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No person or organisation, whether educational or not, can
possibly be wholly satisfied with the new Citizenship
national curriculum subject for England. I will focus on that,
but some of what I say may apply to the rest of the United
Kingdom1, and perhaps more generally. But first let me
recall the remarkable ambitions of both the report and the
consequent curriculum order (the shortest of the lot but of
equal value for assessment, standards and inspection
reports).

We aim at no less than a change in the political culture of
this country both nationally and locally: for people to
think of themselves as active citizens, willing, able and
equipped to have an influence in public life and with the
critical capacities to weigh evidence before speaking and
acting; to build on and to extend radically to young
people the best in existing traditions of community
involvement and public service, and to make them
individually confident in finding new forms of
involvement and action among themselves. (QCA 1998)

But ‘to think of themselves as
active citizens’ and to be
‘individually confident ... in
action among themselves’ neither
pupils nor teachers were to be
told precisely or too
prescriptively what to do, rather
to be helped and encouraged to
achieve that broad aim. And in
preliminary pages before the actual order, amid quotations
extolling citizenship, was a statement from DfES and QCA
headed ‘The importance of the order’: 

Citizenship gives pupils the knowledge, skills and
understanding to play an effective role in society at local,
national and international levels. It helps them to become
informed, thoughtful and responsible citizens aware of
their duties and rights. It promotes their spiritual, moral,
social and cultural development, making them more self-
confident and responsible both in and beyond the
classroom. It encourages pupils to play a helpful part in
the life of their school, neighbourhoods, communities and
the wider world. It also teaches about our economy and
democratic institutions and values; encourages respect for
different national, religious and ethnic identities; and
develops pupils’ ability to reflect on issues and take part
in discussions. (DfEE and QCA 1999)

Again, ambitions so wide are aims to be achieved by widely
different means, not a summary of a detailed, prescriptive
curriculum. I said many times in committees, seminars and
on platforms that it would be philosophically paradoxical
and morally authoritarian to try to advance the idea of free
citizenship by being as prescriptive as for other subjects
(Crick 2000a). Many teachers were delighted during the
consultation period to discover that they were to be trusted to
use their professional judgement rather than be trussed-up by
the normal run of government worries and centrally imposed
standards. Others were profoundly worried, especially
younger teachers to whom the 1994 National Curriculum
(rigid or not) defined precisely what was expected of them.
There was a certain ‘fear of freedom’ and ‘please tell us
exactly what to do’. A compromise was struck. The QCA
issued an elaborate guidance document and produced some
‘schemes of work’, but quietly stressed (and I shouted as
loudly as I could) that they were only advisory. The intention
was still that pupils and teachers had to learn to think for

themselves what issues they
thought important to discuss and
advocate. So the QCA’s schemes
of work did not cover the whole
curriculum. We were concerned
with transferable attitudes and
skills not detailed prescription.

Therefore David Blunkett
called it a ‘light touch order’
(and he wanted it that way from

the start) and I called it ‘strong bare bones’. The stipulations
and guidelines of the order were expressed in not quite two-
and-a-half pages. In theory the order was less radical than
the report’s suggested curriculum which was set out in terms
of aims to be achieved – ‘learning aims’ – not of what was
to be taught at each stage. But the order had to be a legal
order expressed in terms of ‘The teacher shall teach...’
However the intention of the report was met by the order
being so schematic. The flesh could be put on the strong
bare bones according to each school’s best judgement of
local needs and conditions, so long as it was. That is why no
national organisation of the time was happy. They all wanted
more of their concepts and concerns explicitly in the
curriculum – whether global citizenship, anti-racism, human
rights, children’s rights and even constitutional reform. Many
organisations had already developed materials for schools,
some excellent, most too voluminous to be useful in an
already crowded curriculum
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... it would be philosophically
paradoxical and morally

authoritarian to try to advance the
idea of free citizenship by being as
prescriptive as for other subjects.



