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The image of youth citizenship

Abstract

Citizenship is a central theme in the government’s involvement in leisure. Youth citizenship
and leisure have much in common as authorities have seen leisure as a way to foster young
people to decent citizens. This paper is about aspects of citizenship as well as of representative
and participatory democracy. Method used is textual analyses of ten Swedish local councils
expressed aims for leisure and youth citizenship formulated on their homepages. Based on
research one can notice that local councils offer different types of citizenship. Facilities for
creativity are offered which give the youths opportunity to participate as individuals.
Established assemblies are seen which work within a formal democratic frame but in which
those participating only represents them selves. Organized chat pages on the internet and
possibilities to search for funds for individual projects are as well often seen. Finally organized
meeting places such as youth clubs with a representative forum based on collective interests are
frequently established. One conclusion that can be drawn from research is a picture of young
peoples executing their democratic rights as a collective body by official democratic means and
through formalized channels. On the other hand, another conclusion that also can be drawn
from the research is a picture seen on local council’s homepages of young peoples seeing their
political activities and commitments in highly personal terms.
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Introduction

A citizen may be described as a member of a political community or a state, who has certain
legal, social and moral rights, duties and responsibilities. Citizenship is a political concept with
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a variety of rights and responsibilities in a given political community. These rights and
responsibilities change over time as the result of social struggle, economic change and shifts in
governing ideology. Citizens are persons living in a country and either born in the country by
native parents or by parents who have achieved citizenship in the country. A citizen is an adult
with full memberships on different markets and who take place in the public sphere. Young
people are not sovereign members of the community because they are still in the entrance into
adulthood.

Citizenship has both a formal and informal meaning. Formal citizenship means the legal
obligations and rights which a person has, in terms of being a citizen in a certain country. This
varies depending on the country and often includes such tasks as paying taxes, obeying the laws
and participating in the political life at least by voting. Informally, there is a philosophy that
citizens should work towards the betterment of the society through economic participation,
volunteer work and other efforts to improve life for all citizens. Though young people can be
included in the informal part, they are seldom looked upon as real citizens. Rather they are
considered citizens-to-be, in need of education to be able to fulfil their role as citizens.

Much of what is written today about citizenship starts with the theories of Marshall in the
1950s. He discussed citizenship in his essay with the title Citizenship and social class (Marshall
& Bottomore, 1992). The Marshall paradigm of citizenship was intended to bridge between
Liberalism and Marxism. In his writings he took an historical approach focusing on the
development of citizenship from ancient time. Due to him three different kinds of rights: civil,
political and social rights are included in the concept citizenship. He argues that these different
rights were won in a special order. Firstly, the citizen was given civic rights, like freedom of
speech, individual freedoms, thought and faith, the right to own property and the right of
justice. Secondly, political rights, including the right to vote and to stand for political board,
followed in the nineteenth and early twentieth century. Finally, the welfare state guaranteed
basic social and economic rights. Each of these three kinds of rights corresponds to a particular
set of institutions. A court system that protect civil rights, political rights corresponding to
institutions of local government and parliament, and social rights associated with the welfare
state (Biesta & Lawy, 2006). Marshalls conclusions have however been criticised. The criticism
has for example been that the conception primarily describes men’s citizenship. Biesta and
Lawy (2006) claim that Marshall had an optimistic belief in the welfare state as the impartial
guarantor of social justice. Hindess (1993) state that it is much to be said for these criticisms of
Marshall’s argument and that we need a more sophisticated approach if we are going to
understand the significance of citizenship in the modern world. Another difficulty in Marshalls
theory leave the question about whether there is a single version of citizenship or if it can be
many diverse and different formulations of citizenship according to different social and cultural
traditions (Turner, 1993). When it comes to education and citizenship Faulks (2006) sees a
major weakness of Marshall’s theory. It is about his focus upon the administration of rights by
the agents of the state at expense of the participatory aspects of citizenship. To conclude,
research show that we have largely moved behind Marshalls theories (Faulks, 2006; Torres,
2002).

