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CHAPTERONE

INTRODUCTION

Hong Kong experienced a change of sovereignty agdrbre-integration
with China as a special administrative region (SARL997. Citizenship
education in Hong Kong is designed to help in theetopment of local
citizenship for democratic self-governance and dtschelp in China’s
nation building process by fostering in the youmgpe of Hong Kong a
national identity which might resemble a pan-Chinégentity (He and
Guo 2000). However, the effect may be to crowd ailier variants of
national identity including the view of Hong Konggple on nationhood.
The “one country two systems” notion of citizenskgpan indication of
China experimenting with a new kind of citizenstgvelopment different
from the socialist collectivist citizenship of thdainland. Hong Kong
citizenship education is also an indication of plessible liberal character
in future Chinese citizenship building since it eades both integrative
and fissiparous effects in citizenship developnarhe local level.

Against this background, the purpose of this bosktd give an
ethnographic account of citizenship education as ftappening in Hong
Kong and to study the development of citizenshipmagnyoung people in
the context of a Hong Kong, which is now post-cabnand
post-industrial, undergoing changes which are oéento be those of
democratisation, re-nationalisation, and globalsa(EC 2000). This will
be done first by studying a Hong Kong secondaryosth citizenship
education curriculum and its implementation, andose, by comparing
the discourse of citizenship education with thatCsiina and Singapore.
This will reveal tendencies in practices on citleip expansion in
nation-states with centralised governance and thiéémpts to establish
cohesion, stability and development in the fluxgtdbal change and the
Information Communication Technologies revolutiorhere the world
system has increasingly been “penetrated by a tyad€ transnational
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forces” Falk (1994: 131) which may strain the ssadeithority and make it
feel it is becoming “less and less autonomous”.

We shall show how Hong Kong citizenship educatie@aches a
territorialised citizenship where local citizenstdapd national citizenship
are structured by different political and socialiéfe and values. These
two components of citizenship are different butntbd separate from each
other in the nation formation process and Hong Kaitzenship
education will be shown to be closely related tditipal and national
development and modernisation in China. Citizengldpcation in Hong
Kong attempts to pursue a dual purpose: develomnglemocratic
citizenship and the national identity locally, asetondly showcasing this
experimental territorial democratic self-governirggion as a model for
the re-unification of China and Taiwan.

Citizenship education, citizenship development
and nation formation

The study of citizenship education and citizenstigvelopment is
significant and challenging in today’s world whege nation-state is
understood more as an abstract political commu@ityderson 1991;
James 1996) and nation formation is conceived amtagrative kind of
“social formation” that frames “the practices andbijgctivities of
contemporary social life from the individual's senef identity to the
‘collective’ activity of fighting wars” (James 199&v). It is also important
where the fissiparous effects of increasing gl&adilon and heterogeneity
in the composition of a nation-state become appafar many analysts
state school education, and citizenship educapecifically, is crucial to
citizenship building or nation formation. For othethe effects may be of
both kinds and depend on particularities of conteodlture, policy,
institutions and incidents, etc (Turner 1993; Gré887; Kennedy 1997;
Morris 1997; Kennedy 2004). For example, for Wiedetm and Chan
(1994), citizenship education is both “part andcp#r of nation- and
state-building in many countries known as develomadestates where
government plays the lead role. In contrast, GréE®97: 10) finds
citizenship education more a “vehicle” and “product the process of
government pursuing specific economic development he looks for
“broader aspects of state-formation which conckencultivation of social
cohesion and national identity”.

