Rethinking citizenship and citizenship education: 

A Canadian perspective for the 21st century

Paper presented at the Citizenship Education Research Network Symposium, 
Fourth International Metropolis Conference, Georgetown University, 
Washington DC, December 1999

Stéphane Lévesque

Dept Educational Studies

University of British Columbia

sleves@intergate.bc.ca 

I owe special thanks to Dr. Donald Fisher, Dr. J. Donald Wilson, Dr. Peter Seixas, and 
Dr. Avigail Eisenberg for comments on drafts of this paper.

Abstract

This paper proposes a different way of understanding citizenship and citizenship education in light of the debate on Québec nationalism. After examining the modern conception of education and citizenship, I analyze the way the Canadian state has responded to the challenges of creating national citizens. I argue that the recent approach of an inclusive democratic citizenship based on equal rights is far from accommodating Québécois. One way to preserve our democratic state and bring the country together is to persuade Canadians to recognize explicitly their national differences. So I look at the educational implications of a multinational state.
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Introduction
At the turning of this century, we can assert with some optimism that most citizens accept the principle of democratic citizenship, as well as the idea that public education should be aimed, in one way or another, at teaching the obligations and responsibilities of citizenship. Regrettably,  there are still considerable tensions among educators  on the understanding of citizenship education since citizenship (particularly in Canada) is a normative concept which means different things to different people. In this paper, I strongly agree with Audigier (see in this book) that education for democratic citizenship involves much more than teaching about legal rights, currents issues, or constructed historical narratives. It requires preparing students for their future lives as citizens, as members of a state to which they will belong. And, this means teaching them not only about the past or the present, but about the future as well. 

But since the future is, I think, too uncertain to provide firm solutions, we can only sketch some paths based on our experiences of today’s world. To do so, I look in this paper at the origins of modern citizenship and citizenship education (section 1), and at how our state (Canada) has responded to the tensions of creating “good” national citizens (section 2). Then, I argue that the recent political and educational approach of an inclusive democratic citizenship, based on equal rights for individuals, is far from accommodating Québécois. According to some, one way to prepare our democratic state for the 21st century is to persuade Canadians to recognize explicitly their national differences. Therefore, I look at the educational implications of a multinational state (section 3).

1. The origins of modern citizenship and citizenship education
Since the creation of public education in Western countries (late 19th century), schools have been used as a key nation-building institution, a place where young people learn about their citizenship and, in so doing, construct their own identities, both collective and individual. Prior to state involvement in the 19th century, schools were for the élite. They existed to teach certain students particular skills (reading, writing, and arithmetic) to prepare them either for a particular social training or for higher studies (Williams, 1961). Education was organized in relation to a structure of inherited status, and this was “a necessary result of social conditions” (Dewey, 1899/1943, p. 24). There were not any means by which the “ordinary” citizen could possibly have access to education. Schooling was not compulsory and schools were run by private institutions ranging from churches to private enterprises. The consequence was that “the great majority of boys, and even more girls, did not attend school, and when they did, their attendance was often spotty” (Osborne, 1999, p. 4).  This is not to say, however, that people had no education at all. The youth generally received an education through the family or on the job. Education, in this sense, was not “institutionalized;” it was taking place anywhere and often unconsciously (Dewey, 1916). 

But as a direct result of two major factors, the industrial revolution and nationalism, this has changed. With the push for industrialism in the 19th century first in Britain and then in other countries, the nature of work changed drastically as factories replaced workshops. The new industrial employers needed “reliable, productive and clock-based work habits from their workers and saw in schools a way to instill them” (Osborne, 1999, p. 6). In this process of training a growing working class, schools were seen as having an important role to play. They would bring together all people for common purposes: formal instruction and manual training (Williams, 1961). Schools were, then, organized on the principles of order and discipline so as to train children to become “good” workers for industry (usually through “character development”). Vocational training also brought new technical subjects to schooling such as industrial education, commercial studies, and domestic science. By the end of the 19th century, public education (in developed societies) emerged as an institution in itself along with other  institutions (e.g., church, industrial organizations, the military) that maintained some subsystems for educating their members.

Along with the industrial revolution, the 19th century also saw another movement, nationalism, which changed drastically people’s understandings of citizenship and education. European social, economical, and political developments such as print technology, capitalism, state bureaucracy, educated intelligentsia, and renewed concerns for liberal philosophies (coming from the Enlightenment) were all conductive to the rise of modern nationalism as a democratic ideological movement (Anderson, 1991). Nationalism, as suggested by Greenfeld (1992), was adopted because of its ability to solve social, political, and economical crisis. It recalled the Athenian principles of democracy (‘demokratia’ from the Greek words demos, the people, and karatos, to rule), popular sovereignty, community allegiance, and the equality of individuals
. Liberté, fraternité, égalité came to be the “motto” for such national projects. For the first time in history, individuals obtained the right to choose the state to which they belong. Of course, there is no necessary link between democracy and nationalism. But for the purpose of this paper, I will focus on democratic nationalist movements considering that they are central to the emergence of public education in western societies. It is not so much that undemocratic movements did not contribute to education (since they did in some ways), but that nationalism in its democratic form gave rise in education to the beliefs that citizens were entitled to various democratic rights, such as the right to vote and the right to have an education. The rise of nationalism as a political (and democratic) force, says Kedourie (1960), was built upon the modern principle that people could be divided into “free” nations, largely on the basis of language and culture, and that each nation was entitled to its own independent country, with its own territory and national government. As he puts it, nationalism maintains that “humanity is naturally divided into nations, that nations are known by certain characteristics which can be ascertained, and that the only legitimate type of government is national self-government” (p. 9). In this context, nation-states such as France and the United States became “blueprints” for many other aspiring nations in the world, except (perhaps) for countries (e.g., Germany) ardently opposed to modern civic nationalism, viewing it as a threat to social authority and ethnic allegiance.

