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- CIVIC MINIMALISM,
COSMOPOLITANISM, AND
PATRIOTISM: WHERE DOES
DEMOCRATIC EDUCATION STAND

~ IN RELATION TO EACH?

AMY GUTMANN

Defenders of democratic education argue that democratic gov-
ernments should publicly subsidize and mandate schooling that
tries to prepare students for exercising their civil, political, and
social rights and responsibilities. They also argue that democratic
governments can and should do this consistently with respecting
parental authority to educate their children in their family and in
other civic associations of their choice. Parents may also choose
private schools that supplement but do not supplant the require-
ments of civic education.!

~ Some critics charge that democratic education is too demand-
ing and others that it is not demanding enough. Defenders of
civic minimalism argue that the civic educational requirements
Jimposed by governments must be minimal so that parental con-
_trol over children’s education can be close to comprehensive. De-
‘mocratic education is unjust insofar as it imposes educational re-
uirements that exceed what critics call the civic minimum.
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In contrast to civic minimalists who argue that democratic
education is too demanding of parents, cosmopolitans suggest
that democratic education is not demanding enough of citizens,
educators, and parents. Whereas civic minimalists challenge
democratic education from the perspective of “familial reproduc-
tion,”* cosmopolitans challenge it from the perspective of cult%»
vating “citizens of the world.”® Democratic education, cosmopoli-
tans charge, mistakenly focuses on cultivating the skills and
virtues of citizenship specific to a single country. A morally good
education should aim to educate citizens of the world. Still worse
than educating citizens of a single country, according to cos-.
mopolitans, would be educating unreflective patriots. What is thfi
relationship of democratic education to the claims of cosmopoli-
tanism and patriotism? Does democratic education aim to edu-
cate cosmopolitans or patriots, neither, or both? ‘

In this essay, I examine the relationship between democratic ed-
ucation, understcod as an ideal, and civic minimalism, cosmopoli-
tanism, and patriotism. Civic minimalism, on close scrutiny, does
not offer either a substantive or formally coherent challenge to
democratic education. The challenge of civic minimalism turns
out to be either empty or self-defeating. The challenge of cos-
mopolitanism, by contrast, is substantive and formally coherenF.
Democratic education is compatible with a kind of cosmopoli-
tanism, but the kind—egalitarian cosmopolitanism—should not be
confused with cosmopolitanism in all its forms. Democratic educa-
tion is also compatible with a kind of patriotism, but not with a
kind that advocates unqualified love and devotion to country. De-
mocratic education is compatible with educating patriots who love
their country because-——and to the extent that—it makes liberty
and justice possible. But democratic education makes neit.her cos-
mopolitanism nor patriotism morally mandatory. It recognizes t}}at
there are multiple self-identifications that are compatlblf.: w1.th
being a moral person and living in a way that is compatible with lib-
erty and justice for all.

The response of democratic education to the challenges 'of
civic minimalism, cosmopolitanism, and patriotism suggests its
strength as a publicly defensible philosophy. In the .fn'”st part of
this essay, I argue that civic education need not be ml‘z.mm.al to be
Jjustified to democratic citizens. Democratic education is more
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defensible both in form and in content than civic minimalism.
Democratic education does not make the mistake of confusing
the basic rights of parents with the power to deny children an ed-
ucation adequate to exercising their basic rights and responsibili-
ties as free and equal citizens. In the second part of this essay, I
argue that democratic education should welcome the kind of cos-
mopolitanism and patriotism committed to treating all people,
regardless of their citizenship, as free and equal beings. But cos-
mopolitanism and patriotism per se do not necessarily entail such
a commitment. We therefore need to define a particular interpre-
tation of cosmopolitanism, egalitarian cosmopolitanism, and a
particular interpretation of patriotism, republican patriotism.
And we also need to rid these “isms” of their exclusivist claims to
being the only morally right modes of self-identification.

Before I consider the challenges of civic minimalism, cos-
‘mopolitanism, and patriotism, I should briefly characterize the
perspective of democratic education. At the core of the demo-
cratic ideal that informs democratic education is a commitment
to treating adults as free and equal beings, and therefore to edu-
cating children so that they become free and equal beings, and
so that they can relate to one another as citizens as such. Free
and equal beings should offer one another morally defensible
reasons for the laws that mutually bind them.* A deliberative con-
ception of democracy highlights this ideal of reciprocal reason
giving, but the ideal is not unique to deliberative democracy. All
defensible conceptions of democracy underscore the importance
of a universally available education that develops the capacity to
deliberate among adults who should treat one another and be
treated as civic equals. Deliberative accountability and decision
making (including the decision not to deliberate about some
matters) presuppose a citizenry whose education prepares them
to deliberate, to evaluate the results of the deliberations of their
representatives, and thereby to hold their representatives ac-
countable. A primary aim of publicly mandated schooling is
therefore to cultivate the skills and virtues of deliberation. Promi-
nent among the deliberative virtues is the ability to think, reason,
and discuss public matters publicly.

Why should deliberation be considered primary when the op-
portunity for most citizens to live a good life today requires many
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more basic skills than public deliberation? The capacity to delib-
erate about civic matters presupposes many other skills and
virtues, a bundle that certainly includes the basics of literacy and
numeracy. But just as certainly literacy and numeracy are not
enough. The basic liberties and opportunities of individuals and
their collective capacity to pursue justice also rest on virtues such
as veracity,. nonviolence, practical judgment, civic integrity, and
civic magnanimity.® By cultivating these and other deliberative
skills and virtues, a democratic society treats its members as free
and equal citizens, rather than (more simply but less justifiably)
as deferential subjects or self-interested individualists. .

The willingness to deliberate about mutually binding matter
distinguishes democratic citizens from self-interested individual-
ists who argue merely to advance their own interests and deferen-
tial citizens who turn themselves into passive subjects by failing to
argue, out of deference to political authority. Justice is far more
likely to be served by democratic citizens who reason together in
search of mutually justifiable decisions than by people who are
not interested in politics or interested in it only for the sake of
power. Even when deliberative citizens continue to disagree, as
they often will, their effort to reach mutually justifiable decisions
manifests mutual respect, which is itself a civic good. Because on-
going disagreement among reasonable people of good will is in-
evitable in any free society, mutual respect is an important virtue.
Good-willed deliberation manifests mutual respect; it demon-
strates a good faith effort to find mutually acceptable terms of so-
cial cooperation; not merely terms that are acceptable only to the
most powerful, or for that matter to the most articulate.

If civic education should aim to cultivate the deliberative skills
and virtues of democratic citizenship, it does not follow that
these skills and virtues should be the focus of all educators of
children. Outside of schooling, parents are and should remain
the primary educators of their children. Parents should not be
constrained to focus their educational efforts on preparing their
children to become citizens or cosmopolitans. Civic education
that is publicly mandated is all the more justifiable in a constitu-
tional democracy where educational authority is divided among
parents, citizens, and professional educators. I turn now to the

—
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cha.llenges, first of civic minimalism, and then of cosmopoli-
tanism and patriotism.®

I. Crvic MINIMALISM OR DEMOGRATIC Epucation?

In a.“parentalist manifesto,” Stephen Gilles argues that the au-
thority ?f parents over the schooling of their children should be
treated in the same way as their custodial authority:

States do not substitute their judgments for parental ones when it
comes to nourishing or nurturing children; they assert the narrower
power to condemn some parents’ conduct as inconsistent with any
reasonab‘le conception of good nourishment or nurturing.’

