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Abstract
There are contrasting views as to whether education systems and curricular characteristics are converging.  A number of theoretical perspectives have been proposed attempting to explain or predict similarities and differences in education systems and curricula around the world, e.g. World Culture theory, and the modernisation and qualitative differences perspectives.  From an empirical point of view, existing research investigating variation in citizenship education across countries tends to focus on superficial features such as curriculum objectives and structure, and school subject categories.  The more substantive issue of the values and norms promoted in the curriculum are usually ignored because of the difficulty in investigating these.  Further, while it is possible to identify convergence at the most general and abstract level, it is at the level of the enactment and implementation of policy that meaningful similarities or differences can be identified.  This chapter presents original data at the level of the structural features and curriculum content of citizenship education from 16 Western and East Asian countries.  It uses cross-country patterns of the dimensions of state control and collective values to assess the validity and explanatory power of World Culture theory, and the modernisation and qualitative differences perspectives.  

Introduction

All states are interested in the political education of their young people, and it is mainly through citizenship education that they attempt directly to socialise youngsters into the norms, values, and conduct expected of citizens.  We understand ‘citizenship education’ in the broadest possible sense, that is, as referring to those aspects of school education that are intended to have socialising effects with respect to citizenship, including civic education, moral and values education, social studies, history, geography, literature, physical education, military training, volunteering, service to the wider community, etc.  Countries vary in their conceptions of the ideal citizen and, consequently, citizenship education can be quite different across countries.  However, research examining these differences shows theoretical and empirical lacunae. 

Where theory is concerned, existing research has been dominated by the influential claim of the World Culture theorists that national curricula are converging to a transnational normative model emphasising human rights, democracy, and individual autonomy (e.g. Frank et al, 2000; Soysal and Schissler, 2005; Wiseman et al, 2011).  Although World Culture theory has been criticised by many, few of the critics have proposed an alternative view that could describe and explain cross-national patterns and trends in citizenship education.  The current chapter will address this omission by developing two such perspectives.  These perspectives can be said to rival World Culture theory in that they predict different outcomes across countries. 

From an empirical point of view, existing research investigating the nature of citizenship education across countries is limited.  Apart from in-depth case studies of individual countries, comparative research examining a range of countries on specific criteria tend to focus on superficial features, such as curriculum objectives and structure (e.g. Eurydice, 2005), and school subject categories (e.g. Benavot et al, 1991).  The more substantive issue of the values and norms promoted in the curriculum is usually ignored because of the difficulty in investigating these.  The current chapter will explore this values dimension, in addition to the structural features of citizenship education, across 16 Western and East Asian states
.  It will use cross-country patterns of both these dimensions to broadly assess the validity of World Culture theory, and the two alternative perspectives developed below.  Thus the current contribution can be said to enhance our understanding of the area in at least three ways:  (1) it elaborates on two alternative perspectives with regard to international differences in citizenship education curricula;  (2) it uncovers the values promoted in these curricula;  and (3) it contributes to the development of theoretical perspectives in the field. 

We start by explaining World Culture theory in greater detail, and presenting the two alternative perspectives.  We then discuss the two dimensions of citizenship education curriculum, and the ways in which we will measure these.  We will also present descriptive statistics of the two dimensions, and offer some preliminary observations regarding the validity of the three theoretical perspectives.  In the final section, we link the findings more fully to these perspectives.

World Culture Theory
World Culture theory enjoys widespread familiarity – even endorsement in some instances - among scholars interested in citizenship education.  For Boli (2005), the notion of world culture applies if an action ‘invokes a framework of meaning that (it is believed) should apply everywhere’ (p. 386);  world culture elements include ‘general models of purposive organizations, general theories of the benefits of increasing trade, general conceptions of the ultimate purposes of the great, grand human adventure (progress, justice, self-actualization), and so on’ (p. 385).  It is no accident that conceptions of world culture elements such as Boli’s often occur at a high level of abstraction and generality.  As we shall see, World Culture theory becomes increasingly difficult to apply as policy moves along the continuum of implementation.  Nonetheless, proponents of World Culture theory believe not only that world culture exists, but also that it has become more salient in recent decades, is more ubiquitous, is becoming more organised and rationalised, and is indeed leading to the homogenisation of ‘life experience, outlook, and intensions of individuals everywhere to an extraordinary degree’ (Boli, 2005, p. 388). 


