
At Oxfam, we have welcomed the work of the Advisory
Group for Citizenship, chaired by Crick, in developing the
content of the Citizenship curriculum in England and
consider its introduction as a brave and positive step by the
UK Government. Crick has been an influential advocate of
education for political literacy for over 30 years and, latterly,
for Citizenship education (see Crick, 2000 for a selection of
his key writings from the 1960s to the current century). His
core concern throughout has been that education should
enable young people to understand, value and participate
effectively in a liberal democratic society. This is an
admirable and ambitious aim to which we at Oxfam also
aspire. Perhaps we are not so far from Crick’s position on
Citizenship education as he implies?

Local vs. global?
However, at the core of Crick’s argument in his recent article
lies an apparent misconception of Oxfam’s position. He sets
up ‘the local’ and ‘the global’ as distinct entities, where the
global is remote from the local, and global education is
concerned with teaching about life and the problems faced in
geographically-distant places. 

Oxfam does not believe that Education for Global
Citizenship is teaching about ‘over there’ at the expense of,
or even in addition to, ‘right here’. Rather, it is teaching and
learning that develops students’ knowledge, values and skills
to enable them to make sense of, and effectively participate
in, the globalised world in which they live; understanding
how their actions make a difference and affect their future
and the futures of others.

Advocates of Education for Global Citizenship are not
disappointed with the wording of the Citizenship Programme
of Study because it places ‘global’ last (for example, ‘During
Key Stage 3 pupils... learn... at school, local, national and
global level’ or ‘[a]... [i] the world as a global
community...’), which may be construed as implying it is less
important. Rather, we disagree with Crick’s delineation. We
strongly believe that the global is inextricably in the school,
the locality, and national issues: to use Crick’s metaphor, it is
an integral part of the parish-pump.

Global ‘citizens’?
Crick also argues that the concept of ‘global citizenship’ is
intellectually flawed and a philosophical contradiction in
terms. The term ‘citizen’ is indeed properly used to describe
the legal status of a person within a nation – and there is no
such legal status of ‘global citizen’ since there is no global
government. However, there is a very real, if not legal, sense
in which we are increasingly a global citizenry. The

boundaries between the national and the global are becoming
increasingly blurred. Many aspects of people’s lives are
directly affected by events that occur outside their own
country. Systems and processes that were once controlled by
governments are now in the hands of unaccountable
corporations, international regulatory bodies or supra-
national blocs like the EU. This is as true for citizens of
nations of the North as those of the South. It is precisely
because the influences on our lives, and the influence that we
have on others’ lives, are no longer defined and limited by
territorial boundaries that the concept of the global citizen
has such importance.

The global in the local
Having said that global and local issues often cannot be
separated, when it comes to teaching methodologies, Oxfam
regularly advises teachers to start with the local issues and
everyday concepts that young people will recognise. But this
is not so that students can make linear progressions from
local through national to global issues. Rather it is so that
they can perceive the immediate links between issues that
appear on the surface to be personal and local with global
concerns, and explore the complexities of these connections
and dependencies. 

For example, young people can gain the skills to
understand and make value judgements about conflicts
between nations and their resolution through teaching and
learning that focuses on local occurrences of bullying.
Alternatively, teaching and learning about globalisation
might begin by considering how a new, local outlet for a
chain of coffee shops is able to put other non-chain coffee
shops out of business, but should include consideration of
where the new shop is sourcing its coffee beans as part of
building up the whole – global – picture. 

It is worth noting here that we agree with Crick when he
talks about the importance of flexibility in terms of the
content of the Citizenship curriculum. Linked to this, we
would emphasise the importance of empowering young
people to make choices about their own learning, ways they
want to participate and changes they want to see. The Get
Global pack, for example (downloadable from www.
oxfam.org.uk/coolplanet/teachers/getglobal/index.htm),
provides teachers with excellent structures for enabling this.
Pupil involvement is essential for Citizenship to be more
than just a paper exercise, and giving pupils the experience
of setting their own agenda, within a teacher-led framework,
allows schools to demonstrate a real commitment to
participation and democracy.
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The global in the local – responses to Bernard Crick