Analogously, civic minimalists argue, states may outlaw certain
cl.early unreasonable educational practices but they must other-
wise support the preferences of parents with regard to their own
children’s schooling. Civic. minimalism says that the require-
ments of publicly mandated (and subsidized) education must be
minimal so that parental authority over the schooling of their
own children may be correspondingly maximal.

' A major attraction of civic minimalism, most advocates argue,
is that by virtue of minimizing the civic component of schooling,
1t can resolve the problem of achieving a consensus about civic
education under conditions of reasonable pluralism. Parents can
decide for their own children how best to interpret the demands
of civic Eeducation, its ends as well as its means above the manda-
tory minimum. Democratic disagreement over public schooling
can thereby be minimized.

. But what are the minimal requirements of civic education?
Like ordinary people, philosophers disagree about what the civic
purposes of schooling should be. Disagreement per se is no rea-
son for abandoning our efforts to develop and defend a concep-
thl.] of civic education. Quite the contrary. Within a democratic
society, the project of defending a conception of the public pur-
poses of schooling is all the more important in the face of reason-
able disagreement. The theoretical and practical alternative to

publicly defending a controversial conception is imposing one
without defending it.
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The fact of disagreement per se does not favor a minimalist
position over a maximalist position or over a n;xoderate set of re-
quirements for civic education. Civic mipimahsts argue that the
publicly mandated requirements of civic ed.ucatlon in sc.hoo;ls
must be minimal for two reasons: to diminish democrgtlc dis-
agreement and to increase parental cgntro} over schooling. Be— :
quiring anything more than the civic minimun, tbey claim,
constitutes an illegitimate exercise of political al'lthc?rlty on the
part of citizens, and therefore should bf} constitutionally qu—
hibited.® A prohibition on publicly imposing more than a mini-
mum set of requirements on schools does not follow .from the
fact of disagreement over what constitutes'a good civic educ:it-
tion in schools, even though civic minimalists often argue as if
it does. N

Civic minimalism is at least as controversial a position as ;dem-
ocratic education. Democratic education gives citizens t'ht? dlsgre—
tion to mandate more than a civic minimum. Civ?c' mlglrgahsm
prohibits citizens from mandating more than the civic minimum.
The ideal underlying civic minimalism is therefore more plausi-
bly a defense of near-comprehensive parental COI'ltI’OI over faduca-
tion, including the publicly subsidized schooling of Chlldr.el.l,
rather than an avoidance of public controversy. A defense of civic
minimalism is almost always accompanied by a defense of
parental choice over schools, often through a voucher system.
Many civic minimalists argue that the government sh?uld give
every set of parents a stipend to use at the schsm} of ‘th.elr c.home,
public or private, secular or religious. Some civic mlmmahst§ do
not defend vouchers but argue that dissenting parents, especially
those parents who dissent on religiou.s grounds, should be e;:—

empted from any educational requirement th.at. cannot be
demonstrated to be a necessary part of the civic minimum.

Civic minimalism thereby tries to amalgamate near-compre-
hensive parental authority with a minimahst. civic edugauon.
Civic educational requirements are justifiable if but on.ly if they
do not exceed the minimum. Beyond the minimal rerqulrements,
parental authority must be supreme. Is civic minimahsnr.l a defen-
sible alternative to democratic education, which Pgrrm@ (?.emo-
cratic governments to mandate more than the civic minimum
and thereby to limit parental authority correspondingly?
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Let’s consider the different implications of the two perspec-
tives in the context of American constitutional democracy. Some
school districts in the United States support standards of civic ed-
ucation that civic minimalists say are above and beyond the civic
minimum. A school district in Tennessee, for example, teaches
elementary school students from basic reading texts that expose
them to the idea that boys as well as girls can enjoy cooking. One
story reads: “Pat reads to Jim. Jim cooks. The big book helps Jim.
Jim has fun.”® Civic minimalists deny democratic citizens the dis-
cretion to require this reading if a student’s parents object.
Judges should overrule the teaching in the name of the constitu-
tional right of parents to determine all parts of their children’s
education, including their schooling at public expense, except
the civic minimum. (Note that whereas democratic education
permits but does not require any school district to mandate this
curriculum, civic minimalism requires that no school district
mandate the curriculum. A position that recommends but does
not require a civic minimum is therefore inconsistent with civic
minimalism.) ‘

Whereas civic minimalism authorizes, indeed requires, judges
to override any democratic decision that enforces more than the
civic minimum, democratic education grants democratic govern-
ments discretion over how to interpret the demands of civic edu-
cation, provided the demands are not discriminatory or repres-
sive. Parents do not have a general right to override otherwise le-
gitimate democratic decisions concerning the schooling of their
children.’ But why, civic minimalists might ask, are democratic
decisions to mandate more than the civic minimum legitimate?

- Civic minimalists offer a grab bag of reasons for challenging
the idea that there is a range of democratic discretion over civic
education. One recurring reason is that “the child belongs to its
parents.” In Democratic Education, 1 criticize this idea, upon which
civic minimalists rely when all else fails.!! Children are no more
the mere creatures of their parents than they are the mere crea-
tures of the state. Moreover, claiming that children belong to
their parents proves too much for civic minimalism, since the
claim leaves no principled room for mandating a civic minimum.
~ The second recurring argument offered by civic minimalism
against democratic discretion is-that jt opens the door to heated
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public debates over schooling, which could be setde§ simply t?y
ceding parents the right to decide how to educatf.: t.helr‘ own C.hll-
dren (over and above the civic minimu.m). For civic minimalism
to be preferable to democratic education on thl.S ground, how—
ever, we must believe that avoiding heated public d‘e‘t?a'ltes is an
overriding value (which it is not, in light of tth possxblh.ty of s}elt-
tling heated public debates by instituting mjuﬁl;&:). But if for ; e
sake of argument we set aside the (importal'lt') issue ‘of tl}e va uﬁ
of avoiding argument in a democracy, civic mlnlmallsm sti
would need to show that their position is distinctively capable of
avoiding heated public debate. To do this, they need to persgade
democratic citizens that the civic minimum as thfay su.bs.tantlvely
understand it—and nothing more than the civic minimum as
they substantively understand it—may limit parental authority.
Civic minimalists have failed to do so, and they are probably
bound to fail for several reasons. o ‘

First, competing conceptions of the civic minimum I‘tself afﬁ
reasonably contestable. Some of the reasor.lable conceptions wi
be more minimal than others, and there is no loglcal. or-moral
sense to the claim that the most minimal is the consutut.lo.nally
correct interpretation of the civic minimum. Not surpnsmgl}r,
civic minimalists themselves disagree on what counts as t.he civic
minimum. Deciding in theory to institute civic mlmm:ahsm will
not close the door to heated public debates over schooling. .

