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1
Introduction

The enlargement of the European Union in 2004 represents not only the growth of political structures beyond the nation state and a more peaceful and prosperous Europe. Coming from a continent that colonized much of the world and gave it two world wars, this seems a welcome step towards world peace, wider respect for human rights, and the consolidation of liberal democracy in Eastern Europe. And the opportunities that these developments present for education for democratic citizenship are obvious. Indeed, the growth of the European Union has prompted various educational initiatives to develop European citizenship (Smith & Print 2003). 

One view of the consolidation of European citizenship is that it is evidence of how regional democracy promotes world peace. This position might be defended by reference to one contemporary interpretation of Kant’s notion of perpetual peace through ‘pacific federation’ (Kant 1970). This defence of regional institutions of governance holds that while world government is unfeasible and potentially tyrannical, regional democracy as exemplified in the European Union is both a sensible compromise and potentially a move towards closer global union at a future date.

A prominent defender of regionalization within a cosmopolitan model of democracy is David Held, who identifies political regionalization as a short-term objective of the cosmopolitan model of democracy:

…the cosmopolitan model would seek the creation of an effective transnational legislative and executive at regional and global levels, bound by and operating within the terms of the basic democratic law. This would involve the creation of regional parliaments (for example in Latin America and Africa) and the enhancement of the role of such bodies where they already exist (the European parliament) in order that their decisions become recognized, in principle, as legitimate independent sources of regional and international regulation. (1995, pp 272-273) 

Held speculates (1995, pp 283-284) on the potential of regional governments to address old ills by eroding the geopolitical splits that characterized the world between 1945 and 1998. While there could be new dangers, at least the growth of regional structures would reduce the sort of infighting that has characterized relations between nation-states till now. Regionalism could reduce partisan rivalries and pave the way for a new democratic order between nation-states. 

I question Held’s optimism, and will consider the international context of citizenship education, under conditions of accelerating globalization, from the perspective of the developing world. Taking into account recent attention to the notion of cosmopolitan justice and cosmopolitan citizenship, I will suggest that regionalization as exemplified in the ‘new Europe’ is in tension with cosmopolitan democracy and education for cosmopolitan citizenship.

 In taking issue with regionalism and the idea of European citizenship, I concede that in its conception, if not yet in practice, European citizenship promises rights, freedoms and benefits, as well as active citizenship for millions of Europeans. Yet we should also take into account that severe regional conflicts continue in other parts of the world – some of them posing a threat to world peace, most notably those in the Middle East and the Gulf Region. Since 9/11 the greatest threat to peace in North America and Europe from organized violence has shifted from armed conflict between national governments to terrorism and the American state’s response to it (supported by some European governments). By contrast, in the developing world the complex factors that continue to undermine peace and to subvert democratization remain: ethnic and religious strife, political instability, dictatorship, military coups, civil wars, genocide, corruption, abuse of human rights, disease, and weak civil society - and most crucially ongoing and increasing poverty largely as a consequence of the economic and political domination of the rich states of the north.  

If these concerns about current threats to world peace are well founded, they raise important questions about the aims and conceptualization of education for European citizenship. A regionalism that strengthens Europe while leaving democratic citizenship underdeveloped in poor countries is problematic. For although Africa for example has recently revived the African Union and found a home for its parliament, the strengthening of Europe and its citizens’ power, in a regional structure that pursues European interests as successfully as it already does, will favour European interests, rather than world peace and the global benefits of citizenship.

A just distribution of wealth is a necessary condition for global peace not only in that peace is undermined by poverty. Equality between the world’s regions is also a matter of developing assertive, critical, active citizens in all states, so that global justice can be pursued among partner communities equally able to assert their claims. Current conceptions of citizenship in the north, including European citizenship, stand in grotesque contrast to the increasing impoverishment of the south, where the very possibility of citizenship as the degree of engagement available to citizens of the north is remote. These claims prompt the conclusion that only cosmopolitan or global citizenship can provide a defensible conceptual underpinning for citizenship education.