But as democratic nationalists quickly found, nations are not so much born as made. “Persons,” Dewey (1916) writes, “do not become a society [or a nation] by living in physical proximity” (p. 4). The attachment of people for this “imagined community” needed to be created. The free democratic societies we are striving to create, Taylor (1996) notes, “require strong identification on the part of their citizens” (p. 119), and this special sense of belonging among national members inescapably demands a state system of education. In countries like France in the 19th century, many citizens did not know the national language but instead spoke their own local or regional ones. They identified with their own local region, not with their nation or country as a whole. Furthermore, very few had the qualifications or “civic competence” to govern democratically the affairs of the nation (see Dahl, 1999, pp. 69-80). Thus, national citizens had to be created and, in this process, public schools (and their “instituteurs”) were assigned an important nation-building role (Roche, 1993). The task of educating children, so as they become democratic national citizens, was too important and too vital to be left to the churches or the private sector. “Both the scale of the educative enterprise and its essential uniformity dictate[d] that it be assumed by the state” (Taylor, 1997, p. 33). 

So it is in this context that history, geography, and civic education made their way in the school system. Public schools started to teach children about their national language, their national stories, and (generally) how to become patriotic citizens, proud of their nation and their fellow members. As suggested by Gellner (1983/1994), a public education system must operate in some medium, some language, and the language it employs will “stamp its products.” People, he adds, do not in general become nationalists from sentimentality; “they become  nationalists through genuine, objective, practical necessity, however obscurely recognized” (Gellner, 1983/1994, p. 56). Indeed, common blood or ethnicity hardly creates social cohesion or nationhood, but an education system with a common language do make a “homeland.” This is why the protection and defense of a nation’s language is such a deeply nationalist cause for “it is language, more than land and history, that provides the essential form of belonging, which is to be understood” (Ignatieff, 1993, p. 10). 

Consequently, it might be said that the above factors (identification, language, and effective democratic competence) depend so much on public education that it had been accepted by the 20th century that citizens not only have a “right to education,” but the political duty of exercising control over education (Nisbet, 1966)
. Modern democracies have realized that education for democratic citizenship is one of the few means states have to support the development of  the knowledge, values, and skills necessary to create what Almond (1956) called a “political culture.” Almond thought that the prospects for stable democracy in a country were highly influenced by the support and beliefs citizens have for democratic values, ideas, and practices. These beliefs may be concrete objects such as national symbols (e.g., flag); they may also be intangible such as power or respect for others (e.g., tolerance). A political culture, as Almond found, serves many purposes: it draws citizens together, protects individual and national interests (and freedoms), and differentiates it from other nations. 

But the push toward the development of a democratic political culture inextricably develops out of what Dahl (1999) calls “the logic of equality.” Indeed, in rejecting Plato’s principle of a “Guardianship” class for governing societies, nationalists have assumed that ordinary citizens are all equally competent to govern themselves. Nationalists made the moral judgement that no one person’s life is intrinsically superior or inferior to another and that every citizen ought be treated as if he or she possesses the competence to make crucial decisions about public matters. But in presupposing that no persons are better “qualified” than others to govern, nationalists also understood that citizens needed the necessary knowledge, skills, and values to gain an “enlightened understanding of public matters” (Dahl, 1999, p. 79). And, this could only be done through common state institutions. 

2. Citizenship and citizenship education: lessons from Canada 

With the birth of the “new Dominion” in 1867, Canadians quickly embraced the idea of nationalism so as to create a sense of belonging together, as well as a sense of distinctiveness from all other peoples, especially from the United States. The English Canadian majority believed that the country could only survive as a homogeneous British nation, at least outside Québec, which most regarded as regrettably a “special case” (Barber, 1978). So most provinces (except Québec) acted on the principle that “Canada was, or ought to be, a culturally homogeneous nation” (Cook, 1995, p. 216).  The history of Canada from its beginning, Cook (1995) adds, has been an attempt to nurture a distinctive national culture and identity. This kind of nationalism, as suggested by Taylor (1997), might be called “ethnic defensive nationalism” since it is born of a sense of threat, of the fear of extermination by a hostile other. Ethnic nationalists believe they share certain shared ascriptive affinities, often rooted in common ancestry, and they need socio-political institutions based upon such ethnic principles.

So with the introduction of compulsory school attendance laws (late 19th century), education became a crucial tool for nationalist interests, particularly in Western Canada with its heterogeneous population (see Sutherland, 1986). One of the major goals of education was to “assimilate” everyone into an ethnic definition of Canadian citizenship, which was defined as “Anglo-conformity” (Palmer, 1984). This view demanded that people (especially ethnic groups) renounce their ancestral culture, language and traditions in favour of the language, behaviours, and values of Anglo-Canadians. Since Britain was at that time considered by English Canadians the “mother of the family,” British traditions and institutions were defined as synonymous with Canadian traditions and institutions. Being a member of the Canadian nation ideally meant being English-speaking (outside Québec), Protestant, loyal to the Queen (or the King), and for practical purposes white. By preserving those traditions and links, English Canadians believed they could avoid the problems they felt characterized the turbulent republic to the south, with its heterogeneous racially mixed population. As one Manitoba inspector wrote in 1906:

The great work of the public school in Canada is the formation and development of a high type of national life. This is particularly true in Western Canada, with its heterogeneous population… [The] incongruous elements [of this population] have to be assimilated, have to be welded into a harmonious whole if Canada is to attain the position that we, who belong here by right of birth and blood, claim for her. (Manitoba Department of Education, 1906, p. 31)

But as might be expected, not everyone agreed with this narrow understanding of citizenship and citizenship education. In fact, over half of the Canadian population had good reasons to suspect the state and the Canadian culture it was promoting for it deprived them not only of political and economical rights, but of many other “inalienable rights” essential to full citizenship (see Porter, 1965). 

