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ABSTRACT
This thesis explores how international education rights obligations are reflected in the
contested curricular subject of citizenship education in the two divided jurisdictions of
Northern Ireland and Israel. Given the difficulties faced in developing and delivering a
common citizenship curriculum to a diverse group in each jurisdiction, where conceptions
of citizenship vary, this empirical research explores the unifying potential of an approach to
citizenship education based on internationally agreed human rights law on education. The
research builds upon the citizenship education typology of knowledge, values, skills and
participation, overlaying it with a 2-A framework for education rights in citizenship
education of ‘acceptability’ and ‘adaptability’, to provide a provisional literature-based
conceptual framework. Data is approached from an interpretative perspective which
involves consideration of policy and curriculum documents, qualitative semi-structured
interviews with policy-makers and teachers of citizenship education, and focus group
sessions with students of citizenship education in both jurisdictions. Analysis reveals that
understandings of education rights can be oriented around three themes - minority group
representation, dealing with difference, and preparation for life. Locating these themes
within the 2-A framework proves problematic, and reveals wide and sometimes conflicting
variety in interpreting the framework. Questions are raised regarding the ‘universality’ of
international interpretative frameworks for education rights, and therefore the workability of
such frameworks in the national and divided context. The original contribution to
knowledge of this thesis relates to how its combination of the disciplines of education and
law, and its comparison of two divided jurisdictions, illuminate this interpretative variety,
offering a critique of the international human rights system of interpretation, and proposes
the notion of ‘interpretative communities’ as a way of conceptualising the variety of
understandings. It also underlines the continuing complexity of delivering a common
citizenship education curriculum in a divided society.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION:
AIMS AND SCOPE OF THIS RESEARCH

In August 2012, Adar Cohen was dismissed from his post as national supervisor for civic
studies at the Israeli Ministry of Education. In some quarters, it was suggested that his
dismissal was due to ‘professional failures’, but in others, it was attributed to his left-ofcentre approach that included the promotion of universal human rights within a right-ofcentre and highly nationalistic Ministry (Nesher, 2012a).

Four months later, and over 2,500 miles away in Northern Ireland, protests began among
supporters of Northern Ireland’s place within the United Kingdom over the decision by
Belfast City Council to restrict the number of days the UK flag would fly outside the City
Hall (BBC, 2012).

Different contexts, but seemingly comparable issues of citizenship and identity that lie at
the heart of the task of educating for citizenship in a society divided along political, social,
ethnic or religious lines. It was in the midst of such events that I, as a doctoral researcher,
engaged with an exploration of citizenship education in Northern Ireland and Israel, and
with how ‘universal’ international obligations with regard to education rights are reflected in
this contested and context-specific curricular subject.

Research problem and questions
It is often suggested that education in ethnically, religiously or socio-politically divided
societies can play a constructive or a destructive role in addressing conflict (Bush &
Saltarelli, 2000; Gallagher, 2004). Although education may contribute towards the
transformation of a conflict-affected society, it also may be viewed as a tool in socialisation
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into the divided status quo (Podeh, 2000), or as inherently political insofar as it is ‘the
means and the message by which worldviews are transmitted, cultures are reproduced, a
way of life is passed on, and a person is created’ (Randall, Cooper & Hite, 1999, p10).
From such a value-laden perspective, the role of education in general and citizenship
education in particular may be contested in societies divided along ethno-national lines,
where conceptions of citizenship, identity and national belonging vary, and thus where
divisions can be highly complex and long-standing. In the two case jurisdictions that are
the focus of this study, Northern Ireland and Israel, the aims of the common and
compulsory citizenship education curriculum include learning about diversity, equality,
human rights, and respect for identity (Partnership Management Board, 2007; Cohen,
2013). Nevertheless, both societies still experience ethno-national division and inequality,
not least within the education system, where most young people attend school alongside
only those of the same religion or ethnicity (Osborne, 2004; Tatar, 2004).

A wide range of research within citizenship education has focused on conceptions of
citizenship and how such conceptions may be implemented within an educational
framework (Parker, 2008; Cohen, 2010), and large-scale, cross-national and longitudinal
studies have also looked at similar aspects (Kerr, 1999; Torney-Purta et al., 2001).
Furthermore, the relationship between citizenship education and human rights has been
explored, focusing on human rights education and the human rights-based approach to
teaching (Osier & Starkey, 2010; Niens, O’Connor & Smith, 2013). However, the potential
for the purportedly universal nature of human rights, and related international obligations in
respect of education rights, to offer a fresh, unifying perspective and an alternative way of
delivering the citizenship education curriculum to a diverse group in a divided society has
received little attention. Therefore, the aim of this thesis is to explore how international
education rights obligations are reflected in citizenship education in Northern Ireland and
Israel. The international obligations that education be ‘acceptable’ and ‘adaptable’,
combined with the citizenship education core component typology of knowledge, values,
skills and participation, constitute the ‘2-A framework’ which is the conceptual framework
for this doctoral research (based on Sears & Hughes, 1996; general comment 13 ICESCR,
1999; Tomasevski, 2001a). By employing this approach, this research brings to the fore
some of the areas of conflict inherent in citizenship education in divided contexts, and
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some of the challenges posed by attempts to apply an international framework within
individual jurisdictions.

In consideration of the research problem outlined above, the over-arching research
question that drives this study is:

How

does

citizenship

education

in

Northern

Ireland

and

Israel

reflect

understandings of education rights, particularly the international human rights
obligations that education be ‘acceptable’ and ‘adaptable’?

Within this question, two subsidiary issues are explored:

How are the obligations that education be ‘acceptable’ and adaptable’ reflected in
policy and curriculum documents in Northern Ireland and Israel?

How do key stakeholders (students, teachers and policy-makers) of citizenship
education in Northern Ireland and Israel interpret ‘acceptable’ and ‘adaptable’
within citizenship education, and how is this reflected in practice?

Given that Northern Ireland and Israel are geographically separate and distant, and have
developed in different ways according to their distinct contexts, some explanation is now
required regarding why it appears to be of great potential benefit to conduct a comparative
study of citizenship education in these two jurisdictions.

Rationale for comparison
The comparison between Northern Ireland and Israel is not a new one. Much research on
the two jurisdictions has focused on their divided aspect, from a variety of different
disciplines, including political science (Guelke, 1994; Knox & Quirk, 2001; Gidron, Katz &
Hasenfeld, 2002), sociology (Smooha, 1997), and education (Donnelly & Hughes, 2006;
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Bekerman, McGlynn & Zembylas, 2009; Ben-Nun, 2013). The common thread within the
rationale for all of these studies is that both Northern Ireland and Israel are dealing with the
effects of past or current violent ethno-national conflict and division. This poses an
enormous challenge to education, the political sphere and society at large. With the
concern of subjectivity and contextual distinctions between Northern Ireland and Israel to
the fore, then, it is posited here that citizenship education offers a significant site for
comparison, given its potential to encompass consideration of issues that are highly
contested in both divided jurisdictions. Furthermore, just as the Northern Ireland-lsrael
comparison is a well-trodden path, so is that of comparative education research more
broadly. This thesis follows Postlethwaite (1988) among many others, in supporting the
claim that comparing education in different societies has the potential to deepen one’s
understanding of one’s own jurisdiction’s education and society, and suggests that it may
therefore benefit a range of stakeholders.

Contribution to knowledge
Although Northern Ireland and Israel have been compared from various academic
perspectives, and although citizenship education and education rights have received much
scholarly and public attention as individual areas of interest, research that explores the
intersection of the two areas is sparse, as is comparative work on citizenship education in
Northern Ireland and Israel. Thus, by bringing together these two jurisdictions and areas of
interest, and indeed the two different disciplines of education and law, the research
described in this thesis illuminates some aspects of conflict that are inherent to citizenship
education in the divided context, and some of the challenges posed by attempts to apply
an international ‘universal’ framework to the national context.

The main findings and original contribution to knowledge of this thesis are multi-faceted,
nuanced and subjective, but may nevertheless be understood as relating to four areas.
Firstly, as far as the researcher is aware, it is the only documented empirical study that
combines the disciplines of citizenship education in divided societies and international law
on education, and explores and compares Northern Ireland and Israel in this way.
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Secondly, the research illuminates how understandings of education rights within policy
and curriculum documents, and those offered by students, teachers and policy-makers, in
two divided jurisdictions, may be oriented around the themes of minority group
representation, dealing with difference and preparation for life. Thirdly, it illustrates how
wide and sometimes conflicting variety in interpretation of education rights may pose a
challenge when implementing this purportedly ‘universal’ framework from the point of view
of those stakeholders interviewed in the two case jurisdictions. Fourthly, and relatedly, the
research suggests that stakeholders must be understood as comprising a semi-formal
‘interpretive community’. These findings have implications not only for the development of
international interpretative frameworks for education rights, but also constitute a reminder
of the complexity of the task of delivering a common citizenship education curriculum to a
diverse group in a divided society.

Use of terminology relating to identity
Given that citizenship and citizenship education are contested in divided jurisdictions, it
was inevitable that the use of terms denoting related aspects of identity would pose a
challenge to the researcher. However, due to the format and space limitations of a thesis
whereby people groups must be described in a standardised and consistent manner,
choices had to be made regarding how to designate certain groups in terms of the
identities that were salient to this topic.

The first term that requires explanation is ‘ethno-national’. ‘Ethno-national’ may be taken in
this thesis as shorthand for aspects of political, social, national, religious, cultural or
linguistic identity that are often conflated or used interchangeably, and was selected as a
kind of ‘common denominator’ in terms of describing the divide in Northern Ireland and
Israel when considered together.

The second set of terms relate to the ethno-national identity of particular groups. In full
recognition of the risks inherent in selecting one term over another when it comes to
naming national groups, and the multi-faceted and often ‘loaded’ meaning ascribed to the
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term 'national' itself, the terms that appeared to be most used by each group (how they
self-identified), within the literature and within the school system, have been chosen to
identify the groups in this thesis. Therefore, the terms ‘Catholic’ and ‘Protestant’ (over and
above other identifiers such as unionist, loyalist, nationalist, republican, and so on) have
been selected for participants in Northern Ireland, and ‘non-religious Jewish’ and
‘Palestinian citizens of Israel’ have been chosen to designate participants in that
jurisdiction, following Bekerman, McGlynn and Zembylas’ (2009) lead on the latter term. It
is the latter identifier that is perhaps the most contentious, given the understandable
confusion with Palestinians living in the Palestinian Territories, but also the fact that
Palestinian citizens of Israel are often described as Arabs or Israeli Arabs in the
mainstream Israeli political discourse. Additionally, however, the term ‘Arab’ is used to
describe the education system and schools, as this is also the term most commonly used
by Palestinian citizens themselves in this research.

Structure of the thesis
The aim of this research is to explore how citizenship education reflects understandings of
education rights, particularly the international human rights obligations that education be
‘acceptable’ and ‘adaptable’. Chapter 2 offers an overview of citizenship and citizenship
education, outlining a short history of the two areas, a discussion of some of the key
debates within it for divided societies and for young people, and selects the citizenship
education typology of knowledge, values, skills and participation as a way of demarking
the key components of citizenship education. This leads on to chapter 3, which focuses on
citizenship and citizenship education in the case jurisdictions of Northern Ireland and
Israel. Given the difficulties that are presented concerning the delivery of a common
citizenship curriculum to a diverse group in each jurisdiction, it is suggested that a more
‘universal’ approach to citizenship education that looks to internationally agreed human
rights law on education might offer a broader and therefore more helpful framework for
understanding and approaching citizenship education. Thus, chapter 4 moves the
discussion towards a way of understanding citizenship education that takes account of the
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education rights of ‘acceptability1 and ‘adaptability’, that are then combined with the core
components mentioned above, to create a provisional ‘2-A framework’ for education rights
in citizenship education, based on documents. Chapter 5 then explains the methodological
considerations made and approach taken, presenting it from an interpretative perspective
which takes a qualitative approach to data collection, and comprises semi-structured
interviews with policy-makers and teachers of citizenship education, and focus group
sessions with students of citizenship education in both jurisdictions. Thematic analysis is
selected as the most appropriate approach to analysis to take in the present study, and so
in chapters 6-8 the findings are considered within the context of a range of literature,
under three broad themes: minority group representation, dealing with difference and
preparation for life. Analysis of these themes then allows the author to progress towards
one further analytical chapter: chapter 9 revisits specific aspects of the 2-A framework in
light of the empirical data, illustrating interpretative variety, and thus allowing consideration
of the broader complexity and implications of using an international framework in a
national context. Chapter 10 draws the thesis to a close by offering a summary of the
findings, suggestions of future opportunities for research, and some concluding remarks.

Now that the doctoral project has been introduced, it is time to consider the literature on
citizenship and citizenship education. An overview of historical and conceptual background
and key debates is provided in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 2
CITIZENSHIP AND CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION:
AN OVERVIEW

From their inception in the Greek classical age, over time and through cultural struggles,
citizenship and citizenship education have evolved into the wide variety of conceptions and
curricula that are present in modern societies today (Heater, 2004a; Knight Abowitz &
Harnish, 2006). These curricula have enjoyed varying levels of success in plural societies,
not least those that are divided along ethnic, religious or socio-political lines (Schwille &
Amadeo, 2002), and interest in research on the subject has also varied over time (TorneyPurta, 2002a). The aim of this chapter is to discuss such curricula within the context of the
development of citizenship education in general, and also understandings of some of the
concepts involved in it.

The chapter begins by considering the historical development of the concept of citizenship
and of citizenship education as intertwined phenomena. This is followed by a focus on
various models of citizenship education, particularly that which has been selected as most
salient to this thesis - the model based on the core components of citizenship education
that are knowledge, values, skills and participation. Then discussion turns to the particular
nature of educating for citizenship within a divided society, before considering some issues
pertaining to young people, citizenship and rights. The chapter closes with some
concluding remarks.
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Historical development of citizenship and citizenship education
No one ... can be a citizen in the proper and full meaning of the term without being
educated for the role (Oliver & Heater, 1994, p27).

Citizenship education appears to be as old as the concept of citizenship itself (Heater,
2004a). The ways in which western societies view and therefore teach citizenship today
may be traced back to ancient Greece and Rome, where Greek class struggles led to a
change in power relations that meant that the structure of society moved from that of a
king and his powerless subjects, to the status of the citizen as a member of the city and
the city as an association of citizens (Isin, 1997; Knight Abowitz & Harnish, 2006). This
saw the development of the political, territorial and moral entitlement aspects of
citizenship; later, citizenship evolved to include the concepts of rights and responsibilities
as well as eligibility (Isin, 1997). During the Roman period, arguably the principal
development in citizenship was the emergence of the idea of citizenship entailing one’s
identity being found in one’s region and, more broadly, as a Roman, as well as in one’s
own city (Isin, 1997). It is on this foundation that civic republicanism is based, a tradition of
political thought that emphasises civic and political participation in society (Faulks, 2000).

Looking forward to the sixteenth century, this era saw the rise of the early nation-states in
England and France, an age of dispute and conflict both within and against the established
Roman Catholic Church during the Reformation, where the teaching of the state religion
represented a kind of civic education towards loyalty to the state (Heater, 2004a). In the
same century, Martin Luther proposed that the state should provide education to all
children as a means of educating for Christian and civic morality (see Tapped, 1967) and,
in 1651, Hobbes' Leviathan suggested that the message of good citizenship should be
relayed by means of the Christian church (see Heater, 2004a). However, Hobbes also
came to believe that politics and state should be separated, and, as Faulks (2000)
documents, Hobbes, Marx and Hegel, among others, compared God and the state, ‘where
the state replaces the divine being as the focus of people’s aspirations’. Thus citizenship
and citizenship education emerge here as intertwined.
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During the Enlightenment period in Europe and the American colonies from the mid
seventeenth to eighteenth century, the idea of citizenship as conferring membership,
identity, values, and participation rights, and assuming a corpus of common political
knowledge, particularly within the bounds of national borders, began to develop (Knight
Abowitz & Harnish, 2006). This era saw the rise of liberalism, an ideology founded on the
ideas of (individual) freedom and equality, with John Locke acknowledged as one of its
earliest thinkers (Axtell, 1968). Additionally, the writings of philosopher Jean-Jacques
Rousseau in The Social Contract suggested ways of establishing a political community
and advocated popular sovereignty (Heater, 2004b). Such events describe the beginnings
of modern republican forms of government, which then continued through the nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries, when secular education began to replace church-led
education. The result of this was, in the view of Heater (2004a, p65), the rise of 'a new
citizenship [...] based on the assumption of the masses endowed with democratic rights
and owing loyalty to the nation-state’. Furthermore, it was around this time, when
schooling was being institutionalised, that the concept of citizenship began to inform
teaching in a more prominent way (Knight Abowitz & Harnish, 2006).

In more recent times, many and varied definitions have been advanced for the concept of
citizenship and therefore citizenship education. In the early twentieth century, a new vision
of education for citizenship as a curricular subject was in its infancy. Educational reformer
John Dewey (1916) asserted the moral and civic purposes of education, meaning that a
culture might maintain the values, traditions, information, skills and expectations that unite
its members.

It may be suggested that the modern debate surrounding citizenship education began in
the years following World War II, when T. H. Marshall delivered and published his seminal
essay on citizenship, Citizenship and Social Class (Marshall, 1950). Marshall identified
three sets of citizenship rights which require institutions in order to properly develop: civil,
political and social. Marshall suggested that the education system was one such
institution, and this has been a popular view over the last one hundred years (Oliver &
Heater, 1994). Schools and education systems may therefore play a significant role in
shaping and re-shaping collective identities (Pinson, 2007) and in the socialisation of
populations (Podeh, 2000). Schwille and Amadeo (2002, p105) point out, however, that
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even if schools did not exist, citizenship education would still be delivered, and [y]oung
people would grow up and learn how to become citizens or political subjects', whatever
that may involve for a particular jurisdiction.

In the twenty-first century, Robertson (2007, pp137-138) pointed out that, until recently,
the idea of citizenship has been ‘commonly associated with the Westphalian system of
nation-states, with nationality as a key component’, whereas now there is ‘considerable
variation in different nation-states' domestic laws as to who is counted as a citizen and
who is not, as does the definition of what it entails’. In other words, nationality and
citizenship no longer need be synonymous, and this is certainly the case in many divided
societies where a number of ‘nations’ may be encompassed within a single legal
jurisdiction.

In terms of the content of citizenship education, this has undergone much change since it
was first conceived. As Oliver and Heater (1994, p28) have suggested, while the classical
tradition of education for citizenship tended to emphasise skills such as ‘presenting an
argument and making the young person want to behave as a good citizen’, the more
modern, liberal style has stressed ‘clear thinking and factual learning’. Ichilov (1998, p11)
proposes that modern curricula have also stressed the ‘affinity and identity dimensions of
citizenship’ as opposed to the ‘rights and obligations’ aspect that featured in the classical
period. A number of these aspects will be apparent in the discussion of citizenship
education in the two case jurisdictions of Northern Ireland and Israel in chapter 3.

But what does citizenship education actually look like in schools in democratic countries
today that are becoming increasingly plural and globally-minded? It appears to vary from
jurisdiction to jurisdiction, and this is perhaps unsurprising, given what this chapter has and
will suggest regarding the difficulty of defining the concept of citizenship. Roth and
Burbules (2007, pi) claim that understandings of citizenship education differ between
states ‘due to differences in social, cultural, economic, political and religious terms’, and
Knight Abowitz and Harnish (2006, p680) suggest that such understandings have been
‘reshaped over time and through cultural struggles’. Davies, Evans and Reid (2005, p74)
report that there has been ‘huge interest shown in citizenship in individual states across
the globe’, and Morris (1997, pp107-108) explains this by pointing to governmental belief

11

in its potential for 'addressing problems of social fragmentation, crime and for promoting
‘values”. This has been so not least in ‘divided societies’ where the process of defining
notions of citizenship has been a particularly difficult but perhaps more urgent task

In consideration of the above, broad sweep of the development of citizenship and
citizenship education, and with a need to narrow the focus slightly, it seems appropriate
now to provide a discussion of various models of citizenship education, and an explanation
of the framework that has been selected for this thesis for understanding citizenship
education.

Models of citizenship education
Citizenship is a complex and contested concept which gives rise to a wide range of
interpretations, leading to an equally wide range of citizenship education (CE) programmes
(Kerr, 1999; Torney-Purta, Lehman, Oswald & Schulz, 2001). Parker (2008) claims that
the dominant interest within research on citizenship education is in what it means to be a
citizen in a particular state, and how to effect these meanings through education; similarly,
Cohen (2010, p18) maintains that the field ‘encompasses various ideological conceptions
regarding citizenship in the democratic state ... [which] produce significantly differing
educational plans’. Marker and Mehlinger (1992, p832) claim that citizenship education,
understood within the framework of social studies, should ‘prepare youth so that they
possess the knowledge, values, and skills needed for active participation in society’.
However, drawing on philosopher Gallie’s (1955) work on the idea of ‘essentially contested
concepts’ whose proper use is disputed, Sears and Hughes (1996, p125) propose that,
although the majority of CE scholars believe that the concept of citizenship contains the
same elements of knowledge, values, skills and participation, there is considerable lack of
agreement regarding 'the role, nature, and relative importance of each element’.
McLaughlin (1992, p236) suggests that much of the debate over interpreting citizenship
relates to ‘fundamental and long-standing social and political traditions, commitments and
disputes’ and that many argue that the ambiguities and tensions within the concept need
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to be addressed before a CE programme can be devised (see Carr, 1991, Wringe, 1992,
Davies, 2000). It may be added that this debate is particularly applicable within a society
where conceptions of citizenship are especially contested.

Subsequently, there appear to be not only many individual conceptions of citizenship, but
also many different typologies of citizenship, with elements of citizenship being
categorised in many varied ways. Additionally, Sears and Hughes (1996, p126) suggest
that misunderstandings can occur over conceptions of citizenship within CE because, as
suggested above, ‘the same language means different things to different people’. Marshall
(1950) conceives of citizenship in terms of civil, political and social elements. Rowe (1992)
focuses on citizenship rights and responsibilities on the one hand, and civic virtue or
service on the other McLaughlin (1992) understands citizenship in terms of a continuum
from minimalist to maximalist understandings, elsewhere described as ranging from thin
citizenship to thick citizenship (Kymlicka & Norman,

1994), or narrow to broad

understandings (Ichilov, 1990). Cohen (1999) asserts that the three core dimensions of
citizenship are legal, political and identity-related, and Westheimer and Kahne (2004)
propose that types of citizenship can be categorised according to personally responsible,
participatory and justice-oriented aspects. Heater (2004c) outlines three broad citizenship
traditions:

liberal,

civic-republican and communitarian.

Banks’

(2008) typology of

citizenship covers legal, minimal, active and transformative types. Most recently, Osier and
Starkey (2010) have described citizenship as a status, a feeling and a practice.

This broad range of typologies of citizenship is reflected in the plethora of approaches to
CE. Kerr (1999) suggests that contextual factors such as historical tradition, geographical
position, socio-political structure, economic system and global trends, determine to a
certain extent which model of CE a jurisdiction will prefer. In Canada, Sears and Hughes
(1996, pp133-134) describe the varying CE programmes as veering towards an emphasis
on active participation, knowledge of contemporary society, working towards the ‘common
good’, valuing pluralism and having the skills to participate in the world. In England, Davies
(2000) suggests that CE involves knowledge and appreciation of what being an informed
citizen means, developing skills of enquiry and communication, and of participation and
responsible

action.

Focusing

on

Hong

Kong,

Morris

(1997,

pp123

& 125) writes that CE ‘plays a minimal role in schools’ but that it offers students a ‘moral
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code of behaviour’. Osier and Starkey (2010, p115-116) describe the US ‘standard’ model
of CE as ‘knowledge-based’ and the version in Singapore as focused on developing a
strong sense of national pride and a duty to protect their jurisdiction. Suggestions of ‘ideal’
forms of CE have also been made, with some opting for a curriculum based on a
conception of cosmopolitan citizenship that ‘implies learning to imagine the nation as a
diverse and inclusive community’ (Osier & Starkey, 2003, p245) or multicultural citizenship
that highlights minority group rights (Kymlicka,

1995); some preferring the neo

communitarian approach that focuses on the individual-community relationship and inter
community relations on a global level - where ‘both the universal claims of human rights
and the particularistic claims of communities have a strong moral standing’ (Etzioni, 2006,
p72); and yet others opting for the more traditional civic republican (focusing on
participation in the public sphere) or liberal view (emphasing individual autonomy) (see
Crick, 2002).

In terms of international comparisons, the findings from the most recent International
Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) Civic Education Study
(CIVED) among fourteen year olds in twenty-eight countries and among sixteen year olds
in fourteen countries focused on civic knowledge, civic attitudes and civic engagement,
and highlighted the importance of teachers modelling democracy in the classroom to
promote students’ civic knowledge and engagement (Torney-Purta et al., 2001; Amadeo,
Torney-Purta, Lehmann, Husfeldt & Nikolova, 2002). Attempts have been made to
establish internationally-agreed standards for CE, which focus on ‘the obligations and
responsibilities for all populations, majority as well as minority’ (Bush & Saltarelli, 2000,
p19). However, to date, no international scheme has proved overwhelmingly successful.

These models of CE reflect various conceptions of citizenship. But while considerations of
conceptual issues are, of course, an important part of research on CE, for the purposes of
the present research, it is particularly the core components of citizenship education as
opposed to the basis of citizenship in terms of political theory that are of prime importance,
as it is suggested that they will facilitate a more effective exploration of understandings of
education rights in CE, part of the research problem. Therefore, after consideration of a
number of frameworks, a mode of classification has been selected that appears to cover
the core components of CE within Northern Ireland (Nl) and Israel. This classification is
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that employed by Sears and Hughes (1996) of knowledge, values, skills and participation,
and is described below.

A framework for citizenship education: core components
As mentioned earlier, Sears and Hughes (1996) categorised the core components of
citizenship education as knowledge, values, skills and participation, and wrote that it was
broadly agreed upon in scholarship that CE contained these elements. This typology was
employed in the present study as a way of organising the elements of CE that appeared to
be present in key CE documents in Ml and Israel, in the same way that Sears and Hughes’
typology emerged from their research on official policy documents on CE in Canada. This
way of classifying aspects of CE was considered a solid foundation on which to overlay the
provisional education rights framework (presented in chapter 4) which was initially based
on documents, not least because elements of Sears and Hughes’ classification appear to
have been employed by Kerr (1999) in his reporting of the findings from the International
Review of Curriculum and Assessment Frameworks (IRCAF) Project (2), which involved a
review of CE in sixteen countries. Terms used in the CIVED study, /nentioned above, also
appear to reflect these core components, in terms of civic knowledge, attitudes (values)
and engagement (skills, participation). Furthermore, following empirical research which is
presented in chapters 6-9, this classification was still found to be a helpful framework for
organising elements of citizenship education. In Sears and Hughes’ original work, they
located the key elements within a typology that ranged from elitist to activist
citizenship/citizenship

education,

which

Kerr combines

with

McLaughlin’s

(1992)

continuum from a minimalist (elitist) to a maximalist (activist) understanding of citizenship
education. In the present research project, although this continuum did not appear to fit
easily with what emerged from the data, nevertheless, relevant literature relating to this
continuum is included in this exploration of the CE framework.

Turning to the content of Sears and Hughes’ classification, the first element of CE is
‘knowledge’. Marker and Mehlinger (1992, p836) claim that in order to help students
'perform their citizen roles adequately’ they require knowledge in the form of facts, data,
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f,

concepts, generalisations, and explanatory theories. Knowledge may consist of a ‘common
body of knowledge’ of state government, institutions and history (Sears & Hughes, 1996,
pi28), and understandings of citizenship as conferring a formal, legal status vis-a-vis the
state; in Osier and Starkey’s (2010, p118) conception, a formal ‘status’ rather than a
deeper ‘feeling’. According to Kerr (1999, p13), the main goal here is ‘to inform through the
provision and transmission of information’, and therefore, in Sears and Hughes’ (1996,
p128) view, CE may be taught in such a way as to enable students to ‘arrive at common
answers on matters of fact or value’. Alternatively, knowledge in CE may also represent a
broader understanding of what students should be taught. For example, a range of
information on the state, society, and global systems may be presented. A variety of
perspectives on particular issues may be offered, adopting a simultaneously more
inclusive and more critical approach to issues and to the state; rather than being closely
defined, knowledge, then, is viewed as something that is constructed among students and
between students and teachers. This implies a more interactive and less teacher-led
approach to course delivery. The aims of a CE programme based on formal acquisition of
knowledge may be easier to achieve and outcomes easier to measure than of one where
the outcomes are broader (Kerr, 1999). As is clear from the above, and as Marker and
Mehlinger (1992, p836) suggest, ‘there is little agreement regarding what knowledge is
fundamental for citizenship education’.

The second element of the typology is ‘values’. Those values relayed by CE may include a
‘particular set of national values and norms’, implying acceptance of and loyalty to the
dominant ideology of a state (Sears & Hughes, 1996, p128). It may also presuppose that
citizens are or should be ‘part of a common national culture and set of traditions’ (Sears &
Hughes, 1996, pi27). In Kerr’s (1999) view, this can lead to the promotion of elitist or
exclusivist interests, to the detriment of certain other groups in society. Similarly,
McLaughlin (1992, p241) argues that such an approach could be accused of ‘uncritical
socialisation’ into particular political values. Alternatively, the values relayed via CE may
be less defined, open to critique, or may be plural, and as with ‘knowledge’, they may be
more open to joint construction between students or between students and their teacher.
Students may also be encouraged to develop their own value position, and ‘to articulate,
support, and act on [it]’ (Sears & Hughes, 1996, p128). Where values are more defined,
they may include human rights, tolerance, equality and respect, and may be viewed as
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bound up with one’s identity (Sears & Hughes, 1996). Subsequently, Marker and
Mehlinger (1992, p837) flag up the potential for contrasting approaches in CE classes,
whereby a balance has to be struck between contributing to ‘the values vital for democratic
citizenship’ such as respect for law, minority rights, and freedom of expression, and the
support of critical enquiry ‘in which few, if any, values [are] judged to be sacred and
unassailable’.

‘Skills’ constitute the third element of the typology. Skills are required to mobilise
knowledge, as they help in ‘acquiring, judging, and processing information’ and in
'employing it to advantage through writing and oral argumentation’ (Marker & Mehlinger,
1992, p836). In other words, skills may relate simply to the ability to receive and absorb
knowledge, and information-gathering skills to aid in voting (Sears & Hughes, 1996). They
may also extend beyond this, to the skills of decision-making, critical thinking and
independent learning, through a more interactive pedagogical approach that encourages
discussion, debate and independent project work (Kerr, 1999), and also the broader
enablement of students to participate in democratic society (McLaughlin, 1992).

Finally, ‘participation’ is the fourth core component of CE in Sears and Hughes’ typology.
Marker and Mehlinger (1992, p837) claim that knowledge, values and skills ‘should be
reinforced through experience in participating in concrete activities’. It may be claimed that
skills and participation are interlinked, with one leading to the other. The expected level of
participation within class may be low, where classes are mostly teacher-led, studentstudent or teacher-student interaction and joint interpretation of concepts is not overtly
encouraged, and voting is the only expected mode of extra-school participation. In
contrast, a high level of participation may be expected as an outcome of CE, to include
class participation of students and investigation of materials by students themselves (Kerr,
1999). This is thought to promote participation outside of class as a consequence, in ‘the
everyday political, social, economic and cultural activities in which people engage to shape
the community’ at the local, national and global level (Osier & Starkey, 2010, pp114-115).
Kiwan (2008, p52) suggests that this active participation in society implies that citizens
“identify’ with, or feel a sense of belonging to, the context where they are participating’ and
therefore illustrates the perspective that identity and level of (political) participation are
inextricably linked.
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Citizenship education policy, aims and practice in Nl and Israel may be viewed as
consisting of a combination of the above elements of Sears and Hughes’ classification of
CE. Therefore, this classification was combined with the 2-A framework for education
rights in chapter 4, and the framework was further explored following the empirical
research conducted in Nl and Israel that is related later in chapters 6-9 of this thesis.

Much of what is related above is based on citizenship and CE in a relatively stable and
uncontested society. But what of divided jurisdictions? Given that citizenship and
consequently CE are contested in both of the case jurisdictions, some consideration must
be made of issues pertaining to CE in divided societies. It is to this that attention now
turns.

Educating for citizenship in a divided society
In a society divided along ethnic, religious or socio-political lines that has experienced
conflict, where conceptions of citizenship vary and the majority culture cannot provide the
basis of a shared identity (Leydet, 2006), it follows that the role of education in general,
and of citizenship education in particular, may be contested (Harris, 1999; Tomasevski,
2004). A large body of scholarship relating to the aims of education has developed, much
of it from the perspective that education is neither neutral nor necessarily inherently good
(McGowan, 2010). Randall, Cooper and Hite (1999, p8) describe education as essentially
political if regarded as ‘the means and the message by which worldviews are transmitted,
cultures are reproduced, a way of life is passed on, and a person is created’. In Bourdieu’s
view, education is a way of transmitting the culture of the dominant classes (Bourdieu &
Passeron, 1990) and Podeh (2000, p65) claims that education is ‘responsible for
implanting knowledge and values in the younger generation’. Harris (1999, p3) suggests
that the aims of education across the world are disputed as education is ‘a changing,
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contested and often personalised, historically and politically constructed concept [and]
social practice’, and, according to Apple (1993), selecting and organising knowledge for
schools is an ideological process that serves the interests of specific social classes and
groups. Therefore, posits Al-Haj (2002, p182), the education system, through the
curriculum, ‘serves as a mechanism of control and as a tool for perpetuating the status quo
and legitimizing the dominant ideology’. This may apply not only to the formal curriculum
but also to the ‘hidden curriculum’ (Jackson, 1968; Firer, 1998) by which students receive
certain messages about values, attitudes, beliefs and behaviour through the structures and
teaching in school, rather than simply through the curriculum content (Cornbleth, 1984).
Barton and McCully (2010, p18) describe the influence of political and historical context
and teachers’ values on the selection of curriculum as ‘inevitable’. However, as Bush and
Saltarelli (2000, p3) point out, young people are not ‘blank slates’ when they enter the
classroom, and so teachers are only one among a range of influences on a young
person’s life. To counter the potentially negative effects of an ideologically-driven
education system, Graham-Brown (1994, p29) highlights the importance for minorities, in
jurisdictions where there is a dominant majority, of being fairly represented both in the
curriculum and in terms of educational governance, in this way becoming ‘part of a
negotiated solution rather than one imposed by government’. Given this range of debate,
education delivered through schools emerges here, as mentioned earlier, as neither
inherently ‘neutral’ nor ‘good’, not even, it may be added, where states have signed
international human rights treaties which relate to education.

Looking at the divided context, it has been suggested that education in such jurisdictions
may play either a constructive or a destructive role (Bush & Saltarelli, 2000). Indeed, it is
often proposed that education may help in the aims of addressing division (Gallagher,
2004) and repairing society (Smith & Vaux, 2003). However, it may also play a role in
‘reproducing the attitudes, values, and social relations underlying civil conflict and violence’
(Buckland, 2005, p2). Ben-Nun (2013, p1), in her comparative work on education in Nl and
Israel, claims that education in societies under conflict has two central aims: ‘to equip
students with essential skills to reach their full potential in an increasingly complex and
changing world and to prepare them to cope with the challenges generated by the reality
of conflict'. Thus educating within a divided society clearly faces particular challenges.
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Just as the role of education in the divided context is debated, so is the role that it should
play in educating for citizenship, particularly where conceptions of citizenship and identity
may be contested (Niens & Mcllrath, 2010). In terms of content, a further point of
disagreement is over whether there should be a common or a differentiated curriculum for
CE in jurisdictions where different ethno-national groups study in separate schools, such
as is the case in Nl and Israel. Some argue that citizenship is a package of rights and
responsibilities that applies equally to everyone (or rather, every adult) and so each citizen
should learn the same set of knowledge, values, and skills, and be expected to participate
in the same way; others suggest that different groups have different needs in terms of their
present or future role in society, and different historical or political narratives, and so
should have a curriculum that is more suited to their own needs (see chapter 6 on this
debate). On the latter point, Apple (1982, p5) views the common curriculum in terms of
power, arguing that, historically, it has been a way of maintaining hegemony by
‘incorporating under one dominant discourse as many groups as possible’, thus
disempowering

minorities

through

integrating

them

into

the

dominant

ideology.

Furthermore, Johnson (1991, pp79-80) adds that the curriculum is read differently by
different students according to their social and cultural placement in society, and thus he
proposes that a ‘common curriculum, in a heterogeneous society, is not a recipe for
“cohesion’’, but for resistance and the renewal of divisions’. Such quotations highlight
effectively the debate between the claim of the cohesive effects of a common curriculum,
and the common curriculum’s potential for divisiveness; returning to Bush and Saltarelli’s
(2000) terminology - the potential for education to be constructive or destructive in a
divided society.

Drawing on research in a range of jurisdictions, a variety of aims in educating for
citizenship may be discerned Morris (1997) points to a dichotomy in the aims of CE
programmes between those which focus on commitment to the state or certain values, and
those which highlight participation in society. Banks (2004) suggests that in multicultural
societies one of the main goals of CE should be educating for recognition and tolerance of
cultural differences, and that there should be a balance struck between promoting unity
and diversity within society through education. Similarly, Wylie (2004, p237) claims that an
important aim of CE is ‘the development of an understanding of and respect for diversity
whilst at the same time emphasising the idea of a common citizenship shared by people
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from diverse cultures and backgrounds’. Oliver and Heater (1994, p24) have pointed out
the complexity of the task of building a shared conception of citizenship in a divided
society as ‘linguistic, ‘tribal’ and religious divisions tug powerfully towards a sense of
separateness’. Leonard (2007, p487) warns that this shared conception may not even be
desirable, as promoting an inclusive citizenship by way of CE ‘may integrate young people
into mainstream political structures to which some of them will have limited allegiance’.
Thus, Smith (2003) proposes that an understanding of citizenship that is based on rights
and responsibilities may offer an effective approach to citizenship education in a divided
society. An additional challenge may be faced in divided societies where the education
system is also broadly divided along ethno-national lines, and so there is little contact and
‘sharing’ in terms of education or residential life (Donnelly & Hughes, 2006). Therefore, the
task of developing a sense of shared citizenship, and how to educate for this purpose,
remains in divided societies, including Ml and Israel, as will be shown.

Challenges are faced not only in arriving at an agreed set of aims and content within
citizenship education in a divided society, but also in terms of delivering the subject, due to
the potential for the teaching of issues that are controversial precisely because of the
divided nature of a jurisdiction (McCully, 2005). Much research has been carried out on
this topic within the framework of CE and social studies more broadly. Stradling (1985, p9)
defines controversial issues as those on which society is ‘clearly divided and significant
groups within society advocate conflicting explanations or solutions based on alternative
values’. Examples of such issues within the divided context are the varying national
identities that may exist within a state, and their subsequent feelings of belonging to the
jurisdiction, or lack thereof, perspectives on the role of different ethno-national groups in
the conflict, and group representation in the state apparatus (see chapter 3). The literature
outlines different pedagogical approaches to dealing with controversial issues in the
classroom, and indeed, illustrates that what is deemed ‘controversial’ in a particular
context may vary (Hess, 2002; 2004). The extent to which such issues should be
addressed in the education system is debated within jurisdictions, but scholarship tends
towards support of such an approach (McLaughlin, 2003). Thus, selection of pedagogical
approach, in addition to finding shared understandings of citizenship and therefore shared
aims and content of CE within a common curriculum, may be regarded as a further
challenge in educating for citizenship in a divided society.
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The chapter up to this point has concentrated on issues relating to CE that apply to the
populations at large in both relatively stable and peaceful societies and also divided
jurisdictions. Now it is apt, for the final section of this chapter, to focus on issues that relate
specifically to young people, as those who study CE.

Young people, citizenship and rights
Citizenship and rights are interlinked concepts that raise particular questions when they
are discussed in reference to each other. But very specific questions emerge when these
concepts are considered in relation to young people rather than adults. Challenges may be
faced

when

it

comes

to

young

people

conceptualising

themselves,

or

being

conceptualised, as citizens and rights-bearers, and what role, if any, they may be expected
or permitted to play in society. A number of these challenges are discussed here.

Much of the debate relating to young people and citizenship revolves around how one
defines a ‘citizen’ in terms of rights and responsibilities. Bacon and Frankel (2013, p2)
describe the traditional, narrower approach to citizenship where it is thought to relate to
adults, and subsequently children and young people (CYP) are viewed as ‘passive objects
of socialisation and training [and therefore] ... excluded from citizenship status’. In this
way, young people are perceived as ‘citizens-in-waiting’ (Verhellen, 2000), reflecting one
side of the debate regarding the aims of CE whereby students should be being prepared
for participation in the future rather than for the present time, as well as for employment
(Smith, Lister, Middleton & Cox, 2005). As Marshall (1950, p16) put it, over half a century
ago, ’the state is trying to simulate the growth of citizens in the making’. Roche (1999,
pp476-477) expands on this perspective, describing the view of children as those who are
not yet fully rational, lack wisdom and competence, do not know their own best interests
and therefore ‘need to have their ‘needs’ met rather than their rights upheld’. In this sense,
CYP may be regarded as human ‘becomings’ rather than human ‘beings’ (Prout and
James, 1997, p11, based on Qvortrup, 1994, p2), and as, at most, possessing 'partial
citizenship’ (Bulmer & Rees, 1996, p275) or ‘ambiguous citizenship status’ (Smith et al.,
2005, p429). Osier and Starkey (2003, p247) warn that such a conception of young people
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as unequal to adults in status more broadly can mean that their ‘interests may be
overlooked’.

Countering the traditional approach to CYP as less competent social actors than adults
and therefore not ‘full’ citizens, others argue that the competence of CYP is linked to social
experience rather than biological age (Alderson, 1995; Cockburn, 1998). Therefore, if
competence is socially produced then all CYP cannot be excluded from citizenship on the
grounds of their incompetence, and similarly neither can all adults be included on the
grounds of their competence; as Invernizzi and Williams (2008, p6) see it, ‘[b]oth children
and adults are simultaneously “human beings” and "human becomings’”. Roche (1999)
suggests that CYP should be included within citizenship as they are valuable and
legitimate members of society, and that their rights, in this regard, are clearly expressed in
article 12 of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child 1989. Participation
and decision-making in society and school is highlighted as a central tenet of
understandings of young people as citizens of the present, with Marker and Mehlinger
(1992, p837) claiming that participation reinforces the knowledge, values and skills that
students learn, particularly in the CE classroom. Similarly, Bacon and Frankel (2013)
understand CYP’s participation in terms of their ‘agency’ in their home, school and their
local neighbourhood, and claim that they should be acknowledged for how they define,
construct and reproduce notions of citizenship in their everyday lives. This is not least
because, as the CIVED study showed, many CYP from a range of jurisdictions appear to
be becoming increasingly disengaged from conventional political participation and ways of
enacting citizenship in society (Torney-Purta, 2002). However, a question is raised by this
discussion of whether CYP are citizens or ‘citizens-in-waiting’ over what roles CE curricula
appear to be expecting CYP to play, particularly through their oft-cited aim to prepare CYP
for life (Ten Dam & Volman, 2004). Reference to this may be found in the findings related
in chapter 8.

Related to expectations of citizen roles are debates regarding CYP rights, insofar as
citizenship is perceived as involving certain rights which may be conferred on CYP in the
present, or in the future, once they are adults, in addition to certain responsibilities which
they will be expected to fulfil either in the present or in the future. In this way, as well as
being traditionally regarded as ‘citizens-in-waiting’, they may also be perceived as rights-
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bearers-in-waiting and responsibilities-bearers-in-waiting. This is despite the fact that,
according to international treaty documents (Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, UN Convention on the
Rights of the Child, et al.), CYP are endowed with rights ‘on the same basis as adults’
(Starkey, 2006, p58; see also Lundy, 2007; Freeman, 2011). However, rights such as
freedom of expression among CYP are conditional on age and maturity and therefore,
arguably, upon adults’ judgment (Archard, 2004). Nevertheless, Osier and Starkey (2005,
p39) propose that the empowerment offered to CYP in terms of the current rights to
freedom of speech, freedom to receive information and freedom to make decisions,
particularly through CRC, means that children and young people can be regarded as
‘citizens in the their own right, rather than as citizens-in-waiting’. The findings chapters (69) return to salient points from the above discussion.

Concluding remarks
This chapter offered a context for citizenship education in general, in which to locate
citizenship education in the case jurisdictions of Northern Ireland and Israel, and
developed a typology of citizenship education understood as involving knowledge, values,
skills and participation, on which an education rights framework is to be built (chapter 4).
At this point in the thesis, it is time to move the discussion to a more focused exploration of
citizenship education in each of the two case jurisdictions. This is found in chapter 3.
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CHAPTER 3
THE RESEARCH CONTEXT:
CITIZENSHIP AND CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION IN
NORTHERN IRELAND AND ISRAEL

Education in general and citizenship education in particular may play various roles within
societies divided along ethno-national lines, not least Northern Ireland and Israel. Against
the backdrop of chapter 2 that discussed citizenship, citizenship education, and the
challenges faced in educating young people for citizenship in a divided society, this
chapter draws out some of these considerations through an exploration of how citizenship
and citizenship education appear in the specific contexts of the two case jurisdictions.

The chapter is divided into two sections. Section 1 focuses on issues salient to citizenship
and the minority/majority group dichotomy in Northern Ireland and Israel, while section 2
focuses on citizenship education in the two jurisdictions At various points in both sections,
cross-jurisdiction comparisons are made, and some concluding remarks are offered at the
end of the chapter.
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SECTION 1: CITIZENSHIP AND THE
MINORITY/MAJORITY DICHOTOMY IN NORTHERN
IRELAND AND ISRAEL
The formation of Northern Ireland, conflict and the peace
process
The conflict in Northern Ireland has its origins in the British Protestant colonial settlement
of Ulster (a province of Ireland which encompasses present-day Northern Ireland and
three counties of the Republic of Ireland) in the sixteenth century (McGarry & O’Leary,
1995). At the beginning of the twentieth century, the entire island of Ireland was an
administrative part of the United Kingdom (UK), and governed by a central government in
London. The formal move towards the present administrative division of the island of
Ireland into Northern Ireland (as part of the UK, but with its own devolved parliament in
Belfast) and the Republic of Ireland (independent of the UK) began with the passing of the
Government of Ireland Act 1920, the partition of the island, the subsequent Irish War of
Independence against British rule, and the founding in 1921 of the Free State, now known
as the Republic of Ireland (Gallagher, 1974).
The majority of people within the twenty-six counties of the current Republic of Ireland had
long desired independence from British governance, as had a significant minority within
the six northern counties that constitute present-day Northern Ireland (Nl). However, the
fact that there was electorally a Protestant, mainly pro-Union majority within these counties
meant that they remained under the over-arching rule of the UK government (Smith,
2003). Thus, the dichotomy of views on national belonging in Nl relates to the fact that the
majority of Protestants in the region affiliate themselves with the UK (unionists, in political
terms), and the majority of Catholics with the Republic of Ireland (nationalists), and it is this
dichotomy that lies at the heart of the conflict within the jurisdiction (Cairns & Darby, 1998)
and the subsequent difficulties faced in developing and delivering a unified citizenship
education (CE) curriculum to all students.
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The late 1960s saw the rise of a civil rights campaign within Nl, led by disaffected Catholic
nationalists who believed that they were not being treated as equal to their Protestant
counterparts (Smith, 2003). Broadly, there were two facets to this inequality: on the
political level, Catholics were protesting against the electoral arrangements in Nl, claiming
gerrymandering at local government boundaries which resulted in Catholics being under
represented in the Nl Parliament; and in terms of economics, resentment was felt by the
Catholic population regarding limited access to jobs and housing (Whyte, 1990; Cairns &
Darby, 1998). The increase in awareness of this inequality and therefore popular
entitlement to equal rights led to overt conflict, civil unrest and violence, requiring the
presence of the British army to restore order (Cairns & Darby, 1998). As relations between
the army and the Catholic population rapidly deteriorated, the Irish Republican Army (IRA)
and other Irish republican (nationalist) paramilitary groups, which aimed at bringing about
a united' Ireland of the thirty-two counties on the island, became highly active (Smith,
2003). This prompted counter-terrorism perpetrated by loyalist (unionist) paramilitary
organisations who wanted Nl to remain part of the UK. In 1972 the devolved Nl
Parliament, which had been operating since the partition of Ireland, was suspended
(McGarry & O’Leary, 1995). Following electoral reform, and the establishing of the new Nl
Assembly in 1973, the concepts of equality and ‘power-sharing’ between nationalists and
unionists gained momentum (Whyte, 1990).
Over the next two decades, a number of high-profile political agreements were signed in
an effort to transform the conflict, including the Anglo-Irish Agreement of 1985, and the
Downing Street Declaration of 1993 (Whyte, 1990; Cox, Guelke & Stephen, 2006).
However, partly through lack of broad political support in Nl, they ultimately failed to bring
about a cessation of violence.
Following the breakdown of a republican and loyalist ceasefire in 1994, peace talks were
resumed, culminating in the signing of the Good Friday Agreement (also known as the
Belfast Agreement) in April 1998 (Maney, Ibrahim, Higgins & Herzog, 2006). The
Agreement and its legal counterpart, the Northern Ireland Act 1998, led to changes in
British state legislation and the constitution of the Republic of Ireland, as well as the
establishment of new political structures. The former changes underlined the democratic
right of the people of Nl to ensure that Nl remains part of the UK only for as long as the
majority wishes it to do so, and the right of the same to claim British and/or Irish citizenship
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(article 1 (vi)), The Belfast (Good Friday) Agreement, 1998). This ability to claim one or
both of two different citizenships reflects the complexity of the concept of citizenship in the
Nl case.
Perhaps the most significant of the political structures to be (re-)established was the Nl
Assembly and Executive, to which was transferred from the British central government full
legislative and executive authority for all matters that are the responsibility of the Nl
government departments, including education (part II, Northern Ireland Act, 1998). Certain
matters were ‘reserved’ at that time, and still others were ‘excepted’, remaining the
responsibility of the central UK Parliament. The latter includes international treaty
documents relating to human rights (schedule 2(3), Northern Ireland Act, 1998). The
Agreement also included pledges to raise the profile of human rights conventions and to
take measures with a view to attaining equality within UK and specifically Nl society
(Smith, 2003).
Today, NTs population is approximately 1.8 million (NISRA, 2011, p12), and identity and
citizenship are understood in a variety of different ways. Currently, 43.9% of the population
are from a Catholic background, and 53.1% describe themselves as Protestant (NISRA,
2011, p19). However, although the identity markers of ‘Catholic’ and ‘Protestant’ are prima
facie religious, in some cases they have a more political than religious connotation, in that
most Catholics would associate themselves with nationalism or republicanism, while the
majority of Protestants would describe themselves as unionist or loyalist (Cairns & Darby,
1998, p755). Furthermore, four principal national identity markers are used by adult
citizens of Nl: 39% of respondents describe themselves first and foremost as ‘British’, 32%
as ‘Irish’, 21% as ‘Northern Irish’, 1% as ‘Ulster’, and 6% as 'other' (NUTS, 2012).
Statistics are similar for young people (NIYLTS, 2012). Thus, as Arlow (2002, p40) has
claimed, in the Nl context, ‘there is no agreed concept of a ‘citizen”.
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The foundation of Israeli
Jewish/Palestinian dichotomy

society,

conflict

and

the

The formal declaration of the Zionist goal of establishing a Jewish state in the ancient land
of Israel (which comprises modern day Israel and Palestine) was made by Theodore Herzl
in 1897 (Declaration of Independence, 1948). A few years later, the building of a new
Israeli society was initiated by young Russian Jewish immigrants. Exposed to nationalism,
socialism and political revolutions in Russia (Ben Eliezer, 1993) and subjected to
systematic persecution in their home countries, these young people adopted a
collectivistic, non-liberal world-view, and a desire to build their own state (Gavison, 2000).
At the beginning of the twentieth century, Palestine was under Ottoman rule with a majority
Arab population. In 1917, the UK occupied the land and the goal of Jewish selfdetermination was strengthened considerably by the Balfour Declaration of 1917, which
represented formal support from the British government for ‘the establishment in Palestine
of a national home for the Jewish people’, with the proviso that it would not prejudice the
rights of non-Jews or of Jews in other countries (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Israel (MFA),
1948; Segev, 2000). Following the First World War and the disintegration of the Ottoman
Empire, in 1923 formal control of the area was handed over to the UK by the League of
Nations (article 22 Covenant of the League of Nations 1924). This administrative
arrangement was known as the British Mandate for Palestine.
The next two decades saw increased immigration of Jews to Palestine and periods of civil
unrest, with intensified violent conflict and paramilitary activity between Jews and ArabPalestinians, and between both groups and the British establishment (Mar‘i, 1978). In
1947, United Nations Resolution 181 called for the end of the British Mandate, and the
subsequent division of Palestine into two states: one predominantly Jewish and the other
Arab (Palestinian) (United Nations Resolution 181: The Palestine Partition Plan, 1947, part
1(A)). The Plan was accepted by the Jews but rejected by the Arabs, in part due to the
proportion of land they would be obliged to cede (Abu-Saad, 2006a). Despite lack of
agreement on Resolution 181, just before the British Mandate was terminated, the Jewish
residents of the land made the Declaration of the Establishment of the State of Israel on
what is now known to Jewish Israelis as ‘Independence Day’, and to Palestinians as the
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‘Catastrophe’ {Nakba) Day (Shlaim, 2000). Shortly after this, neighbouring Arab states
invaded and war broke out between Jewish Israelis and Arabs, with the Israeli forces
eventually defeating the Arab armies (Abu-Saad, 2006a). Many Palestinians left their
homes and became refugees in the surrounding Arab countries, hoping to return when the
conflict had died down, but when that time came, the majority were denied access (Mar‘i,
1978). From 1948 to 1967, the West Bank and East Jerusalem, which were outside of the
‘Green Line' (the internationally agreed borders of Israel) were under the jurisdiction of
Jordan, while Gaza was administered by Egypt (Rouhana & Ghanem, 1998).
According to the text of the Declaration of Independence, the State of Israel was
established as ‘a Jewish state in Eretz-lsrael (“land of Israel")’ (MFA, 1948). Despite being
created expressly as a ‘Jewish’ state, also enshrined within the Declaration was a
commitment to non-Jews and their social and political rights (Karayanni, 2006). However,
Gavison (1999, p45) suggests that, at the establishment of the State, the Jewish-Arab rift
‘was initially never seriously acknowledged’, that ‘a large proportion of Palestinian land
was transferred to Jewish ownership’, and that arrangements relating to Arabs were
adopted by ‘exclusive Jewish decision-making mechanisms'. Since the establishment of
the state, the ‘democratic’ aspect of the jurisdiction has been formally confirmed by an
amendment to the Basic Law on the Knesset (the Israeli parliament) 1958 (amendment 9,
clause 7A, Basic Law: Knesset, 1985), and also by the Basic Law on Human Dignity and
Liberty 1992, in which the state aims to ‘protect human dignity and liberty’ while
incorporating the ‘values of the State of Israel as a Jewish and democratic state’ (article 1,
Basic Law: Human Dignity and Liberty, 1992).
It is sometimes suggested that a state defined as both Jewish and democratic is
paradoxical (Smooha, 1997; Yiftachel, 2000), and it is this paradox that points towards the
deeper dichotomy and conflict that lies at the centre of life in Israel. Relatedly, it may be
proposed that a state established as an expressly Jewish state will aim to serve, at least in
part, specifically Jewish needs and values. This creates a clear conflict when those of
other ethnicities, religions or nationalities are also citizens of the same state. Therefore, a
basic dichotomy exists in Israel: the vast majority of Jewish citizens believe themselves to
belong to the Israeli state, while most Palestinian citizens of Israel do not feel a strong
sense of belonging to Israel, but rather their affiliation lies more fully with the Palestinian or
broader Arab people (Mar'i, 1978; Shafir & Peled, 2002). Additionally, the Law of Return
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1950 stipulates that citizenship be offered on a different basis to Jews and Palestinians.
Jews and Palestinians born in Israel are automatically Israeli citizens; Jews born abroad
are entitled to receive Israeli citizenship on entry; and Arabs (Palestinians) born outside
Israel but who can prove that they have family members who are Israeli citizens may be
granted a visitor’s visa, but will not be granted either citizenship or temporary residency
(Lemish, 2003). Furthermore, Palestinians from the West Bank and Gaza (known as the
Palestinian Territories) cannot gain citizenship even if they marry Palestinian citizens of
Israel (Peled, 2007). Thus, both national identity and formal citizenship are contested in
Israel.
Problems emanating from such a dichotomy have led to protracted conflict both within and
outside the official borders of Israel, and endemic Jewish/Palestinian divisions within
Israeli society. During the latter decades of the twentieth century, continued expansion of
Jewish settlements in the (Palestinian) West Bank and Gaza, and increased financial
burden from the Israeli government, led to a growing sense of frustration among
Palestinians, eventually culminating in the first Palestinian uprising (intifada) from 19871993. During this time, there were several high-profile peace initiatives, including the
Madrid Peace Conference in 1991, the subsequent Oslo Agreement in 1993 between
Israelis and Palestinians, the 1994 Peace Treaty between Israel and Jordan, and the Wye
Agreement of 1998 (Said, 1989; Bar-Tal, 1998; Knox & Quirk, 2000; Shlaim, 2000).
However, the breakdown of the peace process and the assassination of Israeli President
Yitzhak Rabin by a right-wing religious Zionist in 1995 may point towards just how
polarised Israeli society had become over these contentious issues of land, security and
peace. Crucially, the most serious disagreements between Israelis and Palestinians - the
so-called ‘final status’ issues which include the questions of jurisdiction over Jerusalem
and the right of return of Palestinian refugees following the Nakba - were postponed by
Oslo and remain unresolved (Bar-Tal & Vertzberger, 1997). In 2000 the US government
initiated peace talks at Camp David (Barak, 2005, p723); they collapsed and were followed
by a second intifada, sparked by clashes in October 2000 in which thirteen Palestinian
citizens of Israel were killed (Or, 2006 [2003]). Developments since then include the failed
Road Map for Peace’ of 2003, Israel’s withdrawal from Gaza in 2005, the Lebanon war in
2006 and the Gaza war in 2008/2009 (Smith, 2013). The situation remains deadlocked
and volatile, with the kind of broad political consensus found in Ml remaining elusive.
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Given these features of life and conflict in Israel, the issue of citizenship and what that
means to a Jewish or a Palestinian citizen of Israel is of enduring salience and
divisiveness. The people group of Palestinian citizens of Israel now requires more detailed
explanation.