Second, reasonable contestation about the' content o.f public
schooling is not limited to debates among civic minimalists. ]Not
only civic minimalists reasonably disagree among tht?mse ves.
Critics of civic minimalism also reasonably dlsagfe.e w1}:h_ them
about whether citizens must be constrained by a civic minimum.
Civic minimalists cannot therefore Credib.ly promise that‘thelr
conception of schooling is the key to ending heated public de-
bates over schooling. - bt

Suppose some citizens at a school .board meeting argue 2;
mandating reading texts that teach chzldre{a abou.t gender equal-
ity is within the legitimate authority of their pub}lc school; even
though a civic minimum might be less demandlpg of students.
Civic minimalists offer no compelling reason why.lt should be pe-
yond democratic disagreement for citizens to cl?um the constitu-
tional right to legislate more than what they claim to be the cor-
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rect civic minimum. Who in a constitutional democracy has the
legitimate authority to impose a reasonably contestable concep-
tion of a civic minimum on publicly subsidized schools in the
face of such deliberative disagreement? To this question advo-
cates of democratic education defend their answer, that citizens
and their accountable representatives have this legitimate au-
thority provided they do not use it in a way that is repressive or
discriminatory.'? Civic minimalists do not defend their answer be-
cause they resist the most logical and morally consistent answer:
citizens and their accountable representatives have the legitimate
authority to choose among reascnably contestable conceptions
of the civic minimum, of which there are many, including many
(such as teaching gender equality) that many civic minimalists re-
fuse to recognize as reasonable.

Suppose civic minimalists grant that democratic governments
may decide among reasonably contestable conceptions of the
civic minimum, including those to which some parents object, as
some parents objected to the Tennessee school district’s assign-
ment of the story showing Jim cooking while Pat read to him
from the cookbook. If civic minimalism opened itself to citizens’
collectively deciding upon a civic minimum for their school dis-
tricts, then civic minimalism would be far more compatible with
democratic education. On this understanding, civic minimalism
is no longer a challenge to democratic authority over civic educa-
tion within any reasonable understanding of the civic minimum.
Democratic education certainly authorizes citizens to decide
among competing conceptions of the civic minimum. (It author-
izes more discretion than this, within the principled constraints
of non-discrimination and non-repression, but this discretion—
as I will soon show—can credibly be translated into an interpreta-
tion of the civic minimum.) .

Some of the requirements of civic education that citizens rea-
sonably propose may not present themselves as “minimalist.” (It
is not clear why they should be required to present themselves as
minimalist, but let’s set this problem aside for the moment.)
Some requirements will be more demanding of schools than oth-
ers. But the demands—by the very terms of democratic educa-
tion—are all likely to be made, and credibly so, in the name of
civic education. Each competing conception of the requirements
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of civic education may be interpreted withouF distortion as the
“minimally justifiable requirements for educan.ng free and equal
citizens.” One thing to be said in favor of making arguments for
civic education in the name of a “civic minimum” is t‘h'at arguing
in these terms may help place some self-restraint on citizens—not
to claim more authority over publicly subsidizec'l schoohng‘than
civic education requires. But there is also sometl'nng to be‘sgld on
the other side: Why limit citizens to instituting just the minimum
for civic education?
ne(l:'; ijzz civic minimalists are seeking is self-restraint on the part
of citizens so that democratic governments do not overstep the
boundaries of their legitimate authority, thffn they shoulq say so
and present a more defensible understanding of the IegmmaFe
authority of democratic governments. Advocates of democratm
education and civic minimalists presumably shar'e'the aim of _d‘?'
fending mutually justifiable institutions and policies. Civic mini-
malists have not justified requiring citizens to support onI‘y the
most minimal form of civic education in schools at public ex-
pense. Furthermore, civic minimalists have yet to qffer a dgfel.151-
ble account of what the most minimal form of civic education
Wo?idotr)g‘er to avoid emptiness—to be a real alternative to d-emg
cratic education that makes good on its claim that democratic cit-
izens have no right to mandate a civic education al?qve tl.le.mlm-
mum-—civic minimalists need to specify what the civic minimum
is and why. Without a substantive defense of a spec:1ﬁc civic rm’n;
mum, civic minimalism becomes a hollow conception into whic
everyone can insert a reasonable understanding of- civic .e(?luca—
tion and credibly call it the civic minimum. {Xl.tern:fmvely,. citizens
can reasonably resist being bound by civic minimalism. Civic min-
imalists offer no good reason for citizens to be bound by the civic
minimum since it is so lacking in content, on the one hand, and
in constitutionally mandated legitimacy, on the otl}er.

Civic minimalists repeatedly criticize conceptions ‘of der.no-
cratic education for being controversial and for clalm%n‘g to jus-
tify the imposition of controversial curricula on unwilling par-
ents. But civic minimalists cannot take the avo@apce of contro-
versy or the imposition of a curriculum on upmlhng parents to
be-a criterion of justification without rendering their own con-
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ception of the civic minimum self-defeating. If civic minimalism
cannot be given substantive content, it is hollow, and not a real
alternative to democratic education.

But what happens when civic minimalists specify a substantive
conception? Some defend no more than the 3R’s (and then
argue about the minimum amount of reading, writing, and arith-
metic that is adequate for citizenship). Others defend teaching
toleration as well as basic skills. Still others defend teaching racial
and gender nondiscrimination, mutual respect, and other virtues
of democratic citizenship. For civic minimalism to avoid empti-
ness, it must be substantive, and substantive conceptions of the
civic minimum are subject to the same sort of reasonable dis-
agreement that minimalists invoke as reason to oppose demo-
cratic education.

Since civic minimalists fail to Justify the comprehensive educa-
tional authority of parents over their children, they cannot claim
legitimacy for the most minimal conception of civic minimalism.
And even if they could, they would still reasonably disagree about
what the most minimal conception is. On its own terms, a con-
ception of civic minimalism must require neither less nor more
education than what democratic citizenship demands. Choosing
the most minimal of the controversial conceptions is therefore
not a defensible default position. Any substantive conception of
the civic minimum will impose something controversial on some
unwilling parents, and there is no good reason (even internal to
civic minimalism) to claim that the conception that imposes the
least on the fewest parents is the best. By its own terms of avoid-
ing controversy and not imposing any controversial requirements
on parents, a civic minimalism that avoids being hollow (and
therefore no real alternative to democratic education) becomes
self-defeating (and therefore no real alternative either).

Can civic minimalism be made more defensible than this? A
prominent defense of parental choice, by John Chubb and Terry
Moe, argues that it is “not built to enable the imposition of
higher-order values on the schools, nor is it driven by a demo-
cratic struggle to exercise public authority.””® Can civic minimal-
ism do without imposing “higher-order values” on schools? Only
if it does not say what constitutes a school entitled to public sub-
sidy or accreditation. Why should citizens mandate schooling for
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all children if they are constitutionally forbid_den to require that
schooling have the civic content that they behe.ve is necessary for
democratic education? If citizens are constitutionally entitled to
expect some civic content from schooling, then they are author-
ized to impose some values on schools. . .
Suppose the Constitution were amendefi '(or r'a(‘ixcal}y relntef—
preted) to conform to the mandate of civic I.mmmahsm.. Let’s
imagine that as of today citizens are const1tut10gally for.bldden
to impose any values on schools, but th‘ey are Stll! permitted to
give parents the means to educate their own children as th.e.y
choose. Under these conditions, it makes far more sgnse for citi-
zens to mandate a general subsidy to parents fo'r child support,
which would let parents decide how to spend it on their C'hll-
dren. If publicly subsidized schooling cannot have any‘pubhcly
mandated content, it ceases to make sense as a public good.
Civic minimalism implicitly concedes this much by mandating a
civic minimum. But civic minimalists like Gilles, Ch.uk_)b, a\.n(.i
Moe take away what they concede: they empty the civic mini-
mum of substantive content in order to-advocate near-compre-
hensive parental authority over schooling that is publicly man-
dated and subsidized. .
Civic minimalism cannot have it both ways. A parentfal choxge
plan must satisfy some standard of mandatory schooling to be
publicly defensible. Civic minimalists t'hf:refore must call for
some public oversight over publicly subsidized school§ to ensure
that schools satisfy the mandatory standards f)f scflloohng. Other-
wise, a parental choice plan could not even 1d?r%t1fy ?V}'lat counts
as a school for the purpose of satisfying the civic minimum. To
avoid being empty, the minimum must be giv.el.l content. Once
given content, it is subject to the very same critique that Chu‘bb
and Moe direct against democratic education: a parental choice
plan establishes values to be imposed on schools that are to count
as legitimate recipients of public tax dollars, and those values are
controversial. Not all citizens or parents accept t'hem.. The cri-
tique makes civic minimalism self-defeating. va.1c minimalists
would therefore do well to de-escalate their rhetoric.
Might civic minimalism be defended on grot}n(.is that a more
minimal set of requirements for civic education is likely to be less
controversial and therefore better able to achieve a social con-