The article by Sir Bernard Crick in the last edition of this Journal, Vol.10: 3, June 2004, has prompted several
responses. First, Is Allen, on behalf of Oxfam, contributes to the debate about the place of ‘the local’ and ‘the
global’ in Citizenship education.
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In conclusion
The final report of the Advisory Group on Citizenship set
out an ‘Overview of essential elements to be reached by the
end of compulsory schooling’ (1998, p44). The similarities
between Crick’s Group’s intended learning outcomes for
Citizenship education and Oxfam’s concept of Education for
Global Citizenship are striking. What sets our curriculum
apart is that at Oxfam we are explicit that it is essential to
acknowledge the global in the local in order to provide
young people with an education that is appropriate to the
realities of our changing world.

The Development Education movement no longer needs
to convince governments of the validity of this argument and
approach. Ministers are already expressing just such a view:

Young people today are growing up in a world where
prosperity and technological progress exist alongside
mass poverty and an environment under threat. Children
and young adults deserve to know that their fate is
inextricably linked to, and affected by, the lives and
decisions of others across the world. They have a right
to understand the crucial issues facing the planet and
know how they can personally play a part in helping
shape the future...Education for sustainable development
and global citizenship is not an extra subject of study. It
is a way of approaching the existing school curriculum
and school life. (Jane Davidson, Assembly Minister for
Education and Lifelong Learning (ACCAC, 2002)) 

In the 1997 White Paper Eliminating World Poverty the
government recognised the necessity for children and
young people in the UK to understand the global forces
that shape their lives. In order to influence decision-

making young people need to build knowledge and
understanding of issues such as sustainable
development, interdependence and social justice at both
the local and global level. They also need to develop
skills and attitudes that will help them shape the ever-
shrinking global village they will inherit. DFID’s work
in education...is crucial to equipping young people with
the tools they will need. (Hilary Benn MP, Minister for
International Development (DfID, 2004))

The challenge for the Development Education movement is
to ensure these aspirations are followed through with
appropriate programmes and activities, and that teachers
receive the training and support they need to deliver good
quality education for values, knowledge and skills
development.
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Stephen Fairbrass takes up the discussion.
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I found much that I agreed with in Bernard Crick’s article,
‘The Citizenship curriculum: neighbourhood and global’, but
also much that I would want to question. The article also
raised some issues that directly affect me in my current
work, and I felt therefore a need to reply.

My first ‘issue’ with Crick is the criticism of those he
labels as ‘global-first organisations and teachers’. I fear that
he rather misses the point here about those of us with a
commitment to development education. It is not that we see
‘global issues’ or the ‘third world’ first necessarily: rather
that we see, in an increasingly interconnected world,
(economically, politically, socially and ecologically) that our
local futures here in the UK are inextricably linked to, and
affected by, decisions taken elsewhere. Further, we recognise
that the decisions we take here – even if we think them
purely local decisions – have global implications. 

Crick criticises both those who concentrate only on the
‘parish pump’ and those who ignore that pump and can talk
only about issues far from home. Those of us involved in

real development education have always found the local and
global inseparable, and have never advocated teaching just
about ‘the other’. Development educators do not believe it is
possible to compartmentalise understandings about the
world. Every one of our actions, as citizens, consumers and
producers, has both local and global consequences. In global
citizenship terms there is no ‘other’, there is just ‘we’.
Consequently we try to show how the fact that water flows
from the parish pump is causally connected to the rain that
has fallen elsewhere, and that the way in which we use and
dispose of that water in turn has consequences beyond the
parish.

Crick emphasises David Blunkett’s call to ‘begin in the
neighbourhood then radiate out into the world’ and goes on
to argue that it is better pedagogy to build on the local and
familiar. That is one approach, and most of use it as part of
our work. However it is an equally valid, and sometimes
more powerful, pedagogical method to begin with the
unfamiliar – which being less personal may be less



immediately contentious, and opinions consequently less
polarised – and then show the connections between that
‘other’ and ‘home’. I remember as a teacher of economics
engaging sixth formers in rural Norfolk in debate over the
rights and wrongs of the 1980’s miners’ strike and
particularly the issues around subsidies to the mining
industry. Only once we had concluded this debate – through
logical and impersonal argument – did I raise the question of
EU agricultural subsidies with these sons and daughters of
sugarbeet farmers. Good teachers use multiple pedagogical
devices and it is illogical to claim that just one approach is
‘usually better’.

