What you give is what you get

Ralph Leighton (c) 2004

Introduction
The development of Citizenship as a National Curriculum subject in England is now well documented in sources referenced here (Crick 1998, Arthur & Wright 2001, Leighton 2002, Craft & Harrison 2003, Davies 2003, Gearon 2003) and elsewhere. As well as valuable discussions on the diverse interpretations of concepts of citizenship, attention has also been given to the possible political motivations behind the introduction of the subject in schools, whether citizenship is a subject comprising identifiable and discrete knowledge, skills and values, how best to introduce citizenship into a school, and myriad other aspects surrounding the birth of a subject. 

Throughout much of the literature there has been an implied assumption that teachers are equipped – or at least willing and able to become equipped – to deliver whatever is required of them, as if teachers are a homogenous and universally committed and skilled group. Unlike the provision for other national curriculum subjects, there is not a large number of trained professionals in place to deliver the requirements of the Citizenship Order (DfES 1999). As Davies (2003) points out, 150 people successfully completed Post Graduate Citizenship training in 2001 and a further 200 people qualified in 2002. Most, but not all, have taken up employment as newly qualified teachers (NQTs); therefore, for the approximately six thousand English secondary schools and their Key Stage 3 and 4 pupils, there fewer than 350 trained specialists. Even if we add the Advanced Skills Teachers (ASTs) in Citizenship and assume some distribution of informed support, expertise and enthusiasm amongst other teachers established in their careers, Citizenship is clearly not being taught predominantly by teachers trained in the subject.

This inevitably means that schemes of work, lesson plans, school strategies, support for teacher trainees, LEA-advisor support, examination specification development, authoring of text-books and other aspects of secondary school subject development for Citizenship are likely to be carried out in many cases by non-specialists. School senior managers are unlikely to have experience of or subject-based commitment to Citizenship education; according to Cleaver et al (2003) senior management planning of citizenship delivery only involved staff consultation in 29% of cases. Heads of subject or Citizenship co-ordinators, where appointed, will rarely have subject-specific training nor a primary commitment to the subject.  This can have a number of significant repercussions, for example when presenting the case for budget and other resources, in identifying and implementing school policies and development plans.

The focus of this paper stems from disparity, not between Citizenship and other subjects, but between Citizenship where provided by subject-trained specialists and where it is provided by teachers whose specialisms lie elsewhere. The disparate nature of schools’ timetabled provision has been previously discussed (Leighton 2002, Davies 2003, Cleaver et al 2003) but less attention appears to have been given to the backgrounds, perceptions and inclinations of those who do the delivering.

In order to discuss teachers of Citizenship – who they are, what they think, why it matters – it is necessary to consider the construction of teachers and of teaching. This is one of the aspects of preparing this paper which I found particularly rewarding, like meeting up with old friends who really were as I remembered them; unlike a school reunion, these friends haven’t changed, even if society and I have. That is not to say that any of the authors of long-established texts (for example Bernstein 1973, Delamont 1976, Fuchs 1968, Illich 1979, Jackson and Marsden 1970) have not or did not move on to say more on these and other topics, but a recognition of the contribution they and others made to my development as a sociologist and as a teacher. 

As well as looking at the development of teachers as teachers, it is important in the context of this paper to give some attention to the nature of Citizenship as a taught subject and as an ethos. Crick (1998), Ofsted (2003) and other guidelines make clear that school management must show a commitment to the principles and practices of Citizenship and to the development of an appropriate school ethos if the aims and objectives laid out in the Crick Report (1998) are to be achieved. There is a tension between the role of teachers and the role of school management which this paper attempts to identify rather than resolve. There is also a tension between the professional identities of teachers and the requirements of Citizenship which are addressed here; schools are not often renowned for their democratic structures, teachers may not always encourage/allow open discussions and might tend to avoid controversial issues, and there is a body of knowledge which does not derive from any established school subject and which therefore can place teachers in the unfamiliar position of recognising and addressing their own lack of subject specialism.

In attempting to find a way into the complexity of the range of issues I wish to address, I have found it necessary to combine a number of methods of investigation in an unorthodox fashion. Some data derives from statistics collected and interpreted by others and for other purposes. I have conducted formal and informal interviews, and I have been given access to personal reflection documents. My sample is both opportunity and self-selected. The area of the country from which data has been collected is not typical of the rest of England in its political make-up or in its education system. All of this means, certainly at this early stage, that most conclusions are tentative. The process of carrying out this initial study has informed my thinking about issues of methodology at least as much as it has informed my understanding of the tensions and attitudes under consideration, all of which are more substantial than any conclusions offered.

