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Abstract
This article examines the processes of youth engagement in an ‘invited space’
for Canadian secondary school students. The organizers created a participatory
citizenship education space in which Canadian students discussed their views
and visions and developed their policy position on global citizenship and global
citizenship education. The content and process of The National Youth White
Paper on Global Citizenship (2015) demonstrated that youth have important
policy knowledge and understand they live in a globalized world that includes
unacceptable inequalities and oppressions. They also understand that, through
acts of citizenship, these conditions can be changed. The article discusses how
students were engaged in developing public opinion and working in the public
sphere while developing the policy paper on the topic of global citizenship.
Keywords: youth engagement, global citizenship, policy

Introduction and conceptual framework
It is the case that youth are seldom welcomed into authentic participatory spaces
when school curricula are planned or designed. A curriculum is done to youth,
not with youth. In the 2015 Canadian project that produced The National Youth
White Paper on Global Citizenship (which can be found at https://goo.gl/m0Frc6;
hereafter referred to as the ‘White Paper’), several people working in the area of
global citizenship education (GCE) provided a space where youth perspectives
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could impact GCE policy and practice. This article examines the processes of youth
engagement in this ‘invited space’ created for Canadian secondary school students
to provide their views and visions for global citizenship and GCE. The organizers
worked to create a participatory citizenship education space, the content and
process of which are of interest in this paper.
Canadian education is a decentralized system, with each province and territory
developing its own system of education provision. The sole exception is the federal
government’s control of First Nations’ education since Canadian Confederation.
These multiple systems create a very disjointed set of education policies within
Canada, and there are few opportunities for national discussions on education
issues, goals, or programmes. The area of GCE in Canada has an uneven take-up
across the country. Most teacher education programmes have not made it a priority,
and neither have most education ministries, although there has been ongoing
interest, research, and programming by formal and informal education actors
across the country since about 2000. The topic continues to be under-theorized and
often works as an empty signifier to be filled with a multitude of engagements with
internationalization and globalization, frequently in contradictory and confusing
ways (Pashby, 2013; Jorgenson and Shultz, 2012; Shultz, 2007). Recent interest in
GCE by UNESCO opened up new policy spaces and opportunities to have different
discussions about GCE policy and programme possibilities. Global citizenship is
included along with education for sustainable development in the UN’s Sustainable
Development Goals and is a key theme for UNESCO (2015). A major goal of GCE,
according to UNESCO (2014: 16), includes involving ‘multiple stakeholders’ and
‘support[ing] learners to revisit assumptions, world views and power relations in
mainstream discourses’. It was in this context that the White Paper project began.
As the organizers of this White Paper, we identified the process as an invited space,
drawing on the work of Cornwall (2006), Gaventa (2006a; 2006b), Cornwall and
Coehlo (2004), and Lefebvre (1996). When formal institutions, such as schools,
strive to open spaces for democratic deliberation, particular considerations are
made regarding the problems of established relational dependency neutralizing the
space for engagement. Cornwall and Coehlo (2004) and Cornwall (2006) describe
an invited space in a formal institution as one that is a site for engagement, which
can be transitory and which enables participants to respond to a particular policy
moment. Invited spaces also ‘offer the potential for reconfiguring relations of rule’
(Cornwall, 2006: 2). It is this understanding of invited space that helped to frame the
process which resulted in the 2015 White Paper. In addition, we used Engin Isin’s
(2008) framework of ‘acts of citizenship’ to understand both the youths’ claims and
their enactment of citizenship. A key concern of education in general, and citizenship
education in particular, is understanding how youth move from being subjected to
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other people’s acts of citizenship and policy to becoming citizens able to articulate
rights for both individual and social wellbeing, make claims for these rights, and
begin to enact themselves as citizens. Drawing on Isin (2008: 371–3; 377–9), we
posed four questions about the White Paper as a space for a deliberative process to
understand how, within the invited citizenship space, youth were able to engage in
acts of citizenship: (1) Did the process produce subjects as citizens? (2) What sites
of contestation for citizenship were evident? (3) How did the multiple citizenship
considerations of belonging, identification, and struggle interact in the process? (4)
What were the youth ‘doing’ that helps us understand their citizenship?

