Educating to citizenship in our various European countries
Paul Valadier SJ

None of the terms of the title of this talk is simple, and even within each of them a cluster of arduous issues is hidden: What does education involve today? How to define citizenship? And if a fairly clear view of these points could be reached, can we be certain that what is a sure asset for one country is an equally sure asset for another? Can a general discourse on the subject be held without displeasing or frustrating practically everybody? I am therefore facing this quadrature of the text and I am fully conscious of it. Far from shirking from the task, I propose to put forward a few thoughts without in any way pretending to satisfy the audience still less to thoroughly investigate all these issues. I simply put forward a few thoughts which it will be up to everybody to carry on, criticize or make their own within their own national and cultural context.

    
I will, in a first part, start from a few paradoxes or tensions inherent in the task prescribed in the title; then I will try and suggest what citizenship can be today; lastly I will briefly insist on the idea of education without extending that too long, since another lecture is devoted to that topic.


Paradoxes and tensions in the task


I take for granted the relevance of the educational task, assuming that, as teachers, you are convinced of its pertinence. But a conviction does not in any way prevent somebody from examining the tensions inherent in the task. As we do not aim at comprehensiveness, only three main tensions will be dealt with here.

1.
The idea of citizenship is traditionally associated, both by political philosophy and by lawyers, with the idea of the constitutional state: A citizen is a person who belongs to a state supposed to ensure his/her protection and recognize a certain number of rights linked to his/her status as a human being and a member of that state. Citizenship does not entail a “naked” or asocial person, a rootless individual deprived of a cultural identity, but a person linked to a state and even to a sovereign state as the great modern theorists of sovereignty did realize (I have in mind the French Jean Bodin, 1529–1596, and the English philosopher Thomas Hobbes, 1588-1679). Hannah Arendt, a German Jewess become American, and a fugitive from her native country, remarkably stressed the gravity of an exile devoid of rights, because exposed without any protective juridical framework, being a citizen of nowhere: a naked man or woman, therefore unable to vindicate any rights, since no institution is there to which that person could appeal for guaranteeing those rights. The sovereignty of the protective constitutional state and guarantor of the rights is linked to a territory, therefore to a limited geographical space, which generally constitutes a nation: the state extends its powers within the limits of recognized borders or such extraterritorial spaces as for instance embassies. Now that link between state and nation, or again that link between rights and national territory sets difficult problems today: Both links are, as it were, encroached on by what we commonly call globalisation. Suffice it to call to mind the Internet’s cross-border range as an illustration of that encroachment on boundaries or the prices of raw materials – not to mention their scarcity -, which are independent of our states, or again the threat of international terrorism, which flouts the national defences and polices of national states. Do not such data partly invalidate the idea of citizenship if the latter is linked to a constitutional state and a national territory?

2. 
But that encroachment on national and state citizenship is, as it were, independent of our will: It operates without us. Now our national states in Europe have also intended that trespassing by forming the EU. That is a second aspect to be stated in our reflection. It was our states and, let us suppose, the citizens of the various states of Europe who wanted the encroachment on national boundaries in view of a new edifice deemed to be a source of peace, prosperity and possibly of a new citizenship. From the fifties of the 20th century onwards, it was our states, ruined by the war and threatened by totalitarian regimes, notably Bolshevik totalitarianism at the time, which established institutions to which they devolved part of their sovereignty. And even if the nature and complexity of the institutions thus established can be contested, the widening of our particular nations has undoubtedly been fruitful: an evidence of that is the absence of war for half a century within the European area (barring former Yugoslavia and Ireland for specific reasons); an evidence again the unquestionable economic prosperity; an evidence at last and above all, the fact that the European nations formerly subjected to Soviet rule aspire to join that union. But consequently, what about the citizenship defined above as participation in the national state? Being a European, is that already a new citizenship? Or will it be some day? Or are we half-way to it with our passports under the twofold sign of the European Union and our national state, but, however, with a common currency, the Euro (at least for most European states)?