Within the field of education, there is a view that modern education has become ‘a world enterprise, universal and universalistic in aspiration and in some measures of outcome’ (Meyer and Ramirez, 2003, p. 115).  Astiz et al (2002) attribute world culture to economic globalisation, and the ‘hegemonic policy discourse’ created by the spread of neoliberal thought;  they conclude from their study of the mathematics curriculum in 39 countries that ‘countries have changed their structure of curricular governance to become more decentralised overall’  (pp. 69, 72).  On their part, Wiseman et al (2011) believe that there has been a ‘massification’ and a ‘normalisation (i.e. isomorphism) of school structure and content – including curricula’ (p. 562).  Rauner’s (1998) cross-national study of trends in civics education between 1955 and 1995 has been cited as demonstrating a shift ‘away from more particular national civics material.. to material that presents citizenship to students as a global process’  (Wiseman et al, 2011, p. 565, original emphasis).  More recently, using data from the 1999 Civic Education Study, the World Bank’s World Development Indicators, and Freedom House’s national political system indictors, Wiseman et al (2011) find ‘relatively weak effects of national characteristics on political socialisation’, and suggest that this is ‘consistent with an institutional argument regarding the formation of a supra-national citizenry’ (p. 547, original emphasis).  

Wiseman et al are not the only scholars go beyond the level of policy discourse and education structure to claim convergence at the level of curriculum content.  McEneaney and Meyer (2000) argue that there are similar ‘educational and curricular forms’ regardless of the stage of economic development or traditional culture (p. 195);  they claim, for instance, that citizenship education tends now to reflect the influence of liberalism, and increasingly focuses on the ‘broader principles of human rights and responsibility, (and)... democratic political structures’(p. 197).  Ramirez et al (2006) similarly claim that there has increasingly been the inclusion of human rights in the curriculum due to the influence of models from world society, and that traditional forms of citizenship education that give ‘heavy attention to local and national politics and their values and procedures’ now appear ‘limited or even jingoistic’ (p. 38).  A further claim by World Culture theorists is that the rise of a neoliberal discourse in the 1980s and 1990s has led, among other things, to the emergence of ‘a model of decentralised educational governance’;  the result is that, notwithstanding variations in adaptation and implementation at the local level, ‘countries have changed their structure of curricular governance to become more decentralised overall’ (Astiz et al, 2002, pp. 70, 72).

The view of the convergence of education systems and curriculum content has been contested by a number of scholars.  Carney et al (forthcoming) make the pertinent point that World Culture research tends to focus on policy development, and assign a high degree of consensus to this, while downplaying ‘local change processes’;  they also note that opponents of World Culture theory tend to focus precisely on these ‘local variations’.  On their part, Jakobi and Tletemann (2011) demonstrate in their study of policy using data from the OECD and UNESCO that whether there is convergence depends on the level of analysis:  while there may be a convergence at macro-level, education policies closer to implementation efforts tend to ‘show strict path dependencies and continuing persistence’ (p. 591).  Green and Mostafa, in their contribution to the current volume, make a similar point in stating that the ‘elevated point of view’ of World Culture theorists prevents them from seeing significant cross-national variation in policies and practices on the ground.  Indeed, in their examination of the social studies curriculum in the light of claims of the global spread of social studies, Morris et al (1997) observe that:

Worldwide trends can provide both rhetoric and models for specific sorts of policy changes.  At a micro level, however, conflict or competition among subgoups can modify or transform proposed changes, and the adoption and implementation of the changes are determined by a range of pragmatic considerations within schools (p. 43).
Whatever the case may be, if the proponents of World Culture theory are correct, we would expect to find patterns of curriculum with distinctive supra-national characteristics. 

The modernisation perspective

There are two main alternative perspectives to World Culture theory.  The first of these can be labelled the ‘modernisation’ perspective because its central notion is that, as countries modernise, they follow a singular and linear path of development, passing through several stages in this process – agricultural, industrial, and post-industrial.  Variation across states - in the structure of the economy, and the nature of the political system – is predicted and interpreted as variation along this path of development.  Thus countries with different economic and political systems are seen to be at different stages of development. The factor that scholars working within the modernisation tradition - such as Dalton (2004) and Inglehart (1990, 1997) - have in common with World Culture theorists is that they discern a broad trend away from authoritarian government towards more democratic forms.  However, the former differ from the latter in ignoring the role of transnational agents, processes, and discourses.  They see a country’s shift towards an ever more effective and participatory democracy exclusively as a function of domestic socio-economic development.  For modernisation theorists, it would be unthinkable for a country to maintain a system of government that is not in line with its stage of socio-economic development but, for World Culture theorists, it is entirely possible for a country in, say, the agricultural stage of development to adopt, at least at a formal level, all the attributes of a liberal democracy. Among other things, this means that, in the modernisation perspective, countries do not necessarily converge, at least not in the short run.  If the laggards are moving more slowly than the frontrunners, all will drift further apart, even though they all move in the same direction. In the long run, convergence is predicted by some strands of modernisation theory, but whether this happens depends on whether a definite end point of development is postulated – e.g. by Fukuyama (1993) with his ‘End of History’ argument – and on whether progress along a singular trajectory of development is seen as being inevitable.  Only if a final stage is assumed to exist, and countries are seen as necessarily progressing and not standing still or going into reverse, is convergence towards some ultimate outcome (e.g. a post-industrial, affluent, liberal-democratic market economy) the logical theoretical expectation.

