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Abstract 

Citizenship is to be a compulsory subject in all schools in England from September 2002. The guidelines are laid down, an AS syllabus and long and short course GCSE syllabi have been approved, the 'wisdom' of the move apparently accepted and, in some quarters, regarded as overdue. At school level, however there has been little discussion of the meaning of "Citizenship".

Without getting very involved in the "citizen/subject” discussion, this paper seeks to examine the model to which 'citizenship education' will adhere following the recommendations of the Crick Report. Emphasis will be on competing notions of citizenship - from Marshall's view of commonly held social rights through to more critical, and in some ways more cynical, interpretations of the content of the citizenship curriculum and possible motives behind its introduction. The paper identifies that teachers and students have very different views about what they are offering and being offered; different from each other and from those who have established this 'new' subject. Some implications of the spaces between these differences are aired in the conclusion of the paper.
An introductory examination of Citizenship education

Introductory comments

This paper represents the first faltering steps in what is intended to be a study which will ultimately reflect upon and evaluate compulsory citizenship education within compulsory secondary education. The introduction of Citizenship as a compulsory subject within the National Curriculum for schools in England from August/September 2002 has several implications for school teaching in general and, in particular, for the teaching of sociology in schools. It could have an effect on the numbers choosing to study sociology at AS/A2, having had some taste of related topics – whether this effect would be an increase or decrease depends largely on whether prospective students like the ‘taste’. 

The perception consistent throughout all the new examination specifications – GCSE short courses, GCSE full course and AS course – and in the support materials disseminated by the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (QCA), is that, as Bernard Crick puts it,

‘Citizenship is more than a statutory subject. If taught well and tailored to 

local needs, its skills and values will enhance democratic life for us all, 

both rights and responsibilities, beginning in school and radiating out.’ 

The proclaimed principle behind the introduction of compulsory citizenship education is to create greater awareness of and participation in democratic institutions and processes in the UK, and to engender an inclusive society. 

The comparatively low level (for the UK) of participation in the June 2001 General Election can be seen as evidence of the need for some sort of education in the rights, opportunities and responsibilities of citizenship. The civil unrest in Gothenburg in June 2001 also suggests that this is an urgent, and not exclusively British, matter.  It might be that enabling people to understand how social and political structures operate will lead to their effective participation in such structures. Equally, however, it is possible that people have a perception that these structures are not relevant or appropriate to them and they therefore seek alternative social and political strategies which range from non-participation to conflict with the ideological and repressive apparatus of the state.

Of concern to me is the apparent dearth of theoretical discussion at a school level about the meaning and nature of citizenship. It appears to be understood by many as a fact or a skill, rather than as a concept, a process or (possibly) an ideological artefact. This implicit perception underpins QCA guidelines, the deliberations of GCSE subject guidance groups and is evident in the comments of teacher sin this study.

Clichés have abounded regarding ‘bolt on’, ‘ideas not set in concrete’, ‘holistic education’, ‘needs identification’ yet all carrying with them the assumption for many, both within and outside of compulsory education, that citizenship education constitutes ‘a good thing’ in the sense in which that phrase was used by Yeatman and Sellar. The ‘good thing’ philosophy continues with the current Secretary of State for Education suggesting that Sixth formers should have graduation ceremonies and certificates to celebrate achievement because it would “inspire and motivate all young people” 
 at the same time as announcing that modern foreign languages need not be studied beyond the age of 14 – a decision rather at odds with the citizenship programme of study recommended at key stage 3 (11-14 year olds) which includes references to ‘local-to-global’, ‘human rights’ and ‘debating a global issue’
. Citizenship is implicitly international but, presumably, all other nations will speak/act/think in English.

It is my intention to offer some discussion of theoretical interpretations of ‘citizenship’ – without playing the “citizen or subject” semantics game – and then to examine some of the approaches to citizenship education currently in place in four schools in the South East of England, with particular emphasis on one of those schools. Finally, by bringing together these two elements of the paper, I hope to identify encouraging developments and aspects about which there might be some concerns. As I identify out the outset of this paper, it is the first step in what I intend will be a study over several years, aiming to evaluate citizenship education in secondary education. 

Some theoretical discussion

Theories of the nature of citizenship have featured in philosophy since Aristotle and Plato, but often with very different meanings to those we might apply now.