Women, for instance, had to wait until 1918 to receive the right to vote at the federal level.
 Even after this historical event, most women suffered from discrimination and were barred from such societal participation as owning property, holding public office, and participating in higher education. As the feminist Nellie McClung summed up at the turning of the century “women might be cooks and housemaids and home makers and dressmakers and nurses, but they are something more, they are citizens” (as quoted in Strong-Boag, 1996, p. 140). But in too many cases, they were simply treated as “inferior” to men. The dominant belief was that women inherited physical attributes that determined their personality (e.g., emotional, passive, intuitive) and place in the society (housewife). Mill (1869/1970) argued, in the 19th century, that the subjugation of women was a selfish, egotistical conspiracy by men who wanted to keep women as a free source of domestic labour. In 1901, only 13 percent of Canadian women worked outside the home. By the 1990s, the feminist movement had exercised a dramatic influence on Canadian society. In 1990, 60 percent of Canadian women were working outside the home (Jackson & Jackson, 1998). Most of that change has occurred since the 1940s with improved technology and access to education. With the implementation of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms in 1982, women finally gained full equal citizenship rights and a better place in education.

Like gender, ethnicity was central to the definition of Canadian citizenship. Although Canada is “a country of immigrants” (Whitaker, 1991, p. 3), Canadians were not always receptive to ethnic minorities. In fact, Canada has experienced several “ethnic crises” since its creation due to two main reasons: imperialism and racism (Stanley, 1990b). Imperialism, as it was understood in Canada, was a British invention, although the idea of “racial imperialism,” the Volk, was originally invented by the German Romantic intelligentsia during the Napoleonic invasion of the German princedoms. In the late 19th and early 20th century, the British Empire was at its height, and the belief in “progress” and Anglo-Saxon superiority was taken for granted throughout the English-speaking world. Since Canada was part of this Empire, it was “natural” for English Canadians to assume the imperial mission  of helping to expand the power and domination of Britain.
 The way to arrive at this imperial expansion was aided by racism (Boyko, 1995). 

In the 19th century, proponents of racism thought that the world was divided into races and that each one was struggling for survival through the application of social Darwinism. The doctrine of racism also implies that some races are innately superior to others and those who belong to a “superior” race largely owe their position and status to their biological superiority. One generation hands down to the next the “good” qualities as well as “evil” ones and, unfortunately, the latter predominated (Sutherland, 1976). Since racism is a Western European doctrine (see de Gobineau, 1853/1967), it was assumed and later established by “scientific testing” (IQ test) in late 19th century that the “best” races were of western origins (i.e., white). So according to the principles of racial superiority, Canadians believed the only way they could secure and perpetuate the “purity” of their race was:  to favour education and reproduction among white Canadians; accept preferably members who best resemble the British/French origins according to a “hierarchy of desirability;” and finally exclude, when possible, all other “inferior” (or “non-assimilable”) races (e.g., Blacks, Orientals, Indians). As might be expected, Canadian education and immigration became not only a matter of politics and economy, but also a concern for “public health” (Sutherland, 1976, pp.39-55).  Some scientific researchers established (in the 1880s) on the basis of mental hygiene and eugenics that the less an ethnic group represents Anglo-Saxon culture, the weaker it is (feeble-minded, insane). As suggested by Clarke (1916), psychiatrist and dean of medicine at the University of Toronto:

[I]f we are to build a great nation, we must, as far as possible, use the best materials, not the worst… [To do so] the inspection of immigrants should be lifted out of the slough of practical politics and placed in the hands of scientific men [i.e., doctors] whose only interest is that of giving honest service to their country. (p. 465)

In this context, immigrants of non-Western European origins were, until the 1950s, systematically denied full citizenship rights that were available to “white Canadians.” British Columbia, for instance, disfranchised Chinese residents in 1874, the Japanese in 1895, and East Indians in 1907. The 1923 Chinese Immigration Act halted all immigration from China. Comparable measures were applied to Aboriginal peoples and Jews. During World War II, every person of Japanese descent in Canada was evacuated from their home, relocated, or simply deported. In BC, Oriental students spent parts of their public education segregated in “special” classes or “special” schools (Stanley, 1990a).  Through the process of nation-building, school policies and curricula in all provinces sustained the ideology of “White supremacy” (Barber, 1978; Stanley, 1990b). Classroom teaching, which too often involved little more than having students read, memorize, and recite passages from the prescribed textbooks, only reinforced the perception that the “superior” origins of Canada’s population were not questionable. 

After World War II, the massive post-war wave of refugees, the increased secularization of Canadian society, and the growing sense of a purely Canadian civic nationalism brought several political changes so that explicit discrimination on the basis of race or nationality was progressively eliminated (Wilson, 1994). By the late 1960s, Canadian immigration had officially abolished its racial discrimination rules. Immigrants were to be admitted according to their skills, without regard to national origins. The initial tendency toward assimilation and the melting pot gradually decreased as cultural pluralism and, more explicitly, multiculturalism gained popularity (Puttagunta, 1998). Multiculturalism, introduced by prime minister Trudeau in 1971 in response to the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism and the Official Language Act, postulates that “within the context of Canadian citizenship and economic and political integration, ethnic customs and cultures should be valued, preserved and shared” (Jackson & Jackson, 1997, p. 87). The original policy (later enshrined in a law in the 1988 Multicultural Act) had four goals: to support the cultural development of ethnocultural groups; to help members of ethnocultural groups overcome barriers to full participation in Canadian society; to promote creative encounters and interchange among all ethnocultural groups; and to assist new Canadians in acquiring at least one of Canada’s official languages (Kymlicka, 1998). Overall, it replaced the “assimilationist approach” by an “integrative approach” to full citizenship. It dealt with cultural pluralism in ways more consistent with Canadian democratic values and practices. The goals of multiculturalism, as suggested by Fleras and Elliot (1995), are intended to expand full citizenship rights to all Canadians while encouraging ethnic minorities to maintain and value various aspect of their ethnic heritage. Multiculturalism also favours cultural integration into a common political culture but rejects the reproduction of a particular ethnic culture, religion, or identity. 

