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Abstract 

Considered in this article are the relationships of local and global influences arising from wide 

array of socio-cultural changes that demand a rethinking of citizenship and the nature of 

supporting civic education at the most fundamental level of our understanding of democracy.  

Changes include the intensification of migration flows; the associated growth of multi-ethnic 

polities; the rise of new social movements for political participation; and the emergence of 

cyberspaces creating social networking opportunities that cross borders. I describe the emergence 

of vernacular globalization and then consider how a cosmopolitan civic education might provide 

a basis for creating civic literacy in a global context.   
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Introduction 

Discussion of the relationship between citizenship and education has a long history in the 

tradition of Western political thought. It continues to inspire reflection in contemporary political 

theory, especially in light of what is widely perceived to be a crisis of citizenship suffered by 

liberal democracies in recent years. It is also the case that the technological character of modern 

western society has often been presented as posing specific challenges both to citizenship and to 

the sort of education traditionally understood as necessary for its cultivation. 

I address questions raised by these challenges in this article in the context of current concerns 

that civic engagement among youth is declining while the pressures of preparing them for life in 

the knowledge society are increasing.  These concerns and pressures are largely disconnected 

strands in current debates among education policy analysts on the role of education in the global 
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political economy.  Those concerned with the relationship of education to citizenship have 

proposed a civic mission of schools characterized by a new focus on civic education.  Others 

have begun to identify the conditions in schools that infuse technology throughout the 

educational experiences in ways that prepare youth to take advantage of the promise of 

innovative, flexible, team-based work in the knowledge economy.    

At the same time the questions about the relationship between technology and civic 

education have taken new meaning in a post 9/11 world.  Questions about the meaning of 

governance and citizenship in a globalized world were already preoccupying political 

philosophers like David Held (1995, 1999) prior to the events that has challenged our 

conceptions of democracy, turned our attention to the politics of terrorism (Giroux, 2003), and to 

the problems of human security and peace building (Nelles, 2003). Indeed some have argued that 

media and political responses to 9/11 offered youth a view of politics that promoted civic 

illiteracy (Marciano, 2003, 1997).   

Concerns about civic literacy are not new, indeed in recent years the political disengagement 

of youth in the United States, and other countries has reached a level that has raised concerns for 

the future of a democratic polity among political analysts, scholars, policy makers and members 

of various publics.  This trend is troubling when considered in light of the increasing diversity of 

youth who will soon be able to take on the full responsibilities of citizens of local, state, national 

and global communities.   

Among the responsibilities of citizenship that cross and interact across local and global 

arenas are those that must be exercised to capture the promises and stem the perils of living in a 

world restructured by technological innovation.  As noted in the Organization for Economic 

Cooperation and Development report Knowledge Management in the Learning Society, “the 
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speeding up of change reflects the rapid diffusion of information technology, the widening of the 

global marketplace . . . and deregulation of and less stability in markets” (2000, p. 29).  Analysts 

argue that under these conditions “men’s and women’s work is being transformed by new 

technologies but the social institutions needed to support this change are lagging far behind” 

(Carnoy & Castells, 1997, p.9).  These and other critics argue that schools are among the 

institutions that are lagging behind in integrating technology in ways that most effectively meet 

the demands of the knowledge society.  Similarly, analysts debating the reasons for lack of civic 

engagement by youth in the U.S., agree that schools have not provided adequate opportunities 

for students to develop civic knowledge that forms the basis for political engagement (Galston, 

2001, 2003).  At the same time there is widespread agreement among some analysts that 

technology can be integrated into schooling in ways that enhance student learning, while other 

analysts believe that civic education holds promise in reducing endemic political disengagement 

of the country’s youth.   

We have, however, little knowledge about how technology and civic education intersect in 

schools, or about their influence on the civic and political engagement of youth.  In recent years 

questions about what civic education should involve yielded proposals for approaches that may 

enhance political participation.  Yet, when considered in light of the promises and perils posed 

by the demands of the knowledge economy, these approaches may not fully prepare youth to 

exercise their responsibilities of citizenship.   Indeed the current phase of technological 

dynamism being experienced in most capitalist countries, rhetorically-styled as a transition to a 

'knowledge-based' society, brings with it a discourse of democratic possibility, as well as 

demands for restructuring the substance and delivery of education. All this unfolds in a context 

in which two of the pillars of modern citizenship education - the nation and the state - are also 
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experiencing the pressures of cultural pluralism, neo-liberal economics, and technologically-

mediated globalization. At stake is the foundational liberal commitment to individual freedom in 

the context of increasingly diverse cultural forms created through processes of globalization.   