 
‘For Aristotle citizenship was the privileged status of the ruling group 

    
 in the city-state. In the modern democratic state (it) is the capacity to participate 

    
 in the exercise of political power through the electoral process’ 
 

We do not usually now consider citizenship to be a status to be conferred only on the high ranking and powerful, but to be a democratising and inclusive condition. 

The perception now more commonly held than Aristotle’s might be attributed to the tradition of writers such as Hobbes, Locke and Rousseau. Turner (1997) states that Hobbes believed the necessity for an imposed social order came about because, 

‘in order to protect themselves from mutual, endless slaughter, [people] 

create a state through a social contract, which organises social space in

the collective interests of rational but antagonistic human beings[.Therefore]

the state is both a guarantor of social security and an instrument necessarily of

            violence.’ 
 

From this perspective, Citizenship is membership of that state, conferred on those who accept the security and violence as protection from insecurity and greater violence – ameliorating those experiences which Hobbes famously described as making life “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short”. 

Any useful sociological discussion on the nature of being a citizen, the experiences of being part of civil society, must of necessity include some reference to the ideas of Marx. In order to understand what happens, Marxism tells us we need to recognise why it happens, what the motives are and what the outcomes will be. As Barbalet (1988) states, Marx 

‘insists that mere political emancipation in citizenship is inadequate and instead 

advocates a general human emancipation in which persons are freed from the 

determining power of private property and its associated institutions’ (P3). 

While the guidelines for Citizenship do indeed go beyond encouraging an understanding of the electoral process and considering alternative systems, clarifying the role of local and national government etc, it is offered within a framework of established order, to encourage more participation in the system rather than to question it. 

Marx’s (1973) proposed in 1846 that, if you ‘assume a particular civil society  . . .  you will get particular political conditions’ (P660)
 and later wrote that the machinery of state maintains the material interests of the bourgeoisie by 

‘find[ing] posts for its surplus population and makes up in the form 

of state salaries for what it cannot pocket in the form of profit, interest,

 rents and honorariums’ (P128)
. 

He stated between these dates, as his tenth Thesis on Feuerbach, that 

‘the standpoint of the old materialism is “civil” society: the standpoint 

of the new is human society, or socialised humanity’ (P30)
 

before, more famously in his eleventh and last of these theses, declaiming philosophers for only interpreting the world when the point is to change it.

I do not for one second expect a Blair government, or any other Western government, to encourage the dissemination of Marxism, but some discussion or questioning does not seem too outrageous a desire. That students are not expected to consider ideas such as those above, or from any other radical perspective, suggests that there might be some truth in the position put forward. In Marxist terms, Citizenship education is about inclusion on the terms of the state, the perpetuation of the civil society which replicates bourgeois relationships rather than a humanised and inclusive social order.

Marshall (1945) 
 and Barabalet (1988) have presented citizenship as a condition relating to social, political and economic provision and integration. Parsons (1965) saw integration as a significant function of formal education, arguing that a range of norms and values had to be transmitted – particularly to immigrant populations – to facilitate social cohesion and consensus. An attitude which is perhaps reflected in the comments by David Blunkett regarding oaths of allegiance, competence in written English, and interference with the traditions of marriage for some sections of the population. Parsons was aware that movement towards integration was as likely to be motivated by a need to have an appropriate workforce as for any moral or altruistic ideals; Blunkett’s approach appears more about uniformity that integration. His views are particularly significant as he was the Secretary of State for Education who established the desirability of citizenship education, the key stage 3 guidelines for which identify as particularly important issues such as human rights and the diversity of British society.

Park’s (1952) “Immigrant/Host” model within the traditions of the Chicago School identified immigrants entering as strangers as the major stumbling block to their integration and success without, as Banton (1987)
 argues, adequately discussing hostility and racism within the established population, and without discussing whether integration was a desirable goal – particularly as integration might mean cultural annihilation. Banton points out that the hostility or racism of the established communities does not derive from their insecurity or lack of information regarding newly arriving groups, but from disinformation produced by political forces in society. ‘Race is based on a delusion as popular ideas are shaped by political pressures, not by information from biology’. While the guidelines on citizenship clearly encourage multicultural, tolerant, liberal approaches to ethnic diversity, students are more likely to be exposed daily to the attitudes and pronouncements of the David Blunketts, Robert Parks, Alf Garnetts and media moguls (a culturally loaded concept – in meaning and spelling) than they are to the details of the QCA guidelines.