Creating the invited space
Facilitated by the Centre for Global Citizenship Education and Research at the
University of Alberta, the Centre for Global Education, based in Edmonton, and in
conjunction with TakingITGlobal, the White Paper project occurred in three parts
during the winter of 2015 and culminated in the writing of The National Youth
White Paper on Global Citizenship (see https://goo.gl/m0Frc6). In the first stage of
the participatory process, schools, teachers, and youth leaders were invited from
across Canada. Although thirteen schools were originally interested, because of
various factors, including examination pressure and labour disputes, in the end
we worked with five schools – from Western Canada (Alberta), Central Canada
(Ontario), and Northern Canada (the Northwest Territories). Schools were chosen
based on their diverse geographies and demographics. It is significant that First
Nations and Quebec schools were some of the original partners that withdrew,
indicating external pressures and a lack of time as reasons. We cannot ignore that
these two groups, which have ongoing struggles for justice within the larger project
of Canadian nationalism and citizenship, were absent from the final contributions.
We view this as a particular policy knowledge that reflects these struggles and their
overall invisibility in much of the curriculum and policy related to global citizenship
(Shultz, 2015; Llewellyn and Westheimer, 2013; Shultz, 2013). However, the schools
that completed the project reflected a great diversity of student participants and did
include Indigenous, international, and newcomer students, and youth from a range
of geographic locations in Canada.
To begin the work together, each school identified student leaders who went
through a four-week training programme in which they learned to use Web 2.0
tools (YouTube, mobile phone voting, Google Docs, H.323 Video Conferencing,
discussion boards, blogs, etc.) while engaging in developing their own questions and
research about global citizenship. Each week, the student leaders met (online) and
presented the research they had done, facilitated by technical assistance from the
organization TakingITGlobal. A group of adults, including the organizers, teachers,
and identified local and international experts on citizenship, provided feedback and
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suggested questions or tasks that would extend the youths’ research. The next stage
was a full-day session, called the ‘Virtual Town Hall’, which widened participation to
as many students in the schools as possible (several hundred in total), and schools
and students were connected via the internet to classrooms and online discussions
for the day. The student leaders who had completed the initial training gave keynote
web addresses that were framed around three themes, which had been identified
during the month-long training sessions to larger groups of students from all the
schools. Online discussion forums were busy with comments and critiques from
students at all sites. The conclusion of the Virtual Town Hall involved students
working on Google Docs collaboratively and simultaneously across all schools to
address their jointly constructed questions: ‘1. What are our obligations as global
citizens? What are the rights and responsibilities that we have? 2. To what extent can
well-intentioned global citizenship initiatives reinforce or resist power inequities?
3. What types of policies/practices will enable/facilitate global citizenship?’ (White
Paper, 2015: 1). Students were talking and writing together across Canada in real time,
questioning, writing, and revising their statements about global issues and global
engagement and how these affected them. Based on the work of that day, a survey
was developed to find out more from a wider group of students. Approximately 1,200
students answered the survey questions. The third stage of the project involved
members from the student leader group using the work from the Virtual Town Hall
and the surveys to co-write the position paper that came to be titled The National
Youth White Paper on Global Citizenship. The youth launched the White Paper at
a meeting in Ottawa in May 2015 to a group of education stakeholders, including
members of local school trustees, teacher educators, the Canadian Commission for
UNESCO, representatives from the Association of Canadian Deans of Education,
and several Canadian faculties of education, such as Canadian academics working
in global citizenship. Since then, the youth have presented the White Paper to other
audiences across Canada.