Guiding Questions 

The arguments outlined in this brief overview provide the background to my concern with 

how civic literacy can be fostered in a global context.  In this article I will address three 

questions that explore important dynamics of global ideas and global values associated 

cosmopolitan civic literacy: 

What politics of identity formation are implicated within the technospaces of imagined 

communities? 

What are the discourses of civic identity in the context of the disembodied disembedded 

and deterritorialized conditions of the globalized world?   

What ways can a cosmopolitan orientation to civic literacy accommodate an individuals’ 

cultural attachments while developing their loyalties to their civic identities? 

I begin by first considering the politics of identity formation in a globalized world, before 

considering relationship between civic education and citizenship.  With this background I then 

consider the potential for a cosmopolitan orientation to civic literacy to accommodate multiple 

identities while fostering civic engagement.   

Politics of Identity Formation in Technospaces of Imagined Communities 

A common thread running through all accounts of globalization is that flows and mobility 

across space have accelerated and gained new momentum, as is captured by Gidden’s (1990) 

definition of globalization as “the intensification of world-wide social relations which link 

distant localities in such a way that local happenings are shaped by events occurring many miles 
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away and vice versa” (Giddens, 1990, p. 64).  Giddens argued modern economies and 

technologies have removed social relationships from local contexts and rearranged them “across 

indefinite spans of time-space” (p. 21).  Ties between time, space, and human communication are 

reconstituted.  Communication transactions become increasingly distanced from the local, and as 

a consequence human connections become disembedded.    

Power is a central dynamic in the processes by which some social groups initiate flows and 

movements, with varied outcomes.  In these processes we can see a reflection and even a 

reinforcement of existing power relations.  However, we can also see flows that undermine 

existing power relations that transgress boundaries between nation-states, racial, ethnic and 

gender groups, and between private and public spheres.  Robertson (1995) argues that cultural 

tendencies of both homogenization and heterogenization exist in “mutually implicative tension” 

under conditions of globalization (p. 27).  Arjun Appadurai (1996) observes that tensions 

between “context-productive” policy driven and “context generative” or localized practices are 

all nested within the flows of globalization (p. 193).  Appadurai conceptualizes the counter-

generative micro narratives to “allow modernity to be rewritten more as vernacular globalization 

and less as a concession to large-scale national and international policies” (p. 10).   

Appadurai’s conception of vernacular globalization resonates with Robertson’s (1995) notion 

of “glocalization” the way that local, national and global interrelationships mediated by local, 

national and political dynamics.  At the same time, Appadurai (1996) shares the view of many 

theorists that we are entering a post-national era in which there are serious disjunctions between 

economy, culture, and politics as they are affected by and implicated in globalization.  He refers 

to a number of different cultural “scapes” of globalization– “ethnoscapes,” “ideoscapes,” and 

“technoscapes.”  Ethnoscapes refer to the rapid movement of people between nations and the 
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deterritorialized sites of their experiences.  Ideoscapes refer to the rapid flow of ideas and 

concepts, recontextualized across national and local sites.  Technoscapes have been created by 

the rapid flow of media images and ideas via new information communications technologies 

particularly digitalized communications networks.  Rizvi (2000) argues “what typifies cultural 

globalization is a set of practices that are transcultural, emerging out of rapid flows of cultures 

across national boundaries, not only through global media and information technologies but also 

through the movement of people.” (p. 208). 

However, emergent cultural scapes should not be viewed as the kind of cultural imperialism 

that accompanied earlier periods of globalization. Citing Bauman (1998), Rizvi (2000) points out 

“contemporary cultural shifts are transforming social landscapes in a variety of uneven and 

chaotic ways” (p. 108).  Contemporary diasporas, unlike previous migrations, are less likely to 

have “stable points of origin, clear and final destinations and coherent group identities” 

(Brenenbridge & Appadurai, 1989, p. 1).  Rizvi (2000) argues that in “contemporary nation-

states, constituted through successive waves of migration, diasporas no longer constitute 

minority groups within an alien culture, but are increasingly posited as groups with experience in 

global cultural production, with political and economic connections making them well placed to 

take advantage of the new era” (p. 209).  In this era, according to Appadurai (1996) there are a 

“plurality of imagined worlds” (p. 5).  Appadurai explains “there has been a shift in recent 

decades, building upon technological changes over the past century or so, in which imagination 

has become a collective social fact” (p. 5).  He argues that contemporary diasporic spaces, 

resulting from the increased flows of ideas, people, and cultures produce a kind of collective 

“global” imagination.    
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At the same time the detachment of culture from territory has raised complex issues of 

identity.  Rizvi (2000) observes that globalization has “not eradicated the problems of alienation, 

displacement and uncertainty; it has simply redefined them in the context of deterritorialization” 

(p. 210). These problems are both political and significant in the context of identity formation, if 

we consider identity to be the source of people’s meaning and experience as Castells (2004) 

claims: “Since the social construction of identity always takes place in a context marked by 

power relations” (p. 7).   