Ethnicity is not the only aspect of social existence where there might be identifiable anomalies and contradictions on the concept and reality of citizenship. In recent years, a number of papers in ‘Sociology’ have raised and discussed a range of other issues explicitly in relation to inclusive/exclusive Citizenship; for example, issues of sexuality (Richardson, 1998), and regional identity (Bechhofer, McCrone, Kiely, Stewart 1999; McCrone & Kiely 2000). ‘The importance of the family’ is a recurring theme in PSHE and in at least one Citizenship GCSE specification, presented in ways which – at best – ignore the possibilities of homosexuality and stable relationships being compatible. Even celibacy, which is presumably not objected to by those who claim to be the moral guardians of the young, does not get a mention. Anglocentricity, Britishness and Eurocentricity abound in the language of National Curriculum guidelines, with their emphasis on modern European languages and UK/US history, as well as in the work of commentators such as Barabalet (1988) who uses British and English as synonyms. Class and employment status have also been considered by an extensive range of writers and researchers. There is, therefore, a growing body of research regarding the marginalisation or exclusion from citizenship rights of a range of groups. National Curriculum guidelines emphasise tolerance and acceptance – in themselves possibly patronising terms – but also implicitly and explicitly support those between rather than within the margins.

Some of the issues of the hidden curriculum as raised by Bowles and Gintis (1976) amongst others need to be reconsidered in the light of citizenship education. Students are to be introduced to concepts of democracy and avenues of access to power, social integration and co-operation, collective responsibility and equal opportunities. They should be given opportunities to explore their own and other cultures, across class as well as across national boundaries, gender, sexuality, ethnicity and other aspects of human experiences. 

On the face of it, such developments are a far cry from the application of authority and control in order to produce a subservient and acquiescent workforce – but are they? Students will still not have choice in what they study nor be rewarded for non-conformity in this subject, just as choice and reward are denied them elsewhere. Citizenship is designed to encourage participation in the system, not questioning or challenging it. One should also remember that Bowles & Gintis conducted their research in the USA, where subjects comparable to citizenship have been present on the school curriculum for some time. It could therefore be argued that the true motive behind the introduction of citizenship rather closely resembles that of Forster’s (1870) Education Act, when access to education was introduced for (some of) the masses so that workers could be trained in the skills and attitudes industrialisation demanded, and be led to think and act as society’s leaders wished. At a time of industrial expansion and political reform, Forster famously introduced the Education Bill by saying “we must educate our masters”. Those who are aware of the stereotypical civil servant in television’s “Yes, Prime Minister!” or of Bertie Wooster’s manservant Jeeves in PG Wodehouse’s novels, will recognise the irony of ‘masters’ in this context.

Gane states that ‘all political action is ultimately sanctioned by the exercise of power’ 
 – a position I regard as self-evident. The whole idea of a National Curriculum, and that the independent sector was not bound to it by the 1988 Education Reform Act, was an exercise of power for the achievement of political ends. The continual reshuffling of core and foundation subjects, GM and LMS, CTCs and Specialist status – and other reforms, major and minor – all represent the political consideration of schooling and of schools. Lawton (1975) argues that the 1944 Education Act moved schools away from elitist to egalitarian principles, from 

‘two distinct types of curricula . . .  which hardly ever overlapped 

or even came close to each other. [These were] the public school/

grammar school tradition of education for leadership, which gave 

rise to a curriculum for “Christian gentlemen” who would become 

the leaders of society [as opposed to] elementary schools designed

 to produce . . . a competent factory labour force.’

The imposition of a National Curriculum in 1988 could therefore be interpreted as a return to the pre-1944 experience of social division and social engineering
, and the recent  introduction of literacy, numeracy and citizenship guidelines throughout all stages of compulsory education could therefore be interpreted as a return to egalitarianism. Or can it?

Data, perceptions and discussion

The state might expect one reaction to legislation, but get another – e.g. the introduction of the Community Charge (“poll tax”) in the1980s. In the same way, students might experience lessons in Citizenship but it does not follow that they will necessarily become ‘good citizens’. Our own observations tell us that teachers might have their motives for ‘delivering’ education but their students can have widely different reasons for receiving it, widely different perceptions of what they have received and widely different applications for what they have received. 