Participatory and representative democracy



In all the Western World youth participation in formal democracy is declining (Harris, Wyn &
Younes, 2007). It is found that young people are lack of connectedness between voting and
democratic participation with everyday politics. They do not perceive voting as an important
component of their daily life. Lacks of trust in political leaders are seen as well. But on the
other hand it is also seen that young people do have political views and participate in alternative
political behaviour but they are not well informed about the role of citizens (Harris, Wyn &
Younes, 2007; Print, 2007; Osler & Starkey, 2006; Bennett, 2003; Bang, 2003; 2004; 2005).

In an Australian research Harris et.al. (2007) call this phenomenon for the new engagements
thesis. Their research identifies new activities and spaces in which young people create
communities and networks. New terms such as “neotribes”, “lifestyles” and “scenes” are used
to describe new loose networks and shifting affiliations for young peoples. Broad definitions of
civic engagement are seen which includes every day activities of young people’s including
leisure activities, such as clubbing and non traditional associations as joining on line groups.
Other examples are what they call autonomous channels and new spaces this can be clubs,
raves, and hip hop gigs as alternative public spheres or as sites of a new community. Harris et.
al. (2007) mean that songs, dances and gigs are often used as explicit tools for the public
articulation of political concerns such as equality and human rights. Other music cultures, songs
and dances events have also been analysed as places were young people participate in the
creation of politics as well as in leisure communities with their peers. Harris et.al (2007) state
that young peoples lack of engagement with formal politics is a powerful reflection of the
impact of globalisation on citizenship more broadly. Young peoples are moving beyond adult
centric views of engagement but their interest of environment such as greenhouse effect, the
water situation, questions about equality, human rights and globalisation may become a
manifest in more subtle kinds of engagement. Harris et. al. (2007) have found in their research
using Putnam’s classic expression that young people are not “bowling alone”, but they prefer to
“/ ...be engaged in informal activities that are not structured through organisations or by adults”

(p. 24).

Helve (2001) has investigated the value structure among young people in Europe to find out
their ideological preferences. The categories presented ranged from the ages 16 to 19. Her study
showed that although different value structures can be found among young people only a few
clearly belonged to just one categories. The values the youth preferred were in accordance with
the situation in which they found themselves. This means that the same young person may
choose statements as an individualist in some situations and as a humanist in others. Helve,
therefore, claims that it is worth asking what type of citizenship will suitable for young people
with floating values and a variety of sub-cultures (ibid). Investigations in Sweden and other
countries have shown that young people are concerned about the society and want to influence
on questions important for them (The Swedish Board of Youth Affairs, 2007; The Swedish
Board of Youth Affairs, 2000; Sérbom, 2000; Harris, Wyn and Younes 2007). However, are
youth turning off conventional party politics and instead show involvement in networking,
activism, and political consumerism e.g. boycotting certain goods (Tebelius & Ericsson, 2001).

Smith, Lister, Middleton and Cox (2005) even argue that this lack of citizenship among young
people is in need of intervention to develop their citizenship. Even if young people hold
political views, they do not have access to formalised channels such as voting. Neither, they
have the ability to influence or to change political decisions (see also Tebelius & Ericsson,
1995;1997). Rather than seeing young citizenship as something starting with adulthood, Smith
et.al (2005) claim, “The fluidity of young people’s self-identity suggests that the transition to
citizenship is negotiated throughout the life-course” (p. 426). Their conclusion calls for a



conceptually comprehensive view of citizenships, through which young people’s status as “real
citizens” better can be understood. A way to find that is through a greater recognition and
support of what young people already do as citizens. Smith et.al. (2005) even argues that
extensive research on political socialisation over years shows that sources of influence on
young peoples learning about politics and democracy are the family. It is thru role modelling
and from discussions and media used in the family.