2 David Held’s cosmopolitan model of democracy
Numerous political theorists have taken up the debate on the implications of globalization for government, democracy and citizenship. (Some of these implications have special relevance for the problems of citizenship education, to which I will turn later.) One of the most prolific commentators on this set of issues is David Held (eg 1995, 1998, 1999, 2002, 2003), who defends a cosmopolitan conception of democracy’s future, in which the European Union exemplifies a regional response to globalization in the form of ‘new mechanisms of collaboration, human rights enforcement, and new political institutions in order not only to hold member states to account across a broad range of issues, but to pool aspects of their sovereignty’ (1998, p 108).

As a prominent commentator on the meaning and impact of globalization, Held is careful to stress that globalization is not new, but a process that can be traced to the spread of world religions, through to Europe’s ‘Age of Discovery’ and the conquests that carved out its empires (Held 2003, p 160). What distinguishes the recent phase of globalization is its pace and reach. Interregional and intercontinental interaction is faster and more intense, as we witness in electronic communication, the global economy, international financial markets, and the size and power of multinational corporations. Apart from creating the more obvious transnational problems like environmental degradation, HIV/AIDS and drug trafficking, globalization ‘involves a stretching and deepening of social relations and institutions across space and time such that, on the one hand, day-to-day activities are increasingly influenced by events happening on the other side of the globe, and, on the other, the practices and decisions of local groups or communities can have significant global reverberations’. (Held 1998, p 13) 

These reverberations are triggered and felt unequally. Emphasising the uneven effects of globalization for different contexts and individuals, Held claims that globalization gives ‘differential, unequal and uneven access to the dominant organizations, institutions and processes of the new emerging global order’ (1998, p 14). In this new order there is ‘differential access’ to power to control and influence the conditions in which groups and individuals find themselves. Access to global resources, infrastructure and networks is hierarchical and uneven. I will return later to the implications of Held’s acute observations on this score for citizenship and democracy education across the globe’s regions.  

Held observes that the consolidation of democracy since about 1990 has been accompanied by growing challenges posed by transnational and cross-regional problems that transcend the traditional jurisdiction of nation states, and by international corporations and institutions that are unaccountable to the citizens of those states.  Suggesting the need to ask whether the nation state can remain the central focus of democratic theory, given the extent to which global trade, financial flows, the actions of multinational corporations, communication and media, transnational environmental problems and transnational political, legal and security organizations operate across and above the reach of individual states, he has argued that nation states should not continue to be regarded as the only locus of legislative authority inside their borders. (Held 1995, p 233)

In his defence of cosmopolitan democracy, Held proposes an expanding complex of institutions and procedures with global scope, ‘given shape and form by reference to a basic democratic law, which takes on the character of government to the extent, and only to the extent, that it promulgates, implements, and enforces this law….[O]nly by buttressing democracy within and across nation states, can the accountability of power in the contemporary era be strengthened.’(1999, p 84) Democracy no longer has an obvious home, but would operate through ‘cosmopolitan democratic law’ in the first place, followed by such transnational bodies as regional assemblies and transnational referenda, accountable international organizations and a reformed United Nations that  includes an elected assembly representative of the people of democratic states. Crucially, for Held, this is not a single world state with formal uniform citizenship for all the world’s people. Political agents, whether individuals or groups, are members of various local and international communities that overlap with each other. They are citizens of the multiple political communities that affect them. Within a framework of cosmopolitan democratic law various self-governing associations constitute an overlapping system of authority which for Held portends ’the recovery of intensive and participatory democracy at local levels as a complement to the public assemblies of the wider global order; that is, a political order of democratic associations, cities and nations as well as of regions and global networks. The cosmopolitan model of democracy is the legal basis of a global and divided authority system – a system of diverse and overlapping power centres, shaped and limited by democratic law’. (1995, pp 234-235) It presupposes that a plurality of identities will persist.

