically and characteristically
about. And that takes us beyond a methodology of activity
into more challenging areas.

The Danish School of Education has a useful term for the
desired outcome of development education work – ‘action
competence’. This is a good phrase because it clearly
identifies the relationship between means and aims. Jensen
and Schnack (1994) argue that since democracy is
participation, a central function of education for adult life is
qualification for the role of participant. In their view, it is not
the role of the school to solve the political problems of
society; but it is the role of education to develop these skills.
Once you have the concept of action competence – which
expresses a target for outcomes – you can begin to look at
the component skills, attitudes, and knowledge which might
produce an action competent adult: that is, one who is
‘qualified’ to be willing and able to act consciously.

What development educators also have to contribute to
this debate is how this competence will be developed with a
global perspective, and what this means. Indeed, how can
‘education enable us to respond positively to the
opportunities and challenges of the rapidly changing world
[…] including the continued globalisation of the economy
and society’ (National Curriculum England 2000: Values,
Aims and Purposes)?

What new knowledge is needed, and in what forms, to
enable teachers to provide informed and relevant content?
How do development education practitioners establish a
conscious location for themselves in the ‘Knowledge
Society’?

How can experiential learning best take place using
Internet and e-mail opportunities? Are specific
methodologies of ICT educational practice emerging? 

How do teachers learn? What support and training is most
appropriate for helping them to act as knowledgeable and
reflective facilitators? How do development educators move

on and keep abreast of changing knowledge and changing
communication systems?

Susan Lyle provides a detailed account of several
successful classroom processes and activities, and identifies
the roots of these methodological tools in socio-cultural
learning theory. She reflects that ‘[c]lassroom events
designed to empower children as learners do not happen by
chance: they are highly orchestrated affairs’. Her article both
supports development education strategies and challenges
development education practitioners to develop an
understanding of the relationship between empowerment
ideology and the pedagogic theories of cognitive
development. This area, it seems to me, is a key one, both in
potentially resolving some of the paradoxes I have been
raising and as a basis for new developments in development
education methodology. She quotes well-researched
alternatives to performance models of teaching and learning.
Wider understanding of cognitive development is also
changing very rapidly in ways that are largely in line with
other aspects of systems thinking (Capra 1998), and which
do support – from an entirely different starting point – the
strengths and importance of experiential learning.

So, how do you do it? How will you do it? How do you
justify how you do it? What knowledge and communication
systems will enable you to do it? And, how will the things
you do relate to the outcomes you seek?

I hope the pages which follow will contribute to moving
development education forward in this regard.
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