Our role as facilitators throughout the process involved first contacting and
communicating with teachers in the various schools to ensure there would be time
and support for the students to engage in the whole process. We also helped to frame
questions with students and the identified community experts who were providing
ongoing feedback. Our hope was to create a participatory space where the students
would move to deeper levels of engagement as the process evolved. Our challenge
was to ‘let go’ of the process to the extent that it could be an authentic representation
of the students’ collaborative decisions, reflections, critiques, and discussions,
providing the invited space with an expanded possibility for student democratic
efficacy. Therefore, the White Paper process supplied important information about
how global citizenship can be an organizing theme for youth engagement and,
also, the extent to which the process we used created a particular kind of invited
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citizenship space that Gaventa (2006a: 26) describes as ‘opportunities, moments and
channels where citizens can act to potentially affect policies, discourses, decisions,
and relationships that affect their lives and interests’.
As facilitators, we worked to create an invited space through a pedagogical approach
that Expósito (2014: 242) refers to as a ‘reflexive point’, whereby students ‘investigate
their location within a complex network of power relations, and … analyse how
such a positioning shapes their subjectivity and circumscribes their possibilities
of action and thinking’. He argues that ‘to act under the presupposition of equality
always implies a disagreement and discomfort with one’s position in a given power
relationship, or within the network of power relations that shapes our subjectivity
and limits our possibilities’ (ibid.). This reflexive pedagogy enables students to
recognize how others can be affected by power relations and to be either sympathetic
to or critical of various practices. In this sense, the reflexive point mediates between
committing to equality and ‘provoke[ing] the process of participation’ (ibid.). We
analyse the process by exploring four reflexive points evident in the White Paper
content and process. The following discussion of such reflexive points provides an
analysis of how students engaged in the invited space and the deliberative process.
Reflexive point 1: Investigating global citizenship as a path to global
equity and rights
In the very first sentence of the White Paper, the youth directly linked global
citizenship with global equity: ‘Representing voices of high school students across
Canada, we realize not merely the want, but the need for global equity through
global citizenship’ (White Paper 2015: 2). The document refers to facing the ‘battle
against power inequities’ that are ‘far-reaching into our institutions, cultures, and
history’ and promoting ‘a foundational shift in perspective’ (ibid.). The introduction
ends with three key ways in which global citizenship should fight power inequities:
1. Ensure the voices of marginalized and influential citizens are heard equally
2. Question what we know and the information we receive about other people
in the world and particularly, critically view media in order to challenge
preconceived biases, understand varying contexts, and learn how to create
sustainable change
3. Share the collective duty of enforcing cultural, economic, environmental, and
social rights, both individual and collective and encourage a diverse and
accepting society
White Paper (2015: 2)
The statement refers to the implications of having many different experiences
(location, age, race, gender, religion) and contexts, and particularly to the fact that
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there is a concentration of global power that pushes many to the periphery. The
youth recognized the privileging of certain ideas and that decisions are often made
by those who experience little to no discrimination, and thus, as they say, have a
skewed perspective of what is fair and equal. By centring the concepts of equity and
‘considering and valuing’ difference, the youth promote inclusion of ‘the voices
of people in undermined groups’ along with empathy and open-mindedness
(White Paper, 2015: 2). Importantly, the youth pointed out the need to challenge
assumptions in popular culture and media. They highlighted how narrow viewpoints
emphasize foreign countries’ ‘foreign nature’ and the stereotypes that make it seem
that poverty is inherent in so-called ‘third world countries’ (ibid.: 3). They highlighted
‘our historically eurocentric viewpoint’ (ibid.) that creates divisions between helper
and helpee in international relations. To become better global citizens, the youth
maintained it is imperative that ‘we stray from our “saviour complex”, and instead
realize that what we may consider unimaginably generous, may not be in the best
interest of the specific developing nation’ (ibid.: 4).
Reflexive point 2: Disrupting notions of global as disconnected from local
A key theme in the document is the importance of linking global and local by
addressing issues on a national level. The youth insisted that issues ‘we face on
our own soil’ (White Paper, 2015: 4) should not be neglected. They pointed out that
stereotypes persist in Canada and suggested prejudices be replaced with a ‘desire
to achieve an acceptance and understanding of people’s difference’ (ibid.). The
statement promotes the right to live in a society that accepts and values our identities,
not as inherently superior or inferior ‘based on race, ethnicity, religious beliefs,
sexual orientation, gender, or any other aspect of identity’, with a warning against the
continuance of ‘intolerant doctrines that plague so many societies’ (ibid.: 5).