Held thus proposes a conception of cosmopolitan citizenship that embraces local, national, regional and global memberships. In his recent work Held (2003) elaborates briefly on the ethical basis of cosmopolitanism, sketching features that include a capacity for mediation between cultures, fostering dialogue between traditions. ‘Political agents who can ‘reason from the point of view of others’ are better equipped to resolve, and resolve fairly, the challenging transboundary issues that create overlapping communities of fate’ (2003, pp 168-169).  This requires that all acknowledge that ultimately individuals (rather than groups) are the units of moral concern, whose claims should be impartially treated. 

Held’s defence of cosmopolitan democracy and its ethical basis points us to some challenges for citizenship education, now shifted from its usual location in the context of a nation state whose future citizens are taught about their rights and responsibilities as its members. The requirement that all citizens of a cosmopolitan order acknowledge that all others are equally units of moral concern reflects current debates about global justice, for there are elements in Held’s broader account of globalization that implicitly acknowledge obstacles to the principle of equal moral concern as well as to the very possibility that all could effectively stake their claim to equal concern under democratic conditions. Held points to what he aptly calls the ‘moral gap’ between the privileged and the disadvantaged in the global distribution of goods. (2003, pp 163-164). He also observes that even as governance becomes dispersed at multiple levels, identity and representation remain more locally sited. (2003, p 166) But his work‘s major focus is more on institutional and procedural responses to globalization than on normative responses to it, and for its fuller educational implications we need to note developments in cosmopolitan theory viewed more broadly, especially in recent theories of cosmopolitan justice. 

Globalization has created  a new order in which duties of justice have wider scope than to fellow citizens of a nation state; they now have global reach (Moellendorf  2002, Pogge 2002). Guarantees of human rights ‘has  been the principal change in the relationship of national and international law which has undermined the very idea of sovereignty being located on one level of governance’ (Delanty 2000, p 79). The discourse of national sovereignty has been successfully undermined by that of human rights. Moellendorf argues further that the forms of association that now characterize relationships across state boundaries mean that global duties can no longer be overridden by duties to compatriots. How extensive are duties of global justice? For Pogge (1989) their scope is wide, including positive duties to assist those disadvantaged by global inequality, as well as negative duties in terms of which those who influence and benefit from a global order that adversely affects some are obliged to contribute towards compensating them and improving the international order. Significantly for my focus here, Pogge (1989, p 180) regards equalizing of educational opportunities as an especially appropriate means of  addressing global injustice. (See Enslin & Tjiattas 2004 for detailed discussion of positive and negative duties of global justice in education.) 

What are the chances of democratization through regional democratic structures succeeding in a context in which citizens of poorer countries and their communities  are systematically further disadvantaged by illiteracy, under funding of education and consequent lower rates of completion of primary, secondary and tertiary education? 

For in spite of the indications described by Held and others (eg Dryzek 2000)  of a growing international system, in which problems and conflicts are addressed, much of the capacity and location of the growing cosmopolitan public sphere lies in the wealthier countries. For institutions to be democratic, they need to secure citizen participation. This applies to regional and global institutions as much as to local and national ones, especially if we look to them to foster transnational democracy and cosmopolitan justice. For Moellendorf, ‘Only some sort of globalization-from-below…represents a realistic strategy for a more egalitarian global order’ (2002, p 175).  I take the notion of globalization-from-below to comprise significant participation by citizens in making decisions that affect them and in bringing those institutions whose actions affect their lives to account. In a globalized world, this requirement places far-reaching demands on democratic processes, across national and regional boundaries. But although there is a growing cosmopolitan public sphere, exemplified in the European public sphere (Delanty 2000, p 120), whose informality makes it less susceptible to the self-interested influences of the international business elite, this informal public sphere is more likely to flourish in areas of the globe with sufficient resources and where established democratic traditions make it less vulnerable to state interference and repression. 

Given the conditions of differential access to power and control over their material conditions, what kind of relationship can we envisage between citizens in rich and in developing countries, as part of a democratic cosmopolitan order? The contrast between Europe and Africa as sites of citizenship gives pause for thought. 