Castells argues,  

At the dawn of the information age, a crisis in legitimacy is voiding of meaning and 

function the institutions of the industrial era. Bypassed by global networks of wealth, 

power, and information, the modern nation-state has lost much of its sovereignty…the 

institutions and organizations of civil society that are constructed around the social 

contract between capital and labor, have become, by and large, empty shells…However, 

we have also observed the emergence of powerful resistance identities, which retrench in 

communal heavens, and refuse to be flushed away by global flows and radical 

individualism…[Indeed] resistance identities are as pervasive in the network society as 

are the individualistic projects resulting from the dissolution of former legitimizing 

identities used  to constitute the civil society of the industrial era. However these 

identities resist, they barely communicate with the state, except to struggle and negotiate 

on behalf of their specific interests/values. They rarely communicate with each other 

because they are built around sharply distinct principles, defining an ‘in’ and an ‘out.’  

Thus, on one hand, the dominant global elites inhabiting the space of flows tend to 

consist of identity-less individuals (citizens of the world); while, on the other hand, 
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people resisting economic, cultural, and political disfranchisement tend to be attracted to 

communal identity”  (pp. 419-421).   

These dynamics of network society create a crisis in democracy.  Politics and democratic 

processes have been transformed by new information technologies that change the nature of 

political debate and the strategies for seeking power.  Castells argues that the result is a new 

informational politics arising because electronic media (including not only television and radio, 

but all forms of communications, such as newspapers and the Internet) have become the 

privileged space of politics (p. 369).  He observes, “Outside the sphere of the media there is only 

political marginality.  What happens in this media-dominated political space is not determined by 

the media, it is an open social and political process.  But the logic, and organization, of electronic 

media frame and structure politics” (p. 370).  For Castells the new institutional, cultural, and 

technological conditions of democratic exercise are obsolete: “People know it, and feel 

it…Citizens are still citizens but they are uncertain of which city, and whose city” (p. 414).   

At the same time Castells finds that there are numerous and diverse “embryos of new 

democratic politics” around the world, reflecting three emerging trends.  First the most powerful 

trends legitimating democracy worldwide are taking place at the local level, supported by 

information communications technologies that expand participation and consultation by citizens.  

ICTs are also “enhancing political participation and horizontal communication among citizens. 

Indeed, on-line information access and computer-mediated communication facilitate the 

diffusion and retrieval of information and offer possibilities for interaction and debate in an 

autonomous electronic forum, bypassing control of the media” (p. 415). Castells argues, “The 

development of symbolic politics, and of political mobilization around “non-political” causes, 
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electronically or otherwise is the third trend that could be in the process of reconstructing 

democracy in the network society” (p. 417).   

Implicit in these three trends is Castells’ observation that “power still rules society, and 

dominates us… [but] the new power lies in the codes of information and in the images of 

representation around which societies organize their institutions and people build their lives, and 

decide their behavior.  The sites of this power are people’s minds…This is why identities are so 

important…Identities anchor power in some areas of the social structure and build from there 

their resistance or their offensives in the informational struggle about the cultural codes 

constructing behavior and, thus, new institutions”  (p. 425).  

Relationship of Civic Education to Citizenship 

It is in the context of the complexities of identity formation in a globalized world that I have 

just outlined, that I want to take up the possibility that civic education might be supported by the 

civic idea of citizenship argued by Ronald Beiner (2003), as I understand his declaration of this 

normative conception of political life.  I restate it here: 

The civic idea, we might say, is a liberalized and diluted late modern version of 

Aristotle’s idea of citizenship.  To get a handle on this civic conception we should start 

by reflecting that we don’t live our lives just as individuals. All of us live also in a social 

context heavily conditioned by political decisions and structures of political authority. 