It is also important that I recognise my own values in relation to the teaching of Citizenship.  The types of schools in which I have taught, my role as a Chief Examiner, my experience in a range of teaching and school management roles, my current post as a trainer of post graduate teachers of citizenship: all of these have influenced my own perceptions of a generic ‘right’ way to teach and of the right way to teach Citizenship. They reflect my skills, attitudes, values, and opportunities, as well as my commitment to the subject and to the ethos which is integral to it. I think it is inevitable that who I am has influenced what I have looked at and how it has been seen in much the same way as those who hear or read what I have to say will be influenced by their values. In many ways, that is the starting point as well as the conclusion.

Who/what are teachers?

In particular, I am concerned here with who and/or what makes a teacher of citizenship. This separation applies to the teaching of any secondary subject as there are both generic and subject specific characteristics, but is crucial in relation to citizenship given the almost six thousand schools required to provide citizenship and the 350 teachers trained to do so. That shortfall of roughly 5½ thousand (assuming one post per school when, in reality, there will be two or three in many cases) makes citizenship a shortage subject beyond any other, although maths, science, ICT, RE attract extra training salaries and citizenship does not. The shortfall has to be made up from the ranks of existing teachers trained in other subjects, whose commitment, enthusiasm and subject knowledge will range from the truly awesome to the truly awful. One rather reluctant teacher of citizenship teacher, trained in design technology, told me that she was teaching the subject under duress and had told all her students this. Aspects she was dissatisfied with were her students’ lack of application in citizenship lessons contrasted with their enthusiasm in her specialist lessons, and her own lack of knowledge and understanding of the requirements of the subject. She therefore planned for her ‘important’ specialism and used other people’s lesson plans and resources for citizenship.

“Teacher” has become synonymous with ‘educator’, ‘facilitator’, ‘lecturer’, all of which make reference to, but none of which encapsulate, what teachers do, how they are perceived by their pupils, and how they perceive themselves. Few teachers in secondary schools would define themselves wholly in relation to classroom action and interaction. Bowles and Gintis (1976) offered the image of ‘jug and mug’ but education has moved on, perhaps now more closely reflecting CW Mills’ (1980) view of professions as peopled by those with “narrow views and narrower specialisms”. While Etzioni (1969) argued that teaching, as a semi-profession, should get on with developing its own structures and practices rather than trying to alter its status, teachers continue to see themselves as professionals and their occupation as a profession. The establishment/imposition of the General Teaching Council and continued subject specialisation render secondary teaching a profession in a way which trait theorists such as Millerson (1964) might recognise, as would, for different reasons, more critical commentators such as Johnson (1972) and Illich (1977). This specialisation in particular, typical of both professions and semi-professions and a contentious issue in this case, is a significant factor in differentiating citizenship teachers.

‘Specialisation’ is itself a contentious concept. While it implies particular strengths in one area, that strength might not bear comparison with the strengths of others in the same field or phase of education. As all secondary teachers can expect to play an active pastoral role, teach pupils of greatly disparate abilities and attitudes, ‘deliver’ cross-curricular themes such as numeracy and literacy, and, in many cases, teach more than one subject, we can question the extent to which any one teacher is a specialist. We must also take care not to assume that, because someone teaches a subject, they have a specialist or even passing interest and competence. I can recall working with graduates in each of biology, physics and chemistry who have been called upon to teach all three sciences; I have worked with teachers of English, French, geography, history and sociology in teaching RE; I have known geographers teaching physics and sociologists teaching ICT. My degree is in politics; in twenty two years as a secondary school teacher I taught sociology, economics, mathematics, RE, psychology, general studies, history, politics, health & social care and citizenship as timetabled subjects with varying degrees of regularity, insight, awareness and ability. I like to think that I did the best I could in each case, but ‘my best’ might not have been ‘the best’ and, while I might have provided good quality teaching in some subjects, I have to recognise that I did not in others. Teaching union officials have commented negatively (BBC news 7/02) on the increased workloads created by the introduction of compulsory citizenship education, and on its relatively low priority in many schools; lack of a suitably trained and experienced number of teachers might also be significant.

Postman (1970) has argued that everything in the classroom is political – decisions that children should read, what they should read, how and when they should read – and that single-track, authority-directed concepts of performance are used to “keep non-conforming youth – black, the politically disaffected and economically disadvantaged, among others – in their place” (1970: 93), illustrating how schools had become “a major force for political conservatism” (1970:83). One example Postman offers is in reference to US history textbooks and how they characterise the birth of the United States which, he claims can be identified as having arisen from 

1. insurrection against a legally constituted government for political identity; 

2.  genocide against an indigenous population for land; 

3. slavery for an economic base; 

4. ‘Coolie’ labour for railways and infrastructure; as an accurate depiction of events. 

