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Abstract

The metaphor of the shared dream is a powerful rhetorical device used, notably, in the pursuit of social justice by Martin Luther King in the1960s and indirectly in Anderson’s imagined community of the nation. Rhetorically, dreams are an invitation to move in the imagination beyond present conflicts, tensions and injustices towards a perhaps utopian vision of how things might be and could be. Such dreams contrast with nightmare scenarios of wars, violence and disorder. Dreams are often framed in cosmopolitan terms, evoking solidarity between people, irrespective of nationality. This paper suggests that citizenship education may promote social cohesion by constructing a dream or vision of community. However such national narratives will only support cohesion when they are inclusive of the experiences of minorities as well as the dominant majority. Such a vision is facilitated by a common reference to human rights instruments and principles. Human rights standards and concepts can help to scaffold this phase of development by providing a common language to address causes of social tension and formulate an agenda for action. A focus on freedoms and democracy can underpin a citizenship education that is inclusive and able to promote social cohesion.

Introduction


Human rights are proclaimed as universal principles for everyday living together in society. An understanding of these standards, which are based on reciprocity and solidarity, provides the basis for social cohesion. Learning to live together is one of four pillars of lifelong education promoted by UNESCO (Delors, 1996). It is a central element of citizenship education, or what the Council of Europe (2010) refers to clumsily but comprehensively as education for democratic citizenship / human rights education (EDC/HRE).

Governments of the 47 member states of the Council of Europe formally agree that ‘an essential element of all education for democratic citizenship and human rights education is the promotion of social cohesion and intercultural dialogue and the valuing of diversity and equality, including gender equality’ (Council of Europe, 2010: 9). The Council of Europe has long experience of encouraging governments to prioritise human rights education and helping teachers to overcome the legacy of authoritarian governments of right and left (Osler and Starkey, 1996; Stradling and Rowe, 2009; Kerr and Losito, 2010). The development of policies and practice in human rights education has been a means of promoting democracy and social justice to provide political stability and social cohesion. Greece, Spain and Portugal benefitted from this support and solidarity in the 1970s and 1980s. The focus in the 1990s was Central and Eastern Europe, including the Russian Federation and the 21st century has seen major programmes in the Balkan region.


The Council of Europe Charter on Education for Democratic Citizenship and Human Rights Education (2010) recognises the interrelationship of education, intercultural dialogue and social cohesion. At a minimum, those living in democracies need to understand the underlying principles of democracy, and particularly human rights. This is the key role of education, whether formal, non-formal or informal. This chapter provides some definitional work in clarifying the vision that underpins human rights and the relationship of human rights to democracy and social cohesion.

Human rights as utopian vision

Human rights were first closely defined as part of the post-World War II settlement. The creation of a world body, the United Nations, set standards for nation-states that aimed to diminish the likelihood of armed conflicts between them. This was based on the premise that acceptance of fundamental freedoms for citizens within states and compliance with the rule of international law would avert tendencies to war between states. 

The original human rights instrument, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) (United Nations General Assembly, 1948) was drafted at a time when the awareness of state-organised abuse of human dignity was particularly acute.  The second paragraph of the preamble to the UDHR situates the context of the Declaration as a reaction to: ‘disregard and contempt for human rights [that] have resulted in barbarous acts which have outraged the conscience of mankind…’. The reference to barbarous acts includes prominently but not exclusively the Nazi death camps associated with the Holocaust. This concept of human rights abuses as involving, arbitrary arrest, deportation, imprisonment, forced labour, torture and death, all without due judicial process has remained strong in popular understandings of human rights. Indeed the most prominent of the NGOs associated with the promotion of human rights, Amnesty International, campaigns particularly on the issues of prisoners of conscience, torture and the death penalty. However, citizenship education to promote human rights and social cohesion requires engaging learners not just through outrage at extreme barbarity but also in understanding the direct relevance to their daily lives.
Eleanor Roosevelt, chair of the drafting committee for the Universal Declaration of Human Rights expressed this perspective, linking the local to the global, in a well-known speech entitled Where do Human Rights Begin? (1958). Her answer is:  

In small places, close to home – so close and so small that they cannot be seen on any maps of the world. Yet they are the world of the individual person; the neighborhood he lives in; the school or college he attends; the factory, farm or office where he works. Such are the places where every man, woman, and child seeks equal justice, equal opportunity, equal dignity without discrimination. Unless these rights have meaning there, they have little meaning anywhere. Without concerned citizen action to uphold them close to home, we shall look in vain for progress in the larger world. 

