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CONTENTS EDITORIAL

Citizenship education in a
global context

Lynn Davies

With the growth of education for citizenship in many
countries comes the associated debate over whether
‘citizenship’ is the same as ‘global citizenship’. In today’s
interdependent world, is it possible to conceive of a
citizenship that does not take account of the rights and
responsibilities of a citizen in a broad international context?
This edition of The Development Education Journal tackles
some of the themes associated with citizenship education in
this wider framework as well as identifying the many
tensions arising from citizenship discourse and practice.

Certainly different countries interpret citizenship
education in very diverse ways. The concept can mean a
range of possibilities, such as civics, political education,
national identity, global education, environmental education,
peace education, gender equity, interculturalism and ethnic
minority inclusion (Davies 1999). Human rights education
will also be linked to whether a country is signatory to the
various international conventions and how far these have
been incorporated into law and educational policy.
Citizenship education may vary significantly in how far it
uses a critical pedagogy or conversely how far it teaches an
unchallenged acceptance of constitution, police or judiciary.
Also instructive is whether the origin and funding of the
citizenship curriculum is the Ministry of Education, a
National Commission, a donor agency, a European project,
an NGO or an individual school. Changes of government can
mean a fluctuating interest and commitment.

For England and Wales, the new statutory and non-
statutory frameworks suggest a radical departure from the
previous ad hoc arrangements. The ‘Crick’ report (QCA,
1998) defines citizenship as having three strands: moral
responsibility, community involvement and political literacy.
The report recognises that these necessarily involve teaching
controversial issues. The debates and consultation processes
leading up to the publication of the report centred around
issues such as the centrality – or otherwise – of a human
rights framework to determine that moral responsibility, and
the degree of legislation needed to ensure that certain
components of the curriculum were in place. Compared to
other European countries (such as Sweden, Holland,
Denmark and Germany), the UK takes a more neo-liberal
approach to the ‘active citizenship’ advocated in the
guidelines. Whereas other countries enshrine pupil
representation on various decision-making bodies and the
presence of school councils as a legal entitlement of pupils,
in the UK this is still left up to the schools to decide. A
forthcoming report on the European experience (Davies and
Kirkpatrick forthcoming) will recommend stronger
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legislative frameworks in the UK to ensure that pupils have a
legitimate voice in their school organisation. It appears
important that pupils are recognised as citizens of the school
while they are there, and begin to learn global citizenship
from the base-line of experience in the rights and
responsibilities of participation in issues such as curriculum,
appointment of teachers and the rule frame of the school.

This is not, however, an easy path. The papers in this
collection touch in various ways on some of the dilemmas in
an overt attention to citizenship in formal education. The
first and obvious one is that of nationalism – or jingoism, as
Vipin Chauhan warns. In many countries an aim of
citizenship (or civics education) is education for national
unity and national pride. The dangers of this for a global
citizenship are obvious. From the exercise of identifying who
is or is not a ‘citizen’ arises the problem of exclusion of
those who do not qualify. In countries struggling to rebuild
after conflict, such as in Kosovo, there will be the inevitable
rejection of those who tried to take away one’s citizenship
together with a fierce reassertion of national identity, culture
and history. Is it possible to teach a commitment to ‘the
nation’ without a simultaneous rejection both of those
individuals who appear to be outside that nationhood
(gypsies, refugees, political activists) and of surrounding
nations who economically or politically assert superiority?

The solution to such tensions is often couched in terms of
education for ‘tolerance’, yet this contains its own problems.
In spite of attempts at dissuasion, the Crick report still
contains the demand that: ‘majorities must respect,
understand and tolerate minorities and minorities must learn
and respect the laws, codes and conventions as much as the
majority...’ Such a sentence implies that the ‘majority’
(however they are constituted) do respect the laws, and
respect them more than minorities do – which is not
necessarily the case; and that ‘tolerance’ is only in one
direction. The patronage in this is disturbing. The paragraph
further betrays its hawkishness by the recommendation that
learning more about each other should include ‘due regard
being given to the homelands of our minority communities’.
This implies that Britain is not ‘home’ to minority
communities, and that their stay is temporary rather than
across generations. Clare Ramsaran’s paper persuasively
tackles this notion of ‘tolerance’ and the judgmental
implications of ‘putting up with’ practices and beliefs ‘other
than one’s own’. How this acts to maintain the status quo
rather than challenge injustice is rightly brought out.