Like many countries in the process of political elepment and
transformation, Hong Kong citizenship educationrges as a result of
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reform and itself provokes changes for reform tizenship development
and nation formation but unlike other countries,ngid<ong citizenship
education is not national or nationalised but teridl and territorialised.
First, Hong Kong is not a nation-state. It is reegrating with sovereign
China, following the political handover, as the SARPeople’s Republic
of China (PRC) under the “one country two systemgangements, the
critical measures of which are mutual non-interi@mtand reinforcement
of commonalities. Second, the citizenship curriouig based on the Hong
Kong context and it does not cover other territoréeross the Louhu
bridge into Shenzhen and China. Third, there hasnbe& citizenship
education in place in the Mainland since the eithbient of the PRC in
1949. As a consequence the territorialised natimtsadtity of Hong Kong
is in many ways dissimilar to the national identdagvocated in the
Mainland and convergence of the two national aitsteps seems unlikely,
at least in the near future. Instead, citizenshipcation in Hong Kong
pursues the establishment of both the commonaktnesdifferences with
Mainland citizenship. The commonalities include &xample the ethnic
culture and modern achievements at the national i@vd the differences
include Western liberal democracy, individualismdahuman rights and
freedoms at the local level. However, China’s naloposition and
viewpoint sometimes prevails in citizenship forroatiin Hong Kong
insofar as China constitutionally represents Hongnd< on national
defence and foreign affairs. China’'s view on naldyp is another
example. According to He and Guo’s (2000) analylisna practises a
pan-Chinese nationalism policy which in a sensa $tate-nationalism. It
“centers on the Party-state and encourages thdapewent of loyalty to
the state through the idea of a ‘pan-Chinese’ idghtwhere “a national
identity is compatible with all ethnic identitiespt only Han, but also
non-Han as well” (ibid: 99). In application, it dams two elements,
namely “ethnocentric’ and “modern”. The “ethnocéfitrcomponent
embraces “all peoples living in the current teriée of the PRC” (ibid:
115-116) when it was set up in 1949 and “refuseadrept anyone not
born into the community” (ibid: 98). The “modernbmponent extends
membership to “all persons holding the nationaldf the People’s
Republic of China regardless of ethnic, racialigielss, cultural or class
differences” (ibid: 36-37). In the case of Hong l§orthe Han Chinese
Hong Kong people can obtain both permanent resigiattis of HKSAR
and Chinese citizen status simply because of tHain ethnicity, and
China prevents the non-Han non-Chinese people afgH¢ong from
obtaining Chinese nationality until and unless ralisation is approved
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(OCTSERI 1992:14—Basic Law, Article 24). There &rdn a differential
treatment between past and present which reveatsmplex relationship
between citizenship, nationality and ethnicity white people of Hong
Kong know little about, hardly understand and inickhthey have little
say.

In this book, we shall also identify another catideature of “one
country two systems” citizenship which can be dbésd with a
multi-layered or multi-leveled notion (Hughes artdrie 1999; Wang 1996)
since in addition to the central and local strataitizenship development,
we also find the civic education curriculum drawstbe Confucian moral
order of self realisation from individual, progresty higher up to the
collectivity of family, country and world at largd underpin citizen
growth as responsible and participative citizen®QC1996: 15). The
social web constituted with these two strands helea sense of hierarchy,
authority and discipline in citizenship buildingttviwhich as Hughes and
Stone (1999) suggest “individuals can determiner tidentities with
reference to local, national and international camites, with there
being no necessary conflicts between these” (ibitf:). Kennedy (2004)
supports this Asian kind of multi-leveled or lay@ralternative view of
citizenship by elaborating on Yamazaki (1996) an#iuyama (1995). He
argues that a society or social order of differeeparate levels built
around a deeply engrained moral code can allow nfluidity than
Western institutional arrangements like a parliantermediate local and
external values. We shall look at “one country systems” citizenship as
a composite rather than an analytic notion, moreubral than an
institutional construct such that something sogiallr institutionally
incompatible can be negotiated or lived with foe #tommon (national)
good by individual citizens through the learning mbral and social
self-cultivation.

Citizenship education in school

A study of these constructs of citizenship formats discussed above
in a school context can give us a better understgmaf how citizenship
locally is shaped and of how and in which senseeziship development
and nation formation are related.