This is, however, an image which does not fit how WASP history has it and is an account which would “scarcely be allowed to appear unchallenged” (1970: 89). 

In my own experience, education in Scotland gave me a very different historical perspective to that of my English peers. ‘Braveheart’ is not so very far from the version of the truth I was given regarding late 13th Century CE Scottish/English relations. Regarding late 17th Century monarchical matters, the bravery and timely intervention of William of Orange were put in a rather different light at St Aloysius’ College or Holy Cross than they were at my school; keeping communities divided being as important as keeping them partly (mis)informed. 

I question Postman’s use of ‘had become’, with its implication that there was a time when formal schooling was not about social and political conservatism. It is still significant to consider that this view was expressed over 30 years ago yet could be a reflection on today. Not only does this suggest that society has changed little in its fundamental relationships between those with and those without, but is in itself evidence that formal education is indeed a major force for political conservatism. This can also be related with justification to the work of Bowles and Gintis (1976) on correspondence theory, and informed by Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) on the self-fulfilling prophecy. In different ways, Fuchs (1968), Jackson and Marsden (1970), Bernstein (1973), Delamont (1976), Illich (1979) all reflected on external political realities and controls and their impact on success – including what success means, how it is achieved, and how it affects those who achieve it and those who do not – in education. 

It is Delamont (1976) who identified many, of her at that time, contemporary researchers as concerned with emphasis on the ‘input/output’ elements of education as a process, at the expense of examining classroom interaction. Almost thirty years later this certainly remains true in respect of the stances of many politicians, education inspectors and teacher leaders. Even with the exponential increase in monitoring and inspection, lesson observations are related to the National Curriculum, schemes of work, Key Stage strategies and national policies, rarely to students’ own perceived needs, desires or interests. The clarion call for ‘raising of standards’ – from where to where is unclear – demands that teachers set higher expectations of achievement and behaviour for their students, not that they generate interest, excitement or personal satisfaction for them. This reflects Illich’s (1979) concern that, as the mass production and marketing of education becomes technically more achievable – video conferencing, distance learning, tablet-based teaching and learning, for example – it becomes ethically less tolerable. Problems of proscribed uniformity of content and delivery arise when individuals do not have the knowledge behind that which is explicitly required. Teachers move from being informed and semi-autonomous instructors to technicians. This is not to derogate technicians but to identify a change in the nature of what constitutes a teacher.

To some extent, Citizenship education has 
been introduced to compensate for young people’s lack of political and social engagement, their perceived lack of moral awareness, as a compensation for social decline just as policies from Operation Headstart through to E.A.Z.s were to compensate for economic deprivation. Bernstein (1973) asked how we could “talk about offering compensatory education to children who . . . have as yet not been offered an adequate education environment”, adding that “we offer a large number of children, both at the primary and secondary level, materially inadequate schools and unstable teaching staff and we further expect a small group of dedicated teachers to cope.” (1973:215). This could be applied now to Citizenship education in that there is a small number of dedicated citizenship teachers working with an ever-changing larger group to deliver a subject whose provision has been materially inadequate over many years. Just as many commentators questioned the motivation behind and likely success of compensatory education in the 1960s and 70s, with considerable justification in hindsight, it is worthwhile to question both of these – motivation and likely success – in relation to citizenship.

Methodology

As yet there appears to be little evidence to indicate that the government has considered the source of any inadequate political environment beyond an assumed ignorance on the part of family, school and media. This inadequacy, if it exists, may concern the quality of politics in the environment rather than any extent of people’s understanding. Poor role modelling by politicians, whether real or imagined, may be more responsible for a lack of social and political engagement than ignorance of the system. This possibility refers not only to the personal lives of politicians but to their perceived inconsistencies; the perhaps simplistic interpretation of democracy as leaders doing what people want them to do appears violated at every turn, whether regarding petrol tax, war, ministerial consistency, immigration, rural affairs, pensions. 

It has been the case with every political regime in my lifetime – eight Prime Ministers, from Macmillan telling us we had never had it so good to Blair’s avowal that education is the best economic policy – that decisions have been taken with which people disagreed, sometimes violently. The extent of political understanding and awareness was not an issue because people continued to vote in significant numbers. Decisions continue to be opposed, but with a significant reduction in voting figures; it does not follow, however, that people have become less politically sensitive; it may be that lack of involvement reflects political awareness rather than disinterest. I certainly remain to be convinced that those young people who demonstrated against, or for, the war with Iraq had no political insight.