Hemingway (1999) is interested in the role leisure plays, or alternatively might play, in the
development of democratic citizenship. He implies that as the move from representative to
participatory forms of democracy, the demands on leisure increase accordingly. Further, he
states that the citizenship required by a representative democracy can be labelled “weak
citizenship” and citizenship required by a participatory democracy a “strong citizenship”.
Different configurations of form, content and distribution of leisure can result in either strong or
weak democratic citizenship This may have direct and indirect political implications; direct
implications because it is about distribution of resources and of power in a given society and
how these factors are mutually reinforcing each other. Indirect implications are seen through the
role of leisure in creating social capital. “The forms, contents, and distribution of leisure
activities represent a major potential factor in the development of democratic social capital and
thus in the stability of democratic society” (Hemingway, 1999, p. 157).

Hemingway (1999) argues further that if leisure is to contribute to the formation of a social
capital necessary for strong citizenship, it must include the attributes of representative
democracy. Attributes such as participation, open communication, autonomy, trust, cooperation
and development are necessary for a well functioning participatory democracy. This can be
developed in the leisure sector. He means that the forms, content, and distribution of leisure
activities represent a major potential factor in the development of democratic social capital and
thus in the stability of democratic society. Autonomous forms of social activity such as youth
clubs in which individuals are able to enhance existing capacities and develop new capacities
built on democratic norms can be a breeding ground for a participatory democracy. Hemingway
further discusses whether commercially provided leisure activities may create democratic social
capital. He finds it important to know more about participation in public and commercial leisure
to be able to compare their effect on democratic social capital formation (ibid).

Individual or collective citizenship

Bennett (2003) describes the young people of today as the “Millennial generation”. Research
show that among those who were around 20 years old at the turn of the century in Britain were
more than 70 percent of the young people found to believe that voting did not make any
difference. A follow up research showed that 40 percent of 18-24 years old in Britain were not
even registered to vote. In comparison to the general generation just 8 percent are not
registered. A media myth talks about more young people voting in the reality TV show “Big
Brother” than in the 2001 general election in Britain. A likely survey done of the civic and
political health of the nation in the United States about American “Millennials” are termed the
“DoNets”. They are called “DoNets” because of their strong self identification as a generation
as well as their preferences for communication trough various digital interactive media. This is
something that Bennett (2003) argues would be an important factor to have in mind in civic
education initiatives. These young people are as well turning off the conventional politics and
instead show highly involvement in activism, protest activities and political consumerism.



Arnot (2006), question what sort of citizen will be needed in the future and how youth best
should be prepared for the social changes that are seen in our society. Arnot (2006) refers to
youth cultural research that have found young people of today to employ the language of
individualizing and the concept of freedom and choice to justify their life styles and decisions.

In the same way, Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (2002) describe what they call “Freedoms
Children”. By that they mean children who have been brought up, unlike their parents, to
become choosers, or consumers of what life has to offer. This new culture is described as a self-
culture and it is tightly connected to leisure. “Central to this self-culture is the process of
individual reflexivity in which individuals come to see themselves as the centre of their own
life-world” (Arnot, 2006, p. 70). For young people it is important to belong to certain groups,
representing a lifestyle rather than shared values and a common ideology. Participating in
collective actions are spontaneous and short lasting rather than a result of long time engagement
(Tebelius & Ericsson, 2001).

Isin (2000) state that citizenship must be defined more as a sociological conception with less
legal rules and more on norms, practices, meanings and identities. His main point is that post-
modernization and globalization have brought intensified the role of the city in democracy;
global cities are seen as places where the work of globalization gets done. Isin (2000) describe
cities, particularly global cities as having becoming political spaces where the concentration of
different groups and their identities are intertwined with the articulation of various claims to
citizenship rights. Rose (2000) talk about a new image of the city. He sees that a new image of
the healthy city has emerged. He means that the city is as a network of living practices of well
being. He argues that the cities are like a packed zone of enjoyment, managed by an alliance of
urban planners, entrepreneurs, local politicians and governmental agencies. In the city
inhabitants can promote their own micro-cultures of bohemian, gay or alternative lifestyles. But
on the other hand he argues that these various claims have strained the boundaries of citizenship
and pitted group against group in the search for identity and recognition. Kymlica (1998) agree
and mean that more generally there are a fear that multiple culture questions if forced to far
could justify that every ethnic group allows to adopt their own legally traditions for their
members even when these traditions are in conflict with fundamental human rights or principles
of constitutional kind.