World citizenship comes first?
The Citizenship order for Key Stage 3 sets out the
‘Knowledge and Understanding’ pupils should be taught
under nine headings, of which the last is: ‘the world as a
global community and the political, economic,
environmental and social implications of this, and the role of
European Union, the Commonwealth and the United
Nations.’ For KS 4 out of ten prescriptions the last two are:
‘(i) the United Kingdom’s relations in Europe, including the
European Union, and relations with the Commonwealth and
the United Nations. (j) the wider issues and challenges of
global interdependence and responsibility, including
sustainable development and Local Agenda 21.’ In the
Programme of Study for KS3 pupils are to learn ‘further
about the key concepts, values of dispositions of fairness,
social justice, respect for democracy and diversity; through
study which covers issues at a range of levels, for example,
school, local, national and global; and through learning in
the community.’ That seems to me a reasonable proportion
of the international and the local for all teachers to work
upon, and for those particularly concerned with international
relations to do more. For the ‘light touch’ of the order by
implication and the QCA’s guidance quite explicitly makes
clear that so long as everything in the order is covered (so
that the meaning of the terms and their relations with others
is understood), not everything need be covered to the same
depth. Some teachers will, can and should put more stress on
one broad area than another –
whether global citizenship,
participation in the local
community, environmental
issues or other concerns
mentioned in the broad sweep
of the order.

Some organisations, like
DEA, the former Council for
Education in World
Citizenship (CEWC), OXFAM and the United Nations
Association had already developed excellent model
citizenship curricula or classroom materials, premised on the
concepts of ‘global citizenship’ or of ‘world citizenship’.
They must have been disappointed both at the baldness of
these references, and at the deliberate order of words in
‘school, local, national and global’. They have worked with
many teachers who have caught the imagination of children
even or especially in primary schools, and brought them to
an interest in active citizenship in general by introducing
them either to global environmental problems (thus fitting in
nicely with ideas of ‘sustainable development’ as a cross-
curricular theme) or by studying the life and problems of a
third world country or region – especially in schools with
many first or second generation immigrant children (if
mainly from one area). Begin with the globe and work into
the neighbourhood. 

But the Citizenship order and the QCA guidance
deliberately point in the other direction as in most cases (but

not in all cases) being the most likely to get across the most
ancient and general idea of citizenship: free men and women
working together to achieve a common aim; so to start with
the familiar neighbourhood and then to broaden the
imagination and knowledge out to the national and
international. And to put it in underlying moral terms: pupils
to explore their responsibilities to those close at hand but
then to move into concern for strangers. Both Blunkett and I
(for once echoing him without reservation) would say on
platforms (as in a speech at Sheffield when he launched the
Citizenship order) ‘Begin in the neighbourhood then radiate
out into the world’. Teachers must reach the global (both to
feel moral concern and to understand what ‘interdependence’
means), but usually it is better pedagogy to build on what is
immediate and familiar.

I do not hesitate to say that I feel an intellectual and
moral contempt for those who only consider the parish pump
or our own national concerns. Those teachers and taught
who only consider the United Kingdom are either myopic or
still hungover from the intoxicating memories of imperial
power. It is not only some newspapers who suffer from this
political psychosis (I mean simply a deranged perception of
reality). But equally I am unhappy when unreflective and
well-meaning enthusiasts for global citizenship ignore the
parish pump. I have met teachers who find it easier – or
safer – to talk about the problems of deforestation in Brazil
or even Aids in Africa than local or even national issues. I

suspect that some schools feel
that there is little risk of
trouble by being
internationalist, whereas to
follow Blunkett’s advice to
begin with the neighbourhood
can buy trouble from local
councillors or local
businesses. Both OFSTED
and NFER have reported that

the parts of the curriculum that are most avoided are
‘political literacy’ and ‘participation in the community’. 

It is good for worthy bodies of many kinds and with a
variety of important concerns to offer schools a choice of
materials and ideas for good practice to put flesh on the
strong bare bones. ‘Good’, that is, so long as they and the
schools cover the whole curriculum or realise, to follow the
language of QCA’s guidance for PSHE and Citizenship in
primary schools, that it is flexible enough for different
emphases in different schools. Nothing that has and is
working well need be abandoned. But balance and
proportion within the coverage of a wide, however flexible,
curriculum, these remain important. 