As conceptions of citizenship changed and became more inclusive, so did approaches to citizenship education. The publication of the final report of the Royal Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism in 1970 coupled with a series of reports on Canadian history and civic education in the late 1960s and early 1970s (see Hodgetts, 1968; Trudel & Jain, 1970) showed that young Canadians were losing their sense of national identity (and perhaps their independence to Americanizing forces). With such as situation, the 1970s were characterized by a growing concern for citizenship education. The creation of the Canada Studies Foundation in 1970 improved significantly both the quantity and quality of teaching about Canada.  By the 1980s, public schools had responded remarkably to the policies of bilingualism in a multicultural context (Osborne, 1996). Programs such as history and social studies (which are traditionally the central subjects for the teaching of citizenship) were geared to the pluralistic, multicultural nature of the Canadian society (McLeod, 1989). 

If the Canadian state and public schools are today more open to cultural pluralism, several critics of multiculturalism (Granatstein, 1998; Gwyn, 1995; Bissoondath, 1994) have suggested, however, that the Canadian state, via multiculturalism and multicultural education, encourages ethnic groups to maintain a segregated citizenship. Rather than promoting integration (nation-building), these critics suggest Canadian institutions favour the formation of “self-contained ghettos” alienated from the Canadian mainstream. For Granatstein (1998), this backlash against multiculturalism “comes from the widespread realization that it will erode the history and the heritage that Canadians share” (pp. 92-93). Simultaneously, the Charter puts the emphasis on individual rights and reinforces the demand for distinctive treatment “in everything from turbans in the RCMP to state-supported segregated schools” (Gwyn, 1995, p. 188). 

But, as Kymlicka (1998) indicates, the view of these critics is mistaken since immigrants actually integrate more quickly and more effectively today than they did before the adoption of multiculturalism as an official policy. More importantly, they do so more successfully in Canada than in any other country that does not have such a policy. So the problem, for him, is not multiculturalism in itself but the belief among the Canadian population that multiculturalism has “no limit.” Canadians, he argues, value cultural diversity but they also want to know that “this diversity will be expressed within the context of common Canadian institutions, and that it does not entail acceptance of ethnic separation” (Kymlicka, 1998, p. 23). Canadians want immigrants to integrate into the Canadian society and they except the Canadian state to take a central part in this nation-building project. 

In summary, the Canadian state has gradually adopted a civic nationalism and extended full citizenship rights to all its citizens, hereby creating a more democratic and inclusive society.  Yet Canadians have not overcome all their problems. Roman and  Stanley (1997) have argued, for instance, that public schools continue (in subtle and sometimes not so subtle ways) to reproduce “racial difference” and “western imperialism.” But the point I want to make is rather that our recent experiences with multiculturalism and the Charter provide us important lessons for creating a more inclusive citizenship in the future. Of course, some “nostalgic” commentators conclude that we have lost our “shared way of life,” that Canadians no longer know who they are as a nation. Canadian institutions are too busy promoting multiculturalism, fighting racism, or instructing English/French as a second language for recent immigrants. The consequence is that we no longer have a shared national history, no reference points or models for our young Canadians. But many Canadians (including teachers) know today that if we want to generate a sense of shared identity and common citizenship, we need to do so in an inclusive and (perhaps) democratic way. Trying to focus exclusively, for instance, on a Canadian history of “shared prides,” as it used to by, can only increase our cultural and national differences. 

3. What  lies ahead…
If the commitment of Canadians to create a more inclusive citizenship on the principle of equality of individuals has worked relatively well with many groups, the situation with our “national groups” (Québécois, First Nations, Franco-Canadians) is not satisfactory at all (Beiner, 1998). The real threat to Canada’s survival, Kymlicka (1998) writes, is “the ongoing failure to reach satisfactory arrangement with Canada’s non-immigrant national minorities” (p.127).  French Canadians in general, Québécois, as well as aboriginal peoples, claim to have collective rights and identities that are not reducible to individual rights or provisions offered by the Canadian state as in the Charter. Rather than integrating into the “Canadian model” of citizenship, they have historically fought  for self-government so as to preserve their distinct national culture, identity, language, and institutions. Unlike immigrant groups, they have rejected pan-Canadian nation-building projects, viewing them as a threat to their national survival. But this is not to say that Québécois and French Canadians outside Québec (now calling themselves Franco-Canadiens
) reject all forms of Canadian citizenship.
 As suggested by Taylor (1993), “for most Quebeckers, and for most French Canadians, the way of being a Canadian (for those who still want to be) is by their belonging to a constituent element of Canada, la nation québécoise, or la nation canadienne-française” (p. 182). So for them, Canada is sociologically speaking a “multinational” state, that is a state formed of various peoples possessing specific powers, and having common but also distinct national identities, cultures, and institutions (Resnick, 1997b). Their citizenship is Canadian, but their primary allegiance is to Québec and to Québécois.  This vision is not something new in Canadian history. At the creation of the federation, English and French Canadians have seen their country in fundamentally different terms (Cook, 1995). For French Canadians, Confederation has been understood as a pact between “deux peuples.” Unlike English Canadians, they have viewed their federation as a mariage de raison, i.e., “a marriage of convenience” (Taylor, 1993, p. 168), not as a union of peoples forming a “new nation.” As the Québec premier Mercier stated in 1893: 