Therefore autonomy (the core idea of most versions of liberalism) can’t be fully 

meaningful unless individuals have some possibility of being politically involved in these 

larger political structures that shape social existence…In the world of ideal citizenship, 

members of the political community would experience political life embedded in a firm 

civic identity; the notion of civic common good would be intelligible; civic agency on the 
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part of ordinary citizens would be meaningful and visible in its results; and politics would 

figure importantly among the ends of life of most people. (pp. 197-198) 

Beiner concedes that the civic idea raises sets of questions. The first concern the “sort of 

social and economic policies that would ideally accompany (and bolster and sustain a regime of 

robust citizenship or civic co-involvement” (p. 199). The second more basic set of questions 

“concerns what defines the boundaries according to which citizens feel and know themselves to 

be in fact co-citizens” (p. 199).  The latter set of questions focus on “the problem of political 

community or the problem of the boundaries of citizenship” (p. 199).  Although a sense of 

political community may define a given state, it does not follow that co-citizens of that state 

share the same sense of political community.  In fact, as Beiner points out that “international 

legal norms, world markets, new technologies of communication, and cross-national modes of 

political agency are all making national sovereignty increasingly irrelevant… It’s not an 

overstatement to say that citizenship means something quite different when state government’s 

must defer to international courts, when they’re answerable in formulating their economic 

policies to international agencies and financiers around the world and when the Internet opens up 

possibilities of political initiatives conducted on a planetary scale” (p. 200).   These globalizing 

trends are concerning if they are viewed as undermining the possibility that people can find a 

way in which they feel bound together as a civic community.  The civic idea requires conditions 

of bounded citizenship “with citizens on one this side of the boundary and non-citizens on the 

other side of the boundary” (p. 202).   The civic idea is distinguished from a national vision of 

citizenship by specifying that markers of identity, symbols of collective existence and shared 

myths are relevant for every member of the civic community, not just for particular ethnic, 

cultural or other groups.  Beiner argues that the “civic principle is that the political community is 
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to be judged according to a standard of vibrancy and quality of the experience of citizenship 

enjoyed by its members. Therefore, the anxiety from the view that is cultural attachments within 

the political community will overwhelm civic attachment to the political community, and that 

members of various races, religions, ethnicities, and those of given gender or sexual orientation 

will allow these identities to trump their civic identity” (p. 209). The civic idea is premised on 

the principle that “one should try to locate ways of accommodating cultural attachments 

consistent with loyalty to one’s civic identity” (p. 212).   

Current Discourses on Civic Identity in the Context of Globalization 

In the years since Beiner articulated this principle of the civic idea the possibility of 

accommodating cultural attachments that are consistent with the development of the kind of civic 

identity he envisioned appears more difficult but also more important than ever.  In November 

2007, Amartya Sen, reflected on the violence that appears to follow when cultural attachments 

are disengaged from civic identity while introducing the report of the Commonwealth 

Commission on Respect and Understanding, that he chaired, 

Increased prevalence of terrorism and political violence in the contemporary world has 

led to many initiatives in recent years aimed at removing the scourge. Military efforts to 

secure peace have been rapidly deployed, with better informed justification in some cases 

than in others. Yet group violence through systematic instigation is not exclusively, nor 

primarily, a military challenge. It is fostered in our divisive world through capturing 

people's minds and loyalties, and through exploiting the allegiance of those who are 

wholly or partly persuaded. Some recruits are "inspired" into joining movements for 

promoting violence against targeted groups, but a much larger number of influenced 

people do not take part. They can nevertheless hugely contribute to generating a political 
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climate in which the most peaceful of people come to tolerate the most egregious acts of 

intolerance and brutality on some hazily perceived grounds of self-defence, or retaliation, 

against the identified "enemy" (Sen, 2007).  

Sen goes on to outline the premise of the Commission’s report, Civil Paths to Peace: 

Central to the civil approach is the recognition of the need to overcome the influence of 

confused and flammable readings of human relations that generate group-specific 

disaffection and hatred. Even though all human beings have many affiliations, with many 

distinct patterns of sharing (including the important commonality of a shared human 

identity), these multiple identities are systematically downplayed in the cultivation of 

group violence, which proceeds through privileging exactly one affiliation as a person's 

"real identity", thereby seeing people in an imagined confrontation against each other 

across a single line of prioritised divisiveness.  

In their report Civil Paths to Peace, Sen and his fellow commissioners argue that solutions 

to conflicts should be rooted in the Commonwealth's core principles which lay at the heart of 

the 53 member states. Human rights, democracy, gender equality, the rule of law and a 

transparent and accountable political culture are some of these shared values.   