v
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sensus about schooling? It would be relatively easy, I assume, to
reach a social consensus in the United States today on a positive
program of permitting states to mandate a very minimal set of re-
quirements, such as the 3R’s. But what is distinctive about civic
minimalism is not its attempt to Jjustify a minimal set of civic edu-
cational requirements. What is distinctive about civic minimalism
is its negative program, which Jorbids citizens and their accountable
representatives to mandate anything more than the civic minimum (in
the case we are considering, anything more than the 3R’s). This

- negative program—which amounts to a prohibition on any pub-

lic authority mandating anything more than the minimum—is at
least as controversial as its opposite, leaving citizens and their ac-
countable frepresentatives with the discretion to mandate more
than the minimum. Mandating civic minimalism would entail
constitutionally prohibiting citizens from requiring any more of
schools than teaching the 3R’s, or some other clearly specified
minimum. This is probably more rather than less controversial
than the claims of democratic education. And it is not a morally
neutral or defensible default position. (No position is.)

To be a defensible alternative to democratic education, civic
minimalism must publicly justify denying citizens the legitimate
authority to mandate more than a specific civic minimum. I have
suggested that civic minimalists have yet to offer such a justifica-
tion; the arguments they have offered render civic minimalism ei-
ther empty or self-defeating. If civic minimalism, as I have ar-
gued, cannot publicly justify the constitutional restriction of pub-
lic authority and the correlatively broad parental right over
publicly subsidized schooling, then it ceases to be an alternative
to democratic education. Gitizens and public officials are wel-
come to defend their conception of a civic minimum as the best
educational option to institute within a system of democratic ed-
ucation. But so presented, civic minimalism is not an alternative
to democratic education but an alternative for democratic citi-
zens to consider within a system of democratic education.

What would a system of democratic education look like that
makes room for this alternative to be considered within it? I offer
only a brief sketch here to highlight some of the similarities and
differences with civic minimalism. (In Democratic Education, 1
offer more details and a more systematic defense.) Democratic
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education defends decentralization and diversity among publ(lic
and private, religious and secular schools not as ultlma}tfe er(xl s
but as means to their achieving civic educational ends. Civic edu-
cational ends are publicly binding; they therefore need to be
i efended. ‘ .
pu}l:))lgilly;jration, which takes place at a variety of levels., mcludln‘g
individual schools, local school districts, 2.1nd state leglslatu.;r‘es, is
a way of publicly defending a civic educat.lonal program. Cxtlz?ns
and their accountable representatives delll?erate about educatlpg
children in ways conducive to their becoming free and equal c1;1—
zens in a democratic society. Schools may teach more ‘than the .
mandated civic curriculum. Parents may send their children tﬁ
public or private schools, religious or sec1.11ar sc%molsi a.lthougto
only public schools receive complete pu.bhc subsidy. ( return :
address the issue of poor parents not being able to afford private
SChXI(I)lsl?}%o)ols should be constrained to respect the consti'tutlonzg
rights of students, which include n’ght.s against repression an
discrimination. The basic liberties of mdlvxduals.r.nust be pr?i—
tected against repression, and their basic opportunities proltec.ule !
against discrimination. If a school, scho?l board, or s.tatc? egis a
ture fails to respect these individual rights, other institutions,
such as courts, should step in to ensure t.hat t‘hey are protected.
By contrast, in a regime of civic miplmallsm, courts a?g par-
ents together would have almost exclusive control over ‘Chl ren’s
schooling. Judges would enforce the mandated minimum, no
more nor less. Parents would control the rest of publicly subsi-
dized schooling. Civic minimalism therefore pre§uxr}es~befqrfa
democratic deliberation even begins——thaF constltutloggl leg.lg—
macy rests on enforcing a single conception of the c1v1fc n(llxn(;-
mum. This presumption, I have argued, has not been de ended,
much less defended in a way that gives clear content to the idea
of a civic minimum or puts it beyond reasonable disagreement.
Civic minimalists are therefore presumptuous When th(j:y. de-
nounce democratic decision making over publicly subsidized
illegitimate. )
SChV%ZIEZ\S/; ye% to consider what the most morally defe1}51ble con;~
tent of a civic minimum would be. The least controversial parts o
a mandated civic minimum in the United States—those that can
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elicit nearly universal agreement among Americans as necessary
(but not sufficient) for every citizen to learn—are some (hard to
specify) minimal degree of literacy and numeracy. But it would
be morally arbitrary, indeed rather ridiculous, for any of us to
conclude that literacy and numeracy-—at some minimal level—
therefore suffice for an adequate civic education in the United
States, and that nothing more can be legitimately mandated of
schools in the name of civic education. )

A more popular and promising start for defining the civic min-
imum is identifying it with what is necessary to make liberal
democracy work well. If “well” means fairly or justifiably, then the
content of civic minimalism converges with what democratic edu-
cation identifies as a good civic education. For a liberal democ-
racy to work fairly, with liberty and justice for all, the civic mini-
mum would need to be robust. It would need to include teaching
literacy and numeracy at a high level. It would also need to in-
clude teaching—not indoctrinating—civic values such as tolera-
tion, nondiscrimination, and respect for individual rights and le-
gitimate laws. Teaching includes both experiencing the practice
of these virtues in schools, and helping students develop the in-
tellectual skills necessary to evaluate these practices along with
their alternatives.

Schools cannot possibly remain neutral in their practices—
they practice either tolerance or intolerance, racial discrimina-
tion or nondiscrimination. Moreover, it is desirable that schools
practice toleration and nondiscrimination. But as they mature in-
tellectually and emotionally, students also need to learn to evalu-
ate such practices in the open-minded and deliberative spirit that
prefigures the way in which democratic citizens ideally govern
themselves, deliberatively rather than dogmatically. Civic educa-
tion should therefore also include helping students to develop
the ability to deliberate about their political disagreements with
others. Helping students develop this ability also entails helping
them cultivate the deliberative virtues of being well informed,
open-minded, and opinionated about politically relevant issues
and the performance of officeholders.

I present this conception of civic education not as authorita-
tive but as a reasonable alternative that democratic citizens
should have the option to institute. If it is a reasonable alterna-
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tive, then civic minimalism—which says that citizens should not
be permitted to institute the alternative of democratic education
because it imposes more than a specific civic minimum on par-
ents—is deeply problematic. Civic minimalism does not grant
democratic citizens the moral or political room to pursue the
civic purposes of schooling as best they can. And it denies citizens
this room even if their civic purposes are both reasonable and
consistent with parents having a large realm of authority over
their children’s education in the family.