Crick goes on to argue the illogicality of the notion of
‘global citizenship’, but Crick’s legalistic conception of the
notion of citizenship is limited, and I would argue outdated. I
note that the evidence he cites in support of his conception
dates from 1970, which itself draws heavily on a 1953 work.
The world has changed and continues to change. The notion
of citizenship is inextricably linked with notions of identity,
and in the post-modern era such notions are increasingly
contentious. Old certainties are gone (although I accept that
the aim of some of those involved in developing the new
citizenship curriculum was to restore some such certainty).

Many individuals no longer view themselves as citizens
of a nation first (my country, right or wrong) but citizens of
the world (eg. many of those British who have continued to
speak out against the war in Iraq). Others have allegiances
that they might place above allegiance to a state –
allegiances to fellow adherents of a particular religious faith,
allegiances to others of the same gender or even the old
notion of allegiance to a class interest. What, for example,
are the ‘national’ and/or ‘citizenship’ allegiances of multi-
national capital?  

Beyond issues of individual and corporate identity, the
world is changing in other regards. We are no longer citizens
of autonomous states, but of states whose power is
constrained by supra-national institutions such as the EU and
the WTO. In recent times we have moved from a world
where two very powerful nation states stood in opposition to
one another, and global political realities were based around
their potential conflicts; to a world where there is one nation
that perhaps embodies the ultimate expression of the
individualist and self interested nation state, refusing to
compromise what it perceives as its best (at least short term)
interests despite the impact it has on others. The challenge to
the hegemony of that state comes not from other nations but
from concerned ‘citizens’, often at odds with their own
appeasing governments, and from individuals and groups
whose ‘citizenship’ is not of ‘nations’. The notion of
citizenship is far more complex than Crick would admit. His
reality is but one among many. 

I do, however, find more common ground with Crick
regarding the practical problems of implementing citizenship
education in schools. He correctly identifies two key issues.
The first that many schools are uncertain of what is expected
of them by the citizenship orders and, as Ofsted have

reported, are failing to meet their obligations. The second,
and linked, that teachers are unsure of how to use the
freedoms the new curriculum offers them.

To take the second of these issues first; my generation of
teachers were pretty free to locally design and deliver a
curriculum relevant to the needs of our pupils – constrained
only by the examination requirements at age 16 and 18.
There were many exciting initiatives, although I recognise
that there were also problems of consistency of standards.
Slowly we found our freedoms constrained by the increasing
centralisation of curriculum control in more recent years. My
enthusiasm for the new citizenship curriculum is rooted in
the license given to teachers to interpret and adapt it to local
need – I think we have travelled too far down the
centralisation route.

However, I have recently taught a module on citizenship
education to a group of undergraduate teacher trainees. The
almost universal demand as the module progressed was ‘yes,
but tell us what we have to do’. They found the freedom
intimidating – they were not used to it. And it is this current
generation of teachers who are being charged with the task
of implementing the new curriculum. It is consequently no
wonder that schools are not sure what they should be doing –
our profession has been deskilled in some regards over
recent years (although I recognise also that we have become
much better in other regards).

I am not advocating that the citizenship orders should be
tightened up – we will succeed in training a new generation
of teachers with the imagination and flair to give life to the
new curriculum. And hopefully – and the government’s
recent statements about giving more freedom to schools
seem to support this view – the citizenship curriculum is
evidence of a move from complete central control to
somewhere back on the path to local autonomy in the
delivery of other school subjects also. 

For those of us involved in development education, and
particularly those in locally based DECs, the citizenship
curriculum offers rich opportunities. Our movement has
become increasingly centralised itself in recent years. If the
curriculum is being dictated centrally it makes sense to try to
influence the central decision makers. However, if the
citizenship curriculum is open to local interpretation, then
the best way to influence what happens in local schools is
through our local networks. And real change, as I have
argued here and elsewhere previously, comes not from
central orders but from locally identified need and
ownership.

Stephen Fairbrass is Course Leader for the PGCE
and MA courses in Citizenship Education at Bradford
College and a member of the management committee at
Leeds Development Education Centre.
s.fairbrass@bilk.ac.uk
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