Je suis Français par mon origine, par mon éducation et par mes sentiments, mais je ne suis pas anglophobe. J’admire les Anglais… [Néanmoins] je suis convaincu… que l’union du Haut et du Bas-Canada ainsi que la confederation nous on été imposées [par l’Angleterre] … dans l’espérance de voir [l’élément français] disparaître dans un avenir plus ou moins éloigné. (in Lacoursière, 1997, p. 465)

School programs in Québec were, as Mercier suggested, very explicit on the nature of Canada as a “binational state.”  In the Québec history program of 1905, for instance, the department of public instruction writes in the rationale: “[L’enseignant doit] cultiver chez les éleves le patriotisme, l’amour du sol natal, l’attachement aux traditions et aux institutions nationales, le respect de notre belle langue et de notre foi religieuse” (Département de l’Instruction Publique, 1905, p. 102). 

But even among French Canadians, many differences emerged on the nature of the federation, particularly in the 1960s with the Quiet Revolution in Québec. With the historical assault of English Canadians on French language and institutions outside Québec (especially in Manitoba in the 1890s and Ontario in the 1910s), francophone Québécois became more territorially oriented (Brunet, 1953). They realized that if they were to survive, it would be as a nation within their own province. Only in Québec, where French Canadians were the overwhelming majority, was it possible to imagine “the full economic, social, and cultural institutions of a modern society functioning in the French language” (McRoberts, 1997, p. 32). But relying exclusively on the province of Québec undermined the solidarity of French Canadian communities. So that today, many French Canadians outside Québec have lost their sense of belonging to the majority and have also adopted a more territorial or regional identity, viewing themselves primarily as Acadiens, Franco-Ontariens, Francesquois, etc. (see Racicot & Hébert, 1999). For the rest of this paper, I will focus primarily on Québec nationalism. I consider that a better understanding of Québécois may lead to a better understanding of Franco-Canadians and (perhaps) aboriginal peoples. Although I recognize that both groups face issues that are not reducible to Québec’s ones.

For Québécois, federalism has been adopted  because it is a way of way of sharing political power among different peoples within a single state. It is, for them, a way of guaranteeing equality of peoples, d’égal à égal, without being completely sovereign. Canadian federalism has, so far, allowed Québécois substantial power to sustain their national culture and promote solidarity and equality of opportunity. In this context, as Balthazar (1996) notes, “there seems to be a typically Quebec way of carrying Canadian citizenship” (p. 91).

If different conceptions of the nature of citizenship lead to different conceptions of citizenship education (Sears, 1996), it is not surprising, therefore, that Québec has historically introduced its young citizens to a conception of Canadian citizenship related to Québécois’ understanding of Canada. In this sense, the “province of Québec” has never been viewed as a neutral agency but as a pedagogical tool committed to promote the “collective good” of Québécois. In other words, with current programs such as “Histoire du Québec et du Canada” and “Géographie du Québec et du Canada” the intent of the Québec ministry of education is clearly to reinforce the conception of a Québec nation within a Canadian framework. Of course, Québec nationalism has moved away from purely ethnic-religious justifications to civic ones. The pluralism of Québec’s society is now taken into account, as is the contribution made by some immigrant groups to the collective past of Québécois (Task Force on the Teaching of History, 1996, p. 15). Québécois, Balthazar (1996) writes, are “in the process of learning to respect differences and tolerating the slow pace of integration [of immigrants]” (p. 94)
.  Unlike English-speaking provinces, however, Québec has not officially adopted multiculturalism as a way to cope with cultural pluralism. Québécois have many reasons to suspect multiculturalism in Canada, for it has been presented as if the “Québec culture” was just one of the various cultures that form the “Canadian mosaic.” The notion of a multicultural Canada, McRoberts (1998) adds,  has gained strong adherents outside Québec, especially among ethnic minorities (the so-called “Third Force”). But it has been largely rejected by Québécois as “a definition of their of their place in Canada” (McRoberts, 1998, p. xv). 

Québec has consequently adopted its own policy of “interculturalism” more consistent with its understanding of citizenship. Some scholars have argued that the two policies are similar, although they recognize that Québec interculturalism makes the limits of diversity more explicit, focusing on the “non-negotiable” requirements such as the French language (see Pietrantonio et al., 1997; Kymlicka, 1998). The ministry of education, in conjunction with the ministry of Québec immigration, has recently put forth a plan of action for intercultural education and new cultural integration programs destined to Québec schools with a particular focus on the Greater Montréal region, where most immigrants settle (see MEQ, 1998a; 1998b). 

As we see, the collective consciousness of Québécois has roots that are deep and a “vouloir-vivre” too resilient to be destroyed, even if the distinctive character of modern Québec culture is largely influenced by English Canadian and North American trends. It is ironic, McRoberts (1998) writes, that the strategy of Trudeau of persuading Québécois to adopt a vision of Canada that includes the equality of individuals and provinces and a policy of multiculturalism had its main impact not in Québec but in English Canada. Indeed, as noted by Taylor (1993), many English Canadians, who now rally around the Charter and multiculturalism, are proud of their acceptance of diversity and equality. They have adopted what Taylor calls the politics of “equal dignity.” But their manner of belonging to Canada (i.e., patriotism), he adds, is uniform, which blinds them to the fact other Canadians understand their citizenship in different terms. As Jeremy Webber (1993) clearly sums up, to have a real country for English Canadians implies that people “should not be treated as French-Canadians or English-Canadians, or even aboriginal or non-aboriginal Canadians… They must be Canadian first, each treated, under the constitution, simply as Canadian” (p. 142). This is the reason why most English Canadians believe the federal government should enforce “national standards” for social programs and public services (including education). They view support for national standards as a basis for a unitary conception of a pan-Canadian citizenship.