This is not only about politicians, however. Family and mass media, peer group and faith group, all have an influence on our behaviour and perceptions. Central to this paper is the truism that ‘teachers make a difference’, recognising that the difference may be large or small, a benefit or a deficit. At least one teacher of citizenship has said, “teaching about citizenship in schools is rather like giving prisoners travel brochures”. (CD ROM). Schools are not democratic institutions; headteachers are answerable to a small, virtually anonymous body of school governors and/or LEA and/or DfES bureaucrats, teachers are possibly more concerned about what those higher in the hierarchy think of them rather than what those for whom they are responsible want or need of them, and pupils themselves are relatively powerless individuals. A cynic might suggest that, although schools do not represent the theory of democracy, they do represent its reality. No matter which side of that divide one finds oneself on, it is clear that political engagement and social responsibility are not easily stimulated and encouraged in a traditional school environment.

The political and sociological contexts alluded to above have given rise to the need to identify and pursue data collection and analysis in a relatively unorthodox fashion. It is unlikely that I could have shown any sample to be representative of citizenship teachers as it is not clear what the composition is of the group it would purport to represent. The nature of schools and schooling is that no register exists of citizenship teachers and, although networks such as The Association of Citizenship Teachers are developing, membership of these is neither a prerequisite not an indication of citizenship teaching. In justifying the lack of a representative sample in this way, I must also reminding readers that it is not therefore recommended that anyone generalises from the data or my tentative conclusions.

Much of the data comes from discussions with student (trainee) teachers specialising in citizenship, and with practicing teachers of citizenship, some of whom are subject trained but most of whom are not. This is augmented by having been given access to documentary self-reflections which are a requirement of the student teachers’ course, and reading school policy documents. Not all students gave me access to their reflections and not all teachers gave me sight of their policies and schemes of work. Comments made in relation to training course activities and school-based student support have also informed my perspective and interpretation but cannot ethically be included as data as those involved were not given the opportunity to make informed decisions regarding their involvement. 

Therefore, little of the collection was consciously structured in relation to this paper; in the case of the documentary data, it was already prepared for other purposes and, in the case of discussions and other activities, I did not want to lead responses with my own agenda beyond identifying the focus of the study. As has already been shown, references are also made to statistical data and information gathered by others and freely available, largely through DfES and associated websites. This is mainly used to inform the context of discussion rather than to create an aura of reliability. 

The data therefore carries with it all the issues of self-selecting samples, incomplete data, unrepresentative sampling, validity rather than reliability. It follows from this that what I offer is a snap-shot, not a cinematic epic, not even a home movie. Snap-shots can tell us a lot, however, particularly if the person with the camera can explain the frame: hopefully reading this paper will not prove as tedious as an evening of viewing somebody else’s holiday snaps.

Sample 

Unusually, perhaps, the sample for this study also constitutes some of the data – who are the teachers of citizenship? The student teachers in the sample constitute the citizenship cohort of a one-year PGCE secondary course. Their average age at the beginning of the course was 27.5, with ages ranging from 21.5 to 45.8. Distribution of subject backgrounds by first degree is shown in Figure 1. As will be shown to be significant in later discussion, 31% had either an upper second class or Masters qualification (one had two Masters degrees) and there were a considerable range of subsidiary yet relevant qualifications and experience – including T.E.F.L., working with immigrant support and other social agencies, management in commerce, nursing, journalism, army leadership, and having previously taught in Higher Education.

FIGURE 1
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Established teachers were often rather coy about their ages, which appeared to range from ‘early twenties’ to mid fifties – not dissimilar to the student age range.  Regarding the subject backgrounds of the fifteen teachers with specific subject responsibility for citizenship in the sample, RE was most prominent with 9 – only two had training as teachers of citizenship. Generically as well as in specific relation to Citizenship, ‘experienced’ or established’ teachers is a category which can be further divided into four sub-categories. These are:

1. Mentors, who have responsibility for supporting and monitoring the training of teachers in school. The sample included fifteen mentors, two of whom were trained as citizenship teachers.

2. Advanced Skills Teachers (ASTs), who are recognised as experts in their field and are expected to contribute to the development of professional good practice in their and neighbouring schools. The sample included three ASTs, none of whom were trained as Citizenship teachers.

3. Heads of subject, or subject co-ordinators, who have responsibility for the provision and monitoring of all aspects of their subject. While it is not always the case, in this study the mentors were also the staff responsible for the subject, therefore they were the same fifteen people.

4. Classroom teacher, who have no specific responsibility for the subject other than the standard responsibilities of a teacher. The sample included nine classroom teachers. This is complicated, however, in that some who are classroom teachers in relation to one subject can hold positions of responsibility regarding other aspects of a school; five of this classroom teachers held other responsibilities, ranging from year head to assistant head teacher. Three classroom teachers were trained as citizenship teachers, and none had other responsibilities.