Teaching poetry does not make people into poets even if it might equip them with some understanding, an understanding established and perpetrated by groups over which students have no control and based on perceptions and experiences of which they may have no knowledge and in which they may have no interest. Teaching people to read and write does not mean that they will read and write well; in the context of citizenship it should perhaps be born in mind that we cannot control what they will read and write or how they will understand what they have read. Those who read and write racist and/or sexist material, the tabloid press, Mills & Boon novels, The Beano, Viz, teen magazines, computer program instruction manuals – all have probably been taught by someone with a great love of Shakespeare, Milton, Austen, or one or more Bronte. It follows that there is a considerable difference between teaching about citizenship, teaching people to become good citizens, enabling young people to become active citizens, and developing and maintaining a society in which everyone wants to play a part and has the opportunity to do so.

The four schools in this study are not representative of the range of schools and school students throughout the country. I did not wish to take account at this stage of the issues of social exclusion, underclass, large-scale alienation and anomie that might be found amongst some students and in some communities. Instead, I have kept the variables as limited as possible regarding type and organisation of school. As a starting point I wanted to identify how some secondary schools are approaching the introduction of Citizenship education, in the belief that the programme will inevitably fail if schools do not show commitment. Such commitment is not a guarantee of success, but it is a start.

Each school comprises a student body that is predominantly white and predominantly middle class. They are oversubscribed, relatively successful academically, have had positive OFSTED reports and have largely supportive relationships with parents. Each in its own way could be described as ‘a good school’ and some of the variables which apply are outlined in Table 1 below. As this is an initial study, I currently have more data on one school – School A – than on the others, an imbalance which will be redressed as the study continues.

Table 1.

	SCHOOL
	LOCALITY
	GENDER OF STUDENTS
	CONTROL
	TYPE
	‘A’ LEVEL POINTS 2001

	A
	County Town
	Female
	LEA
	State grammar (Top 25% of 11+ scores)
	26.9

	B
	South London
	Male
	Church/LEA 
	Voluntary aided comprehensive
	16.9

	C
	Tourist town
	Co-educational
	LEA
	State grammar (Top 30% of 11+ scores)
	19.4

	D
	Market town
	Female
	LEA
	State grammar (Top 25% of 11+ scores)
	17.6


Responsibility for Citizenship
There are similarities between three of the four schools in that A, B and C have combined Citizenship with Personal, Social and Health Education (PSHE) to create a post of specific responsibility. This fits with the DfES (2002) perception where it includes Citizenship in a list of main topic areas for PSHE. In A and B the post holders are teachers of history, both of whom also have experience in teaching politics, and in C a teacher of RS. None of these staff were recruited as specialists in Citizenship or in PSHE, but were appointed internally; the post-holders in A and B both perceive their appointments as a form of promotion for retention, although their commitment and interest in Citizenship is personally emphasised by both.

School D has not awarded a responsibility point but, instead, the role of Citizenship co-ordinator has become one of the responsibilities of a deputy head teacher whose subject specialism is English. Her role in relation to Citizenship, and her strategies for introducing and implementing policies, is inevitably different to those available to and employed by the other teachers in this study.

Time-table provision
School A has a two-week timetable of fifty lessons, each lasting one hour, with one lesson each fortnight for Citizenship throughout key stage 3 and the same planned for key stage 4 from September 2002. There is also a ‘rolling programme’ of PSHE, again fortnightly, in which a different timetabled lesson is replaced by PSHE activities in forms e.g. Friday period 1 PSHE, two weeks later Friday period 2, two weeks later Friday period 3 and so on. Some Citizenship work is integrated into the PSHE programme. It is likely that this school will follow a public examination course in ks4, probably entering students for a GCSE in Social Science – QCA validated as a Citizenship course and qualification.

The other schools operate on more traditional one-week timetables with periods of varying length but still providing 25 hours each week of timetabled lessons. They also have PSHE programmes, although varying in nature and composition. None of these schools currently plans to enter students for public examination in Citizenship.