Tebelius (2004) state the young generation is found to create new forms of solidarity and
community life and act for common benefit through e.g. buying ecological products. Hoikkla
(2009) talk about consumer citizenship connected to the issues of ethical consumption and
sustainable development and notice that product families of ethically produced goods such as
ecological bags and clothes or fair travel have emerged. Through these consumer channels and
similar cultural activities people are building trust he argues.

Arnot (2009) state that globalization breaks the boundaries of macro and micro, the global and
local, the categories of time and space, and challenges existing social classifications and
stratifications while generating new ones. Torres (2002) argue that the process of globalization
is seen as blurring national boundaries, shifting solidarities within and between nation-states,
and deeply affecting the constitutions of national and interest-groups identities. He asks what
the implications of globalization for citizenship, democracy and education will be.

Hoikkala (2009) talk about young people of today around thirty years old as the “sandwich
generation”. The “sandwich generation” extends their youth by travelling, consuming and
enjoying themselves. However they get anxious, have feelings of loneliness and suffer from
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psychophysical symptoms. He also talks about the
drifting between work and unemployment.

‘yo-yo” generation that are constantly

Multiple citizenship is suggested when rights and responsibilities have to reach across a range
of political institutions ranging from the local level to global. (Faulks, 2006).To fulfil the
statement that all human beings are equal a citizenship must be internationalist and multi-
layered in its obligations, Faulks (2006) argues.

Youth and new technology

Investigations by Harris et.al (2007) have shown that new public spaces for youth and new
forms of connection to the society are created by technologies such as the Internet and cellular
phones. These devices give young people new ways to express themselves and keep in contact
with friends. Digital communication technologies allow young people to blur the difference
between consumption and production and to appropriate new cultural symbols, which have
relevance to their lives and their citizenship.

Mossberger, Tolberg & Stansbury (2003) states that new communication forms like chat rooms,
e-mails and listservs represent new modes of information exchange and opinion mobilization.
There are new opportunities for shared political information and communication on the
Internet. Other scholars (see e.g. Norris, 2001; Hague and Loader, 1999; Grossman, 1995)
suggest that the Internet may function as a deliberative public forum, something which can
strengthen democracy (Mossberger et.al, 2003). There is a fear however, that information
technology will promote further inequality for democratic participation and widening the gap
between those who participate and those who do not (see e.g. Putnam, 2000; Alvarez and
Nagler, 2002; Wilhelm, 2000; Margolis and Resnick 2000). On the other hand, young people as
groups seem to acknowledge digital democracy (Mossberger et.al, 2003). Internet can be a site
for construction of new forms of connection to the society and development of citizenship.

Gallagher and Hafner (2008) state by using modern technology it would be possible to make
citizens aware of governmental activities bring them into the decision-making process and also
bring the government closer to the people. Gallagher and Hafner further state that since such a
large amount of the youths’ time is invested in online social networking, they might be more
likely to exercise their political authority if they got the opportunity to vote online. This can be
called e-democracy, which is a relatively new concept that involves using technologies such as
the Internet and cellular phones to bring the government closer to the people.

Citizenship education

Print (2007) state that there are evidence that young people who taken citizenship education
also demonstrate higher levels of civic knowledge and skills than those who have not studied
such courses. It is possible to say that school can make a difference. Similar results are found
for instance in Australia that if participatory pedagogy is weak there are a risk for undermining
schools attentions to engage young people with democracy.

