
To be educated in relation to any particular area of our life or
experience entails both possessing a measure of competence
in relation to that area and also having appropriate attitudes
towards it. These in turn depend on having acquired certain
relevant skills and a certain body of factual knowledge and
understanding. Thus, to have benefited from a successful
initiation into our role as citizens is to be both an effective
and competent member of the various communities and
collectivities to which we belong and to see our membership
of them in an appropriate light. Such a conception is
consistent with the Crick Report’s conclusion (Advisory
Group on Citizenship 1998) and likely National Curriculum
requirement (Qualifications and Curriculum Authority 1999)
that the goals of citizenship education should be social
responsibility, political literacy and community involvement. 

Citizenship education therefore provides an understanding
of and a preparation for that part of our life which is public
in the sense of involving our membership of groups of
various kinds rather than our private activities or personal
relations. Within this framework, however, our educational
priorities, the competences and attitudes it is appropriate to
highlight, will greatly depend on the nature of the various
kinds of group to which we belong. Despite the very general
nature of the goals of citizenship education listed above we
clearly cannot be supposed to perform in or relate to all of
the groups to which we belong in the same way.

It is therefore appropriate to consider:

• To what kinds of groups can we properly be said to
stand in a relationship of citizenship?

• What kinds of relationships are appropriate to each of
these various groups and their members?

The answers to such questions provide the certain
fundamental assumptions of education for citizenship at
various levels, here specifically national, local and global,
and a guide to where our various priorities must lie.

Clearly enough we can only stand in a relation of
citizenship vis-à-vis a collectivity which is in some sense a
polity: that is, a collectivity which is sufficiently  cohesive
for the ideas of membership and a common or public good
to be meaningful. To be a citizen is to be more than one who
simply serves the polity or its members. Aristotle (Politics,
3,1) speaks of a citizen as one who shares in ruling and
being ruled. Local communities may not always correspond
to local government districts and citizenship at a local level
is certainly not synonymous with standing for the local

council. To be a citizen member of the local community,
however, is not only to support what is undertaken locally
but, as time goes by, to have a part in determining what is
done and how it is to be achieved. To have no such part is to
be more a subject than a citizen and subjects require not
citizen education but schooling in docility. Not only do
citizen members belong to the community but it is their
community, in some sense it belongs to them. It must
therefore possess a measure of independence in some aspects
of its life, rather than being entirely subordinate and
absorbed in some larger entity. Such notions are fundamental
to conceptions of citizenship and the citizen; programmes of
citizenship education that fail to develop them in future
citizens are to that extent defective.

In discussing citizenship education at national, local and
global levels I shall have little to say on the subject of
European Citizenship, which is certainly important (Wringe
1998) but raises issues beyond the scope of our present
discussion. The notion is, however, helpful in providing a
recognisable level of citizenship between the national and the
global – it is less easy to deny the reality of European than
global citizenship – thus obliging us to come to terms with
what Heater (1997) describes as the multi-layered nature of
modern citizenship. In the space available it is impossible to
provide a comprehensive outline of the many concerns raised
by education for citizenship at national, local, global levels
and the remarks that follow do little more than make
reference to a small number of the contrasting priorities at
each level, particularly where they seem to touch upon
certain related issues in the field of development education. 

National Citizenship
Paradigmatically and traditionally, ‘citizenship’ has referred
to the legal and political relationship between individuals
and a sovereign state, usefully categorised by Marshall
(1950) into its civil, political and social aspects. Legal and
political ties in themselves, however, have not usually been
sufficient to hold States together in the absence of some
bond of social solidarity such as national aspiration,
language, religion or common ancestry. Without some such
bond, modern nation states have tended to fall apart, either
peacefully as in the case of the former Czechoslovakia or
violently as in the case of the former Jugoslavia. Where the
boundaries of political states and social or ethnic
communities do not coincide the result is typically conflict
with demands for separatism on the one side being met with
increasingly severe attempts at suppression on the other. 
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Issues in education for citizenship at national,
local, and global levels

Although certain general aims of citizenship education have been identified in recent curriculum documents, Colin
Wringe argues in this introductory overview that the particular attitudes, competences and knowledge to be
highlighted will depend on where we draw the boundaries of citizenship.