School B has a similar approach to PSHE as school A, with a greater emphasis on the delivery of Citizenship in this way. As a Church school there is greater emphasis on some of the ethical and spiritual elements of both PSHE and Citizenship, as well as greater RS provision, than in any of the other schools in the sample. There are some outside speakers involved in addressing groups of students – in years and in subject groups – on related issues. The teacher responsible is also in the process of supporting other staff in identifying where their subjects already provide Citizenship content. 

In school C Citizenship is not provided as a discrete subject but integrated into the currently taught curriculum. A series of day events for which the timetable is suspended has been planned, in which it is intended that a variety of speakers and activities will enable students to address and consider relevant issues. Elements of Citizenship are again integrated into a PSHE programme, delivered by form teachers from the full range of  subjects offered by the school. 

School D approaches Citizenship as an integrated subject. The Assistant Headteacher responsible expressed relief that the original proposal in the Crick Report for it to be a specific and discrete subject has not become a directive as she felt there was neither the curriculum time nor staff enthusiasm required to be able to do this effectively. This school’s approach is to identify where Citizenship topics arise within the curriculum already taught, and will co-ordinate this so that there is little duplication.

Perceived staff attitudes
Schools A, B and C identify varying degrees of enthusiasm for Citizenship. Some staff perceive a threat to their own subjects, which is reflected in the approach of B and C, as are the perceptions of staff confidence in their abilities to deliver the appropriate content.

Although this is true also in A, that school has a long tradition of teaching of social science subjects (sociology at GCSE, sociology, politics and psychology at AS and A2). It is suggested that staff in this school see Citizenship as an extension of these subjects and look to colleagues from these areas to provide input and to support other colleagues in delivery. Staff are also concerned about the pressure under which many students work to achieve their high examination success, and the tendency towards becoming an “examination factory”. These staff see Citizenship as supporting the development of a more complete and rounded understanding of society for students, as well as developing skills beneficial to them as students and as citizens. 

There is therefore some staff opposition to examination entry. At the same time, there is anecdotal evidence that the student body is so imbued with an achievement ethic that, for many (students, parents and staff) no examination equals no importance. For some staff, examinations are necessary to legitimise the subject. There are also several staff who see ‘both sides’. It seems that it is perceived as “easier” to keep to the examination philosophy than to develop an attitude supporting the importance of learning/understanding “because it is useful” to the individual AND their neighbours AND society at large.

Citizenship has not yet been formally introduced in School D, although departments are currently ‘auditing’ their schemes of work. There has been some staff resistance and/or

resignation but little enthusiasm. Some are identified as seeing it as “yet another ‘great’ idea from on high”, another imposition on an already overburdened profession.

Staff competence

I have not yet measured competence and am unsure how this can be done effectively. Citizenship is not only about subject content as skills of research, presentation, literacy and numeracy are explicitly to be developed. According to the DfES (2002), which incorporates Citizenship into PSHE in its abstracts journal ‘Spectrum’, ‘good PSHE teaching is about having a range of skills and qualities together with specialist knowledge and understanding.’
The OFSTED reports for each school in the sample clearly show evidence of quality teaching, so that both technical and indeterminate
 classroom skills are not in question here. It is also true that Citizenship is being overseen by teachers with subject related expertise, either in the design and implementation of materials or as members of working groups drawing up whole school strategies and activities. Each of the teachers responsible for Citizenship in my sample is confident of having enough teachers with appropriate knowledge, skill and understanding to provide effective learning opportunities for their students.

I have to express some reservations about the ‘skill’ aspect. Citizenship education is meant to enable students to develop skills of research and interpretation, among many others. I conducted some research into the teaching of research methods at School A, which produced informative results. The deadline date was clearly indicated, yet initial response was roughly 71%. If teachers have difficulties in keeping to deadlines, they might care to consider the situation in which students often find themselves (one did say “I thought it was next Wednesday”; another, “I wasn’t here that day”). This produces an example of “do as I say, not as I do”, which runs counter the to Citizenship guidelines; it renders Citizenship something to be taught rather than something to develop, it renders citizenship a subject rather than a condition. 

It is separately worth mentioning that questions of competence are not restricted to staff. Ofsted has recently produced booklets relating to post 16 inspections
, which share guidelines on equal opportunities. Institutions are required to be aware of their responsibilities under several pieces of legislation, including The Sex Descrimination Act 1957. A simple spellcheck and reference to anyone with any connection to or interest in equal opportunities would have resulted in ‘discrimination’ and ‘1975’. That these basic errors have appeared in every post-16 subject inspection document suggests a lack of care – careless and couldn’t care less.