The youth insisted on making ‘spaces for voices of the underrepresented to be heard’
and ‘direct challenges to current global power inequities’ (White Paper, 2015: 5). A
particular concern was related to the ‘white saviours’ of development aid efforts: ‘It
must be ensured that constructive help is provided to build change for local people,
with their needs, wishes and best interests in mind, to create meaningful and
sustainable change’ (ibid.). The youth also pointed to the importance of accessing
and taking initiative to find a diverse source of information and, correspondingly,
knowing one’s impact on the world and taking action. They suggested the education
system as the best location for fostering global citizenship, as well as less formal
education opportunities such as social movements, news from multiple perspectives,
and engagement in clubs and local communities. A key theme was the need to
educate both youth and adults to be more culturally sensitive and globally aware.
Ultimately, the youth made three key recommendations to education leaders:
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1. Add to and revise elementary and high school curricula to create a focus on
changing the dominant narrative on global issues
2. Support intergenerational discussions to inform and challenge adults while
magnifying the youth voice
3. Work to understand other cultures and the experiences of minority groups to
diversify perspective, build solidarity, challenge injustices, and promote equity
White Paper (2015: 6)
Reflexive point 3: Taking a position and claiming space within GCE
The youth expressed a concern regarding a lack of a sense of political efficacy on the
part of Generation Y, which they asserted is the largest generational market and set
of voters: ‘it is imperative that youth are made aware of the power they truly have’
(White Paper, 2015: 6). They expressed markedly the concern that their knowledge
and experience were not taken seriously, even as they were the ones who had the
most at stake in the long-term impacts of global issues such as climate change and
an unequal economic system. They demanded more curricular attention to address
these issues, recommending that global citizenship should be introduced early in
elementary school and expanded in secondary. These courses would require teachers
to be trained to ensure ‘that the dominant narrative with implications of Western
supremacy is not the perspective’ (ibid.: 7) that students receive. Interestingly,
they also expressed concern about the problem of the de-valuing of social science
and humanities in education. They saw the potential in technology to facilitate
communication across cultures, but believed this should not be an educational focus
at the expense of wider liberal education goals and content. And, importantly, they
took adults to task, insisting they too need education in how ‘to become responsible
global citizens in a society of rapid change’ (ibid.). They also stressed the importance
of intergenerational discussions to come to a better understanding and open the
possibility of collaborative (and, therefore, effective) action.
There was a strong tone throughout the students’ statements. They directly targeted
social inequalities and pointed to power inequalities. There was a strong moral
undertone as well and a sense of urgency. The students took a strong moral stance
and expressed their concern to assert good instead of evil (White Paper, 2015: 3). The
statement also refers to the importance of context and speaks to ideas of privilege
that challenge any strong binary framing. The youth suggested that students and
teachers need ways to talk about complexity that do not fall back into containers
of ‘good versus evil’, but rather help to tease apart the tensions inherent in these
complexities and consider where such tensions are dynamic. It is in these tensions
that much of the work of GCE takes place (Pashby, 2013).
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Reflexive point 4: Invited space and claimed space – the White Paper as
policy knowledge for action and change
An important idea that emerges from the 2015 White Paper is that of challenging
the dominant narrative. This was written into the text, but also became part of the
ongoing discussion in the meetings and on the blogs. While the overall space was
what we consider invited – owing to its beginnings as a project initiated by adults
who were educators and researchers, as well as it being a response to a ‘moment
in time’, or a policy space that opened up to create an opportunity to discuss GCE –
the students worked to claim space within the invited space. Students took control
of the topics and the direction of the discussions. This was particularly clear in the
argument that what were seen as ongoing descriptions of ‘how things happened’ had
created a dominant story of global relations, capacities, and possibilities for equity
and justice that privileged some at the expense of others. In a sense, this speaks to
Pike’s (2008) call for ‘reconstructing the legend’ of global education, as well as the
work of other scholars who recognize that global education is tied to a single story
about global places that reproduces historical patterns of representations of the
Global South as deficient in relation to the Global North (Martin, 2013; Biddulph,
2011; Abdi and Shultz, 2008). The White Paper pushes for multiple perspectives and
equal inclusion of all perspectives. The students challenged development agendas
and the so-called developing countries’ activities in the world by raising a strong
concern about ‘voluntourism’, the increasingly popular activity where tourists
spend time volunteering with an organization in a local community in the country
they are visiting (this is also a concern among scholars; see, for example, McGloin
and Georgeou, 2016). The students described the problems embedded in these
types of relations as perpetuating the legacies of colonialism: ‘We, in the western
part of the world, are often guilty of being blinded by the idea of a single story …
[and] stereotype[s] of so-called “third world countries”, and the poverty which is
supposedly inherent to them’ (White Paper, 2015: 3).