A deeper concern
There is a deeper intellectual reason, however, why some of
the global-first organisations and teachers must always
remain a little disappointed. This has been articulated clearly
in an essay by Hannah Arendt, whose Origins of
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Both OFSTED and NFER have
reported that the parts of the

curriculum that are most avoided are
‘political literacy’ and ‘participation

in the community’.



Totalitarianism and The Human Condition are two of the
most profound reflections on the troubles of our times and
on the nature of politics. 

Nobody can be a citizen of the world as he is the citizen
of his country. [Karl] Jaspers, in his Origin and Goal of
History (1953), discusses extensively the implications of a
world state and a world empire. No matter what form a
world government... might assume, the very notion of one
sovereign force ruling the whole earth, holding the
monopoly of all means of violence, unchecked and
uncontrolled by other sovereign powers, is not only a
forbidding nightmare of tyranny, it would be the end of all
political life as we know it. Political concepts are based
on plurality, diversity and mutual limitations. A citizen is
by definition a citizen among citizens of a country among
countries. His rights and duties must be defined and
limited, not only by those of his fellow citizens, but also
by the boundaries of a territory. Philosophy may conceive
of the earth as the homeland of mankind and one
unwritten law, eternal and valid for all. Politics deals
with men, nationals of many countries and heirs to many
pasts; its laws are the positively established fences which
hedge in, protect, and limit the space in which freedom is
not a concept but a living political reality. (Arendt 1970) 

Not for one moment am I confusing DEA, CEWC, OXFAM
and the UNA with the erstwhile World Government
Movement (which Harold Laski famously said ‘stands with
both feet firmly planted in mid-air’); nor am I denying,
indeed I strongly affirm, the moral inspiration and thrust of
their work (a consortium of these bodies produced an
excellently balanced and practical guidance (DEA 2000)).
The crucial test of ethical values is that they apply to
strangers, and those afar not only those in our midst (Ignatief
1984). And intellectually we must grasp the interdependence
of all countries, for prosperity, for culture and most urgently
to prevent the further and most threatening degradation of
our globe’s environment. There are limits to free trade,
which must concern us all. All markets need regulating, even
or especially global markets. But I am against intellectual
confusion. Strictly speaking ‘global citizenship’ is a
contradiction in terms philosophically, and politically a far
from incontestable aim. I worry that it may lead to a lack of
realism in persuading our young to consider problems in
some immediately perceived and sensible order of priority
and realism. Toleration, love and concern for others are
imperative moral values, but they are so much needed
precisely because there is no global citizenship. ‘A citizen is
by definition a citizen among citizens of a country among
countries.’ The fallacy is much the same as those of us who
are anti-racist but who then without thinking declare for
‘racial equality’ or ‘the equality of races’, when there are no

such things except in the beliefs of racists or in a
misleadingly loose way of talking. 

To come down to pedagogic earth: in-depth coverage is
impossible, whether of ‘global citizenship’ or if the
Citizenship order had confined itself – which is has not – to
the affairs of one country of which alone we are legal
citizens and should be active citizens. The international
institutions of the wide world are all in the curriculum as is a
perception of interdependence and a moral concern for
others. But the teacher can only work with key examples,
and must make full use of the demand of the curriculum to
research and discuss ‘an issue, problem or event’, but also its
deliberate omission of direction on which issues, problems
or events. That lack of central direction is freedom; and the
results of the actions of free men and women cannot be
predicted, and that is freedom too (Crick 2000b). 
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1. Scotland has no national curriculum as such but key areas (covering
most of any school’s curriculum) are fairly tightly defined by a
consensus between the Scottish Executive’s Learning and Schools
Scotland , the Educational Institute (the single union) and the
inspectorate who still have the advisory powers which the English
inspectorate had before Thatcher and Baker’s OFSTED. But there is
now a cross-curricular advisory paper (backed by this triple
alliance), remarkably similar to the DfES order — similar not by
inertia or subservience, but by following the same logic of ‘ active
citizenship’ and ‘political literacy’, not simply knowledge-based or
values-based alone. In Wales there is a citizenship element in a
PSHE curriculum for secondary schools, and in Northern Ireland a
required citizenship curriculum is being developed to replace the old
EMU (Education for Mutual Understanding).
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