Our study is of a secondary school, and its cultsesting, which is
characteristically liberal, democracy-oriented atigbng in religious and
English education traditions. It is school-basedhagement driven and
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this reflects the free and varied characters ofividdal schools

territory-wide on the one hand and on the otherdhtoe laissez-faire

policy of educational governance and liberalisiogaol reform within the
formal centralised educational system. There isitpleof freedom for

schools to have individual interpretations of tlemtcalised guidelines of
“one country two systems” citizenship and the remuhot just different
emphasis but conflicting narrations of local citigkip on many
dimensions. In this sense, we argue that schoatagidum in Hong Kong
provides a liberal atmosphere for learning a libaitizenship or the
citizenship of heterogeneity which is more indiadist-oriented,

democracy-laden and based on the Hong Kong systether than a
variant of centralised citizenship or citizenshiphomogeneity which is
more collectivist-oriented, socialism-laden and r@hbased. Many
schools like the school we study teach a liberahakatic national

identity which is in many ways different from Chinaational identity.

We seek to gain more insights into whether a lithdraterogeneous
citizenship or central/ homogeneous citizenshifhésdeliberate aim or is
simply a result of the school process related t® diegree or form of
de-centralisation and liberalisation of centraliseldicational governance a
school undergoes. In order to do so, we comparédtilig Kong school
situation with Singapore which also has a highlgt@ised structure and
has some liberalising change initiatives which being undertaken to
reform the centralised education governance. Tlséesy and the policy
impact on the citizenship development of studeams, on the discourse of
the citizenship curriculum, is the focus.

Second, we try to study the school intensively @éeenl as many as
possible of the liberal and democratic featureshef school in teaching
“one country two systems” citizenship, bearing imanthat the centralised
and bureaucratic governance of the Hong Kong scéygiem remains the
major government policy and everyday routine pcagti although
de-centralisation and liberalisation via schooldzhmanagement reform is
under way. We argue that with an English educatiiadition, a Western
democratic and liberal learning culture and atmesgh and with a
Catholic ethics and moral background, studentsncare easily access the
liberal and democratic citizenship of Western imdiinalism. Students can
be more exposed to different approaches to learaimgodern Western
citizenship and a national identity with which thage helped to exercise
their independent judgment in participating actveh society and
developing their sense of commitment towards Hongd<and China.

School will be seen participating in both the rofesocialising agent
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transmitting the government’s position on citizapskthe responsible and
participative local citizen and the patriotic Chseenational citizen— and
also the role of socialising agency, as a publ@alaite where different
groups of people, specifically school stakeholdafrsschool organisers,
teachers, parents, students, alumni and governoanparticipate freely
and equally in the discourse of citizenship. Frowm $tudy, there emerges
a pattern of interactive and consensus negotiatadtipes for a public
(national) culture (Smith 1995) of a “one countmptsystems” citizenship
in citizenship building and nation formation. Itiisdeed a political and
democratic learning process which shows that aomati and critical
discourse is and should be used to develop a n#fEip that can be
accepted by all the different groups of peoplehia tommunity. Hong
Kong people should learn to reinforce commonly staviews while
learning at the same time to tolerate or even ecebthe difference of
views and position of other people especially omaeracy and patriotic
national identity.

“One country two systems” citizenship will be anmynconstruct if it
cannot be contextualised and adapted to people avittagreed set of
commonly shared values and beliefs in Hong Kondesp@specially on
democracy and national identity. Citizenship edocathrough school is
one important location where negotiated consensuagoeeing to agree
and to disagree on citizenship development can dazhed through
rational and critical discourse as advocated ircttizenship curriculum.