Since the famous referendum of 1995, some Canadians have realized, however, that their conception of citizenship (based on the nation-state) is not acceptable for Québécois (and for aboriginal peoples and Franco-Canadians), and if not altered will inevitably lead to the breakup of the country in the near future.  They have realized that if Canada is to survive in the next century we all need to take nationalism much more seriously, especially Québec nationalism (see Gagnon & Pagé, 1999). Québécois, Balthazar (1997) argues, “deeply want to be themselves as well as Canadian, North American and citizens of the world. It would be unfortunate if they couldn’t achieve this goal within a Canadian union” (p. 16). So one way to keep the country together is to start thinking of organizations and possibly political structures “that go beyond the nation-state” (Resnick, 1997b, p. 129). In the words of Taylor (1993), the nation-state model is a valuable enterprise. But, as Canadians, we have been looking in the wrong place, imagining ourselves based upon the wrong state model. Increasingly, we need to think of ourselves as “bearers of multiple identities” (Resnick, 1997b, p. 129). There must be a way of being both Canadian and Québécois, or both Canadian and Cree or Huron. This conception implies accepting that not all Canadians share either one conception of belonging or the same attitudes toward diversity. There must be a way of acknowledging and recognizing officially that Québécois feel Canadian and participate in the public life of their nation and their state because they are members of an entity forming the whole. In this sense, “citizens would belong to the larger entity via their membership in constituent societies” (Taylor, 1993, p. 198). The state would promote, therefore, more than one political culture within a single state. This suggests, in turn, that each “nation” would need “special status” beyond equal citizenship rights to cope with issues that are particular to each one. If democracy, as we say, requires a commitment to the principle of political equality, a democratic multinational state also demands a system of adequate power for each national entity so as to respect the principle of self-government (i.e., popular rule). Equality of individuals does not necessarily require equal power for federal units.  

But a move toward a multinational state implies more than power and rights for each national entity; it requires also “national recognition.” As noted by Taylor (1993), the modern need for recognition, both as individuals and groups, is central to our identities and to the survival of democracy. All citizens, he insists, want to be recognized for who they are and what they have done. So mutual recognition, especially between nations, has come to be a crucial issue in modern politics. We may be recognized as individuals (with equal citizenship rights) and still be unrecognized in our identity (e.g., Québécois). So the demand of Québécois for a “special status” or “asymmetrical federalism” is not just for additional power (as suggested by proponents of decentralization) but for an official recognition of Québec as une province pas comme les autres. The demands of First Nations raise some of the same issues as Québec’s demands. In both cases there is an insistence on national recognition, self-government rights, and equality of peoples, not just individuals.

So what lies ahead for Canadians? For pessimists, on both sides, secession seems to be the only possible answer. According to Lucien Bouchard and the Parti Québécois, Canada is not a “real country” and the only way to fix it is to create two separate entities (see Wells, 1997).  For optimists, like myself, there is still an alternative strategy, beyond the “Plan A” and “Plan B” of the federal government (see Dion, 1998), to avoid what sovereignists have called the “inévitable” (see also Laforest, 1995). This strategy, as I have been arguing, is to recognize officially our national differences. According to certain “optimist scholars,” this is the only possible way to give Québécois (and also aboriginal peoples and Franco-Canadians) a fair “national” place in the Canadian federation. Canada, McRoberts (1997) writes, “contains distinct collectivities that see themselves as nations and possess the institutional and cultural distinctiveness usually implied by the term. Canada might be better understood as a ‘multinational’ entity” (p. 161). 

But democratic citizenship for as multinational state is not something that we are born with. Much of what we learn about citizenship is taught in our public schools. “By neglecting the slow process of formal education,” Hodgetts (1968) writes, “a society can fail to provide the public support, the basic consensus, needed to ensure its stability. In other words, it can fail, as we seem to have in the relations between our two major linguistic communities, to encourage the skilled and contemporary public opinion needed to resolve deep-seated differences…” (p. 14).  Thus, if we cannot offer firm conclusions for the future of Canada, we can at least be reasonably certain of one  thing: the nature and survival of our democratic state will depend on how well our citizens will be prepared to the challenges of a multinational citizenship.

Indeed, democratic citizenship demands a certain level of knowledge necessary to understand our problems and challenges. Knowledge helps people to make sense of terms, expressions, events, and narratives (in politics, work, sports, history, etc.) that are in many cases uniquely Canadian. To be without knowledge, Osborne (1999) writes, “is like living in a country where you do not know a word of the language and so can never figure out what is going on” (p. 48). Knowledge of a subject goes beyond simple facts, it implies what Postman (1996) calls “the knowledge of the language of the subject” (p. 123). It means putting facts into perspective (often into historical perspective). In other words, one cannot teach knowledge about a multinational state, for example, without teaching about the origins of Canada, or the BNA Act. 

But knowledge is obviously not enough to create democratic citizens. People have to be able to think for themselves, to express their own ideas, to argue, and this requires certain skills such as communication (speaking, listening, arguing), participation, analysis, and problem-solving. Good citizens are not only knowledgeable but also active and committed to the achievement of the “good life.” Engle and Ochoa (1988) have suggested, for instance, that democratic citizenship requires both “basic intellectual skills,” such as problem-solving, and “political skills,” that are skills necessary to participate actively in public affairs. If we want to follow the road of a multinational state, political skills become extremely important, especially when thinking that a number of provinces now requires political consultations on any constitutional changes.
 