That strange situation is not, however, to be wondered at. As a matter of fact, it pinpoints an original feature of the European construction: The latter does not aim at suppressing the national states by merging them into one vast European whole that would supersede our former nations (that being said against the fear of “sovereignists” who tax the Union with such a purpose); it tentatively looks out for a new pattern of relationships that at the same time “federates” former nations without however wrenching them form their proper identities. An extraordinary challenge, slightly mad perhaps, provoking in any case, is constituted by that attempt. I for one do not believe in a post-national or constitutional citizenship, which is favoured by such men as Jürgen Habermas or Jean-Marc Ferry; for, I am going to say, you don’t fight for a constitution and you feel no “love” for a constitutional text, such features however (sense of belonging or love of the nation) failing which the Union would remain a purely abstract entity and a soulless one precisely; or a conceptual edifice in which no European would “recognize him/herself” in the major sense of the word.

3. 
In addition to those two paradoxes (a globalisation weakening national ties and a European construction going beyond the state and national framework) there is for a Christian another paradox. Working in schools, confessional or not, you do not necessarily have to deal with pupils or students confessing the Christian faith in one or the other of its forms: Catholic, Protestant, Anglican or Orthodox. But you personally declare yourselves Christians. And that cannot but affect your philosophy of citizenship. To quote the Apostle Paul in his epistle to the Christians of the city of Philippi, “our citizenship (politeuma) is indeed in heaven, whence we are waiting for a saviour, our Lord Jesus Christ” (Phil 3,20). Now then, if we are essentially citizens of the Kingdom of God, if we are waiting for the Holy City that is to come, are we false citizens here below, visiting strangers, migrants unconcerned by the city of men, non-citizens whose loyalty to the constitutional state and the nation (or the fatherland) is hazardous or feigned? Such a reproach, as you know, did not fail to be levelled at Christians by, among many others, Jean-Jacques Rousseau. Still it must not be forgotten that immediately after that reminder astounding for the Greeks, for whom citizenship and humanity were one and the same thing (thus for Aristotle a true man cannot but be member of a city, hence the man of an earthly city, and for him there is no other), Paul does not in any way ask the faithful to go into exile from their city or despise its laws and values. He on the contrary recommends them to endorse “whatever is true, honourable, just, pure, lovely, gracious, if there is any excellence, if there is anything worth of praise” (Phil 4,8), therefore to endorse whatever in the values of the city and their cultural world deserves being retained under the discerning light of Christ’s Spirit. And how could a Christian testify to the City above, if here below he/she did not testify to the present and living relevance of the values of that Kingdom, whose names are generosity, gratuitousness, justice, forgiveness, peace, mercy and charity? 


So that Charles Péguy could write at the turn of the 20th century (precisely at the time when Catholics could be accused of being bad citizens and false Republicans): “You Christians, the most civic of men, who are commonly said to be un-civic, who would on the contrary be rather too much civic Christians, if one could say so, mad on being citizens, new civic people on the contrary, who have invented, ushered in a new civic spirit, an “eternal” civic spirit.” (In Dialogue of history and the eternal soul, with reference to Joan of Arc) Our adherence to the City of God fastens us even more tightly to the city of men, failing which the Kingdom cannot be built and proclaimed. Hence the paradoxical state of the Christian educator: his/her horizon does not restrict itself to the city of men and one of his/her missions, discarding however any form of proselytism, consists in educating citizens who are not confined to their nation, but open to something else that transcends temporal boundaries. In a sense, his/her mission is more up-to-date and relevant than ever in the context sketched out above. Citizen no doubt, but a citizen who is aware of the frontiers of his/her state and nation and is able to see beyond them without denying anything of the values of his/her nation and culture. To put it in a nutshell, “Catholic”, rooted and open-minded, situated and always beyond his/her situation, inside his/her nation and open to the so often discordant concert between the nations.


And as Christian teachers, you can instil in your pupils an adherence to their country at the same time as you have to open them to something beyond their country, or something beyond the earthly city, to speak like St. Augustine. You are thereby both faithful to the evangelical message and citizens open to the diversity of nations, able to promote in their pupils a universal outlook, yet rooted in this world. 

The nature of citizenship


After indicating a few tensions or paradoxes inherent in any education to citizenship within the context of globalisation and the European construction, I now mean to deal more precisely with the nature of citizenship, which remains a relevant reference, even (and perhaps above all) under the present circumstances.