Instead, I would argue that citizenship education is also
about education for intolerance – of social injustice wherever
it is to be found, whether in majority or minority culture, in
other countries or in one’s own. This intolerance, however,
must be founded in the skills of respect for evidence, moral
reasoning, legal awareness and knowledge of human rights
conventions and not a knee-jerk reaction to something
apparently abhorrent or bizarre. Intolerance of, say, female
genital mutilation, is more persuasive if founded in
discussion of historical derivations, of health implications

and female rights to self-determination. The role of the
school in education for intolerance is in the moral and
political literacy needed to make distinctions between
cultural rights and oppressive practices.

One issue in citizenship education, whether local or
global, is in its positioning within the ‘mainstream’
curriculum. As with Helen Walkington’s account of primary
school geography, the papers show how citizenship can be
brought into a range of curriculum areas – as well as
standing in its own right as ‘Education for Mutual
Understanding’ (which Michael Arlow argues was a useful
term in the context of Northern Ireland). But in our
qualification age, how do we assess whether understanding
has been reached? Among other things, Douglas and Wade
draw our attention to the problem of how citizenship will be
interpreted within often hierarchical and authoritarian
structures of schools, and how it will sit within the hierarchy
of traditional subjects. They ask, ‘Can a student fail
citizenship?’ One would not want the school to act as a
gatekeeper to prevent access to citizenship unless a GCSE is
reached, yet without a parallel qualification and accreditation
framework to the conventional curriculum, there is the
danger that citizenship becomes a second-class subject.
Again, the European example provides some clues: in
Holland and Sweden there are possibilities to gain credits
towards one’s leaving examination through active
participation in the School Council or through being a
member of a teacher appraisal committee. This is the
recognition that these activities not only take time and effort,
but demonstrate valuable and wide-ranging skills.

Yet there remains the issue of how these skills can be
utilised in the future, particularly in terms of the global
dimension. It seems easier to identify citizenship skills to be
used in the local rather than international community, but
even there, as Steve Brace reminds us, there are four
requirements necessary to empower young people to act on
their own and others’ behalf: the economic and social base;
political will; a stable environment of quality, peace and
democracy; and access to knowledge and information. It
would seem a non-starter for countries where none of the
above are conducive to empowerment and active citizenship,
yet these are countries where education for democracy is
often needed the most. 

Even more problematic is to locate empowerment in a
global sense. Oxfam’s claim that education for global
citizenship can help in the elimination of poverty is a grand
one, but difficult to measure and sustain. It is hard enough to
demonstrate conclusively the unique impact of education on
poverty alleviation, as so many other factors combine (recent
studies cast doubt on any impact of education on agricultural
productivity, for example). It would seem common sense that
literacy helps in poverty reduction, particularly for women,
but sustainable gains are not always found if other economic
or cultural factors predominate. In the many claims for
curriculum time it is even more difficult to assert that
education for citizenship will have a direct effect,
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particularly at the school level where it may take thirty years
for gains to be felt. Realism is needed about what education
for global citizenship hopes to achieve, and to develop clear
indicators for those achievements.

Practically, it is first about awareness, both of who is
included and excluded in one’s immediate community of
work or home, and of interdependent links and
interdependent tensions. Laflèche’s paper shows how UK
youth identify themselves as ‘British’ but have a lack of
knowledge about the EU. The majority did not think that
decisions made at the European level affected them. There
can be an understandable sense of impotence by young
people and their teachers about issues of world development,
poverty, trade, economics; but at least in Europe we should
have some sense of our capabilities to influence events.
Colin Wringe provides the most valuable rejoinder to the
accusation that global citizenship is just ‘international
dogoodery’ by his reminder that citizenship concerns not
charitable activity but the establishment of ‘acceptable
collective arrangements’, which would require our
international as well as local support.