The Palestinian minority, equality and the meaning of
citizenship in Israel
The Palestinian minority in Israel consists of those indigenous Palestinians who remained
in their homeland after the establishment of the State of Israel in 1948, and the
subsequent war (Ichilov, 1998; Abu-Saad, 2006b). Unlike the Palestinians in the West
Bank and Gaza, Palestinians in Israel within the Green Line are citizens of the state, and
so are entitled to rights equal to those of Jewish citizens of Israel. However, as Gavison
(2000, p3) outlines, Palestinian citizens of Israel claim that ‘their rights are violated by the
fact that they are made to live in a state which is defined as the nation-state of another
people’, and Pinson (2007, p334) suggests that Palestinians are ‘caught between the
illusion of the inclusionary nature of Israel’s democratic regime and its exclusionary and
discriminative characteristics which are derived from its definition as a Jewish state’. The
most recent census (2009) recorded the population of Israel as 7.6 million, with 5.7 million
(75.5%) Jews and 1.5 million (20.3%) Arabs (Palestinians) (Central Bureau of Statistics,
Israel, 2010, p3). Thus the Palestinian population of Israel constitutes a significant
minority.
With regard to terms used by Palestinian citizens of Israel to describe their identity, one
study relates that there are three main self-descriptors: 49% see themselves first and
foremost as ‘Arab’, 25% as 'Palestinian', and only 18% as ‘Israeli’ (Hadar & HimeynRaisch, 2008). Another study claims that Palestinian citizens of Israel used seven different
self-descriptors: 36.2% described themselves as ‘Palestinian in Israel’, 21.8% as ‘Israeli
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Arab’, 17.4% as ‘Palestinian Arab’, 9.7% as ‘Israeli Palestinian’, 6.4% as ‘Arab’, 6% as
‘Israeli’ and 2.5% as ‘Palestinian’ (Lowrance, 2006, p175). A survey conducted in 2006
indicated that, while 52% of Jewish citizens of Israel responded that they were ‘proud’ to
be Israeli, only 13% of Palestinian citizens of Israel expressed this feeling (Arad & Alon,
2006, p24). These statistics confirm that the concepts of national identity and citizenship in
Israel, particularly among its Palestinian citizens, are highly complex, and do not suggest a
strong identification between them and the state of Israel and its Jewish citizens.
Palestinian citizens of Israel hold what may be viewed as a unique status, as they are, on
the one hand, Israelis by citizenship, but on the other hand, Palestinians by nationality
(Jabareen, 2006). They differ from their Jewish Israeli compatriots ‘in all important cultural
parameters’ (Smooha, 1980, p259), including the central identity markers of religion
(Palestinians are predominantly Muslim, with a minority of Christians and other religions),
language, and, to a large extent, class (Smooha, 1997; Ghanem, 2001). Language, in
particular, is a divisive issue given the formally equal status of Hebrew and Arabic, but the
de facto dominance of Hebrew, the language of the majority (Bekerman, 2005).
Furthermore, there are high levels of residential and educational separation between Jews
and Palestinians (Jabareen, 2006). It has been noted that Palestinians do not have full
control of their religious bodies, mass media, government departments relating to
Palestinian affairs, or education, and face inequality in social, educational, economic and
political terms (Rouhana & Ghanem, 1998; Ichilov, 1998; Abu-Saad, 2006b). It is of further
note that, although 2-3 years’ service in the Israeli Defence Force is mandatory for Jewish
citizens (apart from some of the Jewish religious minorities), Palestinian citizens are
exempt from military service, thus potentially excluding them from a key opportunity to be
absorbed into Israeli society (Rouhana & Ghanem, 1998). More positively, however,
Gavison (2002) suggests that Israel is moving slowly towards equality between Palestinian
citizens of Israel and Jewish Israelis in terms of political power, leadership and civil
society.
Given a climate of seeming separation and inequality, it is difficult to imagine what a
shared vision of a ‘citizen of Israel’ might look like. Peled (1992, p432-433) maintains that
there are two types of citizenship in this jurisdiction: republican for Jews and liberal for
Palestinians, leading to a situation where Palestinian citizens are ‘passive’ bearers of civil
and political rights (more liberal) but are barred from attending to the common good’, and
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citizenship as practice, the latter being a more republican aspect. Similarly, Yiftachel
(2002, pp39-40) suggests that a combination of ‘Judaisation’ policies and religious-legal
control has resulted in ‘systematically stratified citizenship’. Gavison (2000, p4) has
proposed that Israel should ‘strive to thicken the shared civic identity of all its citizens, and
to strengthen the feeling of all citizens that it cares to promote the welfare of all’ while at
the same time allowing ‘the distinct groups within it to develop their different identities’.
Thus a range of approaches exist toward citizenship, with none agreed upon by all.

It is clear from the above discussion that citizenship is still very much a ‘live’ issue in Israel.
But how does it compare with the situation in Northern Ireland? It seems appropriate at
this point to draw some comparisons between the two jurisdictions, and these are
discussed below.

Comparisons: foundations and citizenship
By comparing the establishment and political development of Nl and Israel, and the nature
and course of the conflict in these divided societies, a number of similarities may be noted.
Both Nl and Israel contain a currently (Israel) or formerly (arguably, Nl) dominant majority
ethno-national group, and a less dominant minority one. To simple terms, in Nl the majority
comprises predominantly Protestant unionists (alongside Catholic nationalists, and others)
and in Israel, Jews are the majority (alongside Palestinian citizens of Israel, and others). At
the same time, the self-image of both these majorities is that of a threatened minority:
Protestants, on the island of Ireland, and Jews, within the wider Arab world (Ben-Nun,
2013).
The conflict in both societies has its roots in what is perceived by some to be an unfair
division of land or by others as an invasion of their territory, subsequently confounded
historically (Nl) and/or currently (Israel) by inter-group inequalities in treatment and rights
(Donnelly & Hughes, 2006). Both jurisdictions still experience inter-community division,
including residential separation, although this is greater in Israel. Israel has the added
elements of religious and linguistic differences between the two main communities:

34

Judaism and Hebrew for the Jews, and Islam and Arabic for the majority of Palestinians.
The related cultural differences between Jews and Palestinians are arguably greater than
those between Catholics and Protestants (Smooha, 1997). Furthermore, there is a larger
gap in terms of population between the minority and majority in Israel than in Nl.
Another of the differences between the two jurisdictions is found in the nuances of the
minority/majority dichotomy: in Nl, it is often described as a socio-political conflict
(nationalist/unionist) with a religious front (Catholic/Protestant), whereas in Israel the
conflict is more ethno-political in nature (ethnic Jews/ethnic Palestinians). Citizenship is
contested in both jurisdictions, although arguably citizenship is more stratified between the
minority and the majority in the case of Israel due to persisting real and perceived
inequalities in terms of expected participation and representation in the political sphere.
Furthermore, in terms of legal citizenship, Nl is the only one of the two cases where an
individual can claim citizenship of either or both of the two states to which they may feel
belonging (UK or Republic of Ireland); legal citizenship in Israel is more restricted,
particularly in terms of Palestinians.
Both jurisdictions have experienced prolonged periods of violent conflict emanating both
from within their borders and from without, and both have entered many rounds of peace
negotiations. However, there is a key difference between the outcomes of these
negotiations in the two jurisdictions. The most recent peace agreement in Nl, the Belfast
(Good Friday) Agreement 1998, which included pledges by statutory bodies to work
towards greater inter-community equality and protection of human rights, in addition to
setting up a devolved power-sharing (nationalist-unionist) government, has held, bolstered
by legislation. This has implications for education and educational governance, given the
corresponding balance of input from the two main communities that was required. In
contrast, neither has a lasting peace settlement been agreed between Israel and the
Palestinian Territories, nor has proportional representation of Palestinian citizens of Israel
within the state apparatus been attained, including in the Ministry of Education. Smooha
(1997) has compared Israel and Nl, describing the former as an 'ethnic democracy’, where
equal rights are formally extended to all ethnic groups, but where the majority has superior
status to that of minorities, and the latter as being an example of consociationalism, where
the state is neutral, minorities have substantive rights and status equal to the majority, and
they are proportionally represented in government. Ben-Nun (2013, p2) has also
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compared the two jurisdictions, contrasting the ‘significant decrease in violence and an
evolving commitment to peace and relationship building between the communities’ that
followed the signing of the Agreement in Nl, with the continuing ‘feelings of enmity,
animosity, and mistrust between Israel’s two central communities, Jewish and Arab’.

Now that section 1 has outlined important contextual information on citizenship in Nl and
Israel, it is to the particular situation of citizenship education in these jurisdictions that
attention turns, in section 2.
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SECTION 2: CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION IN NORTHERN
IRELAND AND ISRAEL

The 'divided' system of schooling in Northern Ireland
The complexity of Northern Ireland’s education system reflects the needs of a society
divided along socio-political and religious lines. At the beginning of the twentieth century,
religious segregation was already well established in Nl, with separate schools available
for Catholics and for Protestants. Two decades on, the Education Act 1923 established the
Ministry of Education in Nl and a regional system of local education committees, and
proposed a system of funding for schools that was differentiated according to level of state
intervention accepted by a school (Akenson, 1973).

The desire of the Catholic Church to retain control over the Catholic school sector meant
that Catholic schools were unable to avail of full state funding, subsequently, according to
Byrne and Donnelly (2006, p19), ‘acknowledging the de facto Protestant nature of the
state education system’. Gallagher, Cormack and Osborne (1994, p514) expand on the
rationale behind maintaining a separate Catholic school system in Nl, suggesting that it
was ‘for ideological, cultural and material reasons’, in particular, the belief of many
Catholics ‘that they lived in a society where they were denied equal opportunity’.

Added to the funding differences are differences in academic achievement required for
entry into certain schools. Academic selection takes place in most of Nl at the end of
primary school (age 11 years), with the ‘grammar’ school stream requiring success in an
entrance examination, and the ‘secondary’ schools being open to all abilities (Byrne &
Donnelly, 2006). A large body of research has linked this divide with socio-economic
factors in addition to ability, with young people of a higher socio-economic status being
more likely to attend a grammar school (NICCY, 2008). Thus not only is education in Nl
divided according to religious affiliation, but also according to academic ability and socio-
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economic status, and the jurisdiction has come under criticism for these divisions from
various quarters, not least international treaty bodies (CESCR, 2002; CRC, 2008).

Within the current post-primary education system, the majority of students enter at age
11-12 years, and it is mandatory and free for the first five years (DENI, 2012). It is divided
into four main categories: controlled, Catholic maintained, voluntary grammar and grantmaintained integrated. Each of these streams varies according to level of academic
selection, state control and funding, and majority ethno-national student intake. ‘Controlled’
schools are fully state-funded, owned by the Education and Library Boards (the local
governing authorities for schools) and de facto Protestant. ‘Catholic maintained’ schools
are state funded but owned by the Catholic Church, which, along with the Council for
Catholic Maintained Schools (CCMS), retains much control (McGlynn, 2005). ‘Voluntary
grammar’ schools are academically selective, owned by the school trustees and receive
partial state funding. Around half these schools are Catholic and half are Protestant.
Finally, ‘grant-maintained integrated’ (GMI) schools comprise a small but growing sector of
the education system in Nl, where intake is from both the Catholic and Protestant
communities. They are state-funded and usually owned by a board of governors (Byrne &
Donnelly, 2006). There is also a number of private schools and those for pupils with
special educational needs. It is within this divided education context, where the majority of
school-age young people in Nl study at a school attended almost entirely by their co
religionists (Osborne & Shuttleworth, 2004), that students study citizenship education.

There is a common curriculum which outlines statutory subjects and themes which all
schools must deliver, and UK-wide compulsory examinations at age 16 in a range of
subjects, granting successful candidates GCSEs (General Certificate of Secondary
Education) in as many as 12 subjects, with a core of compulsory subjects, in addition to a
variety of vocational qualifications. Students continuing their formal education may sit
further examinations at age 17 and 18, which include academically-focused A-Levels
(Advanced Level) and vocational qualifications such as NVQs (National Vocational
Qualification) (CCEA, 2010; NFER, 2010). The Council for Curriculum Examinations and
Assessment (CCEA) publishes a number of textbooks, but ultimately each individual
school decides which textbooks to use from those commercially produced (NFER, 2010).
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The administration of education in Nl consists of a number of statutory and non-statutory
bodies. The main statutory bodies are the Department of Education Northern Ireland
(DENI), which is accountable to the Nl Assembly; five regional Education and Library
Boards, funded by DENI and responsible for regional organisation of schools; CCMS; and
CCEA, which substantively determines the curriculum (Arlow, 2002; Byrne & Donnelly,
2006; NFER 2010). With the exception of CCMS, the membership of these statutory
bodies is drawn from both Catholic and Protestant communities, and provisions have been
made, particularly within the Belfast (Good Friday) Agreement, to ensure inter-group
equality.

The 'divided' system of schooling in Israel
The education system that is in place in Israel today developed from that established
during the British Mandate period, where Jews and Arabs studied in separate schools
(Palestine Royal Commission Report, 1937; Bentwich, 1965). A similar system of separate
schooling continues today (Graham-Brown, 1994)

The centralisation of the administration of education was assured by the State Education
Law 1953 (Ministry of Education, 1953; Pinson, 2007), which specified the general aims
for education in Israel as the following:

To base education on the values of Jewish culture and the achievements of
science, on love of the homeland and loyalty to the state and the Jewish people, on
practice in agricultural work and handicraft, on pioneer training and on striving for a
society built on freedom, equality, tolerance, mutual assistance, and love of
mankind (cited in Mar‘i, 1978, p50).

In addition to this, recognition within Israeli legislation of non-Jewish education is found in
article 4 of the State Education Law, which states that ‘in non-Jewish educational
institutions, the curriculum shall be adapted to the special conditions thereof (cited in
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Jabareen, 2006, p1061). Abu-Saad (2006a, p711) argues that these educational aims
remain today, suggesting that since 1953 they have prevented 'Palestinian Arabs from
being fully present in their own education’.

The present research focuses on post-primary state (non-religious) Jewish and Arab
educational streams of the Israeli education system, which are divided into junior high (1215 years), and high school (16-18 years), and education is compulsory up to the end of
junior high (Levush, 2007). By the end of high school, each student is expected to have sat
the bagrut, a series of matriculation exams that covers a range of compulsory and noncompulsory subjects (Katz, 2005). There is no mandatory state-wide selection process for
entry to second-level education, although some semi-private and private schools require
students to sit an entrance exam (Benavot & Resh, 2001; MFA, 2013). The current statefunded education system in Israel consists of four principal streams: the general state
education stream, which caters for the non-religious Jewish population; the state religious
stream, devoted to the Zionist-religious population; the independent ultra-Orthodox Jewish
stream, which offers mainly religious education to ultra-Orthodox Jewish pupils; and the
Arab (Palestinian) state education stream, which serves Palestinian citizens of Israel
(Lemish, 2003). There is also a small number of bilingual/binational schools which are
part-funded by the state, in addition to private schools run by non-Jewish religious bodies
and others (MFA, 2013). The Arab school system differs from the Jewish schools in
language of instruction (Arabic, rather than Hebrew), budget allocation and curriculum,
although its curriculum has much in common with that of the non-religious sector (AbuSaad, 2006b). Additionally, it has been well documented that there are classroom
shortages in Arab schools, resulting in a higher number of students per class, and some
have linked this to lower educational attainment of students in the Arab sector (Human
Rights Watch (HRW), 2001). With particular regard to CE, the curriculum is almost entirely
common between non-religious Jewish and Arab schools (HRW, 2001). It is within this
framework of separate schooling for the various streams of Jewish and Palestinian citizens
of Israel that the CE curriculum lies.

The Ministry of Education in Israel has overall responsibility for the schooling system,
determines all substantive matters, and requires schools to teach according to a national
curriculum (Yair, 1997). However, Benavot and Resh (2001) claim that, despite this
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centralised system, in reality the implementation of curriculum and policy guidelines can
vary from school to school. The Ministry consists primarily of Jewish representatives,
including in the Arab Education Division of the Ministry (Yonah, 2008). Local education
authorities are responsible for the maintenance of schools and the purchase of equipment
and materials (Bentwich, 1965).

Comparisons: school system
The most striking similarity between the education system in place Northern Ireland and
that in Israel is their divided nature. In both jurisdictions, there is a long history of schools
being

segregated

according

to

either

social/political/religious

affiliation

(Nl)

or

ethnicity/religion (Israel). Therefore, most post-primary students study in schools where the
majority of young people are of their own religion or ethnicity, potentially mitigating against
contact with the 'other' community (Donnelly & Hughes, 2006). Indeed, Ben-Nun (2013,
p2) has claimed that, ‘despite crucial differences, educational systems of both regions
have been shaped by, as well as contribute to, the conflicts and the reality of a divided
society’.

In terms of contrasts, while in Nl the overarching Department of Education is subject to
inter-community equality legislation, in Israel the Ministry of Education is disproportionately
represented by Jewish rather than Palestinian citizens. Furthermore, in Israel, the principal
language used in Jewish schools and Arab schools differs, whereas in the majority of
schools in Nl, English is the medium (Bekerman, McGlynn & Zembylas, 2009). An
additional contrast is that the Nl education system has a long history of academic selection
at age 11, whereas academic selection is less common in Israel.

Schooling at post-primary level is free and compulsory up to approximately age 16 in both
jurisdictions. Both jurisdictions have a system of state-wide statutory examinations at post
primary level - in Nl it is at 16 years and in Israel it is at 18 years (for those students who
stay at school until that age). Both jurisdictions have a statutory common curriculum that is
determined by a statutory body, although in Israel more inter-stream variation is permitted.
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In terms of textbooks, a contrast lies in the fact that decisions over which textbooks to use
lie ultimately with an individual school in Nl, whereas in Israel such decisions are made by
the Ministry of Education.

Finally, with regard to the administration of the education system, in Nl, the administration
of schools is shared among a number of bodies, and most require a balance of input from
the two main communities (with the exception of CCMS); in Israel, although some
responsibility is shared by local (regional) education authorities, most of the administration
is centralised in the predominantly Jewish Ministry of Education.

It is within the context of the divided system of schooling in both Northern Ireland and
Israel that CE is located. The final part of this chapter, then, presented below, engages
with some of the historical background and current detail of the curriculum in both
jurisdictions.

Citizenship education in Northern Ireland
Historical background
Recent developments in citizenship education in Northern Ireland may be traced to the
Education (Northern Ireland) Act 1947, which introduced a new secondary curriculum that
supported the teaching of CE (Heater, 2004a). An awareness of the importance of
focussing on improving community relations, inter-community equality and human rights,
began to gather momentum in Northern Ireland in the 1970s, following the rise of the civil
rights movement (DENI, 2011). In 1975, the Department of Education Northern Ireland
(DENI) took on responsibility for improving Catholic-Protestant community relations, and
so it began to be expected that educational initiatives would play a role in conflict
transformation and peace building (Cairns & Darby, 1998; McEvoy, 2007). However, a
more prominent aim in education at the time was ensuring that education 'remain a safe
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and stable environment for children’ and that focus be maintained ‘on educating young
people in keeping with the curriculum’ (DENI, 2011, p7).
By the late 1980s it had been recognised that a more explicit governmental policy on
community relations within education in Northern Ireland would be required, one
outworking of that policy being the compulsory introduction of Education for Mutual
Understanding (EMU) in 1992 (Smith & Robinson, 1996). EMU aimed at ‘developing selfrespect and respect for others and the improvement of relationships between people of
different traditions’ (CCEA, 1997, p5) through, in the words of McEvoy (2007, p139),
‘challenging] the nature of individual prejudice’. However, research suggested that EMU’s
impact was limited (Kilpatrick & Leitch, 2004). The development of CE may, arguably, be
encompassed within this approach. A few years prior to that, in 1990, the first common
statutory curriculum for Northern Ireland was introduced to all schools (DENI, 2005).
In 1998, a number of events took place that are significant for CE. Firstly, the UK
government-appointed Advisory Group on Citizenship, chaired by Professor Bernard Crick,
published a report, ‘Education for Citizenship and the Teaching of Democracy in Schools’
(Crick, 1998). Secondly, the Nl curriculum began to be formally reviewed (Arlow, 2002).
Thirdly, the Belfast (Good Friday) Agreement was signed and was followed by the
Northern Ireland Act 1998, and the subsequent establishment of the Northern Ireland
Human Rights Commission and the Equality Commission, as well as the passing of the
Fair Employment and Treatment (Northern Ireland) Order 1998 (McCrudden, 2001; Smith,
2003; Nl Assembly, 2011). Furthermore, the Social, Civic and Political Education (SCaPE)
project was initiated by CCEA, whose aims included the introduction of a citizenship
programme in twenty-five post-primary schools (Arlow, 2002). The programme that
developed from the SCaPE project was entitled ‘Local and Global Citizenship’, a revised
version of which has now been a mandatory part of the Northern Ireland Revised
Curriculum since 2007 (CCEA, 2007). Thus, the focus on equality and human rights, in
addition to improving community relations, that epitomised the end of the 1990s arguably
formed the backdrop to the development of CE, which was in progress at this time (Smith
& Robinson, 1996).
The early citizenship curriculum did not initially receive full support from those who
participated in SCaPE, nor from the political arena (McEvoy, 2007). The consultation
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report published in 2001 stated that only 55.7% of the population approved of the
introduction of a programme of citizenship at Key Stage 3 (age 14-16 years), with 30% of
respondents entirely opposed to it, and 14.3% undecided. As for the reasons cited for this
opposition, they included concerns regarding the controversial nature of the topic of
citizenship, the difficulty of discussing such issues given the political climate in Nl, and a
belief that the programme was ‘based on an underlying political agenda and that this was
not a legitimate role for schools’ (CCEA, 2001, cited in Arlow, 2002, pp39-40). Arlow
(2002, p38) reports that, at the height of the conflict, schools were seen as ‘safe havens, a
protected environment where the violence and communal conflict were excluded’, and
teachers viewed their task as ‘limiting discussion of controversial issues and preventing
the outbreak of dissension in their oasis of peace’. There is some evidence that this
approach of ‘avoidance’ of controversial issues in the classroom on the part of teachers
has continued (Donnelly & Hughes, 2006; Niens, O’Reilly & McLaughlin, 2006). Students,
in contrast, showed greater levels of support for the teaching of politics and human rights
(elements that may be included in a CE programme). A survey of 12-17 year olds in Nl in
1999 found that 60% responded ‘definitely yes’ or 'probably yes’, with 27% responding
‘definitely not’ or ‘probably not', when asked whether politics and human rights should be
taught in schools (NIYLTS, 1999). Thus, within a divided jurisdiction such as Northern
Ireland, opinion is not only divided on the content of CE, but also on the actual inclusion of
such a subject in the school curriculum at all. This remains a divisive issue.

Citizenship education today: Local and Global Citizenship
At Key Stage 3 and 4, which cover the first five years of post-primary school (11-16
years), CE is compulsory within ‘Learning for Life and Work’ (LLW), an ‘area of learning’
which has been introduced to the curriculum in order to help young people ‘develop the
fundamental skills, knowledge, qualities and dispositions that are pre-requisites for life and
work’ (CCEA, 2013). At Key Stage 3 (11-14 years), LLW includes the contributory strands
of Local and Global Citizenship, Employability, Personal Development and Home
Economics, and of the former three subjects at Key Stage 4 (ages 14-16 years). It is
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within the sub-area of Local and Global Citizenship (known as ‘Citizenship’) that the
elements of CE are found. It may be delivered either as a discrete subject or as a
cross-curricular

theme

(Partnership

Management

Board

(PMB),

2007).

In

Bernstein’s (1975) terminology, it is weakly framed (there can be cross-over in
terms of content and skills with other subjects) and weakly classified (the statutory
elements are few in number). There is no compulsory examination for Citizenship,
although schools may opt to enter pupils for a UK standardised GCSE exam in
LLW, of which Citizenship is a part, at age 16 (CCEA, 2009).

Curriculum guidance materials suggest that Citizenship is important because ‘it helps
young people learn how to participate positively in society, to influence democratic
processes and to make informed and responsible decisions as local and global citizens
throughout their lives’. Students are to be given opportunities to look at real-life scenarios
and subsequently ‘explore and express their own values and attitudes about current
issues’, be ‘challenged to develop an appreciation of the needs and perspectives of
others’, and ‘learn how to recognise, understand and manage their emotions and
behaviour in a range of situations’. Critical thinking, informed decision-making, responsible
action and fair-mindedness are cited as skills that should result from such an education,
and students are to be helped to ‘develop a morally and ethically sound value system
based on internationally recognised principles of equality, human rights, justice and
democracy’ (PMB, 2007, all p21).

As for the content of Citizenship, the curriculum is built around four statutory ‘key
themes’,

which

responsibility’,

are

‘diversity

‘equality

and

and
social

inclusion’,
justice’,

‘human
and

rights

and

social

‘democracy

and

active

participation’ (PMB, 2007, p20). 'Diversity and inclusion’ is to include opportunities
for pupils to ‘consider the range and extent of diversity in societies locally and
globally and to identify the challenges and opportunities which diversity and
inclusion present in local, national, European and global contexts'. Within this
strand, students are to be given the opportunity to investigate the following:
factors that influence individual and group identity; ways in which identity is
expressed; how and why conflict, prejudice, stereotyping, sectarianism and racism
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may arise in the community; and ways of managing conflict and promoting good
community relations and reconciliation (CCEA, 2007, p45).

The theme of ‘human rights and social responsibility’ aims to provide students
with opportunities to ‘understand that a globally accepted base exists that reflects
the rights, as outlined within various international human rights instruments, and
responsibilities of individuals and groups in democratic society’.

Therefore,

students are to explore various human rights documents, the importance of
upholding human rights standards, the balance of rights, and instances of
violations of these rights (CCEA, 2007, p45).

The third theme - ‘equality and social justice’ - deals with the understanding that
‘society needs to safeguard individual and collective rights to try and ensure that
everyone is treated fairly’. More specifically, students are to gain appreciation of
how inequalities can arise and for whom, and which bodies seek to eliminate such
discrepancies (CCEA, 2007, p45).

Finally, the key theme of ‘democracy and active participation’ covers facilitating
pupils ‘to participate in and to influence democratic processes and to be aware of
some key democratic institutions and their role in promoting inclusion, justice and
democracy’. This theme includes investigation of the basic elements of democracy
and rules and their value, ways to participate in school and society, and
suggestions of concrete actions on specific issues (CCEA, 2007, p45).

Returning for a moment to the beginnings of a conceptual framework for the present
research that was outlined in chapter 2, in terms of the four core components of CE, it is
clear that Citizenship consists of all four - of knowledge, values, skills and expectation of
participation - not least because these terms are referred to directly in the aims, content
and teacher guidance documents cited above. This provides further justification for why
this typology of CE was selected.

With regard to teacher training for Citizenship, at present there is no statutory requirement
for a Citizenship teacher to have received formal or sustained training specifically in
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Citizenship, although all teachers in the post-primary sector in Northern Ireland are
required to have a Postgraduate Certificate in Education or equivalent, thus qualifying
them to teach at post-primary level (NFER, 2010, p9). However, a trainee teacher cannot
specialise in Citizenship. Teachers may participate in professional organisations relating to
CE, but such bodies meet on a non-formal and non-compulsory basis. Citizenship
teachers often have a background in History or Religious Education, although some come
from other academic disciplines (Niens et al., 2013). Initial teacher training for Citizenship
alongside

other subjects

may take place

at

non-denominational

universities

or

denominational (Catholic) colleges (Niens & Mcllrath, 2005).

Finally, it is of interest to note that, despite some of the evidence above that describes how
contested the initial introduction of Citizenship was, at the time of writing (December 2013)
it is a subject that is seldom referred to in the media and, indeed, is arguably an element of
the curriculum about which few outside of the school environment have a great deal of
knowledge or concern.

Citizenship education in Israel
Historical background
The teaching of citizenship, through ‘education for Zionist citizenship’, was present in
Jewish education even before the establishment of the State of Israel. The aims of Zionist
education centred on inculcating a strong sense of loyalty within young people towards
national rebuilding and the redemption of the land (Ichilov, 1998). Zionist-Jewish education
also was delivered by means of other academic subjects such as Biblical Studies,
Geography and History (Pedahzur, 2001).

In the early years of the State, the massive influx of Jews from Europe and the Middle East
created a need to re-socialise the new immigrants. This new social and political reality
required that CE adapt to achieve, in the words of Ichilov (1998, p73), the 'inculcation of
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citizenship awareness and skills in people who often did not hold full citizenship rights in
exile [from Israel]’.

Following Israel’s victory over its Arab neighbours in the Six Day War in 1967, and its
occupation of the Sinai Peninsula, the West Bank and the Golan Heights, and annexation
of East Jerusalem, the education system had to undergo a number of changes (Shlaim,
2000). As Ichilov (1998, p77) has suggested, the ‘awakening of old ideological rivalries
within the Zionist establishment rendered pre-1967 ‘neutral’ civic education irrelevant’ and
therefore schools had to take on the responsibility of helping their students understand this
new reality. Thus, political issues were reintroduced to the classroom, and the 1970s,
1980s and early 1990s saw a curriculum review and the publication of new textbooks for
many subjects, including for CE (Podeh, 2000). Although ‘Civic Studies’ was made
compulsory in 1967, it was not until 1976 that CE began to be delivered as a discrete
subject, as ezrachut (‘Civics’), with a concentration on learning the formal aspects of the
functions of the state (Ministry of Education, 1994, cited in Cohen, 2013). According to
Podeh (2000, p68), from the mid-1970s, the new wave of course books ‘were written in a
less passionate style [than before] and followed new, more progressive methodological
premises’. Furthermore, Cohen (2013, p56) suggests that since the 1970s there has been
a greater concentration on ‘a more individualistic approach concerned with the students’
personal development’.

With the newly invigorated peace process in the 1990s came, according to Podeh (2000,
p84), a ‘tendency towards greater open-mindedness’ in Israel, including towards non
dominant historical narratives. Civics began to move from the periphery of the curriculum
(Pedahzur, 2001) and a common Civics curriculum was developed for Jewish and Arab
schools (Ichilov, Salomon & Inbar, 2005). In 1995, the Kremnizer Committee was set up by
the Ministry of Education with the task of reviewing CE and in 1996, the Ministry of
Education adopted a number of the Committee’s recommendations, to include the
extension of the teaching of CE throughout all years of schooling, curriculum revision and
formalised teacher training (Kremnizer, 1996; Ichilov, 2008). However, a number of years
later, Professor Kremnizer was recorded as implying that the report had not been fully
implemented (Fisher-llan, 2001). Writing in 1998, Ichilov (1999, p390) expressed concern
that CE was treated in an ‘unsystematic and sporadic’ way in the curriculum, and that

48

there were many instances in school textbooks where stereotypical images of Arabs were
portrayed.

In the late 1990s a new syllabus for ‘Civics’ at bagrut (matriculation) level was designed, to
include a new textbook, To Be Citizens of Israel: A Jewish and Democratic State’.
Guidelines for the new Civics curriculum were presented in 1996, and the official Civics
textbook began to be used in 2000 in Jewish schools, and in 2001 in Arab schools (HRW,
2001; Pinson, 2007). It is this mandatory textbook that represents the curriculum for Civics
in Israel today, although other books may be used to supplement it. The Ministry of
Education had high hopes for this Civics curriculum when it was introduced, believing that
it offered ‘a broad common citizenship notion to all students’ and thus there was ‘no
justification for maintaining separate curricula for the different school sectors’ (Ministry of
Education, 1994, cited in Pinson, 2007, p337). However, Pinson (2007) points out that one
of the problems that arose from the curriculum development process sprung from the fact
that Palestinian officials were given only marginal positions, and thus Palestinian input into
curricular development was vastly unrepresentative. Therefore, the content of the
curriculum has not met with widespread acceptance among the Palestinian minority, and
tensions revolve, in particular, around the Jewish and democratic aspects of the state, as
well as the differences in what is to be expected of Jewish and Palestinian citizens
(Pinson, 2005; 2009).

Since the new syllabus was published, efforts towards improving Jewish-Palestinian
relations in Israel have come in the form of projects aimed at developing a more
comprehensive Civics curriculum, such as ‘Living Together: Israeli Arabs and Jews in
Israel’ and The Rules of the Game’. These were introduced by the Ministry of Education
but failed to make a significant impact within schools (Tatar, 2004). In 2008, the Minister of
Education established a joint Jewish-Palestinian committee tasked with proposing
‘comprehensive education policy to advance shared life between Jewish and Arab citizens
of Israel’ (Jabareen & Agbaria, 2010, p17). The following Minister of Education, Gideon
Sa’ar, postponed its implementation indefinitely (Jabareen & Agbaria, 2010). Thus, it
appears that Civics cannot convincingly be located within approaches towards improving
inter-group relations.
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Citizenship education today: 'To Be Citizens of Israel'
Civics is a compulsory subject in all streams of the Israeli state education system.
Students in non-religious Jewish and Arab schools are required to study Civics over two to
three years during 10th, 11th and 12th grade (age 15-18 years). If students take the course
over two years, the weekly time in class is three hours, and if spread over three years,
then they study it for two hours per week (Cohen, 2013). The Civics course culminates in
the compulsory bagrut, taken during the final two to three years of high school (Tatar,
2004, p394). Each student must use the compulsory textbook, To Be Citizens of Israel’
(Cohen, 2013). Therefore Civics may be described as strongly classified and framed (see
Bernstein, 1975).

Currently, the goal of Civics, as stated by the Ministry of Education of Israel, is as follows:

To inculcate a common Israeli civic identity, together with the development of
distinct national identities, and to impart to students the values of pluralism and
tolerance, educate students to accept the diversity that exists within Israeli society,
and to respect those who are different from oneself, and to help students become
autonomous and conscious citizens, capable of critical thinking, of analyzing,
evaluating, and forming an independent opinion, playing by the rules of democracy,
and being ‘immune’ to demagogical influences (Ministry of Education, 1994, cited
in Ichilov, Salomon & Inbar, 2005, p40).

Additionally, in the curriculum guidance documents, it is claimed that following the Civics
curriculum ‘will lead to a political education process that will promote good intelligent
citizens that are involved in the public life of the Jewish-democratic state’ (Ministry of
Education, 1994, cited in Cohen, 2013, p65). Thus, preparation for participation in society
appears to be key.

In terms of content, the central topic that the Civics curriculum deals with is ‘the
government and politics of the state of Israel’ (Ministry of Education, 1994, cited in Cohen,
2013, p64). Within this, there are three compulsory key themes. The first theme relates to
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the Jewish and democratic values inherent in the state. This theme is to offer students the
opportunity to consider the tensions between these two facets, and their effect on
everyday life. The second theme involves learning about the make-up and essential
characteristics of the government and political system in Israel. The third theme relates to
key debates in Israel, including issues relating to cultural diversity and minorities, and state
and religious institutions. This theme is to offer students the opportunity for guided
discussion (Cohen, 2013).

Within these themes, the following subjects are to be considered: the Israeli Declaration of
Independence; the Jewish aspects of the Israeli state and differing viewpoints on this; the
democratic aspects of Israel, to include conceptual considerations, the role of government,
minority-majority and state-religion relations, and ‘defensive democracy’; and the politics
and government of Israel, which covers issues such as citizenship, civil and human rights,
elections, functions of government, religious institutions and the peace process between
Israel and surrounding states (Ministry of Education, 1994, cited in Cohen, 2013, p66).

As for pedagogical assistance offered to teachers, citizenship educators are advised to act
on the following principles: present a variety of opinions and elements of the political
system using a variety of sources; make inter-country comparisons with Israel; and
encourage higher thinking skills, critical thinking skills, and therefore the development of
independent learners (Ministry of Education, 1994, cited in Cohen, 2013).

Again returning to the core components typology for CE that was outlined in chapter 2, it is
clear from the formal aims, content and teacher guidance documents cited above that
Civics consists of knowledge (for example, workings of state apparatus), values (human
rights), skills (critical thinking) and expectation of participation (preparation for involvement
in public life). Thus, as in the case of Northern Ireland, the choice of the four core
component typology may be justified.

With regard to teacher training for Civics, although it is possible to train to be a Civics
teacher at many teacher training establishments in Israel (Ichilov, 2008), there are no firm
requirements for preparation or certification (Lemish, 2003), teachers are in short supply
and, according to Ichilov (2008, p199) ‘often lack subject-specific preparation’. Teachers
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often have certification also to teach History, Sociology or Literature (Lemish, 2003).
Palestinian and non-religious Jewish teachers generally train at separate institutions
(Adalah, 2010). There are also a number of professional academic and professional
bodies concerned with Civics in which teachers can get involved.

As a final note, it is worth bearing in mind that Civics in Israel is a topic that features at
regular intervals in the media and the Education Committee within the Knesset. In 2010,
the Chairman of the Pedagogical Secretariat of the Ministry of Education, Dr Zvi Zameret,
mandated the re-writing of the compulsory textbook as he viewed the current version of
the text to be too critical of the state (Jabareen & Agbaria, 2010). Similarly, in spring of
2012, a supplementary Civics textbook, initially approved by the Ministry of Education, was
withdrawn after criticism from what is deemed the right wing of Israeli society for what was
described in some quarters as political rather than educational reasons. Furthermore, in
2012, as was mentioned in chapter 1, the national supervisor for civic studies at the Israeli
Ministry of Education was dismissed from his position at the Ministry in what has been
described by some as owing to ‘professional failures’, but to others, to his left-of-centre
approach that includes promoting human rights within a right-wing,

nationalistic

establishment (Nesher, 2012a). Thus, the task of delivering a CE programme that may be
accepted by all in Israel remains contested

Comparisons: citizenship education
It is clear that citizenship education has evolved throughout the twentieth and twenty-first
centuries in both Ml and Israel and has come to prominence at different times and to
varying degrees, linked, in part, to the path of their ethno-national conflict. However, it
appears that the direct teaching of citizenship issues, and similarly, politics, has been a
more central concern for a more sustained period in Israel than in Nl.

In terms of curriculum development, the constitutional superstructure has a strong
influence. In Nl, given that equality between the two main communities is enshrined in
legislation, the statutory bodies which have had input into developing the most recent
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curriculum consisted of a broadly proportional number of individuals from both sides of the
ethno-national divide; in contrast, proportional representation of groups in Israel is not
assured, and therefore the Civics curriculum that was developed most recently did not
have proportional input from Palestinian educators. In Nl, CE in its current and compulsory
form developed, arguably, in the context of an increasing emphasis on improving
community relations (as a means of conflict transformation), equality and human rights
awareness and the signing of the Belfast (Good Friday) Agreement. In contrast, Civics
developed from aiming to inculcate a strong sense of (Zionist) Israeli identity and loyalty, to
a focus on citizenship skills and awareness, political issues and local government. It may
still be claimed that Civics is located within a framework of developing Israeli (arguably
Jewish) identity and state loyalty.

The current statutory CE curriculum was introduced in both jurisdictions in the early 21st
century. However, the point in their post-primary schooling at which students study this
curriculum differs - in Israel it is later than in Nl, and is compulsory for fewer years, but for
more class hours. Additionally, Civics in Israel is examined compulsorily, whereas there is
no mandatory examination for Citizenship in Nl. This may suggest that Civics is a higher
stakes and higher status subject than Citizenship (see Amrein & Berliner, 2002).
Furthermore, in Israel there is a compulsory textbook for Civics, whereas in Nl, the choice
of textbooks to use is left to schools to make, potentially making Civics more strongly
classified and framed than Citizenship.

As for aims and content, policy and curriculum documents suggest different emphases in
CE in the two jurisdictions in terms of the local/global dichotomy and focus on developing a
particular brand of citizenship. In Israel, the stated aims and curriculum guidance
emphasise specifically local Israeli government, politics and issues, and inculcating a
‘common Israeli civic identity’ and developing other national (minority) identities; this is in
addition to the broader ideals of human rights, educating for pluralism and tolerance
towards difference, and encouraging the development of critical thinkers and autonomous
citizens who are prepared for life in a democratic society. The meaning of citizenship is
also to be explored. In policy and curriculum documents in Nl, although preparation for life
is similarly prominent, contrasts lie in the apparently weaker emphasis on local issues than
in the Israeli case, including the absence of references to Citizenship as a ‘political’
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subject, and on citizenship as requiring membership of a particular state. However,
elements such as the workings of government are present, as in the Israeli example. Both
local and global aspects of citizenship are to be considered in terms of helping young
people to participate, think critically and make decisions in a democratic society. There is a
similar emphasis on current events and personal values in the Ml case as in the Israeli
case. Of particular importance to this thesis, given its focus on education rights, is the fact
that the aims and content of both curricula include the areas of preparation for various
aspects of life, diversity, equality and human rights, although the emphasis on the latter
two is arguably greater in Citizenship than in Civics, given that both equality and human
rights feature in the headings of the four key themes in Citizenship. Linking back to the
'core component’ model of CE suggested in chapter 2, it was shown that the subject in
both jurisdictions consists of a combination of knowledge, values, skills and (anticipated)
participation.

The role of CE is currently not agreed upon in the public arena, although it is important to
note that current research and a review of newspaper media show that this debate was at
its height before Citizenship was introduced in Northern Ireland, and is rarely raised in a
public way at the time of writing (December 2013), whereas in Israel the debate over
Civics is still public and on-going.

Concluding remarks
Building on some of the conceptual groundwork with regard to citizenship laid in chapter 2,
chapter 3 presented, compared and contrasted issues relating to citizenship and
citizenship education in Northern Ireland and Israel. The inter-jurisdiction comparisons in
this chapter focussed on the formal aims and content, and despite the similarities that
were found between the two jurisdictions, it is the differences between them which point
towards the potential value of approaching CE from a different angle - one which draws on
empirical research with key stakeholders, and which explores CE within a ‘universal’
education rights framework that is formally applicable to all states that are bound by
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international human rights law, and which applies to all core components of CE. Thus, the
ground is laid for an exploration of education rights, to which attention turns in the next
chapter.
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CHAPTER 4
DEVELOPING A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR
EDUCATION RIGHTS WITHIN
CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION

International law provides for comprehensive formal protection of the right to education.
Lundy (2006, p339) highlights that the right to education is the only human right that is
‘administered compulsorily’, thus illustrating the key role of education for a person’s
‘development, sense of dignity and capacity to participate in society’. However, as was
raised in chapter 2, education may not be intrinsically good nor politically neutral, and
within divided societies in particular, education may be viewed as having the potential to
play a constructive or indeed a destructive role. Furthermore, the ‘universal’ aspect of
human rights, which may offer a unifying approach to education may also, in fact, pose a
challenge, and perhaps even more so in the divided context. These considerations and
many others are drawn out in this chapter as it explores the ways in which education rights
are operationalised and may be interpreted within citizenship education in Northern Ireland
and Israel, and offers a provisional legal framework for the present research project.

This chapter considers the provision and interpretation of education rights on an
international and national level, and is divided into two sections. Section 1 offers a view of
how education rights are provided for on both the international and national levels in
Northern Ireland and Israel. Section 2 focuses on the interpretation of education rights and
subsequently introduces and develops the provisional 2-A framework for education rights
in citizenship education. The chapter closes with some concluding remarks.
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SECTION 1: EDUCATION RIGHTS ON AN
INTERNATIONAL AND NATIONAL LEVEL
Human rights: a very brief introduction
Human rights have been described as ‘the rights one has simply by virtue of being human’
(Hayden, 2001, pxv) and as universal, inalienable and equally applying to all (Donnelly,
2003). Throughout history, different civilisations have developed different systems of
rights, including those of a religious, philosophical or legal nature (Weeremantry, 1975;
Ray, 1994). Contemporary understandings of the concept of human rights as universal
may be traced back as far as the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and changes in
religious, political and scientific understandings, which, according to Hayden (2001, p3l),
‘initiated a momentous shift in thinking about the nature of human beings and the
character of a just social order’, including the popularisation of the concept of natural rights
(see also Donnelly, 2003). Although the modern idea of human rights may be '[o]ne of our
most appealing moral concepts’ (Shue, 1988, p687), nevertheless it is also an often
contested one. Brown (1999a, p103) suggests that ‘[virtually everything encompassed by
the notion of human rights is the subject of controversy’, not least their universality, with
some suggesting that it is a western phenomenon, and others that it is a socially
constructed phenomenon (see Rogge, 2002; Dembour, 2010).

In the twentieth century human rights became international legal rights (Donnelly, 2003). In
terms of the development of such international legal standards, an event of profound
significance took place in 1948 with the meeting of the UN General Assembly to draw up
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR). When the United Nations was tasked
with defining human rights, Eleanor Roosevelt, Chair of the Commission on Human Rights,
drew on input from philosophers, lawyers, academics and theologians in order to, in the
words of Osier and Starkey (2010, p34), 'explore how various insights, traditions and
beliefs might be synthesised to encapsulate fundamental standards and principles
acceptable across the globe’. The resulting UDHR therefore represented the first time the
world community had formally acknowledged that ‘human rights and fundamental
freedoms ... transcend the laws of sovereign states’ (Laqueur & Rubin, 1979, p1).
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Although there was still no agreement in terms of the philosophical foundations of human
rights when UDHR was adopted (Freeman, 2011), nevertheless, it helped form the basis
of education rights, which are the focus of this thesis, and whose development is
presented below

International human rights law on education

The concept of education rights as rights that are to be respected, protected and fulfilled
(general comment (GC) 13 para.46, ICESCR,) by a state’s apparatus is a twentieth
century phenomenon. Education rights on the international level were first protected in a
series of minority treaties signed after World War I under the auspices of the League of
Nations, and aimed particularly towards the protection of religious, linguistic and ethnic
minorities in Europe (Beiter, 2006). Additionally, in 1924, the League of Nations endorsed
the Declaration of the Rights of the Child, which combined a number of children's rights
proclamations (Veerman, 1992). Today, according to de Beco (2009, p8), the right to
education (or education rights, the term that will be used most often in this thesis) may be
viewed as ‘one of the most developed rights in international and regional human rights
treaties’.

In the sphere of international human rights law (IHRL), there is an extensive list of
documents enshrining education rights to which states may subscribe. These treaties may
be understood as agreements between states, who are the ultimate duty-bearers in terms
of ensuring the obligations are respected, protected and fulfilled, but which grant rights to
individuals within these states (Tobin, 2010). These documents include the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights 1948 (UDHR), the Convention against Discrimination in
Education 1960, Convention on the Elimination of all forms of Racial Discrimination 1965,
the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 1966, the International Covenant
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 1966 (ICESCR), Convention on the Elimination of
all forms of Discrimination Against Women 1979, and the Convention on the Rights of the
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Child 1989 (CRC). This section focuses initially on three treaties, namely, the UDHR,
ICESCR, and CRC. Both of the case jurisdictions, Northern Ireland and Israel, are states
parties to ICESCR and CRC. UDHR is not legally binding, but ICESCR and CRC are and
are monitored by a distinct international treaty body within the United Nations, whose
principal responsibilities include making ‘concluding observations’ on states’ reports made
every few years (Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, 2012a), and making
‘general comments’ on the relevant treaty (Craven, 1995; Blake, 2008). These general
comments are a principal source of interpretation of interpretation of a treaty, and also for
the conceptual framework employed in the empirical research within this project.

It is important to note that human rights are interconnected, and the fundamental principles
of equality, non-discrimination, and the protection of human dignity should be understood
as applying to every treaty document (Merry, 2013). However, for the purposes of defining
the scope of this thesis, primarily those aspects of education rights found in treaty
documents and general comments which may apply when dealing with the teaching and
learning of citizenship education are the focus of this chapter In light of this, UDHR,
ICESCR and CRC receive the most attention, with a special focus on ICESCR

Universal Declaration of Human Rights
Adopted in 1948, UDHR, along with the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and
Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, embodied the most fundamental concerns of the
international community in the post-war years, together establishing ‘the minimum
standards for the conduct of states and persons in the new international community’
(Hentz, 1998, p12). The drafting of UDHR marked the formal emergence of the human
rights movement, in addition to being the first time that the right of everyone to education
was articulated in an international instrument (Beiter, 2006).

As a ‘declaration’ and not a treaty, the UDHR is ‘soft law’ and therefore is not legally
binding (Hodgson, 1998, p246), although it heavily influenced legally-binding covenants
that were to develop from it It provides for free and compulsory elementary education that
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should be ‘directed to the full development of the human personality and to the
strengthening of respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms’ and should ‘promote
understanding, tolerance and friendship among all nations, racial or religious groups, and
[...] further the activities of the United Nations for the maintenance of peace’ (article 26
(1),(2), UDHR).

UDHR was bifurcated into two distinct documents which cover different aspects of the
Declaration: the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights and the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. Together, these three documents form
the International Bill of Rights (Craven, 1995). Owing to its education rights content,
ICESCR is discussed below.

International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights

The International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) is a key
document relating to education rights. It was adopted in 1966 and entered into force in
1976, and since 1987, its monitoring body has been the United Nations Committee on Economic,
Social and Cultural Rights (Alston & Simma, 1987).

Article 13 ICESCR outlines provisions for education rights. Paragraphs 1 and 2 are
particularly key to this study:

1. The States Parties to the present Covenant recognize the right of everyone to
education. They agree that education shall be directed to the full development of
the human personality and the sense of its dignity, and shall strengthen the respect
for human rights and fundamental freedoms. They further agree that education
shall enable all persons to participate effectively in a free society, promote
understanding, tolerance and friendship among all nations and all racial, ethnic or
religious groups, and further the activities of the United Nations for the
maintenance of peace.
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2. The States Parties to the present Covenant recognize that, with a view to
achieving the full realization of this right:
(a) Primary education shall be compulsory and available free to all;
(b) Secondary education in its different forms, including technical and vocational
secondary education, shall be made generally available and accessible to all by
every appropriate means, and in particular by the progressive introduction of free
education;
(c) Higher education shall be made equally accessible to all, on the basis of
capacity, by every appropriate means, and in particular by the progressive
introduction of free education;
(d) Fundamental education shall be encouraged or intensified as far as possible for
those persons who have not received or completed the whole period of their
primary education;
(e) The development of a system of schools at all levels shall be actively pursued,
an adequate fellowship system shall be established, and the material conditions of
teaching staff shall be continuously improved.
Although article 13(1) ICESCR covers much of article 26(2) UDHR, it makes two additions.
Firstly, ICESCR refers to the development of the human personality and ‘the sense of its
dignity’. In Belter’s (2006, p95) interpretation, this reference to human dignity implies that
‘education must make the individual aware of his own inherent worth and of the human
rights which accrue to him on this basis’. The second addition is the statement that
‘education shall enable all persons to participate effectively in a free society’, in Belter’s
(2006) view implying that education must teach students how to satisfy their practical
needs.

ICESCR features prominently in this thesis and is an essential part of the conceptual
framework that is explicated later in this chapter. General comment 13 expands on the four
ideal and essential features of education that it is claimed are derived from article 13
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ICESCR, and they are: availability, accessibility, acceptability and adaptability (see GC 13
para.6, ICESCR). These aspects are treated in section 2 of this chapter under
Tomasevski’s '4-A scheme’, in addition to general comment 3 which concerns article 2
ICESCR on the nature of states parties’ obligations.

In terms of the implementation and interpretation of ICESCR by individual states parties,
Beiter (2006, p232) claims that it was intended that ICESCR’s provisions for rights would
be ‘framed in rather general terms and that it should be the task of the Specialized
Agencies [such as the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization] to
transform these into detailed rules’. This introduces the idea that is threaded through this
chapter, and indeed this thesis as a whole - that much of the scope for interpretation of
education rights in international treaty documents has been left to state parties, in order
that such interpretation might be highly contextualised to the individual circumstances of
each state, and that that process of interpretation is continued by stakeholders of
citizenship education. The area of interpretation is addressed in more depth in section 2 of
this chapter.

Convention on the Rights of the Child

The Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) was adopted in 1989. CRC is legally
binding for states parties that ratify it and its monitoring body is the UN Committee on the
Rights of the Child (Detrick, Doek & Cantwell, 1992; Howe & Covell, 2010).

Provisions for education rights are found in articles 28 and 29 CRC. Article 28’s provisions
include free and compulsory elementary education, the development of accessible
secondary and higher education, and the promotion of international cooperation on
education. Article 29 relates to the aims of education, and includes the commitment of
states parties to direct education towards ‘the development of the child’s personality,
talents and mental and physical abilities to their fullest potential’; ‘the development of
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respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms’; ‘the development of respect for the
child's parents, his or her own cultural identity, language and values, for the national
values of the country in which the child is living, the country from which he or she may
originate, and for civilizations different from his or her own’; and ‘the preparation of the
child for responsible life in a free society, in the spirit of understanding, peace, tolerance,
equality of sexes, and friendship among all peoples, ethnic, national and religious groups
and persons of indigenous origin’ (article 29(1) CRC). It is of note, given the focus of this
thesis upon legal interpretations that have sprung from ICESCR, that article 29(1) was
based on article 13(1) ICESCR (Beiter, 2006).

In terms of scholarly critique, although some claim that CRC provides a comprehensive
exploration of the aims of education (Wilson, 2005), others, such as Verheyde (2006, p11),
propose that ‘CRC does not provide for a clear definition of education’. Verheyde goes on
to propose that international legal instruments often employ the term ‘education’ when
discussing two different conceptions: on the one hand, the provision of basic skills, and on
the other, ‘the broader development of his or her personality’ (p11). It is of note that this
dichotomy is also viewed as problematic by a number of participants in the present
research, and is discussed in more detail in chapter 8. Furthermore, focusing on article 28
CRC, Verheyde, in comparing CRC with ICESCR, suggests that ‘it does not always offer
the strongest international protection in education’ and that ICESCR ‘imposes stronger
obligations to the State Parties’ (p10).

The discussion later which focuses on the more specific elements of states parties
obligations centres on article 13 ICESCR and a framework that arose from it. However,
articles 28 and 29 CRC are also drawn upon on occasion in order to clarify meaning within
the framework, owing to the fact that the education rights obligations enshrined in these
two treaties in many ways echo each other.

Education rights are promoted not only by means of international human rights obligations,
but also through the work of the Special Rapporteur on the Right to Education. Thus
follows a brief presentation of this role.
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Special Rapporteur on the Right to Education
In addition to the monitoring bodies outlined above, the United Nations Human Rights
Council (HRC) also appoints a Special Rapporteur on the Right to Education. The role of
Special Rapporteur is a thematic mandate of HRC, and is fulfilled by an independent
expert whose task it is to examine and report back on the situation as regards the right to
education within a state party of a UN treaty, or a specific theme within the right to
education (OHCHR, 2012b). The role is of particular significance to this thesis as it was
the first individual to take up this post, Katarina Tomasevski, who built upon and developed
the ‘4-A framework’ for education rights that was the basis for the provisional framework
employed in the present study, discussed in full later in this chapter.

Some of the challenges in carrying out the role are salient to the present research.
Tomasevski (2005) asserted that the Special

Rapporteur lacked the necessary

governmental and non-governmental supportive infrastructure; professional and academic
literature clearly explaining the right to education and what constitutes its violation; and
broadly accepted, clearly defined universal human rights standards for the right to
education. More recently, the present Special Rapporteur, Kishore Singh (appointed in
2010), has highlighted that current challenges include assuring quality and overcoming
inequalities in education (UNESCO, n.d.).

Against the background of the international human rights instruments that enshrine
education rights obligations emerges a question relating to how these rights are actually
implemented. This is addressed below.

Implementing education rights
In ratifying a treaty, states parties are expected to make efforts towards implementing the
obligations contained within it. International human rights instruments such as ICESCR
and CRC impose legally binding obligations on states parties. Neier (2006, p1) proposes
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that rights allow for the honouring of the contract between a citizen and their state, and
therefore rights 'only have a meaning if it is possible to enforce them’. As ICESCR is the
basis for the conceptual framework employed in the present research, it is the
implementation of the obligations enshrined in this treaty that are the focus of this section.

Article 2(1) ICESCR outlines the conditions with which states parties must comply, and is
given further interpretation by general comment 3 ICESCR. These conditions include: to
‘undertake to take steps’ towards implementation that includes implementing legislative,
administrative, judicial, economic, social and educational measures, developing policies,
evaluating the progress of such measures and providing effective remedies for violations
(article 2(1) ICESCR; GC3, para. 5, 7, 11 ICESCR); to use the 'maximum of its available
resources’ (article 2(1) ICESCR); and to ‘achieve progressively’ the realisation of the right
to education, which ‘imposes an obligation to move as expeditiously and effectively as
possible towards that goal’ (article 2(1) ICESCR; GC 3, para.9, ICESCR). Additionally,
there are three levels of obligations that each human right imposes on states parties, and
they are the obligations to respect (‘avoid measures that hinder or prevent the enjoyment
of the right to education’ (para.47)), protect (‘prevent third parties from interfering with the
enjoyment of the right to education’ (para 47)), and fulfil ('take positive measures that
enable and assist individuals and communities to enjoy the right to education’ and to
provide the right to education (para.46 & 47)). Despite these interpretations, Twiss (1998,
p275) claims that international covenants ‘say very little about the precise mechanisms
and policies that should be developed’, thus potentially hindering full implementation.

Verheyde (2006, p54) has labelled the obligations to protect and to fulfil as ‘obligations of
result’, which leave much discretion to the state as to the means by which they will fulfil
these obligations. Thus, Verheyde's claim that the content of the obligations is ‘likely to
vary from one State to another; and over time in relation to the same State’ (see also Hunt,
1998, para. 6c). Similarly, Osier and Starkey (2010, p94) claim that the extent of human
rights implementation is ‘hugely variable and largely context-specific’ and that no state is
fulfilling their human rights obligations in a complete sense. This may be linked to broader
difficulties in encouraging states parties to take economic, social and cultural rights
seriously, and to respect, protect and fulfil their obligations in this regard (see Simma,
1991; Craven, 1995). But equally, in the context of the present research, these views imply
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that the ways in which these obligations are manifest in Northern Ireland and Israel may
vary between the two jurisdictions and even within each jurisdiction. This issue is
addressed more fully later in this chapter.