Towards a Cosmopolitan Civic Literacy 

The values framing the recommendations outlined in Civil Paths to Peace reflect a 

cosmopolitan orientation that political theorists have for some time argued is needed to develop 

approaches to civic literacy that accommodate as Beiner (2003) suggests, individuals’ cultural 

attachments while developing loyalty to their civic identities.  Political theorists like Waldron 

(1995) argue that the extent of cultural exchange, due to the globalization of trade, increases in 

human mobility and the development of international systems of communication and other 



14 
 

 

institutions call for a “cosmopolitan alternative to” to traditional conceptions of individual 

freedom, and national identity.  Political philosophers like David Held (1995; 2002, 2003) have 

also argued that these pressures of globalization can best be addressed by more cosmopolitan 

forms of governance than can be provided by nations and states.  Held argues that the capacity 

of the nation-state to protect individual autonomy has been eroded by its integration into 

transnational economic, military, and legal regimes, and by the globalization of culture, media 

and communication.  Transnational interdependences have increased to such an extent that 

internal democratic structures and procedures cannot fully enact the fundamental principles of 

liberal democracy that form the cornerstones of conceptions of citizenship. 

A turn to cosmopolitan ideas is required because without that turn the processes and 

dilemmas of creating the paths to peace remain relatively indeterminate under the current 

dynamic conditions of globalization.  Indeed cosmopolitanism today “cannot be understood 

without reference to social, cultural, political and economic features of the modern globalized 

era, an era defined by an unprecedented interconnectedness in which identities,  ideas, cultures 

and politics are embedded in the global and the transnational”(Skrbis, Kendall & Woodward, 

2004, p. 116).  Cosmopolitanism in globalization literature go beyond narrow ethno-cultural 

nationalism and patriotism to highlight global governance (Held, 2003), openness to cultural 

diversity (Hannerz, 1996) and recognition and regard for a common humanity (Nussbaum, 

1996). 

The values informing the recommendations of the Civil Paths to Peace reflect the principles 

of democratic cosmopolitanism that can be “universally shared, and can form the basis for the 

protection and nurturing of each person’s equal significance in the moral realm of humanity. 

Eight principles are paramount. They are the principles of: (1) equal worth and dignity; (2)  
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active agency; (3) personal responsibility and accountability; (4) consent;  (5) collective 

decision-making about public matters through voting procedures; (6) inclusiveness and 

subsidiary; (7) avoidance of serious harm; and (8) sustainability”(Held & Patomäki, 2006, 

p.116).   

These principles challenge some fundamental assumptions of traditional approaches to 

citizenship education.  A central role of state education systems is preparation of individuals to 

fulfill responsibilities of citizenship.  Education is in this sense a socialization into the “imagined 

community” of a nation (Anderson, 1991).  Ideally through education youth learn about and 

identify with the legal, political, religious, social and economic institutions of the country in 

which they are being educated (Torney-Purta et al., 2001).   

How youth develop civic literacy to act as citizens in democratic states has traditionally been 

a question of relevance to scholars of applied political philosophy who turn their hand to 

developing approaches to civic education.  William Galston (2003), is for example, among a 

group of American scholars who have attempted to outline what doing school based civic 

education might entail.  Among the approaches Galston proposed are the following: 

• A deliberate, intentional focus on civic outcomes, such as students’ propensity to vote, to 

work on local problems, to join voluntary associations, and to follow the news; 

• Explicit advocacy of civic and political engagement, without advocating a particular 

position or partisan stance; 

• Active learning opportunities that offer students the chance to engage in discussions of 

relevant issues and to take part in activities that help put a “real-life” perspective on 

classroom learning; and 
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• An emphasis on the ideas and principles that are essential to constitutional democracy, 

such as those found in the Declaration of Independence and the U.S. Constitution, and on 

how they influence education, religion, the workplace, and government at every level. (p. 

33)  

Galston’s approaches underscore the key goals of citizenship education in democratic nations.  A 

common goal of traditional approaches to citizenship education is to ensure that youth 

understand the political basis of the state and their responsibilities their rights (Crick, 2000).  

Although these approaches can indeed inform the civic idea that Beiner (2003) considers of 

central importance to civic education, they may also emphasize public discourses that portray a 

nation of citizens with homogeneous cultural identity into which minorities are expected to 

integrate.  Such approaches may well fail to accommodate cultural attachments to the extent that 

loyalty to civic identity consistent national citizenship is undermined.   