Staff perceptions

Having only spoken with staff in School A, I can as yet offer no clear cut conclusions on teachers’ perceptions of Citizenship education. However, those teachers with whom I have spoken appear to fit into any one of four categories:

1. “It’s what we all do anyway”;

2. “Another trendy gesture which adds to our workload without helping anyone”;

3. “Not before time”;

4. “As long as I don’t have to teach it . . .”.

School A has a long and impressive history of community service, charitable fund raising (£17,000 in 1999), Duke of Edinburgh activities, links with schools in nineteen countries, sold-out public performances of productions such as “Ghetto”, “West Side Story” and “Oh! What a Lovely War”, as well as individual and team successes in a wide range of sporting activities. There is therefore some justification in 1. above – at least as far as the moral and community aspects of Citizenship are concerned – as there is in claims that the school develops more than the academic talents of its students.

To some extent, 1, 2 and 4 are different faces of the same response as none is actually an opposition to the notion of Citizenship education. There appears a strong feeling among heads of subject in particular that the school already meets many of the Citizenship requirements and that a raft of other initiatives are having to be integrated into an already busy school day. Literacy and Numeracy programmes affect secondary schools, and there remains considerable concern about the workload and uncertainty generated by recent A level reforms. In addition, the school is developing an application for specialist school status as well as building links with business and other elements of the community, and responding to new funding requirements and the recent Green Paper by extending the range of courses offered at 16 and at 16+. Responses 2 and 4 above – “it doesn’t help” and “as long as it isn’t me” possibly reflect this growing workload rather than opposition in principle.

“Not before time” tends to be a pastoral manager’s/arts or humanities teacher’s response. Professional interests lead such staff to the conclusion that political literacy, developed moral awareness and sensitivity to culture and community diversity might be greater life-enhancing skills than a particular examination pass. It can be the case, as in School A, that many of the current initiatives have not greatly impinged on humanities subjects so that, without the introduction of Citizenship education, such subjects were in danger of possible marginalisation – welcoming it as a saviour of the subject as much as for its own worth.

No member of staff to whom I spoke, in any of the schools in this study or in other meetings with Citizenship teachers, raised the issue of the philosophy of Citizenship guidelines. As stated in my introduction, this appears to be regarded as a self-evident ‘good thing’.

Student perceptions

I have, as yet, limited data on student perceptions, based largely on a series of informal interviews with an unstructured sample of students from schools A and C.

The first impression I gathered is that students at School A enjoy the opportunity Citizenship lessons present for discussion and exchange of ideas. The lack of set homework is also appreciated. The few students with whom I have had discussion seem to agree that ‘politics is boring’ while competently offering their critique of a range of politicians and policies. It became apparent that it is the presentation and packaging which turns off these students rather than the issues of politics.

They are also aware that issues arise in different subjects and in extra-curricular areas, and show ease and comfort in integrating and relating these points, ideas, experiences etc as and where they consider them appropriate. The students also consciously tend to offer public and private responses on some topics – they know which teachers expect or will accept certain attitudes and either co-operate or oppose, depending on mood/attitude. This is a body of students who fully expect to be able to deliver ‘the right answers’ without necessarily believing or agreeing with one word they say or write. There is an unexpressed sensitivity to the notion that a certain ideology is being promulgated, to which the students’ responses seem more in line with hegemony than with mindless acceptance or consensual convergence; they present an appearance of agreement because it suits them.

Provisional, tentative conclusions

Any real philosophy?

If there is, its nature is certainly not apparent to those involved who deliver or receive Citizenship Education. The thrust of guidelines and teaching programmes is reflected in their unquestioning nature – “democracy is good, how we do things is democratic:- therefore we are good”. Lawton (1975) showed that having a common curriculum for all students in one school can create problems of subject identity, subject content, specialist delivery and student receptiveness. If that was the case in his examination of three schools, it is no less likely to be true for the whole country. 