This response to the rhetorical question of how we recognize human rights challenges any perception that rights are distant, hard to understand or irrelevant to ordinary everyday life. Indeed, Roosevelt specifically refers to schools and colleges as places where human rights ‘have meaning’.
The metaphor of the shared dream is a powerful rhetorical device used, notably, in the pursuit of civil rights and social justice by Martin Luther King in the1960s (Carson and Shepard, 2002) and indirectly in Anderson’s imagined community of the nation (1991). Rhetorically dreams are an invitation to move in the imagination beyond present conflicts, tensions and injustices towards a perhaps utopian vision of how things might be and could be. Such dreams contrast with nightmare scenarios of wars, violence and disorder. Dreams are often framed in cosmopolitan terms, evoking solidarity between people, irrespective of nationality (Winter, 2006).
The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) offers a worldview based on a vision and a promise and in this sense follows the rhetorical metaphor of the dream. The vision is utopian and cosmopolitan. It rejects past utopian ideologies based on repression, coercion and discrimination. It proposes that a peaceful world will be brought about through individuals striving for freedoms and emancipation but learning to live together on the basis of shared principles for daily life. The people are entitled to expect and demand that conflicts are not denied but resolved and that states provide justice and ensure protection of the vulnerable.

The standards set in the UDHR are accepted voluntarily by governments, but will only be implemented when the people themselves act in accordance with them and demand their observance by the state. Even liberal democratic governments that willingly embrace their commitments to human rights may choose to allow agendas of security or political expediency to take precedence over ensuring equality of rights and fundamental freedoms. Adopting a perspective based on human rights means a critical stance towards government and its agents and a willingness to challenge perceived injustices. Such a stance is not subversive, since it respects the rule of law and the importance of democracy as a process as well as a system of government. It may, however, lead to tension and conflict and these are not necessarily negative. Indeed conflicts may be sources of creativity.  Human rights standards are based on all individuals having rights and exercising them responsibly in a social context. This understanding of what it means to live in society can also inform the processes and procedures of schools and education systems. Consequently it is important for all members of school communities and indeed wider communities across the world to understand what it means to live in a culture of human rights.

Writing from a historical perspective, Jay Winter characterises the drafting of the UDHR a ‘minor utopia’ since it offers a view of liberation and freedoms (2006: 3). He contrasts this with the major utopias of the 20th century, namely political worldvisions that promised a future in which conflicts would be eliminated. Ideologies such as Nazism, Stalinism and Maoism promised their supporters and believers a modern, progressive and materialist future. However, this depended on a willingness to embrace the ideology and follow the leadership of the party without question. Opponents of the ideology were considered to be obstacles to be eliminated. They were labelled as degenerate, foreign or bourgeois. In other words they were first deprived of their status as citizens, then of their human dignity and finally of their lives as they were sent to prison camps or made to participate in disastrous social experiments like the Cultural Revolution in China. 
Human rights developed in reaction to such totalitarian regimes that promised to provide all material needs in exchange for total and unquestioning loyalty. A human rights perspective is based on steps that can be taken to make small differences that collectively lead away from war and oppression. This is not a vision that provides all the answers. Rather it offers powerful imaginings that ‘sketch out a world very different from the world we live in, but from which not all social conflict or oppression has been eliminated’ (Winter, 2006: 3). Using the UDHR as a utopia, but recognising the realities of the inequalities and injustices in the world, corresponds to a strategy of ‘utopian realism’ (Giddens, 1990: 156) or ‘realistic utopia’ (Rawls, 1999: 128). 

Utopia requires and encourages imagination; it is this process of imagining utopia that has the capacity to challenge dominant discourses and taken for granted assumptions. As Paul Ricoeur observed: ‘usually we are tempted to say that we cannot live in a way different from the way we presently do. The utopia, though, introduces a sense of doubt that shatters the obvious’ (quoted in Sargent, 2008: 269). Using the UDHR as this utopia enables anyone in the world to critique and interrogate their current conditions. The key issue for consideration is what is valuable and needs to be preserved and what needs changing (Osler and Starkey, 1996).
Human rights as cosmopolitan vision

The preamble of the UDHR sets out a vision for the future. In fact this future-oriented perspective is given absolute priority as the first element of the Declaration. 