Bennet (2003) state that there is a problem that most policy makers define and fund civic
education programs based on a conventional (DC) citizen when having a changing civic
orientation to (AC) citizens. He means that these models centre on to the “Dutiful Citizen”
(DC) instead of the “Self-Actualizing Citizen” (AC). Characteristics for a DC-citizen are that



voting is the core democratic act, obligation to participate in government centred activities,
becomes informed about issues and government by following mass media and join civil society
organizations and/or expresses interest through parties. For an AC-citizen are voting less
meaningful than other activities such as consumerism or community volunteering. A mistrust of
media and politicians are seen and high sense of individual purpose. Finally, an AC-citizen
favours loose networks of community action often established through friendships or
maintained by interactive information technology. The latest remaining us about that our young
citizens might be in the so far richest information environment in human history.

Torres (2009) argue that education in modern times have been shaped by the demands within
the state to prepare labour for participation in its economy and to prepare citizens to participate
in the polity. Furthermore he argues that formalized education becomes problematic as
globalization blurs national sovereignty and also shifts solidarities within and outside the
national state. He state that to understand the issues at stake in education, one must consider
these tensions within globalization and their implications for reshaping the limits on or potential
for civil society. An overall question is how educational policies could contribute to a
democratic multicultural citizenship.

Biesta and Lawy (2006) mean that it is three problems with the idea of citizenship education.
Firstly it is a problem that it is largely aimed at individual young people. Secondly, there is a
problem concerning the assumption that citizenship can be understood as the outcome of an
educational trajectory. Thirdly, they argue that there is no guarantee that the outcome of what
young people learn is identical to what is being taught. They argue that teaching citizenship is
problematic when it comes to going from teaching citizenship to learning democracy. They
mean that the problem of citizenship is not about young people as individuals but about young
people in context. Therefore citizenship education should focus on young people in context and
on the social-, economic-, cultural and political contexts in which they live their lives. Of
interest is how young people actually learn democracy. They even argue that a shift from
teaching citizenship to learning democracy also has implications for policy makers and
politicians. If policy makers and politicians are concerned about young people’s democratic
citizenship they have to pay attention to and invest in the actual conditions under which young
people can be citizens and learn what it means to be a citizen.

Consequently, Biesta et.al argues that any attempt to improve young people’s citizenship
should start with the improvement of the democratic quality of the communities and practices
that make up people’s lives (Biesta, Lawy & Kelly, 2009). Biesta et al. further state that young
people learn at least as much about democracy and citizenship through their participation in the
range of different practices, as they learn from officially prescribed and formally taught matters.
They further state that the teaching of citizenship needs to be supplemented with a more
thoroughgoing understanding of the ways in which young people actually learn in the
communities and practices that make up their everyday lives.

Perspectives of democracy and citizenship

After been studying goals and aims in official documents from ten Swedish local councils
published on their homepages by the providers of leisure services were found that the picture of
youth citizenship is neither uniform nor coherent, but complicated and contradictious. In
research were different categories created and put together in an analysis matrix, in order to
understand the content and structure of the texts in which notions about citizenship can be
visible.



The type of citizenship and democracy found in the documents are visualized in the following
figure.

Individual citizenship

A. Funds for individual B. Channels for dialogues
projects with authorities
Facilities for creativity Chat pages on the
Internet
< > Representative democracy

Participatory democracy

C.  Youth assemblies D. Councils of the youth clubs
Invitations to comment on Democracy education
local issues v

Collective citizenship

Figure 1. Indications of different forms of democracy and citizenship in the local councils
(Lindstrém, 2009).

The figure shows a citizenship, which starts with the individual and participatory aspects and
ends up in a representative democracy with collective interests (Hemingway, 1999). On the
homepages the local councils offer different types of citizenship, which can be placed in any of
the four squares. In square A are the facilities, which give the youths opportunity to participate
as individuals. In square B are the facilities, which are open to individuals to use in the interest
of themselves and their mates to get in contact with the authorities. Square C covers the
assemblies, which work within the formal democratic frames, but in which those participating
only represent themselves. The only representative forum based on collective interests is the
leisure club councils, which are seen in square D. In this square democracy education is also
placed.