The White Paper is thus a call for educators to work to develop more pedagogical
tools to enable students to recognize the dominant narrative and find various sources
of information that truly present different narratives. The importance of multiple
perspectives is not a new idea and, in fact, many scholars have emphasized including
a diversity of points of view to enable students to make choices about their course of
action with regard to global issues (e.g. Evans and Hundey, 2000; Pike, 2000; Pike
and Selby, 2000; Pike and Selby, 1999; Merryfield, 1998). However, what the youth
called for in the White Paper goes beyond simply adding more perspectives; rather,
they demanded an understanding that multiple perspectives are often themselves
positioned in ways that reproduce the dominant narrative. The White Paper is
calling for pedagogy that equips students to examine the politics of knowledge and
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the relation of knowledge and power, including the frames that condition their own
responses (Pashby and Andreotti, 2015).
The White Paper reflects an ongoing tendency to educate through setting up binary
relations to understand systemic inequality and exclusion. Educators and scholars
describe the challenge of working with the realities of current postcolonial conditions
while addressing complicity in the reproduction of systems of power (Abdi, 2012;
Shultz, 2012; Tikly, 2004). The students expressed this within the White Paper
when discussing the complexity of working with a Canadian identity, or ‘we’, while
attempting to avoid creating an ‘us’ and ‘them’ binary. The students maintained a
commitment to building relations as a means of addressing the issues that face us
on the planet, while recognizing the unevenness of some relations due to historical
patterns of oppression, colonization, and exclusion. The students were not able to
identify the tension in their demand for the inclusion of minoritized voices while, at
the same time, insisting on neoliberal notions of individuals being responsible for
equality. We suggest this reflects a desire to name inequity, but also a lack of capacity
to imagine what a redistribution of global power, as well as the benefits and burdens
of globalized societies, might involve or what actions would be required to achieve
the equity they demand (see, for example, Fraser, 2009; Fraser, 2005). There is much
work within GCE that needs to happen to address this contradiction.
Another important learning from the White Paper process was that Canadian political
leaders at all levels should no longer expect youth to be silent or silenced regarding
the important issues that face them. The youth took up the invited space in dynamic
and highly engaged ways and were able to wrestle with complex global issues and
possible solutions to some of the most significant issues that face us. Giroux (2013)
describes activist students as an example of new public intellectuals. The youth
participation and engagement in the White Paper were both a training ground and
an exemplar of public engagement, which provide important ideas and raise social
consciousness and knowledge in the public sphere. Time will tell if the students
will take this learning into future invited spaces and perhaps even more politically
radical claimed spaces. By identifying this important role for youth activists, we can
read the White Paper as an emerging public encounter that can shape the spaces not
just where it was created but where it is taken up. There have already been several
meetings with the youth who participated, and it will be important to watch how
public spaces are opened or closed as places for acts of youth public intellectualism
and change, in response to the students’ policy knowledge and position.
It was clear the process of creating a deliberative public space was an important
part of opening the process to new knowledge and understanding about GCE. The
White Paper participants were engaged for several months, working on shared
research, critiques, writing, and reflexive encounters. The process included youth
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from across Canada, Canadian and international adults supporting the process, and
outside experts providing feedback. The use of digital technology enabled a space
of engagement where a public encounter became more and more entangled as the
discussions continued. The final writing process, a highly democratic engagement,
demonstrated how knowledge had moved from individual to public over the course
of the project.