1. 
To begin with, one is not born a citizen, one becomes a citizen. The various theories of contract which have distinguished modern political philosophy have all dwelt on the idea that the human individual could experience a good, viable existence solely on condition of being “instituted” as citizen, or, according to others, of passing from a “natural condition” to a “political condition”, Rousseau going even as far as to say that man must be “denatured” through entering on the social contract. Without going so far, we shall simply say that citizenship is not self-evident, indeed; that therefore one must open oneself to it, one must educate to it, inculcate it, forge the citizen, which is one great theme of republican philosophy. And indeed a young citizen must make his/her own one language (or several ones), one culture, he/she must be opened to the history of his/her nation and its religious, cultural and political traditions. That access to citizenship supposes some degree of rootedness; it is wrong to affirm that one would be by nature or spontaneously a citizen of the world; one is first and foremost a citizen of a nation, itself marked by a history which was what it was, undoubtedly woven with splendid pages, but also with dark, blood-stained ones. The German philosopher Walter Benjamin rightly said: “There is no document of culture that is not one of barbarity as well.”  Any education to citizenship would be deceitful that would ignore such a statement. The educator must therefore initiate the young citizen into all the dimensions of his/her own history, the highest as well as the most dramatic one, the former being by the way intricately linked to the latter.


If my previous considerations on Europe as an original association of national states are correct, that means that any education to citizenship is at least twofold: rooting the youth in his/her national tradition or traditions, while showing him/her the place of his/her nation in the history of Europe. In that respect, our handbooks both of history and science undoubtedly have to make considerable progress in order to honour that twofold and unique loyalty. You may be Polish, Spanish, Hungarian or French, but each of those memberships brings about with it priceless riches that the young member of these countries must know; but you are European as well, since in history none of these nations has remained self-centred, but has dealt with the others in commerce or war; or again, because all of them have more or less been marked by the same conflicts, political or religious, because all have been cast in a common matrix, however varied in its fruits.

2.       It ought to be equally self-evident that, if one must educate oneself to citizenship, if one must assume one’s “political condition”, it consequently follows that a real citizen is actively so, that he/she is therefore responsible for and before his/her nation. Citizenship grants everybody guaranteed and recognized rights, but it also calls to duties, or else it is a passive possession, a state allegedly given once for all, which it would be enough to enjoy without positively contributing to it. Now nothing is more mistaken. Education to citizenship also ought to be an education to active responsibility, to participation in the lives of all, in the task of bringing one’s stone to the construction of the city, and that contribution is evidently proper to every individual and cannot be the same for all. And one of the responsibilities of the educator doubtlessly is to help every individual to find his/her own way, to develop his/her own qualities and talents as far as he/she possibly can and, of course, according to his/her age. That education must be implemented from school age on, because a pupil, even though he/she does not yet enjoy all the rights of a citizen, is nevertheless the concern of the constitutional state; he/she has rights that everybody must respect (we even know a Charter of the Rights of the Child), which means that he/she also has to fulfil duties towards the others. The classroom can and ought to be the first forum of civic formation through learning intellectual rigour in the subjects taught as well as in the relations to others (politeness, punctuality, respect, honesty, mutual assistance etc.).
3. 
But one more essential element must be added: speaking of rights and duties, and even evoking responsible commitment might sound too short or very abstract, if one did not add that the young citizen must also be educated to love (no doubt a very big word!), at least to be able to adhere with affection to that instilled culture and the nation (or country) which provides it to him/her. Shall I dare say: to be proud of it, as a craftsman is proud of his trade, because he appreciates its beauty and worth? In fact, Ernest Renan said that what constituted a common nation was the adherence of each and all to a common history and culture. That affective aspect is fundamental: Just as one must learn to love oneself, which is not a simple matter, likewise one must learn to love one’s culture and country, for such a love is a condition for the love of the others. A rootless, falsely cosmopolitan individual will be an abstract, disembowelled, passionless citizen, let us say: free from desires. One of the misfortunes of the European mind is possibly that it is contemptuous of itself, that it does not love itself, that it demeans itself in its own eyes and (why wonder?) in the eyes of the others. An education to citizenship must teach how to desire, how to cultivate an attraction to the instilled cultural riches. Which in no way means turning in to oneself or indulging in scornful pride, or a demeaning attitude towards others. Simone Weil noticed as early as the 1940ies that only “rootedness” (the title of her book) allowed openness to the others and that without roots the spineless child wavers and thus finds itself unable to mature. The craftsman or the artist who is proud of his trade is not contemptuous of the skills of the others; on the contrary, it is his own pride which makes him able to understand the value and pride of the others and their necessary complementarity, not their rivalry. I will even add that it is that pride which prevents conceit, self-complacency, ignorance and contempt of others: If one is proud of oneself, one also knows one’s own limits. And as far as Europe is concerned, it is our whole past that we have to assume, as I said, in its acts, glorious and base ones alike.