Whereas recognition of the inherent dignity and of the equal and inalienable rights of all members of the human family is the foundation of freedom, justice and peace in the world

In this statement, human beings are seen as a single unity. The metaphor is that of a family, conceptualised as people having a common bond of believing that they are related. The metaphor extends this conception to all human beings. The assertion is that it is possible to create a belief in and feeling of a common bond that relates any human being to any other. This cosmopolitan perspective is not new. The Indian concept of Vasudhaiva Kutumbakam meaning World is Family dates back five thousand years (Chaurasia, 2000:iii).  It is also the basis of theistic religions, where humanity is descended from a single ancestral couple, such as Adam and Eve or conceptualised as sons and daughters of a holy father God. The same vision also underpins the humanist, non-religious tradition. 

Viewing the population of the world as a human family is a cosmopolitan perspective, following the Enlightenment philosophy of Immanuel Kant. It engages both the intellect and the emotions. It takes an intellectual leap to conceptualise seven billion human beings as a single family. The concept of family implies a feeling of belonging, indeed probably a pride in being part of this community in all its diversity and with its histories, cultures and achievements. It is, of course, an idealistic image that does not correspond to the realities of families often based on patriarchal and violent forms of relationship.
The legitimacy of the UDHR derives not from national law and governance, but from a sense of the inadequacy of socially constructed nation-states in providing a convincing account of what binds human beings together. Whilst states, in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries particularly, used education, culture and sport to create imagined communities based on nationality (Dewey, [1916] 2002), the social facts created by migration and globalisation challenge the hegemonic discourse of the nation-state as providing a primary sense of belonging. A cosmopolitan perspective includes a global vision that transcends borders. It does not necessarily ignore more local belongings including the national dimension. It rather enables the possibility of choosing an alternative perspective to that which privileges national solidarities over all others. 

In multicultural states, and all nation-states include religious, cultural and ethnic minorities, a cosmopolitan vision helps to include minorities in a national narrative since it thereby embraces extended family relationships of majority and minority populations. The cosmopolitan vision recognises histories and geographies of migration as well as developing understandings of what living together within a particular territory entails.
Human rights and the four freedoms

Human rights offer possibilities for emancipation and freedoms. The UDHR preamble suggests a vision of the future in cosmopolitan and utopian terms holding out the promise of ‘the advent of a world in which human beings shall enjoy freedom of speech and belief and freedom from fear and want [that] has been proclaimed as the highest aspiration of the common people’.
This section incorporates ideas set out in an address by US President Franklin J Roosevelt to Congress on 6 January 1941 (Glendon, 2001). His four freedoms are composed of two freedoms of and two freedoms from. Freedom of speech and belief are sometimes defined as negative freedoms since it is argued that they simply require inaction by government. The two other freedoms are freedoms ‘from’. The first is the psychological freedom from fear. Laws and policing by the state offer security through ‘the subjection of power to the reason of law’ (Douzinas, 2000: 5). Freedom from want is the right of access to basic standards of nutrition, health care, income and shelter. Without these, human beings are deprived of their capacity to develop their capabilities and thus effectively robbed of their dignity and personal liberty (Sen, 1999, 2009).

Most of the articles of the UDHR defend and promote freedoms. Thinking of the rights of the UDHR in relation to the freedoms they promote can act as a mnemonic. It is a way of remembering the extent of but also the limitation of the rights guaranteed in the 30 articles of the UDHR.

Freedoms are not absolute. The powerful may use unregulated freedom to exploit or oppress. A human rights perspective balances freedoms with a concern for equality of access to rights. Freedoms are exercised in society and claiming them is constrained by the acceptance of the principle that all other human beings can claim the same rights. 