Finally, another mechanism for realising the rights enshrined in ICESCR, as with other
treaty documents, is the country report system, whereby each state party must submit a
report to the relevant treaty body every five years detailing how they are meeting their
obligations. These are considered in addition to ‘shadow reports’ from non-governmental
organisations and other reports from the UN specialised agencies. Then the relevant
committee issues a country report in which it highlights the successes of the state party, in
addition to areas where they are urged to make improvements (Merry, 2013).

Now that both the states parties’ education rights obligations and mechanisms for
implementation of these rights have been discussed, at this point it is apt to turn to how
education rights are implemented in the case jurisdictions of Northern Ireland and Israel.

National legal provisions for education rights
The state is the ultimate duty-bearer in terms of ensuring that international education rights
obligations are respected, protected and fulfilled for each member of their jurisdiction,
particularly through the state education system. This section focuses on what mechanisms
are in place in Northern Ireland and Israel in order to implement international law on
education, and also national legal provisions for education that may be reflective of the
international system.
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Northern Ireland
As a constituent part of the United Kingdom, Northern Ireland falls under the jurisdiction of
the UK legal system for international relations, including international human rights
obligations Despite the devolution of many powers to the Nl Assembly and Executive
following the Belfast (Good Friday) Agreement 1998 and the subsequent Northern Ireland
Act 1998, the Agreement outlines certain ‘excepted’ matters, where the UK central
government still holds ultimate jurisdiction. International relations is one of these ‘excepted’
areas (Northern Ireland Act, 1998, Part l(4)). However, the Nl Act 1998 also confirms that
the regional government, the Nl Executive, is ultimately responsible for the Nl education
system and therefore is the ultimate duty-bearer in terms of assuring education rights
(NICCY, 2008).

A key statute that pertains to education rights is the Human Rights Act 1998 (HRA), which
has the function of incorporating the rights enshrined in the European Convention on
Human Rights (ECHR) 1950 into UK domestic law, ECHR itself a reflection of elements of
UDHR (Council of Europe, 1950). Article 2 of the First Protocol of the ECHR (P1-ECHR,
1952) sets out the fundamental right to education, and echoes the provisions found in the
international instruments already discussed (article 26 UDHR, articles 13(1) and 13(3)
ICESCR, and article 28(1) CRC).

In addition to legislative provisions, Nl has a number of independent statutory bodies with
a remit for human rights. The Northern Ireland Human Rights Commission (NIHRC) was
established following provisions made in the Agreement and the Nl Act 1998 (GFA 1998,
section 6(5)). There is also the government-appointed Northern Ireland Commissioner for
Children and Young People, whose office aims to promote and safeguard children’s rights
through working with the government and children and young people (NICCY, 2009).

As for national law relating directly to education, significant legislation includes the
Education (Northern Ireland) Act 1947, which provided for free and compulsory education
between the ages of 5 and 15, and the Education Reform (Northern Ireland) Order 1989
which established a common curriculum across all schools in Northern Ireland and the
introduction of community relations-focused education for mutual understanding (EMU)
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and cultural heritage (Gallagher, 1998, p4). The Education (Northern Ireland) Order 2006
led to the implementation of the revised statutory curriculum in 2007 (DENI, 2012a), which
included the introduction of Local and Global Citizenship as a compulsory subject.
Additionally, and salient to the present study, the Department of Education Northern
Ireland (DENI) regards the active promotion of equality and human rights as part of their
'mainstream responsibilities’ (DENI, 2012b).

Israel
In Israel, the state is the ultimate duty-bearer in terms of meeting international education
rights obligations, mediated through the Ministry of Education, among other bodies
Although there is no national human rights institution, there are a number of basic laws
(formal statutes) that are relevant, including to education Basic Law: Human Dignity and
Liberty 1992 is of note, as its stated purpose is ‘to protect human dignity and liberty, in
order to establish in a Basic Law the values of the State of Israel as a Jewish and
democratic state’ (Basic Law: Human Dignity and Liberty, 1992, para.1). Tomasevski
(2006) highlights that the right to education is not included in this Basic Law. The
Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights has recommended that a national
human rights institution be established in Israel (CESCR, 2011, para.7). In place of a
statutory body is a large number of civil society organisations actively involved in
promoting and protecting human rights, including education rights (CRC, 2002, para.3(d)).

In terms of children’s rights more broadly, in 2000 the Students’ Rights Law was
introduced, which implemented many CRC principles, including prohibiting ethnic, socio
economic or political discrimination against students (Students’ Rights Law, 2000, para.1,
cited in Levush, 2007). There is a division within the Ministry of Education dedicated to the
implementation of the Students’ Rights Law. Additionally, a committee was appointed by
the Ministry of Justice to oversee the implementation of CRC into Israeli law, and a further
committee tasked with implementing the principles specifically in education. However,
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Ichilov (2008, citing Ministry of Justice, 2003) reports that these principles have not in
reality been implemented

As for national law on education, a number of laws are relevant. The Compulsory
Education Law 1949 states that education is compulsory for children aged 3 to 15, or for
ten years from age 5 to 15 inclusive, but it guarantees free education for children between
the ages of 3 and 17 inclusive (Levush, 2007). It also covers the joint responsibility of the
state (through the Ministry of Education) and the local education authority to maintain
official educational institutions, and the parents’ right to choose from one of the recognised
educational streams for their child. Later amendments to this law have included ‘a
prohibition against discrimination on the grounds of ethnic origin’ and 'a prohibition against
discrimination in acceptance, placement, and advancement of pupils’ (Ministry of
Education, n.d.).

The State Education Law 1953 (amended in 2000) is perhaps most salient to a study of
education rights in citizenship education, given its focus on educational content, and so
deserves more detailed discussion. The official goals of education in Israel are as follows:

(1) To educate a person to love humanity, love his people and love his land, and
to be a loyal citizen of the State of Israel, who honors his parents and his
family, his heritage, his cultural identity, and his language;

(2) To impart the principles of the Declaration of Independence of the State of
Israel and the values of the State of Israel as a Jewish and democratic state
and to develop an attitude of respect for human rights, basic freedoms,
democratic values, upholding the law, and the culture and viewpoints of others,
and also to educate towards the aspiration for peace and tolerance in relations
between individuals and between peoples;
[...]

(11) To recognize the special language, culture, history, heritage, and tradition of
the Arab population and of other population groups in the State of Israel, and
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to recognize the equal rights of all citizens of Israel (cited in Saban, 2004,
p941).

Thus, it may be said that the goals of education in Israel are quite clearly defined and
enshrined in law, and it is of note that respect for human rights and love for humanity as
well as goals that focus more on linguistic, cultural and religious groups are included within
this law. However, the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights has expressed
concern with regard to educational and other policies in Israel, that ‘excessive emphasis
upon the State as a ‘Jewish State’ encourages discrimination and accords a second-class
status to its non-Jewish citizens’ (CESCR, 1998, para.10; CESCR, 2003, para.16).

Comparisons: legal provisions

In terms of legal provisions for education rights in Northern Ireland and Israel, both
jurisdictions are bound by ICESCR and CRC to respect, protect and fulfil international
education rights. Both jurisdictions also have national legislation that provides for free and
compulsory education, although in terms of the content of education, the relationship
between national legislative provisions for education and IHRL is unclear.

As for differences, although Nl and Israel both have legislation relating to equality and
human rights, in Nl it appears to be more embedded in the state apparatus, given the
existence of government-appointed bodies with a remit for human rights in general. As
was shown in comparisons offered in chapter 3, much of this divergence in approach may
be related to different constitutional arrangements that came as a result of the ‘peace
process’, in particular the fact that the Nl Act 1998 enshrined equality legislation and
required the establishment of NIHRC. In Israel, this has not been the case and the
government has often been accused of discrimination against minorities. Indeed, Ben-Nun
(2013, p2) has written that ‘while Northern Ireland has recognized and is struggling to
make amends for inherent inequality and discriminatory policies that shaped Catholic and
Protestant relations, in Israel, formal and informal discrimination of the Arab community is
not being addressed in most cases’.
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A further difference lies in the fact that the aims of education are articulated in different
ways in the two jurisdictions. In Israel the aims of education are clearly stipulated in State
Education Law 1953 (amended 2000), whereas in Nl, such goals are only inferred from the
Education (Northern Ireland) Order 2006 through its listing of the statutory elements of the
revised curriculum. In Israel it is also worth noting that the aims of education include an
element of loyalty to Israel as a Jewish and democratic state, in contrast to the aims
inferred from legislation in Nl that do not refer to such issues of loyalty or citizenship. As
was seen in chapter 3, the aims of citizenship education follow a similar pattern in both
jurisdictions.

Now the chapter moves from the prima facie content of the law, to a related issue - that of
the interpretation of the law. This is considered in section 2, overleaf.
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SECTION 2: INTERPRETING EDUCATION RIGHTS

Given that human rights treaties deliberately use general language, the law must be
developed, clarified and interpreted (Craven, 1995). This section presents and expands
upon the interpretations of international law on education, based on the 4-A framework for
the right to education developed by Tomasevski (2001a), with the aim of moving towards a
2-A framework for interpreting education rights within citizenship education. The section
begins, however, by addressing a number of issues relating to interpreting international
obligations within the context of an individual state, before justifying and exploring the
framework.

Interpreting international obligations
The development of international frameworks for interpreting human rights is a complex
task, involving particular processes and principles to aid in the development of universally
agreed norms. Indeed, international law may be described as a process, and so, in this
way, human rights law is ‘continually being made by interpretations and judgements'
(Meckled-Garcia & Cali, 2005, p23). Furthermore, particular challenges are faced when
these norms are to be realised in the national context. In this sub-section, the following two
areas are addressed: firstly, the development of international norms through the general
comments to international treaties; and secondly, those issues that arise when rights are
interpreted in the context of a particular jurisdiction.

General comments

Formal interpretations of human rights obligations are made in the general comments to
treaty documents, in order to flesh out what the obligations might look like in the real-life
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context of a jurisdiction, thereby aiding states in fulfilling these obligations (Wilson, 2005).
Although non-binding in a legal sense, general comments carry considerable legal weight
as interpretations of the law (Craven, 1995; Alston, 2001). They are developed and issued
by the treaty bodies that monitor the implementation of particular treaties (for example, the
Committee on Economic Social and Cultural Rights has responsibility for ICESCR and its
general comments), with treaty bodies consisting of 14 to 23 specialists of high moral
character' and 'recognised competence' in the areas covered by the treaties (Blake, 2008,
p3). With regard to ICESCR, its general comments have been developing over a number
of years, with general comment 1 issued in 1989 and the most recent, general comment
21, issued in 2009.

The process of interpretation made by the Committee on Economic Social and Cultural
Rights may be divided into three stages. Firstly, there is a process of consultation among
the Committee, NGOs, UN specialised agencies and others on the theme of the
developing general comment (CESCR, 2009). Secondly, a Committee member drafts a
comment, to be discussed and altered by the Committee at subsequent Committee
sessions. Finally, when agreement is reached, the draft comment is adopted by the
Committee (Blake, 2008).

Although the process of developing general comments is broadly accepted within the
human rights system, it is not without its critics. One criticism that may be levelled at the
system is that the specificities of interpreting international law, that is, the precise
principles or methodology informing an interpretation, may appear to be unclear or prove
to be unhelpful. For example, the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties 1969 sets out
international legal principles of treaty interpretation, but not of substantive content of laws
(Tobin, 2010). The Limburg Principles on the Implementation of the International Covenant
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (1987) offers the following guidelines on
interpreting states parties' obligations: the ICESCR should 'be interpreted in good faith,
taking into account the object and purpose, the ordinary meaning, the preparatory work
and the

relevant

practice'

(Limburg

Principles,

Guidelines on Violations of Economic,

1(A)(5)).

Social and

Furthermore,

Cultural

Rights

Maastricht

(International

Commission of Jurists, 1997) does not appear to add any interpretative weight to the
content of the obligations themselves. Thus, concrete approaches towards interpretation
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are not documented here. It is proposed that this lack of clarity on interpretation may also
feed into the process of developing human rights frameworks and indicators, not least in
the sphere of education rights. This is addressed later in this chapter.

Another critique of the general comment system relates to the potentially closed process of
developing interpretative norms in international law which does not necessarily include
input from every jurisdiction, but the outcomes of which process (interpretations) are
expected to be adhered to by all signatories. Donoho (2003, p2) writes, therefore, of the
paradoxical situation wherein 'the international human rights system, itself a champion of
democratic liberties and democratic self-governance, may ultimately present significant
anti-democratic implications for national polities as its institutional decision making
framework matures’. This flags up the related issue of state sovereignty, and the potential
tensions between the universal applicability of IHRL and the claims of a jurisdiction to have
ultimate authority over a geographical area. Merry (2013, p145) describes the treaty body
process, therefore, as ‘a dance between the power and influence of the international legal
order and the claims to sovereignty of nation-states’. More broadly, Alexander (2008, p3)
writes of how the international debate relating to the achievement of quality in education
‘has been dominated by those who operate in the domains of policy, accountability and
funding rather than in the arena of practice [and so] quality has tended to be conceived not
as what it actually is but as how it can be measured’. This, in Alexander’s view, leads to
teachers and learners being isolated from the process. In sum, then, despite the appeal of
general comments as involving a process of developing interpretative norms and therefore
adding clarity to IHRL, Blake (2008, p2) has observed that ‘their jurisprudential value is far
from clear’.

Related to the development of interpretative norms through the general comments system
is the challenge of interpreting international law in the context of a particular jurisdiction.
This is addressed below.
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Interpretation in the national context
A matter relating to IHRL that is central to this thesis concerns the following potential
paradox: human rights are claimed to be universally applicable to all, human rights law is
almost universally agreed upon by states, and both Northern Ireland and Israel have made
formal and legally binding commitments to respect, protect and fulfil the obligations
enshrined within the law. However, as has been mentioned a number of times in this
chapter, it is proposed (and will be shown in the empirical research related in chapters 610) that these same legal obligations appear to be interpreted in different ways in the
education systems of different states (Verheyde, 2006, p54). Indeed, it seems that this is,
to a certain extent, allowed for. Hunt (1998, para.6) has written that although states’
patties obligations apply uniformly to each state, there is also a variable element in the
content. Furthermore, general comment 13 ICESCR states that ‘the precise and
appropriate application of the terms [of the essential elements of the right to education] will
depend upon the conditions prevailing in a particular State party’ (para.6). Such a scenario
may be understood within the parameters of legal interpretivism, such as that espoused by
Dworkin (1982), whereby, in contrast to legal positivism, the interpreter of a law is a
creative actor and objectivity is impossible. Similarly, Freeman (2011, pp106-107)
proposes that in IHRL, ‘interpretation is a cultural process ... [and] must vary somewhat in
different cultural contexts’, thus running the risk of cultural relativism, and ‘undermining’ the
universality of human rights. Anderson-Gold (2001, p70) posits that human rights should
be allowed to be interpreted and implemented regionally as ‘this is the level where shared
cultural and historical understandings can most appropriately be used to shape an
effective human rights policy’. Furthermore, Coomans (2007, p2) states that the essential
elements of any right should be "translated’ or operationalized at the national or regional
level, taking into account national or regional characteristics and circumstances and the
specific needs of individuals and groups’. However, Coomans also proposes that there
must be a universal ‘core content’ of a right. Despite the range of literature presented here,
it is still worth noting that such views do not appear to take into account the situation in a
divided society, where interpretation of education rights may vary even within a state. As
Lundy (2006) has noted, there is potential for human rights treaties to be limited when
applied to divided societies.
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Taking the above reasoning further, not only may there be differences between states’
interpretations of the law, and differences between interpretations made by different
national groups in the divided context, but also there may be ‘gaps’ at other points in the
hermeneutic path of an international education rights obligation as it travels through the
policy and curriculum development stages and eventually is received by students through
a curricular subject in the classroom. According to Kerr (1999, p28) there is a ‘gap
between the rhetoric of policy and the reality of practice in many contexts’. McGowan
(2008, p169) claims that within citizenship education, policy-makers may not take account
of ‘the significant complexities of the educational undertaking’. Similarly, Kennedy (1997)
suggests that policy development within a jurisdiction’s government may appear
disconnected from educators, making it more difficult to develop policy that works in
practice. Focussing on the process, Ball (1994) uses the term ‘policy enactment’ to reflect
a conception of the transmission of policy whereby it is interpreted or translated rather than
just implemented by individuals acting in a particular environment. McEvoy (2007, p143)
claims that ‘policy approximation’ occurs whereby a policy alters as it is mediated by policy
actors while it filters down from state level into the classroom context. Similarly, McGowan
(2008, p156) writes of ‘curricular transposition’, where the curriculum is ‘transposed’
between its ‘ideal’ intended ends into ‘real’ educational programmes and effects on
students. Given this path taken by a curriculum, 'students do not necessarily leave the
classroom with what has been presented to them’.

The transposition of the curriculum may also vary between schools. Benavot and Resh
(2001, p513) propose that the delivery of ‘subjects whose institutional status is historically
or socially contingent’, which includes CE, will vary from school to school much more than
a subject that has achieved a strong ‘institutional status’ (such as Mathematics or official
languages). This may even happen within a common curriculum due to the ‘hidden
curriculum’ (Jackson, 1968) and other factors.

If one views international obligations and national education policy and curricula from a
similar transpositional or approximation perspective, it seems very possible that there
would be a gap between what the international obligations with regard to education rights
appear to demand from states parties to the relevant treaties, and how each state party’s
education system appears to be interpreting them through the school CE curricula. The
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concept of ‘vernacularization’ (Merry, 2006) may be helpful here as a way of describing
what happens to a ‘universal’ human rights law as it is translated in a local setting.
Goldstein (2013, p111) takes this a step further, claiming that multiple vernacularisations
may occur within a jurisdiction, and thus result in 'competing understandings of human
rights ... often differing greatly from their intended transnational meanings and values'. The
linkage between international law and national education policy and curricula may also be
unclear, thus posing a challenge to the enforcement of the law. Furthermore, there may be
gaps between this interpretation by states parties and how recipients of these curricula
might interpret these obligations, potentially due to: their normative rather than empirical
nature (Tomasevski, 2001b); the rather general and flexible nature of these obligations
(Freeman, 2011); potential detachment of stakeholders from the process of developing
policy or law (see Kennedy, 1997, above); and the fact that interpretation of human rights
norms can vary from state to state, and over time (Verheyde, 2006). Chapters 6-9 engage
in a more detailed way with the specific challenges of interpretation and transposition in
view of the findings of this thesis.

Linked to matters of interpretation of human rights standards are considerations of how
these standards may be measured. This is discussed below.

Frameworks for measuring and interpreting education rights
A number of frameworks for measuring and interpreting education rights have been
employed to varying degrees worldwide. Mautner (2008) suggests that in seeking to
approach multicultural societies, standards derived from human rights law offer a good
basis for analysis due to their universality and lucidity. Similarly, Reeder (1993, p205)
proposes that ‘appeals to general features of human nature can perhaps furnish grounds
for agreement’ and thus, it may be posited, human rights principles can play an important
role in a divided society. Although such statements are open to critique, particularly in light
of what has been discussed above with regard to the challenges of interpreting
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international obligations within the national context, frameworks for approaching education
rights deserve attention at this point.

In terms of measurement, the development of indicators for education rights began in the
1990s, as part of a drive towards better measuring the protection of other human rights,
led by former UN Special Rapporteur on the Realisation of Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights, Danilo Turk (de Beco, 2009). Since then, a number of sets of indicators have been
proposed (Hunt, 1998; Hunt, 2006; de Beco, 2009). Mehedi (1999, para.41) points out the
complexity

of

developing

such

a

scheme

of

measurement,

highlighting

the

comprehensiveness of the obligation of each state to provide for the ‘qualitative
components’ of education rights. Such qualitative components encompass elements of this
study of CE, and are returned to often within this thesis.

As for the broader idea of interpreting or approaching education rights, a number of
frameworks have been suggested by a variety of bodies and individuals. Arguably one of
the best known frameworks is that of the ‘4 A’s’ of the right to education. The 4 A’s were
interpreted from article 13 ICESCR to form the overt framework as it appears in its
accompanying general comment 13, and then given further interpretation through the work
of Katarina Tomasevski, as mentioned earlier (Tomasevski, 2006). The 4 A’s cover the
availability, accessibility, acceptability and adaptability of education, and are analysed
more fully later in this section. But there are also other frameworks. Building on the 4 A’s,
the 5-A scheme developed by the Robert F. Kennedy Memorial Center for Human Rights
adds the additional ‘A’ of ‘accountability’ of states parties to treaty documents that contain
education rights provisions (RFK Center, 2008). Another approach to education rights is
taken by UNICEF, which relied on a combination of the principles of the Dakar Framework
for Action 2002 (relating to a worldwide commitment to provide quality education for all)
and the aims of education presented in CRC to devise a three-pronged conceptual
framework of the essential aspects of a human rights-based approach to education: ‘the
right of access to education’, ‘the right to a quality education’, and ‘the right to respect in
the learning environment’ (UNICEF/UNESCO, 2007, p28). A further approach coined by
Verhellen (1993) understands education rights in terms of the right to education, rights in
education, and rights through education, and the Millennium Development Goals and
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Education for All framework also constitute frameworks for approaching education
particularly in developing countries (UNESCO/EFA, 2011).

In order to develop a framework for interpreting education rights within CE in this thesis, it
was necessary to select one from a number of frameworks for education rights. That
selected as most appropriate in this context, the 4-A framework, is explicated below.

Tomasevski’s ‘4-A scheme’
The overarching education rights framework selected as the basis of the conceptual
framework for the current research is the 4-A framework, developed considerably by
Tomasevski (2001a). Tomasevski expanded on the four essential aspects of education
expressed in general comment 13 ICESCR: availability, accessibility, acceptability and
adaptability (para.6). Tomasevski (2005; 2006) proposed that developing such a clear but
comprehensive scheme aims to provide ‘globally accepted standards’ in education, to
enable individuals to identify when human rights in education have been violated, and to
hold governments as duty-bearers to account (Tomasevski, 2004, p40).

The 4 A’s are now discussed at length, with a particular emphasis on those elements that
appear to be most salient to CE in a divided context, that is, the ‘acceptability’ and
‘adaptability’ of education. Tomasevski’s own interpretation of each term is presented
before adding relevant elements from CRC and its associated documents, and also
commentary and interpretative work from other sources.

Availability
The availability of education refers to its being free of charge and government-funded at
primary level, and that there is adequate infrastructure as well as trained teachers able to
deliver education (Right to Education Project (REP), 2008b). The obligations of
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governments in this respect are two-fold: the right to education as a civil and political right
‘requires the government to permit the establishment of educational institutions by non
state actors’; and the right to education as a social and economic right ‘requires the
government to establish them, or fund them, or use a combination of these and other
means so as to ensure that education is available’ (Tomasevski, 2001a, p13).

Accessibility

The requirement that education be accessible means that the education system should be
non-discriminatory, that is, accessible to all, and efforts must be made to include socially,
culturally, geographically and economically marginalised individuals (Friboulet, Niameogo,
Liechti, Dalbera & Meyer-Bisch, 2006; REP, 2008c), ‘Accessibility’ is defined differently for
different levels of education and governments have an obligation to ensure access to
education for all children in the compulsory education age-range (that is, primary)
(Tomasevski, 2001a; REP, 2008c).

Acceptability

The requirement that education be ‘acceptable’ can be drawn from ICESCR in addition to
other human rights documents. Relevant ICESCR provisions for education in article 13(1)
include that it should be ‘directed towards the full development of the human personality
and the sense of its dignity’, ‘strengthen the respect for human rights and fundamental
freedoms’, enable people to ‘participate effectively in a free society’, and promote inter
group ‘understanding, tolerance and friendship’.

Drawing on these provisions, general comment 13 ICESCR states that an ‘acceptable’
education requires that ‘the form and substance of education, including curricula and
teaching methods, have to be acceptable (e g. relevant, culturally appropriate and of good
quality) to students and, in appropriate cases, parents’ (para.6). Beiter (2006) proposes
that the provisions of article 29 CRC were based on article 13(1) ICESCR, and so it is not
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surprising to find that that they in many ways mirror ICESCR. For example, the ‘qualitative
dimension’ of education is highlighted in article 29 CRC and in general comment 1 CRC
(para.2-3), and mention is made of the importance of ensuring school curricula are
relevant to children’s and young people’s current and future context and needs (para.2).

In the 4-A framework, Tomasevski (2001a, p13) reiterates and expands upon the above
points, stating that education is acceptable if its content is ‘relevant, non-discriminatory
and culturally appropriate, and of quality’; and that the school is safe and the teachers are
professional (REP, 2008d). The non-discrimination aspect is outlined in the UNESCO
Convention Against Discrimination in Education, and is understood as a general principle
that applies to all IHRL (GC 13 para.30, ICESCR). The element of ‘quality’ that has been
added to the description of ‘acceptability’ in general comment 13 may be seen as a core
element of education rights (Coomans, 2007; Alexander, 2008). The acceptability of
education encompasses aspects such as the enforcement of minimum qualitative
standards, the language of instruction, the right of parents to choose the education their
children receive, accurate, neutral and fair contents of educational curricula and textbooks,
and freedom from censorship (Tomasevski, 2001a; 2005). Tomasevski (2005, p7) has
further claimed that the idea that education must be acceptable has been aided by the
‘emerging perception of children as subjects with the right to education and with rights in
education’.

Friboulet et al. (2006) have further fleshed out what it means for an education to be
‘acceptable’, claiming there are several aspects that should be observable. Firstly, values
and goals should be defined and institutional rules relating to education rights should be
clarified and respected. Secondly, a diversity of actors should be involved in policy
definition and implementation. Thirdly and finally, the overarching framework should be
one of freedom and diversity, whereby the rights of learners should be protected,
academic freedom should be guaranteed, and the relevance, openness and balance of the
school syllabi should be assured.

Beiter (2006, p494) offers a discussion of the key elements of an ‘acceptable’ education,
three of which appear particularly salient in a discussion of citizenship education in the
context of education rights obligations, and they are the following: 'that the methods of
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instruction must respect the child’s dignity, that the contents of textbooks must be
accurate, neutral and fair, and that teachers’ conduct must promote tolerance’. Neutrality
and tolerance are key terms that recur throughout this research, and are particularly
central to discussions of the findings in chapters 6-9.

Wilson (2002, p5) underlines the importance of developing curricula that are relevant to all
students, claiming that this requires that curricula are culturally appropriate and respectful
to all students, include the cultural background of all students, and that human rights
balances out the tendency of certain ethnic groups to dominate in divided societies. Such
measures, he argues, should have the effect of ‘limiting the possibilities for the
perpetuation of ethnic dominance by placing the individual at the heart of decision making'.
In the case of the divided societies of Northern Ireland and Israel, such interpretations may
arguably cover the rights of minorities and the principle of non-discrimination (reiterating
Tomasevski, 2001a, p13, above), and also the dynamics within the classroom in terms of
openness to discussion of a plurality of views

Finally, Belter (2006, p493) points to an additional issue relating to the acceptability of
education, and that is the lack of attention given to this particular aspect. He frames the
problem in the following way: ‘It is often accepted that education is inherently good.
Discussions about education thus focus on how to increase its provision and on how to
improve access thereto, and neglect the question as to the acceptability of the contents of
education’. Other educators and scholars, as outlined in chapters 2 and 3, would also point
to the seemingly popular acceptance of the ‘good’ of education, even though it could be
described as intrinsically value-laden and political (see Apple, 1993; Randall et al., 1999;
Podeh, 2000).

Adaptability
The last of the 4 A’s, the ‘adaptability’ of education, consists of the idea that, as the needs
of society change, education should adapt to these needs, be modified locally to suit
specific contexts and individual students, and to help to challenge inequalities (REP,
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2008e). The concept of adaptability in education emerges from the commitment in article
13(1) ICESCR to ‘the full development of the human personality’ and to ‘enable all persons
to participate effectively in a free society’, on the basis that each human personality is
different, and each individual and section of the community will have varying needs to be
addressed, in order that they might participate in (a changing) society. In other words, that
education will need to be adapted to their differing and changing needs, rather than the
more traditional approach of students being expected to adapt to fit the education system
(Tomasevski 2004).

Adaptability is referred to directly in general comment 13 ICESCR. It states that ‘education
has to be flexible so it can adapt to the needs of changing societies and communities and
respond to the needs of students within their diverse social and cultural settings’ and also
that ‘teaching methods should be tailored to the different needs of different children’
(para.9).

Interpreting adaptability in education, Tomasevski (2001a) underlines that it should
consider the needs of a number of different groups, including minority and indigenous
children, and particularly recognising their religious and cultural holidays (REP, 2008). In a
later work, Tomasevski (2003, p52) makes the requirement on schools even clearer, that
they should adapt to children, ‘following the yardstick of the best interests of each child in
[article 3 of] the Convention on the Rights of the Child’. Wilson (2005, p24) suggests that
taking into account aspects of adaptability and best interests means that children should
have the right to be educated in their first language in the early stages of their education;
however, schools should be ‘linguistically integrated’ in order to avoid ethno-national
segregation at school and, ultimately, in society, and therefore prepare children and young
people for life in an integrated society. Thus, here, adaptability to the needs of an
individual student, a particular (minority) community, as well as (a hopefully integrated)
society appear to be combined. As Wilson (2002) also wrote, adapting to minorities
requires is based on a vision of education as central to realising real equality, and equality
as a prerequisite of a peaceful society.

Wilson (2005) and Tomasevski (2004) also link education with employability, which
suggests that an adaptable education may be one which is modified according to the
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needs of employment of young people, for the benefit of an individual student and society
at large. This may be one way in which young people are seen to be ‘drawing profit’ from
their education; looking to case law for a moment, as the ruling in the case of Kjeldsen,
Busk Madsen and Pedersen v Denmark stated, ‘For the ‘right to education' to be effective,
it is further necessary that inter alia, the individual who is the beneficiary should have the
possibility of drawing profit from the education received’ (cited in Wilson, 2005, p29).

Other provisions of article 13 ICESCR in terms of the adaptability of education are covered
in article 29(1) CRC, given its stipulation that education should be directed to the
development of the child to her fullest potential, provide preparation for ‘responsible life’,
be ‘child-centred’ (GC 1 para.9, CRC), and recognise that the best interests of each child
may vary considerably from case to case (see also articles 3, 9, 18, 20, 21 CRC). A further
interpretation of these adaptability aspects of article 29(1) CRC is found in general
comment 1 CRC (para.9), where it is stated that pedagogy ‘should be tailored to the
different needs of different children’.

In addition to the interpretation of adaptability as flexibility to context and individuals, the
Right to Education Project (2008e) also claims that an adaptable education will help to
challenge inequalities. Although this does not appear to be explained at length in the
Project’s literature, it could be inferred that challenging inequalities is contained within an
adaptable education, given its ability to be flexible to particular changing needs, but still
allowing for ‘reconciling diverse values through dialogue and respect for difference’ (GC 1
para.4, CRC) and consequently maintaining equal, quality provision for all. More broadly,
this interpretation may be related to the fact of human rights being interlinked and
interdependent and subsequently, according to Tomasevski (2004, p7), ‘adaptability
involves safeguarding all human rights within education as well as enhancing human rights
through education’, which may include challenging inequalities.

Wilson (2005, p58) suggests that an adaptable education is one which is rights-based and
promotes ‘understanding among all ‘ethnic’ groups, as well as national, racial and religious
groups’, the inference here appearing to be that awareness of and sensitivity to students'
rights will allow educators and other students to be able to adapt their courses, methods
and behaviour to the students. This, as Friboulet et at. (2006) suggest, requires the
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commitment of learners, teachers and institutions, and the permitting of diversity within the
education system. Furthermore, it requires learning about human rights in order that these
rights might be met. As Starkey (2006, p54) has put it, ‘since a right is not a right unless
you know about it, human rights education is itself a right’.

Finally, in analysing ‘adaptability’ and indeed ‘acceptability’ in education, it is telling that no
further clarification or interpretation was able to be drawn from country reports for the two
case jurisdictions - Northern Ireland and Israel - despite the fact that one of the official
functions of the country reports system is to enhance understandings of what human rights
obligations mean (Alston, 1992; Blake, 2008). This points to a critique of the process of
interpreting IHRL, which may be found in chapter 9.

Critique ofTomasevski’s 4-A framework

As is clear from the above discussion, the 4-A framework takes as its foundation education
rights obligations enshrined in ICESCR, through general comment 13, with some
additional meaning derived from CRC and associated general comments. Verheyde (2006,
p10), in comparing CRC with ICESCR, suggests that CRC ‘does not always offer the
strongest international protection in education’ and that ICESCR ‘imposes stronger
obligations to the State Parties’. According to de Beco (2009, p9), ICESCR contains ‘the
most developed and comprehensive provisions on the right to education’. De Beco (2009,
pi 1) goes on to suggest that some of the main advantages of drawing on the 4-A scheme
are its grounding in IHRL, and its emphasis on both the quantitative and qualitative
aspects of education rights, thus ‘measuring not only the right to education but also rights
in education and rights through education’. Additionally, it has ‘proved an attractive model’
with the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, governmental delegations,
national human rights institutions, NGOs and others (Tomasevski, 2005, p227). However,
in both Northern Ireland and Israel there has been an emphasis on children’s rights in
general as reflected in CRC, particularly within schools, rather than on ICESCR (see
Lundy, 2006; Ichilov, 2008); and although such considerations of children’s and young
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people’s rights more broadly are certainly highly valuable, it is possible that CRC has
subsumed ICESCR and related documents in terms of the standards that it sets for
education. Given that the 4-A framework was derived primarily from ICESCR and
supporting literature, it is proposed that it is a more untapped source for providing meaning
to, and the opportunity for interpretation of international legal standards in education, and
therefore potentially has much to offer.

However, a major critique of the framework is the potential difficulty in understanding what
each of the 4 A's might look like in particular curricular subjects, including CE. Additionally,
as far as this researcher is aware, there is no documentary evidence that the 4 A’s as
found in the general comments and in the subsequent 4-A framework were developed with
educators’ and students’ interpretations in mind. Indeed, this is symptomatic of the broader
issue surrounding lack of stakeholder input, particularly from children and young people, in
decision-making processes relating to international law and its interpretation (see Blake,
2008). A further critique is that there is no indication that this scheme has been applied in
a systematic way in either of the case jurisdictions of Northern Ireland or Israel, and of
what these terms might mean in those divided contexts. Nevertheless, it is worth
reiterating here that ICESCR was deliberately framed in such a way that individual states
parties would have room for manoeuvre in terms of interpreting the treaty obligations in
ways that were appropriate to their own unique culture and context; hence Verheyde’s
(2006) salient point, highlighted several times in this chapter, that the content of the
obligations as interpreted by each state is likely to differ, and which difference is allowed
for in general comment 13 ICESCR (para.6). Therefore, it is proposed that the current
research - which focuses on how policy-makers, teachers and students of CE in two
context-bound, divided jurisdictions view and interpret these international obligations may offer key examples of education rights in practice, and the ability to ‘flesh out’ what
the framework might look like in reality, particularly highlighting the challenges faced in
interpretation within a contested jurisdiction.

Rather than employing the entirety of the 4-A framework, only the 2 A’s of ‘acceptable’ and
‘adaptable’ were deemed most salient to the research. This has created a provisional 2-A
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framework for approaching CE in the divided context, which is combined with the core
components typology of CE. The framework is presented below.

The 2-A Framework

Rationale for selecting 2 A’s

The rationale for selecting only the acceptability and adaptability aspects of the 4 A’s
merits further explanation. In the 4-A framework presented by Tomasevski (2001a, p12),
available’ and ‘accessible’ are described in the context of a right to education, whereas
‘acceptable’ and ‘adaptable’ are considered to be rights in education. As discussed above,
an ‘available’ education means that it must be free of charge and government-funded at
elementary level, and an ‘accessible’ education means all children should be able to
access education. Therefore, when these two terms are applied to CE it can be said that in
both jurisdictions this subject is available and accessible to all, because education in
general is free and compulsory at elementary and secondary level, and CE is compulsory
in all sectors of their divided education systems (see chapter 3, and section 1 above).
Furthermore, given that these two elements focus more on the quantitative aspects of
educational provision and access, it appears that there is less room for interpretation of
‘available’ and ‘accessible’.

In contrast, ‘acceptable’ and ’adaptable’, being more

qualitative aspects of education rights that may relate to content (rights in education) are
much more open to being interpreted differently by different stakeholders, as will be shown
in the findings of this empirical research. Therefore, it is these latter two aspects that
appear to be the most applicable to a study of education rights in the sphere of CE.
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What makes citizenship education ‘acceptable’ and ‘adaptable’?A provisional
framework

This chapter has fleshed out international obligations with regard to education rights, and
explored frameworks for understanding these rights. From these documents, two elements
of education rights were selected as most appropriate to an exploration of CE in divided
societies, and these were that education should be ‘acceptable’ and ‘adaptable’. Possible
interpretations of these terms were provided based on documentary sources earlier in this
chapter, and a provisional framework for how these terms might be interpreted in CE has
now been developed, combined with the typology of the core components of CE that are
knowledge, values, skills and participation, explicated in chapter 2. These components
cover the ‘form and substance of education, including curricula and teaching methods’
outlined as being subject to acceptability in general comment 13 ICESCR (para.6) and, it
may be suggested, adaptability. This framework is called the 2-A Framework and is
outlined below. It is important to note that this provisional framework is based on legal and
other documents alone; it is not intended to be exhaustive, but as a base on which to build
the further analysis of research participants’ responses in interviews and focus group
sessions.
Thus, an acceptable citizenship education might be summed up as one which is as
follows:

Relevant: content of school syllabi relevant to both majority and minority
students’ current social situation, able to furnish them with the skills for
participation in society, to include helping them to develop to their full potential;
Culturally appropriate: content of school syllabi appropriate to the religious,
ethnic, cultural and historico-political background and values of all students;
Of good quality: includes academic freedom, accurate, neutral and fair contents
of textbooks, professionalism and the value of tolerance promoted in teachers’
conduct;
Non-discriminatory: course syllabi and textbooks present a plurality of views
(knowledge) on contentious issues; students holding divergent views are not
discriminated against, and their expression are encouraged; this aspect of
education bolstered by knowledge of human rights provisions;
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Participation of diverse groups in course development: a means to the end of
fulfilling the above criteria.

Furthermore, an adaptable citizenship education should:

Be flexible to the needs of a changing society: awareness of multiculturalism
and need for preparation for employability;
Be flexible to the needs of a particular community: fulfilment of linguistic and
other cultural needs in education;
Be flexible to the needs of the individual student: in terms of religious, ethnic,
cultural and historico-political background and values, guided by principles of
‘best interests’ of individual student and individual needs for participation in
society, and being aware of differentiating teaching methods;
Challenge inequalities: by promoting awareness of and sensitivity to human
rights.

In addition, if knowledge, values, skills and participation are taken as the core components
of citizenship education, then each component should be equally subject to the education
rights of acceptability and adaptability. The combination of these two frameworks is
represented in the diagram below:
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■ Relevant

Knowledge

’ Culturally appropriate
■ Good quality
■ Non-discriminatory
Involves diverse groups

Values
Skills
Participation

__

changing society
* To the needs of a
particular community
• To the needs of an
individual student
Challenges inequalities

The provisional 2-A framework for education rights in citizenship education

The diagram represents the key elements of acceptability and adaptability, and their
relationship to the core components of citizenship: knowledge, values, skills and
participation. It shows that all four core components should be both acceptable and
adaptable. All elements of acceptability, found within the arrow on the left, should be
treated as equal to one another, as should all elements of adaptability, found in the arrow
on the right, and acceptability and adaptability should also be treated as equal, illustrated
by their equal contact with the four CE components in the diagram. All of these elements
should be found in the four CE components. So, for example, an acceptable CE is
envisaged as one which is relevant, and therefore the knowledge gained should be
relevant to the lives of the students, thus making it acceptable. Another example might be
that an adaptable CE is one that should be flexible to the needs of a changing society, and
so the skills that students are acquiring through their CE should also be changing as
society and its needs change.

This provisional 2-A framework for understanding and interpreting education rights in CE is
the culmination of the contextual information, analysis and discussion provided within
chapters 2 and 3. The framework formed the basis of the interview and focus group
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schedules with students, teachers and policy-makers involved in CE in Northern Ireland
and Israel, although it is important to bear in mind the iterative process that has taken
place in its development throughout the course of the entire doctoral project, and so it has
been continually modified throughout the times of reviewing literature as well as data
collection and analysis. Chapters 6-9 present a thematic analysis of the findings with this
provisional framework in mind, with a view to exploring how it might be understood in the
divided jurisdictions of Northern Ireland and Israel.

Concluding remarks
This chapter considered education rights from an international and national perspective.
What emerged was the possibility that differing interpretations may be made by and within
states parties to treaty documents concerning education rights, but that a provisional 2-A
framework for approaching education rights in citizenship education, combined with the
core components typology of citizenship education (chapter 2), may offer a conceptual
framework for this study. This has laid the foundation for the findings from this empirical
research that are related in chapters 6-9. Before the findings are considered, however, the
research methodology employed in this study is presented in chapter 5, which follows.
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CHAPTER 5
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Methodology may be described as a body of methods used in an enquiry. It can span both
the underlying understandings of the nature of the world surrounding a research problem,
and also how one might seek to engage with this problem in order to comprehend it more
clearly (Clough & Nutbrown, 2002). But the practice of research is also much more than
this. As Hammersley and Atkinson (2007, p20) have asserted: it is a ‘practical activity
requiring the exercise of judgement in context’. This chapter seeks to explain the nature of
the issue that was explored in the present study, and how exactly that exploration was
carried out, bearing in mind this ‘exercise of judgement’ in the ‘context’ of citizenship
education in Northern Ireland and in Israel.
The chapter opens with a reminder of the research problem and the research questions
that drove the study. Then an explanation is offered for the methodological framework
selected, which includes a discussion of the theoretical underpinnings of the interpretive
paradigm and the qualitative and comparative research approaches. Following this, the
data collection methods employed in this project are discussed and justified. The details of
how the research participants were selected and how access was achieved are then
provided, followed by a description of how the data that was collected was analysed. The
final two sections focus on additional considerations of validity, reliability and reflexivity,
and also a brief overview of ethical considerations attended to in this thesis. Some
concluding remarks bring this chapter to a close.
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Research problem and research questions
The research problem addressed in this study has already been articulated in chapter 1,
and therefore is not discussed at length here. It suffices to summarise the problem as one
which has at its heart the contested role of education and the difficulty of delivering a
common citizenship education programme to a diverse group in a divided society. With
this problem in mind, the potential of a ‘universal’ framework for education rights is
explored, as seen in the following over-arching research question:
How

does

citizenship

education

in

Northern

Ireland

and

Israel

reflect

understandings of education rights, particularly the international human rights
obligations that education be ‘acceptable’ and ‘adaptable’?
In order to fully address this question, the following subsidiary issues are considered:
How are the obligations that education be ‘acceptable’ and ‘adaptable’ reflected in
policy and curriculum documents in Northern Ireland and Israel?

How do key stakeholders (students, teachers and policy-makers) of citizenship
education in Northern Ireland and Israel interpret ‘acceptable’ and ‘adaptable’
within citizenship education, and how is this reflected in practice?
A combination of how this study addressed these research questions, both theoretically
and practically, and additional issues that had to be taken into consideration, constitutes
the primary focus of the remainder of this chapter.

Methodology
With the above research questions in mind, it is acknowledged that care must be taken
over selecting one’s research paradigm and approach, informed by the nature of the
research problem. These paradigmatic issues are discussed below, with justifications
provided for the methodological choices made.
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The interpretive research paradigm

Given that ‘[s]truggles with the concept of reality are as old as humankind’ (Lincoln &
Guba, 1985, p70), there are a number of different epistemologies and therefore research
paradigms that have developed and are available to the researcher, different ‘sets of
beliefs’ about reality (Guba & Lincoln, 1989, p80) from which an individual may select in
order to frame their research. The two well-known and contrasting views to be discussed
here are the normative research paradigm, associated with positivism, and the interpretive
research paradigm, described as anti-positivist or hermeneutical (relating to interpretation).
The positivist (normative) researcher believes that there is a reality ‘out there’ in the world
that exists whether or not it is observed, and that everything is rational and may be
understood, given sufficient careful research (Bassey, 1999; Cohen, Manion & Morrison,
2007). In contrast, the interpretive research paradigm, popularised by Geertz (1973),
operates on the assumption that a set reality that is independent from people does not
exist, as reality is a construct of the human mind. Thus, the central endeavour of research
in this case is ‘to understand the subjective world of human experience’ (Cohen et al.,
2007, p21).
Linked to interpretivism is the process of social constructivism, an ontology that Guba and
Lincoln (1989, p143) explain in the following way, with a person described as a
‘constructor’ and their perception of the world as a ‘construction’:
Constructions come about through the interaction of a constructor with information,
contexts, settings, situations, and other constructors [...] using a process that is
rooted in the previous experience, belief systems, values, fears, prejudices, hopes,
disappointments, and achievements of the constructor.
Given that each individual experiences a different mix of information, contexts, beliefs, and
so on, although some people may perceive the world in similar ways, they are not
necessarily the same ways as those of others, and so there co-exists a variety of
understandings of reality which are in ‘a constant state of revision’ (Bryman, 2012, p33).
As Guba and Lincoln (1989, p144) propose, there are ‘as many constructions as there are
constructors’.
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The present research emphasises reflections and interpretations of human rights
obligations within CE policy, curricula and practice, and the plurality of these among key
stakeholders: students and teachers of CE and members of the CE policy network in the
two divided jurisdictions of Northern Ireland and Israel. The research recognises the
uniqueness of the perspective of each of these participants, developed from their varying
social backgrounds, ages, positions of power, their interactions with the world and their
own constructions of reality. For example, it was not taken for granted that a Catholic
student would view their rights in their CE classes in the same way as their Protestant
peer, nor that the meaning of education rights through students’ interaction with each other
would be constructed in the same way; similarly, it was not assumed that a Jewish teacher
would regard minority group representation in educational decision-making with the same
esteem as would a Palestinian teacher; and in the same way again, it was not assumed
that a policy-maker in either jurisdiction would highlight the importance of dealing with
difference in the classroom to the same extent as a student, or to the same extent as their
counterpart in the other jurisdiction. Thanks to the freedom within the interpretive paradigm
that assumes emergent, multiple realities, allows for indeterminacy, treats truth as
‘provisional’, and social life as ‘processual’ (Charmaz, 2006, pp126-127), the interpretive
research paradigm appeared to provide the most appropriate ‘set of beliefs’ that offered
‘touchstones’ (Cuba & Lincoln, 1989, p80) to guide the research.

Within the interpretive research paradigm it is common to take a qualitative approach to
data collection, and so it is to this approach that attention now turns.

The qualitative research approach
The qualitative approach to research is highly popular within the interpretive paradigm, as
qualitative researchers are said to ‘stress the socially constructed nature of reality, the
intimate relationship between the researcher and what is studied, and the situational
constraints that shape inquiry’

(Denzin

&

Lincoln,

1994,

p10),

all features of

interpretivism/social constructivism. The qualitative researcher must be highly sensitive
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and insightful (Corbin and Strauss, 2008), able to analyse data ‘using multiple levels of
abstraction’ (Cresswell, 1998, p22), and often view the relationship between theory and
research as inductive, 'whereby the former is generated from the latter’ (Bryman, 2008,
p366). Such research is also characterised by a concern for the individual's subjective
experience (Cohen et al., 2007, p21) and requires a flexible approach to data collection
(Lincoln & Cuba, 1985).
A qualitative approach was deemed most fitting for the current research project for a
number of reasons. Firstly, given that this study incorporated two divided jurisdictions and
a range of stakeholders (students, teachers and policy-makers), the complexity and
sensitivity of the issues being explored lent themselves to the qualitative approach in terms
of the rapport required between researcher and participants for such interactions to be
conducted sensitively and effectively. This mirrors Donnelly and Hughes’ (2006)
methodological rationale in their cross-jurisdiction research on integrated schooling in Ml
and Israel. Secondly, the flexibility of the qualitative approach provided much scope for the
research participants to drive the direction of the research, opening up issues that the
researcher had not yet considered, and for the researcher to develop theory drawing on
‘sensitive insights’ (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, p251) gained through the researcher's
interaction with the research participants. Thirdly, and relatedly, this flexibility allowed the
comparative aspect of the research to be maximised, whereby issues that were raised in
one jurisdiction were able to be explored in the other jurisdiction, highlighting areas of
analysis that had previously not been considered. Fourthly and finally, given that
interpretations of education rights in CE are underexplored, and that no comparative study
has been carried out on CE in Northern Ireland and Israel, this research drew on Strauss
and Corbin’s (1990) claims relating to the potential of qualitative approaches to aid in
exploring such areas that have yet to receive concentrated attention in terms of research.
Novel theoretical insights with regard to the interpretation of education rights in CE and
understandings of international interpretative frameworks were therefore developed
inductively from the data, although, of course, pre-existing knowledge was not dispensed
with, but rather an iterative process between theory and data was able to take place.
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Now that the research paradigm and the subsequent approach taken to research and
developing theory have been discussed at length, the rationale for taking a comparative
approach to research is explained below.

The comparative approach
Comparative education research is one of the oldest specialisations in research on
education, and interest in the area has seen something of an upsurge since the 1990s
(Crossley & Broadfoot, 1992; Watson, 1999; Crossley, 2000). The rationale for comparing
the two divided jurisdictions of Northern Ireland and Israel was explained in chapter 1.
Therefore this section looks briefly at the reasons for carrying out comparative education
research more generally.
Reflecting Michael Sadler’s landmark speech in 1900 (see Higginson, 1979), Postlethwaite
(1988) claims that comparing education in different societies has the potential to deepen
one’s understanding of one’s own jurisdiction’s education and society, and suggests that it
may therefore benefit policy-makers, administrators, and teachers in training. Additionally,
Crossley and Broadfoot (1992, p106) assert that comparing education systems, processes
and outcomes can aid in solving ‘identified problems and/or in the future development of
educational policy and practice’. Noah (1984) further considers that comparative education
may promote understanding of the connections between education and society, and
Bryman (2012, p74) indicates that comparing the findings from social science projects in
general in different jurisdictions acts as a reminder that such findings are ‘often, if not
invariably, culturally specific’.
Drawing on these claims, it is posited that the comparative aspect of this research allowed
for the following: deeper understanding of aspects of CE and education rights within both
jurisdictions, particularly as understood within the three keys themes of minority group
representation, dealing with difference, and preparation for life, that has the potential to
inform students, teachers and policy-makers if correctly disseminated; this may in turn aid
in the development of policy and practice in CE and also the development of the
interpretative process within human rights law; deeper understanding of the contextual and
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structural influences on interpretations of education rights in CE; and greater appreciation
of the culturally specific nature of these interpretations, simultaneously offering a greater
opportunity for shared understandings (see Crossley & Watson, 2003). Finally, and again
mirroring Donnelly and Hughes’ (2006, pp500-501) rationale for comparing Northern
Ireland and Israel, it is similarly claimed that ‘it provided for the investigation of a similar
education system (to that in Northern Ireland) but in a different cultural and political
context’, thus illuminating understanding of citizenship education in the researcher’s
‘starting point’ of Northern Ireland. An example of the final point relates to discussions of
the common curriculum within the framework of minority group representation. The issue
of the common curriculum was suggested as being of central importance in the case of
Israel due to perceived lack of representation of the Palestinian narrative within the
curriculum; but in Northern Ireland the common curriculum issue was not mentioned
without prompting. Thus, research in Israel prompted the researcher to raise the issue in
subsequent interviews in Northern Ireland, revealing a significant comparison in terms of
trust in educational governance that might not otherwise have arisen if the Northern
Ireland case had been taken alone. However, it must also be remembered that comparing
different jurisdictions entails challenges in addition to opportunities, not least the language
barrier and achieving inter-jurisdiction equivalence, and so such considerations had to be
taken into account when data was being interpreted (Jowell, 1998).

With the broad ontological and epistemological underpinnings of this research having been
considered, it is now apt to turn to details of how this study was carried out in practice
through the selection of data collection methods with particular research participants.

Data collection methods
Any single data collection method may be described as limited, but more effective when
combined with others (Nachmias & Nachmias, 1987). In the interests of data triangulation
- the use of several different methods of data collection in order to increase validity and
reliability - and in consideration of the appropriateness of specific methods to particular
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age groups, a number of methods of data collection were employed in this study. These
were documentary data collection, semi-structured interviews and focus groups, which are
discussed below.

Documentary data

The first method of data collection in this study involved the gathering of documentary
data. Firstly, academic literature and policy and curriculum documents relating to the
development of CE, globally and in the contexts of Nl and of Israel, were explored, which
also involved a study of the core components of CE, organised within a typology of
knowledge, values, skills and participation (see chapter 2). Secondly, education rights as
they appear in international law were considered, focussing in particular on article 13 of
the International Convention on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), and
subsequent interpretations that education must be, among other elements, 'acceptable'
and ‘adaptable’ (general comment 13 ICESCR; Tomasevski, 2001, p13ff). Subsequently, a
framework for considering the ‘acceptability’ and ‘adaptability’ of CE was drawn up which
took account not only of the obligations enshrined in ICESCR and the UN Convention on
the Rights of the Child (CRC) and their interpretations found in ‘general comments’, and
the 4-A framework of which they are part, but also of other interpretations provided by
legal and human rights scholars (see chapter 4). The core component typology of CE was
then combined with ‘acceptability’ and ‘adaptability’ to form the provisional 2-A framework
for education rights in CE. Finally, during data collection, documentary data was also
collected on the schools and the surrounding areas from which the teacher and student
participants came.

Semi-structured interviews

Vygotsky (cited in Riber & Carton, 1987, pp236-237) claims that ‘[e]very word that people
use in telling their stories is a microcosm of their consciousness’. Similarly, Heron (1981,
p20) proposes that the ‘generation and use of language is the original, archetypal form of
human inquiry’. Interviewing, then, concludes Seidman (1998), is a basic mode of
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research. The interview format was selected as the best way to collect data from members
of the CE policy network (policy-makers) and teachers in this research as, according to
King (1994), this approach can be of use where a study focuses on what particular
phenomena mean to interviewees. Furthermore, a specifically semi-structured interview is
one which has a given agenda but open-ended questions (Cohen et al.t 2007) and this
flexibility means that the researcher’s line of enquiry may be modified, the order of
questions may be changed, interesting comments may be followed up, and the access to
non-verbal cues may aid in understanding the verbal responses (Robson, 2002).
According to Bell (1987), this semi-structured format allows the interviewee freedom to
express what is of central importance to them rather than to the interviewer, but at the
same time means that the topics that are of central significance to the study are covered.
Therefore this type of interview was selected as most appropriate to the current study for
teachers and policy-makers, as it focussed on the subjective understandings of individuals.
The interview topics included participants' experience of CE, important topics in CE,
perceived purposes of CE, understandings of citizenship, understandings of education
rights, and interpretations of each element of the 2-A framework (see appendix 2 for
interview and focus group schedules).
As for the practicalities of interviewing, the first round was conducted with CE policy- in Nl
and in Israel, and included a small number of key informant interviews which enabled the
researcher to clarify salient issues to be addressed in the interviews. Each policy-maker
interview lasted 45-105 minutes. The second round of interviews was conducted with
teachers involved in the delivery and/or coordination of CE in each jurisdiction, from a
variety of post-primary schools in Nl and Israel, and again a small number of key informant
interviews were also conducted. Each teacher interview lasted 45-90 minutes. Given the
demanding schedules of interviewees, the time limit of one hour was suggested;
interviewees were offered the choice of extending the interview, but some had less time.
The interviews took place in the offices of the appropriate policy-makers, as these were
judged to be the most convenient and comfortable locations for the participants. As for
teachers of CE, they were interviewed at a location chosen by them (school staffroom or
unoccupied classroom). Prior permission was received from the interviewees to audio
record the sessions and there were no objections. Details relating to the selection of
participants follow later in this chapter.
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Focus groups

A focus group is a group interview on a particular topic (Robson, 2002). The focus group
was chosen as the most appropriate method of data collection among students of CE in Nl
and Israel rather than the individual interview format, as face-to-face individual interviews
can be intimidating (Cohen et al., 2007), and it may be more advantageous for the
researcher to meet with small groups of young people to mitigate against the risk of the
researcher-student power differential inhibiting conversation (Eder & Fingerson, 2003).
Furthermore, in a focus group, the interaction and dynamics within the groups that is
observable may offer access to insights that would otherwise not have been possible
(Morgan, 1988) and permits observation of within-group joint construction of meaning
(Bryman, 2008). Thus described, the focus group method lent itself, it is asserted here, to
enabling the sometimes differing views of the participants to emerge (see chapters 6-8 for
examples) and the agenda of the participants rather than that of the researcher to
predominate to a greater extent, producing a more inductive style of research.
Nevertheless, the broad areas discussed in the focus groups were similar to those in the
interviews (see appendix 2).
Each focus group consisted only of members of their own school type, for example, allCatholic school students, all-Jewish school students, and this choice of homogenous (as
opposed to heterogeneous) groups was made because the issues relating to citizenship
and human rights discussed during the sessions were deemed culturally sensitive and
potentially possessing different meanings for different ethno-national groups. Therefore, a
homogenous group provided a ‘safe space’ for the exchange of ideas and experiences
(Brown,

1999,

p115).