Democratic education does not impose a single set of civic edu-
cational purposes on citizens. It grants citizens (morally bounded)
authority to pursue civic educational purposes. The moral bounds

that I have defended—non-repression and nondiscrimination—

express the ideal of free and equal citizenship at the core of liberal
democracy. If other bounds are more publicly justifiable, then they
should govern. Not only the theoretical principles but the practi-
cal implications of those principles should also be subject to criti-
cal scrutiny.

William Galston defends liberal democratic principles but dis-
agrees with some of the practical implications that others and I
draw from them. Citizens, Galston agrees, should institute stan-
dards of civic education that support the ideal of liberal democ-
racy, not just the status quo. This is a high standard, and probably
not well captured by calling it a civic minimum.'* Galston and I
disagree about what a civic education adequate to the ideal of lib-
eral democracy would decide in the case of Mozert v. Hawkins
County Board of Education, where a group of fundamentalist par-
ents claimed the right to exempt their children from a reading
curriculum whose content—although neither religious nor ant-
religious—conflicted with their religious convictions. Galston ar-
gues that the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals failed to recognize a
constitutional right of the Mozert parents—based on their right
of free exercise of religion—to exempt their children from the

mandated reading curriculum of the public school that they at-.

tended.!® Reasoning from the principles of democratic educa-
tion, I have argued that courts should not overturn the decisions
of public school boards on matters of reasonable curricular re-
quirements.'® The right to free exercise of religion does not en-
tail the right of parents to near-exclusive or comprehensive au-
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thf)rity over their children’s schooling. Galston agrees with these
principles but not with the application of them in the Mozert case.
Children, Galston and I agree, are not the mere creatures of
thc? state or their parents. We also agree that the curricular re-
quirements at issue in the Mozert case were reasonable ways for
the Hawkins County public schools to engage in civic education.
The r.equired reading to which the parents objected ranged from
tl}e picture of Jim having fun cooking while Pat (a girl) read to
him to an excerpt from Anne Frank’s Diary of a Young Girl to a
passage describing a central idea of the Renaissance as belief in
the dignity and worth of human beings. None of the require-
ments entailed forcing the profession of belief by any student (or
parent). Where Galston and I disagree is in our answers to the
fgllowing question: Should the Judiciary set the precedent of rou-
tinely requiring school boards to exempt children from curricu-
lar requirements that their parents regard as inconsistent with
their religious beliefs? Galston recognizes the general legitimacy
of such curricular requirements but would give greater weight to
the religious convictions of parents. I would not. This disagree-
ment, while important and consequential, is far more limited
thag the disagreement between Galston and civic minimalists.
Civic minimalists criticize Galston’s substantive conception as

not recognizing a near-comprehensive right to parental control
over schooling, but civic minimalism—as we have seen—is far less
defensible than a substantive understanding of the civic purposes
of schooling. When civic minimalists try to interpret the United
States Constitution to cede parents such comprehensive rights
over their children’s education, the results are even more dis-
turbipg. Gilles at first concedes that civic minimalism lacks sup-
port in “our existing Constitution, rightly interpreted.” But un-
daunted, he goes on to argue that judges should make parental

authority over education into a free speech right. Here is what he
advises judges:

[E]ducational messages to their children, whether delivered di-
rectly by parents in the home or indirectly through their agents in
the school, should be treated as parental educative speech, and
should receive a high level of First Amendment protection similar
to that currently afforded to political speech.!?
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The right to free speech, so interpreted, would become an ex-
ercise of parental power over all educators. Judges would evalu-
ate educational regulations “in terms of their impacts on par-
ents” rather than on children.!® The needs, interests, and rights
of children would fade from this picture, as the free speech rights
of parents are converted into a constitutional authority over
everyone who educates children, including for public purposes
and at public expense. The suggestion highlights the extent to
which civic minimalism fails to give independent consideration
to protecting the needs, interests, or rights of children. Civic

minimalism radically re-interprets the First Amendment so as to .

cede comprehensive control of all educators’ speech to parents.

Advocates of civic minimalism typically presume that com-
prehensive parental authority is a default pdsition. They criti-
cize other positions by saying that they do not command a con-
sensus.'® But no conception—including civic minimalism—can
claim a social consensus. Nor would a consensus settle the issue
since the interests of children are centrally at stake in this mat-
ter, and young children are not part of a meaningful consensus,
indeed by virtue of their age they could not be. We have no
better alternative but to defend a controversial substantive con-
ception. ;

Here and elsewhere I have defended a conception of demo-
cratic education that respects parental authority over the educa-
tion of children in the family, and also respects democratic au-
thority over a civic education that aims to prepare students for

exercising the rights and responsibilities of democratic citizen- -

ship. Democratic education welcomes reasonable disagreement,
and legitimates a democratic process of adjudicating disagree-
ments over the content of civic education, as civic minimalism
does not. Democratic education invites citizens to argue about al-
ternative requirements of publicly subsidized schooling, includ-
ing what an adequate civic minimum would be.

Democratic education offers no simple procedural panacea to
the problems that beset America’s inner-city schools. Proponents
-of parental choice, by contrast, do. “Choice isa panacea,” Chubb
and Moe say. It is “not like other reforms and should not be com-
bined with them as part of a reformist strategy for improving

%
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America’s public schools.” Choice should be viewed as “a self-
contained reform”: '

with its own rationale and justification. It has the capacity all by it-
self to bring about the kind of transformation that, for years, re-
formers have been seeking to engineer in myriad other ways.20

.If a single sweeping procedural reform could cure all of Amer-
.1ca’s educational ills, or even most or many of them, we should all
Jump on the procedural bandwagon. But the idea that there is an
féducational panacea is a recurring theme in the politics of Amer-
ican education. What has changed radically over the years is the
nature of the panacea that is promoted as such.

Educating children, whether with the aim of helping them be-
come good citizens or good people more generally, remains so
complex that no single procedural reform—whether it be in the
fiirection of democratic education or school choice—can prom-
ise to be anything close to a panacea. Kant’s cautionary claim re-
mains as true today as it was when he wrote it: “[T]here are two
human inventions which may be considered more difficult than
any others—the art of government, and the art of education.”?!

Nothing I say is intended to deny the legitimate appeal of
pargntal choice over schools in the context of the United States
t?day. Too many public schools—especially in American inner
cities—fail to offer an adequate education to too many children.
Democratic education calls for the choice of an effective school
for every parent whose child is not now receiving an adequate ed-
ucation in a neighborhood public school. Improving public
schools and increasing choice among them is more defensible
than subsidizing private schools in a society like ours that consti-
tutionally separates church and state. But as long as a substantial
number of public schools are failing to provide an adequate civic
education to a substantial number of children, there will be
something to be said for subsidizing private schools that are will-
ing e'lnd able to provide these children with an adequate civic ed-

ucation on a nondiscriminatory basis. ,
. Morally defensible standards of civic education for citizenship
in the United States today go far beyond numeracy and literacy at
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a minimal level. Morally defensible standards should include
nothing less than what is necessary to supporting free and equal
citizenship for all adults. In addition to a high level of numeracy
and literacy, teaching civic values such as racial nondiscrimina-
tion and religious toleration is certainly necessary to supporting
free and equal citizenship in the United States today. It follows
that a program of parental choice among schools should be con-
strained not to increase racial discrimination or religious intoler-
ance. Since students also learn from one another, and students
from less educated families tend to achieve more if they attend
schools with students from more educated families, parental
choice plans also should not increase the segregation of most ad-
vantaged and least advantaged students.?? Schools are probably
the best place for children of different socioeconomic, ethnic,
racial, and religious backgrounds to learn to respect one another
as future free and equal citizens. Publicly subsidized schools
therefore should be nondiscriminatory in their admissions and
they should try to teach these civic values by their practices.
Parental choice is certainly not a panacea. Neither is public
control. The efforts at privatizing the Hartford (Connecticut)
school system were disappointing in their results. So were the ef-
forts at centralizing public control in the Newark (New Jersey)
school system. The results of the recent private-public school
voucher experiment in Milwaukee (Wisconsin), which wisely tar-
gets the least advantaged students in the city, fall far short of sup-
porting the claim that choice is a panacea. Voucher school stu-
dents in Milwaukee show very modest improvements in their
mathematics test scores but no improvement in their English test
scores over non-voucher-school students.?*> More time is needed
to judge the reliability of these very preliminary findings (which
are also contested). But one preliminary conclusion is almost cer-
tain to be sustained: if school systems do nothing more than
change mechanisms of control from public to private (or vice
versa), the results are likely to be modest at best.