Structure of the book

After stating the purpose of the book in this fichkapter, Chapter Two
briefly sets the scene for our school case-studfirbygiving a backdrop
of school civic education in relation to the citiship development of
Hong Kong before and after 1997. Notably, the issoiedemocracy and
national identity in citizenship education are fbeus. The two issues are
controversial in local citizenship education. Asue is that China is
basically a socialist collectivist authoritariaratet which is nonetheless
modernising to keep up with the modern Western dvasthile Hong Kong
is to extend and develop its citizenship througimsgforming the present
capitalist social system and way of life and emim@i@n identity with the
sovereign China. There are both integrative andip@ous effects in
citizenship education in the liberal and plural goKong society as
revealed for example by the polarisation of extranigsvs on democracy
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and patriotism. To enable the dynamism of the “cmentry two systems”
citizenship to be more communicative and accomnioglaiequires a new
mindset and wisdom. While the “one country two egs” citizenship as
citizenship innovation is territorially confined,ewshall in the course of
later chapters try to explain how local civic edima is not only a
citizenship project for people of Hong Kong purguidemocracy and
national identity but can also be perceived as pa@hina’'s modernising
programme for political development and for natioreintegration and
re-unification.

Before analysing citizenship education in the cstsely school, in
Chapter Three, we examine various conceptions dmedries about
citizenship in the context of experience of citigkip development in
other cities and countries like Australia, the W.S.Singapore, Korea,
Taiwan, the Philippines, Indonesia, and this offasight in apprehending
the Hong Kong situation. First, various notions afizenship and
approaches to citizenship study are applied toyamahhe problematic of
Hong Kong citizenship education in relation to podl changes. For
example, we find the concept of a developmentaiesta helpful to
characterise Hong Kong'’s political landscape asditizenship education.
We come to a view that the role of school in pciditisocialisation can be
that of both socialising agent and agency, theratferring to school as a
local site where different views on citizenship qate for primacy. The
discourse on the role of school in citizenship d@wament allows us to
understand how citizenship education in its dentacfarm of delivery
helps shape the “one country two systems” citizgngh students. This
comparative approach also highlights the contexaua cultural sources
of local citizenship growth in students, for exampWhether there is a
liberal learning milieu for liberal citizenship @ng and if so what the
effects are. Finally, after studying various citighip models we propose a
concept of multi-leveled or multi-layered citizeipshas a means of
examining the “one country two systems” citizenshigere uniformity or
heterogeneity of values occurs at different levigledels of citizenship of
homogeneity like in China or the citizenship of traulturalism in the
U.S.A. for example may not show accurately enoupk tnique
citizenship characteristics of Hong Kong as the AR hina.

After this examination of discourse on Hong Kongi#izenship
development and citizenship education, we begimf@hapter Four to
Chapter Six to focus on the school case-study asstéance of citizenship
development in Hong Kong. In Chapter Four, we fiostk at the school
and learning context where the centralised civiacation guidelines of
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HKSAR are put into practice by teachers who arelvad in developing
the school-based curriculum. The school’s citizgm$arning is then seen
more as a process of re-construction of citizenghimelines with the
school’s own characteristics. The institutionakditional and cultural
sources of school influences on citizenship leayrre identified and the
impacts on student learning of democratic and nati@itizenship are
studied. In order to compare and contrast the dmunzd practice of
citizenship learning in China, we use a detailechgarison of schools’
responsibilities in the two territories. The figlivestigation has shown
that the long-established school tradition and tgres, current school
vision and culture and organised learning of vaiparticipant groups in
school, all contribute to shaping a specific forhtitizenship for students
to learn. In our case-study school, this meansdibatizenship learning in
a liberal and democratic school context. Otheriadial schools may
have different characters and contexts, for we waagine that the
learning process for students in different schoeld have much in
common but also many differences. Citizenship etimeds likely to be
diverse because of the ways in which the organisaif school curricula
is in practice liberal, heterogeneous and varied.