Conclusion: Acts of citizenship and youth enrolment in citizenship
and the public sphere
In this project, we worked to bring together as many Canadian youth as possible, given
the limitations on time that schools experience on a daily basis, such as very focused
and specific curriculum outcomes and, in the case of two jurisdictions, ongoing
labour disputes and funding cuts. Our hopes were that the enrolment of youth as
policy actors could contribute to very different policy processes and outcomes, and
that the contribution of the youth is taken seriously as Canadian institutions develop
their GCE activities. Isin (2008: 382–3, italics added) describes an act of citizenship
as ‘[an act] through which citizens, strangers, outsiders, aliens, emerge not as actors
already defined but as a way of being with others’. As this paper has shown, the
youth perspective presented in the White Paper spoke of their approach to global
citizenship as a contested topic, based on contested spaces, spaces of knowledge,
and relationships. They grappled with the complexity of international relations and
engagements that are considered within the topic of global citizenship, and identified
ways in which these relations must be improved if we are to achieve any progress
towards wellbeing. Schools, the formal institution from which they spoke, have few
spaces for making the shifts the students suggest; therefore, achieving the kind of
citizenship that Isin (2008) imagined, where a citizen subject is produced, will not
likely happen inside of schools alone. The youth spoke of relations within and among
communities, from the local to the global, and of how building these communities
requires schools to create more flexible boundaries that will include greater chances
for the emerging citizens to practise and enact their citizenships. An invited space,
such as the one used for the White Paper, is an example of how that can happen.
GCE and the public sphere
Youth today exist in complex situated realities and face a time of great precarity
(Puar, 2012). Given the large amount of literature and distinct instrumental and
pedagogical agendas operating under the umbrella of GCE, we are committed to
finding ways to ensure students’ complex lived realities are engaged in the processes
of educating for global citizenship. Research suggests students already think of
themselves as global citizens (e.g. Richardson, 2008; Myers, 2006) and this should
be recognized in GCE curriculum development and programme implementation.
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Taylor (2011: 177) reminds us that an approach to GCE ‘of “bringing the world into our
classrooms” forgets that our classrooms are always already in this world’ and inherits
geo-political power relations written through social categories and identities. Youth
have important policy knowledge and understand that they live in a globalized world
that includes unacceptable inequalities and oppressions. They also understand that,
through acts of citizenship, these conditions can be changed. The youth experienced
this in their participation in developing public opinion and working in the public
sphere while developing the policy paper. Much of the education taking place under
the umbrella of GCE tends to focus on the ‘global’ and make assumptions about how
citizenship would lead from the widened spatial location of issues and encounters.
Citizenship is, of course, complex and contested at all levels and the era of interest
in a multi-scalar citizenship (global citizenship) provides us with opportunities to
understand the issues and relations that underpin those that cross borders of all
sorts. The White Paper was meant to influence policies in Canada at the local and
national levels in organizations – from local school authorities, provincial ministries,
and federal government departments to NGOs – that position themselves as working
‘globally’.
If youth were included in the public issues that affect them as members of society –
and as global citizens with great interest in the decisions about planetary issues such
as climate change, militarization, and global economic relations – given the very
open engagement by the youth participating in this project, we are optimistic that
youth-led deliberative engagement within invited spaces, such as that demonstrated
in the White Paper project, can bring a much more just inclusion of perspectives into
policy processes.
Lynette Shultz, PhD, is Associate Dean, International, and Director of the Centre for
Global Citizenship Education and Research in the Faculty of Education at the University
of Alberta. She has published widely on the topics of education policy, democracy,
social justice, and global citizenship with a particular focus on decolonialism. She
teaches courses on the topics of global governance and educational leadership,
education policy studies, and global citizenship education at the University of Alberta
and the Universidade Católica de Brasilia, where she is an Adjunct Associate Professor.
Email contact: lshultz@ualberta.ca.