The challenge of adequately educating children who are so-
cially and economically disadvantaged is so great that neither pri-
vate nor public control, by itself, can promise schools that effec-
tively educate all children for free and equal citizenship. A demo-
cratic society needs to offer not only choices among schools but
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good choices if it is to fulfill its educational obligations to chil-
dren. Some Fompetition among schools is likely to be education-
ally pro_ductlve, perhaps even necessary to prevent schools from
atrophying.** But a largely unconstrained voucher lan as d
fen.ded by civic minimalists almost certainly cannolz solve the—
major prqblems of inner-city school systems. )
. Tl?ere 1s no procedural substitute for improving schools, and
Judging them on their educational merits, where those meri’ts in
clude their capacity to contribute to civic education. To what e i
tent do schools succeed in effectively educating ever'y child to ll}:,:
serzeu:)tr, nu(;neracy, economic opportunity, toleration, mutual re-
e};u(; 1, ;x; Zﬁt;l:y Ej)thexr fundamental skills and virtues of a free and
Judged by these standards, the school systems of the United
StaFes and other contemporary democracies are lacking. But
their shortcomings are not attributable primarily to public. con-
trol. When a democratic government says to parents that they are
free to use the public schools at taxpayers’ expense or to usey a
ac'credited private school at their own expeunse, it is not bein u?l}:
fair to those who choose private schools for their childrexgl at
extra cost. (Nor is a democratic government being unfair whe’n it
funds state universities and makes them less costly than privat
ones.) What is unfair is that some children are not providéod wit}?
ap:adequate education judged by any reasonable standards of
awvic education, while other children are, whether because their
parents can afford to live in a better public school district or be-
cause tl}ey can opt out of a bad one by paying for private school
ing. Th'IS problem calls not for paying for private schools but f01:
11;1prov1ng public schools and eliminating the poverty and unem-
Eiﬁy::xrzr;tg ;.‘:.at make the task of democratic education such an up-
Civic minimalists grant that schools should serve civic pur-
poses, and that citizens may therefore mandate teaching the gvic
minimum. Having granted that schools should serve civic pur-
poses, civic minimalists lack good reasons for insisting thatpfhe
clvic purposes of schooling be minimal. The reasons that the
offer‘—-mmnmzing the pursuit of public purposes and zwoidiny
public controversy—render civic minimalism either em 0g
self-defeating, or both. The conception of democratic eduPc)Z:io;
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that I have defended encourages citizens to support hlgl‘l stan-
dards for civic education in schools that therefore do their part
to enable all children to enjoy the status, rights,'and responsibili-
ties of free and equal citizens. Whether those high stanfiards are
called the civic minimum of constitutional democracy is far less
important than whether schooling that is publicly mandated and
 subsidized tries to educate all students as future free and equal
democratic citizens.

IL. COSMOPOLITANISM OR PATRIOTISM?

But any single democratic society, which oversees democra?c ed-
ucation only within its borders, can conf’er the status of citizen-
ship only on some portion of the w'orld s people. According to
the principles that inform democratic theory, all people de§ewe
the status of equal citizens, regardless of whether that status is ac-
tually recognized by their society. We all deserve equal considera-
tion when matters of justice are at stake régax.‘(%less of whether wz
have been granted the status of democratlc. citizen §omewher§. :
democratic education that is true to its basic premise of t.he civic
equality of persons must therefore teach students to consider Illot
just their fellow citizens but all people as equals. The same va ge
that supports the teaching of mutual respect among dl.velfse indi-
viduals within a single society also supports the teaching of mu-
tual respect beyond borders, among individuals througholut' the
world, who represent an even wider range of cultural affiliations
and identifications. _

Students need to learn a lot about their own society to func-
tion as well-informed citizens, but learning only about their own
society is not enough to satisfy the moral demands of~a. demo-
cratic education. In an interdependent world, recognizing tl}e
rights of all people to live a good life is as 1m1?0rtant as recogniz-
ing the rights of one’s fellow citizens.. Teaching stud.en.ts to 111111-
derstand foreign people and ways of hfe. presents a ‘snmla‘r chal-
lenge to teaching them about cultural le(?rSle W‘fthll’l the1r13wn
society. For the sake of achieving greater justice 1n the world as
in our own society, we need to understand pef)ple not merely as
abstractions but in their particularity, with their own lives to lead
and their own ideas of what constitutes a good life to lead. Such
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understanding should precede the practical political judgments
we make as citizens, whether about our own entitlements, those
of our fellow citizens, resident aliens, or foreigners. Understand-
ing other people’s ways of life is also important in its own right
because how we understand our own society and our own world
Is inseparable from how we understand all the other people
whose ways of life influence our own. Other people’s (and soci-
eties’) ways of life—including their literature, music, trading,
spending and saving habits—influence (and in some instances
are part of) ours just as ours influence (and in some instances
are part of) theirs.

Global interdependence increases the democratic impor-
tance of learning about foreign people and societies, but it does
not correspondingly decrease the practical challenge of extend-
ing mutual respect among individuals beyond national borders.
The challenge beyond borders is considerably greater because
the domestic politics of a constitutional democracy, with all its
flaws, tends to be more conducive to cultivating mutual respect
among citizens than world politics is to cultivating mutual re-
spect among people who live in often hostile societies with radi-
cally different cultures and kinds of government. (Recent events
in American politics strain this distinction, but it is probably still
true over time.) The asymmetrical support of mutual respect of-
fered by domestic and world politics is all the more reason for
schools to teach students about people and politics of other so-
cieties with which they would otherwise be unfamiliar (or preju-
dicially hostile), and also about their own society as it interacts
with others.?

With the ever-increasing interdependency of societies, teach-
ing the history and politics of a single country like the United
States lends itself all the more to introducing students to the
moral challenge of cultivating mutual respect across borders.
One way of cultivating mutual respect while teaching American
history and politics is to introduce students to moral exemplars
of citizens who reached beyond national boundaries to respect
the equal rights of all people. Martin Luther King’s speech op-
posing the Vietnam War is one prominent example. King pre-

sumed to speak from a moral perspective available to all
human beings:
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[A]ll of us who deem ourselves bound by allegiances anfi loyalties
which are broader and deeper than nationalism and which go be-
yond our nation’s self-defined goals and positions. . . . are c_alled to
speak for the weak, for the voiceless, for victims of our nation and
for those it calls enemy, for no document from human hands can
make these humans any less our brothers.?