Due to the work of Inglehart on the rise of post-materialism, the modernisation perspective has been influential in research on social and political values.  However, it has not received the same attention among scholars examining public policy, despite some of the latter explicitly mentioning the possibility of linear development without convergence.  Describing broad trends in education policies, for instance, Green et al (1999) remark that, while policies may head in the same direction, these can start from ’different points and/or change at different rates, so that there is little actual convergence between two points in time’ (p. 60).  Similarly, Mahnig and Wimmer (2000), exploring immigration policy, explain that confusion often occurs between the concept of convergence and that of parallel development:  the latter implies ‘that individual countries go through identical stages in developing their immigration policies without reaching the same point’ (p. 179).  The disregard for the modernisation perspective in policy studies is all the more surprising in view of the strong empirical evidence that Koopmans et al (2005) find for it in their study of citizenship policies.  Examining developments of these policies, they find that, although all countries in their five country study move in the same direction (towards more recognition of cultural difference and greater individual equality of access), they had different points of departure, and did not converge in the process. 


There is one perspective that does apply the key modernisation notion of linear development very explicitly to an area of public policy.  This is the evolutionary perceptive advocated by Taras Kuzio (2002).  According to Kuzio, states will gradually abandon ethnic exclusionary policies on immigration and citizenship, and exchange these for civic inclusive policies, as they mature and their democracies consolidate.  Thus, while Kuzio differs from Dalton and Inglehart in assigning prime causal significance to the age of the state and democratic tradition instead of socio-economic development, his view could be considered to belong to the modernisation perspective in that it is inspired by the same logic of linear and staged evolution.


For present purposes, an implication of the modernisation perspective is that the education system of countries at different stages of economic development, state formation, or democratic consolidation, would promote different views and values in order to ensure that their population have the qualities suited for that – and perhaps the next – stage of development.  Conversely, countries at the same stage of development would tend to have similar education systems generally, and curricula specifically.

The qualitative differences perspective
The second alternative perspective that we introduce here is the ‘qualitative differences’ perspective.  The term is formulated in the plural because the scholars that we associate with this perspective agree on little more than the basic proposition that countries are neither converging nor moving in the same direction, but show important qualitative differences in their education systems. Thus, we can identify a culturalist school of thought that sees cultures as completely exogenous, almost immutable, entities fundamentally shaping values, attitudes and behaviour (e.g. Harrison, 2000; Huntington, 1996).  In this view, education is seen as a core institution of society and a prime expression of culture, and education systems as being distinctive and enduring.  Education systems therefore differ across countries where there are uniquely evolved cultures rooted in different historical and religious traditions; by the same token, these would be similar across societies that share the same culture. 

Within the qualitative differences perspective, a second school of thought  has been proposed by a group of scholars who, while sharing the assumption of qualitative differences with the culturalists, argue that a country’s education system should be understood as part of that country’s wider societal ‘regime’ of social and institutional characteristics.  As noted in the introduction, such a regime is seen as the product of the struggle between various interest groups and the particular political system of a country, and is generally considered ‘mid-range’ in terms of its persistence.  The concept of regimes is used to describe qualitatively different forms of social cohesion (Green et al, 2009; Green and Janmaat, 2011) and welfare states (Esping-Andersen, 1990).  According to Green et al (2009), regimes of social cohesion are ‘relatively durable (but not immutable) configurations of social attitudes and behaviours contributing to society-wide social bonding that are underpinned by particular institutional arrangements’ (p. 63).  Using a combination of a qualitative analysis of the institutions and social attributes in the literature, and statistical analysis of cross-national data on institutional characteristics and social behaviours and attitudes, Green et al (2009) identify three regimes of social cohesion - the liberal regime associated with the English-speaking countries, the social market regime which prevails in the original six European Union countries, and the social democratic regime which is found in the Scandinavian countries.  They also accept the possibility of a Confucian social cohesion regime.  They further postulate that these regimes would be undergirded by particular sets of values and attitudes, as well as institutions such as the education system.  