Karen Pashby is a Lecturer and Researcher at Manchester Metropolitan University
in the Department of Childhood, Youth, and Education Studies. She also supports
the work of the Centre for Global Education (Edmonton) as Associate Director of
Education and Research. She previously held postdoctoral fellowships at the Centre
for Global Citizenship Education and Research at the University of Alberta and in the
Education and Globalization Graduate programme at the University of Oulu.

International Journal of Development Education and Global Learning 8 (2) 2017 ■ 15

Shultz, Pashby, and Godwaldt

Terry Godwaldt is a teacher at Queen Elizabeth High School and the founder/director
of the Centre for Global Education. From Singapore to Seattle, Australia to Alberta,
Terry helps teachers all over the world to integrate authentic, globally minded learning
experiences that empower students to see themselves as agents of change in addressing
the world’s most challenging questions. For his work in reshaping the classroom, Terry
has been awarded the Queen Elizabeth II Diamond Jubilee Award and the Association
for Supervision and Curriculum Development Award for Innovative Teaching.

References
Abdi, A.A. (ed.) (2012) Decolonizing Philosophies of Education. Rotterdam: Sense Publishers.
Abdi, A.A. and Shultz, L. (eds) (2008) Educating for Human Rights and Global Citizenship. Albany, NY:
SUNY Press.
Biddulph, M. (2011) ‘Editorial’. Teaching Geography, 36 (2), 45.
Cornwall, A. (2006) Spaces for Change? The politics of citizen participation in new democratic arenas.
London: Zed Books.
Cornwall, A. and Coehlo, V. (eds) (2004) ‘New democratic spaces?’ IDS Bulletin, 35 (2), 1–10.
Evans, M. and Hundey, I. (2000) ‘Educating for citizenship in Canada: New meanings in a changing world’.
In Goldstein, T. and Selby, D. (eds) Weaving Connections: Educating for peace, social and environmental
justice. Toronto: Sumach Press, 120–45.
Expósito, L.P. (2014) ‘Rethinking political participation: A pedagogical approach for citizenship education’.
Theory and Research in Education, 12 (2), 229–51.
Fraser, N. (2005) ‘Reframing justice in a globalizing world’. New Left Review, 36, 69–88.
—— (2009) Scales of Justice: Reimaging political space in a globalizing world. New York: Columbia
University Press.
Gaventa, J. (2006a) ‘Finding the spaces for change: A power analysis’. IDS Bulletin, 37 (6), 23–33.
—— (2006b) ‘Triumph, deficit or contestation? Deepening the “deepening democracy” debate’. IDS Working
Paper. Brighton, UK: Institute of Development Studies at the University of Sussex.
Giroux, H. (2013) ‘Occupy colleges now: Students as the new public intellectuals’. Cultural Studies: Critical
Methodologies, 13 (3), 150–3.
Isin, E. (2008) ‘Citizenship in flux: The figure of the activist citizen’. Subjectivity, 29 (1), 367–88.
Jorgenson, S. and Shultz, L. (2012) ‘Global citizenship education in post-secondary institutions: What
is hidden and what is protected under the umbrella of GCE?’ Journal of Global Citizenship and Equity
Education, 2 (1), 1–12.
Lefebvre, H. (1996) ‘Right to the city’. Originally 1968. In Kofman, E. and Lebas, L. (eds) Writings on Cities.
Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing, 63–184.
Llewellyn, K.R. and Westheimer, J. (2013) ‘Vibrant democracy requires more than facts and acts: “Ordinary
politics” for youth political engagement’. In Abdi, A.A. and Carr, P. (eds) Educating for Democratic
Consciousness: Counter-hegemonic possibilities. New York: Peter Lang, 232–47.
Martin, F. (2013) ‘Same old story: The problem of object-based thinking as a basis for teaching distant places’.
Education 3–13, 41 (4), 410–24.
McGloin, C. and Georgeou, N. (2016) ‘“Looks good on your CV”: The sociology of voluntourism recruitment
in higher education’. Journal of Sociology, 52 (2), 403–17.