Democratic education should also help students under§tand
and assess the contributions of institutions that are not specific to
a single society, such as the United Nations, Amnesty Intgrna—
tional, the European Economic Community, and the Ir'lterna—
tional Monetary Fund. The United Nations’ 'De’clar.atlon‘ of
Human Rights is a prominent example of an 1n§utut10nallzed
recognition of human rights extending beyond national borders.
Students should be encouraged to think about what values are
(and are not) mutually defensible in an intemationa-l context
and why. Such reasoning is a prologue to civic deliberation on an
international scale, and it is also directly relevant to a great deal
of domestic democratic politics (such as the politics of free trade
versus protectionism, the disposal of toxic wastes, stan(%ards' of
medical experimentation at home and abroad, and immigration
policy).

Should (or must) democratic education therefore support
cosmopolitanism rather than patriotism? Cosmopolitanism and
patriotism are used in such radically different ways by their de-
fenders and critics that we need to stipulate their meanings be-
fore evaluating them. We would beg the question in favor of cos-
mopolitanism to use it as a synonym for moral universalism and
to use patriotism as a synonym for moral particularism or
parochialism. Besides, as commonly used and as defined in the
dictionary, cosmopolitanism and patriotism are not moral per-
spectives in their own right. They are sentiments referring to so-
cial attachments and self-identifications beyond the self.

Cosmopolitans are worldly individuals who identify with many
places and a culture, traditionally a high culture, that spans many
societies. They do not identify solely with a single state or solely
with the culture of a single society. It does not follow that cos-
mopolitans are undiscriminating in their attachments. Not only
is life too short for anyone to be attached to every place and every
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culture but cosmopolitans are committed to discriminating on
the basis of criteria—either aesthetic or moral or both—that
themselves span the culture of a single society. It is important to
recognize that cosmopolitans need not be moral universalists.
Historically, most cosmopolitans were not moral universalists.
They were aesthetic universalists, aficionados of high culture.
Whether a cosmopolitan’s discriminations turn out to be compat-
ible with moral universalism—and therefore with the democratic
ideal of free and equal persons—is not foreordained by the fact
of being cosmopolitan. The worldly attachment of a cosmopoli-
tan who identifies with aristocrats or aesthetes the world over has
little to recommend itself from a universalistic moral perspective,
which supports democracy and democratic education.

When Martha Nussbaum recommends cosmopolitanism over
patriotism, she defends a particular, morally admirable kind of
cosmopolitan. Nussbaum’s cosmopolitan is someone whose
worldly attachments follow the mandates of moral universalism,
someone who is attached to human beings as such wherever they
may live and therefore accords equal respect to all human be-
ings, whatever their nationality, ethnicity, religion, race, or gen-

- der. This is not the cosmopolitan who is attached to high culture,

and is largely indifferent to the everyday problems—such as
poverty—of ordinary humanity. A morally admirable, egalitarian
attachment to the community of humankind is what Nussbaum
defends in the name of cosmopolitanism, tracing this sort of cos-
mopolitanism back to the Stoics.2’

Egalitarian cosmopolitanism should not be confused with cos-
mqpolitanism more generally. Not all cosmopolitans are so egali-
tarian in their attachments.?® The kind of cosmopolitan senti-
ment conducive to extending the reach of mutual respect among
individuals worldwide incorporates an egalitarian commitment.
Egalitarian cosmopolitans are attached to all human beings re-
gardless of their more particular identities. Egalitarian cos-
mopolitanism flows from the same moral source as democratic
education: equal respect for, and mutual respect among, persons.

Democratic education is compatible with—even conducive
to-t—cultivating egalitarian cosmopolitans. But cultivating egali-
tarian cosmopolitans is not the primary aim of democratic educa-
tion. Why not? Because there are multiple ways of being attached
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to people that are compatible with a Qemocratic comm.itm.ent to
mutual respect among persons. Egalitarian cosmopo.hta_lmsm is
one, but only one, of those ways. One need not fee? similarly at-
tached to all people regardless of their culture to live a morally
good life. One can feel more attached to a certain culture and to
the people who identify with that culture, z‘tnd still trf:at a.dl Peo—
ple with equal respect, and do one’s part in furthepng justice.
Schools can engage in moral education without trying to culti-
smopolitans. '
Vatgacg the}I/J engage in moral education With or without trying to
cultivate patriots? To answer this question, we nef.:d to gsk an-
other: Is there a form of patriotism that is compatible with mu-
tual respect amnong persons across nat.ior.lal borders? A common
contemporary understanding of pamot‘lsm——loya.lty to country
above all other political obligations—is mcompa;uble w1t}.1 cu‘ltl-
vating mutual respect across borders. But .ther.e is an egahtapan
patriotism that, like egalitarian cosmopolitanism, is compaubl?
with the moral aims of democratic education. To see w‘hat egali-
tarian patriotism entails, we need to understand patriotism more
nerally.
¥ Patrioytism, like cosmopolitanism, is a sentiment rather than a
moral perspective. Patriotism is commonly deﬁn’ed as IOVE? ot.',
and therefore loyalty to, one’s country, where one’s country is ei-
ther a nation or a state. There is a big difference between love of
a mass institution, whether it be a nation or a state, and love of a
single person, the object of love in its most fundamental form.
We need to examine that difference to understand why an un-
qualified kind of patriotism is problematic from the perspective
of democratic education.

Love is a notoriously difficult passion to control. If lovers are
unqualified or blind in their loyalty to loved ones, thev danger to
other people pales in comparison to the danger .of the unquali-
fied or blind loyalty of millions of people to nations and states.
This is the danger of patriotism as it is comrr{only def‘ended in
politics. Nations and states possess massive institutionalized pow-
ers to kill, torture, maim, starve, humiliate, demean, and OFI}CI‘-
wise deny innocent people the most fundamental prerequisites
of a decent life. Nations and states not only frequently t_hreateI}
tovemploy these powers; they actually do employ them with terri-
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fying and devastating frequency. A democratic education op-
poses blind patriotism when its curriculum encourages students
to think critically, in moral terms, and its practices encourage stu-
dents to treat all individuals, whatever their gender, race, reli-
gion, or nationality, as entitled to equal respect,

But patriotism need not (and should not) be unqualified or
blind. Maurizio Viroli asks us to consider a patriotism that ties
love of principle to love of country. A patriot, according to Viroli,
loves his country because it is a republic that uniquely permits
the pursuit of liberty and justice for all.?? Love of liberty and love
of country (in the form of a republic) are compatible, Viroli ar-
gues, indeed intimately interconnected, because liberty and jus-
tice for all are made possible by a world of republics. Liberty and
Justice will be forsaken without the active support of citizens, and
citizens’ active support will not be forthcoming unless they love
their country (because liberty and justice are demanding moral
causes).