Figure 2 gives the subject background distribution of experienced teachers in the sample, according to their professional training. While the skills developed in citizenship are not unique to that subject, and some of the knowledge content can also be found in the KS3 and KS4 curricula of core and other foundation subjects, it is still significant to note that only five of the twenty seven experienced teachers in the sample had had training in the subject in which they were giving training or other support to student teachers.

FIGURE 2
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To some extent I am also part of my sample. That is not to suggest that this paper is autobiographical, but I have worked with some of the sample and continue to work with others. I have supported the development of some of them and they have supported me. My interpretation of what constitutes good citizenship teaching and/or good teaching generically is influenced by subjective observations and experiences as well as by official standards and documentation. I also have a strong personal commitment to and vested interest in the development of citizenship education as a subject in which teachers are trained and which schools deliver. Other issues are identified in the introduction to this paper; all of this makes me part of my sample if only in that my interpretations and reflections are not value free.
Data and Discussion

Among the issues which arose from the sample are that, in several cases, student teachers were older than those with whom they worked in schools and in almost every case they had more substantial relevant subject knowledge from their first degrees as well as from their post-graduate training. These contributed, both individually and in combination, to an insecurity on the part of the more experienced teachers which resulted in defensive strategies such as refusing to let student teachers plan lessons independently, praising student teachers in discussion yet identifying them as underachieving in correspondence with their training tutors, correcting student teachers’ subject knowledge – including, on at least two occasions, correcting accurate information – and one mentor, responsible for the support and training of three student teachers, was not on school premises on any of five occasions her school was visited by the subject tutor.

Another outcome was that experienced teachers assumed the students had levels of classroom expertise, particularly in management of behaviour, beyond ‘reasonable’ expectations. Several of the student teachers found that this enabled them to learn a range of strategies quickly but others felt that they were floundering with little support. In three cases, students felt that criticisms of them in the initial report on their practices reflected a lack of support from their mentors rather than a lack of effort or engagement on their own part; in each case, mentors accepted that this might have been the case. There were some expressions of frustration at having to take things one step at a time but, in group discussion, the consensus was that it was essential that learning to teach was structured and supported.  Indeed, those students who recognised that they were perceived as experts expressed some reservations at this as they felt a need for support and development as teacher. 

Some of the students were aware of the tension between their position as subject expert/professional newcomer and experienced teachers as professional expert/subject newcomer in many cases. Where both student and experienced teacher were also subject experts there was still inconsistency in the quality of the professional relationships, with some mentors/students collaborating very effectively while others were either at loggerheads or perceived slights and disapproval. While there were clearer conflicts between non-specialist staff and students, not all such relationships featured conflict and not all specialist staff and student relationships were smooth. 

From this, it is clear that tensions were not wholly attributable to the extent of people’s specialist training although this did appear to be significant in several cases. Other identified factors included perceptions of arrogance, lack of ‘professionalism’, conflicting interpretations of the requirements of the Citizenship curriculum, “personality” clashes – all of which were offered as often by the students as by the experienced teachers.  

The students’ personal reflections were written, as a course requirement for reflexive self-audit, at the end of the first two weeks of their course and again shortly before the winter break. Many of their initial comments were wide-ranging – gaps in subject knowledge, ability to control classes, stress and stamina – a typical comment from one younger student was “overwhelmed and daunted by the year ahead” while another, older, student was concerned about “failing to give a good account of myself, and the profession I hope to join”. At least one began with a very positive experience on visiting her first placement school – “my mentor is fantastic“ and none wrote of misgivings concerning mentors at this early stage. However, not all students gave me access to their statements and at least three had misgivings which they expressed verbally to me. The one consistent factor was a re-iterated commitment to the importance of citizenship as a subject, whether because “the fundamental aim of education is to equip people with knowledge and skills which are relevant to adult life” (male student, early 40s) or because “it is the core to life and relevant to every subject across the curriculum . . . as important as Maths or English” (female student, 21).

By the time of writing their second statements, students had spent two days a week in school for five weeks and another five weeks in school full-time. Typical written comments at this stage included:- “What a tough term”, “I am paying a great deal of attention to formulating behaviour management strategies”, “I have run into the battle of ideas versus reality”, “I have so much more developing and learning to do”. However, all remained positive about their decision to teach and to teach citizenship even though, as shown in Figure 3, they were teaching a range of subjects other that in which they were specialising.

Figure 3
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Other includes: art, general studies, geography, ICT, leisure & tourism, maths, philosophy, psychology and sociology.