Freedom of speech and belief 
Social cohesion can be promoted when all members of society are able to express themselves freely and exercise choice over issues of conscience and belief. Just as democracy is enhanced when many voices and perspectives find expression, so too learning in schools and universities can be stimulated when received ideas are challenged and different views and beliefs respected. Whereas differing views and beliefs may conflict and give rise to tensions, such diversity of opinion can be managed when there is understanding of certain procedural values such as tolerance, respect, evidence. These procedural values underpin education for democratic citizenship (Crick, 1999; Stradling and Rowe, 2009).

Freedoms of speech and belief are closely defined in seven of the 30 articles of the UDHR.  In summary these are:
Article 12. Respect for privacy

Article 18. Freedom of thought, conscience and religion

Article 19. Freedom of opinion and expression

Article 20. Freedom of peaceful assembly

Article 21. Right to democratic process and participation

Article 26. Right to education and human rights education

Article 27. Right to participate in cultural life and to intellectual property
Privacy is important to this freedom since the intervention or interference of the state in private communications and correspondence is likely to be threatening to attempts to discuss or organise peacefully. Unregulated interception of phone and email by the police could be intimidating at least. The same article also protects against slander and defamation which can also be used to undermine legitimate political activity. Where the state obtains approval by a magistrate or judge phone-tapping may be legal, but each case has to be approved. 

The religious freedom to practice or manifest beliefs, for example by wearing clothes or symbols of a particular religion is protected under article 18. This article also defines freedom from coercion to join or remain in a particular faith community as a human right. In other words it also includes the right to change ones religion.
Freedom of opinion and expression in article 19 includes a right to disseminate and receive information through any media regardless of frontiers. This requires that states refrain from exercising censorship of the media or blocking access to radio or television broadcasts or internet sites. These and all other freedoms are liable to be limited under article 29b by permissible laws that are enacted in order to protect the equal rights of others and meet ‘the just requirements of morality, public order and the general welfare in a democratic society’. Other rights associated with freedom of speech and belief are the freedom of peaceful assembly and association in article 20 and the right to a democratic process of government in article 21. Article 20 is also a guarantee against coercion, and being forced to join an association. Here again, individual freedom is the principle, but it is always within a social context. 

Although there are many ways in which democratic principles can be translated into institutions and processes, the right to a democratic process is a right in itself and, as article 29 makes clear is also the context for all other rights. In other words the vision of freedom justice and peace is also a vision of continuous democratisation, whether in established or emerging democratic states. The World Conference on Human Rights in Vienna in 1993 proclaimed democracy, development and human rights to be ‘interdependent and mutually reinforcing’ (UNHCR, 1994: 195). This also implies that democracy is not a steady state but a dynamic process of enabling people to live together by creating a sense of security and justice. This is what John Dewey called ‘more than a form of government: it is primarily a mode of associated living, of conjoint communicated experience’ ([1916] 2002: 101). It is this understanding of democracy that is most relevant to schools and education systems.

The right to education, article 26, opens up all other rights since a right is only a right when you are aware of it. Article 20 specifically asserts the right to access to public service and Article 27 the right to participate in cultural life. This must include ensuring access for minorities. The right to cultural life must itself be considered in a human rights perspective. Cultures that deny or fail to respect human rights, such as political groups espousing terrorism or religious groups coercing people into membership of cults, can and should face restrictions to ensure that they conform to normative human rights principles.

Freedom from fear

Freedom from fear is linked closely to freedom of speech and belief. The articles are rights to protection from arbitrary and cruel actions by the agents of the state.  Individuals and groups should be able to go about their lawful and peaceful business, including participation in political, trades union and cultural activities without fearing unjustified arrest, detention or exile (article 9). They may own property and this is not subject to confiscation by the state (article 17). When arrested, there should be a due legal process that starts by their recognition as a person before the law (article 6) and where they are guaranteed equal treatment by the law (article 7). Trials should be held in public and be conducted fairly (article 10). There must be a presumption of innocence unless proven otherwise and no one can be convicted for something that, at the time of the supposed offence was not illegal (article 11).

Freedom from fear is also protected by international law and the international human rights regime (article 28). Articles 29 and 30 assert both limitations to rights and the indivisibility of human rights by outlawing the use of the freedoms guaranteed to undermine human rights or act counter to the spirit of the UN Charter. Article 28 reminds individuals of their responsibilities to their communities. It stresses that human rights are guaranteed by people acting in solidarity with others and recognising that society depends on reciprocity. Although it invokes a sense of duty to the community, such duties are undertaken by a sense of moral conviction rather than by state coercion. 