4.
Education to national citizenship must go hand in hand with education to European citizenship (if the expression is not too strong). Not only are the two not incompatible, but they must give each other mutual support. We must understand and make people understand how lethal nationalistic withdrawal into oneself is and how much, on the contrary, the affective concern for our country (our love for it) also calls for our concern (our love) for Europe. Everybody knows that, or ought to know it: Nationalistic isolation or the scattering of our economic or cultural resources would sign the death warrant not only of Europe, but of every single one of our countries. The latter can expect to safeguard the best of their traditions only by working together and, in so far as they can, by trying to speak with one voice. One can even say that an organised, living, active Europe is a precondition for the survival of our diverse countries, so that the attraction for or love of Europe must be combined with the attraction for or love of our own country. For Europe is made of an extraordinary cultural and national diversity; it would bean immeasurable loss for all if such rich cultures were to go into extinction or become standardized. Europe (I do not necessarily mean the European institutions in their present state) presents us with the possibility to work out a future for that cultural past and to exist in the concert of nations. When isolated, our countries get lost, but isolated in her turn and shut up in her ivory tower, Europe, too, gets lost. In her genes, if I dare say so, she has the concern for a relationship with others, because she received her own being from others (Jerusalem, Athens among others): and that for the worst (colonization, so-called world wars, totalitarianism) and for the best (the expansion of sciences and technologies, Human Rights and democracy …). An authentic citizen must therefore know how to combine love of his/her own country and love of Europe within him/herself; but just as much a concern for the world, hence also for nature (environment) and for the continents all over the planet. A concern all the more important and demanding, as Europe held her sway upon them and they are impregnated by her, whether one likes that or not.


And so our task is getting more precise: forming citizens responsible, active, conscious of their past and eager to build up a future, not in a uniform and abstract European city, but with a concern hard to materialize for a concert of the cultures that made, are making and will make the Europe of tomorrow.


Education and educators


A long chapter could be opened here on the difficulties of performing such a programme within the present context: a chapter on individualism that gnaws away the sense of the common good, a chapter on utilitarianism that send everybody back to the reckoning of his/her own interest, a chapter on all kinds of withdrawals for identity’s sake that threaten the building up of Europe on behalf of idiosyncrasies concerned with protecting themselves from and defending themselves against a dialogue with the others. I suppose that you know as well as I do what those dangers consist in, and it appeared to me more motivating and encouraging not to expatiate on those obstacles: they do exist, but they will be overcome only by looking further ahead and by setting to ourselves positive and mobilizing tasks. I will restrict myself in this last part to two remarks on the educator him/herself leaving aside the pedagogical questions that are to be dealt with elsewhere.

1.
Education ought not to be considered as being the sole concern of the educated, the pupils or students you have to deal with. Nowadays everybody must educate him/herself permanently, and in a sense, the education of each one of us is never completed. The point here is not to refer habitually to continuous formation, but to a necessity linked to the rapid, bewildering evolution in our fields of knowledge and our know-how. Who, for instance, has not in a recent past had to initiate him/herself to the computer, which entailed forming new habits and experiencing transformations in our way of communicating and consequently also, I presume, in the way of teaching? I do not pass judgement here on the positive or negative effects of those developments. They exist as a matter of fact and it is impossible not to take them into account. But everyone knows to what extent in his/her own field things have changed within a few years, and the educator therefore has to educate him/herself, to keep in touch, to adapt, to evolve regarding his/her former ways of knowledge and methods of teaching. Such difficult evolutions are costly in energy and, no doubt, disquieting in many respects. They are, however, unavoidable, so that the very idea of education has thereby been affected. The point here is: Is it learning or learning how to learn? Distributing knowledge (which is certainly indispensable), but also knowing how to acquire fresh knowledge for oneself? Therefore giving oneself the means not to be (too much) snowed under or swept away by swift and disconcerting developments. Now those developments also touch upon our question of citizenship: to be sure, the exercise of authority and the reverence for authority (to use a politically incorrect phrase) have also changed. How ensure new forms of authority, if you are not yourselves as educators able to evolve and train new generations ready for adaptation, without getting befuddled by novelties or becoming their playthings, without shutting yourself up into instantaneousness and “presentism”? A vast question, which seems to me linked to any reflection on the work of an educator and on the necessity of forming citizens able to occupy a correct place in a world which never stops moving and innovating. The educator must therefore accept to educate him/herself and never to have totally finished with the task.