But besides knowledge and skills, public schools also teach something about what we believe is good, right, or desirable for us and for our children, in other words, about values. We may find them in policy statements or in the official curriculum, but they are also found in more subtle practices, the “hidden curriculum.” In most cases, the values that are emphasized in schools today include justice, tolerance, regard of individual rights, honesty, and a work ethic (Osborne, 1999). But they also include more “controversial” civic values such as patriotism, a commitment to the common good, or positive support for political institutions (and representatives). If we are to create a multinational state, our young citizens need civic values that do not contradict the principle of such a state. Shared values are probably not sufficient to sustain a multinational state, but they provide at least a common ground for building a political culture (in each nation) open to concessions of other points of view, of different value systems, and of different forms of political organizations beyond the traditional nation-state. 

Today, public schools in all provinces have moved away from the rhetoric of “White Supremacy” and have accepted that Canada is a country of difference. They also accord a greater importance to both regional and global perspectives (Case, 1997).  But, as noted by Sears and Hughes (1996), Canadian citizenship is still presented in “conservative terms” in citizenship education. Indeed, social studies programs in many provinces continue to present English-speaking students “the development of Canada as a nation” (BC Ministry of Education, 1988, p. 53). The 1999 Ontario Canadian and World Studies curriculum (grades 9 and 10) writes: “The compulsory Grade 10 course, Canadian History in the Twentieth Century, focuses on the events and personalities that have shaped our nation in the past hundred years” (p. 17). In its “specific expectations,” the documents adds that “[b]y the end of the course students will: […] explain how and why the federal government has tried to promote a common Canadian identity through various agencies […] and assess the effectiveness of these efforts” (p. 19). In the same way, the Alberta social studies curriculum (grade 8) states in its rationale that “the study of history and geography in the Western Hemisphere will provide students with an increased understanding of Canada as a North American nation and contribute to the requirements of citizenship” (p. 14). More interestingly, in the section on issues and inquiry questions, the same curriculum encourages teachers to ask students “How did Canada become a nation?” (p. 17). All these examples show that, in the curriculum, Canadians are seen as equal members of the same nation, despite their different languages, cultures, or provinces. Far from being politically neutral, these curricula encourage teachers and students to appreciate and respect cultural differences, but in the perspective of a traditional nation-state. Of course, many of these recent documents give a better place to French Canadians in the building of Canada. There is, as stated in  the Ontario Canadian and World Studies curriculum (1999), a better “understanding of the main steps in the development of French-English relations” (p. 25). The Foundation Document for a common social studies curriculum of the Western Canadian Protocol (1999), destined for the four western provinces, goes even further by suggesting that “Social studies will enable Francophone students to develop a sense of legitimacy and pride in their francité (language, identity, culture), and participate in building a dynamic community” (p. 4). Different learning outcomes for francophones and aboriginal students are also included.

But again, these official documents do not encourage English-speaking teachers or students to reconsider their understandings of Canada as a single nation. They only make more explicit to national groups what they already know. More interestingly, there is a move away in the recent provincial documents from the term “nation,” which seems to entails a range of unwelcome connotations (e.g., racism, ethnicity, imperialism), and a growing usage of expressions such as “community,” “society,” or “democracy.” However, these expressions (perhaps more “neutral” for some) continue to blind English Canadians to the very fact their pan-Canadian nationalism is unacceptable for those who refuse to “put Canada first” (Webber, 1993). 

Clearly, the status quo is unacceptable for the future of Canada. But “how could it be made more acceptable?” is a good educational question. Some  argue that schools should reflect the ongoing debate in the country about the nature of Canadian citizenship. As Sears (1997) puts it, “the purpose of citizenship education is to prepare students to participate in that debate in an intelligent way” (p. 19). Others, like myself, believe that since the state is not neutral in terms of culture and identity, then, it needs to be more committed in recognizing explicitly in its policies and curricula the multinational character of Canada. Textbooks and teacher training programs should also reflect the multinational view help by most Québécois. A first step in developing the multinational character of Canada in education might be to recognize officially the national groups within each province. 

I have so far discussed English Canadians’ understanding of citizenship in education. We must remember, however, that moving toward a multinational conception of citizenship implies that the “other nations” (Québec, Aboriginal, Franco-Canadian) continue to support their country and view themselves as Canadian citizens despite their distinct national allegiance. Since the 1960s, Québec education has been preoccupied not only with the flourishing of Québec society, but with the understanding of both Québec and Canada. Québec history education, for instance,  has the mandate to prepare students for democratic citizenship. As a result, the teaching of Québec and Canadian history has moved away from  the ethnic and religious history of French Canadians and is now focused  on “l’étude [et] la compréhension de l’évolution de la société québécoise dans le contexte canadien, nord-américain et occidental” (MEQ, 1982, p. 12). But unlike English provinces, the program is not focused on the study of Canada with a particular interest on the province (or the region). On the contrary, the focus is on the study of Québec and Québécois within the Canadian federation. In so doing , the program implicitly makes clear distinctions between the nation (Québec) and the state (Canada) and encourages teachers and students to do the same. 

Consequently, if we are to favour a multinational model of citizenship, Québec education should not, as recommended by some, focus exclusively on a “Québec citizenship” (CSE, 1998) and, thus, generates among students the belief they are no longer Canadian citizens but Québécois only. As suggested by Létourneau (1999), one key elements of Québécois’ identity is their “Canadianity” (la canadianité), that is, the doubled-sided identity of Québécois shaped by their positive historical experiences in the federation. If it is now held by many people that Québec is a civic nation, Québécois have not yet adopted officially a Québec citizenship. Ultimately, if we are to follow the road of a multinational state, Québec education should not try to impose on them the “right” answer to a referendum on Québec sovereignty, as it would be the case according to Nemni (1996). Québec nationalists must not use public means to teach students principles according to which their national identity does not allow them to co-exist with others who do not share their own. The world provides too many examples of such a situation, Kosovo being one of the most recent.