A society based on rights does not recognise duties; it acknowledges only responsibilities arising from the reciprocal nature of rights in the form of limits on rights for the protection of the rights of others (Douzinas, 2000: 10).

Social cohesion is not something that can be forced on a population. Rather it comes from understanding the concept of reciprocity, in other words the mutual obligations that free individuals have to each other.
Freedom from want

Freedoms of speech and belief and freedom from fear provide the conditions in which democratic political activity can take place. The capacity to exercise agency is itself a condition of human fulfilment and therefore essential to realise the dream of justice and peace that is offered by the UDHR. However, human beings also require a degree of material security and sufficient resources to take advantage of available freedoms. This is the understanding that underpins the concept of freedom from want.
The articles of the UDHR promoting freedom from want have defined many struggles for dignity and social justice are intended to ensure that human beings have sufficient material resources and protection to enable them to access their fundamental human rights. Extreme poverty denies access to life, to health and often to education and participation. The UDHR was, amongst other things, a response to severe coercion and slave labour as practiced by totalitarian regimes. The main rights offered under this heading are in summary:

Article  22. Right to social security and economic, social and cultural rights

Article 23. Right to work and fair pay

Article 24. Right to rest and leisure

Article 25. Right to adequate healthy standard of living.
In a global perspective access to these rights is effectively the same as what is often called economic development. International law now supports the view that governments cannot legitimately claim that denial of such rights is limited by their lack of tax resources. In fact the Vienna Declaration of the World Conference on Human Rights is quite specific in asserting that: ‘while development facilitates the enjoyment of all human rights, the lack of development may not be invoked to justify the abridgement of internationally recognised human rights’ (UNHCR, 1994: 197).

Struggles for freedoms strongly inform our understandings of human rights as struggles for self-realisation, fulfilment and creativity. The UDHR is an inspirational document that has been described as an ‘open text, whose reference is past conflict and whose performance will help to decide future struggles’ (Douzinas, 2000: 95). The essential innovation of the UDHR was to accept conflict and struggle as part of all social activities in contexts where freedoms are acknowledged as rights. Human rights instruments provide a language with which to articulate strong and legitimate claims. This powerful discourse has to be learnt, not only so that it can be used in struggle but also so that illegitimate uses of this rhetoric can be detected. This is a significant task for citizenship education.
Citizenship and social cohesion