Furthermore,

research was not able to be conducted in

integrated/binational schools, and so access to heterogeneous groups was not available
(see below). Participants within any particular group were also peers in their CE class, and
so, it was observed, had a certain level of familiarity and friendship with one another.
As for the practical details of running the focus group sessions, bearing in mind both
Morgan’s (1988) suggestion that the focus group should comprise between four and
twelve members, and also Flitchcock and Ftughes’ (1995, p161) preference for ‘friendship
groupings’ of up to six members, the optimum size of six was selected, although in reality
the focus groups in this research varied from four to eight members, influenced by the
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number of students willing and/or able to participate. Each session lasted 60-90 minutes,
in accordance with Robson’s (2002) suggestion that a focus group should typically last for
at least an hour, but also the desire to fit in with each school’s timetable. The sessions
took place within a classroom or library in the students’ own school building, heeding
Connolly’s (2003) warning that participating in research in an unfamiliar environment may
be intimidating for children and young people. The sessions were audio recorded, with the
permission of all participants and their parents/guardians.
It is acknowledged from the outset that there were certain drawbacks involved in
employing the focus group research method, including that the group dynamic lead to non
participation from a number of the group (Cohen et al., 2007), the possibility that there was
pressure on individual students to take on the perspective of their peers (Arnett, 2001),
and the potential that the researcher-student or even student-student power differential
influenced student responses (Mahon, Glendinning, Clarke & Craig, 1996). Proposed
evidence of instances where this appeared to be the case is discussed on an individual,
case-by-case basis in the findings of this thesis (chapters 6-8). Furthermore, in terms of
confidentiality the focus group sessions had an added level of complexity in that each
focus group member was not necessarily bound by the same ethical considerations as the
researcher. Thus, although a ‘charter’, a set of guidelines for the group discussion, was
elicited from the focus group members wherever possible, and assurance of confidentiality
on the part of the researcher towards the participants was made, each member was made
aware that ultimately confidentiality via their fellow focus group participants could not be
fully guaranteed.

With the data collection methods of the research described, the next area that must
receive attention is that of how the researcher made decisions regarding which research
participants to select and how access was gained to participants
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Research participants
The selection of research participants and approaches to gaining access to them needed
to be considered in this study, and are discussed below.

Selection

There is a wide range of techniques for selecting research participants available to the
researcher. Popular in qualitative studies, purposive nonprobability sampling was selected
as the most appropriate for this project, as it allows groups to be selected by the
researcher in a subjective way (Nachmias & Nachmias, 1987) which is ‘guided by time and
resources’ (Silverman, 2010, p333).
There were three broad groups of participants in both Northern Ireland and Israel: CE
policy-makers, post-primary school teachers of CE, and post-primary school students of
CE, aged 14-17 years. These three broad groupings were selected as participants as they
each were deemed to be key to CE policy development, teaching and learning, with each
having a distinct role within the ‘transposition’ of a curriculum from policy intention to
curricular reception (see McGowan, 2008). This also means that they each have a role in
effecting or receiving education rights, and so are key to understanding how education
rights are interpreted in CE.
Farquharson (2005, p346) describes the first category - policy-makers - as members of
policy networks, which are ‘groups of connected individuals or institutions who have the
capacity to influence (e g. initiate, develop, block) policy in a given field’. In order to
ascertain which network members were the most influential, Farquharson’s (2005) criteria
were considered, that is, those individuals who did one or more of the following: shape
ideas about government policy; initiate policy proposals; substantially change or veto
others’ proposals; or substantially affect the implementation of policy. These key members
were identified through the recurrence of their names in policy and curriculum documents
and academic journals, Internet searches on educational authority websites, and through
the ‘snowballing approach’ (Bryman, 2008, p184) of eliciting suggestions of interviewees
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from those being interviewed. In total, twelve policy-makers were interviewed, six in Nl and
six in Israel. In Nl, there were four female and two male participants, with only three who
disclosed their religious identity - one Catholic and two Protestants (religious or ethnonational identity is a sensitive issue in Northern Ireland - see chapter 7 on the ‘culture of
politeness’). Participants varied in age from approximately late 30s to early 60s, and also
varied in number of years of involvement in citizenship education, with some no longer
involved and others still working in the field. In Israel there were four male and two female
participants; four were Jewish, two were Palestinian, with all self-identifying as either
Jewish or Palestinian. Their ages varied from early 40s to late 50s, and length and level of
current involvement in citizenship education varied. All interviews were conducted in
English, which generally did not appear to pose significant problems in comprehension,
although an online bilingual dictionary was used on occasion by one participant to clarify
meaning

It is therefore acknowledged that the ‘language barrier’ may have had an

influence on the data that was collected.
The second and third categories - teachers and students of CE - were selected from
within a number of schools in each jurisdiction, the schools themselves having been
sampled according to four criteria, level of state funding of school, academic selection
criteria for entrance, geographical location of the school, and the dominant ethno-national
identity.
As regards the first condition, all schools selected in both Nl and Israel were state-funded.
The only exception was the bilingual school in Israel, which only receives partial financial
support from the Israeli Ministry of Education, but which follows the same curriculum as
other state-funded schools. The interview was conducted in the binational school in order
to offer a perspective on CE that potentially differed from that conducted in mono
religious/ethnic schools. The choice of broadly state-funded schools was made in order to
ensure all participating schools were operating similarly within the parameters of the
statutory curriculum and other state directives.
Secondly, all schools were intended to be non-selective in terms of the academic ability of
their entrants. However, given the insufficiency of teachers willing to be interviewed in the
selected schools, two teachers from Catholic Maintained ‘grammar’ schools (selective
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schools) were also interviewed, and the Jewish non-religious school was partially
selective. This is a particularly salient feature in Nl, given that a significant minority of post
primary schools select their new entrants by means of academic testing. Furthermore,
research has shown that students in non-selective schools in Nl tend to be from less
socio-economically secure segments of society (NICCY, 2008); this is also the case in
Israel, given that semi-private, selective schools are partially fee-paying (Okun &
Friedlander, 2005). This is a bias that was recognised at the outset and is mentioned
where appropriate in the findings chapters.
As for the third criteria, all schools selected, apart from the Arab schools, were from large
urban areas. These areas were chosen following previous research (most recently by the
‘Conflict in Cities’ project) that regards divided cities in particular as ‘key sites in territorial
conflicts over state and national identities, cultures and borders’ (Pullan, 2011, p2).
Therefore they require particular attention, it is argued here, in the field of curricular
initiatives that aim to explore such issues. In Nl, all schools involved in this research were
found in a residentially divided urban area that is subject to socio-economic deprivation
and sectarian conflict. In Israel, given the ethnically highly segregated nature of urban
areas, it was not possible to only select schools in one particular area, and so the schools
selected were in different urban areas, with the Arab school in a more socio-economically
deprived area than the Jewish school.
Finally, with regard to the fourth consideration in selecting schools - dominant ethnonational identity - a range of schools was selected in order to reflect the principal minority
and majority groups within both jurisdictions. In Nl, two post-primary schools were selected
for the focus groups - one Catholic Maintained and one Controlled (de facto Protestant) covering the two main state-funded school sectors in Nl, and teachers came from two
additional Catholic Maintained schools (see chapter 3 for an explanation of school types).
In Israel, two post-primary schools that use the Israeli state curriculum were selected for
the focus groups: one Arab and one non-religious Jewish. This accounted for two of the
principal state school types in the country. Again, for the teacher interviews, an additional
two Jewish schools, two Arab schools and one binational school were selected
purposively.
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Returning to the broader participant groups, the second group, that is, teachers of CE, in
Nl there were seven teachers interviewed, although only six interviews were included in
the data set as the additional interviewee was not a Citizenship teacher but had been
suggested by the coordinating teacher as a teacher working in an area related to
Citizenship. Four of the selected teachers were female and two were male, ranging in age
from early 30s to early 50s, and their length of experience of teaching Citizenship varied.
In terms of their ethno-national identity, all three teachers from the Catholic school were
from a Catholic background, and all three teachers from the Protestant school were from a
Protestant background. In Israel, fourteen teacher interviews were carried out, although
only ten were included in the data set for analysis as the remaining four interviews were
either not sufficiently long to address the most important aspects of CE and education
rights, or it was discovered on arrival at the interview location that the interviewee taught at
a school that was not using the Israeli state curriculum. Of those interviewees included, six
taught at a non-religious Jewish school, three at a Palestinian school and one at a bilingual
school. Four were female and six were male. As explained above, teachers from schools
in addition to those where the student participants studied were approached, due to
difficulties in recruiting teachers for this study. Furthermore, it had been intended to
interview teachers from an integrated/binational school in each jurisdiction, but recruitment
proved difficult In the Northern Ireland case, this may have been due to the schools that
were contacted for this research being ‘over-researched’ and therefore unwilling to receive
‘yet another’ researcher; but equally it may also be due to the relative lack of status given
to Citizenship, the low level of teacher training in the subject, and therefore insufficient
teacher and school confidence to allow a researcher to explore how the subject is
delivered and received (see Niens et al., 2013). In Israel, this challenge was more due to
the fact that there are very few binational schools, and again they may be regarded as
‘over-researched’ from their point of view. In the Jewish schools, all teachers interviewed
were Jewish, in the Arab schools all participants were Palestinian, and in the bilingual
school, the one teacher was Palestinian. All interviews were conducted in English and no
serious issues of misunderstanding appeared to arise, although the ‘language barrier'
again is acknowledged as potentially influential. Additionally, two key informant interviews
were conducted, one with a Citizenship teacher from a different school in Nl, and the other
with a former teacher working for an educational NGO in Israel. These interviews were not
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included within the data set, but rather were used as an aid in sensing out the salient
issues for policy-makers and teachers.
As for the focus groups with students, five focus groups were conducted, although one
was not included in the data set as insufficient time was allocated to the session and so
the main themes relating to this study were unable to be fully addressed. Therefore, one
focus group from each of the following schools was included: Catholic, Protestant, Jewish
and Palestinian. In terms of gender, in Nl, one of the focus groups was made up entirely of
girls and one group was all boys, reflecting the single-sex aspect of the majority of the
schools in the area. In Israel, the focus group in the Jewish school consisted of one female
and three male participants, and in the Palestinian school, three male and five female
students. Similar to teachers, it had been intended to include focus groups from
integrated/binational schools. However, access was unobtainable.

Northern Ireland

Students

Teachers

Policy-makers

2 focus groups of 6
students
-1 Catholic
- 1 Protestant

6 interviews
-3 Catholic
(3 schools)
-3 Protestant
(1 school)

6 interviews:
-1 Catholic
- 2 Protestant
- 3 unknown

Israel

2 focus groups of 4
or 8 students
-1 Jewish
-1 Palestinian

10 interviews:
- 6 Jewish
(3 schools)
- 3 Palestinian
(3 schools)
- 1 Palestinian
(binational school)

6 interviews:
- 4 Jewish
- 2 Palestinian

Total participants in
each stakeholder
group

24

16

12

The dataset of research participants
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A number of further decisions had to be made regarding which students to invite to
participate in the focus group sessions. The age range of 14-17 years was selected as
this covered the stages when CE is compulsory in both jurisdictions. In Nl, pupils in Year
11 (age 14-15 years) were selected as the most appropriate for focus group participation
for a number of reasons. By Year 11, pupils in Nl will have been studying the statutory
requirements of CE at secondary level for 3-4 years. It was deemed appropriate to select
pupils at this age in order to conduct a focus group based, as far as was possible, upon
reflection on what they had learned in their statutory CE. However, it should be noted that
all students involved were also now studying towards a GCSE qualification that includes
CE, and whose curriculum varies, to some extent, from the statutory requirements. Thus
the 'examination effect’ may have been at play in influencing the focus of the discussions
with pupils (see chapter 8 on preparation for exam success).
In Israel, 10th and 11th grade (age 15-17 years) students were selected as these are the
first years that pupils begin to study the compulsory curriculum for Civics that will lead to
their bagrut (matriculation). This age was selected in order to be at a similar level to the Nl
participants, whose criteria for selection were considered first, due to the geographical
constraints of the researcher (periods of time allocated to data collection in Israel were
necessarily limited) and the limits of the school term times.
All focus group sessions were conducted in English and although it is acknowledged that
the fact that the students were communicating in a language that was not their first
language may have influenced the findings, the level of fluency in English was found to be
high. Furthermore, the researcher, having spent several extended periods living in
Jerusalem and having invested in learning both Arabic and Hebrew, had attained a certain
level of competence in both languages. Therefore, at times she was able to understand
what the students were saying when they were trying to find the translation into English of
a word in their first language, and was able, it is suggested, to interpret culture-specific
behaviours with a greater level of accuracy. The decision was taken to conduct the
sessions in English, rather than in Arabic/Hebrew with the assistance of an interpreter, as
it was felt that the presence of another adult might have made the young participants more
nervous and reluctant to speak. However, the information booklets offered to the focus
group participants and their parents/guardians before consenting to participation in the
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research included translations into Arabic and Hebrew, as appropriate, in order to ensure
fully informed consent.

The selection of participants cannot be successful without consideration of important
issues relating to access. Therefore, it is to this subject that attention now turns.

Access

Accessing students, teachers and policy-makers was a complex process, particularly as
there were significant gatekeepers, the researcher was deemed an ‘outsider’ on a number
of levels, and the researcher wished to discuss the sensitive and contested areas that are
connected with CE and human rights in divided societies. Therefore, it was not possible to
gain access to all potential participants.
In terms of accessing members of the CE policy network, potential interviewees were
contacted by email either directly to themselves or via their organisation, and then, if
necessary, followed up by a telephone call. With regard to teachers and students, in Nl,
the process of selection began by obtaining lists of state-funded, non-selective post
primary schools in urban areas from the appropriate websites for local educational
authorities Then the principals or vice-principals of a range of schools were emailed to
request teacher and student participants, sometimes a number of times. When there was a
shortfall of positive responses, the researcher drew upon her academic advisors’ contacts.
With specific regard to recruiting student research participants, their Citizenship teachers,
who had been approached and had consented to be interviewed, were then requested to
ask their students if they would be willing to participate in a focus group. Teachers then
helped to identify a group of students that would be considered to be a loose friendship
group and who the teacher believed would enjoy such an opportunity and have some ease
with communication. It is surmised that this increased participation among students as

109

trust already had been built up between teachers and the researcher, although there was
the risk that the teacher selected their ‘best’ pupils.
In Israel, a list of state-funded non-religious Jewish post-primary schools in the appropriate
municipalities was obtained from local authority websites, and a number were selected
based on advice from experienced researchers regarding potential ease of access and
contacts already established within them. In terms of Arab schools, Arab educational
authorities were contacted and a request for teacher contacts was granted. There was
also a formal process of obtaining permission from the Ministry of Education to conduct
research in all schools in Israel that was completed prior to contact with schools, that
included filling out documentation in Hebrew and providing translations of the information
booklets and consent forms into Hebrew. Once permission was granted, Civics teachers in
the selected schools were contacted via email and/or telephone to request their
participation and that of their students, and the snowball technique was applied insofar as
the participating teachers were requested to suggest other teachers who might be
interested in participating in the study. When there was a shortfall of participants, contacts
of the researcher’s advisors and peers were also drawn on. As in Nl, once CE teachers
had agreed to participate, then they were requested to ask their students to take part as
well.

Once the data had been collected, the next task faced by this researcher was analysing
and interpreting the data. These two processes in relation to the present research are
detailed below.

The thematic approach to analysis

Data analysis, Hitchcock and Hughes (1995, p295) suggest, refers to ‘the ways in which
the researcher moves from a description of what is the case to an explanation of why what
is the case is the case’. Although the interplay between the collection of data on the one
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hand, and the analysis and interpretation of data on the other, was an iterative and
mutually-informing process in the present research, the bulk of the analysis and
interpretation occurred after most of the documentary data had been collected and the
interviews and focus groups had taken place.
Before data collection with participants began, documentary data on CE and education
rights was analysed, potentially salient issues were identified, and the provisional 2-A
analytical framework developed (see chapters 2 and 4). Once interviews and focus groups
had taken place, all spoken text and significant non-verbal and spatial signs from the
interviews and focus groups conducted were transcribed and anonymised. The data from
both the interviews and focus groups were then analysed according to the thematic
approach, which relied on the researcher’s interpretation of meaning in the data (Robson,
2002). Drawing on Braun and Clarke’s (2006) approach, data analysis began with
familiarisation with the entire data set and the generation of initial codes. Subsequently, a
number of main themes emerged from the data - minority group representation, dealing
with difference, and preparation for life - which related to the research questions, thus
aiding in identifying various concepts and categories. Focused coding was then carried out
which involved ‘exploring the codes and examining relationships between codes and
comparing them with pre-existing literature and theory’ (Dickson-Swift, James, Kippen &
Liamputtong, 2007, p330), to include exploration of the findings within the 2-A framework
for education rights. MAXQDA qualitative data analysis software was used throughout in
order to manage and organise the data. Finally, the data was reported in the present
thesis, with an emphasis on ‘thick description’ (Geertz, 1973, p3) in order to provide indepth analysis of particular themes and cases. In the reporting stage, Donnelly and
Hughes’ (2006) lead was followed in trying to eliminate all identifiers in terms of personal,
professional and school identity, in line with the best interests of participants.
Data collection and analysis are two not entirely separate processes; rather, they often
work concurrently (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Corbin and Strauss (2008, p33) emphasise
the importance of the researcher in the data analysis and interpretation processes,
because, despite the desire to be objective, ‘our backgrounds and past experiences
provide the mental capacity to respond to and receive the messages contained in data’.
Dey (1993, p63) sums it up as follows: ‘there is a difference between an open mind and an
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empty head. To analyze data researchers draw upon accumulated knowledge. They don’t
dispense with it’. Given that much background knowledge was acquired that related to the
concepts and contexts of CE and education rights within the two case jurisdictions, the
interaction of this knowledge held by the researcher and the interpretations of the research
participants was inevitable.
Just as data collection and analysis occur in tandem, so also do interpretation of data and
the development of theory from it. Denzin and Lincoln (1998, p322) define interpretation as
‘a productive process that sets forth the multiple meanings of an event, object, experience,
or test ... [that] brings out, and refines, as when butter is clarified, the meanings that can
be sifted from a text, an object, or slice of experience’. Corbin and Strauss (2008, p49)
describe researchers as ‘translators of other persons’ words and actions’, and Glaser and
Strauss (1999) suggest that a researcher’s sensitive insights lie at the heart of theory
building. Thus, in the present research project, while seeking to understand the
interpretations of the research participants regarding education rights as they relate to the
citizenship curricula of their own jurisdiction, theory was allowed to emerge on the contextand person-specific conceptions of these terms, and how that reflected back on the
process of interpreting human rights law in general. Furthermore, after Eisenhardt (1989),
it is proposed that comparing two different jurisdictions aided in building theory from the
current research; to use Bryman’s (2012, p75) turn of phrase, the ‘distinguishing
characteristics’ of the two case jurisdictions acted ‘as a springboard for theoretical
reflections about contrasting findings’.

Having explained the theoretical underpinnings of the current research, and the
subsequent approach that was taken within it, some questions still remain relating to how
the quality and authenticity of the present work can be assured. Thus, it is at this stage
that attention turns to the concepts of validity, reliability and reflexivity.
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Validity, reliability and reflexivity
Validity may be defined in qualitative studies as ‘truth’, which is interpreted as ‘the extent
to which an account accurately represents the social phenomena to which it refers’
(Hammersley, 1990, p57), or similarly, as ‘credibility’ - the extent to which the findings are
believable (Lincoln & Guba, 1983, p300). Although it may be suggested that validity is the
most important element in research, proving validity can pose a considerable challenge to
the researcher (Robson, 2002).
An element that goes in tandem with validity in research is reliability. Bryman (2008, p31)
describes reliability as being ‘concerned with the question of whether the results of a study
are repeatable’, and Hammersley (1990, p67), as referring to ‘the degree of consistency
with which instances are assigned to the same category by different observers or by the
same observer on different occasions’. Within specifically qualitative research the
relevance of the concept of ‘reliability’, as with validity, is disputed, as replication cannot be
achieved ‘because human behavior is never static’ (LeCompte & Goetz, 1982, p35), and
also due to the central role of the individual researcher in interpreting the data. Therefore,
Lincoln and Guba (1985, p316) suggest that it should be substituted with ‘dependability’,
further maintaining that ‘[s]ince there can be no validity without reliability, a demonstration
of the former [validity] is sufficient to establish the latter [reliability]’.
This study took the concepts of validity and, to a lesser extent, reliability into consideration
through the use of several strategies. Triangulation - the use of multiple sources of data was a strategy adopted to obtain a level of accuracy and alternative explanations (Stake,
1995). With this in mind, in order to enhance the rigour of the investigation, multiple
methods of gathering data (documentary data, semi-structured interviews and focus group
sessions) were employed. Additionally, multiple, independent pieces of information relating
to the two areas of CE and education rights, including the previously reported
understandings of key stakeholders, and those collected by the researcher, were taken
into account in order to gain a better grasp of the relationship between the two fields of CE
and education rights. ‘Face validity’ in reporting the data was also effected through the
widespread use of quotations from research participants (see Guest, MacQueen & Namey,
2012, p95).
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Attaining interpretive validity was also an aim of this study, and so time was spent in
consultation with peer researchers who had carried out qualitative research in similar
areas within CE and within human rights law, in order to obtain a check on the theoretical
insights that the principal researcher sensed were emerging from the data. In this respect,
it is viewed as advantageous that those who supervised the project were from two
separate academic disciplines (education and law), and from two different cultural and
linguistic backgrounds (anglophone Nl and francophone France), and so offered differing,
nuanced perspectives on the data collected, providing the opportunity to enhance the
dependability of interpretation.
The use of both interviews and focus groups, with the researcher as observer and
participant, also had to be considered as posing a risk to the validity (and reliability) of the
findings and subsequent interpretations, as it was not a naturalistic setting and so the
‘meaning’ made within the research scenario was due, to a certain extent, to the
participant interacting with the interviewer (Seidman, 1998). Therefore, the present study
acknowledged and took account of this in order to minimise distortion of the data, bearing
in mind that research with human participants relies, in some respects, on the joint
construction of meaning between researcher and participant. Furthermore, given that the
research in Israel was conducted through the medium of English, a language that was not
the first language of any of the participants, it is acknowledged that this may have
influenced the data, particularly given that there was a focus on the interpretation of
concepts (Jowell, 1998).
An approach towards minimising researcher bias, an issue that is related to proving the
quality of research, is that of reflexivity. Robson (2002, pi72) defines reflexivity as ‘an
awareness of the ways in which the researcher as an individual with a particular social
identity and background has an impact on the research process'. An awareness of one’s
background, values and potential areas of subjectivity or conflict may help to reduce
researcher bias (Ahern, 1999). Given the highly political and ethnic context of research on
CE in the framework of human rights, reference to these considerations is included when
appropriate in chapters 6-8, but also below, in some personal reflections offered by the
researcher.
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Personal reflections
A key limitation of this study, as seemingly always will be the case in qualitative research,
rests upon the perspective that the researcher can never be entirely unbiased or ‘neutral’.
I, myself, come from a particular place, had a particular upbringing and education, and
enjoy a particular work life and relationships. I am of a particular age, I have my own
political and religious views, and I am constructing meaning in my own life through
interaction with other individuals and my environment. I may be categorised and even
essentialised in many ways. By age - I am 32 years old; by gender - I am female; by
where I grew up - I was born and grew up in Northern Ireland; by ethno-national group - I
am a Protestant; by personal faith commitment - I am a Christian; by education - I went to
a prestigious and academically selective majority-Protestant grammar school; by family
and upbringing - 1 am part of a large multigenerational family and was brought up in a
Protestant-Christian household; by political sympathies - I am broadly left-of-centre; by
parental experiences - my parents were deeply involved in the peace movement during
the conflict in Northern Ireland; by relationship status and sexual orientation - I am soon to
marry an Englishman with Polish roots; and even by my interests - I am a keen musician,
linguist and traveller. Therefore, I entered the research field with my own thoughts,
assumptions, expectations and even prejudices, which undoubtedly influenced how I read
documents and interacted with research participants, and how I then analysed text and
participant responses. Indeed, although I tried to keep an ‘open mind’, and be as reflexive
and as unbiased as possible in terms of the analysis I was making, I have to admit that I
did not come into the research scenario with an ‘empty head' (Dey, 1993, p63). Although I
maintain that as a researcher, even in the admittedly unnaturalistic research scenario, I
may have played a valuable role in terms of constructing meaning together with research
participants, and of investigating their subjective experiences, it must be remembered that
proving research validity or dependability is a constant challenge for those involved in
qualitative research, myself included, and so, despite my efforts, my accounts can never
be entirely ‘unbiased’.
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It could be argued that the quality of qualitative research rests not only on the validity and
reliability of the study and the reflexivity of the researcher, but also on the ethical
awareness of the researcher and the subsequent way in which the research is conducted.
These constitute the final considerations within this chapter, and are discussed below.

Ethics
Ethical decisions are ‘individual judgments about research practices in light of [the
researcher’s] own values’ (Diener & Crandall, 1978, p4), and careful consideration of these
is vital to active social science researchers. In light of these concerns, this researcher
abided by the professional code of ethics drawn up by Queen’s University Belfast School
of Education, which includes the requirement to seek ethical approval from the School of
Education Ethics Standing Committee before commencing any data collection with
participants (QUB School of Education, 2011). This permission was received.
A number of key elements that relate to ethics in the current research were considered,
and measures were taken to ensure informed and signed consent, anonymity and
confidentiality (see appendix 3 for consent forms and appendix 4 for information booklets
provided for students and their parents/guardians,

teachers

and

policy-makers).

Additionally, given that the present study is concerned with young people aged 14-17
years, it seemed appropriate to consider aspects of the United Nations Convention on the
Rights of the Child that might be taken into account in research with children and young
people. These include commitment to the best interests of the young person being
considered as a primary concern (article 3), respect for young people’s freedom of
expression (articles 12 and 13), and respect for young people's right to access information
(article 17) (CRC, 1989; see also Lundy, 2007). Relatedly, the comfort of young people
was considered to the extent that the focus groups were conducted in a ‘safe space’ - a
classroom or the school library; the style of questioning and themes addressed were
adapted to what the young people appeared to be most comfortable with; and the focus
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group members were asked directly how they thought young people should be asked
about it and how this information should be used. A small group discussion was confirmed
as a good way to talk about CE and education rights, and a desire was expressed that the
views of each group be shared with the ‘other’ group. The researcher committed to sharing
this information with subsequent groups that she met.
A further and final point is that awareness had to be maintained of the influence of power
relations in researching with young people (Mahon, Glendinning, Clarke & Craig, 1996),
given that the researcher was significantly older than the young people who took part in
the focus groups, and thus may have been considered to be in a position of power, similar
to that of a teacher. Furthermore, as students were discussing their impressions and
attitudes regarding a curricular subject in the same environment in which it is taught, they
may have been more cautious in expressing their critiques for fear of their teachers
discovering what they had said about their course or teaching abilities. The researcher
recognised not only how these factors may have impacted on ethical considerations of the
rights of the child (do the young people feel obliged to participate?), but also how this may
have influenced their discussions and given an inaccurate view of young people’s
attitudes, perhaps meaning that student participants may have been trying to say ‘the right
thing’ (see Holt, 1969, for a discussion of ‘right-answerism) and be nervous of expressing
what they really thought and risk losing face.

Concluding remarks
Chapter five marks the end of the first half this thesis, which has included an extensive
literature review on citizenship education and education rights, the 2-A conceptual
framework of education rights within citizenship education, and the methodology of the
research project. Now, the present study progresses on to consider the findings and
conclusions over the next five chapters.
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CHAPTER 6
THEME 1: MINORITY GROUP REPRESENTATION

One way of looking at Northern Ireland and Israel is in terms of ethno-national minority and
majority groups. Indeed, the education system is mostly divided according to these groups,
and so it is against this background that minority group representation as an educational
right in citizenship education arose in interviews and focus groups with students, teachers
and policy-makers and emerged from policy and curriculum documents in both
jurisdictions. The chapter focuses on two ‘traditional’ minority groups: Catholics in Northern
Ireland and Palestinians in Israel.

This chapter is oriented around three interrelated aspects of minority group representation:
the overarching issue of minority representation in the governance of education, the notion
of finding oneself in ‘the story’ of the curriculum, and the debate between a common or a
differentiated curriculum. Inter- and intra-jurisdiction comparisons and discussions are
offered throughout.

Representation in educational governance
The extent to which an ethno-national group within a jurisdiction is represented within the
governance of the education system appears to have an impact on the curriculum at
individual subject level. This section considers Israel first, before the case of Northern
Ireland, followed by reflections on key comparisons. The two stakeholder groups of
teachers and policy-makers are emphasised as this was an area that appeared to exercise
these two groups more than it did students, potentially related to the culturally acceptable
roles of young people in the management of their education (see chapter 8).
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Israel
Education in Israel is generally regarded as highly centralised, with the Ministry of
Education maintaining overall responsibility for the system. The Ministry consists primarily
of Jewish representatives, a situation which is believed by some to mean that Palestinian
educators are under-represented in general and are not fairly placed in the Ministry’s
hierarchy (see chapter 3).

Interviews with Palestinian policy-makers and teachers indicated clearly that none of them
felt that they were fairly represented in Ministry of Education. This was suggested both as
being both fundamentally discriminatory, and as leading to aspects of Palestinian culture
not being given sufficient space in policy and curriculum, particularly in terms of not having
fair input into the curriculum content, including the statutory textbook. For example, a
teacher from a bi-national school described the issue:

Listen, there is a difference between if you write about me and if I write about
myself So maybe in the textbooks, for example, there is the existence of the
Arabs, but the main question is, Who wrote this?’ Is it ... Jewish who wrote about
Arabs with their eyes? Or is it Arabs who write about themselves? And I know that
it is not the Arabs that write about themselves. The textbook was written by three
women, all of them are Jewish, and after that it was given to somebody to translate
/f (Latifa, teacher, binational school).

Therefore, the importance of Palestinian input into writing materials that relate to them,
rather than an ‘outsider’ (Jewish) writing about Palestinians, is underlined by this teacher.
Graham-Brown (1994, p29) suggests this desire to be part of the curriculum development
process is common among minority groups:

The basic concern for minorities

at the level of policy relates to who

influences/controls the production of the curriculum. A key question is whether the
minority group is represented at the various decision-making levels for, in this way,
they can be part of a negotiated solution rather than one imposed by government.
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Thus, involvement of minority groups in policy-making is seen as a basic necessity in order
to guard against unfavourable decisions that concern them being made. But not only this:
the seeming insufficiency of opportunity for Palestinian input into the Civics curriculum also
points to the broader issue of ‘the politics of official knowledge’. As Apple has written, ‘the
decision to define some groups’ knowledge as the most legitimate, as official knowledge,
while other groups’ knowledge hardly sees the light of day, says something extremely
important about who has power in society’ (Apple, 1993, p222), and Al Haj (2002, p182)
adds that this leads to an education system serving as a ‘mechanism of control ...
legitimizing the dominant ideology’. The implication here, then, is that the minorities whose
knowledge is not included do not possess power in society. More broadly, in terms of
citizenship, Gavison (1999, p64) claims that equal citizenship requires an ‘agreement to a
set of political institutions and decision-making procedures that will be seen by all citizens
as legitimate and binding’. Thus a sense of equal citizenship may be harmed by this
situation of under-representation. Although surveys have shown that the vast majority of
Palestinian citizens wish to have authority over their educational and other institutions, it
must also be remembered that there may also be differential attitudes towards
representation in Israel even among Palestinian citizens, given that their political attitudes
are heterogeneous and fluid (Peleg & Waxman, 2011). In this way, even a seemingly
homogenous group should be problematised in order to avoid cultural essentialisation (see
Bekerman, McGlynn, & Zembylas, 2009).

As for Jewish interviewees, where the idea of representative educational governance was
referred to, it was positively expressed, and it was also suggested by policy-makers that
this diversity already exists in Israeli educational governance. As one policy-maker stated,
the Ministry of Education involves ‘people from all branches of the society and from
different kinds of schools all over the country’ (David, Jewish policy-maker), implying wide
representation of various groups, including Palestinians. Jewish teachers suggested that it
was important that a plurality of groups were represented in educational governance, but
few references were made to the Palestinian minority in particular and more were made in
relation to the Ultra-Orthodox Jewish community.

It is likely, therefore, that the

religious/secular debate in matters pertaining to CE are more pressingly felt than the
Jewish/Arab-Palestinian one for these non-religious Jewish teachers. However, other
teachers did not believe it was possible to include the full spectrum of groups, as Israel
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was described as being so diverse and highly politicised: ‘everything is political here. I
mean, there are so many interests of different people, so you can’t really please everyone
all the time’ (Aviv, Jewish teacher).

In contrast, a Jewish teacher who was also a human rights activist suggested that
Palestinian citizens were not fully represented in curriculum development, referring in
particular to the writing of the core textbook:

I know that in the current programme, the main book of the current programme,
there was one chapter that was written by an Arab-Palestinian researcher and
besides, no, it [the textbook] was written by the strong representatives of the strong
[Jewish] part of society, there aren’t many pages which represent another point of
view (Shoshana, Jewish teacher).

The involvement of groups other than the dominant one in policy and curriculum
development is suggested here as offering 'another point of view’. This indicates a benefit
of the involvement of diverse groups in development that goes beyond simply the clear
national majority and the minority, to recognition of the value of input from various sources
as a basic tenet of good practice in curriculum development and as a check on hegemony
(Apple, 1982).

Thus, the majority of Jewish teachers and policy-makers suggested that representation
was sufficient, with only a minority voicing the contrary. Nevertheless, in Israeli society
more broadly, attitudes towards Palestinian representation in governance in general are
more mixed (Smooha, 2004).

Northern Ireland
In Northern Ireland, teachers and policy-makers indicated a much less differentiated view
on minority group (Catholic/nationalist) representation in educational governance than
those in Israel. This contrast, it may be surmised, in large part stems from a fundamental
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difference in the structure of government and therefore educational authorities. The
administration of education in Nl consists of a number of bodies, including the statutory
Department of Education. The membership of the Department of Education and those
bodies that develop curriculum are drawn from both Catholic and Protestant communities,
and provisions have been made to ensure equality between these two groups (see chapter
3). Therefore, it can be said that the current Citizenship curriculum and materials were
developed by individuals from both these communities and others. Additionally, where the
cultural background of the policy-maker participants in Nl was expressed, it became
apparent that there were participants from both Catholic and Protestant backgrounds, and
so it is significant that, where this issue was raised, all policy-makers from both
communities suggested that policy-making

involved equal

representation of their

respective communities. As one policy-maker stated, 7 think that’s a given, it has to be’
(Rosaleen, Nl policy-maker).

Subsequently, a lack of representation of the minority in educational governance and
curriculum development was viewed as something that was of the past, for example,
before the Belfast (Good Friday) Agreement 1998, when Nl was either governed by the UK
government, or had a devolved government dominated by unionists (overwhelmingly
Protestant). This situation was referred to by one of the teachers from a Catholic school,
by way of contrast with the situation today:

/ think the peace process in terms of having local government up and running, that
there’s actually a Minister of Education, 1 think is extremely helpful (Nicola, teacher,
Catholic school).

It may be inferred from the context of the conversation around this citation that the
reference to ‘local’ government implied the idea of ‘representative’ government, which
included the Catholic nationalist community. Furthermore, it is of note that the Minister of
Education since 1999 has been from a Catholic/nationalist background.

It was clear from the interviews that proportional representation of the minority within
educational governance was taken for granted as being the most appropriate approach to
managing schooling in Nl. All policy-makers who were involved in the initial policy and

122

curriculum development for Citizenship indicated that the representation of individuals from
a wide range of backgrounds, including those from Catholic and Protestant traditions, was
deliberately sought, as reflected in the quotation below:

we had a really extensive process where basically every interest group, agenda
group, organisation was able to put in its tuppence worth, to try and ensure that
their interests were reflected in those statutory statements that now form the
Citizenship curriculum (Rosaleen, Nl policy-maker).

Thus, this and over half of the other policy-makers appeared to be satisfied with the level
of group representation in the Citizenship policy and curriculum development process.

As for teachers, it is significant that among those with both ethno-national backgrounds,
there appeared to be an assumption that both communities were represented in the
governance of education, and subsequently, a trust that the curriculum would not be
discriminatory or unacceptable to one community or the other For example, when shown
the formal interpretations of ‘acceptable’ from the 2-A framework and asked whether they
agreed with them or not, one teacher replied:

Well, you see, these things I agree with, but I’m assuming, tike I said to you,
assuming that the content is acceptable, which you would imagine it’s ‘culturally
appropriate’, that it 'doesn’t discriminate’, ‘involves diverse groups in development’,
it's ‘relevant’, it’s ‘good quality’, all of those things, yeah, absolutely. I’m assuming
that is all these because this is a course run by CCEA [Council for Curriculum,
Examinations and Assessment] and that is their job to make sure that that is what
we’re dealing with (Laura, teacher, Catholic school).

In the above an assumption is made that the statutory body (CCEA) has ensured the
quality and non-discriminatory nature of the Citizenship curriculum. Additionally, it is of
significance that there is an assumption or trust that CCEA is aware of education rights
obligations such as acceptability. When compared with the Palestinian minority in Israel, it
is of note that members of what was once a less dominant minority in Nl now appear to
make the basic assumption that their narrative and that of their students will be
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represented. However, it may be posited that a number of teachers, then, were taking an
uncritical approach to the Citizenship curriculum, and this may, in turn, have been reflected
in how they taught Citizenship, that is, in a less critical way towards government. This may
be viewed as of particular concern, given the moderately high levels of trust (lack of
criticality?) in government recorded in the most recent multisite CIVED studies among
young people (Torney-Purta et al., 2001; Amadeo et al., 2002). It suffices here to flag up
what Apple (1982) has written with regard to the politics of curriculum, and how teachers
must always be challenging what they are to teach.

Summary of comparisons
When considering the interviews in Ml and Israel as a whole, it may be said that generally,
the idea of minority group representation in educational governance and curriculum
development received overwhelming support in both jurisdictions, particularly in terms of
its contribution to achieving inter-group equality and creating an appropriate curriculum for
students. However, the level of belief that it was the case in reality differed. The legal
obligation within the Ml system of a balance of representation of Catholics and Protestants
in statutory bodies appears to have led to an assumption of equality among stakeholders,
and potentially an uncritical approach to the curriculum. In Israel, in contrast, the
Palestinian minority expressed dissatisfaction with the level of representation in
educational governance. Among the majority of Jewish participants, minority group
representation was not often seen as problematic, although this was rarely addressed in
the interviews in relation to Palestinian citizens. The fact that the gap between the majority
and minority groups in terms of numbers Nl is much smaller than that in Israel may also
contribute towards a higher level of satisfaction with the curriculum in terms of minority
group representation.

Linked to representation in educational governance is the idea of representation of one’s
narrative in the curriculum, considered below.
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Finding oneself in ‘the story’
A key aspect of minority ethno-national group representation that emerged from the data
was the idea of seeing one’s identity in the curriculum as a prerequisite for engaging with it
and finding it relevant. In this context, finding oneself in ‘the story’ means that the
curriculum

represents

one’s

cultural,

religious,

socio-political,

national

or ethnic

background and historical narrative. This section deals first with the case of Israel before
looking at Northern Ireland, to include some inter-jurisdiction comparisons at the end

Israel
In Israel, there were many references among Palestinian students, teachers and policy
makers to what they regarded as over-representation of the Jewish narrative and
inadequate representation of the Palestinian minority narrative in the Civics curriculum. It
was this perceived imbalance that brought to light the value of being able to find oneself in
the story of the curriculum.

The majority of Palestinian students stated that they did not learn about Palestinian identity
(variously referred to as culture, nationality, politics, history, and other aspects) in Civics,
but rather:

Ranya: We learn about the Jewish culture and country ...
Zaina: We learn ... about the Jewish history, I think we [Palestinians] shouldn’t
learn about that because they [Jews] don’t learn about us, we shouldn’t learn about
them

This quotation exemplifies the feeling expressed among almost all of those Palestinian
students interviewed that Jewish and Palestinian aspects are not equally represented in
Civics, and the dislike expressed for this inequality suggests the importance to these
students of being able to see their own rather than primarily another group’s identity
represented in the curriculum. Additionally, their reluctance to learn about Jews appears to
be linked to the perception that Jews do not learn about Palestinians in Civics. Therefore,
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some students expressed dissatisfaction on two levels: about not being able to see their
own culture reflected in the curriculum, and also about having to learn about the majority
(Jewish) population, without reciprocal learning about Palestinians on the part of Jews.
Subsequently, it may be suggested that the fact that their own story is not represented in
the curriculum leads to a reluctance to engage with the history of others. The importance
of motivation in student engagement and subsequent learning is well documented in the
educational psychology literature (see, for example, Skinner, Kindermann & Furrer, 2009),
as is the value to both minority and majority groups of including minorities in the narrative
of a curriculum in a multicultural society (Banks, 1993). The present research emphasises
the potential of minority group representation specifically as a motivating factor in student
engagement with the CE curriculum.

A Palestinian teacher quantified the inequality of representation, saying, We [Palestinians]
are 20% [in population], give us at least 20% [in the curriculum], not 5%’ (Bisma,
Palestinian teacher). All Palestinian policy-makers expressed similar sentiments. Another
Palestinian teacher referred to the dominance of the Jewish perspective in the Civics
textbook:

... we can’t teach what we think or what we believe in ... And I talk with the
students about many things that we live, we know that it’s not included in the book.
This book is the Jewish version, we don’t believe in the same things that they wrote
in this book, we believe in other things (Layla, Palestinian teacher).

This citation highlights the belief expressed among a number of teachers that they had to
self-censor their views in terms of their national identity (‘we can’t teach what we think or
what we believe in’), and raises a question about how this may negatively impact on a
teacher’s behaviour in class, and subsequently negatively affect their students’ motivation
and performance (Skinner & Belmont, 1993)

Despite suggestions of self-censorship, however, this teacher, among others, also
suggested that they did not fully self-censor, given that they still discussed issues outside
those found in the textbook. This appears to be more in line with what Marker and
Mehlinger (1992, p841) suggest that, due to teachers supplementing textbooks, ‘the formal
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curriculum is what each teacher decides it will be’. Thus, teachers’ desire to discuss theirs
and their students’ identity points to a sense of the importance for teachers, as well as for
students, of being able to see their identity in the Civics curriculum that they convey. This
builds on research carried out on teacher identity (see Beauchamp & Thomas, 2009, for
an overview of key issues), and also that relating to the concepts of ‘policy enactment’
(Ball,

1994),

‘policy approximation’

(McEvoy,

2007)

and ‘curricular transposition’

(McGowan, 2008), which allows for the alteration of a policy or curriculum in a particular
context as it filters through various policy enactors to arrive with the intended recipients.
This area is addressed more fully in chapters 7 and 8.

Returning to the formal aims and content of Civics, although Civics is to ‘inculcate a
common Israeli identity’, it should combine that with a focus on ‘the development of distinct
national identities’ (Ministry of Education, 1994, cited in Ichilov, Salomon & Inbar, 2005,
p40), and include content relating to key debates in Israeli society such as those
surrounding cultural diversity and minorities (Cohen, 2013). It may be inferred, therefore,
that given that Palestinian identity (culture) is not satisfactorily included in the curriculum,
then, in the eyes of Palestinian respondents, the curriculum in reality falls short of these
aims.

Among all Jewish interviewees there was also recognition that narratives other than the
dominant (non-religious Jewish) should be represented in Civics, broadly reflecting Banks'
(1993) positive approach towards the inclusion of both minority and majority narratives in
curricula

However, the Palestinian minority narrative was not often cited within this

context, a fact which may indicate a lack of well-informed understanding of the Palestinian
narrative due to its relative absence from the media and other sources, the low level of
Palestinian-Jewish contact from the Jewish point of view (Smooha, 2004), or indeed a lack
of interest in Palestinians on the part of Jews. Where present, references to the
Palestinian narrative varied. Some, while acknowledging the importance of mentioning it in
Civics, suggested that all identities were satisfactorily included. For example, when asked
whether they felt that the curriculum was flexible to the needs of particular communities,
one Jewish teacher suggested the following:
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/ think yeah, and the one that I always think about or try to understand is the Arab
community because there are some things that are very difficult, I’m sure, as Israel
defines itself as a Jewish state, it’s very complex, I think, for them. But even there I
think that most of the subjects taught, actually all of them, it depends how they
teach, are flexible enough for them to be able to handle and to understand and to
later do something with it (Gad, Jewish teacher).

Given that this same teacher also believed that ‘everybody has to find themselves in the
story’, not only is this principle of seeing oneself in the curriculum upheld by this teacher as
way to engage with it {'to do something with if), but also importance is placed on the role
of the teacher in helping students to do this - of acting as ‘cultural mediators’ (Marker &
Mehlinger, 1992, p841) - and a belief that the course is flexible enough to accommodate
this. This assertion may be challenged with the suggestion that ‘political correctness’ could
have been at play here, as this teacher may have assumed political sympathies on the
part of a non-Israeli researcher towards Palestinian citizens that are held in many
academic quarters. However, the impression of interest in the representation of the
Palestinian minority is further supported by the fact that this teacher had earlier expressed
sympathy with an ‘Arab’ teacher of a different subject who was employed at his school (it
is highly unusual for a Palestinian teacher to be employed at a Jewish school), particularly
in relation to how the Arab teacher coped when topics relating to days of national (Jewish)
commemoration arose in class. This was an issue that was quite prominent among
teachers when they were interviewed, given that it was around the time of the Jewish
Memorial Day (commemorating Israeli soldiers who have died in battle or due to terrorism)
and Independence Day (celebrating the creation of the State of Israel, which also
coincides with Nakba Day - see chapter 3 for full explanation of these dates).
Nevertheless, it is important to note that this teacher’s comment is to some extent an
‘outsider’ (Jewish) view of what is expected to happen in the Civics classroom in an Arab
school, most likely influenced by the parameters of this teacher’s own teaching
experience, which did not involve spending time in Arab schools; the belief in the flexibility
of the Civics course was not expressed by Palestinian participants themselves.
Furthermore, in terms of the researcher’s inherent bias, she was aware of feeling less
critical and more sympathetic towards this particular teacher, out of gratitude for them
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helping her to organise a focus group and other teacher interviews in their school.
Achieving ‘neutrality’ in this case was a challenge,

Half of the Jewish teachers and policy-makers suggested that the dominant culture of
Judaism ought to be recognised in Civics: ‘this is a Jewish state in the sense that it’s a
state of the Jewish people and there’s a dominant culture and with it is a certain ethos that
has to be studied and understood’ (Netanel, Jewish policy-maker). However, this policy
maker also suggested that dominant minority cultures should be represented alongside
this. These views are reminiscent of the curriculum aim of inculcating a ‘common Israeli
civic identity together with the development of distinct national identities’ (Ministry of
Education, 1994, cited in Ichilov, Salomon & Inbar, 2005, p40).

Jewish students mentioned the Palestinian minority only briefly, but when they did, they
acknowledged that Palestinians may find it difficult to connect with the symbols of the state
such as the Israeli flag (which incorporates the Star of David, a traditionally Jewish
symbol) and the overall Jewish nature of the jurisdiction, and that this may cause a conflict
of rights:

Tobi: In Israel you have Jewish people and Arab people and the flag is a Jewish
symbol, and if it’s democratic everybody’s equal, but it’s a Jewish state ... It’s [a
conflict] between the democratic rights [and] the Jewish rights.
Interviewer: Do you think there’s some agreement that can be made between these
two or do you think they’re very different things?
Itai: You settle it somewhere in the middle but it’s too far, we can’t change ... the
flag, because it’s a democratic state.

Given that the Jewishness of the state, together with its democratic aspect, is a key
element of the formal Civics curriculum, and given that it is an area that Palestinian (nonJewish) citizens may have difficulty relating to, it may initially appear that Tobi, in the
dialogue above, shows recognition among Jewish students of the difficulty that Palestinian
students may have in finding themselves in the curriculum. However, Itai qualifies this by
stating that compromise between the Jewish and Palestinian cultures in terms of issues
such as the flag would be going ‘too far’, and expresses belief in the democracy of the
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state which would not allow for such compromise. It is also of note that all Jewish students
agreed that Civics was acceptable to all on a cultural (or ethno-national) level - ‘we are a
state with a lot of different cultures and it [Civics] gives space and quality to all cultures’
(Itai, Jewish student) - and they did not suggest that a Jewish narrative dominated the
course. Subsequently, then, it was not suggested that Palestinian citizens could not relate
to Civics. Relatedly, drawing on Ghanem (1998), Tatar (2004, pp383) suggests that
Palestinians

are

‘involuntarily

excluded’

from

society

as

they

are

viewed

as

‘representatives of a “hostile” Arab minority, which cannot be trusted’ and cannot connect
with the symbols, values and institutions of the (Jewish) state. Such views may underlie
the under-representation of the Palestinian narrative in the curriculum. Furthermore, it may
be suggested that the students’ belief in the ‘space’ and ‘quality’ given to all cultures in the
Civics curriculum implies, as was expressed by teachers, that seeing one’s own culture in
the curriculum is of importance to students.

Northern Ireland
In significant contrast to interviewees in Israel, participants in Northern Ireland at no point
expressed directly the idea that students’ religious, cultural or ethno-national background
was not or could not be fully represented in the curriculum. This may be partly explained
by the fact that the minority (Catholic) group is represented in policy-making in Nl, a key
point of distinction from Israel (see above).

Among teachers, the idea of being able to find oneself in 'the story’ as a means of fulfilling
the right of representation of a minority group in the curriculum was only subtly expressed,
only by Catholic teachers, and most often in reference to the past. As mentioned above,
there was a seeming trust that educational authorities with the responsibility of developing
curriculum were representative of both Catholic and Protestant communities. It was
acknowledged by all teachers generally that students should learn about their own identity
and history in Citizenship, although this was not expressed directly in terms of ethnonational identity, but rather ‘local’ identity. However, it may be suggested that the term
‘local’ when used by participants often referred to these political or religious identities as a
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less direct way of referring to a political or religious identity, an approach that is a welldocumented norm in mixed company in Nl when the identity of each individual in the
discussion (in this case, of the researcher) is unknown, and so speakers would be more
likely to be cautious of what they say for fear of offending those of the ‘other’ community.
This may be termed part of the ‘culture of ‘politeness’ or avoidance towards politically or
religiously contentious issues (Dunn & Nolan-Haley, 1998).

With this in mind, examples included where Citizenship was suggested as involving
‘looking at local identity, looking at local communities’ historical experience and why
identity has emerged in the way it has’ (Nicola, teacher, Catholic school) and where it was
proposed that ‘it’s necessary for [students] here to know about their culture’ (Robert,
teacher, Protestant school). These views appear to be broadly in line with the formal aims
and content of Citizenship; although Citizenship does not focus on inculcating a certain
type of identity, students are to have the opportunity to explore local identities, conflict,
stereotyping and sectarianism (CCEA, 2007). Thus the importance of students engaging
with the cultural story of the curriculum is upheld by these teachers Furthermore, there is
no evidence here that such cultural representation was viewed as impossible, although the
omission of reference to political identities is notable for its absence, and again may point
to the avoidance of controversial issues.

Turning to students, although they made a distinction between Catholics and Protestants,
it is of note that the occasional references they made to their cultural background as
Catholic or Protestant as represented in Citizenship did not indicate a belief that their
particular religious or cultural identity was not represented equally to the other; rather,
where there was a perceived lack of cultural content, it related to an insufficient focus on
local issues that affected both communities. In other words, students in both schools felt
that they did not get enough opportunity to discuss what was happening in their local area,
including sectarian tensions, suggesting that they could not connect sufficiently with the
curriculum. For example:

Interviewer: Do yous get to talk about that [Protestants and Catholics] a lot in
school?
Hannah: not a lot

131

Caitlin: not a lot because there’s not like loads of stuff that we’re allowed to bring
up about all the Troubles and all... you don’t really go into that much depth about it
Hannah: you just learn about how it was back then, you don’t learn about it now
Interviewer: Yeah. Is that something yous would maybe like to feel that you could
talk about a wee bit more in class?
All students: yeah

Caitlin: Protestants and Catholics have so much history, so like we’re all sort of on
the same page, we all know what’s going on

There was a frustration voiced here, then, that the common Catholic/Protestant history and
conflict was not given adequate attention. Such an approach that appears to avoid
discussion of controversial issues has been frequently mentioned in reports on Citizenship
in Nl, particularly when it comes to the contested issue of national identity (Niens,
O’Connor & Smith, 2013). Osier and Starkey (2003, p245) have suggested that such an
approach may lead to disengagement of students, as ‘[y]oung people are likely to feel
alienated by programmes which overlook their experiences’. This adds a slightly different
nuance to the idea of ‘finding oneself in the story’ that goes beyond the story of one’s own
particular

ethno-national

community to

the

story

of two,

sometimes

conflicting

communities. Indeed, it may also reflect the concept of identity as ‘multiple, nested, and
overlapping’ (Kymlicka, 2004, pxiv) and the potential for the recategorisation (Pettigrew,
1998) or de-essentialisation (Bekerman et al., 2009) of group identity, and raises a
question about whether education in a divided society may play a role in encouraging such
a view.

Illustrating a sentiment similar to that expressed by Catholic students, Protestant students
went a step further, suggesting that it was not even necessary to learn about Protestant
culture in a Protestant school, but rather the focus should be on ‘other cultures’, including
Catholic culture:

Lee: you should already know about that [The Twelfth, Orangemen, loyalism] if you
were a Protestant
Stuart: yeah, I think you should learn more about other cultures
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Jamie: yeah, you should
Stuart: like Saint Patrick’s Day, yeah, like holidays over here for Catholics as well
Jamie: because we already know, like if you’re looking to know all that, really you
should know that from your background, so you’d want to learn other people’s
backgrounds, like what they celebrate ...

In this excerpt the logic is that a Protestant should already know about Protestant culture,
and so doesn’t need to learn more about it in school. There was therefore a sense among
Catholic and Protestant students that seeing their own ethno-national cultures in the
curriculum was important, but not necessarily simply their own culture. It could be
proposed that the majority of Protestant students felt already satisfied with their cultural
representation in the curriculum, and so there was no felt need for more information on
their own narrative, whereas Catholic students felt slightly less satisfied and therefore
wished to focus more on both their own culture and that of Protestants, equally. Thus
these students’ views offer a challenge to the idea that being able to see one’s ethnonational narrative in the curriculum is essential to engagement, although this satisfaction
may be related to their feeling that their right to be represented at a societal level is fully
met; it may be that if they didn’t feel represented, their need for greater space in the
curriculum would be greater, like with Palestinian students.

Although in Nl the representation of students’ identity in the curriculum appeared to be
broadly welcomed (and often assumed), particularly in terms of engaging with Citizenship,
fairly frequent reference was made among both Catholic and Protestant policy-makers and
teachers to the importance of challenging rather than simply accepting these identities and
cultural backgrounds. The quotation below illustrates this approach:

/ think as well that it needs to be addressing the needs of the individual in a sense
that all individuals ought to have the opportunity to have their views challenged and
questioned as well as expressing their views (Chris, Nl policy-maker).

This idea of allowing a student to express their own identity in Citizenship class is shown
here as only one side of the coin in terms of engaging the student with the curriculum; the
other side is that, once their views have been expressed, they should also be challenged,
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with such a challenge framed as something that that individual ‘needs’. Therefore, there is
a dual ‘need’ to find oneself in the story and also to have that story challenged. Indeed,
although this and other policy-makers upheld the importance of engaging young people in
terms of drawing on their experiences, among half of the teachers, the approach of
challenging students’ views and identities dominated, and perhaps springs from a
confidence in the equal representation of groups in the curriculum.

Summary of comparisons
In respect of finding oneself in ‘the story’ of the curriculum from a minority group
perspective, two key inter-jurisdiction comparisons emerged. Firstly, awareness among
Palestinian students, teachers and policy-makers in Israel of their status as a less
dominant minority that was not able to see themselves in the CE curriculum was clear
when compared to the Catholic minority in Nl, whose self-identification as a (present)
minority was weak and who did not indicate that they needed fuller group representation in
the curriculum. All Palestinian participants suggested that this narrative was not fairly
represented, and among Jewish research participants, although views on the ability and
appropriateness of the Palestinian minority to be able to see themselves in the curriculum
varied, the dominant view was that Civics was broadly relevant to and appropriately
representative of Palestinian as well as Jewish citizens. Secondly, in Israel, among both
Jews and Palestinians, the importance of students being able to identify with the
curriculum in terms of cultural identity was upheld, whereas in Nl there were varied
responses, with some emphasis on challenging students’ ethno-national identity.
Nevertheless, there was a general sense in which students must be able to see something
in the curriculum that connects with their lives in order to engage with it, and therefore find
it relevant.

Related to finding one’s narrative in the curriculum is the debate relating to the common
curriculum. This is the third and final aspect of minority group representation in citizenship
education, and is reflected below.

134

Common curriculum
The schools within each jurisdiction that were involved in this research use a common
curriculum for citizenship education. However, the issue of whether or not there should be
a common or differentiated curriculum within the divided school systems arose in both
jurisdictions. This section looks at views on the common curriculum first in Israel and then
in Nl, with a larger section devoted to Israel due to the way in which it dominated
interviews.

Israel
In Israel, students in the Arab and non-religious Jewish sectors are required to study
mostly the same Civics content from the same statutory textbook, in the appropriate
language. Whether or not this level of commonality was acceptable, or whether a more
culturally flexible and appropriate differentiated curriculum would be more suitable, was an
issue on which opinion among research participants was divided, mostly along ethnonational lines. As one participant put it: ‘the conflict here is: should everyone in the country
learn the same material?' (Bisma, Palestinian teacher).

It was clear among all Palestinian participants that there was a strongly felt need for more
differentiation in the Civics curriculum in order to incorporate material that better
represented Palestinian culture and would therefore be more culturally appropriate to
Palestinian students. This reflects what was discussed earlier in this chapter about the
importance of students being able to see their national narrative in the curriculum in order
for them to engage with it.

Palestinian policy-makers clearly expressed dissatisfaction with the mandatory textbook.
One stated that since it was published in 2001, 7 like it less and less’ because of its lack of
adequate problematising of the Jewish and democratic elements of the State of Israel
(Mansur, Palestinian policy-maker), regarded by some as meaning that Israel is an
ethnocracy with only Jewish interests at heart (Yiftachel, 2002). This policy-maker saw
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such a situation as particularly inappropriate and exclusionary for Palestinian (non-Jewish)
students and suggested that the course should be adapted to Palestinian students and
focus more on democracy. This policy-maker proposed that the Jewish nature of the state
meant that, ‘Arab students feel completely frustrated and completely alienated, and
learning about democratic values gives them tools in order to face reality’. This highlights
again the importance of student engagement with the material.