Finally, to move toward a multinational state implies that Québec education has to be in touch with Franco-Canadians in other provinces. Although there is no evidence of intolerance or lack of sympathy of young Québécois for Franco-Canadians, Québec programs often overlook the existence and vitality of their fellow-members in English-speaking provinces. And, one consequence is that Québécois tend to consider they are the only ones who understand themselves in terms a “distinct nation.” The fact education is under provincial jurisdiction does not help the discussion, but federal departments (e.g., Canadian Heritage) and organizations such as the Council of Ministers of Education of Canada (CMEC) do provide a pan-Canadian common ground for possible discussions and agreements. 

Conclusion

In light of this discussion, there is no doubt that Canadian citizenship has historically been understood in different terms by different people. While a majority of English Canadians believed their country could only survive as a homogeneous British nation on this continent, most French Canadians, in sharp contract, understood Confederation as a pact between “deux peuples.” Of course, aboriginal peoples did not figure at all in this equation of the country. 

Canadians have gradually changed their understandings of citizenship and citizenship education so as to create a more democratic and inclusive society based on equal citizenship rights. As a result, a large number of Canadians (mostly English Canadians) now view their citizenship in terms of legal and civic bounds, regardless of language, culture, or religion. More importantly, it is widely accepted among scholars and ministries of education that citizenship education should to be based upon such principles. As suggested by Moodley (1995), “[a]n emphasis on a culture of equal rights for all Canadians could be developed as the core of the new Canadianness” (p. 27). 

But this vision is far from accommodating all Canadians, particularly the “national groups.” The challenge of Canada, Resnick (1997b) writes, is “to acknowledge multiple national identities within ongoing state structures” (p. 18). What is ultimately at stake in Canadian citizenship is whether it is possible to  have more than one national group within a single state. It is imperative for the survival of our democracy to find arrangements and create political cultures that will favour the recognition of the multinational character of our state. Such cultures must, of course, arise from what is morally acceptable for Canadians and not go against their deep moral beliefs. These political cultures should, for instance, respect not only the  multinational character of Canada but  the liberal democratic principles that underlie our institutions.  This solution will not solve all of our problems. Some will continue to believe that “collective rights” for national groups are incompatible with liberal democracy. Others will contend that  recognizing multiple national identities only fuels the fires of separation. But, as noted by McRoberts (1997), there is no alternative strategy acceptable to Canadians who oppose the very notion of a multinational state in Canada. Past experience shows that there is little to be gained from strategies that ignore or downplay the multinational character of our citizenship.

Finally, it might be said that the actual debate about citizenship among Canadian scholars and politicans is very animated but little of it touches education, the public place where it all starts for most citizens. There are, however, a few recent attempts to address citizenship in Canadian education. A Senate committee has issued a report on citizenship and education in 1993. And the federal department of Canadian Heritage recently sponsored a range of related research (Sears & Hughes, 1994; Gagnon & Pagé, 1999). But for the most part, schools and students remain outside this debate. I believe that in order to teach citizenship and to be prepared for “good” citizenship, we need a better articulated vision of the kind of country we want to live in. Democracy and preservation of Canada demand nothing less. 
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� At its origin, nationalism and the democratic principles it defended were not “well understood” by nationalists. The representatives of the “people” did not represent the whole people but only a small percentage of the population. The equality of citizens was effective only among a few privileged members. In Britain, for instance, as late as 1832  the right to vote was extended to only 5 percent of the population over age twenty. If we were to apply all democratic principles advanced by nationalists to evaluate states, we would have to consider only those of the 20th century. See Dahl (1998).  


� Religious institutions were also very affected by nationalism, particularly in France. Nationalism did not abolish Christianity, but “there was plainly desire to regulate it completely” (Nisbet, 1966,p. 38).





� In fact, public education was a 19th century ideal. By the 20th century, the central question was how much education each citizen is entitled to. This controversy still continues.





� The extension of franchise to women in 1917-1918, so that they truly become “persons” at the federal level, did not include all Canadian women. Because of ethnic and racist justifications, some of them (aboriginal, Chinese, Japanese) were systematically excluded. They had to wait many years to get the rights accorded to “white” Canadian women. 


� Despite the fact that there is no formal barrier to their full and equal participation in Canadian society, many women continue to be disproportionately represented among the poorest in Canada. They are also inadequately represented in upper-level political and occupational hierarchies. 


� For a good contemporary example of imperialism in Canadian education, see McCaig and Angus (1925). 


� It is interesting to note that the term “Franco-Canadian” (or Franco-Canadien in French) now used by French Canadians outside Québec was first chosen by the Provincial Association of Francophones of Saskatchewan in 1912. They favoured this term to “French Canadian” because, according to them, it reflected the original ethnic diversity of French settlement in that province. See the discussion of Martel (1998). 


� A Léger and Léger survey conducted in Québec in October 1995 (one week before the referendum) reveals that 29 percent of respondents identified themselves as Québécois only, 29 percent as Québécois first, but also Canadian, 28 percent as Québécois and Canadian equally, 7 percent as Canadian first, but also Québécois, and 5 percent as Canadian only. The rest either refused to answer or to place themselves in one of these categories. See McRoberts (1997, p. 247). 


� Indeed, in many cases Franco-Canadiens and aboriginal peoples (often relocated) lack the territorial concentration of Québécois, which undermines their chances to have a political power base such as a province from which to work.


� This  is not to say, however, that Québec has overcome all of its “inter-cultural” problems. If pluralism is now central to the definitions of Québec and Québécois, there are considerable tensions (and sometimes hierarchies) between various cultural groups. See Juteau (1999). 





� The results of recent surveys on students’ knowledge of Canadian history suggest that many young Canadians do not master the adequate level of political knowledge to take such important decisions. As an example, one in three did not know that the Charter is the constitutional document that protects Canadian individual rights. For more information, see Kennedy (1997), Campbell (1997), and Yaffe (1997).
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