Secondly, and crucially, citizenship education is about the
imperatives of peace and non-violence. The distinction
between education for global citizenship and education for
peace is the skills and knowledge dimension: we are better
able to work for peace if we have the political and historical
knowledge of how conflict and denial of citizenship and of
human rights begins in a very broad field, and if we have the

experience and skills to use the concept and rights of
citizenship in a productive way. We learn the mechanisms by
which one can vote out politicians who sell arms to
Indonesia, and how to join that nebulous but important
abstraction ‘public opinion’. We cannot take for granted
apparently harmonious States and links. Current experience
in the Balkans shows how quickly what looks like
interdependent living can turn into distrust and hate.

The papers in this collection offer valuable ammunition
for the claim that global citizenship is not an interesting
supplement to the curriculum but is actually the foundation
for national and international development and for peaceful
relations.

� Lynn Davies is Professor of International Education
at the Centre for International Education and Research,
University of Birmingham.

References
Davies, L. (1999) A Summary of Developments in Citizenship and Human
Rights Education in Key Countries, Report commissioned by British
Council
Davies, L. and Kirkpatrick, G. (forthcoming) A Review of European
Initiatives to Promote Pupil Democracy, Birmingham: Centre for
International Education and Research
Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (1998) Education for Citizenship
and the Teaching of Democracy in Schools: Final Report of the Advisory
Group for Citizenship QCA

The Development Education Journal Volume 6 Number 1 1999 • 3

The DEA is pleased to announce the launch of a comprehensive
programme of training for development educators, with DFID, DETR
and EC funding support. The Association is now able to offer a major
programme of training, consultancy, advice and support, and funding
for pilot developmental projects to assist members and the wider
development education network in ensuring that development
education practice is effective and is recognised as such.

These initiatives are linked to previously identified and agreed needs,
advice and support on evaluation, involvement in the DFID/DEA
project on measuring effectiveness, and a series of professionally
accredited courses linked to key areas of development education.

The DEA’s long-term aim is to offer the following courses, all
professionally accredited and linked to either postgraduate modular
courses or Open College Network validation:

Introductions to development education
• An introduction to key aspects of the theory of development

education at post-graduate level.

• A modular course in partnership with De Montfort University on
‘global youth work’ from 2000.

• The DEA is in discussion with South Bank University about
offering members a module of the MSc in Environmental and
Development Education.

Continuous professional development courses
• March-July 2000: a pilot DEA course on Learning in a

Global Society aimed at practitioners in adult education.

• Other courses are planned on youth work, work with teachers,
and community groups.

• Skills-based training for practitioners at a local level, accredited
with Open College Network, beginning 2000/1.

Tailored training and advisory services
• Fundraising, particularly EC funding

• Evaluation and project development

• Global youth work

Each of these services offer tailor-made training and advice agreed
between the organisation and the trainer and are provided at heavily
subsidised rates to DEA member organisations to support their
professional development and capacity building.

The DEA also continues to offer a series of national training courses
and events for all sectors of the network and is seeking proposals
from locally-based development educators to organise a small number
of training events at a regional level.

This range of courses and events will be of particular interest to staff,
unpaid staff/volunteers and management committee members in DECs
and other locally-based development education organisations; to
education workers in development agencies and other NGO’s; to
youth and community workers, to adult education tutors, and to
student teachers and others looking to work in development
education.

Further information, flyers and seminar booking forms are available
from: Karen Taylor, Education and Training Team, DEA, Third Floor,
29-31 Cowper Street, London EC2A 4AT. Tel: 020 7490 8108 
Fax: 020 7490 8123 Email: devedassoc@gn.apc.org

Professional development for development educators