Similarly, all Palestinian teachers and policy-makers expressed concern that the common
curriculum was not fulfilling their students’ needs, and so culturally specific elements
should be added to the curriculum, but along with a common core for all students. One
Palestinian teacher explained why:

[If I am a Palestinian student] I should have the biggest area about things that
relate to me, that interest me, that’s a part of my life [and] that is not a part of their
[Jewish] life. I should give it more time, not just in studies, in my daily life, in my
struggle, this is my life. So I should give times for things and place for what I need
(Bisma, Palestinian teacher).

In the above extract there is clear differentiation between the life of a Jewish citizen of
Israel and the life of a Palestinian citizen of Israel, and how that justifies a differentiated
curriculum. This is reflective of debates on group differentiated rights that permit the
minority recognition and equality with the majority (Young, 1989) and of the delicate
balance that must be struck in a multicultural society between unity and diversity (Banks,
2004).

Another teacher suggested that it would be possible to have a mostly common curriculum
as long as it was acceptable and adaptable to both cultures, but that this common part
could only be effective if it ‘teachjes] the two sides the same thing’ (Layla, Palestinian
teacher), namely, both Jewish and Palestinian identities. However, this was not viewed as
something that could easily be achieved as there was disagreement about the statutory
textbook in both communities: ‘Jews see this book as for the Arab side, and Arabs see this
book as for the Jewish side’ (Layla, Palestinian teacher). This view is in contrast to that of
the Ministry of Education, which, when the new Civics curriculum was being developed,
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maintained that it offered ‘a broad common citizenship notion to all students’ and thus
there was ‘no justification for maintaining separate curricula for the different school sectors’
(Ministry of Education, 1994, cited in Pinson, 2007, p337). However, as Ichilov (1998) has
claimed, Jewish and Palestinian citizens of Israel do not have a shared ideology or
national identity, and so it is difficult to see how a common curriculum (based on such
issues) could be acceptable to all. It is of further note that other curricula, such as that for
History, where similar identity-based difficulties are faced, are not common but
differentiated between the non-religious Jewish and Arab sectors. However, the teaching
of certain topics is still ultimately determined by a Jewish-majority Ministry of Education,
and there have been frequent calls to outlaw the teaching of the Nakba in schools (Zaher,
2010; Kashti, 2013; see also chapter 3).

Reflecting much of the above, among Palestinian students there was also a sense that the
Civics curriculum should vary to some extent according to ethno-national group. Some
students believed that it was fairer for Palestinian students to have a completely different
curriculum: 7 think it’s better to know about our [Palestinian] culture than to know about
someone else's’ (Jamila, Palestinian student). This may show that there was a felt need to
study Palestinian culture more, and so a common curriculum that focused on Jewish
culture and identity was viewed negatively as their own national culture was not sufficiently
represented.

Slightly differently, some students proposed that a common curriculum could be
appropriate, but only if both Jewish and Palestinian students learned equal amounts about
each other:

Ranya: / think there must be a mix, we [Palestinians] learn about ours and theirs
and they [Jews] learn about ours and theirs.
Basim: yes, like it’s not that bad to learn about other people, it’s actually good.

This extract shows more of an emphasis on equality rather than wanting to learn more
about one’s own culture and ignore other cultures. Indeed, equality issues appear to be
threaded through much of what was discussed by Palestinian participants, and similarly, in
their comparative work on education in Israel and Nl, Donnelly and Hughes (2006, p499)
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stress that ‘the issue of equality and fair treatment continues to cause antagonism in Israel’
among Palestinians, from whose perspective Israel is denying their political, cultural and
social rights (see also Bekerman, 2005). Thus, this may illustrate how issues at the macro
level of the state apparatus, widely reported as being Jewish in nature, may impact on the
curriculum, and on how Palestinian students interpret a subject such as Civics which
purports to consider the workings and values of the (Jewish) state, and their place within
that. Again, the concepts of policy enactment, policy approximation and curricular
transposition are relevant.

Turning to views held by Jewish participants, there was a significantly lower level of felt
need for a differentiated curriculum and thus a noticeably higher level of support for a
common Civics curriculum. Among Jewish policy-makers, it was suggested that a common
curriculum

was

very

important,

and

that

particular

cultural

aspects

could

be

accommodated within it more than previously:

/ think that though we have a shared curriculum for everyone and a shared book, I
think that now we think about that more than they used to think in the past. We try
to have the specific colour for each group in the society inside the shared
curriculum, and we think all the time how to do it (David, Jewish policy-maker).

Although this policy-maker showed support for the ‘shared curriculum’ that included
culturally specific material, they also acknowledged the difficulties faced in developing the
common curriculum for a diverse group:
this is a very difficult issue because the ideology and even the political culture of
the different sectors in our society is very different, and the common ground of all
Israeli citizens is yet to be found by the political system (David, Jewish policy
maker).
Despite these difficulties, some scholars have suggested that an important aim of
citizenship education is to balance respect for diversity with the development of a sense of
common citizenship (Wylie, 2004). In other words, a balance between diversity and unity in
the curriculum must be achieved, and this appears to be at least partly what this policy
maker is aiming at.
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Jewish teachers varied in their approaches to the common curriculum, although there was
an overall sense that it was regarded positively. Even among the minority of teachers who
supported greater differentiation, they still believed that there should be a common core
curriculum, but with additional, culturally-specific elements for Palestinians. However, one
teacher described the tensions between the common and differentiated approaches to CE
that are due to the different facets of the concept of citizenship:

/ think the pros [of a common curriculum] are very, very obvious. Citizenship for all
is the same so it has the same duties etc. etc. The cons are that we are ignoring
different feelings about the state in the Arab society (Yonatan, Jewish teacher).

Here the tension relates to the belief that citizenship requires the same duties from all but
that it may also lead to a higher level of homogenisation of culture than is appropriate for a
jurisdiction that has minority national groups. Therefore, despite ‘formal equality’, a term
which has different meanings in different contexts, and ‘implicit claims to homogeneity of
culture and identity’ (Bush & Saltarelli, 2000, p6), the heterogeneous or even divided state,
including its education system, may end up excluding or marginalising minorities by
expecting them to integrate into the dominant culture (Osier & Starkey, 2003). This denial
of minority rights appears to be in line with Palestinian interviewees’ perspectives.

Northern Ireland
In Northern Ireland, the Citizenship curriculum is statutory and common in all schools,
which means, in theory, that every student is taught the same foundation of learning in this
subject area. However, because there are no statutory course books, and because the
statutory elements may be delivered through other subjects, materials may vary.
Nevertheless, the principal of a common curriculum remains.

The common curriculum, where infrequently acknowledged, was viewed overwhelmingly
as fundamentally good, both for students and for Nl society, especially given the divided
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context of the jurisdiction. In response to being asked whether they thought the curriculum
should be flexible to the needs of a particular community, one Catholic teacher said:

/ actually think it’s [the common curriculum] quite good, sometimes when we’re
doing things in class and I would say, ‘Look, the [students in Protestant school X]
are doing exactly the same stuff as we are’, and I think they like the fact that this is
a common course rather than this is a course chiselled out for them. I don’t think
they actually would like that and I don’t think I would like [that], I mean, I know
obviously you’re teaching Catholic [students], but there’s something nice about
saying every student in Northern Ireland who’s doing this at GCSE, the content’s
the same (Eileen, teacher, Catholic school).

This shows the teacher’s perception that a common curriculum is inherently good for
students. Although the reason why they believe it is good was not given, owing to the fact
that this teacher was involved in cross-community (Catholic-Protestant) work with other
schools, it may be inferred that it was for the value of cross-community understanding and
reduction of conflict that the common curriculum was viewed so positively. Indeed, Cairns
and Darby (1998) include the introduction of the common curriculum in their list of policies
aimed towards conflict transformation, and Smith (2003, p14) suggests that CE in general
is ‘one way of underpinning a long-term commitment to democratic politics as part of a
fragile peace process’.

Another Catholic teacher put the case more strongly, expressing the view that a
differentiated curriculum had the potential to strengthen divisions in an already divided
society through allowing teachers more freedom to avoid certain issues or to promote a
certain narrative:

/ think if you had a segregated curriculum, either the schools would say, Too
controversial, we’re not touching that’ and so that generation misses out on that
challenge, or you could have a situation where it almost seems inevitable that there
would be a particular emphasis on an interpretation of events, and I think that’s
problematic for the future reconciliation and community building (Nicola, teacher,
Catholic school).
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Part of the motivation behind this teacher’s pedagogical approach was that they were from
a mixed (Catholic and Protestant) family, a relative rarity when this teacher was growing
up, and they themselves had been subject to discrimination from both communities
because of this. Therefore, this teacher was highly supportive of a curriculum where
controversial issues were aired, and where courses were as unbiased as possible.
However, despite their belief in the value of the common curriculum in helping to avoid a
‘particular emphasis on an interpretation of events’, it did not take account of the possibility
that teachers might unknowingly be passing on bias and influencing the delivery of CE
through the ‘hidden curriculum’ (Jackson, 1968) that ‘lurks within teacher biases and their
expectations for students’ (Marker & Mehlinger, 1992, p840). This bias may be even more
likely due to the lack of statutory textbook for Citizenship in Nl, and so the selection of
content may be influenced by teachers' backgrounds or ideology (Ichilov, 2008; Barton &
McCully, 2010). The issue of teacher non-bias is revisited in chapter 7.

For both of these Catholic teachers, the common curriculum was viewed as appropriate to
a society that should be moving towards being less divided Such a positive stance for a
previously less dominant minority may be linked to the fact of their believing that their
community is equally represented in the curriculum, and stands in stark contrast with those
views shared by the Palestinian minority in this research in terms of representation. It also
contrasts with the views of scholars such as Johnson (1991, pp79-80), who challenge the
view that a common curriculum leads to greater social cohesion in a heterogeneous
society, describing it as a ‘recipe ... for resistance and the renewal of divisions’, unless it is
sufficiently self-critical, as it places young people

according to how their cultural

communities rank along the criteria taken as the “standard”’. However, this view may still
apply to Nl, if one assumes, as participants appear to have done, that the ‘standard’
culture that is expressed in the curriculum is directed by ethno-nationally representative
educational authorities and is therefore, in fact, culturally mixed in this sense.

Similarly, among Protestant students and teachers the common curriculum was at no point
expressed negatively. One teacher in particular stated the need for commonality in order
that all students see issues from different perspectives, rather than believing that their
viewpoint was automatically correct and others’ incorrect: 'if you’re teaching different
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things, you could be nearly creating a competition, some people will see it as, ‘Well, theirs
is wrong, ours is right’, it’s separating people’ (Robert, teacher, Protestant school). In this
way this teacher therefore also illustrated their belief that a common curriculum helped to
prevent teachers from overly influencing the curriculum and creating further division
between communities, as was shown above among Catholic teachers.

Summary of comparisons
Looking at the data as a whole, one can say that the common curriculum was a much
more pressing concern in Israel than it was in Nl. Where participants were strongly In
favour of a common curriculum across all education sectors, it was often because there
was a felt need for commonality of knowledge or values, either to allow people to be equal
citizens in the same society (Israel), or to avoid bias in course delivery and to avoid
exacerbating the divisions that already exist in their jurisdictions (Nl). Those most clearly in
favour of a common curriculum were Jewish policy-makers, teachers and students in
Israel, and both Catholic and Protestant communities in Nl. Those who expressed the
need for more differentiation in the CE curriculum - for elements that were more adapted
to a particular community - were most often Palestinian, although a small number of
Jewish teachers also expressed similar views. This was seen as a way to achieve JewishPalestinian equality in the Civics curriculum, and of helping Palestinian students to engage
with their cultural narrative through CE.

In addition to minority group representation in the CE curriculum and educational
governance, the theme of dealing with difference emerged from the data. This theme is
considered in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 7
THEME 2: DEALING WITH DIFFERENCE

Dealing with difference within and through the classroom may be regarded as a mainstay
of a subject such as citizenship education, particularly in societies where the divisions
revolve around inter-group differences. Indeed, the concept appears in the formal aims of
citizenship education in both Northern Ireland and Israel, and emerged from interviews and
focus group sessions. Difference is understood here as referring to student responses to
different opinions, religions, cultures, politics, or ethnicities, in class or outside of school,
conceived of as involving the notions of social privilege or disadvantage (Seidman, 2013)
and being situated along a 'gradient of controversy’ (McCully, 2006, p52).
This chapter considers a number of aspects of dealing with difference that emerged from
the data that appear to be the most pertinent to the overall research question concerning
the reflection of education rights in citizenship education. Firstly, the centrality of dealing
with difference in citizenship education is discussed. Next follows a treatment of the
purposes suggested for dealing with these issues, followed by a consideration of
pedagogical challenges faced. Comparisons between Northern Ireland and Israel are
provided throughout.

Centrality of dealing with difference

The vast majority of students, teachers and policy-makers interviewed in both jurisdictions
expressed a desire that difference be explored on some level. For example, in Northern
Ireland, one teacher stated:
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it’s not easy to look at both sides, it’s not easy to try and get them to see both
sides, but you’re doing them a disservice if you don’t try to develop their character
whilst they’re in school (Sandra, teacher, Protestant school).
In the above excerpt, it is suggested that it is important that students learn to understand
both sides of an issue, particularly given this teacher’s description that it ‘isn’t easy’ but
nevertheless they do it as it helps to develop their students’ ‘character’. However, issues
relating to ethno-national division, including looking at the past conflict, were mentioned
only seldom by teachers as something that should be addressed in class. Reference was
made in Nl, in both the Catholic and Protestant schools, to the idea of school being an
‘oasis’ during times of conflict. Arlow (2002, p38) reports that, at the height of the conflict,
schools were seen as ‘safe havens, a protected environment where the violence and
communal conflict were excluded’ and teachers viewed their task as ‘limiting discussion of
controversial issues and preventing the outbreak of dissension in their oasis of peace’.
Although one of the Catholic teachers explained that this role was no longer fitting, in the
Protestant school two teachers appeared to regard it as still being the most appropriate for
a school to adopt. As one teacher explained:
The one thing that [the principal] always said, they always managed to keep the
situation outside the gates ... the kids were kept out of it, and they were told to
keep out of it. So, on that side of it, the good thing is the school is a buffer for a lot
of those issues, they don’t come in the gates (Niall, teacher, Protestant school).
The above citation seems to suggest that local contentious issues should not be discussed
in class, stating that the school as a buffer’ for such conflict was a ‘good thing’.
Additionally, another teacher at the same school stated that there was ‘no real focus’ on
local contentious issues, such as sectarianism (Robert, teacher, Protestant school). This
lack of focus was also expressed in the concern of half of Nl policy-makers interviewed
that the more controversial aspects of difference were not dealt with in the classroom. One
suggested that Citizenship was currently at a ‘desperately worrying point (Chris, Nl policy
maker) because it hadn’t embedded sufficiently into the curriculum for controversial issues
to be addressed. This differential support among the majority of policy-makers and
teachers for dealing with controversial issues may well reflect public opinion (Niens &
Mcllrath, 2010).
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Data from the student focus groups indicated general appreciation of the value of dealing
with different points of view, but also that local contentious issues were not a focus of
Citizenship classes. For example, students in the Protestant school suggested that
religious issues and those relating to their local area were not discussed often in class:
Interviewer: Did you look a wee bit at Protestants and Catholics stuff [earlier in
school]?
Lee: Not much
Jamie: Last year we did a bit about politics and stuff like that in Citizenship with
[name of teacher] but we didn’t go into depth with religion and stuff like that.
Interviewer: Do they ever talk about this sort of area?
All students: Not really

The peripherally of local controversial issues from the point of view of students supports
previous research that reported that students in Nl are interested in dealing with issues of
local conflict, while their teachers are more reluctant (Donnelly, 2004; Donnelly & Hughes,
2006; Miens, Reilly & McLaughlin, 2006). Avoidance may be one explanation, but also the
debate within inter-group contact theory over whether emphasising or ignoring inter-group
differences improves or worsens attitudes towards the ‘other’ (Brown & Hewstone, 2005)
may be relevant here.
In contrast, in Israel, among Jewish teachers, there appeared to be a desire to deal with
difference I terms of offering a range of viewpoints. In fact, discussions of ‘conflicts’
dominated their interviews. One teacher described this approach as involving heated
debate in class and ‘facing everything’ (Lev, Jewish teacher). Such a desire or ability to
deal with controversial local issues in Israeli schools, in contrast with the example of Nl,
also has been noted by Donnelly and Hughes (2006).
Stradling (1985, p9) defines controversial issues as those on which society is ‘clearly
divided and significant groups within society advocate conflicting explanations or solutions
based on alternative values’. Such an understanding was reflected in the responses of
Jewish policy-makers, when they pointed to the centrality within the aims of Civics of
enabling students to learn to deal with controversial aspects of difference. One indicated
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that dealing with conflicts in society was high on the public agenda, and so education in
Israel reflected this interest:
/ think that since the Israeli society is so much polarised and we have so many
groups and branches and the conflicts and so on, so the public sphere and the
political arena, they are all the time very concentrated on dealing with those
conflicts and the subjects and so on, and it was in a way obvious that the school
system and the educational system must deal with it (David, Jewish policy-maker).
Thus, here the education system is conceived of almost like a mirror of the world outside
of school, where the same, difficult issues must be addressed by students; indeed, this
focus on open conversation, Jewish students pointed out, is one way in which Civics
differs from other subjects. This stands in contrast to the idea that school should constitute
an ‘oasis’ where contentious issues are avoided, as was seen in the Nl example earlier.
This suggests the potential for the Israeli education system to play a constructive role in a
divided society; as McLaughlin (2003, p149) maintains, teaching such issues relating to
conflict and controversy are necessary if the desire is for a CE ‘which seeks to transcend
the merely informative’. This desire may be inferred in the data, at least on the surface.

Among the majority of Palestinian students, teachers and policy-makers, although the
value of discussion of difference was upheld, it was suggested that there were limits to
this, for a variety of reasons. Some referred to the history of Palestinian teachers in Israel
and their historical surveillance by the Ministry of Education, with a Palestinian teacher
from a binational school explaining that this made teachers even now afraid to express a
viewpoint that conflicted with the curriculum:
In our Arab-Palestinian personality, we have this fear to lose our work, we have this
fear to speak about politics ... to be involved in politics is making problems with the
authorities, we don’t want to be problematic people with the authorities. So
because of that, in the 1960s and the 1970s, Palestinian teachers in Israel were
very under control and part of them had problems with the authorities and they
were in jail (Latifa, teacher, binational school).
Thus, there is a sense here that different views, if deemed unacceptable in terms of
politics or alternative national identity (Palestinian), may not be expressed by teachers in
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the Arab Civics classroom, and so this caution may be passed on to students, particularly
due to the influence of the teacher (see McCroskey & Richmond, 1983, on power in the
classroom). This participant reflects what scholars during the period cited were writing with
regard to Palestinian teachers in the Israeli education system: that the educational
authorities required them to place emphasis on ‘Israeliness’ in class, rather than on ArabPalestinian identity (Mar'i, 1978, p xii). It also relates to what was discussed in chapter 2
regarding the political nature of the curriculum and types of CE. Sears and Hughes 1996
(pp127-8) mentioned a version of CE that relays a ‘particular set of national values and
norms’, implying that citizens are or should be ‘part of a common national culture and set
of traditions’ Thus, CE in this case is education for national citizenship, potentially leading
to ‘uncritical socialization’ (McLaughlin, 1992, p241) or marginalisation of minorities (Osier
& Starkey, 2003). Therefore, where ‘difference’ refers to an alternative understanding of
national identity, it may be posited that dealing with difference is less central in these Arab
Civics classrooms. It is worth bearing in mind, however, that this anxiety is present not
only among Palestinian teachers; indeed, as one Jewish policy-maker pointed out:
‘[Jewish] teachers are afraid of the political interpretation of their words, so they’d rather
not get involved, they don’t want the kids going home and saying, ‘This guy's a left-wing
do-gooder’’ (Netanel, Jewish policy-maker). It appears, then, that introducing students to
difference where it is controversial vis-a-vis the state or school may be problematic among
the majority as well as the minority group. Despite these apparent fears, however, all of
the teachers employed resources outside of the statutory textbook, illustrating that the
curriculum may be more flexible and that teachers may be more willing to go beyond the
curriculum guidance than first appears, and so the value of dealing with different points of
view was upheld. Thus, as Smooha (2004) has noted with regard to Palestinian citizens of
Israel as a whole, they cannot be regarded simply as a passive, oppressed minority.
In terms of the formal aims of CE, it is of note that dealing with difference has a prominent
place in both jurisdictions. In Nl, the aims include giving students the opportunity to
‘explore and express their own values and attitudes about current issues’, and to be
‘challenged to develop an appreciation of the needs and perspectives of others’ (PMB,
2007, p21), pointing towards the centrality of dealing with different perspectives.
Additionally, students are to consider the challenges and opportunities posed by diversity,
including with regard to identity and sectarianism, arguably a very local and controversial
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issue (CCEA, 2007). However, it is unclear whether key ethno-national difference or
conflict is to be addressed, and so, in a way, teachers’ approaches may mirror the
curriculum. Furthermore, although the flexibility of the curriculum was intended to allow a
more inquiry-based than knowledge-based and transmissional approach, and the broad
statements of entitlement were intended as an effective way of approaching CE in a
divided jurisdiction (Smith, 2003), controversial issues may even be avoided if the teacher
wishes. As Niens et al. (2013, p11) report, the freedom allowed within the curriculum to
teachers to choose subjects they believe are most relevant to their students can lead to a
situation where ‘issues most controversial in their contexts may not be covered or
delivered in a way that precludes critical discussion’. Indeed, the pedagogical approach of
avoidance is not uncommon in the CE classroom in many jurisdictions, particularly those
divided along ethno-national lines (McCully, 2005). In Israel, dealing with difference is
included in the aims of Civics insofar as they refer to developing distinctness in national
identity (alongside commonness in civic identity) and learning to accept and respect
difference. Additionally, the content covers consideration of the tensions inherent in a state
that is both Jewish and democratic, and key debates in Israel on cultural diversity and
minorities (Ichilov, Salomon & Inbar, 2005; Cohen. 2013). Therefore, in practice as well,
there appeared to be, at least on the surface, an emphasis on the importance of
discussing different, complex and even conflicting points of view among Jewish students,
teachers and policy-makers that were reflective of the formal aims of Civics. However, it is
unclear as to whether the aim of developing distinctiveness for non-Jewish national groups
is being met.

A range of purposes in dealing with difference was cited by participants. The most
prominent of these are presented below.
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Aims of dealing with difference

Participants mentioned a variety of aims in dealing with difference, three of which are
considered below: learning about difference, learning to accept difference, and learning to
challenge stereotypes.

Learning about difference

Learning about difference was the first and most basic level of engagement with difference
that was evident among research participants. According to stakeholders in both
jurisdictions, and across the three main stakeholder groups, one of the key purposes of
dealing with difference within CE was to learn about and understand issues from at least
two different standpoints:
In Citizenship ... you don’t learn one side of the story, you've to learn both sides
(Jamie, Protestant student).
/ need to know the other side to see the big picture (Itai, Jewish student).
where a voice is missing in a classroom ... a part of the teacher’s role has to be to
bring those other voices into the classroom (Chris, Nl policy-maker).
it’s about knowing the ‘other1, knowing the Palestinian narrative, knowing the
Zionist narrative (Latifa, teacher, binational school).
It is clear from the above quotations that learning about ‘both sides’ of an issue or the
other ‘voice’ on a topic is seen as important in and of itself and as a means of seeing ‘the
big picture’. This is not least because in both jurisdictions, students must be able to
express different points of view in order to achieve exam success; one Jewish policy
maker recalled that one of the official goals of Civics is to ‘know how to deal with ‘the
other", someone who is not like you' (David, Jewish policy-maker), and a student at the
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Protestant school claimed that their teacher had told the class that ‘that’s one of the main
reasons why people fail at this part of the course, because they can’t see both sides of the
story, like from both views’ (Jamie, Protestant student). Being able to appreciate a variety
of views on a particular issue reflects some of the findings of the CIVED study, which
suggested that there should be a focus on training teachers to help students grapple with a
range of opinions (Torney-Purta, 2002a). This approach also echoes what Bush and
Saltarelli (2000, p12) have written in the context of conflict-affected societies, whereby it
should be recognised that there are 'competing sets of facts and multiple interpretations of
events’. However, given that dealing with difference was essential to passing exams in
both jurisdictions, it was unclear whether this was not the more dominant concern among
teachers and students in particular.
It was suggested by the vast majority of participants that learning different viewpoints
requires the use of various sources of information and materials. Included within this were
textbooks, videos, newspaper articles, Internet sources, and information sessions or panel
discussions given by organisations from outside school. All schools involved in this
research appeared to use a range of these, and often it was considered a hallmark of
quality CE from the teachers’ point of view:
/ brought a lot of materials from outside the textbooks (Latifa, teacher, binational
school).
From their textbooks, obviously, they should expect a great deal of knowledge ...
there should be lots and lots of information about the subject that they’re studying,
lots of new information as well (Robert, teacher, Protestant school).
So here, the emphasis is placed on access to a range of knowledge, both within the
textbook and without. This use of multiple sources is suggested as unproblematically
valuable. However, a small number of students complained that they received too much
information at times. One Palestinian student said:
It [more opinions] will make us more confused because I’m telling you, now we
can’t know if what we are reading is true (Jamila, Palestinian student).
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The student above felt that too much information from too many points of view would make
it more difficult to know what to believe. Other students implied that they felt overwhelmed
with the quantity of information, to the point that they could not remember it all:
Louisa: / found it like hard to remember the Baha’i and all traditions ... and the
’Festivals of Light’ [Diwali, a Hindu festival] and all...
Caitlin: it was just like too much to do
Aoife: yeah you get confused too
Caitlin: and there was so much big words that I couldn’t remember.

There appears to be a sense here that not only is the quantity of information difficult to
retain, but also, in the latter example, it is the unfamiliar aspect of the information that
makes the task overwhelming, that is, looking at religious festivals that do not have a clear
bearing on the students’ lives. This is reminiscent of what was discussed in chapter 6 in
terms of the requirement of relevance to encourage engagement with a subject. It is
posited that learning about difference where that difference focus on groups that students
do not feel have a direct bearing on their own (polarised, Catholic) communities that
disengages students and prevents them from finding the curriculum relevant. As was
stated earlier, what students wished to learn about more often was difference in their own
communities that centred on the Catholic/Protestant dichotomy and associated history, but
their teachers were more likely to avoid teaching about local controversial issues. Thus,
these students were less interested in learning about difference in terms of wider diversity
in the jurisdiction, in contrast to the largely positive views of teachers and policy-makers,
highlighting how a curriculum is ‘transposed’ between policy intention and how it is actually
received by students (McGowan, 2008).

Progressing deeper than simply learning about difference, another key aim of dealing with
difference cited in the data was that of educating students to accept difference, discussed
below.
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Learning to accept difference

For many participants, learning to accept difference was viewed as one of the aims of
dealing with difference in the CE classroom. Some indicators of learning to accept
difference emerged as the teaching of the values of respect and tolerance:
recognising difference, being prepared to talk about difference, but also being
prepared to accept that difference is appropriate (Lawrence, Nl policy-maker).
First of all being patient [tolerant] to others ... it’s more understanding that in every
matter there is lots of opinions, they need to listen, they need to give other people
also the opportunity to say their own thing (Aviv, Jewish teacher).
Here, from the policy-makers’ and teachers' perspective, not only are students to
understand that there is a variety of points of view on any given subject, but also that they
should listen to, respect and be tolerant of these (alternative) opinions. Nieto (1994, p1)
suggests that tolerance represents ‘the capacity for or the practice of recognizing and
respecting the beliefs or practices of others’, illustrating how the ideas found in participant
responses may also be included within the concept of tolerance. Furthermore, in the cases
above, difference must not be ignored but rather highlighted in order to learn to accept it.
Such an approach is not uncommon in CE in multicultural societies; in fact, according to
Banks (2004, p4), one of the main goals of CE should be ‘to teach toleration and
recognition of cultural differences’. Relatedly, others would suggest that consideration of
different views and even disagreement actually helps to develop tolerance (Avery, 2002;
McLaughlin, 2003). Also notable here is an example of where the ‘language barrier’
between researcher and interviewee had to be negotiated, as the researcher translated
the term used by the interviewee (‘patient’) into what she believed he had intended to say
(‘tolerant’). Later, she used this term and the interviewee self-corrected, thereby agreeing
to her translation.
Students also referred to the concept of tolerance in their focus group discussions. For
example, some Protestant students appeared to view an intolerant attitude as a sign of
immaturity, shown when one of the students was explaining why teachers did not appear
willing to deal with contentious local issues in class:
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Lee: Some people just aren’t really prepared to learn about the other religion’s
views on someone, like they wouldn’t take it in a much more mature manner, so
[teachers] wait until later in school and education so that they’re more mature and
they can learn about it

Tom: They’d be quite biased one way or another, some people ...

The lack of willingness to engage with and accept a different opinion is viewed by these
students as a sign of immaturity. Therefore, some students see it as appropriate that
teachers wait until some students are older so that they can learn to accept, respect and
be tolerant of difference. These students’ negative view of those who are not tolerant of
difference likely suggests their belief that accepting difference is a worthy aim, and an
indication of progression towards maturity.
Students in Israel also referred to the idea of tolerance. More than half of Palestinian
students interviewed suggested that ‘most’ Jewish citizens do not accept Palestinian
citizens of Israel - that they in fact 7?afe’ them:
Ranya: they hate us ... they treat us bad ... actually it’s most of the world, not [just]
in Israel, think that Arabs are terrorists
Jamila: but we’re not
Basim: yes, stereotypes
Ranya: but we’re not
Basim: yeah we're goofy, we’re funny
Malik: we are from the name ‘Islam’, ‘Islam’ means ‘peace’, and we want peace,
making peace with other countries.
Basim: we’re not that serious about everything, we laugh, we joke

In the above excerpt, it is suggested that while Jews hate Palestinians, Palestinians ‘want
peace’ with others. Thus, here, rather than learning to accept difference, students are
more concerned with the fact that they are not accepted themselves, and how this should
be an aim for others - for the majority. Time and again, therefore, the need felt by the
minority for recognition arises, as was seen in Ben-Nun’s (2013) research on binational
schools in Israel. Before this right to recognition is fulfilled, it may be difficult for the
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minority to accept, respect and be tolerant towards the majority. Therefore, it is posited
that the contrast with Nl in its emphasis on accepting difference is illustrative of the more
equal standing felt between Catholics and Protestants, thanks to the representative
structure of the state apparatus and social sphere (see chapter 3).

In addition to learning about and learning to accept difference, the goal of learning to
challenge stereotypes was mooted by a number of participants as part of the overall aim of
dealing with difference. This is the final goal to be considered in this section.

Learning to challenge stereotypes

Around a quarter of teachers and policy-makers interviewed in both jurisdictions suggested
that one of the aims of CE through exposing students to difference should be to challenge
students’ assumptions about others’ or even their own cultural identity - to challenge
stereotypes. A stereotype may be defined as ‘a set of beliefs about the characteristics of a
social category of people’ (Bar-Tal, 1996, p341) and often appeared to have a negative
connotation in this research context. The problematic aspect of stereotyping was
expressed succinctly by a Palestinian teacher in a binational school:
usually the Palestinian side or the Arab side knows more about the Jewish side,
and the Jewish side doesn’t know a lot, and if the Jewish side or the Israeli side
know another information, usually there is a lot of stereotypes (Layla, teacher,
binational school).
In this extract it is suggested that there are more often inaccurate views of the minority
(Palestinians) held by the majority (Jews) than vice versa. Smooha (2004, p21) claims that
stereotyping is common in Israel due to ‘institutional separation, cultural differences,
socioeconomic disparities and ideological disagreements between Arabs and Jews’. The
implication of this citation is that Jews’ stereotypical views of Palestinians ought to be
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challenged, and indeed, elsewhere in her interview, it became clear that this teacher used
this approach in the binational classroom where she was confronted regularly with her
students’ inaccurate views of the ‘other’. However, it was never suggested by this or any
other Palestinian interviewee that Palestinian students should have their own, potentially
stereotypical views of Jews challenged, even though stereotyping or negative views of the
‘other’ may be just as prevalent among Palestinians as among Jews (Smooha, 2004).
In contrast, less than half of Jewish and Ml teachers and policy-makers suggested that
students should have their sometimes stereotypical views challenged through CE. For
example, these policy-makers stated:
/ think diversity, if it is treated in a good way, is the best way to fight against
stereotypes and prejudices, etc., etc., because when students are exposed to 'the
other', the other becomes human and when they are not exposed, the other is
always the other (Ehud, Jewish policy-maker).
/ think that in the Citizenship classroom everyone should be open to challenge, that
all the views should be challenged, if you like, that no political, religious, social view
should be immune from being seriously challenged by pupils doing it to each other
(Chris, N! policy-maker).
These policy-makers appear to see challenging stereotypes as an aim of dealing with
difference in CE. Both see interaction with the ‘other’ point of view as inherently good, with
the first interviewee in particular seeing it as an important part of fighting stereotypes
through ‘humanising’ them, providing new learning and therefore challenging stereotypes
by itself, which echoes an important process in intergroup contact outlined by Pettigrew
(1998). Although the physical contact is absent, no face-to-face contact appears to be
required by this teacher, but rather contact with knowledge of the ‘other’ is what is
imagined as leading to this positive effect. In the second excerpt, the emphasis is on all
views being open to challenge, inferring a student challenging their views about
themselves as well as of others, and particularly by students challenging each other. This
echoes the deepest level in terms of dealing with difference espoused by Nieto (1994),
when the process moves from tolerance, through acceptance and respect, before arriving
at affirmation of but also critique of difference. It furthermore suggests the existence of a
teacher who is willing to risk dealing with reactions from students who have been
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challenged, something that did not appear popular among many teachers. This lack of
popularity raises a broader issue of the potential difference between what policy-makers
believe to be reasonable for a teacher to teach, and what teachers believe themselves,
suggesting a disconnect between policy-making and policy enactment (Ball, 1994;
McEvoy, 2007; McGowan, 2008). However, it must also be added that the idea of
challenging stereotypes through CE is not clearly articulated in the policy and curriculum
documents of either jurisdiction, and so this lack of emphasis may be unsurprising.

Summary of comparisons

Although the centrality of dealing with different points of view on general issues was
upheld in both Ml and Israel, a number of inter-jurisdiction comparisons of the prevalence
of the three different aims of dealing with difference may be made. Dealing with difference
in terms of conflicts in the jurisdiction was viewed as more central in Israel, particularly
among Jewish participants, potentially relating to their position as a dominant and selfconfident majority. In Nl, the idea of school as an 'oasis’ from the conflict outside the
school gates seemed to hold some sway, compared with Israeli schools, which appeared
to be a kind of anti-oasis whereby Civics was the one place where young people may have
been able to discuss difference openly.
The aim of learning about difference was popular among all stakeholder groups in both
jurisdictions, although students appeared less keen on this approach due to sometimes
feeling overloaded by, in their opinion, seemingly irrelevant or confusing material. In terms
of the aim of accepting difference, learning the values of respect and tolerance emerged
as key, and again was a popular aim among a mix of stakeholders, although less popular
than learning about difference, due to the possibility of matters of controversy arising.
Palestinian and Nl teachers were those who struggled most in this aspect. Finally, the aim
of learning to challenge stereotypes in and through CE was more popular in Israel than in
Nl. However, among Palestinian participants, challenging stereotypes was more often
suggested as something that Jews should apply to their views on Palestinians, rather than
Palestinians towards Jews or Palestinians towards themselves. More broadly, it is of note
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that although these three aims appear in the curriculum guidance for CE in both
jurisdictions, it may be said that they are not always fully effected in practice.

In addition to the differential centrality and aims of dealing with difference, teachers in
particular faced a number of challenges. These are addressed below.

Pedagogical challenges
It was acknowledged by a range of participants that dealing with difference posed a
number of pedagogical challenges. Those addressed below are freedom of expression
and non-bias.

Freedom of expression

Within discussions of education rights in this research, the right of students to express
their views was a very common theme. Much emphasis among stakeholder groups in this
research, therefore, was placed on the skill of the teacher to facilitate this. Below are two
illustrative examples from the data:
/ think first and foremost they have the right to be able to express their opinion in a
comfortable and safe environment (Laura, teacher, Catholic school).
it shouldn’t preach, it shouldn’t discipline, it should open up discussions, debates,
about possibilities, about ways of life, about values, and so on (Mansur, Palestinian
policy-maker).
As is clear from the above, the right to express their opinion was suggested as being
highly prized in the CE classroom. Indeed, such a view is very much in line with a human
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rights approach to CE, given that expression is seen as a young person’s right in article 13
CRC (UNCRC, 1989), and may indicate that awareness of human rights had embedded to
a certain extent in pedagogy in Israel and Nl. This also reflects the findings of the CIVED
study, which emphasised the importance of creating an ‘open’ classroom environment that
supports the discussion of issues as a way of promoting civic knowledge and engagement
(Torney-Purta et al., 2001; Amadeo et ai, 2002).
It should be noted, however, that there were some differences in emphasis between Israel
and Nl. In Israel, particularly among Jewish stakeholders, the value of lively and
sometimes heated debate was emphasised, even when it came to sensitive local issues,
and may indicate cultural communication aspects or the self-confidence of the majority
mentioned earlier. In Nl, however, there appeared to be more emphasis placed on the
importance of the safety of the space - the ‘comfortable and safe environment’ (Laura,
teacher, Catholic school) - and frequently elsewhere were cited strategies aimed at
achieving this, such as ensuring that students did not have to share personal information
(‘taking the personal out of it’), and using international examples as an ‘entry point’ to a
sensitive local topic.
This emphasis on safety may be a mask for reluctance to deal with difference when it
looks at local contentious issues, as noted earlier in this chapter. For example, one
teacher was open about his unwillingness to deal with contentious issues in class:
/ think really the only one [topic] we would find where kids would actually have a
strong view which is hard to get around would be the Northern Ireland situation, but
even then it’s through a lack of knowledge, and then you have to be cautious too
because there can be at certain times of the year community tensions and things
(Niall, teacher, Protestant school).
There appears to be here an awareness of two issues: the difficulty in discussing ‘the
Northern Ireland situation’, and the cautiousness adopted by teachers during certain tense
times of the year when local contested cultural issues may come to the fore. Such tense
times included when violence flared up over unionist-affiliated Orange Order marches
through Catholic areas, in celebration of historic perceived Protestant victories over
Catholic leaders. Therefore, it was unclear as to whether freedom of expression was, in
reality, permitted when sensitive local topics might be brought up by students in Nl, or
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whether the oft-cited ‘culture of avoidance’ was at play (Dunn & Nolan-Haley, 1998). This
raises the issue of the power differential between teachers and students where, even if a
teacher is aware of children’s rights, they still hold the balance of power in deciding what
may or may not be talked about. As Archard (2004) has pointed out that, according to
article 12 CRC, even freedom of expression among young people is conditional on age
and maturity, and therefore upon adults’ judgment.
Among participants in Israel it was clear that sometimes freedom of expression was
curbed when that expression was deemed inappropriate by the teacher. A minority of
teachers and policy-makers were open about how they deal with what they deemed
unacceptable views expressed in class. For example:
it happened to me once or twice that I stopped the lesson and I talked to them
about things that, for me, was very harsh things to say for them, and once I even
sent out a kid, a student, because after I explained everything, he doesn’t have to
agree, but he just shouted ‘death to the Arabs!’ And I said, 'Not in my class. Get out
and we’ll talk about it personally later’. And I explained to them why I won't tolerate
any of those things (Yonatan, Jewish teacher).
In terms of dealing with difference, there is an onus, implied above, on the teacher to be
critical of what is being expressed by their students, and to act if they believe that what
their students are saying is offensive, not only to other students but also to the teacher,
even to the extent that they exclude the student from the classroom. Here, freedom of
speech may be understood within the challenge of striking a balance between claiming
one’s rights, as a young person, and respecting those of others. However, this excerpt
may also be viewed within the context of the teacher-student (or adult-child) relationship
and, it is proposed, the deference that is expected from a child. National cultural factors
may be at play here, but more than that, the more traditional (western?) understanding of
children as being less mature, and possessing less knowledge than adults (see Prout &
James, 1997). This was expressed by a number of teachers with regard to involving
students in the development of curriculum, and is attended to in chapter 8. It also raises a
question about whether the teacher excludes the student because they believe the student
is offending other students, or if it is more to do with the teacher’s own sensitivities to
certain opinions (Hess, 2004). Whichever way this contrast with Nl may be explained, it is
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clear that freedom of expression is conceptualised slightly differently by different
participants, and particularly when it comes to views on the appropriateness of limitations
on speech; in other words, what for one individual may be seen as admirable respect for
freedom of expression by a teacher may seem to another like deplorable toleration of
racist remarks.
Dialogue from students may shed more light on the above propositions in relation to
freedom of expression. In the extract below, students suggested that freedom of
expression was limited:
Roisln: / think [name of teacher] would be open to letting you express yourself
Caitlin: she lets you say your opinion and say what you think but
Roisin: there’s a line
Caitlin. there’s a line
All students: yeah
Caitlin: that you’re not allowed to cross
Roisln. there’s a very fine line

In discussing the ‘very fine line’ that they are not permitted to cross, students here
displayed an awareness of the limits imposed by their teacher on freedom of expression.
This clearly curbed the willingness of these students to express their views openly and
may also have hindered the lively classroom discussion that some would suggest is
central to effective CE (Torney-Purta, 2002a).
In contrast, among students in Israel, limits to their discussions were not mentioned,
although it is acknowledged that this does not necessarily mean that limits were not
imposed. On a number of occasions, students referred to how they talked about
everything’ in Civics, and the extract below illustrates how the class works from Jewish
students’ perspective:
Tobi: we are not sleeping in the class, actually we are telling and shouting
Gilad: arguments
Tobi: yeah
Interviewer: Oh really? Shouting even?
Rebekah: all the time he [Tobi] shouts
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Therefore, the impression is given above of a classroom environment where students are
able to express their opinions, even in an arguably aggressive way. The comparison, then,
with the 'safe space’ of the Nl Citizenship classroom and the ‘fine line’ that some students
feel they must not cross is striking; not only this, but the fact that this issue did not arise in
interviews with Palestinian students is also of note, and may indicate the level of
discussion of difference that is officially or tacitly encouraged or permitted in Palestinian
schools, due to political factors (see chapter 6) or cultural norms in communication. In
terms of the latter, it is salient that Jewish Israelis are known for their more direct and
challenging approach, called dugri, than Palestinian citizens of Israel, who are known to
exhibit the more indirect style of musayara - literally, ‘to accommodate or go along with' or those who live in Nl, well-documented as, to a certain extent, avoiding contentious
issues in mixed company (Katriel, 1986; Feghali, 1997; Dunn & Nolan-Haley, 1998). But it
also must be noted that the researcher may have been over-sensitive in this regard, given
that she grew up in a family where such politically contentious issues were not discussed,
despite (or perhaps because of) her family’s involvement in the peace and reconciliation
movement in Nl. Nevertheless, despite taking account of potential researcher bias, and of
culturally differentiated aspects of communication, a question is still raised about the
varying value and limits that may be placed on freedom of expression, however it is
conceptualised, within CE, particularly given the potential for CE to offer learning about
democratic values (Osier & Starkey, 1996).

A related challenge faced in teaching students to deal with difference is that of non-bias
from the teachers’ point of view. This is addressed below.

Non-bias

Teacher non-bias is a topic that arose frequently in relation to dealing with different
viewpoints, across the range of participants in both jurisdictions, and was often framed
within the concept of an acceptable citizenship education. Non-bias may be defined here
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as referring to the approach of not emphasising one opinion to the detriment of others on a
given topic, similar to the approach of ‘balance’ advocated by Sir Bernard Crick in his
report on the teaching of citizenship in England (Crick, 1998, p56), although it should be
kept in mind that complete non-bias or neutrality may be unachievable (see Oulton, Dillon
& Grace, 2004).
For more than half of the teachers interviewed, part of non-bias involved non-disclosure of
their personal opinion. For example:
in terms of history and politics, I always pride myself that my students don’t know
what my political persuasion is ... I make it very clear to them [students] that I will
not be sharing that with them because that is not my role, my role is not to
influence their own political thinking (Nicola, teacher, Catholic school).
I don’t give any answers for my students in the class, my opinion, I don’t use my
opinion (Ibrahim, Palestinian teacher).
In both of these citations, the importance of a teacher not sharing their opinion in class is
upheld. Nicola highlights, in particular, that she does not wish to overly influence her
students’ opinion by expressing her own, which is suggested here and elsewhere in this
interview as a risk due to the teacher-student power differential. Ibrahim emphasises his
desire to not share his own personal opinion with students, which may derive from a
wariness of Palestinian teachers to be seen to be sharing their ideological (Palestinian)
stance in a Jewish majority jurisdiction, as noted earlier. Similar debates have been found
in research on other controversial topics in other jurisdictions (see Davies, 2005). This
adoption of non-disclosure as an approach to non-bias echoes the principle of balance
observed by Fless (2004) when teachers are dealing with controversial subject matter in
class, whereby they aim to provide students with as much information as possible on an
issue, without privileging a particular perspective. Similarly, the principle of neutrality is
advocated by Stenhouse (1983), where a teacher acts as a ‘neutral chairperson’ in class
debates.
In contrast, around a quarter of teachers and policy-makers in both jurisdictions said that
they felt it was appropriate or ‘acceptable’ for a teacher to share their opinion in class, as
long as they also illustrated all the other facets of a particular issue. For example:
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you have to show all sides of the story, but personally I believe that you’re also
allowed to advocate one narrative that is the one you believe in, students and
teacher (Gad, Jewish teacher).
In this example, there appears to be an emphasis placed on the teacher as the one who is
entitled to share their viewpoint or ‘narrative’, but in the context of full information, and the
extended interview with this and some other teachers illustrated that they aimed to take
this approach to their teaching in general. This approach, whereby the teacher tries to
show all sides of an issue but also shares their own view, was coined by Kelly (1986) as
'committed impartiality’, and supported by Harwood and Hahn (1990) on the proviso that it
is made clear to students that it is only one opinion among many, and that it may be
challenged. However, despite this apparent awareness of potential bias, Ichilov (2008,
p195) suggests it is ‘reasonable to assume that teachers may interpret events and
curricular materials in the classroom based on their ideological stance’, and so, as
Leonard (2007) proposes, teachers may hold prejudiced opinions that are revealed
through their teaching of which they may be unaware. Therefore, Arlow (2002) suggests
that it is of utmost importance that teachers recognise their own bias through reflexive
practices.
Other teachers and policy-makers highlighted the challenge in attaining non-bias in the
classroom due to the monocultural nature of the communities where they live, and also the
almost monocultural schools they attend. A policy-maker stated: ‘One of the mistakes of
the Israeli educational system is that we have this separation and people do not study
together’ (Ehud, Jewish policy-maker). Similarly, a teacher in Ml shared a view that was
similarly expressed by one of the other teachers in a Protestant school, and two of the
Jewish teachers:
/ think they [students] find it very hard to look at two sides of an argument when it’s
something they’ve been brought up in, very, very hard. This would be a very
polarised community, and there would be a few of the [students] maybe who would
socialise with friends from other schools and things outside school, but they would
be few and far between (Sandra, teacher, Protestant school).
In this instance, the teacher suggests that students have difficulty in seeing different sides
of an issue and therefore in avoiding bias due to their background in a monocultural
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community (and, it may be added, school). This militates, therefore, in this understanding,
against what the curriculum is aimed at achieving in terms of dealing with difference. This
concern is supported in the literature which acknowledges the difficulty of teaching young
people to be tolerant and respectful of difference ‘when there is no-one in their school
environment who is different (in terms of religious background) and therefore requires
tolerance’ (Lundy, 2006, p347). It also indicates that policy and curriculum have to be
adapted to the situation of the school; indeed, as has been suggested earlier in this
chapter, policies may be interpreted by different ‘policy actors’ in individual schools and
therefore may look different when enacted in different places (Ball, 1994; et a/.).
As for students, they broadly viewed non-bias positively, expressing this both in terms of
their teachers, and in terms of adopting this value for themselves. One student explained
that it was important that a teacher was unbiased as otherwise they may have a negative
impact on their students:
In some classes, if the teacher is a wee bit biased towards something he could
teach all the students to be that way, then it would just take them the wrong way ...
like instead of being either side of the argument it’s better to be neutral and take
both sides of the argument into view and see what it’s like (Matthew, Protestant
student).
Such a ‘neutral’ approach, when students feel no pressure to take the teacher’s
perspective, appeared to be viewed favourably by students, although it is significant that
much of the discussion regarding non-bias was often related back to the requirements of
their exam, where students had to be able to articulate various viewpoints in a balanced
way. Indeed, they believed that this was the kind of education that they were receiving and
had the right to receive.
In Israel, most students in the Jewish school saw the value of an ‘objective’ Civics, where
students hear a range of viewpoints in class, not just information that is ‘culturally
appropriate’ to the secular Jewish population, as mentioned earlier: 7 need to know the
other side to see the big picture’ (Tobi, Jewish student).Therefore, some awareness of and
alertness to bias was shown by some of these students that supports their desire to ‘see
the big picture’ when it comes to dealing with difference, a not uncommon view when
dealing with contested issues among young people (Davies, 2005). However, there always
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remains the possibility that the more critical students were employing the strategy of ‘rightanswerism’ (Holt, 1969) with the outsider researcher.

Summary of comparisons

In terms of the pedagogical challenges involved in dealing with difference, freedom of
expression and non-bias emerged as the most significant over the range of stakeholders in
both jurisdictions. Data indicated that a higher degree of freedom of expression was
encouraged in Jewish Israeli schools than in Arab schools or those in Nl, partially
attributed to differences in Jewish Israeli cultural norms in communication, although
freedom of expression was conceptualised variously and for some it was thought to allow
for the exclusion of students if what they were expressing was deemed inappropriate. It
was unclear to what extent freedom of expression was permitted in Arab schools,
particularly when it came to views that might oppose the dominant Jewish narrative of the
state apparatus and the Civics curriculum in Israel. This may also be attributed to the more
indirect style of communication among Palestinians. In Nl, the 'safe space’ in which to
discuss sensitive issues was highlighted, although freedom of expression may have been
hampered through the potential ‘avoidance’ of sensitive issues.
As for non-bias, the vast majority of participants appeared to support the concept in CE,
both from a teacher’s point of view and in terms of encouraging students to adopt it,
although different views were shared with regard to teacher disclosure, with slightly more
in favour among Jewish Israelis than among other participants, potentially attributable to
culturally differentiated norms of communication. However, the monocultural school
environment was cited by some as mitigating against non-bias in dealing with difference.

Alongside the themes of minority group representation and dealing with difference
emerged that of preparation for life as an understanding of education rights in citizenship
education. This is the final theme, and is considered in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 8
THEME 3: PREPARATION FOR LIFE

Preparing young people for life through citizenship education was another way in which
education rights were understood by students, teachers and policy-makers in Northern
Ireland and Israel, and was reflected in the aims of CE in both jurisdictions. The idea of
preparing students for life is also common in literature on CE (see, for example, Ten Dam
& Volman, 2004). and therefore, the theme requires consideration.

This, the third chapter of research findings focuses on two key facets of preparation for life:
preparation for school life, and preparation for life in society. Comparisons between
jurisdictions and stakeholder groups are provided throughout. The chapter closes with
some concluding remarks.

Preparation for school life
The first aspect of preparation for life addressed in this chapter that was discussed by
participants is that of preparing students for life within school. This included consideration
of preparation for exam success and youth participation in curriculum development, which
are reflected below.
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Preparation for exam success
A key focus across jurisdiction and stakeholder group, and particularly among teachers,
was preparation for success in exams and other assessment, through being taught certain
content or knowledge and acquiring certain skills. For example:

their GCSE [General Certificate of Secondary Education], which they’re very
focused on, they really are, it’s just, ‘Do we need to know this for our GCSE?’ ...
And they have that right as well (Laura, teacher, Catholic school).
Every student, when they go to our class, they know that our school especially
does everything for him to finish the bagrut, the final exam (Bisma, Palestinian
teacher).

Here, not only are young people conceived of as having the right to be prepared for their
exams (GCSE, bagrut) in terms of content, but also they have the right to be given help
perhaps above and beyond the normal remit of the teacher - to do 'everything’ to help
them. Thus, the focus on exam preparation is clear.

In addition to gaining knowledge, many references were made to the importance of
acquiring skills (one of the four core components of CE outlined in chapter 2) in order to
succeed in CE exams. Such skills included critical thinking, analysis, decision-making,
discussion and the development of independent opinion. In the excerpts below, some of
these skills are mentioned:

In Civics I study with the students’ levels of thinking, so I reach with them the upper
level of thinking, to discuss the conflicts, to argue, to compare, many levels of
thinking. So I am starting now with my students with the higher level of thinking, I
give them a conflict, so they should have their opinion and how they will tell about
their opinion and how they will defend their opinion (Bisma, Palestinian teacher).

[Citizenship requires you] to combine skills and obviously knowledge, skills being
critical thinking, the ability to build an argument, literacy, of course, making
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decisions, backing up decisions with explanation (Robert, teacher, Protestant
school).

The formal skills that should be acquired in both jurisdictions overlap to a significant
extent, according to both interviewees and the relevant curriculum documents; indeed,
these are commonly cited cognitive skills relating to ‘reflective judgment’ - the 'ability to
evaluate the accuracy and logical coherence of evidence and arguments’ - and ‘critical
thinking’ - that involves ‘analyzing [information], making judgments about what it means,
relating it to other information and considering ways in which it may be valid or invalid’
(Arnett, 2001, pp73, 80). They are also skills cited as key to CE (Marker & Mehlinger,
1992; Ten Dam & Volman, 2004). However, arguably, there was more emphasis on
developing one’s own opinion among respondents in Israel, and more emphasis on the
fundamental skill of literacy in Nl. This may be a reflection of the relative academic
standing of the participant schools in Israel versus those in Nl, as participant schools in
Israel were generally suggested to be academically focused, illustrated by the level of
academic selection and achievement, particularly in the Jewish schools, whereas the
schools in Nl were academically non-selective. It may also be linked to the fact that more
is expected from students studying CE in Israel than in Nl due to the fact that it is
compulsorily examined in Israel in the school-leavers’ matriculation exam and therefore
‘higher stakes’, although the literature is divided over whether or not examining a subject
actually increases student motivation and achievement (Amrein & Berliner, 2002).
Furthermore, there are undoubtedly cultural factors at play: as was explained in chapter 7,
Jewish Israelis (as are those who hold primary responsibility for curriculum development in
Israel) are known to be more direct and challenging in their communication than those who
have grown up in Nl (Katriel, 1986; Feghali, 1997; Dunn & Nolan-Haley, 1998).

Even though the entitlement of young people to be prepared for their CE exams was
emphasised, a feeling of unease with the exam focus was also expressed by half of the
teachers in both jurisdictions. For example,

It [Citizenship] has to be focused towards their exam because they have the right,
they must, as much as sometimes it pains all of us teachers that we’re always
working towards an exam, but they have the right to come out with the best grade
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possible because that’s ultimately why they’re there (Laura, teacher, Catholic
school).

[Civics] brings some information that we have to know, even though we don’t like it.
We have to finish the complete bagrut so we have to do it, without Civics they can’t
take the bagrut (Layla, Palestinian teacher).

In the citations above, there are three different concerns with regard to the exam focus.
The first relates to the emphasis on exams in general, implying that working towards an
exam means that other, perhaps more important aspects are not dealt with in CE. The
second concern is more to do with the perception that the content or knowledge to be
acquired within the course is unacceptable, but again there is an acceptance that students
must be helped to pass their exams. Thirdly, in both these and other excerpts, it is
understood that young people have the right to be prepared for exams, regardless of the
teacher’s unease, and, as was seen earlier, indicates something of the ‘examination effect’
in which when an exam is attached to a subject, it purportedly gains in prestige and
student motivation.

Other negative effects of the exam focus were highlighted. For example, lack of time was
cited often in Nl, in the following example as meaning that students were not able to
engage in more ‘active’ approaches to learning, such as class trips:
Like we would take them up to Stormont, depending on the class, when we’re
doing the political side of it, but then that takes away from the whole, ‘These are
the facts that you need to know for your exam’, so we don’t get to take them out an
awful lot, we don’t get to go places with them (Niall, teacher, Protestant school).
Relatedly, although the Nl curriculum for CE was intended to be more inquiry-based that
knowledge-based, it appears that Smith’s (2003, p26) evaluation of the pilot for Citizenship
still rings true for the statutory curriculum for this teacher - that ‘the emphasis is still on the
acquisition

of

predetermined

knowledge,

geared

towards

academic

success

in

examinations’, rather than the more interactive and student-led approach, suggested by
Kerr (1999), among others. This is expressed in terms of something valuable that students
then miss out on.
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In Israel, among a small minority of teachers and policy-makers, a lack of time was also
viewed as militating against encouraging students to become better, contributing citizens,
and which subsequently takes a backseat to the goal of helping students to achieve exam
success:
It’s a problem because we have two goals: one goal is to prepare everyone to the
bagrut [matriculation] exam, it’s like the final exam, but the other goal should be
being a better person, being a better citizen, contribute to society, and I think,
sometimes, we take more here /bagrut/ and less from here [being a better person],
and we have one hour every time, or less than one hour, so you can’t really put
everything in the same bucket (Aviv, Jewish teacher).

Therefore, it may be said that in both Nl and Israel, although it was acknowledged by
every teacher interviewed that students had to be prepared for their exams as part of
preparation for school life, around half also acknowledged that there were other elements
of preparation for life in terms of developing values, enablement to participate or more
active learning strategies that students may arguably then miss out on. This absence is
significant, given that values and participation have been suggested in scholarship as
being core components of CE (Sears & Hughes, 1996) and is also mentioned in the
curriculum guidance for CE for both jurisdictions, in addition to more active pedagogical
approaches. For example, in terms of participation, in Nl, Citizenship aims to ‘help [...]
young people learn how to participate positively in society, to influence democratic
processes and to make informed and responsible decisions as local and global citizens’
(PMB, 2007, p21); in Israel, Civics aims to, among other elements, ‘help students become
autonomous and conscious citizens’ who engage in critical thinking, analysis and opinion
forming and adhere to democracy (Ministry of Education, 1994, cited in Ichilov, Salomon &
Inbar, 2005, p40). Therefore, in light of such arguably worthy curriculum aims, but some
disappointment with the reality of CE, the frequently mooted point again may be raised
concerning potential differences between this policy/curriculum intention and actual
policy/curriculum enaction (Ball, 1994; McEvoy, 2007; McGowan, 2008). However, in the
midst of all of these potential explanations, it must also be remembered that there sat the
researcher, whose inherent bias may have influenced how she interpreted the data in this
instance, as she had attended a highly academic ‘grammar’ school, where there was a

170

clear focus on attaining exam success, and less, she claims, on a more holistic vision of
education. Thus, the exam focus was often at the front of her mind when interviewing
participants, and was inevitably what she noticed.