Since the 17th century nation states have, for the most part,
striven to establish increasingly centralised administrations
while at the same time strengthening their external borders.
During this time the nearest approach to citizenship
education has, in fact, been education for patriotism or
‘nation building’ (Gellner 1983). History, Geography,
Literature and especially the teaching of the dominant
national language have all been employed to bolster the
solidarity of the nation state in which citizenship/
subjecthood was all or it was nothing. Local communities
were subjected to a process of normalisation by which they
were made increasingly conscious of their subordination to
the centre and external sympathies and affiliations were
considered virtually treasonable. (In Britain, the exclusion of
Roman Catholics from public office was long justified on
this ground). Beyond the borders were ‘foreign parts’
containing resources to be plundered, enemies to be fended
off and colonies to be subdued and exploited.

Insofar as citizenship education at a national level is
about developing appropriate attitudes to our relationship to
our nation state, our first concern must seem to be to
moderate the exclusive demands of nationalism which has, in
the past, left little room either for regional or local loyalties
or for commitments that transcend national boundaries. This
is not to say that we should denigrate our country, or
underrate the importance of national cohesion in overcoming
internal social, regional or even ethnic divisions. National
self-regard which does not seek to dominate others may be a
valid element in our personal identity as well as being a
force for good in other ways (Miller 1995, Tamir 1993,
White 1996). Predictably, perhaps, in a document that does
not conspicuously set out to court controversy, Crick has
little to say either positively or negatively about national
citizenship, though much of what the Report says about
political literacy has implied reference to constitutional
arrangements for national as well as local government in
Britain.

Political competence, knowledge, skills and the readiness
to act and exert influence at a national level nevertheless
remain an important aspect of citizenship education in that
the nation state is for some time likely to remain the
supreme repository of power and resources. Development at
both local and global levels is therefore largely dependent on
the degree to which citizens are able to prevail upon States
to relinquish their monopoly of both.

Local citizenship
All too frequently active citizenship at a local level simply
designates voluntary or charitable work, caring for the
casualties of the market economy or clearing up its
environmental messes (see Wringe 1994). There is more
than a hint of this in the Crick Report’s emphasis on
volunteering, sometimes referred to as ‘service learning’ or
service to the community. Those encouraging the setting up
of school social service units normally expect them to do
such things as helping old people paint their houses rather
than organising demonstrations to bring pressure on

landlords or councils to provide better maintenance.
Palliation of the status quo is, however, precisely what
citizenship and therefore citizenship education should not be
about. Effective democratic citizenship at a local level
involves ensuring that, for example, the disposition of
facilities, services and development meet the priorities of the
local community rather than some larger blue-print, or
powerful interests situated elsewhere.

If the involvement of school pupils in voluntary
organisations is to be reputable, these must be selected in
such a way that the outcome is empowerment for democratic
citizenship in all its senses, rather than a harnessing of
youthful enthusiasm for adult goals, or simply saving the
tax-payer or rate-payer money. If this proviso is met,
however, there are a number of sound educational reasons
for involving young people in voluntary organisations. 

Insofar as participation in the work of such organisations
is voluntary, they depend on the good will of their members
and are obliged to be democratic in the fullest sense of
creating consensus rather than merely manipulating
majorities, since those who are unhappy with what is being
done can simply walk away. Secondly, involvement with
such organisations brings young people into contact with
many adults who are patently worthy of respect, doing work
for reasons other than personal advantage or material reward.
This provides a valuable moral counterweight to the example
of schools themselves as these come to be seen as
increasingly managerial in their ethos, and oriented towards
such instrumental goals as league table position and
OFSTED approval. Thirdly, such experience is empowering
in the sense that young people are made aware of the needs
and resources of the community, which will later become
their own needs and resources as adult members of that
community. They also become aware of the extent to which
many such needs both must, and more importantly can, be
met by local action, including collective political action.
Finally, social and political involvement are matters of
commitment and, particularly in the case of a peer-group-
oriented younger generation, commitments are typically
‘caught’ from others in a context of shared endeavour rather
than arrived at cognitively or as a result of verbal
exhortation.