In outlining a cosmopolitan approach to learning about citizenship Osler and Starkey (2003) 

suggest “in this respect, education for national citizenship often fails to engage with the actual 

experiences of learners, who, in a globalised world are likely to have shifting and multiple 

cultural identities and a sense of belonging that is not expressed first and foremost in terms of the 

nation” (p. 245).  Moreover, it is increasingly the case that processes of globalization and 

increased interdependence mean that youth and their families now find themselves belonging to 

what Held (2001) calls ‘overlapping communities of fate’ that cross social, political, economic 

and environmental arenas local, regional, national, international and, increasingly, virtual arenas 

of life.  To act in these arenas in ways that honor democratic principles is to acquire dispositions 

of cosmopolitan citizenship.  Osler and Starkey (2003) are among scholars who have begun to 

lay the ground for what education for cosmopolitan citizenship might entail.  Drawing from 
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UNESCO’s (1995) framework they suggest “that educated cosmopolitan citizens will be 

confident in their own identities and will work to achieve peace, human rights and democracy 

within the local community and at a global level, by: 

• accepting personal responsibility and recognising the importance of civic commitment; 

• working collaboratively to solve problems and achieve a just, peaceful and democratic 

community; 

• respecting diversity between people, according to gender, ethnicity and culture; 

• recognising that their own worldview is shaped by personal and societal history and by 

cultural tradition; 

• respecting the cultural heritage and protecting the environment; 

• promoting solidarity and equity at national and international levels. (p. 247) 

Conclusion: Developing Strategies for Cosmopolitan Citizenship Education 

Although the elements of the UNESCO framework just outlined can clearly provide a 

scaffold for designing strategies for cosmopolitan citizenship education, the task is not without 

challenges. One of the major challenges is turning what is often viewed as a idealist sentiment 

into a grounded set of social practices and dispositions.  In this concluding discussion I outline 

how this might occur.     

Cosmopolitanism is often criticized as offering at best a humanist ideal that draws attention 

to questions concerning the globalization, nationalism, population movements, cultural values 

and identity.  It is dismissed as a “idealist sentiment that considerably marginalizes the 

significance of the structures of nation-state and citizenship, while leaving unspecified the 

empirical sociological dimensions of cosmopolitanism itself” (Skrbis, Kendall & Woodward, 

2004, p. 115).  Recent scholarship has taken on the challenge of specification of dimensions of 
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cosmopolitanism in the context of enduring nation-state structures.  Osler and Starkey (2003), for 

example, point out these aspects of cosmopolitan citizenship that they draw from the UNESCO 

framework do not undermine engagement in national citizenship.   

Still there are significant challenges to renovating deeply embedded systems of education to 

reflect norms of global governance suggested by Slaughter (2004) so that approaches to civic 

literacy can be created that reflect principles of democratic cosmopolitanism (Held & Patomäki, 

2006).  I want to conclude this article by arguing that research to guide the development of 

cosmopolitan civic education can provide greater understanding of these challenges if it is 

framed by a methodological cosmopolitanism that allows us to take into account the reality that 

the dualities of the global and the local, the national and the international, us and them, have 

dissolved and merged together in new forms that require conceptual and empirical analysis.   

Beck and Sznaider (2006) point out that principle of cosmopolitanism can be found in 

specific forms at every level and can be practiced in every field of social and political action.  As 

such it tackles the various developmental versions of de-bounded politics and society, 

corresponding research questions and programs.  It requires a new mapping of space and time, 

and attention to the new co-ordinates for the social and the political that are emerging.  If the turn 

to cosmopolitan civic literacy so evident in the recommendations of the Civil Paths to Peace 

report is to turn an idealist sentiment into social practices and dispositions, researchers must 

frame their studies of challenges to creating strategies for cosmopolitan citizenship education in 

appropriate methodologies.  Beck and Sznaider suggest that “the notion 'cosmopolitanization' is 

designed to draw attention to the fact that the emerging cosmopolitan reality is also, and even 

primarily, a function of coerced choices or a side-effect of unconscious decisions” (p. 7).  If they 

are correct then researchers seeking to explore challenges to developing cosmopolitan civic 
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literacy begin by asking two critical questions. First, they should ask under what conditions, 

subject to what limits and by which actors are cosmopolitan principles being translated into 

practice and thereby acquiring enduring reality – and which principles and against what forms of 

resistance? And finally they should ask what are the characteristics and who or what is the 

'subject', of the cosmopolitan moment at the beginning of the twenty-first century? 
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