Although teachers appeared to be focused on CE exams, it is of note that students in both
jurisdictions made only very subtle references to CE exams, and in the case of Israel they
were even less pronounced. This may be because, in both jurisdictions, their CE exam
was at least one year away, and so exams were not at the front of students’ thinking.
However, this contrasts with what the teacher from a Catholic school (Laura) mentioned
above in terms of her students’ focus on exams, and most likely indicates that this
concentration becomes more pronounced as students get closer to the exam period.

Another aspect of the right to be prepared for school life was that of youth participation in
decisions regarding the curriculum. This is presented below.

Youth participation in curriculum development
Young people’s participation in developing the CE curriculum was approached variously by
interviewees. Although in Ml no teacher was directly opposed to this idea, only one teacher
was strongly in favour. As she explained:

/ think in the design of any Citizenship materials young people should have a say,
because they’re the ones that are going to be looking at it, and whilst we can
empathise as much as we possibly can as adults, it’s difficult to really get into the
mindset of young people, and the best way to do that is ask them (Nicola, teacher,
Catholic school).

Here, the importance of consulting young people on a subject they are studying is
presented as self-evident - that young people know better than adults what young people
want, and therefore they should be asked their opinion, in order to develop an effective

171

course. More generally, this teacher highlighted the importance of listening to student
‘voice’:

based on my own experience of using student voice ...I think that it encourages an
ongoing dialogue and it goes back to the rights agenda, that young people feel like
they’ve been consulted, and are quite proud of the fact that they have had an input
into the decision-making. So I think that would be a crucial thing to do (Nicola,
teacher, Catholic school).
Giving students a voice in terms of being consulted is conceived of here as ‘crucial’ to
curriculum development. This supports Osier and Starkey’s (2003, p244) view on CE that
‘young people have much to contribute ... to the formulation of a relevant and effective
education for citizenship’. Much research has been carried out on student consultation in
Nl in recent years, notably by scholars such as Kilkelly et al. (2004) and Lundy (2007) who
support the involvement of young people in decision-making in school. This, in their view,
would bring schools more into line with article 12 CRC on the right of young people to have
their views given ‘due weight’ in areas that affect them. Similarly, Bush and Saltarelli
(2000) suggest that allowing young people’s (and ethnic minorities’) voices to be heard,
affords the school the opportunity to model democracy, participation and inclusion, and is
of particular importance in a divided society.

Four policy-makers in Nl also referenced the consultation of young people with regard to
the curriculum. Although one stated their belief that young people were not adequately
consulted, the others appeared satisfied with the level of consultation. One policy-maker
expressed the view that when young people are involved in school decision-making in
general, including in curriculum development, it can have a positive impact on their lives in
terms of their personal development and empowerment, particularly in cases where a
young person is disengaged from their education:
[involvement of young people in decision-making is] where real education can
begin to take place and it’s partly about developing that young individual, giving
them opportunities that they’ve maybe never had before, a lot of those kids I’m
talking about would probably never open their mouth in a classroom, except to be
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cheeky or whatever, but creating a context for them to be constructive and positive
is really, really important (Chhs, Nl policy-maker).
Thus, there is a causal link made here between young people participating in decision
making regarding their education, and their development. More broadly, then, it may be
inferred that young people’s participation is understood as leading to their empowerment,
as cited in some of the literature on youth development (Cargo, Grams, Ottoson, Ward &
Green, 2003).

In Israel, in contrast, teachers and policy-makers were much more sceptical about the
perceived benefits of engaging young people in curricular consultation. When asked
whether they thought such consultation was possible, one Jewish teacher responded:

if you ask if it's possible, I think it’s possible. Personally, I don’t believe in it ... But
to decide or to be part of who decides what [to study], I think when they’ll [students]
be older they can say. I have no problem saying that I think I know better, I lived
longer, I saw more, and I think I can say that I can decide better what’s right to or
not to study (Gad, Jewish teacher).

Here, the belief that students should not be heavily involved in curriculum development is
clear. There is a marked distinction made between teacher (adult) and student (young
person) in terms of the gap in knowledge, understanding and experience, following a more
traditional approach to teaching and a more traditional conception of the child (see
Alderson, 1995; James & Prout, 1997). Thus, this is not viewed as a right by teachers and
policy-makers interviewed in Israel, and so in this way, students do not share equal status
with other stakeholders in CE. Such status inequality is common in many jurisdictions
(Osier & Starkey, 2003).

A policy-maker shed some light on this view of student consultation. In explaining the
unpopularity of the rights discourse among educators in Israel, she highlighted that the
Students’ Rights division within the Ministry of Education had sent out a booklet to schools
outlining the rights of students. The policy-maker maintained that the reaction to this was
negative:
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Most principals put it in the closet or in the basement because they couldn’t
understand that people are talking about their rights and also about their duties,
they thought they were only talking about their rights and children really started to
talk about, 'What about my rights? How dare you tell me this? I have rights, I have
rights!' (Rache\, Jewish policy-maker).
Here, it is suggested that principals are nervous of giving young people their rights without
the assurance that they will fulfil their responsibilities. It is of note that similar sentiments
were expressed in Nl, although more muted, potentially due to a ‘culture of politeness’,
normally cited in the literature in reference to discussions of politically contentious issues
(see Dunn & Nolan-Haley, 1998). This culture may also have been at play when
participants were faced with a researcher whose clear motivation was to explore issues of
rights and who, it may have been assumed, was supportive of students’ rights. Therefore,
this may give some indication of how young people are broadly viewed in terms of the lack
of belief in the value of their involvement in decision-making, springing from a lack of belief
that they are mature enough to appreciate their responsibilities alongside their rights, and
to carry the responsibility of involvement in curricular development in particular (see
Roche, 1999, for an outline of similar views on young people).
Students’ views on their input into curriculum development also varied. On the one hand,
Catholic students perceived it to be important and possible:
Aoife: if you have someone your own age writing a book it’s
Caitlin: it’s gonna be more relevant
Aoife: yeah you can relate till them more
Caitlin: the things that I don’t like is the really big words
All: yeah
Caitlin: because I look at them and I’m just completely blank of what they mean
Grace: aye [yes] I can’t stand it
Caitlin: but if someone our age was writing it then it’d be easier to understand

Here students suggest that participation of their peers in writing textbooks would help to
ensure materials were more relevant to them and more suited to their ability, and thus
youth participation in this instance infers that students would be better prepared for school
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life and success. Such a view is supported by research conducted by Kilkelly et al. (2004),
who reported that for school pupils in Nl a key issue was that they did not play a role in
decision-making in school.
However, in contrast, Protestant students were not as strongly in favour of students being
involved in curriculum development. For example:
No, in a way, no, because through the year you can’t learn about what everyone
[wants], like if each pupil, let’s say there’s twenty pupils in each class, change and
they want to learn about each of the changes, then it’s going to stretch everything
out because you’re not going to be able to learn everyone’s changes and people
might change more often. So you could be half-way through learning something
about something and then them changing, so you’d have to move to a different
subject and you’ll not know the full story of the other subject (Jamie, Protestant
student).
Here the student showed a belief that it would be too confusing if everyone's ideas were
taken on board in the curriculum as they change too often. Thus the involvement of young
people in developing CE curriculum was not approached overwhelmingly positively in the
Nl case, although it could be argued that this may differ when young people’s capacity for
curricular input is developed.
Not dissimilarly, Jewish students believed it to be possible but undesirable that they
influence textbooks or curriculum, due to their lack of knowledge:

Itai: I’m not sure we have enough knowledge about these things to write a book.
Not enough ... We could give the ideas but not the
Gilad: actual material
Itai: but the ideas we can say, contribute.

In this excerpt, although input in terms of ideas is viewed positively, input beyond that is
seen as undesirable due to students’ knowledge deficit, not unlike that viewpoint voiced by
Jewish teachers earlier in this chapter, who teach at the school where these students are
enrolled. Students are understood, therefore, as not only lacking knowledge, but also
wisdom through lack of experience (see Roche, 1999). It is difficult to discern, however,
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whether a seeming lack of belief in their ability to influence the curriculum stems from a
lack of encouragement or enablement by their teachers or the school system in general
(inferred from the teachers quoted above), or whether it may, in fact, be a mask for a lack
of desire to be involved in the development of the curriculum. This is particularly confusing,
given that findings from the CIVED study suggested that 16 year old Israeli students are
more confident about participating in school than the international average (Amadeo et al.}
2002), and that participation of young people in society in general is increasing in both the
minority and majority worlds (Percy-Smith & Thomas, 2010). In any case, this lack of
enthusiasm among half the students in both jurisdictions for student consultation or deep
involvement in curriculum design may be supported by the provision within the right to
participation in CRC whereby young people should also have the freedom to not
participate in decision-making if they do not wish to do so (UNICEF, 2009). Furthermore, it
may be related to the critique that has been made of involving children as co-researchers
in terms of the potential burden it places on young people to participate in matters in which
they do not wish to be involved, and the potential for adults to pressurise them into doing
so, particularly given that non-participation is rarely offered as a realistic option (Mauthner,
1997; Kellet, 2005).

In contrast, most Palestinian students believed it to be desirable but not possible that
students be involved in curriculum development, not due to the fact that they are young
people, but rather because of their ethnicity:

Interviewer: Do you think it would be possible in Israel, for young people like
yourselves to have an influence?
Jamila: no
Zaina: as Arabs, no
Adil: it depends if you are Jewish or Arab
Interviewer: Do you think it’s more likely that Jewish young people could make a
difference?
Zaina: yes
Jamila: no ...
Zaina: as Arabs, impossible ...
Ranya: in our country it may be possible
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Zaina: for Jewish, not for Arabs
Ranya: if you are a Jew or Arab, they see, if you’re Arab your rights are different

In this excerpt, three students out of four suggested that their input would be hampered
because they are Palestinian, and that Jewish students could have more opportunity to
contribute. Thus, their ethnicity is seen as the fundamental barrier to be broken down
before that of age, and this may reflect the general rhetoric and scholarship among
Palestinian citizens of Israel that relates to civil and political rights of adults first and
foremost (see chapter 3), rather than a broader public discussion the rights of children and
young people. However, internal disagreement is evident where one of the students
(Jamila) suggested that student input in curriculum development would be unlikely for
Jewish students too.

Summary of comparisons

In terms of preparation of young people for school life, certain key comparisons may be
drawn between Ml and Israel.

Looking first at preparation for exam success, there was undoubtedly an emphasis among
teachers in both jurisdictions on the right of young people to be prepared for their exams in
CE, which was less evident among policy-makers and students. This featured even more
highly in Israel than in Ml due to the exam in the former being compulsory and ‘higher
stakes'. Also, the skills that received the most attention in Israel related more to decision
making, development of one’s opinion and dealing with conflict, whereas in Ml there was
more of a focus on literacy. Some teachers in both jurisdictions expressed regret that the
exam focus detracted from helping to develop young people in a broader sense through
CE.

In terms of youth participation in curriculum development, views were mixed. Although in
Nl most participants appeared to be broadly in favour of it, the level of support in reality
was difficult to discern due to the potential for ‘politeness’ when responding to the
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researcher’s questions. Some students believed such involvement was important (Catholic
students); others did not view it as desirable (Protestant students). In Israel, although most
of those who referred to youth participation in curricular development viewed it as possible
(apart from Palestinian students, and for reasons of their ethnicity), most suggested that it
was not desirable as students did not possess enough knowledge or experience.

Moving beyond the school gates, it is now time to look at what participants considered
regarding how CE prepares young people for life and participation in society. This is
addressed below.

Preparation for life in society
Preparing young people for life outside school was another key facet of preparation for life
that emerged from among stakeholders in Nl and Israel. A number of aspects are of note:
the conception of young people as citizens or ‘citizens-in-waiting’, employability, and
preparation for life in a divided society.

Young people as participants: citizens or ‘citizens-in-waiting’?
Citizenship education was conceived of variously by participants as playing a role in
preparing students to be citizens in the present and in the future, primarily through
participation. Indeed, as one of Sears and Hughes’ (1996) core components of CE,
participation was shown to be key to understandings of citizenship.

Among less than half of the participants in Nl, young people were understood as currently
participating citizens. One policy-maker in Nl pointed out that students were to be
encouraged to participate currently, and ‘that it wasn’t about waiting until they were grown
up’ (Rosaleen, Nl policy-maker). It was most prominently through being actively involved in
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or contributing to one’s society, that it was suggested that young people could participate
in society in the present. As one teacher stated, ‘[students should consider] how they
should contribute to society and the world around them’ (Sandra, teacher, Protestant
school)

In terms of students’ views, in Nl half of the students referred to their current participation
in society in terms of volunteering, and they viewed this as part of what it means to be a
‘good citizen’:

[It means] like helping people and volunteering to do things in your local
community and like just being good (Roisin, Catholic student).

Additionally,

half of the Catholic students had volunteered for local community

organisations. Youniss and Yates (1997) have suggested that volunteering in adolescence
may lead to individuals being more political aware and active in adulthood, although it did
not appear that this was the goal of CE in the context of youth in Nl.

The teacher of these students also mentioned volunteering as the most obvious way for
her students to participate in society in the present. However, this ‘present citizen’ aspect
was only conceived of in terms of local (Catholic) community participation; when it came to
the ‘national’ Nl sphere, students appeared to be conceived of as future citizens. For
example, the same teacher suggested that she encouraged her students to vote in the
future:

/ motivate them, ‘When you’re adults, you can contribute to the society that you live
in and make it different (Nicola, teacher, Catholic school).

Here, the emphasis is on motivating students to vote as a way of contributing to and
changing society, but that this was for when they were adults, and not for now. Such
contribution was not viewed as possible in the present, especially as students had not yet
reached the age of suffrage.
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Another teacher focused on both present and future orientations. In describing the goals of
CE, they expressed a view common among teachers in both jurisdictions:

/ would imagine the aim of Citizenship here would be the same aim as
anywhere ... to be positive and happy citizens that can contribute to society and
help the community and the wider world, hopefully, and understand different
issues that are going on here and understand different issues that are going on
worldwide, and hopefully contribute positively when they’re adults (Robert,
teacher, Protestant school).

It is of note that, although Robert appears to begin by focusing on students’ current
participation, by the end of this excerpt, the emphasis is on students’ positive contribution
‘when they’re adults’. Thus, present and future participation were sometimes conflated the ‘understanding’ aspect was attainable now, but their contribution was for the future.
This reflects a more traditional view of citizenship whereby young people are not
necessarily recognised as participating citizens ‘in the ‘constitutional’ (and adult-centred)
sense’ (Bacon and Frankel, 2013, p7).

Thus, it may be suggested that a mixed message emerges among stakeholders in Nl of
what young people should be empowered to do in the present, and the roles that depict
them as essentially ‘citizens-in-waiting’ (see Verhellen, 2000). Similarly, the CIVED studies
showed that the majority of fourteen and sixteen year olds in a range of jurisdictions
expected to vote as adults, but are becoming increasingly disengaged from conventional
political participation and ways of enacting citizenship in society in the present (TorneyPurta et a!., 2001; Amadeo et ai, 2002).

Similarly, in Israel, the present and future citizenship aspects were sometimes presented
side by side, with some ambiguity regarding which roles were envisaged for the present or
for the future. For example:

[A citizen means] first of all being involved, being involved in what's happening,
going to vote (Aviv, Jewish teacher).
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Here, ‘being involved’ may relate to either the present or future, but voting relates to the
future, as their students are under the legal voting age. More often, however, the future
aspect dominated among Jewish participants, with participation in the future frequently
viewed as a fulfilment of one’s citizenly duties:

For me [to be a citizen] it’s to take part of the duties that any citizen has. It means
to make my society better, if it’s by demonstrations or if it’s by volunteering or going
to the army, it’s part of it, it’s part of being Israeli (Yonatan, Jewish teacher).

In the context of a wider discussion about future participation, this teacher suggests that
society may be improved through volunteering, demonstrating or doing military service.
The latter aspect is particularly significant when included as being part of what it means to
be Israeli, given that, while military service is compulsory for the majority of Jews,
Palestinian citizens are exempt (Shafir & Peled, 2002). Thus, even though young people
are mostly viewed as realising their full citizenship in the future, and army service is part of
that, it is significant that this implies, then, that Palestinians cannot be part of this full,
future conception of what it means to be an Israeli citizen. Similarly, Smooha (2004, p37)
has reported that almost 60% of Jews believe that a Palestinian citizen who does not
serve in the army ‘is not fully Israeli'.

It was among Palestinian participants that the idea of present citizenry through
participation on the local (Palestinian) community level was most prominent. Indeed, a
number of Palestinian teachers and students referred to students’ experience as being
very localised, with one student epitomising this view: ‘the only country we have is our
town, that’s the limit of our country’ (Baslm, Palestinian student). However, one Palestinian
teacher expressed the view that her students should be participating now, and in a way
that is critical of the state:

The country should serve us, if the country doesn’t serve us, doesn’t care about us,
this is the conflict. And this is their [students’] duty to do this, they cannot sit like
this and wait for the government or the country to do it for them, otherwise we will
be a dictatorship, not democratic (Latifa, Palestinian teacher, binational school).
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This excerpt reflects the importance given by this teacher to protest as part of being a
citizen, particularly when it appears that the country is not serving its citizens, and does not
preclude students from acting in this way in the present. However, as Banks (2008) has
claimed, such critical approaches are not the norm in CE.

The lack of ability to participate in the present on a jurisdiction level may be indicative of
the broader inequality perceived by Palestinians, and which has already been referred to
at many points in this thesis. As in the Ml example, voting was suggested as the most
prominent future citizenship act and contribution to society, as stated again by this
Palestinian teacher:

all the time, I encourage people to participate in the elections. For example, I all the
time say, ‘Go and elect somebody. If you don’t want to elect because you don’t
believe, go and put a white [blank] paper or something' (Latifa, Palestinian teacher,
binational school).

Here there is much support for voting as a future act, highlighting the lack of equal status
between adults and young people in this regard, although this was mostly viewed as one
among many elements of young people’s future citizenship, and by no means the most
important means of participation in society. Nevertheless, more than half of the teachers in
Israel believed it was their responsibility to inform young people in order to encourage
them to vote, in line with Kerr, Cleaver, Ireland and Blenkinsop’s (2003) view that higher
levels of civic knowledge leads to higher levels of future participation in political and civic
life.

Turning to the policy and curriculum documents in Nl and Israel, it appears that both
current and future participation is, in fact, the policy intention. In Nl, the focus is on
contribution and participation as local and global citizens throughout the young people’s
lives (PMB, 2007); in Israel, Civics aims to promote 'good intelligent citizens that are
involved in the public life of the Jewish-democratic state’ (Ministry of Education of Israel,
1994, cited in Cohen, 2013, p65). Although the language used makes it difficult to discern
whether students are conceived of as present or future citizens, it may be suggested that
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the future orientation is clearer, and particularly in Israeli policy-making. Therefore, it may
be suggested that the delivery of CE reflects the policy aims in this regard.

At some points in data collection, certain topics arose in one jurisdiction more than in the
other. This was the case for employability, treated below primarily in relation to Nl.

Employability

The idea of preparing young people for life in employment figured in discussions of the
purposes of CE in Nl. Although this direct reference was absent among research
participants in Israel, some points are drawn out here that nevertheless may be salient for
the discussion in relation to Israel.

In Nl, Citizenship is part of the 'area of learning’ called Learning for Life and Work (LLW),
which also includes Employability, Key Stages 3 and 4. One teacher in particular paid a
significant amount of attention to Employability, perhaps due to the fact that they had
extensive experience in careers guidance for students. When relating Citizenship to
Employability, this teacher suggested that there was ‘close mirroring’ in the content of the
two subjects, and went on to clarify that this ‘mirroring’ involved the teaching of certain
values that were seen as central to both pursuing and surviving in a career, and also as a
citizen more broadly:

Well, a lot of Citizenship work, particularly from a Careers points of view, I think a
key thing is looking at the likes of values and personal qualities and those sorts of
things, and particularly with some young people, it’s making the links between how
they can make themselves more employable by coming across as having those
basic values and work ethics and those sorts of things, and an understanding of
their responsibilities as a citizen (Niall, teacher, Protestant school).

Here, being employable and being a responsible citizen are understood as interrelated,
with a similar foundation of values. Indeed, Smith, Lister, Middleton and Cox (2005)
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suggest that paid employment is becoming the key obligation of citizenship in modern
industrialised jurisdictions. Furthermore, this focus on the employability aspect of training
young people reflects an understanding of education in terms of human capabilities and
economic instrumentality, whereby education is clearly a means to an economic end
(employment) (Robeyns, 2006).

Despite this teacher’s enthusiasm for the link with employability, half of the policy-makers
had concerns. For example, one considered that the focus on preparing young people for
employment through the curriculum had become so great that Citizenship was receiving
less attention than it required:

the Employability agenda would certainly be a flavour of the month at the moment
and all of the sort of initiatives that are associated with that ...It was almost like
Citizenship had its day when it was being developed those number of years ago
and it got ministerial approval and it’s almost like, ‘Aw right, and we did that and
that’s all sorted now, and now the thing for us is Employability’ (Rosaleen, Nl
policy-maker).

Therefore, this policy-maker suggests that the focus on Employability has damaged the
standing of Citizenship as a subject in its own right. Nevertheless, it is of note that
teachers did not appear to view the linkage as problematic and therefore, it may be
suggested that the connection has not had the negative impact that policy-makers had
feared. The frequently raised discrepancy between policy intention and policy enactment is
again salient in this instance (Ball, 1994; McEvoy, 2007, McGowan, 2008) This teacher’s
enthusiasm for the link between Citizenship and Employability may also be attributed,
however, to preparation for work being a less politically divisive issue than topics relating
to the issues around national identity that this teacher, in particular, appeared to wish to
avoid (see chapter 7). Thus, focusing on values development through Employability may
be considered a safer’ option than exploration of values through more contentious, local
issues.
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Linking the approach of Nl with that of Israel, although employability did not dominate
discussions of CE, there were a number of more subtle references. In particular, one
teacher indicated that employability should, at times, be more central to the aims of CE:

If they [students] will take something that interests them and if they will do projectbased learning or problem-based learning ...or if they will take some schools that
are taking what you find relevant for your job ... if you’ll get the material that we
[teachers] taught you, and take it outside and learn it by touching it, by making it
something that is touchable, that is relevant (Lev, Jewish teacher).

However, this excerpt is set within a conversation focused on a deliberative approach to
CE, and so being prepared for employment is seen as only one aspect of this, rather than
a focal point.

Looking at the broader data set in Israel, it may be inferred that employability is not
regarded as a key goal of Civics, at least partly explained by the absence of this aspect in
the official aims, which focus more on developing autonomous and conscious citizens
(Ministry of Education, 1994, cited in Ichilov, Salomon & Inbar, 2005). Based on Smith et
a/.’s (2005) presentation of employability and political participation as two of the key
responsibilities of citizenship, then, it is of note that the duty to participate in society
emerges much more clearly than the duty to work in Israel when compared with Nl, where
employment responsibilities appear more intertwined with participation.

The final element of preparation of young people for life in society addressed in this
chapter is that of preparation for life within a divided society.
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Preparation for life in a divided society

A further key aim cited in preparing young people for life in society was connected with the
divided aspect of their jurisdiction, with views varying most significantly between the two
jurisdictions.
In Israel, a number of views were expressed. As was related in chapters 6 and 7, almost
all teachers and policy-makers suggested that, through CE, young people should come to
understand the areas of conflict in Israeli society, particularly those relating to the Jewish
and democratic aspects of the state. However, two of the Jewish teachers and over half of
the Palestinian teachers and policy-makers expressed dissatisfaction with how this conflict
was addressed in the Civics curriculum:

there is no effort to deal with the question of the relation between these two
concepts [Jewish and democratic]. They study a chapter of democracy, Jewish
state, and half a page or one page is dedicated to the question of how does it work
together. But for me it’s the main thing to understand (Shoshana, Jewish teacher).

The implication here, then, is that Civics is not adequately preparing young people to deal
with the divisions in society, something which was central for this teacher as a human
rights activist who viewed understanding and challenging inequalities as a prime concern,
arguably reflecting some of the essence of human rights education (see Starkey, 2006).
A related concern in Israel among half of the policy-makers and teachers related more
generally to the divisions in society and the instability of government. Within discussions of
the flexibility of the CE curriculum to the needs of a changing society, it was suggested
that flexibility should be limited if society becomes more (Jewish) religiously conservative,
racist or misogynistic; put another way, that young people should not be actively prepared
through CE for life in that type of society. Although there was the concern frequently
mooted by Palestinian participants that CE was not adapted to their needs, it was
interesting to note that resistance to flexibility to a changing society was expressed more
often by Jewish respondents. For example, one policy-maker stated:
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/ think there are basic norms and values in a society like Israel, and if you don’t
have some core stuff that you work with then things change here all the time ...
so I don’t think that Civics should be subject to democratic procedure whereby
norms change every four years or so. Civics changes every four years. It happens
here and I think that’s bad (Netanel, Jewish policy-maker).
This interview took place during a period when more religiously conservative political
parties were in government, which included the governance of the Ministry of Education,
and when Civics had been in the media due to disagreement over the use of a textbook
that purportedly offered a more liberal or revisionist perspective on the State of Israel than
would be the common narrative of such parties (Nesher, 2012b). Thus, there was an
anxiety that Civics would be adapted to a changing society in ways that were not
acceptable to this and other participants, hence their desire for a commonly agreed and
immutable core of norms and values. It is arguable, however, whether this commonality
either exists or may be achieved, particularly given how heterogeneous even Jewish
society in Israel is, let alone Israeli society as a whole (Shafir & Peled, 2002).
Slightly differently, amongst all Palestinian teachers and policy-makers and almost all
Palestinian students interviewed, there was a clear sense that CE needed to be directed
towards helping young people deal with life in what is perceived as an undemocratic state.
This stands in contrast to the above, where there is more the fear that the state might
become undemocratic: ‘learning about democratic values gives them tools in order to face
reality’ (Mansur, Palestinian policy-maker). One Palestinian teacher formulated the
dilemma posed by the Israeli state for Palestinian students as follows:

you [student] come to the school and say, 7 want to learn’ and it’s a democratic
way, the Israelis give you the opportunity to learn and to study and to come to the
school, and on the other hand you think that Israel is not democratic. So think
about this, think about the public space that you become in Israel as a citizen, think
about this when you are not working (Ibrahim, Palestinian teacher).
Here are highlighted the conflicting views that, on the one hand, according to this teacher,
Israel is a democracy in that the state fulfils for students the right to education, but on the
other hand, the students do not see society working in a democratic, non-discriminatory
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way for Palestinian citizens. Therefore, he encourages his students to face this division in
society now in preparation for adulthood and working life, where they may face
discrimination. The tensions between the Jewish and democratic aspects of the state as
expressed in Civics, particularly for the Palestinian minority, have also been documented
in the literature (Pinson, 2005; 2009; see also chapter 3).

One Palestinian teacher voiced more emotively the importance of enabling young
Palestinians to cope with life in a contested society:
/ teach them a little about what they should do and they know not only the politics, I
teach them the language, but I teach them how to think, how to see the reality and
how to live with this conflict and to be strong. To use all the things they say are
democratic to have all of their rights, because if they don’t know their rights, no one
will give them their rights Because of that they should know and should study and
should be strong, otherwise they will be destroyed (Bisma, Palestinian teacher).

Here, such preparation, particularly in terms of helping young people to be informed about
their rights, is viewed as essential in order to prevent them from being ‘destroyed’ by
society. Thus, the high self-awareness of being a minority in a state with a dominant
majority is clear. Similarly, some students in the Palestinian school saw this preparation for
life in a contested society as central to Civics:

that’s what the whole Citizenship class is about, making you cope with life, how do
you deal with it, how do you know what’s your right and what’s not (Basim,
Palestinian student).

Thus, there appears to be a close mirroring here between what teachers model in class
and what students adopt for themselves, or, at the very least, what they believe they are
expected to share with a researcher (see Holt, 1969, for a discussion of the risk of ‘rightanswerism’). The centrality of understanding and using democratic values in order to
realise one’s civil and political rights and fight against perceived discrimination is cited as
key, and has been documented elsewhere as a common approach taken by Palestinian
citizens of Israel (Shafir & Peled, 2002). This belief in democracy may also be evidenced

188

by the large number of civil society organisations led by Palestinian citizens of Israel
(Gavison, 2002), reiterating the sense given by Smooha (2004) that Palestinians are a
very active rather than a passive, oppressed minority. More broadly, this approach
appears to reflect the view stated by Ben-Nun (2013, pi) that one of the roles of education
in a society experiencing conflict is ‘to prepare [students] to cope with the challenges
generated by the reality of the conflict’.
In Nl, the idea of moving towards a future society that differs from that of the conflict-ridden
past emerged. As Jamie, a Protestant student put it, ‘You’ve the right to build yourself a
better future’. Equally, there were many references in the Nl case to ‘moving on’ from the
past that were absent in the Israeli case. For example, one policy-maker stated that CE ‘is
about learning and reviewing and just really moving on in that sense where you know
where people have been stuck in it’ (Rosaleen, Nl policy-maker), and another said that the
thinking behind the Citizenship curriculum in N! was ‘to do something to help young people
move on ... to have a curriculum that helped young people see a way forward' (Chris, Nl
policy-maker). More generally, there was an orientation around being prepared for a life
that would be different from what the teachers and policy-makers had experienced, and
CE’s role within that:
How do we prepare them for life, and a life that’s going to be very, very different
from ours?’ And I think citizenship education has to be a part of that (Natalie, Nl
policy-maker).
Part of this process of ‘moving on’ was seen by less than half of the teachers to involve
challenging previous thinking. One teacher stated:
/ think if we’re to promote citizenship as a shared future for our young people then
we must challenge them, we mustn’t allow a previous generation’s limited thinking
to copper fasten that thinking onto their children (Nicola, teacher, Catholic school).

Thus there was, on the whole, a clear future orientation among Nl teachers, which has
been documented as being part of the motivation behind the current Citizenship curriculum
(Arlow, 2004), but may be indicative of the concern that ‘dealing with the past might only
serve to open old wounds’ (McEvoy, 2007, p145), even though scholarship on conflict
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transformation links knowledge of the past with the potential for a more peaceful future
(Kriesberg, 2007).

Slightly differently, although most students wished to 'move on’ from the sectarian past of
Nl, some talked of the difficulties involved in moving on from difficult events in local history
due to family members being deeply affected by the conflict:

Hannah: but you can team from what happened
Caitlin: yeah you can learn it
Aoife. but you can’t just keep on going back, just bringing up the same thing over
and over again
Grace: you can’t just keep going, ‘Yeah, this is what happened, so I don’t like you’
Interviewer: Would your families agree with yous, do you think?
All students: no
Roisin: it’s understandable for some people because like I’ve people in my family
that got shot and stuff. I can’t move on, well, I could because I wasn’t there, but
there is people I know that can’t because traumatic stuff has happened to them,
like my mummy watched her daddy being killed and stuff like that, so it’s really hard
for her
Caitlin: people just can’t let it go
Aoife: yeah, we don’t understand because we didn’t live through it
Roisin: they can’t just move on
Hannah: yeah, because my daddy hates Protestants, he hates them
Caitlin: that’s the way my mummy and daddy are
Hannah: so then I was thinking, ‘Well, should I hate them?' But then I realised, ‘No’,
because my best friend, she’s half Protestant, her mummy’s Protestant.

Despite the inability of some of their families to transcend inter-community barriers, difficult
periods of the past, and even their parents’ hatred of the ‘other’ community, these students
still maintain that they themselves can move on in life in a post-conflict society, even to the
extent that they have friends who were partly of the ‘other’ community. This echoes
Lederach’s (1995, pp19-20) view of the importance of ‘personal transformation’ in a
society transforming towards peaceful accommodation, where individuals come to terms
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with feelings of fear, anger, and bitterness emanating from living through a period of
communal violence. This is despite their desire to deal with issues of local controversy, as
documented in chapter 7; indeed, exposure to the narratives of the others and learning the
history of the conflict may even be viewed as part of peace education (Bar-Tal & Rosen,
2009). However, as Ichilov (2008) has pointed out, there is the potential for teachers to be
reflecting the divisions in society that students encounter in their own homes, and
therefore the risk of these passing from one generation to the next remains. This then
raises questions about the extent to which Citizenship can play a positive role in terms of
developing social cohesion (Bush & Saltarelli, 2000) and attitudes of wishing to move
beyond conflict, and preparing them for life in a so-called post-conflict society, although it
is unclear how much influence the curriculum has had on these students.

Summary of comparisons

The role of CE in preparing young people for life in society comprised a number of key
facets Firstly, there was a divide between the conceptualisation of young people as
present citizens or ‘citizens-in-waiting’, with a greater focus on the latter. Where current
participation was envisaged, it was on a very local level, and mostly in non-political ways,
particularly in Ml and among Palestinians in Israel. Where future citizenship was prevalent,
it was understood in both local and national ways, with some focus on military service for
Jews as an understanding of the latter. Secondly, employability was clearly associated
with CE by a minority within Nl, but almost absent in Israel, which also reflected the
curriculum aims. Finally, preparation for life in a divided society featured prominently in
both jurisdictions, where a certain amount of flexibility to a society in flux was a popular
concept, although in the case of Israel in particular, it depended on which changes were
taking place. Additionally, there appeared to be three, partially interrelated strategies
regarding life in a divided society: dealing with the past, coping with present life, and
moving forward into the future. In Israel there was more emphasis on how to cope with
present life, whereas in Nl the focus was mainly on the future, with some suggesting that
the past needed to be dealt with in a deeper way in CE. The inter-jurisdiction comparison
may be explained by a sense in which the conflict in Nl was conceptualised as being in the
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past (see chapter 6), whereas in Israel divisions in society have caused recent and
extended periods of violence seen in the two intifada and the ongoing violence relating to
the blockade of the Palestinian Authority-administered area of Gaza.

Concluding remarks
The three main themes that emerged from the data, which represented the three principal
ways in which research participants appeared to understand education rights, have now
been presented It is therefore appropriate to move at this point to the next chapter, where
the provisional conceptual framework - the 2-A education rights framework for citizenship
education - is revisited in order to explore how the key findings may be understood within
this framework.
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CHAPTER 9
REVISITING THE 2-A FRAMEWORK
Many different disciplines have been drawn upon in this thesis to come to a better
understanding of the data, and indeed it would have been possible to approach the data
from a number of different academic perspectives. But the discussions and comparisons
are significant not only within their own thematic context, but also within the overarching
education rights framework of this study, namely the 2-A framework, which informed the
interview and focus group schedules. As explained in chapter 4, the 2-A framework for
education rights within citizenship education focused on understandings of ‘acceptable’
and ‘adaptable’ and combined them with the key elements of CE that are knowledge,
values, skills, and participation. Therefore, at this point, the task is to bring together all that
has been discussed in order to explore how it may enhance understanding of the 2-A
framework for education rights in the context of citizenship education in Northern Ireland
and Israel, and to discuss the implications of the findings for both the 2-A framework and
for the development of interpretative frameworks more broadly.
This chapter is divided into two sections. Section 1 revisits the three key themes of
chapters 6, 7 and 8 - minority group representation, dealing with difference, and
preparation for life - consecutively in order to show how they may be understood in
relation to the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR)
and the 2-A framework. Section 2 opens with an overview of key difficulties that emerge
from within the framework, before moving into a wider discussion of the critique that the
previous analysis raises for the 2-A framework and other interpretative frameworks,
particularly in the divided context, and for citizenship education.
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SECTION 1: FINDINGS LOCATED WITHIN THE 2-A
FRAMEWORK

Minority group representation and the 2-A framework
It is proposed that the theme of minority group representation has significant links to the
overall research question concerning understandings of education rights obligations in
citizenship education, insofar as it seems not only to constitute one of the understandings
of education rights in general, but also is, in some respects, a reflection of the obligations
outlined in ICESCR, and the 2-A framework that was largely derived from it. The interview
and focus group data presented in chapter 6 that appears to relate most directly to these
terms constitutes the focus of this section of analysis, found below.

Minority group representation and ICESCR
ICESCR states that, ‘everyone’ has the right to education that strengthens ‘respect of
human rights and fundamental freedoms’ and promotes tolerance among ‘all nations and
all racial, ethnic or religious groups’ (emphasis added). Such obligations appear to have a
direct link to what has been discussed earlier in relation to minority group representation,
and specifically to aspects of finding oneself in the story.

It was shown in chapter 6 that not all participants in Israel believed that Civics aimed to
strengthen respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, and their own ‘right’ to
representation in the curriculum was not upheld, despite the stated aim of Civics to include
the development of national identities, of which Palestinian identity is one. Furthermore,
the policy intention to build a ‘common Israeli identity’ did not appear to be agreed upon as
an appropriate aim for Civics. This type of CE was believed to be closer to 'education for
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national citizenship’ (Osier & Starkey, 2003). Therefore, from this perspective, the common
curriculum for CE in Israel does not appear to be in line with ICESCR obligations.

In the Nl case, it was clear that the formal aims espoused a form of CE that contrasts with
that in Israel, in that the appeal was broadly inclusive in terms of identity (Niens, O’Connor
& Smith, 2012), and so no specific ‘story’ and no national conception of citizenship
appeared to be promoted on the level of curriculum aims. However, what did appear to be
happening in some classrooms, and supported by some policy-makers, was that a number
of students were also being challenged in terms of their identity or ‘story’, an element that
is not clearly articulated in ICESCR, although it was suggested by a minority to be a young
person’s ‘right’ in education. Thus, CE in Nl appears to be broadly in line with article 13
ICESCR in this respect, and may go beyond the stipulated education rights obligations
enshrined within it.

Minority group representation and a relevant citizenship education
The term ‘relevant’, found within the 2-A framework under ‘acceptable’, was one which
was considered highly important in an educational context. It was given a variety of
different interpretations by participants, and can be connected to many different aspects of
the themes that are presented in this thesis. A number of those which have significance in
the specific context of the divided societies of Nl and Israel are noted here, but the full
range may be found in appendix 1.

What emerged from the majority of interviews and focus groups was that being able to see
oneself and one’s ethno-national identity represented in the curriculum was a prerequisite
for finding the curriculum ‘relevant’ to oneself. Indeed, relevance was mentioned in the
discussions of student engagement in chapter 6, and a connection was drawn between
minority group representation in the curriculum content and a student’s ability or
willingness to engage with the subject and therefore succeed. Thus relevance, it may be
posited, also leads to student engagement and potentially academic success.
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However, not only was minority group representation seen as an important aspect of
curriculum, but also was the representation of groups’ shared history as a means of
achieving relevance. Indeed, in the case of Nl, it appeared that more emphasis was placed
on drawing on this shared identity, although not necessarily where it was deemed
controversial. This was tentatively attributed to the satisfaction felt towards the
representation of the minority group in the curriculum, due to legally enshrined equality in
educational governance and therefore a trust, on the part of participants, in the ethnonationally representative and unbiased nature of the curriculum, and also to the
‘depreciating meaning of national identity’ in Nl society in general (Niens etal., 2013, p1).

Furthermore, it was also shown that, for some, a relevant CE in a divided society was also
one which challenged group identity in order to help ensure that certain beliefs, particularly
where there was a perceived belief that one identity was ‘better’ than the other, would not
be passed down the generations, and thus to help ensure a less divided society in the
future. This raises the issue, cited in the data, of the difficulty in defining relevance in the
case of CE. One policy-maker clearly summed up the difficulty faced in defining ‘relevant’:

‘relevant’ could be defined as a curriculum that keeps them away from dangerous
ideas; someone else’s ‘relevance’ would be the importance of introducing them to
ideas of political change (Lawrence, Nl policy-maker).

Thus, the varied meanings given to this prima facie easily understood term revealed its
contested nature and therefore raises a question regarding the value of its inclusion in an
education rights framework.

In terms of the four core components of CE which are part of the provisional 2-A
framework - knowledge, values, skills and participation - relevant knowledge referred to
what a student learns about their own national culture and history in CE; relevant values
represented those national cultural values that are relayed through this knowledge that
passes by way of both the codified curriculum and the teacher; and relevant skills and
participation were linked to the theme insofar as representation of one’s own group in the
curriculum, it may be posited, would lead to greater student engagement in general, to
include the development of skills and willingness to participate. This illustrates, therefore,
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how education rights such as that of a relevant CE may be able to be applied to all core
aspects of the subject, although, again, defining what exact knowledge, values, skills or
participation would be ‘relevant’ is as problematic as defining the term itself.

In the 2-A framework, developed before interviews and focus groups were conducted,
‘relevant’ was described, in part, as relating to the content of school syllabi, ensuring that it
was relevant to both majority and minority students’ current social situation. This need to
relate to both majority and minority groups also emerged from the data, with a particular
focus here on the minority group, and so supports this interpretation of ‘relevant’ in the
context of Nl and Israel. Given the interconnected nature of representation in educational
governance, being able to find oneself in the story and approaches to the common
curriculum, in the context of a ‘relevant’ CE, it might therefore be said that the starting
point for the creation of a relevant curriculum is fair representation of all key groups in
educational governance. This may help to ensure a more representative curriculum that
allows the expression of the ethno-national story of all students studying the course, and
thus anticipates a more favourable approach to a curriculum that is common to all
education sectors. Adding further meaning, the element of challenge to identity that was
suggested by some was not anticipated as an interpretation of ‘relevant’, and so could be
encorporated alongside this. The fact that such a meaning is not mentioned in the
provisional 2-A framework raises a question about the potentially insufficient involvement
of stakeholders in the development of education rights models and their interpretation that
was threaded throughout this and other sections, and is addressed more fully in later in
this chapter.

Minority group representation, cultural appropriateness and flexibility to
a particular community
The formal interpretation of ‘acceptable’ that was ‘culturally appropriate’ and that of
‘adaptable’ that was flexible to the needs of a particular community’ also appeared to be
key to understandings among interviewees of minority group representation as it related to
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CE. Indeed, these terms were very strongly interlinked, and for some interviewees they
were even synonymous. Much of what was presented in chapter 6 in relation to the
common/differential curriculum arose among stakeholders when these interpretations of
the 2 A’s were discussed. It can be said that these two terms required either a
differentiated curriculum that offered materials that were suitable for particular cultural
groups, or a common curriculum that encompassed materials relating to all dominant
cultural groups, which all young people should learn. Indeed, for some, it was believed that
CE should be commensurate with the dominant culture of the state in which students are
studying, and for others, the ‘community’ was understood as encompassing all groups in
society and so the curriculum should be flexible to the broader society (for example,
Catholics and Protestants considered together rather than separately).

Although views varied on the value of a common or differentiated curriculum, a link
seemed to form whereby if it was felt that the minority ethno-national background was
represented in the curriculum, then there was less felt need for different curricula for
different education sectors; in other words, there was less felt need for a curriculum that
was appropriate or flexible to one particular culture or community. Indeed, the ‘need’ of a
minority for more curricular representation, it may be posited, would diminish if they felt
satisfied with how the curriculum portrayed their narrative. Thus, in balancing diversity and
unity, it appears that, in the divided societies of Nl and Israel, and particularly from the
minority’s perspective, curricular diversity (and equality) must be offered before unity can
be achieved, that is, if one feels that one’s right to one’s own cultural representation
(diversity) through the curriculum is fulfilled, then one is more likely to support a common
curriculum (unity). Similarly, Almog and Perry-Hazan (2012, p10) claim that an adaptable
education which reflects multiple ‘cultural affiliations’ (diversity) may even promote social
unity. Indeed, the formal aims of CE in both jurisdictions appear to support students
developing their own national identity.

Where reference to a particular ethno-national community was made in terms of
knowledge, values, skills and participation, similar to the discussion above regarding
relevance, knowledge and values were key, as the common curriculum was seen as either
helping or hindering cultural appropriateness or flexibility to a particular community, and
this entailed the transmission of particular knowledge and values. As was discussed in
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chapter 2, the content of the curriculum may be understood as a tool in socialisation to the
dominant ethos of a jurisdiction, and cannot be assumed to be politically neutral (Apple,
1993). It is perhaps the values element that is the most contentious, as, if the values
content of CE is taken as a given, then it may be suggested, along with Gutmann (2004,
p77), that ‘[n]o values are culturally neutral in the sense of being equally conducive or
acceptable to all cultures’. Thus, acceptability to all ethno-national groups, in the context of
the present study, may not even be possible. As for the core components of skills and
participation they were also mentioned by some, either to illustrate that the skills and
expected participation should be the same for all students (as citizenship requires the
same basic level of participation from all), or that they should vary according to group
needs.

In the provisional 2-A framework, ‘culturally appropriate’ was defined as being appropriate
to the religious and historico-political background of all students, and ‘flexible to the needs
of a particular community’ was taken to include fulfilment of linguistic and other cultural
needs in education. These twin terms were interpreted within this research as meaning
that CE should be suited to the specific cultural narrative of students, and may either be
included within a common or a differentiated curriculum. However, in some cases,
‘community’ was interpreted as encompassing both the majority and the minority groups in
society; in such cases, its inclusion in a modified 2-A framework would be justified.
Nevertheless, such a culturally specific curriculum was not always deemed appropriate
and so even the inclusion of these terms in a developing 2-A framework is under question.

Minority group

representation and

involving diverse groups

in

development
A connection emerged within the data between minority group representation in
educational governance and ‘involving diverse groups in development’ of CE, as found
within the 2-A framework as a formal interpretation of ‘acceptable’. Involving diverse
groups was overwhelmingly seen as a positive approach to take to CE curricular
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development. In many cases, and particularly among Palestinian stakeholders, the
involvement of diverse groups in policy and curriculum development was understood as
involving a range of ethno-national groups, including their own, as a way of ensuring more
effective minority group representation, and consequently ensuring that the group, through
their influence in curriculum development, was accurately and representatively reflected in
textbooks. In Nl, there was less emphasis on the representation of ethno-national group,
and more on a broader range of stakeholder groups, to include teachers, NGOs, parents,
and, in some cases, students. This potentially illustrated the underlying trust among
research participants that educational governance was representative, emanating from
legally enshrined representation and equality.

Minority representation in educational governance and involvement in the development of
CE was viewed by some as a right that must be fulfilled before one can consider the right
to a common or differentiated curriculum or to finding oneself in the story; in other words, if
my minority ethno-national background is expressed in the curriculum in a way with which I
am satisfied, then I am less likely to see the need for a curriculum that is different from that
of the majority ethno-national group in my jurisdiction. And one of the ways of ensuring
that my background is included in the curriculum is if I have someone who is from the
same background as me advocating for it at the level of policy making or curriculum
development. As mentioned in chapter 6, the data appears to reflect what Graham-Brown
(1994, p29) claimed about representation at this level being a ‘basic concern’ in order to
ensure the curriculum is ‘negotiated’ rather than ‘imposed’. Such a position may be
supported by the evidence in Israel that the Palestinian minority generally felt under
represented in the development of policy and curriculum and saw this as a key concern,
whereas in Nl there was a feeling of trust in the curriculum because of the assurance of
parity of representation between the two main communities in educational decision-making
since the Belfast (Good Friday) Agreement 1998.

In terms of the core component aspects of the 2-A framework, it may be posited that the
involvement of the minority group aids in ensuring that the knowledge, values, skills and
participation that are appropriate to the minority group and their ‘story’ are contained within
the curriculum. Expanding on the meaning of involving diverse groups that emerged from
the data, it might also be suggested that the involvement of students in development might
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help ensure that students’ views, backgrounds or abilities are accurately reflected in the
curriculum, which recalls the discussion of the link between finding oneself in the story and
the engagement of students. However, involvement of students was not agreed upon.

Within the 2-A framework, involving diverse groups in course development was viewed as
a means to the end of fulfilling the other criteria under ‘acceptable’, of a curriculum that is
relevant, culturally appropriate, of good quality and non-discriminatory. As the involvement
of diverse ethno-national groups in particular was viewed as overwhelmingly positive by
participants in general, it may be appropriate to include this within ‘involving diverse
groups in development’ within an education rights framework. However, as the exact
groups that should be involved was not agreed upon, difficulties arise again in precisely
defining an aspect of the 2-A framework.

With the consideration of minority group representation within the 2-A framework
complete, it is time now to turn to the second theme - that of dealing with difference - and
how this theme may be understood within the context of the 2 A’s.

Dealing with difference and the 2-A framework
As with the previous theme, dealing with difference, discussed in chapter 7, appears to
constitute an element of education rights in CE, and also appears, in certain respects, to
reflect the obligations outlined in ICESCR and the related 2-A framework. Key aspects are
found below.
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Dealing with difference and ICESCR
The data strongly suggests that the concept of dealing with difference may be located
within the framework of education rights as articulated in ICESCR. Specifically, it may be
linked with the obligation within article 13(1) that education ‘strengthen the respect for
human rights and fundamental freedoms’ and that it should aim to promote ‘understanding,
tolerance and friendship among all nations and all racial, ethnic or religious groups’,
insofar as such obligations indicate values that should be borne in mind when dealing with
difference in the classroom. Indeed, it can be shown that the aims addressed above in
chapter 7 that relate to learning to accept difference and challenging stereotypes, and the
pedagogical challenge of freedom of expression, link directly to these obligations.

As was seen in the data, learning to accept difference, particularly through adopting the
values of respect and tolerance, was a fairly common aim of dealing with difference. This
may be seen as a reflection of the obligation to strengthen respect for human rights and
fundamental freedoms, given that accepting those who are different from oneself, it may
be posited, shows a respect for their right and freedom to be different. Furthermore, this
aim can also be linked to the obligation that inter-group understanding, tolerance and
friendship be promoted in education, as accepting difference was, in some cases,
connected to understanding such difference and being tolerant towards it. Similarly, the
aim of challenging stereotypes relates to both of these obligations, and its interpretation
may even include the element of challenge to one’s own stereotypical views.

As for the pedagogical challenge of achieving freedom of expression when dealing with
difference, it may also be linked to the first obligation mentioned above, to the extent that
respecting a student’s right to express their opinion would mean respecting their human
right to do so. However, it could be argued that curbing a student’s expression of their
views, which was suggested at times as an appropriate action, would be an infringement
of this right. It could also be argued, however, that such an approach actually would
ensure the rights of other students.
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Dealing with difference and good quality
The theme of dealing with difference may be connected with the concept of a good quality
education when reflecting on several sections of the findings presented in chapter 7. In
both jurisdictions, the centrality of dealing with different points of view on general issues
was upheld, both in the curriculum guidance and by participants, and so it may be
suggested that considering different viewpoints in CE made it ’acceptable’ and ‘good
quality’ in these contexts. However, it appears that views on the importance of dealing with
difference in terms of conflicts in the jurisdiction varied, and it was unclear as to whether
dealing with narratives that directly opposed the dominant one related in the curriculum
was supported, in the case of Israel, or whether dealing with controversial issues was
embraced consistently in the CE classroom in Nl. Therefore, others suggested or implied
that dealing with difference was not always an appropriate role for CE, certainly in terms of
dealing local controversial issues. A good quality CE, then, for these interviewees
appeared to be one where such issues were not discussed and where the school was an
‘oasis’ or ‘buffer’ for such conflicts. Therefore, as with other terms in the 2-A framework,
the term ‘good quality’ could simultaneously mean two opposite things, depending on with
whom one was talking and their particular context.

Additionally, and more frequently, participants related good quality to that which was
addressed in chapter 7 on the pedagogical challenges of freedom of expression and non
bias. Generally, a CE classroom that regarded freedom of expression as a student’s right,
although sometimes with limits, was expressed or implied as one which was of good
quality. In Nl in particular, this good quality also required that a ‘safe space’ was built
within the class for when sensitive issues of difference were discussed. Relatedly, an
‘unbiased’ teacher who expressed a range of different views on an issue was widely
regarded as ensuring good quality in CE; teacher disclosure as a mark of good quality was
viewed differentially, and opinions on whether a teacher could or should share their views
differed. Subsequently, teacher disclosure cannot be firmly attached to the term ‘good
quality’ in the 2-A framework.
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The aspects of good quality mentioned above relate most closely to two of the core
components of CE contained within the provisional 2-A framework - to the knowledge and
values of CE - in that CE was deemed good quality if it included particular knowledge
(knowledge of differences; knowledge of teachers’ perspective; knowledge of ‘the other’)
and values (accepting difference; learning the values of respect and tolerance; safety in
the space; non-bias). However, the skills aspect was also present in terms of the broad
skill of learning to deal with different points of view and, to a lesser degree, participation
with regard to challenging stereotypes This is further evidence that knowledge, values,
skills and participation all arise often in discussions of CE, therefore showing their core
place in an education rights framework, and how rights must be viewed as equally
applying to all aspects of a school subject.

Returning to the provisional interpretations given for good quality CE, one finds that a
number of those that were derived from documents alone were also reflected in
stakeholders’ responses. For example, the original framework suggested that a good
quality CE required books whose content was accurate, neutral and fair, and teachers who
were tolerant in their conduct This neutrality and fairness in textbooks was reflected in the
data in terms of an unbiased pedagogical approach to dealing with difference, and the
tolerant conduct of teachers reflected in the above discussions of accepting difference and
the related values of respect and tolerance. However, it is arguable whether textbooks, or
courses in general, can ever be completely ‘neutral’, particularly in a subject like CE,
where questions relating to national narratives and understandings of citizenship almost
inevitably arise (see chapters 2 and 7). Additionally, the interpretations based on
documents touched on only part of what was expressed among stakeholders when given
the opportunity to explain their views at length.

Dealing with difference, acceptability and non-discrimination
An acceptable CE was defined by a number of participants as one which ensured freedom
of expression and freedom from bias in the classroom, and this in turn required a teacher
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to have a non-discriminatory attitude. Much of what was considered in chapter 7 in relation
to freedom of expression and non-bias, and challenging stereotypes in dealing with
difference, may therefore be understood within the framework of acceptability and non
discrimination, in addition to some aspects already addressed in relation to ‘good quality’.

Permitting freedom of expression in the classroom was considered earlier as something
which could ensure non-discrimination in CE; in other words, in order to ensure students
were not discriminated against, they had to be given the right to express their opinions.
However, the caveat was applied by some teachers and policy-makers (and inferred by
some students) that if a student expressed something that was offensive to another
student or to the teacher, then sometimes the student should be challenged, reprimanded
or even excluded from the class. Therefore, non-discrimination in the context of freedom of
expression became much more complex in the CE classroom, particularly in a divided
society where the minority group may feel discriminated against and therefore there may
be sensitivity towards how they are spoken about in class.

Teacher non-bias was also conceived of as helping to ensure non-discrimination, as an
‘unbiased’ approach to teaching was expected to present a range of views on a subject
without placing weight on one particular view; therefore other views would not be
discriminated against, and ‘balance’ would be achieved. However, it was unclear to what
extent teacher’s self-disclosure of their views would impact on this aim of non-bias and
therefore make CE unacceptable or discriminatory. This can be related to the core
components of CE, particularly knowledge and values insofar as certain types of
knowledge and certain values were sometimes deemed inappropriate to share, and thus
participation in terms of contribution to class was limited. However, it was also suggested
that a non-discriminatory approach to knowledge should be taken, that is, that students
should have access to a range of different viewpoints.

In the provisional 2-A framework, non-discrimination was suggested as requiring that
materials represent a plurality of views, and that students with divergent views should be
encouraged to express these views, bolstered by knowledge of human rights. Both these
aspects are present in the data, and appear to cover the core components of knowledge,
values and participation in particular. The latter aspect is particularly relevant given the
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discussion above on varying approaches to freedom of expression, and the apparent limits
applied to this right. Therefore, even though non-discrimination when understood as
helping to ensure the acceptability of CE might remain within a revised 2-A framework
thanks to its overall acceptance by stakeholders, the reality of non-discrimination meant
that it was sometimes limited in the sense that freedom of expression was limited, and
even sometimes in order to ensure that others were not discriminated against.

Dealing with difference and challenging inequalities
The term ‘challenging inequalities’ was found under ‘adaptable’ in the provisional 2-A
framework. The discussions in chapter 7 on challenging stereotypes may have
incorporated the idea of challenging inequalities insofar as inequality can refer to inequality
of esteem - when someone regards another from a stereotypical (often negative)
perspective, then it may reasonably be suggested that the first person regards the others
as unequal to themselves. Challenging that stereotype, therefore, means challenging that
inequality. This has been discussed already in relation to non-discrimination, but deserves
some further attention in order to draw out additional meaning.

The aim of challenging stereotypes in and through CE was interpreted differently between
jurisdictions, and its popularity varied. It was sometimes understood within the framework
of minority/majority relations and rights, with the minority in Israel (Palestinians) viewing
this aim much more in terms of how they should be treated; the other ethno-national
groups saw it more in terms of how they should relate to others. An aspect emerged,
particularly in Nl, that for some, one’s own identity and the stereotypes that one might
have of oneself should also be challenged, in addition to those directed towards others.
Furthermore, in terms of the core components of CE, challenging inequalities appeared to
require knowledge of inequality and stereotyping, the value of aiming towards equality, and
the skills to be able to discern such inequalities in order to participate in challenging them.
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However, challenging stereotypes or inequalities was cited only seldom across the range
of stakeholders as a principal aim in CE. When it was mentioned, it was mostly in relation
to challenging students’ beliefs about their own identity, and not often in terms of teaching
students to challenge inequalities themselves. Therefore, even its place in the framework
may be contested. When it was developed in chapter 4, it was included under an
adaptable’ CE, and as requiring the promotion of awareness of and sensitivity to human
rights. It was not yet clear at that stage, before interviews and focus groups had been
carried out, that challenging inequalities was but in fact only one part of a wider approach
to and understanding of promoting human rights in and through CE. Thus, within a revised
education rights framework for CE, the terminology of challenging inequalities may be
better expressed as promoting human rights, or human rights education; the direct
challenge, and enabling young people to actively challenge these, was seldom explicit
among those stakeholders interviewed, whereas promoting a human rights-based
approach to life (rather than human rights in terms of governmental compliance) appeared
to be popular among all groups in both jurisdictions. This may also be seen as a means to
an end of achieving the three levels of adaptability (to a changing society, particular
community and individual students) as sensitivity to individuals’ human rights (as part of a
community or society at large) may be said to promote a greater level of flexibility to their
needs.