3 Regionalization: the European model and Africa’s prospects

It is hard to disagree with Held’s claim that the European Union is a remarkable achievement, given its circumstances at the end of the Second World War. (1998, p 108) Its growth as a regional body that has successfully promoted forms of collaboration through new institutions is undeniably impressive. Not that these developments have gone without debate about what they mean. Europeans (and others) have argued about what ‘Europe’ means: is there such a thing as European culture?; is there a European identity? Is ‘Europe’ centrally a cultural, an economic, or a political entity?
Viewed from outside, debates on the meaning of Europe look less significant than those about its effects as a regional power on poorer countries. As Delanty comments (from inside): ‘there are many ‘Europes’ and …the one that has become prevalent today is very much one of exclusion and not inclusion’ (1995, p 156). Warning against the danger of an ‘unreflected idea of Europe’, Delanty’s view is that: ‘the only adequate idea of Europe is one that is connected to anti-racism and stands unequivocally for post-national citizenship’ (1995, p 163). Much of the debate around these issues focuses on the exclusion of immigrant groups within European societies and on further immigration and the treatment of asylum seekers. But if we take the cosmopolitan position seriously they apply too to the relationships between Europeans and all others. 

The European Union’s democratic deficit has received much attention from political commentators and the media, who have lamented European citizens’ lack of interest in European politics and, relatedly, their limited influence over the decisions made on their behalf by European political institutions, to which Pogge adds a third deficit: that European citizens have enjoyed a negligible role in the design of their European institutions. (1997, p 163) 

Much effort has been devoted to addressing the need for educating Europeans about democratic citizenship in Europe (Smith & Print 2003). In policy development, research, creation of networks and teaching resources and materials, attention has been paid to the task of  developing a sense of European citizenship, a shared democratic culture and a common vision of  active, participatory citizenship in which citizens engage democratically, even at the level of the European Parliament. But even bearing in mind that, for example, the Erasmus Programme for Curriculum Development includes global responsibility as well as social justice, and that the ideal has embraced a vision of citizens who are not only critical, responsible and inclined to participate but also an emphasis on peace itself, these efforts have a clear and unsurprising regional focus.

Whether European institutions are able or not to reduce the democratic deficit through educational interventions and institutional reform, what is important for my purposes is that viewed from the developing world Europe is primarily an economic entity, prospering with the help of rules of exchange designed to allow rich countries to call the shots. Resources available for fostering citizenship are greater, simply because of the availability of funding alone. Even if the notion of ‘European’ identity is not ultimately coherent, it may be productive in fostering a stronger continental democracy better able to respond to the declared needs and interests of its citizens. Other things being equal, a stronger shared identity probably does create greater political coherence and focus efforts towards the pursuit of economic self-interest.

By contrast with Europe, some African countries are among the poorest in the world. The continent has been subject to poverty, political instability and war since decolonization. These factors both reflect the weakness of political authority and undermine efforts to democratize. With weak states, weak civil society and under-resourced educational systems, they are in Held’s terms rarely initiators of events and influences that reverberate in other parts of the globe. Instead, they are usually on the receiving end of the worst consequences of globalization, with fewer resources to counter their limited access to its benefits.

Recent regional developments in Africa aim to address these problems. The African Union (loosely modeled on the EU) has been revived and the African parliament whose role will initially be to advise the AU has held its first meeting in Midrand, South Africa, where its permanent home will be established. The New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD) is tasked with the role of halting the marginalization of Africa by globalization. 

NEPAD’S strategic framework document adopted in 2001 declares poverty eradication, development and halting the marginalization of Africa by globalization (as well as the empowerment of women) as among its primary objectives. Democracy and good government, human development and education feature prominently in a vision that candidly acknowledges the continent’s political weaknesses among its problems:

Many African governments did not empower their peoples to embark on development initiatives to realize their creative potential. Today, the weak state remains a major constraint on sustainable development in a number of countries. Indeed, one of Africa’s major challenges is to strengthen the capacity to govern and to develop long-term policies. At the same time, there is also the urgent need to implement far-reaching reforms and programmes in many Africa states. (NEPAD 2001, p 5)



The document acknowledges shortcomings in the policies pursued by many African countries after independence, as well as the effects of patronage and corruption, and  failures of leadership.  But it also emphasizes the effects of structural adjustment programmes in undermining of social services. Contrasting widespread poverty with its richness in resources, it criticizes European protectionism while urging Africans to take responsibility for Africa’s recovery. It declares that African leaders, with new political will, are committed to an agenda for renewal of the continent, including promoting democracy and human rights, and pursuing accountability. Government will be transparent and accountable.