Republican patriots love their country because—and to the ex-
tent that—it makes liberty and justice possible. Because this kind
of patriotism is fueled primarily by love of justice and only sec-
ondarily by love of country, republican patriots are more discrim-
inating than ordinary patriots in what they will do for their coun-
try. They will oppose injustices such as slavery, ethnic cleansing,
anti-Semitism, racial segregation, and gender discrimination.
They will also oppose nationalistic forms of patriotism that subor-
dinate justice to the nationalistic cause of creating states that are
thought to be ethnically, religiously, or racially pure. Republican
patriotism is anti-nationalistic, and defined in contrast to nation-
alism. '

But republican patriotism includes a requirement that would
limit the basic liberty of persons were it to become the only so-
cially acceptable selfidentification: “if our country is unfree we
have to work to make it free instead of leaving to look for Iiberty
elsewhere . . " Just as faithful lovers do not leave their loved
ones except out of necessity, so republican patriots do not leave
their countries unless they are forced to do so- “[1]f we are forced
to leave, we have to continue to work in order to be able to go
back to live in freedom with our fellows.”! But there is no moral
mandate to work for the good of your compatriots rather than
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for some other equally worthy good. If one idemtl'ﬁe}sl asa re%il;:};
can patriot, this is surely an acceptabl.e way of dlscdarglnt)gle ne
moral obligations to other peoplé. Itisa mqra}lly admira Suc}lfl.
But it is not the only morally admirable v’zay; itis one arzoail i
ways. Other ways include leaving one’s country anT ne ali " 5_
equally or more oppressed people in other countries. To reasre
publican patriotism as morally mandatory is a; mltsgl;\l ded o
treating love as morally mandatory. DTESE;ZF;;CZﬁI;;atfat nould
ican patriotism as one self- .
g:;tni‘ig‘z}?ll; pri};lciples, but O?l‘y b‘y virtue of its not being made
of self-identification. 3
’ rlgl:rﬁliiig{ifcoggucation may legitimatel?f cu}tivate both re;;t;zg:
can patriotism and egalitarian cosmopolitanism. {‘{)sl nor'xt—lllne o
tory forms of self-identification, b9th are compati de \:)rlt dirgcﬂy
respect for persons. But democratic educauo‘n neef 1111 { directly
aim at cultivating either, or one to the exclus.lon of the Sho.u "
the spirit of open-minded inquiryf democratic edflcz.mtlon should
teach students the history and phllosoph}i of Ratnous;n a s
mopolitanism in its various forms. Its aim in this relgar ex;vl(; d be
to help students understand these internally complex ; iments
and attachments of the self to people and places. But lfimd Tate
education should not convey the sense that oply one kin o
tachment, whether it be patriotic ?r cosnllopohtzfn, is corlnll.::3 ible
with living a moral life or one that is consistent with equal resp
Ons'32 . . . . .
© %Zl;ilocracy should welcome diverse. ways of 1degt1fy1111§) 1;/\;1;2
others as civic equals. Egalitarian CQSmopolxtgns an re}; pican
patriots alike respect the equal digmt.y an.d basic hbertyso ae peo-
sons. But they manifest their ;esp;i‘t in ilifséfrn; Z:; ”SongtgerS
“nurture the culture and politics o T -
giedicate themselves to helping people abroa@. Democrau»c ;cll;:,_
cation can and should prepare students for different ways o
i 1 life. ‘
mgl\?oll?;);; needs to be a patriot or a cosmopohtar.l todbfoaomogzi
person. Many people who are c3n51st<i1}(§1znct?fr},n$;tli§aselves ap;p(or
i ression, as best they can, do not i ‘ ]
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[Wlithout inherited ways of life, there is noth
erate on, just as without critical reason there
tinguish between what should be saved (perh
tion) and what should be scrapped from our

ing for criticism to op-
is no way for us to dis-
aps after reinterpreta-
various traditions.?

Democratic education has the potential for being far more ec-
umenical and effective if it does not insist on teaching students
that all moral beings must identify themselves in any single way,
whether as citizens of the world, Kantian endé—in—themselves, Mil-
lean progressive beings, cosmopolitans, or republican patriots.
Democratic education instead should try to teach students to un-
derstand public values such as liberty, opportunity, and justice
from multiple perspectives. Why? Because there are multiple
ways of reasonably understanding these values, and there are
many self-identifications that converge on the idea that individu-
als the world over are entitled to the liberties and opportunities
necessary to live a good life consistent with their own identities
and with respect for the equal rights of other individuals. Democ-
ratic education welcomes all identifications that are compatible
with pursuing justice for all people.
When the aim of democratic education is
encourage the pursuit of Jjustice for all—it e
of attachments and identities at the same
that the moral obligations of citizenship
boundaries. It also enables students to ex
their own lives by learning about lives th
less accessible. Teaching students about
cultures need not be a recipe for homo
consistent with every socie

framed broadly—to
mbraces a wide range
time as it recognizes
do not stop at state
pand the horizons of
at otherwise would be
foreign countries and
genizing the world. It is

ty giving greater attention to the his-
tory, cultures, and politics of its own country than to any other.

What then, if anything, makes it legitimate for citizens to sup-
porta system of public schooling that focuses disproportionately,

although not exclusively, on the history, culture, and politics of
their country? Homogenization of world culture is not a credible
consequence of public schools in the U
world history rather than American hist
_three other reasons why citizens may le
ing that focuses disproportionately on
_politics of their own country.

nited States focusing on
ory. But there are at least
gitimately support school-

the history, culture, and
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The first reason is so basic that it is easy to overlook. School-
ing, even more than life, is too short to teach everything. And
teaching a very little about a lot of different places is a recipe for
conveying very little by way of understanding. It makes more edu-
cational sense to focus enough on a few places to learn some-
thing in depth. :

But this reason does not provide anything positive about an
educational focus on one’s own country. The second reason
does. Although publicly supported schools could randomly select
the history, culture, and politics that they teach, teaching chil-
dren about who they are—besides being human beings as such—
is part of what democratic education (and equal respect of indi-
viduals) can and should be about. American students are appro-
priately taught the history, culture, and politics of their country
because it is their country, just as they are appropriately taught
(by their parents) about their family’s particular customs, habits,
and stories because it is their family.”® Learning about oneself is
part of what education is and should be.

There is nothing wrong with identifying as members of par-
ticular families or citizens of particular countries as long as
these identities do not carry a sense of moral superiority, partic-

ular desert, or privilege with them. Civic education should’

demonstrate that particularistic identifications are no excuse
whatsoever for oppressing or otherwise denying the equal rights
of individuals. Quite the contrary, it should teach students in
such a way that they understand that their right to enjoy a par-
ticularistic identity presumes the equal rights of their fellow
human beings.

A third reason for schools in the United States to focus dis-
proportionately on domestic politics is that American citizens
can more readily enlist the politics of their own country rather
than the politics of another country if they are committed to
doing their part to further justice, even beyond the borders of
their own country. It is of course not easy to enlist any actual
politics in pursuit of justice. And it is also true that less local
forms of politics are increasingly important in the pursuit of jus-
tice throughout the world. But the politics of our own country
(especially when it is a relatively rich and powerful country like
the United States) is still the most indispensable collective
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means to furthering the cause of justice. Students need to learn
how. they can enlist the assistance of their own country’s politi-
cal mstit.utions to do what they believe to be right. From the
perspective of acquainting students with the most effective
means of their doing good in the world, there is no practical
substitute to their being educated for effective citizenship in
their own society. : :

These reasons justify teaching students more about their own
society than about any other single society, but they do not Jjustify
neglecting the politics, histories, and cultures of other societies
To further mutual respect among all people, schools also need t(;
teach about different. societies, not all other societies, but
enough other societies in enough depth so as not to conve;y the
message that people who live beyond our borders do not count
or count less, or are entitled to less concern or respect than’
members of our own society.

Democratic education should convey respect for all people re-
ggrdless of their nationality, ethnicity, gender, color, class, or reli-

gion. This civic aim seems to me morally mandat(gry. It ’is not a

minimal aim. But if I were to defend a civic minimum, I could de-
fend nothing less. ’
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