This data is derived from all students’ timetables which are ‘negotiated’ with the schools, but such negotiation tends to be led by the demands of the school and the support/availability of various subjects. One head of sociology, for example, refused to allow any lessons to be taken by a student with an upper second class sociology degree. The ‘other’ subjects represent areas identified by the students as relating to their degree or occupational backgrounds. Most students taught three subjects on first practice, some four, and one taught seven.

Why are they teaching Citizenship?

There are six identifiable positions regarding teachers’ views on teaching citizenship:

1. commitment

2. conversion 

3. co-existence 

4. colonisation 

5. compliance 

6. conflict

Commitment: For the students, the decision to teach citizenship was unanimously a conscious career choice based on a commitment to the underlying principles and to the content of the citizenship curriculum. Some had chosen to move from other careers, for example one from finance management, two others from nursing, in specific response to the establishment of the subject. Another had ‘discovered’ citizenship while writing what had started as a critical analysis of state education during the final year of her sociology degree; by the end of her research, this student was convinced that Citizenship education had a key role to play in enabling and empowering young people. One mature student recalled his own ‘wasted’ school years which, he felt, would have benefited from someone giving him access to the central themes of citizenship – skills as well as knowledge. In every case, notions of ‘empowerment’ and ‘making a positive contribution’ were key elements in their decisions.

For experienced teachers, the pattern is less clear-cut and consistent. It was not surprising that the citizenship-qualified teachers had very similar reasons for teaching the subject to those offered by the students. They were all recently qualified (within the previous two years) and had made the same conscious choices. At least two, however, felt that their initial motivations had been highly idealistic and they now felt bogged down with the generic demands of teaching and, in the words of one NQT with a background in outreach youth work, “becoming cynical about whether we can make any difference to anyone”.

Conversion:  There were at least two experienced teachers, both mentors, who felt that the discrete teaching of Citizenship was crucial to the establishment of the subject and the benefit of young people. One to the extent that he was more interested in how to teach Citizenship and enable his pupils to develop the appropriate skills than in some of the requirements of his own subject, RE. The other, an English specialist, felt that she did not have the necessary skills and depth of knowledge and was seeking to persuade her headteacher to appoint a citizenship specialist to develop the subject throughout the school. Both teachers were identified by their PGCE students and by the HEI tutor as particularly impressive subject mentors.

Co-existence:  The majority of the experienced teachers fitted this category, believing that there is a need for citizenship teaching but not at the expense of their main subject. One former mentor and subject co-ordinator, an advanced skills teacher of history, had relinquished his former responsibilities as he did not want to become seen as a citizenship teacher. His commitment to the subject was clearly identifiable in the support he continued to give to the new mentor – a subject specialist.

A physics teacher with a pastoral responsibility saw Citizenship as complementary to her school’s PSHE programme, as well as preparing young people for life after school in ways which other subjects were not equipped to address. Those identified here, and the others who fitted this category, shared what I have previously called (Leighton 2002) a “Not before time” perspective.

Colonisation:  Some mentors saw Citizenship as a way of ensuring the continuance of their own subject which they saw as otherwise under threat. At one school it had been included into “Life Skills” and combined with PSHE, sex education and what might be called ‘domestic literacy’; the name changed from Citizenship because pupils had, the previous year, changed its final consonant to a ‘t’ and she wanted a fresh start. While this course may well be very valuable, its citizenship content was significantly less than those where the subject was delivered discretely.

Standard amongst teachers in this category was also a belief that they could deliver ‘their version’ of citizenship, in line with Crick’s (1998) notion that what pupils experience in citizenship should be tailored to the requirements of their school and the local community. This contains an assumption that such requirements are identifiable and identified; the limited evidence I gathered suggests that such identification is confined to the perceptions of those charged with delivering the subject and, in the case of ‘colonising’ teachers, this was heavily influenced by their desire to protect and develop their own, often PSHE-related, areas of responsibility. Having suggested this to one teacher, and being forcefully reminded that he knew the area and the pupils much better than I did and could therefore determine their requirements from an informed position, it was not something I subsequently raised with others.

Compliance: Significant amongst those who were teaching citizenship as a timetable filler, rather than from a position of expertise or commitment, was an air of resignation. Particularly younger and less experience teachers, their approach tended to be that the subject was there and they didn’t want to upset anyone who might be called upon to write a reference, so they might as well do what they could. Presumably those more senior teachers who did not want to teach the subject were in a position to ensure they were not called upon to do so.