The images presented in the documents on the local councils’ homepages which talk about
democracy and youth leisure in the councils can be interpreted as what Bennet (2003) calls DC
citizens. These are the citizens who execute their democratic rights as a collective act by official
democratic means and through formalized channels. However, in other documents which
explain what the councils provide for the young people and the aims of what is offered in the
open leisure activities, an AC citizen can be discerned. Bennet describes the AC citizen as a
person, who sees her/his political activities and commitments in highly personal terms. An AC
citizen also favours loose networks of community action, often established through friendships
or maintained by interactive information technology. The activities should contribute to
enhance the quality of personal life, social recognition, self esteem, friendship and relations
more than being part of a collective commitment and executing formal democratic procedures.



The image of youths is at least two sided. On the one hand, young people are presented as
individuals who are creative and interested in, and willing to take responsibility for, matters
which concern them. The councils offer facilities, such as youth houses, and economic support
to help them to arrange and carry out activities such as music events, festivals, dance or theatre.
There is a notion expressed that through participation in creative activities like dance and
music, young people’s democratic sense will develop. On the other hand, young people are seen
as individuals who need places to hang around, meet with their friends and have free access to
activities such as listening to music, playing games and using the Internet for chatting. These
are the youths who do not enrol in voluntary leisure associations. In the texts there are
discussions about social problems and the risk of going into drugs and crimes. The idea that the
young generation needs to be watched over, controlled and sometimes guarded by social
authorities is also expressed in the texts. The picture presented is that young people need
protection and tutoring.

Another part of the picture is that the youths need to practice democracy. Special structures are
established to enable this and give channels for dialogue with the authorities. Some of these
channels, such as different assemblies, are organized in a traditional way as a deputation, while
others, on the Internet, are informal and open to everyone. The idea seems to be that young
people need special democratic channels in order to exercise their citizenship. Open meeting
places for youths should be places where the younger generation learn formal democratic
procedures and practice democracy with their friends. In addition, there is the question
concerning young people’s need for education and supervision by adults.

It is possible to say that what is expressed in the documents of all the local councils is that they
promote representative democracy through the establishment of youth assemblies and other
channels of influence. It is also possible to argue that local councils promote participatory
democracy through providing opportunities for young people to take part in planning and
managing the activities at the youth clubs and similar meeting places and by open up for
dialogues with the authorities.

Conclusions

As stated almost all what is written today about citizenship starts with the theories of Marshall
in the 1950s. Due to him three different kinds of rights: civil, political and social rights are
included in citizenship. However as this paper stresses it is not any longer possible to describe a
citizen just as a member of a political community or a state, who has certain legal, social and
moral rights, duties and responsibilities. These rights and responsibilities change over time as
the result of social struggle, economic change and shifts in governing ideology.

The restricted view of the notion of citizenship, which is found in Marshall’s work, is not any
longer useful. When inputs are given from different disciplines the theory of citizenship can be
elaborated. Especially when applied on young people the content of citizenship has to broaden.
The global perspective has to be considered, too. Global city-regions generate spaces for new
identities and make demand on other citizenship’s rights and obligations. A concept of
“cosmopolitan citizenship” is suggested, which especially have affected the life of young
people (Beauregard & Bounds, 2000) Plummer (2003) suggests the use of the concept
“intimate citizenship”, through which it is possible to bridge the personal and the political.



Intimate citizenship envisages that the social bonds between individuals and communities need
to be strengthened in modern society. Hence, it is impossible to understand citizenship simply
in terms of formal and abstract rights and ignore emotional qualities (ibid). New technology
such as the Internet can be a site for construction of new forms of connection to the society and
the development of citizenship.

To conclude, from theories of citizenship and from the official image of youth citizenship a
“new” citizen is found that will have an impact on people’s citizenship in the future. That new
kind of citizenship must be multiple or multilayered including aspects of globalization and
individualization as well as social positions such as gender, ethnicity, age, functional limitations
and class. Finally, leisure has an important role for young people’s citizenship.
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