The final theme to be explored in this chapter within the 2-A framework is preparation for
life, addressed below.

Preparation for life and the 2-A framework
As one of the proposed understandings of education rights in CE, the theme of preparation
for life, discussed in chapter 8, links to the central research question of this thesis.
Furthermore, it also appears to be a reflection of a number of the obligations outlined in
ICESCR and the 2-A framework, discussed below.
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Preparation for life and ICESCR
In stating the aims of education, ICESCR appears to reflect aspects of preparation for life,
particularly where it states that education should be directed towards the ‘full development
of the human personality’ and that ‘education shall enable all persons to participate
effectively in a free society’ (article 13(1) ICESCR).

The first aspect above may be linked with that which was discussed in chapter 8 in relation
to those facets of preparation for school life that went beyond the exam specification. This
was conceived variously as becoming a 'better person’, learning to contribute to society, or
gaining decision-making or critical thinking skills. These are arguably facets of the ‘full
development of the human personality’.

The second aspect of article 13 mentioned above focuses on participation and, indeed,
this was a concept that featured in the data. It may be related to participation both in
school and in society. It was not always clear to what extent young people were
participating in making decisions regarding the CE curriculum, and even to what extent
students desired to be a part of that process. However, the aspects of participation in
society may be more in line with article 13 insofar as CE was shown to have a certain
degree of focus on preparation for participation in society. As was explained earlier,
however, whether the participation was envisaged as being in the present or future was at
times ambiguous, and this also appears to be the case in article 13.

Preparation for life, adaptability and flexibility to the needs of a changing
society
Preparation for life and an adaptable education which is flexible to the needs of a changing
society were linked in this research. An adaptable CE in a general sense was broadly
welcomed, with many claiming either that the curriculum is or should be adaptable or
flexible. This flexibility, where supported, was seen as important in that it could help
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prepare young people for life in a changing society; the general thinking was that as
society changes, young people need to be prepared to cope with these changes through
their education. As one policy-maker expressed it, ‘How do we prepare them for life, and a
life that’s going to be very, very different from ours? And I think citizenship education has
to be a part of that’ (Natalie, Nl policy-maker). However, the term ‘adaptability’ raised a
number of issues which have implications for the 2-A framework.

The first broad issue that underlies much of what was considered in relation to adaptability
is the difference in the level of flexibility perceived by participants in Nl and Israel with
regard to the curriculum. As discussed in chapter 3, although CE is mandatory in both
jurisdictions, in Israel it is compulsorily examined at a higher academic level (18 years)
than in Nl (16 years, if a school chooses to make the exam compulsory), and it is an
essential part of the high school matriculation exam in Israel. Additionally, in Israel there is
a mandatory textbook whereas in Nl there is some flexibility as to which textbook may be
used. Therefore, in Israel, Civics appeared to be viewed as less flexible than was
Citizenship in Nl, although not all teachers seemed to feel restricted by this strongly
framed and classified Israeli curriculum, and the comparative official flexibility of the Nl
curriculum did not seem to lead to the greater input of students in directing the content of
learning. Returning to the core components of knowledge, values, skills and participation,
inevitably, then, the exam requirements determine to a large extent all these aspects.

The second point regarding the specific interpretation of adaptability as flexibility to a
changing society was that a caveat was applied to this type of flexibility by a minority of
participants in Israel. A number of policy-makers and teachers stated that education
should be flexible to the needs of a changing society, but not if society becomes more
religiously conservative, racist or misogynistic; put another way, that young people should
not be actively prepared in CE for life in that type of society. It is suggested that this may
indicate a different approach to government in Israel than in Nl, whereby politics in the
former is seen to be something that changes often and can lead to instability, not least in
the education system.

Additionally, what Jewish participants often appeared to have in mind was the involvement
of ultra-Orthodox political parties, many of which would self-define as Zionist, nationalist,

209

conservative, and, in the opinion of some, biased in favour of Jewish rather than
Palestinian or other citizens. Such a situation has created a concern among non-religious
Jewish sectors of Israeli society that the views of these parties may disproportionately
dominate the government of Israel, and thus the Ministry of Education and its policies. It is
significant that in Nl this issue did not arise; indeed, the idea that future government in Nl
would place unacceptable demands on education in terms of content or preparation for life
was not mooted. Therefore, here, the flexibility of the knowledge, values, skills and
participation aspects of CE to the needs of a changing society was accepted to varying
degrees.

Returning to the 2-A framework, if the definition of ‘adaptable’ that is ‘flexible to the needs
of a changing society’ is to remain as part of an education rights framework, then some
additional meaning would need to be given to the notion of a ‘changing society’, and what
changes may be deemed appropriate.

Preparation for life, flexibility to the needs of an individual student and
involving diverse groups in development
Flexibility to the needs of an individual student and the involvement of diverse groups in
development may be related to what was considered in chapter 8 on youth participation in
curriculum development. Not infrequently in this study, interpretations of acceptable and
adaptable within CE, both those pre-defined and those elicited directly from participants,
were shown to be conditional upon one another. In this case, the theme of preparation for
life was revealed as encompassing not only flexibility to the needs of an individual student,
but also the practice of involving diverse groups in curricular development, in the view of
some as a means to the end of ensuring the curriculum is adapted to these students. As
with the other aspects of flexibility, although adapting to students' individual needs was
broadly viewed as important, and although students generally believed that teachers
should be, to a certain extent, flexible in this regard, flexibility appeared to be limited
somewhat due to the exam focus of CE in all the schools involved in this research. In
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addition, large class sizes, a fact that was mentioned particularly frequently in Israel, was
cited as a limiting factor, and so, more often than referring to the needs of an individual
student, many participants, particularly teachers, clarified this aspect of flexibility, as they
saw it - that CE should be flexible to the needs of the group of students in a class. Such
flexibility was suggested to be in terms of students’ abilities and interests, although interest
was at no point suggested as a factor that should override the requirements of the course,
and interpreting needs as cultural or national needs was not agreed upon. It is significant,
therefore, that Almog and Perry-Hazan (2012), writing on the interpretation of adaptability
in education, focus on flexibility to the child’s preferences rather than abilities alone, and
perhaps illustrates an aspirational rather than a practical interpretation of the adaptability
aspect of the 2 A’s; in reality, its interpretation by stakeholders may be dependent not only
on educational structures and funding but also on interpretations of ‘needs’.

Although the inclusion of diverse groups in the development of CE was viewed positively,
and the focus on the needs of individual or groups of students was supported,
incorporating young people in this development process received a mixed response. Only
a minority enthusiastically supported involving young people in curriculum development as
an important and commonsensical step towards achieving a curriculum that was suited to
their needs, and as part of young people’s development and preparation for life both inside
and outside school. This is despite the assertion by Almog and Perry-Hazan (2012, p491)
that this is essential if the aim is to meet their needs: ‘adaptability of education to the
needs of children requires a process that takes into account the children’s views’. More
frequently, there was a sense in which teachers or other adults knew better what students
needed, and this was also a view that was mirrored by the majority of students.

In terms of the four core components of CE, involving diverse groups in development when
it referred to young people, and flexibility to the needs of an individual student, could be
posited as incorporating the knowledge, values, skills and participation that were most
appropriate to students, from their own point of view. However, given what has been
suggested above regarding the limitations of these terms, the four core components may
be understood as referring to those which are most suitable for a group of students, and
from the teacher’s point of view.
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Involving diverse groups in development was included within the provisional 2-A
framework, but as part of the definition of ‘acceptable’, whereby involving diverse groups in
course development was cited as a means to the end of fulfilling the other criteria:
relevance, cultural appropriateness, good quality, and non-discrimination. The analysis of
the findings above indicates that involving diverse groups in development may also be a
means of achieving flexibility to the needs of an individual student or group of students, in
that if students are included in the curricular development process for CE, then it may be
more likely that a curriculum will develop that is sensitive to their needs, leaving them also
better prepared for life. However, as there were varying levels of support for the
involvement of students in developing educational content, it would be difficult to attach
this meaning definitively to the 2-A framework.

Preparation for life and a relevant citizenship education
A key term within the 2-A framework whose interpretation was expanded within the context
of preparation for life, and also within the theme of minority group representation (see
above), was that of ‘relevant’. As was discussed in chapter 8, for some, and particularly for
a number of teachers in Nl, one of the purposes of CE was to prepare students for future
employability; for others, the focus was on participation in the local or national community
in the present or future, or in a divided society; and for the majority, a relevant CE was one
that prepared them for exam success. Therefore, it might be said that a distinctly relevant
curriculum was one that enabled the student to be employable, to pass exams, and/or be a
participant.

However, ‘relevant’ is a term that appears to have such a wide scope for interpretation that
in some circumstances it was even open to seemingly conflicting understandings. For
example, for one person, a ‘relevant’ CE was one that equipped young people to live in
peace with those who are different from themselves; for another, a relevant CE was one
that prepared young people to serve their country in the military. In addition to such varied
interpretations was the underlying question, posed by a minority of participants: to whom
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should CE be relevant? To society at large? But then how can an education system be
sure that it reflects the majority view? And what about minorities? And from another
perspective: should CE always be made relevant to students? Or do students, being
young, really appreciate that what may not seem to be relevant now, is of value to learn as
it will become relevant to them in later life? This may also be referred back to the
discussion earlier about youth participation in curriculum development, insofar as it was
argued by a small minority that involving young people in the design of their CE curriculum
is an important or even essential means to the end of ensuring it is relevant to them.
These are all questions that the data compels a reader to ask. These questions also raise
other questions, then, about what particular knowledge, values, skills and participation
might be deemed ‘relevant’ in preparing a young person for life, given that opinions varied,
even among a small number of stakeholders.

Returning to the provisional 2-A framework for education rights within CE, ‘relevant’ was
interpreted by the researcher as requiring that the content of school syllabi be relevant to
both majority and minority students’ current social situation and be able to prepare them
for participation in society, to include helping them to develop to their full potential.
However, it remains unclear as to whether it is possible, within the common curriculum of
one discrete subject that is assessment-driven in a contested society, to ensure relevance
to both majority and minority students’ cultures, for what kind of life they should be being
prepared, and which areas of their potentiality should be being developed. To return to the
example cited earlier - the potential to live in peace with those who are different from
themselves or the potential to serve their country in the military. Thus, again, although this
term appears appropriate to an education rights framework, its definition should always be
problematised.

Given the extensive analysis of the research findings within the 2-A framework as
presented above, a summary of some of main issues that arose in terms of interpretation,
as well as additional concerns and implications of the findings, are found in section 2,
below.
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SECTION 2:
INTERPRETING INTERNATIONAL OBLIGATIONS

Acceptable and adaptable: summary of key difficulties
There was a number of terms within the 2-A framework which were interpreted in varied
and sometimes conflicting ways, and others whose inclusion in the 2-A framework as a
legitimate interpretation was challenged. The key difficulties summarised below include,
but also go beyond, that which was able to be captured in section 1 above. They are
organised into four areas, with a full list of the interpretations offered for every rights-based
element of the 2-A framework provided in appendix 1.

Questions relating to appropriateness and interpretation of acceptable
and adaptable
Within the first area of terminology to be interpreted - that containing the 2 A’s of
‘acceptable’ and ‘adaptable’ - three key concerns emerged. The first related to the
appropriateness of the term ‘acceptable’ as a standard applied to CE. ‘Acceptable’ was a
term that was particularly problematic in both jurisdictions. In Nl, it was on occasion
suggested that the term implied a quality or content of CE that was so basic that it did not
inspire confidence or suggest that high, qualitative standards should be expected.
‘Acceptable’, here, had the nuance of ‘mediocre’ or ‘only just acceptable but no more’.
Thus, in this way, it was seen as an inappropriately low standard to expect from CE. In
Israel, difficulties emanated more from Arabic- and Hebrew-speaking participants trying to
understand the basic meaning of ‘acceptable’ in English rather than any additional nuance,
and in an attempt to clarify the term, the researcher offered the definition of ‘able to
accept’, which did not incorporate the nuance that had been suggested by some
participants in Nl. This intervention by the researcher undoubtedly influenced how
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interviewees understood the term. This example illustrates a wider issue that was always
in the background during fieldwork in Israel - that of whether the terminology used in the
2-A framework was actually understandable to interviewees for whom English was not
their first language - and must be acknowledged as constituting an additional layer of
interpretation, given the emphasis in this thesis placed on interpretation of terms.
Nevertheless, returning to the wider issue at stake, a challenge came, on occasion, in both
jurisdictions to the appropriateness of acceptability as a goal in CE, as making it
acceptable to all may mean that the curriculum could be ‘diluted’ to such an extent that
important points of conflict relating to citizenship issues would not be discussed equally by
everyone.

The second difficulty relating to acceptability revolved around the question posed by many
participants: if CE is to be made acceptable, to whom should it be made acceptable?
Indeed, some teachers and policy-makers in particular expressed the view that CE simply
cannot be made acceptable to each and every person as there always will be points in CE
over which individuals will disagree, particularly in jurisdictions such as Nl and Israel where
conceptions of citizenship and identity vary. Furthermore, the point was often raised by
teachers and policy-makers, that focussing on making CE acceptable to students is not of
value, as students are not yet mature enough to know what they need to be learning and
gaining from this subject - that they are, in a sense, ‘human becomings’ rather than
‘human beings’ (Prout & James, 1997), or ‘citizens-in-waiting’ rather than present citizens
(Verhellen, 2000). Thus, the challenge emerged of defining even a minimum core content
of knowledge, values, skills and participation that might be deemed acceptable to all, and
no resolution was found across the range of participants.

The third concern related to adaptability. Although it was broadly agreed that CE should be
adaptable, again a question was raised or implied by a number of participants: yes, CE
should be adaptable, but adaptable to what? As was seen above, a number of participants
in Israel in particular were concerned that CE not be made adaptable to racist, misogynist,
religiously conservative or anti-democratic tendencies in society, and certainly not be
subject to democratic procedure where the government may compel the education system
to adapt regularly. But similarly, it was not agreed upon whether CE should be fully
adaptable to the needs of particular cultural communities or individual students either,
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although the concept of adapting to groups of students appeared to receive a more
positive response. Thus, a seemingly innocuous term such as ‘adaptable’ proved to be
much more contested and loaded with meaning than anticipated.

Disconnects between the 2 A's and provisional interpretations
Moving on to the second problematic area of interpretation within the framework, there
appeared to be disconnects between what the provisional framework had defined as
‘acceptable’ or ‘adaptable’, based on documents alone, and what research participants
defined as such. Indeed, in certain cases, some of the definitions of the 2 A’s were
rejected as unsuitable. For example, a difficulty emerged with the interpretation of
‘acceptable’ that was ‘culturally appropriate’, where a small number of participants,
particularly in Nl, suggested that in order to be acceptable, the CE curriculum should not
be culturally appropriate to any particular culture, but rather be inclusive. Similarly, little
enthusiasm was shown for interpreting ‘adaptable’ as ‘challenging inequalities', particularly
as ‘acceptable’ already incorporated the similar term of ‘non-discriminatory’. More broadly,
among a number of participants, after they had discussed the provisional interpretations of
the 2 A’s and then were asked to reflect back on acceptability and adaptability as
standalone terms, a small number suggested that the provisional interpretations under the
2 A’s did not actually reflect acceptability and adaptability, and therefore they challenged
the value of such a framework for education rights. It should be noted, however, that
around half of the participants who commented on the 2-A scheme viewed it positively
(mostly policy-makers), whereas the other half either rejected it as not holding much value,
or impracticable in their context (this was especially so among participants in Israel), or
simply containing elements that were inaccurate. Again, the empirical data therefore
highlights a disconnect between the 2-A framework for understanding education rights
within CE in Ni and Israel, and the interpretations of stakeholders interviewed for this
study.
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Appropriately placed but variously interpreted
Within the third area of difficulties in interpretation, there were those problematic terms
mentioned in the early sections of this chapter that linked directly to chapters 6-8. These
were terms that received a high level of agreement in terms of their appropriateness when
applied to CE, but which evoked varied and sometimes conflicting interpretations. Prime
among these were the terms ‘relevant’ and ‘good quality’. To summarise the discussions
above, the term ‘relevant’ was shown to require some level of representation of a student’s
identity in the curriculum as a means to engaging the students. In the view of some, this
required proportional minority group representation in the curriculum content; for others, it
required challenging one’s own group identity in order to help ensure that a belief about
the dominance of one identity over another in a divided society would not be passed down
the generations; and for yet others it meant being prepared for life in terms of military
service and to defend one’s country, or to be prepared for employment. Similarly, good
quality’ was shown to represent a range of interpretations that included: learning to deal
with contentious points of difference in identity, or the school or class being an ‘oasis’
separate from local or national difficulties; a classroom that offered students full freedom of
expression, or a classroom that offered a safe and controlled environment for discussion of
particular (but not all) views; a teacher who shared their own views, or one who did not
disclose them to avoid influencing their students or gaining a negative reputation in their
school. Furthermore, in terms of the core components of CE, although it was agreed that
they were central to CE, it was not agreed then what brand of knowledge, values, skill and
participation was ‘relevant’ or ‘good quality’, and to whom.

Similarly interpreted but inappropriately placed
Finally, there were those terms about which there was a high level of disagreement. The
most prominent among these were the related terms 'culturally appropriate’ and ‘flexible to
the needs of a particular society’. Again, this issue has been addressed in detail above, so
here it suffices to provide a summary. The difference in opinion over the suitability of
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cultural appropriateness or flexibility to a particular community in CE arose particularly
when discussion focused on the debate between having either a common curriculum that
included material relating to all cultural (ethno-national) groups in a jurisdiction, or a
differentiated curriculum that offered materials that were suitable for particular cultural
groups. In terms of the common curriculum, it was therefore suggested by some that CE
should not be appropriate to any parf/ctv/ar culture, and should not be flexible to the needs
of a pa/t/'cty/ar community, but should represent the dominant culture in society, or should
be broadly inclusive of various identities (most popular in Nl and among some Jewish
participants). As for the differentiated curriculum, it appeared to be supported more often
by those who also supported the idea of a culturally appropriate curriculum that was
flexible to the needs of a particular community (most popular among Palestinians). As with
the other areas of interpretation addressed in this section, the core components of CE
could also be understood within either a common or differentiated curriculum that either
was or was not flexible to a specific culture.

Interpreting international obligations in the national and
divided context
The challenges of interpreting international obligations in the context of a specific
jurisdiction loomed large in this research. Building on both the data and some of the
questions that were asked in chapter 4, this section considers the challenge of interpreting
international obligations in the national and divided context with reference to two
interrelated areas:

interpretative variety, ‘universalism’ and the implementation of

interpretative frameworks for IHRL; and the process of developing education rights
frameworks. These are addressed below.
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Interpretative

variety,

'universalism'

and

implementation

of

interpretative frameworks for international human rights law
The variety found both between and within jurisdictions, illustrated when education rights
were interpreted within CE by stakeholders in Nl and Israel, raises a question with regard
to the claim of universality of interpretations of IHRL, at least where qualitative elements of
education rights are concerned and at least among stakeholders in these two, divided
jurisdictions. Indeed, such an outcome may have been predicted by legal interpretivists,
who suggest that treaty interpretation is a highly subjective enterprise (see, for example,
Dworkin, 1982). Merry (2013, p149) encapsulates the problem succinctly when she states
the view that it is ‘difficult to develop a[n interpretative] scheme that is systematic and
universal at the same time as it is holistic and individualized’. As was seen earlier in this
chapter, such interpretative variety at times could be described perhaps as rather benign,
where two interpretations could co-exist without causing friction; at other times, certain
terms were interpreted in different and conflicting ways; and in yet others, the place of a
number of the forma! interpretations of education rights within any international framework
was heavily disputed by participants. As was discussed in chapter 4, human rights treaties
deliberately use general language, and so the law must be developed, clarified and
interpreted (Craven, 1995). In terms of offering a defined set of interpretations, there were
those who argued that there is a ‘core content’ of a right that is universal (Hunt, 1998;
Coomans, 2007), or at least that rights are based on the universal nature of human beings
(Wilson, 2005). There were others who suggested that the interpretation of rights is highly
culture-specific (Freeman, 2011), and that ‘vernacularization’ of human rights occurs when
they are translated into the local context (Merry, 2013). There were also those who actively
supported an interpretation of human rights obligations that is highly contextualised
(Anderson-Gold, 2001), despite the fact that this poses a challenge to the universality of
human rights. Furthermore, it is worth remembering that general comment 13 ICESCR
itself states that ‘the precise and appropriate application of the terms [of the essential
elements of the right to education] will depend upon the conditions prevailing in a particular
State party’ (para.6, general comment 13 ICESCR), and so the specific content of a right
may vary between jurisdictions, and over time in relation to the same jurisdiction
(Verheyde, 2006). Focusing in particular on contested jurisdictions, Lundy (2006, p346)
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has also pointed to the ‘limitations of the existing human rights covenants when applied to
socially divided societies’. Such a statement is highly relevant to the findings of the present
research.

Despite this seeming allowance,

in some quarters, for contextualised,

localised

interpretation of education rights, the fact that international interpretative frameworks for
human rights are still being developed would imply that the claims that these obligations
and interpretations may be universally understood and applied are still held. A broader
question may then be posed: if the purpose of general comments and frameworks
developed from them (such as the 4-A framework) is to clarify and, essentially, interpret
the law for all states, to what extent can it be claimed that international interpretative
frameworks accurately reflect how the law should be interpreted, when there exists so
much variety in interpreting so many elements of them, as illustrated by the case of CE in
Nl and Israel? And this question leads to another: is it possible to develop a universally
accepted education rights framework that is both aimed at a large and culturally varied
range of jurisdictions and also reflects the law-makers’ intentions?

Turning to issues of implementation, it may be proposed that international law, before it is
interpreted in national contexts, represents obligations that are universally agreed, to the
extent that, through adoption and ratification of a treaty, representatives of states parties
agree to respect, protect and fulfil the obligations enshrined in a treaty. In the context of
the current research, this refers to a treaty such as the International Covenant on
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, from which the original 4-A framework was derived.
The issue of implementation of treaties was shown in chapter 4 to be key to their
effectiveness, and so implementation procedures have been built into treaties. Processes
of interpretation also have been effected through the general comments and country
review systems, as well as through a range of frameworks of interpretation and indicators.
Tomasevski (2006, p131) claimed that it is important to ‘precisely determine what the
commitment [of states parties to the realisation of education rights] is before proceeding to
examine whether performance [of the states parties] matches it’. But even if the content of
a treaty is formally agreed by states parties, the issue of implementation of the treaty is so
key to its effectiveness that if interpretation is not ‘universal’, then assessing its
implementation may be difficult.
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It is acknowledged that the original 4-A framework was intended for use as a framework
for education rights through an education system in general, but that it was altered for the
purposes of this study in order to delineate the elements that were most salient to the
specific curricular subject of CE. Therefore, it may even be claimed that a critique of the
difficulties found in applying the framework to a specific curricular subject is unfair, as it
was perhaps never intended to be used in this way. Yet, it is the contention of this thesis
that an education system must be understood as being composed of many elements, and
not least the individual subjects taught through it, and the individual people involved in it.
Therefore, if such an international framework cannot begin by being universally
understood within and reflective of individual curricular subjects, it is difficult to see how its
implementation

within

an

entire

education

system

might

be

effectively

and

comprehensively assessed.

Looking beyond issues of universalism and implementation towards an explanatory
framework, it must be borne in mind that human rights, in the view of many scholars, is a
socially constructed and contested phenomenon. Indeed, legal interpretivists such as
Dworkin (1982) would claim that IHRL is highly subjective as the meaning of words, found
in legal texts as in all other modes of communication, is ambiguous and contested, and so
the interpretation of human rights may also be viewed as socially constructed. This variety
of interpretations and views on the appropriateness of certain terms or content was
discussed in chapters 2 and 3, which explored the highly contested nature of the concept
of citizenship, particularly in a divided society. Therefore, it followed that the knowledge,
values, skills and participation components of CE would also be subject to a certain level
of disagreement. Drawing on philosopher Gallie’s (1955, p169) work on the idea of
‘essentially contested concepts ... the proper use of which inevitably involves endless
disputes about their proper uses on the part of their users’, Sears and Hughes (1996,
p158), in the context of CE, argue that these disputes arise not because the people
involved are arguing about different concepts to which they have mistakenly given the
same name, but because the internal complexity of the concept makes for disputes which
‘are perfectly genuine: which, although not resolvable by argument of any kind, are
nevertheless sustained by perfectly respectable arguments and evidence’. Thus, as
understandings of citizenship concepts and education vary over time and across cultures,
so, according to Verheyde (2006), does the content of rights obligations, and so, it is
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contended here, does the interpretation of these obligations. As Goldstein (2013, p111)
has stated, multiple ‘vernacularizations’ of rights may occur within a jurisdiction, thus
resulting in 'competing understandings of human rights ... often differing greatly from their
intended transnational meanings and values'.

It may be claimed that, despite variations in interpretations of international human rights
obligations, the universality of human rights (Starkey, 2006) or near universality of certain
values (Gutmann, 2004) remains. Nevertheless, in the current research, interpretative
variety raises questions about the expediency of a definitive international framework for
education rights as a way of implementing the more qualitative aspects of rights within and
through education in the national contexts of Nl and Israel.

Another facet of the challenge of interpreting international obligations in the context of a
jurisdiction relates to the process of developing interpretative frameworks for education
rights. This is addressed below.

The process of developing education rights frameworks
The development of indicators for education rights was shown in chapter 4 to be part of a
broader approach towards more effective protection of human rights (Merry, 2006; de
Beco, 2009). However, exactly how frameworks for interpreting human rights, including
those relating to education, are developed also was shown to be a process that is not
entirely transparent and not completely accessible to stakeholders (Tobin, 2010). The
author had some difficulty finding literature on how the process of developing general
comments - the most prominent, formal body of interpretation of IHRL - is carried out, and
who exactly is involved in this process. Furthermore, the development of interpretative
frameworks from these formal interpretations was not found to be easily understandable
and open to all who have a stake in a subject such as CE (Blake, 2008). In the present
research, although many participants held comprehensive conceptions of education rights,
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they lacked knowledge of the 4-A framework, ICESCR, and education rights as they are
formally enshrined in international law, which may indicate low awareness of the
processes involved in interpreting and developing indicators for education rights. This lack
of awareness is but one element of the critique of the process, and is addressed more fully
later in this chapter.

As was seen earlier, key difficulties were faced in interpreting ‘acceptable’ and ‘adaptable’,
and some of these related to interpretative variety of terms, or disagreement over whether
a term should be included in an education rights framework. A further issue that must be
highlighted here, and which emerged in section 1 of this chapter, was that it was difficult to
link directly the elements of the 2-A framework with obligations in article 13 ICESCR, from
which the original elements of the 4-A framework, found in general comment 13 ICESCR,
are claimed to have been derived. Furthermore, although many of the aspects enshrined
within article 13 ICESCR were referred to by research participants, with little knowledge of
specific ICESCR obligations, as constituting rights within education, when they offered
their interpretations of the 2 A's, supposedly drawn from IHRL, they often suggested
interpretations that did not appear to be in line with the actual text of ICESCR. Put another
way, the interpretations offered for ICESCR in the general comments and other formal
interpretative frameworks, may not actually reflect the interpretations that stakeholders
would make of ICESCR. Therefore, it is difficult to directly trace the obligations from article
13 ICESCR to general comment 13, and then to the 4-A framework. It is of interest to note
here, then, in the context of these challenges, that Tomasevski (cited in Commission on
Human Rights, 2004, para.8) herself critiqued the system of interpretation, stating that the
approach of the Committee on Economic,

Social and Cultural Rights (CESCR)

‘undermines the principle of legal security by reading into a legal text a content that simply
is not there’. Thus, the question of how the formal interpretations were derived from
ICESCR in order to develop general comments and interpretative frameworks is raised,
and this question suggests a critique of the approach taken to interpretation.

Another aspect of the process of developing education rights frameworks that may be
critiqued is the questionable level of involvement of jurisdictions and the key stakeholders
within them. The development of international law and its interpretation has often been
accused of being top-down in nature, whereby the governments of certain states are
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involved, but not those who subsequently come to power following the making of such
laws (Burford et al., 2013). It is true that in international law, the state is the ultimate dutybearer, and is therefore the official representative of its population in matters of
international law (Tobin, 2010, p8). The Limburg Principles (article 1(A)(11), 1987) require
popular participation in national policy development ‘at all stages, including the
formulation, application and review of national policies', and so, in a sense, it may be
claimed that the involvement of the state as signatory and duty-bearer, if these Principles
have been adhered to, may mean that the concerns of the population in a jurisdiction will
be voiced via the state. However, it still remains the case that very few states parties have
the opportunity to be involved in treaty committees (Blake, 2008, p3), and if these states
do not follow the Limburg Principles’ conception of popular consultation, the effective
‘voice’ of the populations may not be heard and therefore may not be able to influence the
development of interpretative frameworks that affect them.

The formal process of interpretation made by CESCR involves consultation among the
Committee, NGOs, UN specialised agencies and others; drafting and alteration of the
general comment by the Committee; and adoption (Blake, 2008). Again, it was difficult for
the author to find literature that elaborated fully on the level of involvement of groups.
Donoho (2003, p2) writes that the international human rights system ‘may ultimately
present significant anti-democratic implications for national polities’ by expecting states
parties to adhere to the interpretations of IHRL developed by the ‘system’, even though
they may have had limited input into this ‘system’. Therefore, it may even be suggested
that regional

interpretation

allows for the appropriate development of effective,

contextually-situated human rights policy (Anderson-Gold, 2001), and perhaps makes it
more likely that the views of children will be taken into account, an approach that is
growing in popularity (Almog & Perry-Hazan, 2012). Without such considerations of the
voice of stakeholders, however, the IHRL system may be critiqued for the seemingly
closed process of developing interpretative norms that may not reflective of stakeholders’
understandings.

It is with such disconnects in mind that the idea of employing the concept of ‘interpretive
communities’ in the process of developing interpretative frameworks may be salient.
Johnstone’s (1990) work on interpretive communities drew on Stanley Fish’s (1980)

224

introduction of this concept within literary studies, as an approach to the problems of
authority and interpretation within the legal arena. According to Johnstone (1990), broadly
two types of interpretive community exist - those within states and those existing in the
transnational sphere - and they involve only individuals with a certain level of professional
expertise in a given area, and direct and formal involvement in the interpretation and
development processes. Given the suggestion above that the process of developing
interpretative frameworks or indicators for education rights appears to be relatively closed,
and in the case of the present research, particularly to those who either teach or study CE,
and given that the traditional conception of the interpretive community is limited to
members of the community who are involved in the legal interpretive process, the concept
may require modification in the context of education rights within CE. The present research
suggests that this idea be developed further, and follows Tobin (2010) in proposing to
extend this to a much broader range of actors, to an understanding of a more informal
interpretive community for ICESCR and education rights frameworks that involves all
stakeholders of CE, who together are developing the meaning of education rights in their
own context, despite the fact that they may not be continually aware of each other or even
ever meet in person. Interestingly, this encompasses the aspect of involving diverse
groups in development that was found within the provisional 2-A framework. Such a
conception requires further empirical research in order to explore how this might operate in
practice.

The findings of this research indicated challenges relating not only to interpreting
international obligations in the national context, but also to interpreting national education
policies and curricula in the context of a school. These are addressed below.

Interpreting national obligations in the school context
Further variety was found

when

interpreting jurisdiction-level

obligations

in

the

environment of various schools. Therefore, this section looks to the area of policy context
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and enactment as a foundation on which to build a consideration of the seemingly limited
achievements of education rights frameworks in the context of CE in Nl and Israel.

Policy context and enactment
The findings of this project indicated that concepts and legal obligations are interpreted
differently by different people, and so differences emerged between states’ interpretations
of the law, and those made by different national groups and research population groups
(students, teachers and policy-makers) in the divided educational context. In chapter 4, it
was suggested that policy and curricula may be modified as they travel through different
policy actors and eventually are received and enacted by students through a curricular
subject in the classroom, and research conducted by a range of scholars (Ball, 1994; Kerr,
1999; Benavot & Resh, 2001; McEvoy, 2007; McGowan, 2008) appeared to support such
a proposition. Similarly, chapters 6-8 showed that at times there were either ‘gaps’
between CE policy/curricula and how it was being delivered and received in the classroom,
through a process of ‘transposition’, or at least a variety of approaches to CE that were
being taken, which illustrated a variety of interpretations of CE and education rights as
delivered through CE. Of course, it is difficult to know whether, from the teachers’ point of
view, these were conscious interpretations of policy/curriculum documents, but even
subconscious interpretations resulted in variation in approach to the subject that was
explored in this study.

In addition to looking at the journey from policy-making to the receiving of a curriculum, the
current research also extends the above reasoning to propose that there appear to be
‘gaps’ between international law-making and the national policy-making level. These gaps
relate to differences between what international obligations with regard to education rights
seem to demand from states parties to the relevant treaties, and how each state party’s
education system seems to be interpreting them through the school CE curricula - that a
kind of ‘vernacularization’ (Merry, 2006) is perhaps taking place between the international
and the national spheres. This point may present a way in which the present research has
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extended the reach of previous scholars’ work by applying it in a different, and divided,
context.

Limited achievement of education rights frameworks in Northern Ireland
and Israel
Against the background of the transpositional explanation for differences between
international education rights obligations and national education policy and curricula, lies
the proposition that participants in the present research showed a lack of familiarity with
international law on education and frameworks of interpretations and indicators that have
been derived from it, not least ICESCR and the 4-A framework. This lack of knowledge
may indicate a number of potential issues: the modification of education policies that have
included education rights but have not been made explicit in policy or curriculum
documents; a lack of sharing of these obligations by education authorities with other
stakeholders; a lack of interest or belief in the value of these education rights by
educators; or a low awareness of the processes involved in interpreting and developing
indicators for education rights.

Whatever the reason behind this lack of knowledge, it was clear that among the
participants in this research, although they had many and varied responses when asked
what they believed the education rights of young people were in their CE, only a very small
minority were able to directly connect these in any clearly discernible fashion to human
rights treaties or indicators, and only one participant was aware of the 4-A framework for
education rights, despite its being lauded as highly effective and popular in some of the
literature. This ostensible lack of knowledge was as evident among policy-makers as it
was among teachers and students, even though education departments are considered
part of the state establishment and therefore bound by the international treaties to which
their respective state is party and therefore legally bound. The question arises, then, of
how it is that state education departments are not aware of the precise nature of their
international legal obligations in respect of the education rights of students studying within
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their systems (see Starkey, 2007, on general lack of rights awareness), and of the extent
to which law-making and policy-making may appear disconnected from educators
(Kennedy, 1997).

Furthermore, the issue of enforcement of international law must be mentioned as it may be
a contributing factor in this lack of knowledge. It may be claimed that it is more difficult to
enforce international than national law. As Merry (2013, p145) has written, a ‘treaty body
must rely on persuasion and a country's desire to maintain a good reputation for protecting
human rights', and there are tensions between national sovereignty and IHRL (Donoho,
2003). Thus, even where interpretations of human rights obligations are tacitly agreed, it
may be difficult to enforce legal benchmarks that are seemingly externally created, and
this appears to be as applicable to the development of interpretative frameworks for
international education rights law as it is to the development of international standards for
CE (Bush & Saltarelli, 2000).

In light of these difficulties in interpretation, the question of the expediency of the
provisional 2-A framework for education rights within CE re-emerges. This framework
requires revisiting one last time.

The 2 A's revisited
Given all that has been discussed in this chapter, and indeed throughout this thesis, it is
now time to return to and reconsider, in light of the findings, the 2-A framework for
education rights within CE that was proposed in the early chapters of this thesis, and
which formed the principal conceptual framework on which were based the research
questions and the interview and focus group schedules.
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The provisional 2-A framework that was presented in chapter 4 is found below:

^
Relevant

Knowledge

• Culturally appropriate
• Good quality

Values

• Nan-discriminatory
• Involves diverse groups

Skills
Participation

changing society
• To the needs of a
particular community
• To the needs of an
individual student
Challenges inequalities

Provisional 2-A framework for education rights in citizenship education

The diagram shows how knowledge, values, skills and participation were viewed as the
four core components of CE. Then the 2 A’s of education rights - that education should be
acceptable’ and ‘adaptable’ - surrounded the central core components to illustrate how
rights should be equally applied to all aspects of a curricular subject, and how these rights
were interconnected, illustrated by their inclusion within the one, single, all-encompassing
dark-coloured band. Additionally, the two light-coloured arrows included all the provisional
elements of each of the 2 A’s; they were contained within two undivided arrows to show
how the five interpretations of acceptability were interlinked, and the same for the four
aspects of adaptability. The direction of the arrows were to show how if, for example, CE
was relevant, culturally appropriate, good quality, and so on, then it would be acceptable,
and that would require that all the core components of CE were acceptable. The same was
suggested for ‘adaptable’ and its elements.

What often comes at this stage in a doctoral thesis is a development of the main
conceptual framework that has been employed within the project, often in pictorial form.
However, the complexity of interpreting the 2-A framework within CE among a range of
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key stakeholders within the two divided societies of Northern Ireland and Israel revealed
itself to be such that committing to paper a ‘new’ 2-A framework that reflected stakeholder
understandings was highly problematic, for a number of reasons. Firstly, any graphic
representation would be imperfect and a poor reflection of what was shared in many and
nuanced ways by research participants, and would not, therefore, fully respect the
subjectivity of individuals that it was claimed was a core concern of this qualitative
research. Secondly, such an attempt would represent a contradiction to what has been
proposed in this chapter about the seeming difficulty of developing an international
interpretative framework that can be applied in a range of deeply divided and contextbound jurisdictions. Each of the rights elements of the 2-A framework was questioned and
therefore, it is suggested, should be problematised by any individual seeking understand it
in their own context, just as it was by the participants in this research.

This is the penultimate chapter of the thesis. Now all that remains is to draw out the
implications of the findings, offer a summary of the thesis, and draw some conclusions.
These are found in the next chapter, which brings this thesis to a close
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CHAPTER 10
CONCLUSIONS

Over the course of nine chapters, literature on citizenship, citizenship education and
education rights has been reviewed, the provisional conceptual framework critiqued and
developed, the research methodology described, the data that was collected presented
and analysed, and key findings have emerged. The task of this final chapter, then, is to
draw some conclusions from this research. Therefore, below is a summary of the project,
its original contribution, the findings of the study, their implications, the limitations, and
suggestions for future research. The chapter closes with some concluding remarks.

Overview of project and original contribution to knowledge
This thesis addresses the key research question of how citizenship education in Northern
Ireland and Israel reflects understandings of education rights, particularly the international
human rights obligations that education be ‘acceptable’ and ‘adaptable’. It takes as a
starting point the oft-cited challenge of delivering a common citizenship education
curriculum in divided societies such as Northern Ireland and Israel, where the very concept
of citizenship is contested. It considers the value of a ‘universal’ and potentially unifying
framework of international education rights law in addressing the challenge of educating
for citizenship in the divided context; it does this through an exploration of interpretations
of elements of the framework within citizenship education on a national level in the two
jurisdictions. This exploration is effected through considerations of policy and curriculum
documents, and semi-structured interviews and focus groups with citizenship education
students, teachers, and policy-makers in Northern Ireland and Israel. Each of these
individuals offers their own subjective and varying interpretations of education rights in
general, and in particular, of the 2-A provisional framework for education rights that implies
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that the knowledge, values, skills and participation components of citizenship education
should be ‘acceptable’ and 'adaptable'. The ensuing thematic analysis reveals that for
stakeholders of citizenship education, interpretations of education rights can be oriented
around three key themes - minority group representation, dealing with difference, and
preparation for life - and that these themes are also represented in policy/curriculum
documents. Although these themes lend themselves to exploration within a range of
conceptual literatures, locating them within the 2-A framework proves problematic. This
therefore raises key questions that relate to the interpretative purpose of education rights
frameworks, whether it is possible to develop a universally accepted education rights
framework that is aimed at a large and culturally varied range of jurisdictions, and also the
extent to which such frameworks do or should reflect stakeholders’ interpretations of the
law, rather than simply those of the law-makers.

In terms of the original contribution to knowledge made by this thesis, it may be said that
such a study that combines the areas of citizenship education in divided societies and
international law on education, and compares Northern Ireland and Israel in this way, has
not been documented to date. In this respect, the study offers an original comparative
analysis of how education rights operate in citizenship education among certain
stakeholders in two different, divided contexts.

The precise original contribution to knowledge relates to three different areas: theory, the
legal framework, and policy and practice in citizenship education. These contributions
were interwoven with the comparative approach, which, it is argued, was key to unlocking
the insights that emerged from the data, and which may not have come to the fore were
each jurisdiction taken individually. The rationale for comparison between Northern Ireland
and Israel was established earlier as revolving around the challenge of delivering a
common citizenship education to a diverse group of students in both of these ethnonationally divided education systems and societies, which are both subject to international
human rights law on education. Comparing these two jurisdictions highlights contributions
to knowledge in the three areas mentioned above. At the broadest level, it would not have
been possible to reveal and explore fully the inter-jurisdiction variety of interpretations of
the 2-A framework were it not for the comparison of two jurisdictions. This constitutes a
contribution to understandings of the legal 2-A framework and other interpretative
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frameworks, and may offer an insight into why education rights may be difficult to
implement or monitor. It also represents a contribution to theory, in that it extends the
theoretical work done on policy enactment and approximation (Ball, 1994, McEvoy, 2007)
and curricular transposition (McGowan, 2008) to propose that there may be a disconnect
also between international law-making and the national policy-making level, and therefore
between what international obligations with regard to education rights (mediated through
law-makers) seem to demand from states parties to the relevant treaties, and how each
state party’s education system seems to be interpreting them through the school
citizenship education curricula. Belatedly, it is proposed that stakeholders must then be
understood as comprising a varied and sometimes conflicting 'interpretive community’ that
is less formal than is currently conceived. This is a contribution both to understandings of
legal frameworks and to theory on interpretivist approaches to the law.

In terms of minority group representation, comparing the two jurisdictions allows the
observation to be made that ethno-nationally representative educational governance
(Northern Ireland) may lead to much greater satisfaction with the common curriculum as
there is a sense in which if one’s cultural group is represented in decision-making, then the
curriculum may better reflect one’s cultural group, and so the students of this cultural
group may be able to find themselves in the (ethno-national) ‘story’ of the curriculum.
Therefore inclusion in policy-making level appears to be a basic concern. Comparing
Northern Ireland with Israel in this regard allows this issue to be explored in a way that
would not otherwise have occurred to the researcher, and therefore offers a contribution to
policy (and, potentially, practice) in citizenship education. Furthermore, it was of note that,
among Palestinian participants, challenging stereotypes was more often suggested as
something that Jews should apply to their views on Palestinians, rather than Palestinians
towards Jews or Palestinians towards themselves. This is proposed, therefore, as a
contribution to theory on stereotyping and prejudice in terms of the minority group, in this
research, appearing to be less likely to challenge their negative thinking of the ‘other’ due
to their less dominant status and sense of injustice.

With regard to dealing with difference, the readiness to deal with local conflicts within
citizenship education in Israel, and which is apparent both in curriculum documents and
interviews, highlights the lack of readiness that appears to be characteristic in Northern
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Ireland, at least among teachers. A significant comparison, then, can be drawn between
the Northern Ireland school as an oasis protected from controversial issues, and the Israeli
school as a kind of anti-oasis whereby Civics was the one place where young people can
discuss difference and controversy openly.

Furthermore, comparisons reveal the

complexity and variety of conceptualisations of freedom of expression, and the potentially
paradoxical situation in Israel whereby discussion of conflict is encouraged, but sometimes
students are not permitted to express their views if the teacher deems them inappropriate.
Similar complexities arise from comparing conceptualisations of non-bias in Northern
Ireland and Israel. These points represent a contribution to understandings of the legal
framework with regard to defining freedom of expression, and also practice in terms of
finding a balance between offering an 'oasis’ or an ‘anti-oasis’ and deciding which
approach is of most benefit to students.

Finally, as for preparation for life, the comparative approach reveals how even in two very
distinct jurisdictions, the drive towards exam success is prevalent and often dominates the
teaching of citizenship education. However, added to this is the sense of regret,
particularly felt among teachers, that the exam focus may detract from helping to develop
young people in a broader sense through citizenship education. This finding represents a
contribution to citizenship education policy in that the tensions felt by teachers may need
to be acknowledged in order to define the most appropriate aims for citizenship education.
Comparisons also highlight how students’ involvement, or desire to be involved in
citizenship education curriculum development may be impacted by the prevailing attitude
to children in a society, with the example of Northern Ireland’s young people’s belief in
their ability to be involved contrasting with the lack of belief in Israel. Again, this may be of
concern for policy-makers. Furthermore, aspects of preparation for life that arose in
Northern Ireland, such as employability, illuminated how lacking this was in conceptions of
citizenship education in Israel, and so the relationship between preparing young people to
become citizens and also to become employees may need to be explored by policy
makers in light of this. Additionally, preparation for life in a divided society featured
prominently in both jurisdictions, with three, partially interrelated strategies regarding life in
a divided society coming to the fore: dealing with the past, coping with present life, and
moving forward into the future. In Israel there was more emphasis on how to cope with
present life, whereas in Northern Ireland the focus was mainly on the future, with some

234

suggesting that the past needed to be dealt with in a deeper way in citizenship education.
It is suggested that the main contribution to theory in this regard, then, is to the finding that
when a jurisdiction is subject to conflict in the present (Israel), it may be that preparation
for the present is more dominant; whereas when a jurisdiction may be described as ‘post
conflict’ (Northern Ireland), the focus may be drawn more to the future, or even to dealing
with past conflicts.

Overview of findings
Interpretative variety and international frameworks
Perhaps the most significant finding to emerge from this research relates to the variety of
interpretations offered for aspects of education rights, as found both within and outside the
boundaries of the 2-A framework. Although participants sometimes offer interpretations
that complement each other, at other times these are conflicting (such as those provided
for ‘relevant’ and ‘good quality’), and at yet other times, participants challenge the inclusion
of a particular aspect of education rights within any kind of interpretative framework (such
as ‘culturally appropriate’ and ‘flexible to the needs of a particular community’). This
supports what Gallie (1955) has written in relation to ‘essentially contested concepts’,
whose appropriate use is not agreed upon, and applies not just to the rights aspects of the
2 A’s, but also to the core components of citizenship education that are suggested by the
literature and by participants as comprising ‘knowledge’, ‘values’, ‘skills’ and ‘participation’.
This interpretative variety leads to the conclusion that rigid ‘universal’ interpretative
frameworks for education rights, when they are understood in relation to the qualitative
aspects of knowledge, values, skills and participation within a particular curricular subject,
may not directly reflect understandings in the national context and therefore require
modification. The need for modification or ‘vernacularization’ (Merry, 2006) therefore raises
questions regarding how an education rights framework might be implemented, particularly
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within a divided society where aspects of the concepts and core components inherent in
citizenship education are not agreed upon.

Thematic understanding of education rights
The second key finding of this study relates to the three principal themes around which
reflections of education rights within citizenship education appear to be oriented - both
those found in the responses of citizenship education students, teachers and policy
makers, and also those found in policy and curriculum documents, in Northern Ireland and
Israel. These themes are minority group representation, dealing with difference, and
preparation for life

Minority group representation

The discussion of minority group representation draws mostly on literature relating to
minority rights (Graham-Brown, 1994; Wilson, 2005), socialisation (Apple, 1993, Al-Haj,
2002), policy enactment, approximation and curricular transposition (Ball, 1994; McEvoy,
2007; McGowan, 2008), student engagement and achievement (Skinner, Kindermann &
Furrer, 2009), social attitudes (Smooha, 2004), cultural essentialisation (Bekerman et al.,
2009), and multiculturalism in terms of unity and diversity (Banks, 2004). Three key
aspects of minority group representation in Northern Ireland and Israel emerge from the
data: representation in educational governance, finding oneself in the ‘story’ of the
curriculum, and the debate over a common or differentiated curriculum. The idea of
minority group representation and involving diverse ethno-national groups in educational
governance and curriculum development is overwhelmingly supported in both jurisdictions.
However, the level of belief that this exists in reality varies. The difference in the level of
group representation in the state apparatus appears to be key, with trust in educational
authorities being stronger in Northern Ireland than in Israel, where trust is particularly low
among Palestinians. There is a general sense that students must be able to see
something in the curriculum that connects with their lives in order to engage with it, and
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therefore find it relevant to them. Awareness among Palestinian stakeholders of their
status as a less dominant minority that is not able to see themselves in the citizenship
education curriculum is clear when compared to the Catholic minority in Northern Ireland,
and therefore Palestinian self-identification as a (present) minority and felt need for fuller
group representation in the curriculum are stronger. The importance of students being able
to relate to the curriculum in terms of cultural identity is strongest among Palestinian
citizens of Israel, whereas in Northern Ireland the approach of challenging students’
identity emerges. This then translates into the greater felt need for a differentiated
curriculum among Palestinian participants in order to achieve equality with Jews, whereas
in Northern Ireland, the common curriculum is seen as a way of avoiding undue bias. The
citizenship education curriculum in Israel is therefore seen, when compared with Northern
Ireland, more as education for national citizenship, which diverges from a more general
approach in Northern Ireland where the encouragement to develop a particular national or
civic identity is not specified in the policy or curriculum aims.
Minority group representation as a theme also brings to light those interpretations of the 2A framework that relate to an ‘acceptable’ citizenship education in terms of ‘relevance’,
‘cultural appropriateness’ and ‘involving diverse groups in development’ of the curriculum,
and to an ‘adaptable’ citizenship education in terms of ‘flexibility to the needs of a
particular community’. The findings show that citizenship education has to be, to a certain
extent, ‘relevant’ to students on a cultural level so that they can engage with it. However,
the question is raised regarding to whom the curriculum should be relevant. ‘Cultural
appropriateness’ and 'flexibility to the needs of a particular community’, are two of the most
highly contested terms within this research, and they raise questions regarding how much
commonality or differentiation in terms of cultural identity is optimal in the curriculum.
Palestinian participants appear to be predominantly supportive of these two terms. The
issue of ‘involving diverse groups in development’ of the curriculum seems generally
popular, and, again, it is Palestinians who voice strongest support and lack of belief that
this is the case in reality, whereas in Northern Ireland there is an assumption that both
Catholics and Protestants have been involved equally.
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Dealing with difference

The second theme, which is that of dealing with difference, may be located within a range
of literature that includes scholarship relating to dealing with controversial issues
(Stradling, 1985; Hess, 2004; McCully, 2006; Donnelly & Hughes, 2006), right-answerism
(Holt, 1969), cultural aspects of communication (Katriel, 1986; Feghali, 1997; Dunn &
Nolan-Haley, 1998; Donnelly, 2004), the role of education in a divided society (Bush &
Saltarelli, 2000), tolerance (Nieto, 1994), and bias (Arlow, 2002). What emerges from the
findings is that not only does the centrality of dealing with difference vary between
jurisdictions and sometimes between groups, but also that the aims differ. It appears that
dealing with difference in terms of conflicts in the jurisdiction is viewed as more central in
Israel, particularly among Jewish participants, potentially related to their position as a
dominant majority and therefore self-confidence in dealing with controversy. Palestinian
participants seem more reluctant, potentially due to political reasons, and it is possible that
there is a tacit agreement that narratives that directly oppose the dominant one related in
the curriculum are not considered in depth. In Northern Ireland, although many
participants, particularly policy-makers, verbally uphold the importance of dealing with
difference in general, few teachers appear to embrace it when it relates to controversial
issues surrounding national identity, and the idea of school as an ‘oasis’ in the middle of a
conflict-affected society still seems to hold some sway. A significant comparison, then, can
be drawn between the Northern Ireland school as an ‘oasis’ and the Israeli school as a
kind of ‘anti-oasis’ whereby Civics is the one place where (some) young people can
discuss difference openly. Of further significance is the fact that the aim of learning to
challenge stereotypes in and through citizenship education is more popular in Israel than
in Northern Ireland. However, among Palestinian participants, challenging stereotypes is
more often suggested as something that Jews should apply to their views on Palestinians,
rather than Palestinians towards Jews or Palestinians towards themselves. In terms of the
pedagogical challenges involved in dealing with difference, a higher degree of freedom of
expression is encouraged in Jewish Israeli schools than in Arab schools or those in
Northern

Ireland. This is partially attributed to Jewish

Israeli cultural

norms in

communication, which differ from those of the other groups, and conceptualisations of
‘freedom of expression’ and its appropriate limitations. In Northern Ireland, the ‘safe space’
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in which to discuss sensitive issues is highlighted, although freedom of expression may be
hampered through the potential ‘avoidance’ of sensitive issues. ‘Non-bias’ in the
curriculum and pedagogy is strongly supported in both jurisdictions, although views vary
over whether that requires teacher non-disclosure.
Dealing with difference is interpreted within the 2-A framework as relating to ‘acceptability’
in its ‘good quality’ and ‘non-discriminatory’ aspects, and to ‘adaptability’ within citizenship
education in relation to ‘challenging inequality’. ‘Good quality’ is a term that is sometimes
interpreted in conflicting ways, again highlighting the difficulty in offering a definitive
interpretation of it in an international framework, particularly for a divided society. ‘Nondiscrimination’ also appears to be a widely agreed upon principle, but is interpreted
differentially; ‘freedom of expression' is limited in some cases, and this choice is supported
by an appeal to non-discrimination, whereas for others, non-discrimination requires full
freedom of expression and ‘non-bias’ through teacher non-disclosure. As for ‘challenging
inequality’ within the theme of dealing with difference, it is understood as encompassing
challenging stereotypes, and although there is broad acceptance that this is a worthy aim
of citizenship education, it is unclear whether it is effected in practice in terms of an active
rather than a passive challenge

Preparation for life

Finally, consideration of the third theme, that of preparation for life, reveals that there are
two key aspects to such preparation: preparation for school life, which involves preparation
for exam success, and also the involvement of young people in decision-making regarding
their curriculum; and preparation for life outside school, that considers the contested idea
of young people as present or future participating citizens, employability, and preparation
for life in a divided society. Consideration of this theme may draw upon scholarly work on
the skills and participation components of citizenship education (Marker & Mehlinger,
1992; Ten Dam & Volman, 2004), student motivation (Amrein & Berliner, 2002), interactive
pedagogical approaches (Kerr, 1999), children’s participation rights and citizenship

239

conceptions (Prout & James, 1997; Osier & Starkey, 2003; Kilkelly et ai, 2004),
employability (Smith et ai, 2005), and conflict transformation (Bar-Tal & Rosen, 2009).
What emerges from the findings is an emphasis in both jurisdictions on the right of young
people to be prepared for their exams in citizenship education, which is most prominent
among teachers, and particularly those in Israel due to the exam being compulsory and of
‘higher stakes’. Also, the skills that receive the most attention in Israel tend to be decision
making, development of one’s opinion and dealing with conflict, whereas in Northern
Ireland there is more of an emphasis on the fundamental skill of literacy. Some teachers
express regret that the exam focus detracts from helping to develop young people in a
broader sense through citizenship education. In terms of youth participation in curriculum
development, views prove to be mixed, including among students, but with apparently
more support in Northern Ireland, and mostly among policy-makers. In terms of
preparation for life outside school, current youth participation is envisaged mostly on a
very local level, and mostly in non-political ways, particularly in Northern Ireland, whereas
the more popular conception of participation as a future activity is understood in both local
and national ways in Israel, with some focus on military service for Jews. Employability is
associated with citizenship education fairly strongly by a minority within Northern Ireland,
but almost absent in Israel. Preparation for life in a divided society, a prominent aspect of
both jurisdictions, reveals three strategies regarding life in a contested jurisdiction: dealing
with the past, coping with present life, and moving forward into the future. In Israel there is
more emphasis on how to cope with present life in a divided society, whereas in Northern
Ireland the focus is mainly on the future, with some suggesting that the past needs to be
dealt with in a deeper way in citizenship education.
Within the 2-A framework, preparation for life as a theme illuminates understandings of
‘adaptability’ in terms of ‘flexibility to the needs of a changing society’ and ‘flexibility to the
needs of an individual student’, and ‘acceptability’ in terms of ‘relevance’ and ‘involving
diverse groups in development’. ‘Flexibility to the needs of a changing society’ is
challenged in particular by some Jewish participants in Israel as there is concern over
society changing in a way which is not acceptable to them. ‘Flexibility to the needs of an
individual student’, while generally supported by participants, is regarded as unworkable in
the Israeli context, and undesirable for some students in Northern Ireland, and the
involvement of young people in curricular decision-making is popular only among a
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minority of participants. ‘Relevance’, as mentioned above, is a highly contested term and
in the context of preparation for life is shown for some to mean, variously, preparation for
army service, preparation for employability, or preparation for life in an undemocratic
society. Finally, ‘involving diverse groups in development’, as noted earlier, appears to not
include strong support of young people's inclusion in this process.