2.
A final remark. Many are agreed on the theory according to which our contemporary societies no longer place young people in front of grown-ups, that a sweeping lack of differentiation has prevailed in the minds, ways and manners in favour of an ideological egalitarianism which impinges as well on the relationships between the sexes as on the relationships between the generations (the elders insisting on staying young at all costs, while the young people are settling down in a kind of fictitious youth and experiencing difficulty in entering adulthood), or on the relationships to the various forms of authority. That lack of differentiation, which is no doubt justified, results in a risk of general levelling, in which differences are eventually getting lost; the risk it entails is above all preventing meeting the others, and as a consequence it makes difficult the constitution of a self who is this individual and not anyone else. It assaults the very idea of identity. In other words, the absence of otherness follows from the absence of a “father”, of someone other in his own solidity, of some resistant entity, measuring up with whom you build your own personality. It is within that context that the educator has to exist, not only as a dispenser of knowledge and techniques, but as an adult person harbouring convictions, e.g. the very simple, almost self-evident awareness that he/she is an adult, that he/she has a mission to fulfil, that he/she is motivated by values that go beyond knowledge and techniques. To put it in a nutshell, a pupil needs to come across adults who are not their equals, but are persons different from them, harbouring ideals which make them alive. And while the educator will evidently never take the place of an (often absent) father, doesn’t he/she have to play a unique and perhaps unprecedented role within that often undifferentiated context of ours? Doesn’t a pupil, through him/her, have the - today rather rare - opportunity of coming across an adult convinced of his/her fully justified task, conscious though he/she my be of its difficulties?  

An essential point to ponder for Christian educators, for there must be signalled the danger of an excessive neutrality, which may have been understandable in a recent past, but which threatens to be destructive and, in the context of today, mendacious. It is obviously not a matter of exhibiting one’s convictions, notably religious or moral ones, nor one of acting as if they belonged to some other world, totally watertight as regards the performance of the educator’s task. A pupil can form him/herself only if he/she knows who he/she is dealing with, not if he/she meets a well of learning, neutral and indifferent, soulless and affectionless, a rootless, unattached being. Are pupils, by the way, uncertain as regards the personal convictions of their teachers, and do not the latter come to be known in the simplest ways of their behaviour, in the way they relate to pupils, in the way they listen to them, correct them, approach the questions under treatment? Consequently, rather than act “as though” total neutrality were possible, is it not better to be simply yourself, therefore assume your own personality in all its dimensions? Is it not one of the conditions of educating men and women capable of assuming their own lives, of therefore being real citizens, because they are responsible persons? Can our pluralist democracies be alive if they do not harbour pluralist-minded persons that assert themselves without being aggressive or contemptuous, but who are conscious that through that public stance they foster a democratic citizenship, pluralistic in essence?  

Setting off this lecture I had pointed out how complex our topic was. Winding up these reflections I expect to have further complicated the matter in hand, because it is indeed complicated. The last remarks in particular open up on major practical problems, It is my conviction that the educational task, difficult though it may be in the present context, remains essential, for no one is naturally born a citizen: the human being must be “cultivated” just as you till the soil, so that he/she may yield fruit and attain the freedom and autonomy he/she is capable of. Now no one becomes cultivated without a “cultivator”. And in a sense, an educator is a cultivator whose role it is to make a sometimes unrewarding soil yield fruit, but on the assumption that you never scatter seeds in vain, although you may not always be sure of the results. The educator is also the sower the Gospels talk about, who sows broadcast, uncertain about the harvest, but convinced, in spite of all the losses, that his toil is not in vain and there always remains something, if he has actually sown the seeds.                                
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