In Marxist terms, Citizenship education is about inclusion on the terms of the state, the perpetuation of the civil society which replicates bourgeois relationships rather than a humanised and inclusive social order. As Lawton points out,
 while Marxism may reduce class to a wholly economic category, Weber also recognised the importance of status and power and that there was a complex dynamic between these three elements. The most effective and efficient exercise of power can be seen in the legal/rational model where the rules lay down what is/not acceptable, and in normative authority where members believe that the dominant values are the correct values. The national guidelines on Citizenship education reflect what might be seen as “chattering classes”/New Labour norms and values in a clear set of rules. Whether we agree with these or not, as Lawton comments on another issue, does not make them absolutely true or value free.

The philosophy behind the introduction of national guidelines – generally opposed by teacher associations since 1988 as a rejection of sensitivity to local issues and of teachers’ professional autonomy – appears so far to be a form of egalitarian Yeatman-and-Sellar-ism. This is the philosophy behind imposing, not the philosophy behind what is being imposed. The guidelines themselves indicate a reluctance to engage in questioning what is mean by the concept of ‘Citizen’ and whether reality matches meaning for any/all members of society. There is failure to either explain or to attempt to change society, only to put forward one particularistic view. This conclusion is neither revolutionary nor uniquely British – it may be that the nature of Citizenship courses is to confirm the status quo. 

Staff attitudes?

As identified, these fit somewhere within a range of four options

1. “It’s what we all do anyway”;

2. “Another trendy gesture which adds to our workload without helping anyone”;

3. “Not before time”;

4. “As long as I don’t have to teach it . . .”.

with a fairly even spread throughout. There is very little outright opposition but also very little awareness of detail. Teachers other than the most enthusiastic or involved appear unaware of the Citizenship guidelines beyond their possible impact on the teacher’s own subject area. Those who are the most interested seem to be those whose subjects are most directly involved.

This is not necessarily unique. Literacy co-ordinators are often English specialists and Numeracy co-ordinators are likely to be mathematics teachers. It is possibly not surprising that Citizenship attracts social scientists and humanities teachers.

Variety of models of presentation

I have so far identified four curriculum models for Citizenship:

1. As a discrete subject;

2. As part of PSHE;

3. Integrated into the existing curricular subjects;

4. Special focus events.

These are not necessarily mutually exclusive e.g. School A follows all four models, but with its main emphasis on 1. Schools which do not develop model 1 will also not inevitably adhere exclusively to one other model. Each school would also claim that it addresses issues which cannot be taught as a body of knowledge through such activities as school councils and community service. Models of presentation of Citizenship, even if  variants of each/any/all 1-4 above, offer considerable opportunity for variety.

Student attitudes

It would appear, albeit with very limited data thus far, that students are rather astute. They are aware of motivation behind assemblies, subject content etc; they know how to say/do what the teacher wants/doesn’t want. Much of this is communicated in unwritten and informal ways about which teachers either know nothing or have forgotten. Students have perhaps the greatest insight and the greatest wisdom with regard to social interaction, communication and the exercise of political power, and therefore the least need of a course to develop these. They see parents, teachers, politicians advocating some things while preaching or doing something else; such contradictions do not appear to depress or alienate the young so much as to disinterest them.

And finally, a brief polemic

If Citizenship education is about a body of knowledge and about persuasion that participation is better than exclusion, it may be that this is an argument to be won. At the moment it appears to be a mantra being aimlessly repeated. Those who promulgate participation have not asked the young why they do not participate. Those who approve of a multi-cultural Citizenship programme are seen to proclaim laws that differentiate on the basis of colour or creed - a National Curriculum which proclaims all faiths to be equal but which requires school assemblies to be broadly Christian could be fairly gently described as not wholly consistent. Moral positions are offered as factual. Discussion is to be encouraged but critical assessment frowned upon. Positions outside of the mainstream (as identified by some insider agencies) are either ignored, downplayed or rejected.

As schools develop their citizenship programmes they will need to consider national guidelines, staff expertise, social and communal needs. As this study develops I hope to be able to comment on the extent to which the young themselves are able to make an active contribution to Citizenship education.
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�  ‘Social Engineering’ is a term often associated with the New Right condemnation of movement towards removing barriers and disadvantage but which might equally be used to describe deliberate attempts by an elite to ensure that their privileged social positions are protected by the imposition of false barriers and creating social disadvantage.





� I use these terms in relation to teaching generally as Jamous & Peliolle(1970) used them regarding the teaching and practice of medicine.
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