Differences in the field of education have been remarked on by those working in citizenship education, among others.  Kerr (1999) observes that there is a continuum with respect to values in citizenship education.  At one end - in countries like Canada, England and the US - there is a ‘commitment to pluralism’ and ‘minimal reference to values in education in educational legislation’;  and, at the other end - in countries like Japan, Korea, and Singapore - ‘national values (are) expressed in detail’ (Kerr, 1999, p. 6).  Kerr (1999) also refers to the distinction between ‘values-explicit’ approaches which are ‘commonly criticised for the associated dangers of bias and the indoctrination of students’, and ‘values-neutral’ approaches which are ‘attacked for their failure to help students to deal adequately with real-life, controversial issues’ (p. 7).  Indeed, in their study of curricula in East and Southeast Asia, Morris and Marsh (1992) identify a set of characteristics distinctive to the region;  in addition to a centralised education system, central control of textbooks, and the use of civics to promote national identity and cohesion, they also find the prioritisation of ‘communal and social values and needs… over individual needs or aspirations’ (p. 252).  

Kerr’s distinction between the pluralistic and values-neutral approach, and the national values and values-explicit approach, share similarities with Crick and Porter’s distinction between procedural and substantive values.  For Crick and Porter, the former comprises values like freedom, toleration, fairness, respect for truth, and respect for reasoning (Crick, 1978, pp. 66ff), and are ‘rules for civilised procedures’ (Crick and Porter, 1978, p. 31).  In other words, these values are procedural in that they inform the process of debate, and do not impinge directly on the value or topic in question.  The notion of procedural values was developed by educationists – and adopted by practitioners - in Western, liberal societies as a way to avoid the thorny issue as to the substantive values that schools should promote in an increasingly multicultural and diverse environment.  


It should be noted that procedural values – such as respect for persons and differences of opinions - are either ultimately substantive or rest on substantive values (e.g. equality of individuals).  However, in many Western societies, there appears to be a tacit agreement that these values are sufficiently widely accepted to be bracketed out of values debates so as to form the basis of the procedure for these debates.  It is possible therefore that such procedural values can be so highly regarded in certain societies that these become actively promoted as substantive values.  


The three perspectives outlined above embody very different views of the nature of education systems and their constituent curricula.  World Culture theory argues explicitly that systems are converging towards a global or Western model emphasising human rights and democracy.  The modernisation perspective predicts a high degree of commonality between the systems of nations at a similar level of economic development.  The qualitative differences perspective suggests significant variations across countries, or groups of countries, based on immutable cultures (as argued by culturalists) or certain social cohesion regimes (as argued by regime theorists).  Our study is well placed to address these perspectives as it examines both the design of the curriculum and the values promoted in it, and does so for 16 countries.  It is distinctive in both its ability to explore the regional patterns predicted by the regimes perspective, i.e. patterns that transcend national boundaries but do not constitute global patterns, and it looks beyond general, superficial descriptors at a high level of abstraction.

Methodological approach


Between 2009 and 2011, a team from the ESRC-funded Centre for Learning and Life Chances in Knowledge Economies and Societies (LLAKES) carried out a project to investigate whether curriculum patterns could be identified for citizenship education across countries and, if so, how these patterns could be described and explained.  Our study focuses on the level between state policy and policy implementation, and on the specific following elements:  state control of the curriculum, and the values promoted through the curriculum.  In addition, we include countries from several regions, which allows for comparative analysis.  


Scope of study  Our choice of countries was informed by the four regimes of social cohesion identified by Green et al (2009).  Thus, in order to ensure that the selection included representatives of all four regimes, we chose Denmark, Finland, England, France, Germany, Hungary, Italy, Spain, and Sweden (representing the social cohesion regimes found in Europe, including the liberal regime), Japan, Singapore, South Korea (representing the East Asia or Confucian regime), and Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the United States (representing the non-European, English-speaking, countries belonging to the liberal regime).  A pragmatic consideration was that comparable data on these countries was available from sources such as INCA and EURYDICE
.  
Years of study
 We chose the years of formal or compulsory schooling for the study, as these would be most likely to reflect government policy where values are concerned.  We considered the junior secondary curriculum (12+ - 14+) to be more suitable for analysis, in part because the primary curriculum would lack sophistication in terms of the values being promoted, and also because the junior secondary level was more likely than the upper secondary level to be compulsory, de facto if not de jure.  
Time frame
In order to be up to date, we looked at the education curriculum that was being practised in the selected counties at the time of the data collection.  