That they were compliant rather than dedicated did not result in poorer teaching but in greater anxiety. One history teacher felt that he was spending proportionately more time preparing for his three citizenship lessons each week than for his main subject, with a self-perceived lowering of standards in both subjects. While his colleagues did not agree with this perception it was none the less true for him and agitated him.

Conflict: While not as common as previously identified (Leighton 2002), some of the sample were actively opposed to the teaching of citizenship – either by themselves or by anyone else. Some of this derived from insecurity with the subject material and ways of developing it: citizenship tends not to be a didactically delivered subject as, at its best, it encourages active participation and the airing and sharing of views. At least three teachers shared their hostility openly with their classes, and each cited pupil hostility to the subject as evidence of its lack of worth.

These teachers were no less anxious than their compliant colleagues, but about spending time away from what “I should be doing” or “that (head of subject) will think I’m a crap teacher”. One head of subject, aware of such anxiety and its repercussions, arranged for training for her ‘conflict’ colleague which was initially effective in enabling him to be positive. However this enabling was short lived and he again became vociferous in his opposition and attempted to undermine student teachers of Citizenship in his school. Strategies included being disruptive when observing lessons, making comments about competence and relevance, and removing resources. He continues, however, to be a very good teacher of his specialist subject.

This behaviour was not identified in other ‘conflict’ category teachers but their opposition was clear and maintained, more commonly in the staffroom than in the classroom – the design technology teacher referred to on P5 above notwithstanding. While this might reflect issues of imposition in opposition to some teachers’ perception of themselves as autonomous professionals, it is also indicative of the “another trendy initiative” and “as long as I don’t have to teach it” positions identified elsewhere (Leighton 2002). 

Significantly, those in the ‘conflict’ category tended to be teachers 

a) with no management position,

b) who taught a core subject, or
c) who taught a subject very different to citizenship. 

While the other categories include people in any one of these positions, conflict only appeared to arise for those in a) and b) or c).

Conclusions

Policy and teaching implications 

One very clear conclusion to be drawn from the data is that Citizenship is taught with the greatest commitment and enthusiasm by those with training in the subject. In order to raise the standard of planning and teaching of citizenship as part of a whole school ethos rather than simply a “50 minutes a fortnight” experience, there is a need for significantly more teachers to train or retrain to teach Citizenship. For people to retrain it would be necessary to withdraw them from classrooms, thereby reducing the teacher workforce and increasing demands on those in post. To attract more people into initial teacher training in Citizenship it might be necessary to offer the same bursary as is offered to aspiring teachers of other shortage subjects; while citizenship might explicitly propound the centrality of ethical values and the common good more than, say, physics, it is not cheaper to live as a citizenship teacher than as a teacher of science. 

Schools tend not to appoint specialist teachers of citizenship. In some cases this stems from a lack of realisation that such teachers exist or a resistance to introducing and delivering the subject, but it is also likely that they need to use staff already employed before anyone else can be brought in. This is due to a variety of reasons. Employment legislation does not allow for a teacher to be sacked and replaced by another simply because of a management decision to change timetable provision. Pragmatism and common decency are also significant factors – a combination of ‘better the devil you know’ and ‘X is a colleague and a friend’. Some staff fear coercive management – the ‘compliant’ above – and can therefore be depended upon to ‘adapt’. Financial constraints mean that, because schools work to tight budgets based on student numbers, they cannot afford to spend as much on teachers as they might like. That citizenship-trained teachers appear to be the most effective in the design and delivery of their subject, as is the case for specialists in other subjects, does not alter the legal, economic or social realities involved.

To draw more people into the teaching of citizenship, it is also necessary to provide them with training places. This would require a significant number of citizenship-experienced teachers to leave school teaching and enter higher education. The initial reduction in the number of committed and experienced teachers of citizenship in schools would quickly be exceeded by the overall increase in trained teachers. Much harder to resolve is where such experienced teachers can be found. My own move from senior teacher to senior lecturer resulted in a 15% reduction in salary – I imagine the pool of appropriate teachers both willing and able to take such a drop in income is rather small.

The key in each of the above points - staff training, school recruitment and HEI provision – is money. Without reasonable training grants and attractive salaries, achieving adequate levels recruitment and retraining will be a slow process. Unless schools are given money specifically for recruitment of specialist staff, they will continue to regard getting the roof fixed, mending the boiler, buying teaching and learning materials etc as of greater priority. So far, Citizenship education has been provided on the cheap.

Those with commitment, those who have experienced conversion and those who are happy to co-exist require little general training and support other than what is already available – although more of that training and support might mean more committed, converted and co-existent teachers, as might increases in training salaries and the availability of continued professional development. For the other teachers of citizenship – those identified here as having attitudes of colonisation, compliance or conflict – more needs to be done.