Interpretive communities and international frameworks
The final main finding, which stems from the other findings, relates to the conception of
citizenship education stakeholders as forming an informal ‘interpretive community’ through
their analysis of education rights. It is clear that although stakeholders are mostly unaware
of the letter of the law with regard to international education rights obligations,
nevertheless, they each are able to express their own sense of what constitute education
rights, and are enacting these understandings through policy-making, teaching and
learning.
The concept of the interpretive community was coined by Fish (1980) within the area of
literary studies to describe how texts may be interpreted. It was then borrowed and
modified for the purposes of international law to denote how the law and its body of
interpretation are developed both within states and among states (Johnstone, 1990; Blake,
2008). The present study follows Tobin (2010) in extending this conception beyond the
tightly-knit legal and policy environment to encompass not only those who are formally
involved in the decision-making process regarding international law on education, but also
to include the range of students, teachers, and policy-makers, from both minority and
majority groups, who may not normally be involved in such processes, especially on an
international level. It is proposed, therefore, that they form a kind of informal interpretive
community.
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Implications of the findings
Given the summary of the main findings above, a familiar question inevitably arises: ‘so
what?’ In qualitative comparative inter-jurisdiction research, the aim is never to directly
transfer meaning that has been derived in one jurisdiction to another jurisdiction. In the
same way, in qualitative interdisciplinary research, the aim is not to impose an apparent
‘lesson’ learned in one discipline on another. Nevertheless, it appears plausible that the
two fields may be able to draw some value from each other through what has emerged
from their interaction in this study. In light of this, this section considers some of the
implications of the findings for both citizenship education and international human rights
law.
Firstly, in terms of international human rights law, the challenge of developing an
international framework for interpretation that is universally understood and appropriate to
all, both between and within (divided) jurisdictions, is illuminated by the interpretative
variety offered for education rights, even, in some cases, among the same ethno-national
group who may share a similar conception of CE, or among the same research population
group

(students,

teachers,

policy-makers)

who

may

understand

the educational

undertaking in similar ways. This interpretative variety is shown to raise questions
regarding the ‘universalism’ of human rights law in terms of how it is understood, and
highlights the difficulty in developing an international education rights framework that can
be in line with both law-makers’ and stakeholders’ understandings. The exploration of
international education rights within CE has shown that an international framework that
has drawn on the concerns of many different jurisdictions may not be able to reflect fully
the particular challenges faced by divided societies such as Northern Ireland and Israel.
The implication of this finding, then, is that great care must be taken by a jurisdiction if it
uses an international framework for education rights, particularly the qualitative aspects, in
order to assess whether a curricular subject or education as a whole meets human rights
obligations, as it may require significant modification in order to align it with local
understandings. Furthermore, the understanding of stakeholders as an ‘interpretive
community’ suggests that, where such interpretative frameworks are deemed appropriate,
the process of developing them should be scrutinised for stakeholder involvement (where
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they desire to be involved), as this may increase its applicability to key groups. Thus, it is
suggested that the example of citizenship education has helped to raise this point, which
may be of interest or concern for those developing frameworks in the future.
Secondly, the implication for citizenship education of this interpretative variety, and
understanding of stakeholders of citizenship education in Northern Ireland and Israel as an
informal interpretive community, is the continuing challenge of delivering a common
citizenship education to a diverse group in jurisdictions that are divided on a number of
levels. This applies to both societies: in Israel, where it may be claimed that the
government does not proportionally represent the two principal national groups, the two
groups are understood as experiencing citizenship in different ways, and citizenship
education appears to be comparatively more nationalistic in focus; but also in Northern
Ireland, where the government is representative of the two main ethno-national groups,
inter-group inequalities are less immediately apparent, and citizenship education is aimed
at having a broad appeal in terms of (non-)definitions of citizenship. It remains the
responsibility of each jurisdiction to determine what value may be drawn from the
examples of others, and to critically examine, in particular, what in-jurisdiction contextual
factors may help or hinder the application of norms from elsewhere. It is the contention of
this thesis that it may be helpful to other divided jurisdictions to consider issues of minority
group representation, dealing with difference, and preparation for life when developing a
suitable citizenship education.

Limitations of the study
Although the findings appear to have emerged clearly from the data, it is accepted that this
study contains certain limitations. The key areas are addressed below, with more detail
relating to the methodological constraints found in chapter 5.
The principal limitation of this study, as seemingly always will be the case in qualitative
research, rests upon the assumption that the researcher can never be entirely ‘unbiased’
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or ‘neutral’. Given her own background and situatedness in her context, she entered the
research field with her own thoughts, assumptions, expectations and even prejudices,
which undoubtedly influenced how she read documents and interacted with research
participants, and how she then analysed texts and participant responses. Indeed, although
she tried to keep an ‘open mind’, she did not come into the research scenario with an
‘empty head’ (Dey, 1993, p63). Although certain strategies were employed to mitigate
against providing an overly-biased analysis, she, like any researcher, cannot with integrity
claim to be completely ‘unbiased’.
Secondly, it is acknowledged that limitations may have been posed by the fact that the
interviews and focus groups in Israel had to be conducted in English, as the researcher
was not adequately proficient in Arabic or Hebrew in order to conduct research through
either of those media. This may have represented not only a language barrier, but also a
cultural one, if one understands culture and language as interlinked phenomena. Although
care was taken to mediate this by having the analysis critiqued by Israeli researchers, it
must be recognised that language and culture may have been a barrier to understanding
and analysis of participants’ responses and contexts. However, it also must not be
assumed that being an ‘outsider’ in this regard was a distinct disadvantage, and that being
a relative ‘insider’ in Northern Ireland was advantageous. In fact, it is proposed that being
an outsider in Israel, in a cultural sense, may have proved to be an advantage due to
participants sharing information that may have been deemed too sensitive to share with an
insider, and the fact that it was clear that the researcher was from neither the Jewish nor
Palestinian communities, and so would not necessarily have held a particular allegiance
with one group or the other. Furthermore, she had no apparent links with any state body,
and so potentially confidentiality might have appeared even more assured than it
otherwise would have been, encouraging a higher degree of openness from participants.
Equally,

in

Northern

Ireland,

given

that

the

researcher’s

ethno-national

(Catholic/Protestant) identity was ambiguous, that she may have appeared to have some
connection with the education system through being a student at the largest university in
the jurisdiction, and that the status of Citizenship and therefore its teachers in Northern
Ireland is unclear due to the lack of teacher training available, the researcher’s status as a
relative ‘insider’ may indeed have limited the potential for open expression among
participants there, particularly teachers.
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Thirdly, in terms of the student participants, a further limitation lay in the potential for the
researcher-student/adult-young person power differential to have led the students to self
censor, thus potentially giving an inaccurate view of young people’s attitudes, perhaps
meaning that student participants may have been trying to say ‘the right thing’ and were
nervous of expressing what they really thought in order to not risk losing face. This is
considered in chapter 5.
Fourthly, suggestions of limitations may also be made with regard to the application of
human rights frameworks. It may be proposed that the wider 4-A framework was never
intended to be understood as a stand-alone framework, owing to the indivisibility and
interdependability of human rights obligations. However, the limitations of a doctoral
project in terms of scale meant that only one particular framework was able to be explored
in depth in this thesis, and the particular aspects of education rights appeared to be most
appropriate for the task of exploring citizenship education. Furthermore, it may be
suggested that the 4-A framework was never intended to be applied to one particular
subject within a curriculum, but rather an education system as a whole. Nevertheless, it is
contended that if certain qualitative human rights obligations cannot be understood and
evidenced on the micro scale of an individual sitting in a classroom, then it is difficult to
see how they can be evidenced on the macro scale of a jurisdiction’s education system.
Finally, the challenge of comparing two jurisdictions which differ in significant ways, and of
various groups within these jurisdictions, despite the similarities that have been outlined at
numerous points in this thesis, may have constituted a limitation of this study.
Furthermore, there were few similar studies on which to base this research, and so a
strong precedent for research on education rights within citizenship education had not
been set. However, this also formed part of the rationale for the study, as it is an under
researched topic, and so, despite the limitations, it is still proposed that the research
related within this thesis is of value and makes a significant contribution to a number of
areas, as presented earlier.
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Future research
Several of the main findings of this study point towards the potential value of future
research. Prime among these is the expansion of the understanding of the concept
‘interpretive communities’. As explained above, it is proposed that the understanding of
interpretative communities within international law on education as relating primarily to
purportedly key (adult) individuals involved in education in a small number of countries,
could be extended beyond the bounds of the upper echelons of the development of
international interpretative frameworks, to include more representatives from key
stakeholder groups. There is not room to fully explore here how this idea might be applied
in reality, and therefore, it is suggested that research focusing on this area, particularly the
theoretical and practical outworkings of the development of international interpretative
frameworks, when understood in this way, may offer illuminating exploration in the future.
Furthermore, it is suggested that the research might be extended to other divided
jurisdictions, potentially uncovering fresh insights into how an international framework
might be operationalised in another context.

Concluding remarks
By way of conclusion and summary, this empirical study that combines citizenship
education in divided societies and international law on education, and compares Northern
Ireland and Israel in this way, fills a knowledge gap in terms of how education rights
operate in citizenship education in two different contexts. It has implications for the
development of international interpretative frameworks for education rights, and also acts
as a reminder of the complexity of the task of delivering a common citizenship education
curriculum to a diverse group in a divided society. Indeed, the challenge still stands of
deciding what role is appropriate for education in general and citizenship education in
particular in such a divided context.
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That said, and as a final thought, it may be reasoned that, even if the precise wording and
understanding of education rights may be contested, if local contexts are acknowledged,
then the principles of human rights may still stand as the most broadly agreed basis that is
achievable across the globe on which to build a less divided, more equal and more
peaceful world. To close, then, we return to the words of Bush and Saltarelli (2000, pviii),
who offer a reminder that education is but one building block of a much larger, complex
and potentially divided society:
Education on its own cannot be expected to manage or resolve identity-based
violent conflicts, just as diplomatic and peacekeeping initiatives on their own
cannot

be

expected

to

resolve

militarized

conflict

in

the

absence

of

complementary political, economic and social initiatives. Any solution to violent
conflict will be sustainable only if it is developed and supported by both
governmental and non-governmental actors within violence-affected

societies in

ways that are consistent with the fundamental and universal principles of human
rights.
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APPENDIX 1
Full table of interpretations made by students, teachers and
policy-makers interviewed in Northern Ireland and Israel of
‘acceptable’ and ‘adaptable’ and their formal definitions
Northern Ireland

ACCEPTABLE
(before
providing
formal
definitions)

Students

Teachers

Doesn’t matter - we
have to do it anyway;
agree.

Many
meanings; Yes;
consider
intellectually accessible; diversity;
learning
no - implies minimum CE; approach more than
counterpart to extremist; content - conducive to
is justified in terms of real deep enduring
curriculum; acceptable to learning; environment
local
community; open
to
student
acceptable to helping questions;
meets
rights
students
think
and human
contribute; appropriate to obligations in content
understanding and ability; and
delivery;
non-harmful;
not respectful
breaching human rights; environment;
non-stigmatising; teacher negotiated
ensures no offence to environment; attentive
other students; balanced to students’ needs; to
educational governance; diverse
groups
in
legal
requirement, terms
of
religion,
regardless of student’s culture,
politics;
opinion;
can’t be to dominant
culture
everyone; can be to all; doesn’t
denigrate
should be; safe space to minority; everything is;
explore
controversy; variety
of
learning
critical thinking; learn both approaches; type of
sides of argument; builds citizenship needs to be
on students’ experiences; supported in society;
Troubles; explore beliefs; acceptable to whom?;
understand
community; impossible to achieve
teacher decides when to all; key word for
discussion has got out of criticality;
definitions
hand; keep students on underneath
don’t
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Policy-makers

track; subject should be
justified
to
students;
assessment?; parent can
choose to opt student out.

reflect term.

Relevant

Is partially; prepare for
life/success; prepare for
work; learn about rights
so can claim them; get
qualifications;
‘build
yourself a better future';
rights and laws; link
with current events and
problems e.g. war; UK
government;
local
events; local politics;
community
identities;
about how we live;
something you know a
little about already;
must need to know it in
order to find it relevant;
global stuff often seems
irrelevant; need less
focus on newcomer
cultures
in
Nl;
newcomer
cultures
relevant; connect with
personal
experience;
makes you want to
learn; personal; living
through it.

Is; should be; prepares for
life;
rights
and
responsibilities;
relate
global to local; students
must see effect on them;
students
identify
with
topic; students identify
with conflict elsewhere;
local research; students
don’t see relevance of
voting; draws on student
experiences; won’t see
relevance till future; local
community history; must
learn
about
both
communities;
current
affairs;
appropriate
materials;
difficulty
relating to students; adapt
to
events;
racism;
sectarianism;
listen to
news; relevance must be
made explicit; difficult to
make past seem relevant;
charity fundraising.

Very
important;
relating
to
current
(daily) events;
Nl
Revised
Curriculum
aim: ‘relevant’; relates
mostly to
global?;
adapt
classes
to
events;
to
holistic
notion of human being;
depends on criteria for
relevance;
national
events; global events;
local and global should
be equal; should look
outwards;
need
student consultation;
to students’ interests;
to
students’ future
cultural and political
expression; curriculum
is flexible enough to do
this; to local area; but
not reactive; not just to
economic
necessity;
teacher responsibility
to show relevance;
some teachers don’t
see
relevance
of
dealing
with
controversy.

Culturally
appropriate

Mostly is; community
identities;
more
important to learn about
local
than
global;
unnecessary in Nl due
to lack of bias.

Unsure
of
meaning;
mostly is; learn plurality;
to two-community society;
to expansion of cultures;
learn other cultures; not
offensive
to
others'
cultures; challenge others’
cultures; must learn about
own culture ‘in the right
way’;
can
mould
it

Yes;
explore
own
culture; honour own
culture; according to
CRC;
difficult
because
understandings
of
citizenship differ; must
also
challenge
culture/citizenship;
balanced
with
the
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Good quality

New
books;
ageappropriate
books;
teacher listens/answers
questions;
good
facilities; T explains;
teacher helps students
access own knowledge;
teacher
instills
confidence in students;
teacher
prepares
students for exams;
teacher
has
high
standards; relevant info
in books; up-to-date.

because curriculum is
flexible; to future cultural
expression.

common
good;
differences
accommodated
to
achieve
social
cohesion;
defends
rights of minority and
majority; to people’s
personal
cultures;
study other cultures;
more
than
‘to
communities';
rights
aren’t appropriate to all
cultures.

Yes;
requirement
of
Inspectorate; prepares for
school life; freedom of
expression;
teacher
shares opinion - mostly
no; prepares for exam;
enabled
to
progress;
enabled
to
achieve
potential;
learn
responsibility
towards
other students’ rights;
must
address
controversial events of
past; safe space; cater to
all
learning
styles;
engaging;
variety
of
activities; variety of skills;
teacher prepared; high
quality resources; group
work;
discussion;
explaining skills; progress
in
knowledge
and
understanding;
comfort
with disagreement; best
quality;
stimulating
environment; clear goals;
check on achievements.

Very
subjective;
teacher
with
clear
vision;
teacher
unbiased; described in
29
CRC;
article
students must see
value in it; teacher is
facilitator; freedom of
expression
for
all;
adaptable to particular
community;
requires
teacher
training;
teacher engages with
concepts;
leads to
deep knowledge and
understanding; leads
to
students
taking
responsibilities
as
citizens;
develops
rights-respecting
dialogue;
teacher
connects
with
students; teacher is
knowledgeable;
resources; challenges
to
think;
active;
participatory; promotes
literacy;
promotes
numeracy;
develop
listening skills; develop
resilience;
students
have stake in society;
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prepare
for
life;
promotes life chances;
structural
issues
mitigate against this;
vibrant; good written
outputs; evidence of
impact on students;
connect with other
subjects.

Nondiscriminatory

Yes;
consistent
application of rules;
access irrespective of
ability; self-expression;
teacher
inclusive;
teacher
doesn’t
pressurize into taking
their views; teacher
unbiased/neutral;
shows how to be a
good citizen; show both
sides
of
argument;
common sense; some
teachers
discriminate
between
teachers;
difficult to challenge
teacher discrimination;
Protestants favoured in
school facilities; learn
about it in terms of
newcomer
cultures;
must be modelled.

Yes; students can keep
own
opinions;
human
rights ethos modeled in
school; enable students to
challenge
stereotypes;
teacher
might
unknowingly discriminate;
challenge
student’s
discriminatory
remarks;
content
may
be
discriminatory
due
to
school
ethos;
ensure
plurality of views; don't
hide from issues; difficult
to achieve; non-offensive
material.

Yes; equitable; teacher
models
democracy;
expression
and
challenge
voices;
classroom as private
place; ground rules;
teacher has balanced
view; teacher brings
missing voice; convey
equality;
policy
is;
difficult
to
ensure;
education
is
discriminatory; teacher
is reflexive; core to
CE;
intellectually
accessible;
all
students study it.

Involves
diverse groups
in dvpt

Mostly should involve
students; basic right to
freedom of speech;
involve
students
to
make
it
more
relevant/ageappropriate;
different
communities, different
genders.

Sometimes should involve
students; becoming more
important due to increase
in collaboration; student
involvement
ensures
more effective curriculum;
different
communities;
avoids neglecting ability
groups; ensures buy-in
from students; need more
teacher
involvement;

Should
involve
students;
should
involve parents; should
be
integrated
environment; also in
implementation
and
practice; include all
agenda
groups;
difficult
to
find
consensus;
mix of
ages;
more
than

291

need
more
parental
involvement;
ensures
non-discrimination; school
council.

Students
ADAPTABLE
(before
providing
forma!
definitions)

Flexible to the
needs
of a
changing
society

Yes; towards unified
society; towards
no
conflict; must follow
events; help relate to
outside world
and

Catholics/Protestants;
did
include
Catholics/Protestants;
did
include
ethnic
diversity;
sexual
orientation; peripheral
groups;
enhances
work;
but
need
proportionality;
community sector.

Teachers

Policy-makers

Is very flexible; to
school; to parents; to
teachers; to students; to
changing
circumstances; not to
difficulties in community;
to class ability; to class
interest; to needs of
course; teacher input to
course;
change
according to mood of
students; ongoing skill of
teaching;
use online
resources.

Can be too adaptable can avoid controversy;
in terms of ability;
distinguish
between
adapting and pandering;
make
concepts
meaningful to students;
to
teachers’
and
students’ life experience
and values; to group of
students - results in
relevance;
leads
to
students equipped to
deal with challenges in
future;
up-to-date;
continuity of addressing
same issues at different
levels; curriculum is very
adaptable; variety of
resources;
teach
students adaptability.

Yes; but not excessive
changes to curriculum;
to global society; to
increased
ethnic
diversity;
develop

Yes;
need
greater
political literacy due to
institutions
now
established;
change
from sectarianism to
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therefore help students
topic;
understand
adapted
post-peace
process;
to lifestyle;
families can’t move on.

tolerance; notions of
citizenship
keep
it
grounded
against
undemocratic changes;
to current affairs; to
current
challenges;
local; national; social
media; but maintain key
values;
ensures
relevance and interest;
too many changes for
teachers.

racism; invite NGOs to
input; change to include
dealing with the past;
need flexible resources;
need
training
for
teachers; better without
textbook as ossifies;
need flexible teachers;
need teachers open to
challenge; teacher is
prepared; not to every
single issue - need
conceptual
grounding;
prepare to be fully
citizens;
actualised
conceptual
framework
helps.

Flexible to the
needs
of a
particular
community

Yes and no; not sure;
should know own culture
already;
learn about
others’ culture; flexible
to
joint
community
(Catholics
and
Protestants);
balance
between
own
community and others’.

Partially; teacher must
know local community;
address
controversial
issues; but need unified
curriculum; must explore
divided history; divided
curriculum
creates
competition; no - must
see range of views;
flexible to country as
whole;
exposure
to
difference;
develop
empathy towards others;
teacher must ‘stay on
the
fence
with
everybody’.

Yes
mostly;
awareness
but
not
pandering
to
sensitivities;
non
alienation; challenging;
specific to Nl; adapting
to
changes
in
community;
balanced
with critique of own
community; but must
explore diversity; but not
pushing agenda; is so;
flexible
to
school;
urban/rural;
coastal/inland.

Flexible to the
needs of an
individual
student

Yes and no; impossible
- class sizes; confusing;
have
your
issues
attended to;
receive
help; teacher should
explain
individual
students; be enabled to
improve; student should
be treated as individual,
not stereotyped as part

Difficult; mostly to group
of
students;
be
considered
to
be
someone’s
child;
recognise
students’
abilities; teacher must
know when to keep
going/stop;
need
students’ feedback; not
to
individual
child’s
objections;
know

Mostly to group of
students; safe space take the personal out of
it; self-expression but
also challenged; each
student
must
see
themselves
in
CE;
action research; new
opportunities
for
students;
possible;
students
co-construct
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Challenges
inequalities

of group.

students’
background;
no - common good of
class;
impossible class size; accessibility
of materials; learning
styles;
check
understanding; change
teacher to suit students.

meaning;
but
still
maintain concepts; must
consult
students;
balance with common
goals; starting point;
helps
disaffected
students to draw on their
starting
knowledge;
point of real education;
must
know
Ss
background; impossible
to know all students’
backgrounds; to school
area; to students’ ability;
avoids
alienation;
according to learning
style

Ambivalent;
meaning
unclear; full equality is
impossible; aren’t any
inequalities; difficult to
do; discuss concrete
examples in CE.

Yes;
challenges
stereotypes; turn school
vision into practice; talk
about it; promote human
rights;
can
be
subjective;
moral
obligation; sex; religion;
overlaps
with
Employability; students
are young - help their
understanding;
work
alongside organisations.

Very important; difficult
for teacher to model if
teacher’s human rights
not fulfilled in school;
challenge
in-school
inequalities; inequalities
in ability; human rights
law
provides
benchmarks; assessing
if situations are 'fair';
can
introduce
as
students
mature;
fundamental to CE; 11+;
action projects; need Is
willing
to
risk;
challenges
on
a
conceptual
level;
schools increasing in
awareness.
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Israel

Students

Teachers

Policy-makers

ACCEPTABLE
(before
providing
formal
definitions)

Meaning unclear; in our
language (P); doesn’t
matter - just need to
learn it for the test; is so
(J); conflicts in class reflect Israeli life.

Meaning
unclear;
teacher
is
patient;
teacher helps students
reach potential; teacher
treats
students
as
individual (but classes
too big); human values;
teacher
respects
students’
knowledge;
teacher acknowledges
students’
maturity;
represents all views;
every
student
can
accept something, but
not everything (P); most
students won’t accept
(P); homework in the
field;
students won’t
accept
challenge
to
identity (J); truth-telling;
difficult; connect with
students beyond exam;
deliberative;
basic
tools/info for life; to both
ethno-national groups;
speak about conflict;
adaptable to two sides;
find its acceptable after
high school; students
must understand how it
affects
them/how to
make use of it; means
non-discriminatory.

Acceptable to whom?;
most agree it should be
acceptable;
implies
students right to refuse to
learn
(unacceptable);
freedom
of
speech;
accepting
of
plurality;
cannot force people to
accept it (P); requires selfknowledge first; relates to
minimal values accepted;
not
necessarily
appropriate
(J);
may
change; means relevant.

Relevant

Sometimes is; essential;
should prepare for army
life (J); feel the subject;
relate to own life; helps
to understand world;
empower to act in

Is very much so; finding
oneself in the story;
acceptable
means
relevant; Israeli conflicts
(J); prepares for life in
divided
society
(P);

Mostly essential; not good
definition of acceptable;
relating to current (daily)
events in country and, to a
lesser
extent,
world);
connects
to
students’

295

Culturally
appropriate

community;
apply
principles to own life; will
use later; other cultures
ends
in
irrelevant;
differences of opinion.

prepares
for
life;
something that ‘belongs’
to students; up-to-date
materials; connect to
outside school; links
with
students’
own
society and reality; local;
concrete
examples;
deliberative;
affects
everyone; prepares for
work life; prepares for
army life; connect with
theory first; students find
out its relevance later;
Jewish
state;
democracy;
empowerment; learn to
defend narrative; learn
about self; must be
culturally
appropriate
most
of the
time;
connect to students’
daily cultural life; isn’t
fully
(P);
culturally
appropriate examples;
to students’ religion (P);
to
students’
family;
human
rights
(P);
empower to transform
society; empower to
fight for rights; only
minority is relevant (P);
teacher
makes
it
relevant to students;
students don’t know
what’s relevant.

reality; enables young
people to intervene in
society; Israeli conflicts;
prepares for life; students
make
connection
can
between
school/current
events and class; should
mostly relate to local;
participatory
in
local
community;
students’
examples; accountability
to the community; up-todate materials; flexible to
changing
societies;
ensures flexibility; need
theory and knowledge too.

Is to
more
(P);
about

Very important; to a
point; makes it relevant
most of the time; leads
to willingness to learn;
deal
with
conflict/divisions; should
challenge culture; give
space to minority issues;
from minorities’ point of

Loaded;
culturally
commensurable
with
dominant;
not
with
unacceptable
cultural
dispositions/racist/misogy
nist/disrespectful
(J);
everyone find identity in
curriculum; is but not
working; not to inflexible

all (J); should be
about our culture
shouldn't
learn
others’ culture (P).
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view (P); our history,
story, culture (P); some
shared,
some
differentiated curriculum;
isn’t;
bridge western
ideas with
students’
daily life (P); written in
Arabic, not translation
(P); culturally sensitive
terminology e g. not gay
rights
(P);
means
flexible
to
particular
means
community;
flexible to individual S.

cultures (P); sensitive to
diverse
narratives
of
history;
teacher
must
adapt materials to school
culture (P).

Good quality

Own textbooks; teacher
is accountable; debates
(J); teacher allows selfexpression;
teacher
makes you love the
subject; teacher makes
connection
between
material
and
real
examples;
teacher
helps; teacher listens;
teacher interacts with
students;
teacher
is
funny; own language;
graphics.

Fundamental
value;
prepares
for
exam/school;
great
knowledge;
teacher
speaks clearly; make
students
like
you;
teacher
is
punctual;
teacher is well-prepared;
teacher
challenges
students; teacher pays
attention to students;
links
with
theory;
deliberative more than
theoretical;
teacher
models; critical thinking;
discussion; apply to life;
good materials; teacher
uses personal story;
real-life
placement;
encourage participation
in elections; right to
protest; connect with
other
countries;
timetabled
hours;
interesting;
accurate
books.

Of
course;
definition
required; teacher integrity
regarding values they are
teaching/modeiling;
means culturally-specific
materials; geared towards
acceptance of democracy;
teacher is respectful of
students; teacher is open
to discussion of different
views; teacher challenges
disrespectful
students;
balances diversity and
unity; non-indoctrination;
good basis of knowledge
to help decision-making;
need both good teachers
and good materials; learn
communication; criticality;
reflexivity;
independent
thinkers;
prepare
for
future (students look to
fulfil own aspirations);
sufficient hours.

Nondiscriminatory

Students respect each
other; teacher respects
students; equal access
to education; right to

Students
may
bring
stories of discrimination
(P); no stereotypes in
books
(P);
very

Mostly yes; starts with the
teacher; no stereotyping;
not learning values that
are irrelevant to your daily
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Involves
diverse groups
in dvpt

express
opinion;
freedom to talk; freedom
to choose; learn about
discrimination; teacher
treats students equally;
Jews
discriminate
against
Arabs
(P);
positive
discrimination
towards Arabs (J); learn
to fix discrimination.

important; discrimination
against Arab teachers
(P); tolerance as a value
in
class;
consider
discrimination in class;
discuss
minorities;
‘everybody has to find
themselves in the story’;
should apply to all of
‘A’s’; exposure to extra
material; doesn’t reflect
reality; is definition of
‘acceptable’.

life; common curriculum;
culturally
representative
educational governance;
additional materials; non
discrimination
against
teachers; students must
be
discriminated
not
against in real-life; equal
treatment
of
values;
reflexive teacher; teacher
accepts mistakes;

Not
students
in
curriculum
development/educationa
1 decision-making; range
of
opinions;
Arabs
should
write
about
Arabs (P); impossible for
Arabs
(P);
ensures
objectivity; students can
give ideas;
students
aren’t
knowledgeable
enough;
but
only
knowledgeable people;
democratic school - bad
because no teacherstudent boundaries.

Mostly not students;
groups;
some
sometimes
young
people need direction in
involvement;
needs
financial
support for
student
involvement;
adults
know
more;
student
involvement
possible; cultural groups
very
relevant;
Palestinians
should
write about themselves;
ensures
equality
in
materials;
develop
curriculum
in
communities,
with
teachers;
impossible;
impractical; can’t please
everyone.

Not
students;
very
important
with
adults
(different
religions,
cultures,
schools);
exposure ensures human
view of each other; not
enough diversity; ensures
unbiased curriculum; open
to public; teachers.
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Students
ADAPTABLE
(before
providing
formal
definitions)

Teachers

Policy-makers

Helps bridge individual
and society; sensitive to
people’s culture, history,
language; change year by
year; focus on human
through
all
values;
subjects; reluctance to
use
other
tools;
appropriate to everyone;
fair.

Mostly
important;
policy is slow to
change; to students'
identity and ability; not
to nationalistic/closed
policies;
is
ethnic
according to teacher’s
view; to stream; can
change according to to
daily events; relies on
lobbying government.

Flexible to the
needs
of
a
changing
society

Up-to-date;
Internet;
political life; yes but
with core.

depends on change; not if
society becomes more
religious/traditional/less
democratic; new skills to
be part of society; to
changing world; doesn’t;
to
modern
technology/teaching tools;
to changing views on local
events;
postmodernism;
retain basic theory; mirror
of society.

To a degree; need
core values as anchor
in rapidly changing
society (J); not to
change of government
(J); to demography;
prepare for future life;
to
counter
current
trend
of increased
nationalism/illiberality/
fascism/anti-Arab
sentiments;
ensures
relevance.

Flexible to the
needs
of
a
particular
community

Should be and is (J);
should be but isn’t (P);
must know language to
know culture (P); learn
about our own culture
first, then others’ (P);
learn equally about
ours and their culture
(P);
should
be
objective (J).

Yes and is (mostly J); yes
and isn't (P); yes but with
common core;
school
should choose textbooks;
main
conflict;
but
citizenship
has
same
duties for all (J); based on
common
core
of
democracy and human
rights (P); unified but
equal
curriculum;
diversity;
same goals;
mostly; everybody should
learn about the others;
non-hearing community.

Not to all communities
(J); is too flexible (J);
should
be
more
adapted to improve
achievement
(P);
should
be
more
adapted to ensure
teacher integrity and
connection to material;
should
be
more
adapted to avoid Arab
alienation
(P);
improving; should be
adapted to ensure
successful
communication;
without
bounds
of
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democracy; partly to
place;
teacher
responsibility.
Flexible to the
needs
of
an
individual student

Sometimes;
impossible;
undesirable; surprising
to suggest; right to ask
questions;
need
to
hear
all
students’
opinions; can choose
project;
meaning
unclear.

Partially; students don’t
always know needs; no CE relates to the public,
group space; impossible
because
of
exam
pressure;
impossible
because of class sizes;
but students can't achieve
much alone; basic; is
more than other subjects;
very important; class is
collection of individuals;
students are self-focused.

Some say yes; not to
racist students; not to
disrespectful students;
should
draw
on
student’s experiences;
help
students
find
something to excel in
to
develop
selfrespect; enable to take
responsibility over their
life;
depends
on
student; to group of
students;
individual
attention;
legitimise
their
ideas;
treat
student
as
whole
world.

Challenges
inequalities

Jews
should
be
challenged
in
their
views of Arabs (P);
help cope with life; can
do it through project.

Possible; whole point of
CE; apply in school; open
eyes to inequality in
Israel; very important; not
emphasised in curriculum;
doesn’t.

Yes;
many
types;
male/female inequality
in
school
among
teachers; difficult in
traditional Arab society
(P); difficult without
equal citizenship (P);
explore
inequality;
teachers can do it.
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APPENDIX 3A
Information booklet for Northern Ireland students

Q

Hifen t-kirme
Sihocd of Sduosli^f:
Qjer‘'i U-vv*.' .* ^ ty 8c!

What's the research about?
It looks at how policy-makers, teachers and young people
interpret

Research project:

the

right

citizenship education

to

education and citixenship through

in Northern

Ireland and

Israel, two

countries that have experienced long-term conflict and divisions

Citizenship Education in Northern
Ireland and Israel within an
Education Rights Framework

What will I be asked to do?
To take port in o focus group—o group interview with five of the
other students in your Local and Global Citizenship class—held by

Stage 1 of research: Northern Ireland

me. Helen Hanna Together well have the chance to talk about
citizenship education and the right to education as it's found in
Northern Ireland and throughout the world You won't hove to do

Information booklet for students

any preparation or fellow-up work and the interview will be
relaxed, not stressful. I will record the interview.

fftHteftntrif---- -

When and where?
The interview will toke place in school and will lost obout 1 hour)
during school time, in March 2012 The group will toke place
during your normal Local and Global Citizenship class time and

Ss!v»l Of EduGC+KX'i

O

Qjeens University Reltost

Your porent/guordion will be asked to sign a consent form

your teacher will give you permission to miss your usual class to

allowing you to take part, and you will also be asked to sign

toke part in this group

a similar form if you want to participate
•

What are the benefits of taking part?
•

•

•

Any

information you share will be kept confidential by the

To help us to better understand young peoples right to

researcher ond when this research is published no one

education as port of the citizenship education curriculum

will be able to identify you in it Notes that shew your

To share your experiences of and ideas obout citizenship

name or other personal information eventually will be

education and have on enjoyable discussion.

destroyed

To improve your communication skills
How will the results be used?

What are the risks?

In my PhD thesis, articles in ocademic journals ond presentations

You might disagree with your classmates during the discussions,

at seminars/conferences.

but you will still be free to express your views, and improve your
Any other questions?

ability to debate

Contact me. Helen
Mobile phone

What are my rights?
•

You are free to take port or not take part in this study

Email

ond you can opt out at any time, with no negative

Thank you1

consequences.
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Information booklet for Israel students
■rauniMiimniei............................... .......

f

.................. -—.... -.................................................

Hanna

p

P
^

p

5c«oo) of Ettuaalivn
Ouw-n's lWva-“sity ScHart

Helen Waive
school of Eduoelion

®

V

/

0«>«rs»t> Belfast
Neffhe.rr Ireland. UK

Northern Irtkjnd. UK
What’s the research about?
It

looks at hot*

policy-makers

teachers and young

people

interpret the right to education ond eitixenehip in citizenship
education in Northern Ireland and Israel

Research project:

two countries that

have experienced long-term division ond conflict

jCitizenship Education in Northern

What will I be asked to do?

Ireland and Israel within an
Education Rights Framework

To take part in a focus group—o group interview with five other
students who study Civics from your class or youth group—held
by me. Helen Konna Together well hove the chance to talk, in

Stage 2 of research: Israel

English about citizenship education and the right to education as
it's found in Israel and throughout the world You wont have to
do any preparation or follow-up work and the interview will be

Information booklet for students

relaxed, not stressful. I will record the interview.

Whan and whara?
The interview will take place in school/your youth group contra
and will last about i hour in April/May 2012 If the session

V.../

School of Education

1

|

j.*..,

NRrtherr: I-rkmc UK

Northern Ireland UK

takes place during your normal Civics time, your teacher will give
•

you permission to miss your usual class to take port in this group

Your parent/guardian will be asked to sign a consent form
allowing you to take part, and you will also be asked to sign

What ar« the benefits of taking part?
•

•

•

a similar form if you want to participate.
•

To help us to better understand young peoples right to

Any information you share will be kept confidential by the

education as part of the citizenship education curriculum

researcher, and when this research is published, no one

To share your experiences of and ideas about citizenship

will be able to identify you in it. Notes that show your

education and have an enjoyable discussion

name or other personal information eventually will be

To improve your communication skills In English

destroyed.

What are the risks?

How will the results be used?

You might disagree with your group motes during the discussions.

In my PhD thesis, articles in academic journals ond presentations

but you will still be free to express your views ond improve your

ot seminars/conferences

ability to debate
Any other questions?
What arc my rights?
•

Contact me. Helen

You are free to take part or not take part in this study

Cell phone

ond you can choose to leave the study at any time, with no

Email

negative consequences.

Thank you*
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Information booklet for Israel students in Hebrew
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f
8

a

Helf-n HannaMA fljpjft?). MDiV
School of Ed acatioa
Qu«*n sUmiwraty B*Kasl

£

9

8

1

H* •«; H .Tan a HA QJoa?)School cf Ed ocatier.
QneetfftDuKeratj Belfast

Research description: This research project focuses on how
polio -makers, teachers and young people interpret the international
humanrightto educationand citizenship as expressed through the
citizenship education curriculum in Northern Ireland and Israel, two

Research project:

countries that have experienced long-term conflict and division.

Citizenship Education in Northern
Ireland and Israel within an
Education Rights Framework

Requirements: As a teacher or Local and Global Citizenship, you
will be asked to take part in an individual interviewvvith the doctoral
researdier.Hden Hanna, lasting approximate!) 45minute!>—ihour.

Stage i of research: Northern Ireland

No preparation orfoDow-up work wiD be required. Tbe aim of this
interview wiD be to explore issues relating to teaching citizenship
education and educational rights. The interview will be held in

Information booklet for teachers

November 2012. at a time and place convenient to you. It wiD be
audio-recorded.

Benetits: It is hoped this research will shed light on policy-makers,
teachers and young peoples under standing of the right to education
as part of the citizenship education curriculum, particularly in the
Northern Ireland contest. In addition, it is hoped that you wiD find

£

\

Helen HarmaldACHoiU * ilDi'

V

1

8
X

9 ‘
X

Hel'Sn K am a Ua iHofeS 1. Mpf
SClioolofEdacaSon
Q3Mrn;5i:nrv»mf, Belfcst

the intenie'.cenjos’able, as an opportinitYto share vour expeiiences

Use of results: The results from this analysis wiD be available in

and add to knowledge relating to Local and Global Citizenship.

one or more of the foUowing sources: doctoral thesis, scientific
papersin academic journals; presentations at seminars conferences.

Voluntary Participation and Right to Withdraw: All

Contact details: Should you have any queries regarding this

participation in the research is completely voluntary. All potential

researchprojecLplease do not hesitate to contact Helen Hanna at

participants are free to refuse to participate in the research and may
withdraw tromthis study at any time. The decision to withdraw will

the postal address above, or via the telephone number or email
address provided below:

bring no negath e consequences to potential participants. Written
informed consent will be sought from each adult and young person

Mobile phone:

and parent;guardian of each young person before each part of the
study commences.

EmaD:

Confidentiality: Care will be taken to ensure that personal

Many thanks for your time.

information of all participants be kept confidential. When this
resear dr is published, all information that could identify participants
will be removed or disguised. Notes identilying you will be stored
securely and ultimately will be destroyed.
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Research description: This research project focuses on how
policy-makers teachers and young peopleinterpret the international

Research project:

human right to education and citizenship as expressed through the
citizenshipeducation curriculum in Northern Ireland and Israel, two
countries that have experienced long-term dirision and conflict.

Citizenship Education in Northern
Ireland and Israel within an
Education Rights Framew ork

Requirements: As a teacher of Civics, you will be asked to take
partin an interview lasting approximately i hoar. No preparation or
follow-up work will be required. The aim of this interview will be to
explore issues relating to teaching citizenship and educational rights.
The interview will be conducted in English and will be held in

Stage 2 of research: Israel

Information booklet for teachers

October 2012. at a time and place convenient to you. It will be audiorecorded

Benefits: It is hoped this research will shed light on policy-makers:
teachers' and young people's understandingof the righttoeducation
as part of the citizenship education curriculum, particularly in the

H*kn Hanna

CH<w5i

Hanna
School af Education

cd F dacafesc
i I'ar. trsiF. 3«sifliK

iQi'

Nonktcn Ireland

N<ata« a Sisiaud

context of Israel. In addition it is hoped that >x>u will find the
Use of results: The results from this analysis will be available in
one or more of the following sources: doctoral thesis: scientific
papers m academic journals: presentations at seminars, conferences.

interview enjoyable, as an opportunity to share your experiences
with a researcher from a different country, and add to knowledge
relating to Qvics. Theinteniewwill beconducted in a sensitive and
non-stressful mannei.

Voluntary Participation

and

Contact details Should you have any queries regarding this
research project, please do not hesitate to contact Helen Hanna at

Right to Withdraw: .ill

participahon in the research is completely voluntary. You are free to
refuse to participate in the research and may vvithdraw from this
study at any time. The decision to withdraw will bring no negative
consequences to yon. Written informed consent will be sought from

the postal address above, or via the telephone number or email
address prodded below:

you before the study commences.

Email:

Cell phone:

Confidentiality: Care will be taken to ensure that personal
information of all partidpants be kept confidential. When this
research is published, all information that could identify you will be
removed or disguised. Notes identifying you will be stored securely
and ultimately will be destroyed.

Many thanks for your time.
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Information booklet for Northern Ireland policy network

Helca Haw- d:-.tA(Kous:
School of EdiicaCon
Qomu's Uar-'erir,' B* hast

HtImj
jIa
; MDh
S'h'Xil "if Education
Qce<fc sUnheratc SslfciJt

Research description: This research project focuses on how
polia-makers, teachers and young people interpret the right to
education and citizenship as expressed through the citizenship
education arricufuminNorthern Ireland and Israel two countries
that have experienced long-term conflict and division.

Research project:

Citizenship Education in Northern
Ireland and Israel within an
Education Rights Framework

Requirements: As a member of the citizenship education policr
network, you will be asked to take part in an individual interview
with the doctoral researcher. Helen Hanna, lasting approximately

Stage 1 of research: Northern Ireland

one hour. No preparation or follow-up work will be required. The
aim of this interview win be to explore issues relating to citizenship
education policy and practice and educational nghts. me interview

Information booklet for members of the policy
network

will be held in early 2012, at a time and place convenient to you. It
will be audio-recorded.

Benefits: It is hoped this research will shed light on pobcy-makers,
teachers and young people s understanding of the ri^it to education
as part of the citizenship education curriculum, particularly in the
Northern Ireland coitext In addition, it is hoped that you will find

School of Educate c

Mpr.

Queen sl'aherafc' Belfast

the interview to be a valuable opportmity to share your experiences
and ideas and make an important contribution to knowledge relating
to citizenship education. Tfie interview wifl be conducted in a
sensitive and non-stressful manner.

one or more of the following sources: doctoral thesis, scientific
papers in academcjoumals: presentations at semnars, conlerences.

Voluntary Participation and Right to Withdraw- All
participation in the research is complete!)’ voluntary. All potential

Contact details: Should you have any queries regarding this
researeh project, please do not hesitate to contact Helen Hanna at

participants are freetorefusetoparticipatein the research and may

the postal address above, or via the telephone number or email

withdraw fromthis study at any time. The decision to withdraw wfll

address provided below:

bring no negative consequences to potential participants. Written
informed consent will be sought from each adult and voung person
and parent guardian or each voung person berore each part 01 the
study commences.

Use of results: The results from this analysis will be available in

I
II

Confidentiality: Care will be taken to ensure that personal
inrormation or all participants be kept coniidential. When this

Mobile phone:
Email:

Many thanks for your time.

research is published, all information that could identify participants
will be removed or disguised. Notes identifying you will be stored
securely and ultimately wfll be destroyed.
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Research description: This research project focuses on howpolicy-makers. teachers and young people interpret the right to
education and citizenship as expressed through the citizenship

Research project:

educationcurriculnm in Northern Ireland and Israel two countries
that hare experienced long-term division and conflict

Citizenship Education in Northern
Ireland and Israel within an
Education Rights Framework

Requirements: As a member of the citizenship education policy
network yon will be asked to take part in an individual interview
with the doctoral researcher. Helen Hanna, lasting approximately i

Stage 2 of research: Israel

hour. No preparationor follow-up work will be required. The aim of
this interview will be to explore issues relating to citizenship
education policy and practice and educational rights. The interview-

Information booklet for members of the policy
network

will be held in April.’May 2012. at a time and place convenient to
you. It will be audio-recorded.

Benefits: It is hoped this research will shedlighton polir.’-makers
teachers and young people s understanding of the rightto education
as part of the citizenship education curriculum particularly in the
Israeli context. In addition it is hoped that you will find the

[
O
V/

O
sc

M,“

intemewtobe avaluableopportuQit> to sharet^ourexperiences and
ideas and make an important contribution to knoiviedge relating to

Use of results: The results from this analysis will be available in

citizenship education. Hie intemew-willbeconducted in a sensitive

one or more of the following sources: doctoral thesis scientific

and non-stressful manner.

papers in academicjonrnalsipresentationsatseminars conferences.

Voluntary

Withdraw: All

Contact details: Should you have any queries regarding this

participation in the research is completely voluntary. You are free to

Participation

and

Right

to

research project, please do not hesitate to contact Helen Hanna at

refuse to partiapate in the research and may withdraw from this

the postal address above, or via the telephone number or email

study at any time. The decision to withdraw will bring no negative

address provided below:

consequencestojou. Written informed consent mil be sought from
you before the study commences.

Cell phone:
Email:

Confidentiality: Care will be taken to ensure that personal
information of all participants be kept confidential. When this
research is published aliinformatiou that could identify you will be

Many thanks for your time

removed or disguised. Notes identifying vou will be stored securely
and ultimately will be destroyed.
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APPENDIX 4A
Consent form for Northern Ireland students

Consent Form (Student) (Nl)
Research project: Citizenship education in Northern Ireland and Israel within an education rights
framework.
Please tick the box

1.

I haxs keen given and hsni* read and understand the informatian tKsaktetfarthe afe-ave study,

I

]

I ha^e had the chance tc ask and get answers to any questions I had.
2.

I understand thatthis study requires n-.e to take part in a focus group interuiew lasting about

i

]

OJUt-hour.
3.

I understand that I am free to take part or not take part in this study, and that lean opteut

[

]

at anytime, with no negative consequences.
J.

I understand that tne focus group session will be recorded using aude recording equipment.

I

]

I understand that all any inform.atcn I share during the research vflll be kept confidential and

[

]

5.

I understand that the information will be used in a PhD thesis, journal articles and presentations. !

]

7.

I understand that no one will be able to identify me in the research when it is published.

]

5.

*»ll be stored safety and that notes sho wing my name and other personal information
MRAtMaUyv/ill be destroyed.

I

I agree to take part in this project

Name of student

Signature

Date

Signature

Date

I
Name of researcher

If you have arry questions at any time before, during or after the focus group session, please
contact Helen Hanna:
Mobile phone:
Email:
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APPENDIX 4B
Consent form for Northern Ireland parents
MA _

s

Consent Form (Parent/Guardian) (Nl)

Res-earch project: Crtiiertship education in Northern Ireland and Israel within an education rights
framework.
Please tick the box
1.

Icsnfirnn that I Hav: fcsen 5^: n and hav* read and understand the mfarmjrtcn booklet far the

[

]

Iconfirm that I have discussed participation in this study v/rth my child.

i

]

I understand that this study requires th at my child be part ot a focus group interview, lastin'

[

]

|

]

[

1

[

]

!

]

I understand that my child will not be identifiable In any data published in relation to this project.!

]

itnhy and I haue had the opportunity to ask, and receive answers to any questions 1 had.
2.
3.

app.rpxiltisuhy. -one hour.
4.

I understand that my child's participation is vaiuntary and that he/she is free to withdraw at
anytime, without gruing any reason.

5

I understand that the focus group session with mychiW will be recorded using audio recording
equipment.

5.

I understand that all data from the focus group session with my child will be treated securely as
dMfitjfced by Data Protection and stored appropriately and Information identifying my child
uJtiroatsiy. will be destroyed as required by Queen s University Belfast.

7.

I understand that the data will be used in a doctoral thesis and subsequent yournal articles and
PKdSJUatiiW,

3.

1 agree that my chila, ____________________________ , may take part in this project if he/she
lyiibfo to do eo.

Name of parent/guardian {please print)

Signature

Date

Name of researcher

Signature

Date

For further queries at any time bafore, during or after the focus group session with your child,
please contact Helen Hanna in the following ways:
Mobile phone:
Email:
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APPENDIX 4C
Consent form for Israel students

Q

[Consent Form (Student) (Israel)

Research project: C'rtizeriship education in Northern I reland and Israel wit bin an education rights
frame work.
Please tick the box

1.

b« an gwen and tone read and understand the infcrmsrtian boclctet for the above study..

!

]

[

]

ani.lhai'e had the chance t-u askandjet answers t2 arr^ questkeas I had.
2.

I understand thatthis stud*'requires n-.e tc take part in afccus 'rcup mterk’iev^ lasting afccut
CJSJi. hcur.

3.

J.

I understand thatthis fccusgrcup interviev^ vnll be in English.

I

I understand that I am free tc take part ar net take part in this study, and that I can cpt cut

]

[

]

I

]

at any time, with nc negatr.-e consequences.
5.
5.

I understand that the focus group session will be recorded using audio recording equipment.
I understand that all any informati-cn Ishare duringthe research will be kept confidential and

|

]

7.

I understand thatthe informaten wll be used in a PhDthesis, jaurnjd articles and presentations. |

]

3.

I understand that ne cne will be able te identify mie in the research when it is published.

]

W-lU be stored safely andthat nates shewing my name and ether perscnal infcrmatven
sys-runaliy »vill be destroyed.

I

I agree to take part in this project

Name of student

signature

Date

Name of researcher

Signature

Date

If you have any questions at any time before, during or after the focus group session, please
contact Helen Hanna:
Cell phone:
Email:
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APPENDIX 4D
Consent form for Israel parents in English/Arabic

Jconsent Form (Parent/Guardian) (Israel, English-Arabk)
Research project: Citizenship education in Northern Ireland and Israel within an education rights
framework
Please tick the box
1.

I ccnfirm that I have been given and have read and understand the infarmataan fcccklet fer the

[

]

study 3n^ I have had the opportunity tc ask, and receive ansv^ers to any questions I had.
2.

Iconfirm that I have discussed partJCipaticn in this study with my child.

I

3.

I understand that this study requires that my child be cart of a foius group interview, lasting

]

l

]

one hour.
4.
5.

I understand that this study'will be conducted in English.

I

I understand that my child's participation is voluntary and that he/she is free to withdraw at any

]

{

1

tijn-, wit ho ut giving a re as on.
a.

I understand that the focus group sessbn with my child will be recorded using audo recording

(

]

I

]

I

]

I

]

equipment.
7.

I understand that all data from the focus group s ess Ian will be treated securely according to UK
oata protect on procedures and stored appropriately and information identifying my child
will be destroyed as required by Queen's University E-efast.

3.

I understand that the data will be used m a doctoral thesis and subsequent journal articles and
presentations.

9.

I understand that my child will not be identifiable in any data published in relation to this project.

I agree that my child, _______________________________, may take part in this project if he/she
.kvijfegj, to do so.

Name af parent/guardian

Signature

Date

Name cf researcher

Signature

Date

For further queries at any time before, during or after the focus group session with your child,
please contact Helen Hanna in the following ways:
Email:
Cell phone:
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APPENDIX 4E
Consent form for Israel parents in English/Hebrew

Consent Form (Parent/Guardian) (tsrael, English-Hebrew)
Research project: Citizenship education in Northern Ireland and Israel within an education rights
framework,
Please tick the boo:
1.

Iccnfirm that I ha« bssn ji.'en and Ha.-e read and understand the informatcn fcccfctetfcrths

[

]

afcs>:5,study and I have had the opportunityto ask- and receive answers tc any questicns I had.
2.

Icanfirm that i have discussed participatisn in this study with my child.

I

]

3.

I understand that this study requires that mry child be part of a focus group interview, lasting

[

]

aff-tdAjroatftJy one hour.
J.

I understand that this study will te conducted in English.

I

)

5.

I understand that my child's participaticn is voluntary and that he/she is free to withdraw

[

]

[

]

[

]

[

]

I understand that my child will not be identifiable in any data published in relation to this project.!

I

at anytime, without giving any reason.
5.

I understand that the focus group session witfi my child mil be recorded using audio recording
equipment.

7.

I understand that all data from the focus group session will be treated securely according ts

UK data protection procedures and stored appropriately and information identifying my child
iktorostsiy will be destroyed as required by Queen's University Belfast.
3.

I understand that the data will be used in a doctoralthesis and subsequent journal artcles and

ptdde.htaffftw,9.

I agree that my child, ____________________________ , may take part in this protect if he/she
'sows W”* '■•"’C s'Jl

xvijb«.

bo so.

Name of parenVguardian

Sign atu re

Date

Name of researcher

Signature

Date

For further queries at any time before, during or after the focus group session with your child,
please contact Helen Hanna in the following ways:
Email:
Cell phone:

317

m:

■psw ""Din msasa T.s-r'ci t3tt« i^samntrj* ■ro^ :*rm^

ut'ts

VlSO

Van lirnnn ^ jnun nx TUini Ti>riiT ,maonn

nn n^a'ir 'D n.’Tu'Kn

.1

"jh

•v fTWJ ‘v noii'TfM l7ivi/7 noRnmn ^ non 3i

[

]

[

j

[

]

hjjwd

.n1?'q^i 3pnm rusnn^n ^jj Tinnw’3 n.'Ti'Kn ox

.2

Twa Tip-n n^Qi? 'to jr>oa 'yirw i1?' ’3 'inn nr t[?nn o rk'iao 3H

.3

.ir^33Ka Vroiv |i'H-in ^ ri'i’in

D33 Via unrp1? tor KTi'Kin
[

]

[

]

-31

hh

.4

imaiinn K'mpnm n*?'msiuvun ? rk'ian 3><

5

nna’iD rii-onK prrh ton

line1 neftpn T^on nii)^nio

H3;a~ri |r>on '3 njan nx

.6

to ncunn ^nn ■o-to ncaiMD fE>i*o toio' iiirnn nuairn pTnn to -3 n'cm nn

.7

l^nnn ''|ica laor i1?*? ))3ai nnrn in-n 73 .-pcd p3W't .noona >o yi'n
[

]

f

] .numi nD-'an3a onnH-rn ■|3 napuai onioirn mojia vitro rtvir pira '3 n'rao -jh

]

ODS^aa |'iip noxnanw -s-^j) i,'m3

.0[T”ns7 ona D03S'<y UTonn to'DH mnto Trr jm «7 '3 a‘|an

“12

in n.

r ?Gi :t:itz ^sr?! 7?.i rr ir? Tn

jti

rs t, 'd7'naz j?- -7"_________________ v

i::i .rr^i mi zr ]ii5m

tut *x

1

.8

.5

Vi

z'Z'z*

"hzz .ihu'tx 1>TT

' TH T1078

318

APPENDIX 4F
Consent form for Northern Ireland teachers
Hr en Hsnns

f/AIHons;, MD v

Consent Form (Teacher) (Nl)

Research project: Citizenship education in Northern Ireland and Israel within an education rights
framework.
Please tick the box
1.

I confirm thst I have been given and have resd and understandthe informBtion booklet forthe
above study. I have had the opportunity to ask. and receive ansvversto any questions I had.

[

j

2.

I understandthat this study requirestfst meto take part in an interview lasting a maximum
of one hour.

[

]

3.

I understandthat my participation is voluntary andthat I am freeto withdraw at anytime,
without giving any reason.

4.

I understand that the research session will be recorded using audio recording equipment.

5.

I understandthat all data from the interview will betreated securely as described by
Data Protection and stored appropriate^ and information identifying me ultimately will be
destroyed as required by Queen's University Belfast.

6.

I understandthatthedatawill beusedin adoctoralthesisand subsequentjournal articlesand
present aborts.

[

]

7.

I understandthat I will not be identifiable in any data published in relation tothis project.

[

J

I agree to take partin this project

Name of participant

Signature

Date

Name of researcher

Signature

Date

APPENDIX 4G
Consent form for Israel teachers

O

Helen Hrnns

MA(Hons), MDiv

Consent Form (Teacher) (Israel)

Research project: Citizenship education in Northern Ireland and Israel within an education rights
framework.
Please tick the box
1.

I confirm that I hsve been given and have resd 3nd understgndthe informstion booklet forthe
above study. I have had the opportunityto ask, and receive answers to any questions I had.

2.

I understandthat this study requiresthat meto take part in an interview lasting a maximum
of one hour.

3.

I understandthat the interview will be conducted in English.

4.

I understandthat my participation isvoluntary andthat I am freeto withdrawal anytime,
without giving any reason.

5.

I understand that the research session will be recorded using audio recording equipment.

6.

I understand that all data from the interview will be treated securely according to UK data
Protection procedures and stored appropriately and ultimately destroyed as required by
Queen's University Belfast

7.

I understand that thedata will be used in a doctoralthesis and subsequent journal articles and
presentations.

S.

I understand that I will notbe identifiable in any data published in relation tothis project.

I agree to take part in this project

Name of participant

Signature

Date

Name of researcher

Signature

Date
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APPENDIX 4H
Consent form for Northern Ireland policy network

He;“n H=nn=

MAlHons}, MDiv

Consent Form (Policy Network) (Nl)

Research project: Citizenship education in Northern Ireland and Israel within an education rights
framework.
Please tick the box
1.

I confirm that I have been given and have read snd understandthe informstion booklet forthe
above study. I have had the opportunity to ask, and receive answersto any questions I had.

[

J

2.

I understand that this study requires that me to take part in an interview lasting a maximum
of one hour.

3.

I understandthat my participation is voluntary andthat I am freeto withdraw at anytime,
without giving any reason.

4.

I understand that the research session will be recorded using audio recording equipment.

5.

I understand that all datafrom the interviewwill betreated securely as described by
Data Protection and stored appropriately and information identifying me ultimately will be
destroyed as required by Queen's University Belfast.

[

j

6.

I understand that the data will be used in a doctoralthesis and subsequent journal articles and
presentations.

[

j

7.

I understand that I will not be identifiable in any date published in relation tothis project.

I agree to take part in this project

Name of participant

Signature

Date

Name of researcher

Signature

Date
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APPENDIX 41
Consent form for Israel policy network

Helen Henne MA(Hans’), MDiv

Consent Form (Policy network) (Israel)

Research project: Citizenship education in Northern Ireland and Israel within an education rights
framework.
Please write vour initials in the box
1.

I confirm that! have been given and hei/e read and understsndthe information booklet forthe
above study. I have had the opportunrtyto ask, and receive ansv/ersto any questions I had.

2.

I understandthat this study requiresthat meto take part in an interview lasting a maximum
of one hour.

3.

I understandthat the interview will be conducted in English.

4.

I understandthat my participation is voluntary andthat I am freeto withdrawal anytime,
without giving any reason.

5.

I understand that the research session v/ill be recorded using audio recording equipment.

6.

I understand that all data from the interview will be treated securely according to UK data
Protection procedures and stored appropriately and ultimately destroyed as required by
Queen's University Belfast

7.

I understandthatthedatawill beusedin adoctoralthesisand subsequent journal articlesand
presentations.

S.

I understand that I will not be identifiable in any date published in relation tothis project.

I agree to take partinthis project

Name of participant

Signature

Date

Name of researcher

Signature

Date

322

[

j

[

j

[

j

323