Indicators
In view of the claims of the three theoretical perspectives explained above, the research team decided to examine two dimensions of national citizenship education curricula:  (1) state control of the curriculum, and (2) the type of values promoted.  According to World Culture theory, we would expect to find decentralised forms of education governance (with schools having autonomy in curriculum matters), and a similarity in the curricula (e.g. an emphasis on human rights, democracy, and individual autonomy).  In contrast, the modernisation perspective would lead us to expect the curriculum on the two dimensions to vary according to the indices of socio-economic development and democratic consolidation:  the more developed a state and the longer its tradition of democracy, the more decentralised the curriculum, and the greater the emphasis on democracy, universalism, and individual autonomy.  On its part, the qualitative differences perspective predicts major differences across cultures or regimes which are unrelated or not limited to stages of economic or political development. 


The state control composite indicator is composed of five indicators which were populated using data from existing sources, viz. INCA and EURYDICE (see Textbox 1).  It represents a summative scale with values ranging from 0 (no compulsory status, no hours specified, no national curriculum, no state control of textbooks) to 10 (compulsory status, minimum number of hours specified, a national curriculum, textbooks produced by the state).  The higher the value, the greater the degree of state control.  The value 5 represents the midpoint, denoting neither strong nor weak state control.  Reliability analysis showed the composite indicator to have a high internal coherence (alpha of .8), meaning that all five indicators composing the scale are strongly inter-correlated.  The advantage of a summative scale with a clear midpoint is that it expresses absolute values in addition to relative ones.  It is important that a scale provides information on both types of values.  For instance, if France has the highest value on state control of all 16 states, but its absolute value is only 3 on a scale from 0 to 10, then clearly the absolute value shows a low degree of state control overall, no matter where it stands relative to the other states.
The composite state control indicator

	(1) Civics / citizenship education:  compulsory or non-compulsory (citedcomp)

1 – Civics / citizenship education is not compulsory

2 – Cross-curricular guidelines is provided for civics / citizenship education

3 – Civics / citizenship education is embedded in other subjects

4 – The subject of civics / citizenship education (or social studies) is offered

5 – The subject civics / citizenship education (or social studies) is statutory and compulsory

A five point Likert scale was used, with 1 indicating the lowest level state control with respect to civics / citizenship education, and 5 the highest.  

(2) Moral education:  compulsory or non-compulsory (moredcomp)

1 – Moral education is not compulsory

2 – Cross-curricular guidelines are provided for moral education

3 – Moral education is embedded in other subjects

4 – The subject moral education is offered

5 – The subject moral education is statutory and compulsory

A five point Likert scale was used, with 1 indicating the lowest level state control with respect to moral education, and 5 the highest.  

(3) Civics / citizenship education:  hours of study specified (citedhours)

1 – There are no hours / days specified

3 – A minimum number of hours / days is suggested

5 – A minimum number of hours / days is specified and mandated

A three point Likert scale was used, with 1 indicating the lowest level of state control with respect to hours of study for civics / citizenship education, and 5 the highest.  

(4) State control of curriculum / syllabus (statecontrcurr)

1 – There is no national curriculum (although there may be a curriculum at state or province level)

2 – There is state / community level curricula with no common areas

3 – There is state / community level curricula with some common areas

4 – There is a broad national curriculum framework or core curriculum, with non-mandatory guidelines

5 – There is a national curriculum

A five point Likert scale was used, with 1 indicating the lowest level state control with respect to the curriculum / syllabus, and 5 the highest.  

(5) State approval of textbooks (stateapprtextbooks)

1 – There is no state control of textbooks

2 – A recommended list is produced, but textbooks that are not on the list can be used

3 – Textbooks are approved by the state

4 – Textbooks are approved, and some produced, by the state

5 – All textbooks are produced by the state

A five point Likert scale was used, with 1 indicating the lowest level state control with respect to textbooks, and 5 the highest.  




Textbox 1

The second composite indicator taps the values promoted in the curriculum (see Textbox 2).  We adopted Crick and Porter’s (1978) distinction between procedural and substantive values for one of the constituent indicators.  We also made distinctions between the promotion of moral autonomy and critical thinking on the one hand, and substantive values on the other, between a focus on the individual and the collective, between the promotion of a civic or an ethnocultural identity, and between an emphasis on diversity or homogeneity.  As the countries scoring high on these constituent indicators either emphasise the collective, or characteristics of the curriculum associated with promoting this, we used the term ‘collective values indicator’ for ease of reference.  
The composite collective values indicator

	1 Procedural or substantive values 

1 Primarily procedural values, with minimal substantive values

2 Mainly procedural, with some substantive values

3 A mixture of procedural and substantive values

4 Mainly substantive, with some procedural values

5 Primarily substantive (involving a single, clear moral code), with minimal procedural values

A five point Likert scale was used in which 1 represented the promotion of mainly procedural values, and 5 the promotion of mainly substantive values. 