NEPAD and the AU are much younger than the EU. They are still to be tested, especially on their commitment to peer review of fellow African governments, but they deserve time to prove their worth.  My interest is in the prospects for success of the AU compared with the achievements of the EU. Comparisons from an unequal base are inappropriate, but much is at stake. If democratization and the development of citizenship require resources, globalization-from-below is a daunting project in Africa. This is so not only because of the uneven effects of globalization; the inter-relatedness of these two projects go further than that, as indicated by growing evidence of the complicity of rich countries in maintaining global inequality and its political consequences

In his work on cosmopolitan justice and global inequality Thomas Pogge contrasts 

growth in the global economy with  an increase in global inequality, with large numbers of the world’s population excluded from the prosperity brought to some by economic progress. Quoting the kind of data now widely available, Pogge observes that: ‘If the European Union had its proportional share of this misery, we should have over 51 million malnourished people and over 1.1 poverty-related deaths each year’. (2003, p 118) Most importantly, Pogge argues against the widespread assumption that the causes of global poverty can be adequately explained by reference to causes within the poor countries alone.

Pogge shows how developed countries’ economic exploitation is tied up with those countries’ democratic deficit. He considers the social causes of persistent poverty, challenging the assumption that the causes of poverty in poor countries lie within those countries themselves, in flawed policies and institutions and in the actions of elites who are oppressive and corrupt. Not only ought we to take into account the role of rich states in fostering a vicious cycle in creating rules that allow them to help themselves to  a disproportionate share of the world’s wealth. Furthermore, the global order plays an influential part in maintaining corrupt government and oppression in developing countries. Bribes paid to obtain public contracts in developing countries, with the costs priced into the contracts, cause huge losses in the quality of the service provided, often for goods that are either unneeded or even harmful. This in contexts where the differences in power and wealth between the elite and the general population are so great that the latter can do little to make their governments accountable to them. International borrowing privilege exacerbates poverty and corruption by enabling unpopular governments to stay in power, imposing the heavy debts thus accumulated on even democratic successors, and providing encouragement to coups in the form of future borrowing privileges (Pogge 2003, pp 120-130).

If these factors characterize relationships between developed and developing countries, what are their implications for global citizenship and for education for the cosmopolitan order envisaged by David Held?

4 Martha Nussbaum and education for cosmopolitan citizenship

Martha Nussbaum’s defence of education for cosmopolitan citizenship takes us some way towards understanding the challenge of educating all for equal global citizenship. She defends ‘the very old ideal of the cosmopolitan, the person whose allegiance is to the worldwide community of human beings’ (1996, p 4), arguing (against the nationalist’s stance) that our primary moral allegiance is to all human beings.

Nussbaum notes how the Stoics followed Diogenes the Cynic’s lead in claiming to be a ‘citizen of the world’, by arguing that we each live ‘in two communities – the local community of our birth, and the community of human argument and aspiration. We should regard our deliberations as, first and foremost, deliberations about human problems of people in particular concrete situations, not problems growing out of a national identity that is altogether unlike that of others’. (Nussbaum 1996, p 12)

Also like Held, Nussbaum does not presuppose either a world state or that the cosmopolitan citizen has no local loyalties, noting that for the Stoics citizens of the world are thought of as ‘surrounded by a series of concentric circles’ (Nussbaum 1996, p 9), moving outwards from the self, to family, neighbours, local affiliations, countrymen, and ultimately to humanity in general. Without having to surrender any of these and other group affiliations, the citizen of the world’s task is to ‘draw the circles somehow towards the center’ so that they become members of a common community of concern and respect. This does not preclude paying special attention to those closest to us, but it does require that political deliberation presupposes the commonality that includes all of humanity.