These three positions stem from professional insecurities. Those who colonise have seen citizenship as a way of retaining their responsibilities – and, therefore, their incomes – raising their subject status and extending their influence. One way to address this is for school leadership teams to do more than pay lip service to notions of ethical behaviour, personal development and citizenship by involving members of their school community in discussion and planning, and by moving away from measuring success in terms of league table position, value addition and general grade analyses. Schools are driven to measure success against these criteria in response to government pressures and, to a lesser extent, parental influences; government needs therefore to reconsider its approach to education – if leadership teams are to lead by example and ensure a positive citizenship ethos, they might be helped in this if government agencies and ministers were to do the same.

It has been suggested to me by teachers and headteachers that parents judge a school by its results, not by the citizenship behaviour of its students, and that schools must therefore ensure the best possible results in external examinations. While there may be some truth in this, I have also been told by parents that they like a particular school precisely because it is not “an exam factory”. It can also be argued, although I am not position to offer or demonstrate a proof, that good citizenship provision might enhance academic progress. Certainly, the academically highest achieving of the schools in my sample – in terms of both raw results and value addition – was also the school with the longest tradition of conscious and planned citizenship provision, including discrete timetabled lessons supported by special one-day events and staffed by two specialist trained teachers of citizenship and supported by a number of committed, converted and co-existing staff . . . and one in conflict.

The main concern I have regarding those teachers who colonise, is that they appear not to be delivering citizenship in accordance with DfES and other statutory guidelines, having taken the notion of ‘adapting to local circumstances’ to mean ‘do as you think best’. If this is the case, as identified in at least one sample school’s 2003 Ofsted report, citizenship can be seen as the reason for a school’s poor report rather than a symptom of it. One solution would be to tailor the citizenship content to local needs, having systematically identified both the national curriculum and those needs, rather than to tack a particular set of values of subjects onto the citizenship bandwagon – assuming there is one. This would need to be monitored by school management with an awareness of the citizenship requirements nationally as well as locally; again, requiring an informed and committed senior management team (or, at least, team member).

The compliant teacher and the conflict teacher, perhaps more than any of the others, are in need of subject specific support and training. They also deserve professional advice and support, and a forum in which they can express their concerns without fear of (or real) intimidation. Involvement in the planning and delivery of their schools’ citizenship programmes might create a greater sense of ownership and commitment, as well as raising their perceptions of their self-worth and therefore the quality of their teaching. These teachers have concerns which must be addressed – about their professionalism, their competence, their career prospects – in order to ensure that their teaching, whether of citizenship or of their main subject(s), is the best that they can offer.

In order to provide the support and incentives raised above, school management teams need to be more open and supportive in their approaches to citizenship provision. They need to consider the relevance to them and to their staff of some of the Key Stage 3 and 4 skills which their pupils should be developing in citizenship: for example in expressing and justifying opinions orally and in writing, by contributing to group discussions, by negotiation, and being seen to consider others’ experiences and views (DfES 1999). It may be that government policy in this area would be more effectively implemented if ministers adopted these principles and showed these skills. Aware and sensitive citizenship might develop more effectively in an atmosphere of aware and sensitive leadership.
Methodology
It must be remembered that my sample is unlikely to be representative of trainee and practicing teachers of citizenship, of teachers in general, or of schools. At the same time, the views expressed to me give a valid insight into some aspects of the experience of being a citizenship teacher for fifty such people. Nationally there may be more than the six perspectives I have identified, and/or their relative extent might change with a larger sample, but the perspectives are clearly present.

In taking a largely qualitative and subjective approach I have not been able to accurately identify frequency and I have made my own position and commitment clear – two methodological issues of which not everyone would approve. However, at this stage frequency was not a priority as I needed first to identify what I was looking for. To have set the boundaries of category or perspective might have resulted in missing important data. To have presented this work in a pseudo-objective style would have deceived the reader. From the outset my approach has consciously been to reflect the skills of enquiry, communication, participation and responsible action laid down in the citizenship National Curriculum. If it is good enough for the people I train and support, and the people I teach, and if I advocate it for their school managers and political leaders, it’s good enough for me.

What next?

There are many related issues still to be considered. In particular, in the context of this study, how different category teachers think citizenship education should develop – if at all. Given the evidence (Cleaver et al 2003) that only 29% of school management groups have consulted with staff prior to the introduction of citizenship, I would also like to investigate the extent to which consultation can influence teachers’ sense of ownership of, and degree of commitment to, the provision of citizenship education. Subsequent to this it will be possible to develop a framework within which to examine the area of citizenship education which I consider to be the most important – what do the young people in school get out of it?
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