2 Moral autonomy and critical thinking, or substantive values (personal, social and political)

1 Primary emphasis on moral autonomy and critical thinking, with minimal emphasis on substantive values

2 Main emphasis on moral autonomy and critical thinking, with some emphasis on substantive values

3 No overall emphasis on one type of values over another
4 Main emphasis on substantive values, with some emphasis on moral autonomy and critical thinking

5 Primary emphasis on substantive values, with minimal emphasis on moral autonomy and critical thinking

A five point Likert scale was used in which 1 represented a primary emphasis on moral autonomy and critical thinking, and 5 the primary emphasis on substantive values.  

3 Focus on the individual or the collective

1 Primary emphasis on the individual, with minimal emphasis on the collective

2 Main emphasis on the individual, with some emphasis on the collective 

3 Equal emphasis on the individual and the collective 

4 Main emphasis on the collective, with some emphasis on the individual

5 Primary emphasis on the collective, with minimal emphasis on the individual

A five point Likert scale was used in which 1 represented a primary emphasis on the individual, and 5 the primary emphasis on the collective.  

4 Focus on a civic identity or an ethnocultural identity

1 Primary emphasis on civic identity, with minimal emphasis on ethnocultural identity 

2 Main emphasis on civic identity, with some emphasis on ethnocultural identity

3 Equal emphasis on civic and ethnocultural identity 

4 Main emphasis on ethnocultural identity, with some emphasis on civic identity

5 Primary emphasis on ethnocultural identity, with minimal emphasis on civic identity

A five point Likert scale was used in which 1 represented a primary emphasis on civic identity, and 5 the primary emphasis on ethnocultural identity.    

5 Emphasis on diversity or homogeneity 

1 Primary emphasis on diversity and multiculturalism, with minimal emphasis on a common / homogeneous national identity 

2 Main emphasis on diversity and multiculturalism, with some emphasis on a common / homogeneous national identity 

3 Equal / no emphasis on diversity and multiculturalism, and a common / homogeneous national identity 

4 Main emphasis on a common / homogeneous national identity, with some emphasis on diversity and multiculturalism

5 Primary emphasis on a common / homogeneous national identity, with minimal emphasis on diversity and multiculturalism

A five point Likert scale was used in which 1 represented a primary emphasis on diversity and multiculturalism, and 5 a primary emphasis on a common / homogeneous national identity.    




Textbox 2

The constituent values indicators were original and, to our knowledge, had not been used in previous studies.  We felt that these would be helpful in highlighting the differences in emphasis in values education in different country groupings;  they would also cast light on the nature of such differences.  Having said that, the values indicators could not be readily populated from extant data sources, and a new approach had to be found.  The novelty was that we were using qualitative data, and quantifying these to make them comparable statistically
.  

The populating of the values indicators was not straightforward in that what was required was not objective data, e.g. a certain number of subjects, or number of hours of study;  rather, the process of obtaining a figure on a Likert scale for these indicators required the judgement of experts familiar with the curriculum – specifically that relating to values education - of the country in question.  For this, we took two approaches.  First, we convened two country expert panels on the countries in the study – one on Europe, and the other on Asia.  However, since panels could only be convened of country experts who happened to live in or near London where the LLAKES research centre was located, we had to resort to another approach for the other country experts.  The research team identified experts for these countries, and sent them a copy of the indicators, with an explanation and an example of how these could be completed.  For reasons of triangulation, we required at least two country experts for each country (either on the panels or written to individually).  
As with the indicators of state control, the values indicators were highly interrelated: states that stressed substantive values emphasised the collective, ethnocultural identities and homogeneity in the citizenship curriculum; conversely, states that put emphasis on procedural values stressed critical thinking and autonomy, individual rights, civic identities and multiculturalism (reliability analysis produced an alpha of .75 indicating a high level of internal coherence).  Thus, as with the state control indicators, we created a composite values indicator representing a summative scale with values ranging from 0 to 10, with 5 being the neutral midpoint.  The higher the value on the composite values indicator, the more a country stresses ethnocultural identity, homogeneity, and substantive and collective values.  