Nussbaum has developed the educational implications of this account of world citizenship, initially in writing about American education (1996, 1997) and subsequently (though more briefly and implicitly) in work about women in developing countries (2003). In both cases she is sensitive to the relevance of context, accommodating students in the United States’ seeing themselves as defined by their more immediate affiliations. ‘But they must also, and centrally, learn to recognize humanity wherever they encounter it, undeterred by traits that are strange to them, and be eager to understand humanity in all its strange guises. They must learn enough about the different to recognize common aims, aspirations and values, and enough about these common ends to see how variously they are instantiated in the many cultures and their histories’. (1997, p 9) In teaching students that they share the world with citizens of other countries as well as their own, Nussbaum argues that we also learn about ourselves, developing the capacity to solve problems through international cooperation, and that we are enabled to ‘recognize moral obligations to the rest of the world that are real and that otherwise would go unrecognized‘. (1997, p 12)

Nussbaum’s conception of liberal education for world citizenship embraces multiculturalism in that it would aim to introduce students to many groups’ histories ands cultures (1997), developing an understanding that would ‘recognize the worth of human life wherever it occurs and see ourselves as bound by common human abilities and problems to people who lie at a great distance from us’ (1997, p 9). She suggests three capacities required to thus ‘cultivate humanity’: to be able to criticize one’s own traditions; the ability to perceive oneself as  bound not only to local loyalties but also to  other human beings; and  being able to exercise the ‘narrative imagination’, imagining how it would be to find oneself in very different situations from one’s own. Liberal higher education, the subject of Cultivating Humanity (1997) also requires knowledge of the humanities and social sciences, and of science, adapted to different contexts. Such education should be available to all human beings, and some of it can begin during primary schooling.

For Nussbaum the world citizen’s capacities are necessary for participation in democracy. They are also prerequisites for the pursuit of justice. All people with a basic capacity for reason, which can be enhanced by education, have the potential to exercise the capacities of the world citizen. Presumably taking into account the specific moral demands of education for world citizenship in the United States, Nussbaum (1997) emphasizes that the narrative imagination fosters compassion. 

Compassion involves recognizing the pain of another human being. (1997, pp 90-1)  It calls for realization that one is also vulnerable to misfortune; another’s suffering could be mine. 

Reading from the developing world the sizable literature on multiculturalism and education emanating from the western world, one is puzzled by the amount of attention paid to dealing justly with difference in western classrooms compared with the near silence on the unjust consequences of those states’ relations with the developing world and its children. Nussbaum is one of the few authors who has ventured into the minefield of discussing democratic relations between western citizens and women in developing countries. She emphasizes the centrality of literacy to education in the developing world, including its role in enabling women especially to participate actively in citizenship and politics. (2003, p 337) But I am less certain of her views on education for world citizenship in poor countries than in rich ones. No doubt the development of the central capabilities (see for example Nussbaum 2003, pp 352-353), especially literacy, generally contributes to citizenship education, and potentially to globalization-from-below. But I’m sure that Nussbaum would share my view that in education for world citizenship in developing contexts it’s not compassion that we seek from the narrative imagination. Still, to the extent that people in developing countries have access to global communications, the narrative imagination, being able to criticise their own traditions, and awareness of connections with other communities probably are relevant to formulating their aspirations. But until systemic lack of opportunities to participate in local and national democratic processes is addressed, cosmopolitan citizenship in these contexts remains a remote possibility. This is especially so in remote rural communities where it is not possible to be anywhere but local.

Education for world citizenship presents many more possibilities in developed countries and regions like Europe. Access to global communications in well resourced schools opens numerous opportunities for the narrative imagination to flourish, to reason from the point of view of others, to foster compassion and draw the circles towards the centre. If we follow the implications of this discussion towards their conclusion, it could be argued that cosmopolitan justice requires that future citizens in wealthy countries be actively encouraged to develop a sense of their positive and negative duties of justice to less privileged members of the global community. This is a claim that probably needs more systematic development. But it does at least go some way to making the case that when it comes to citizenship education, cosmopolitan democracy will not be well served by regionalism. 
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