Citizenship is a site of political struggle. It is frequently defined as having two essential aspects, first a status and a set of duties and secondly a practice and an entitlement to rights (Lister, 1997). Whilst these are certainly key elements, they do not take into account the fact that citizenship is probably most immediately experienced as a feeling of belonging. Citizenship can be defined as having three essential and complementary dimensions. It is a status, a feeling and a practice (Osler & Starkey, 2005). This understanding of citizenship provides a basis for social cohesion since it aims to be inclusive rather than exclusive.
Citizenship is perhaps most often understood as status. The world is organised on the basis of nation-states and almost all of the world’s inhabitants are legally citizens of a state. Whatever the political regime, nationals of a state are citizens with an internationally accepted legal status that gives them some rights and usually also some responsibilities. Citizenship, in this sense, is simply the status of being a citizen. It describes the relationship of the individual to the State. The State contracts to protect citizens through laws and policing. This social contract obligates the state to provide some collective benefits such as security, a system of justice, education, health care, and transport infrastructure. In return, citizens contribute to the costs of collective benefits through taxation and possibly military service. In any country, the achievement of democracy and citizenship is an ongoing struggle, in the sense that the full realisation of civil, political and social rights for all, balancing freedoms with equality, is always likely to be an aspiration rather than a fact. The utopia inherent in a human rights perspective provides the vision of what struggles for recognition by citizens may be able to achieve.
In nationalist discourses the link between citizenship and nationality may be used rhetorically to exclude. Xenophobic political groups play on nationalistic feelings, strengthening and focusing a division between (worthy) citizens and (unworthy) foreigners. Inflammatory political discourses in many European states castigate immigrants, refugees and asylum seekers. Proposals that the status and privileges attached to national citizenship, such as rights with respect to housing, employment and health should not be available to migrants may appeal to national citizens whose social and economic status is precarious. Citizenship as status is thus subject to political and legal definition and in this context has become a major site of struggle in all democracies. This is because with respect to human rights and  fundamental freedoms, which have a different basis to nationally defined citizenship rights, European states are committed through adherence to the European Convention on Human Rights to guarantee equality between nationals and non-nationals. There is consequently a continuous tension between populist political demands and international obligations.
Citizenship is a feeling of belonging to a community of citizens. However, even when individuals have the status of citizen, they may identify to a lesser or greater extent with a particular nation or state. Although governments, communities and the media may promote feelings of national identity through national holidays, sporting events, jubilees, parades and public service broadcasting, individuals are likely to vary in the degree to which they feel they are part of the nation. For many citizens, it may be easier to identify with a particular place or region. Feelings of identity and citizenship are frequently situated in local communities. Increasingly, with migration and globalisation, citizens may be connected to more than one location. Home may be New York and London or Birmingham and Lahore. The nation state no longer necessarily provides a complete and exclusive sense of belonging and pride.
Education, particularly a formal national curriculum, is one means for promoting identification with and positive feelings towards the nation state. With globalisation and migration, increasing numbers of citizens are educated in more than one state and one result may be multiple identifications. Citizenship as feeling is often considered to be a question of identity. But even choices of identity can be denied. Self-defined identity can be over-ruled by an excluding society. In the UK migrants may be recognised as British, but they are rarely accepted as English, for example. Access to national citizenship requires more than a legal status, though this is an essential first step. The attitudes and behaviour of majority groups may be determining in enabling minorities to feel included. Social cohesion therefore requires a commitment by the State to ensuring that the education of all its citizens includes an understanding of the principles of democracy and human rights and an uncompromising challenge to racism in all its forms (Kymlicka, 2003).

Citizenship can also be defined in terms of practice associated with democracy and with human rights. Citizenship refers to an awareness of oneself as an individual living in relationship with others, participating freely in society and combining with others for political, social, cultural or economic purposes. Active citizenship is facilitated by awareness of and access to human rights. It is not dependent on belonging to a particular nation state, though it may certainly be facilitated or restricted by membership of a state. Individuals can practice citizenship as holders of human rights, working individually, perhaps, but usually with others to change the way things are. It is this awareness of a capacity to influence the world, a sense of agency, which leads citizens to exert themselves on behalf of others. 

Seen in this perspective, citizenship is not confined simply to a formal status in relation to a nation-state. Nor is it confined to those able to exercise the right to vote. The scope of citizenship has expanded as new groups have demanded to be included amongst those who make decisions concerning their lives. The formal status of entitlement to political or voting rights has often proved insufficient to achieve social justice. Voting rights for women have had to be followed by campaigns for real equality and this struggle is on-going. Minorities may gain formal and legal equality of rights but this is rarely sufficient to guarantee equity in practice. Children and young people are entitled to human rights including some rights that are additional to those of adults. However, their struggle for respect, recognition and citizenship is still relatively recent and requires attention by school and education authorities. Achieving equity and access to fundamental freedoms requires struggle and this can be powerfully supported by a discourse of human rights that claims a morally just and legitimate goal (Osler and Starkey, 2010). 

Conclusion

The utopia provided by human rights provides a standard against which to judge the quality of democracy and citizenship. Democracy may be judged on the extent to which diverse political demands find expression and the capacity of the political system to accommodate those whose demands are not currently accepted. Education for citizenship may promote unthinking patriotism and a national identity defined by the dominant majority, or it may attempt to be inclusive and promote solidarity with others based on recognition of equality and diversity. Such education may favour social cohesion, since it also accepts that conflicts are to be managed rather than suppressed. 
Education for democratic citizenship and human rights requires favourable political conditions if it is to promote social cohesion. Such education cannot be expected to have an impact where political dialogue is limited. It can, however, prepare the ground so that when political conditions permit freedom of belief and expression and people experience freedom from fear then the development of democratic processes can be informed by understandings of human rights principles. Political demands can be formulated by reference to international standards and expectations. In such cases people may move slowly towards the utopia that the Universal Declaration of Human Rights articulates.
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