Findings
Figure 1 shows the country scores on both composite indicators.  We see that there is considerable variation on both indicators.  Some countries have values far below the midpoint (including all the English-speaking countries), while others have values approaching the maximum of both scales (Japan and, to a lesser extent, Singapore and South Korea).  Thus, the East Asian states exercise firm central control over the curriculum, and promote substantive and collective values, and homogeneity, while the English-speaking countries do the opposite, giving schools autonomy in the curriculum, and endorsing moral autonomy and critical thinking, individualism, and procedural values.  We can further see that the two composite indicators are closely linked:  the higher the degree of state control, the more the emphasis on collective values (r = .76; p = .001; N = 16).  The East Asian countries cluster quite tightly at the top of both indicators (i.e. in the upper-right corner of Figure 1), while the English-speaking states do so at the bottom (in the lower-left corner).  The continental European states assume middling positions around the mid-point of both indicators, although France shows quite a high value for state control, while Italy does so for collective values.  Roughly speaking, we can therefore identify three clusters of countries:  an English-speaking one with low values on both dimensions, an East Asian one with high values on both dimensions, and a continental European cluster with medium positions on the two dimensions. The last cluster forms the least cohesive group. 
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Figure 1
We also ran a series of correlations to test whether state control and collective values were related to socio-economic development, the age of the state, and democratic consolidation.  This would verify whether states demonstrated the patterns expected by the two schools of thought – as expressed by Inglehart and Kuzio respectively - that are associated with the modernisation perspective.  Socio-economic development was measured with GDP per capita Purchasing Power Parity, taken from the CIA World Fact Book 2000.  The age of the state was measured as the number of years of state independence until 2000.  Democratic consolidation was measured as number of years of uninterrupted democracy from the introduction of universal suffrage until 2000.
Correlations of state control and collective values with indicators associated with modernisation theory
	
	State control
	Collective values
	N

	Age of the state
	.031
	-.019
	16

	Socio-economic development
	.-.111
	-.083
	16

	Democratic consolidation
	-.597*
	-.650**
	16

	
	
	
	


Table 1

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Table 1 shows that the two curriculum indicators are strongly related with democratic consolidation, but not with the age of the state, or the level of socio-economic development.  The correlation with democratic consolidation is negative, indicating that states with a long history of uninterrupted democratic rule tend to have a decentralised curriculum, and to promote individualism rather than collectivism.  The scatter plots of Figures 2 and 3 provide more detailed information regarding the country positions on this negative correlation.  We can see that the familiar clusters of countries appear:  the East Asian states group (excepting Japan to some extent) gather in the upper left corner, combining low values on democratic consolidation with high values on state control and collective values, and the English-speaking countries converge in the lower right corner showing the exact opposite pattern.  Japan is somewhat of an outlier demonstrating ‘unexpectedly high’ values on the two curriculum indicators from the point of view of Kuzio’s theory
.  
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Figure 2

[image: image3.emf]
Figure 3

Discussion 
As noted earlier, World Culture theory predicts convergence towards decentralised education structures, and a curriculum emphasising democracy, human rights, and individual autonomy.  As Jakobi and Tletemann (2011) and Morris et al (1997) suggest, it is entirely possible that at the most general and abstract level – at the level of policy pronouncements, for instance – there might be convergence where education is concerned;  however, there may not be  convergence  at the level of adoption and implementation. It is at this level that our data and analyses are situated.  We recognise that the demonstration of convergence would require data over time, whereas our data merely represents a snapshot.   However, our data can nonetheless address the World Culture claim of convergence by exposing the sheer variation in the two curriculum indicators in absolute terms.  If World Culture theory were correct, we should not see countries - particularly those which are well integrated in the world economy, and in transnational organisations - with high degrees of state control, and a heavy emphasis on collective values.  All such states should have values below the mid-point of the two scales.  Yet we did find countries with such high absolute values - the East Asian states - and these countries contrasted markedly with the English-speaking countries.  In addition, we found two European states displaying quite high values on state control (France) and collective values (Italy).  These findings are thus difficult to reconcile with the World Culture perspective.


The modernisation perspective predicts that countries develop independently but that, while they may be at different stages of development, they are all heading in the same direction, towards more decentralised structures, and a curriculum endorsing individualism and universal values.  Of our three indicators of development, we found only democratic consolidation to show the expected relationship with the two curriculum indicators:  states with a long tradition of democracy tend to have a decentralised curriculum, and to promote individualism.  The other two indicators - the level of prosperity, and the age of the state - did not show any relationship with our two outcomes of interest.  The support for the modernisation thesis is thus only very partial.  In particular, the fact that the two curriculum indicators do not appear to be related to socio-economic development (as indicated by the level of prosperity) is striking, as this condition is seen as so significant in shaping the world of ideas by mainstream scholars working in the modernisation tradition.  