Geographical localities are not the only possible sites of
local citizenship involvement. Institutions, professional
groups and especially workplaces may also be seen as
communities with a potential for social and political
development. From this point of view involvement in the
school community and pupils’ sense of ownership of that
community, both through its use as the locus of part of their
social life and through the encouragement of a democratic
school ethos and institutions, are also crucial elements in
education for citizenship at a local level.

Global citizenship
Though many of our pupils will be involved as active
citizens locally, rather fewer will be so involved at a global
level. Whereas, therefore, the priority in education for
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citizenship at a local level may be empowerment through the
acquisition of political skills, the priority for global
citizenship is at the cognitive level of information and
understanding. Here, what is important is to know and relate
to what is taking place in the world at large and be in a
position, through one’s support or the potential withdrawal of
one’s support, to bring pressure to bear on governments and
other organisations to act in a globally acceptable way.

At the level of understanding, a prime misconception to
be disposed of is the view that the term ‘global citizenship’
is a purely metaphorical one: that there can be no such thing
as global citizenship because there is no global polity in
which all have a common interest or whose collective
interests can in any way be enforced. Serious, if misguided,
moralists may go on to argue that if we have moral
commitments to other, especially poorer, parts of the world
these are essentially duties of imperfect obligation whose
performance is certainly virtuous but whose omission in
particular cases merits no blame. References to global
citizenship, on this view, are simply part of the rhetoric of
international do-goodery.

Many replies can be made to this claim (Wringe 1998).
Of these, the most telling, and one not unconnected with
remarks made in the previous section, is that citizenship
concerns not charitable activity but the establishment of
acceptable collective arrangements (Oakeshott 1962) which,
if not properly attended to, may ultimately result in a worse
life for everyone. One element in responsible citizenship at a
global level is ensuring that the collective arrangements to
which we give our assent, not to mention our positive
support, do not (like, for example, unfair trading regimes)
secure the better life of some at the expense of a much worse
life for others. Unlike the duties of charity, those of justice
are duties not of imperfect but of perfect obligation which
must be met if we are not, as citizens, to be at fault.

It is also false to suppose that the world is not in some
sense a collective polity or that all outside our national
boundaries is ‘foreign territory’ in which we may behave as
we please as long as we do not infringe our own country’s
laws by wrongfully damaging the interests of our fellow
nationals. Quite apart from the growth of an increasingly
effective network of international enforcement agencies, we
no longer have difficulty in perceiving that we have a
number of important common interests at a global level.
That common interest we have in the global environment is
the most easily recognised by young people but, in a world
in which both people and information may travel rapidly and
in which the means of death and destruction are relatively
easy to obtain and transport, all have an interest in
preventing disease, poverty and the sense of injustice that
may lead to desperation and violence. To the extent that we
see such conditions to be more effectively prevented by co-
operation than by the use of force, we are already in a
political situation vis-à-vis the rest of the world, particularly
if we consider that the finding and implementation of
acceptable solutions to such problems by governments and

other organisations depends upon the pressure and support of
public opinion.

Understanding the nature of the world situation in these
terms must be a central goal of education for citizenship at a
global level and this can only be achieved by the
communication and critical discussion of appropriate
information. This can in no way be regarded as indoctrinatory,
provided information and materials for discussion are selected
and presented in a way that does not mislead young people
with regard to the true state of affairs. ®

� Colin Wringe is Reader in Education at Keele
University.
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