Merryﬁeld, M. (1998) ‘Pedagogy for global perspectives in education: Studies of teachers’ thinking and
practice’. Theory and Research in Social Education, 26 (3), 342–69.
16 ■ International Journal of Development Education and Global Learning 8 (2) 2017

Youth voices on global citizenship
Myers, J. (2006) ‘Rethinking the social studies curriculum in the context of globalization: Education for global
citizenship in the US’. Theory and Research in Social Education, 34 (3), 370–94.
The National Youth White Paper on Global Citizenship (‘White Paper’) (2015) Online. http://unesco.ca/~/
media/unesco/jeunesse/national_youth_white_paper_gc_2015%20-mtm.pdf (accessed 30 June 2015).
Pashby, K. (2013) ‘Related and conflated: A theoretical and discursive framing of multiculturalism and global
citizenship education in the Canadian context’. Unpublished PhD dissertation, University of Toronto. Online.
http://hdl.handle.net/1807/35921 (accessed 21 June 2016).
Pashby, K. and Andreotti, V. (2015) ‘Critical global citizenship in theory and practice: Rationales and
approaches for an emerging agenda’. In Harshman, J., Augustine, M.T., and Merryfield, M. (eds) Research
on Global Citizenship Education (Research in Social Education Series). Charlotte, NC: Information Age
Publishing, Inc., 9–34.
Pike, G. (2000) ‘Globalization and national identity: In pursuit of meaning’. Theory and Practice, 39 (2), 64–73.
—— (2008) ‘Reconstructing the legend: Educating for global citizenship’. In Abdi, A. and Shultz, L. (eds)
Educating for Human Rights and Global Citizenship. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 223–37.
Pike, G. and Selby, D. (1999) In the Global Classroom 1. Toronto: Pippin.
—— (2000) In the Global Classroom 2. Toronto: Pippin.
Puar, J. (2012) ‘Precarity talk: A virtual roundtable with Lauren Berlant, Judith Butler, Bojana Cvejić, Isabell
Lorey, Jasbir Puar, and Ana Vujanović.’ TDR/The Drama Review, 56 (4), 163–77.
Richardson, G. (2008) ‘Caught between imaginaries: Global citizenship education and the persistence of the
nation’. In Abdi, A. and Shultz, L. (eds) Educating for Human Rights and Global Citizenship. Albany, NY: State
University of New York Press, 55–64.
Shultz, L. (2007) ‘Educating for global citizenship: Conflicting agendas and understandings’. Alberta Journal
of Educational Research, 53 (3), 248–58.
—— (2012) ‘Decolonizing social justice education: From policy knowledge to citizenship action’. In Abdi, A.A.
(ed.) Decolonizing Philosophies of Education. Rotterdam: Sense Publishers, 29–42.
—— (2013) ‘Engaged scholarship in a time of the corporatization of the university and distrust of the public
sphere: A decolonizing response’. In Shultz, L. and Kajner, T. (eds) Engaged Scholarship: The politics of
engagement and disengagement. Rotterdam: Sense Publishers, 43–54.
—— (2015) ‘Decolonizing UNESCO’s post 2015 education agenda: Global social justice and a view from
UNDRIP’. Postcolonial Directions in Education, 4 (2), 96–115.
Taylor, L. (2011) ‘Beyond paternalism: Global education with preservice teachers as a practice of implication’. In
Andreotti, V. and de Sousa Santos, L.M. (eds) Postcolonial Perspectives on Global Citizenship Education.
London: Routledge, 177–99.
Tikly, L. (2004) ‘Education and the new imperialism’. Comparative Education, 40 (2), 173–98.
UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization) (2014) Global Citizenship
Education: Preparing learners for the challenges of the 21st century. Paris: UNESCO. Online. http://unesdoc.
unesco.org/images/0022/002277/227729E.pdf (accessed 21 June 2016).
—— (2015) Global Citizenship Education: Topics and learning objectives. Paris: UNESCO. Online. http://
unesdoc.unesco.org/images/0023/002329/232993e.pdf (accessed 30 June 2015).

International Journal of Development Education and Global Learning 8 (2) 2017 ■ 17