This non-relationship is nicely illustrated by the case of Japan.  Japan’s place in economic development would, it is reasonable to say, be ranked alongside those of many post-World War II European economies.  Yet, unlike those countries which display low state control and high liberal values, Japan is high on both state control and collective values.  Indeed, where our data is interesting, and persuasive, is that it shows countries at different points of development clustering together.  Japan is located within the East Asian cluster with Singapore and South Korea, all of which are high on state control and collective values.  However, the common understanding is that these countries are at different stages of economic development, with Japan being at the forefront in the post-war boom, followed a decade or two later by the ‘first tier newly industrialising economies’, of which Singapore and South Korea are considered members (Kasahara, 2004, p. 1).  This differing rate of economic development even has been captured in the flying geese paradigm (see, for instance, Kasahara, 2004).  According to the modernisation perspective, Japan should be further along with respect to modernisation in the form of social and economic development, and would therefore be expected to be closer to other developed countries, such as those in the West.  However, it can be seen in Figure 1 that Japan occupies an even more extreme position than Singapore and South Korea on both the state control and collective values axes.  This would suggest that neither the modernisation nor World Culture theories can adequately explain the patterns identified in our study.  

Part of the problem with the modernisation perspective is the lack of clarity and consensus with respect to what this involves.  Does it just involve levels of prosperity as measured by per capita income, and stages of economic development (agrarian, industrial, and post-industrial), or should it also include democratisation?  If the latter, does it have to be the kind of liberal democracy associated with the West?  Indeed, the monolithic view of democracy has been challenged by Chan (1993) and Huntington (1993) who suggest that there are not only other forms of democracy, but also other democratic ideals.  Chan (1993) has argued for Asian forms of democracy, and noted the characteristics that such democracies – including Japan, Singapore, and South Korea – have in common, viz. communitarian values, respect for authority and hierarchy, a dominant political party, a centralised bureaucracy, and a strong state.  If this is the case, then the clustering of Japan, Singapore, and South Korea would be indicative of an Asian form of democracy which would, in turn, be underpinned by institutions such as an education system that is designed to support it.  With regard to the English-speaking states, the argument can be made that their democracies reflect a particular kind of political culture, one that emphasises individual opportunity, pluralism, civil society, and minimal state intervention.  It is perhaps only because of the dominance in political discourse of their model of liberal democracy that the cultural specificity of its origin is obscured. 

Of the three theories put forward at the beginning of the chapter therefore, the qualitative differences perspective would appear to have the strongest explanatory power, with the differences in the curriculum being explained by the East Asian cultural heritage shared by these societies.  And, to the extent that democratic tradition is indicative of a particular culture or regime, the results suggest that variations in state control and collective values are not so much a function of modernisation and socio-economic conditions as a reflection of distinct cultures, traditions, and/or regimes.

Finally, it should be noted that a clear limitation of the current study is that it has not explored the effects of the two dimensions of curriculum differentiation on student attitudes and behaviours.  Obviously, if it is demonstrated that the impact of the curriculum is marginal, the question would arise as to the relevance of examining cross-national differences in the citizenship curriculum.  However, the contributions in the current volume by Mons, Duru-Bellat and Savina and by Janmaat have identified clear links between the content of the curriculum and the structure of schooling more broadly on the one hand, and a range of attitudinal outcomes on the other  These links at the very least suggest a distinct influence of schooling, in addition to that of other socialisation agents, and thus highlight the importance of examining cross-national variation in and dynamics of citizenship education.
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� We collected data for this purpose between 2009 and 2011.  This data collection was part of a larger project on regional patterns in citizenship education, carried out by a team from the ESRC-funded Centre for Learning and Life Chances in Knowledge Economies and Societies (LLAKES).


� The sources are the International Review of Curriculum and Assessment Frameworks Internet Archive (INCA) database (then managed by the Qualifications and Curriculum Development Agency, and currently by the Department for Education, �HYPERLINK "http://www.inca.org.uk/"�http://www.inca.org.uk/� (home page, date accessed 9 August 2012), and the Information on Education Systems and Policies in Europe (Eurydice Network on education systems and policies in Europe (�HYPERLINK "http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/education/eurydice/index_en.php"�http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/education/eurydice/index_en.php� (home page, date accessed 9 August 2012).


� In the area of migration studies, the researchers responsible for the Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX) have used a methodological approach that is similar to the one we devised (see Migrant Integration and Policy Index, 2012).  


� We recognise that democracy in Japan may represent a special case as it has largely been a one party state since World War II.  The indicator used here is merely about length of democracy, and does not address the form of democracy.  
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