Chapters Five and Six continue the case-study Wrghthe focus to
the curriculum itself. Through documentary reseasthool visits, class
observations and interviews with students, we explnd explain how
students learn from their own viewpoints the défarfacets and levels of
a “one country two systems” approach being developetheir school.
Chapter Five shows us that the national identibdetts have learnt is
territorialised in the sense that it is a compaoisittity of nationalism and
democracy, with a two-tier loyalty towards Hong Komand China, a
democratic Hong Kong and de-politicised ethno-Chiflae emphasis of
Chapter Six is on reporting the discussion of sttel@n how well they
know, understand and feel about school’s citizgnsiiucation after they
have had the learning experience. It touches famge on how and how
well school addresses inherent difficulties of tftane country two
systems” citizenship notion like democratic indivadism versus
collectivist tradition of harmony; local democratitentity versus national
patriotic identity; and pan-Chinese nationalismsusr the separatism of
various sorts in national unification and re-urdfion of China, for
example the emergence of a de-sinicising conscasssim Taiwan. It also
reveals some inhibiting and facilitating factorstbé school citizenship
programme for student learning, for example theamedd approach of
teaching opposite views and the sensitive politioaltrality role of
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teachers. Different from what is the case in Maidl&hina, students hint
that the school’s national programme turns outaaitizenship education
for divergence rather than for convergence asaihitplanned.

Having studied the school’s learning context andivdey of the
curriculum, in Chapter Seven, we interpret the ifigd on nation
formation and citizenship development in the schaith the aid of
theories of nationalism, specifically Anderson'sedhy of imagined
community, with modifications, and Smith’'s pluralodel of public
(national) culture. First, we see that the makirfignational identity in
school is more an interactive process of conseasdf cultural decision
among various participants like government, sclayghnisers, teachers,
parents, students and past students, media andebtsdies rather than a
national imprinting. Second, while the school egésrthe commonality of
the ethno-cultural base for national identification at the same time
widens the political differences between Hong Kand China through its
deliberate neglect and avoidance of teaching Mathlpolitics and its
focus on local politics. Third, the locally createdtional citizenship has
embraced characteristics of an indigenous, libeehocratic, rational and
critical kind.

An understanding of the school’s citizenship edocatwill not be
complete without an evaluation of the influencegovernment on the
school's delivery and shaping of citizenship givére fact that the
HKSAR government is an executive-led government @medgovernance
is constitutionally centralised. In Chapter Eighe tcentralised governance
role of Hong Kong government over citizenship depehent and school
civic education is dealt with by examining the depenental state thesis
where government as dominant player commits hedwilye-making an
active and participatory citizenship as well asaf&riptic national identity
for national developmental goals through publiceadion and schools. To
give a contrast, we examine the impact of cengdligovernance in
comparison with Singapore which, like Hong Kong, reforming by
liberalising its school-based citizenship educationorder to secure a
responsible and participative citizenry with a pmdikc national identity.
When de-centralisation of central authorities drelénrichment of teacher
professionalism and autonomy are in vogue, Honggkiamds to take a
more a liberalised and democratic approach wheBdagapore keeps a
tight grip on its centralised state management owany aspects and
levels of citizenship learning, for example in pgli curriculum guides,
subject studies, teaching hours, teaching strateqgid learning experience,
textbooks, timetable and assessment. We shall hegtetite Hong Kong
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model is more contributive to the building of antiee citizenship of
Western individualism while neither of the two liaésing models is
effective in building patriotic national identity.

Chapter Nine is the concluding chapter which idati several
emergent trends of citizenship development andetighip learning from
studying the case school’s civic education. Itiéacthat “one country two
systems” citizenship is a citizenship of democraay its national identity
is more a constructivist process of negotiated ensss and cultural
decisions being institutionalized primarily througbhool education. It is
more a multi-leveled citizenship than the overarghipan-Chinese
national citizenship of China. Active citizenshipvglopment in HKSAR
as revealed in this book has developed a liberaiant of national
citizenship of Western democratic individualism eittvined with
de-contextualised ethno-cultural Chinese natiomalis



CHAPTERTWO

THE CONTEXT FOR THESTUDY
OF HONG KONG CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION

Setting the scene: the context and the issues

Politically, re-unification with China and demodsattion have changed the
ways Hong Kong people think and live.
(EC 2000:3)

In 1997, Hong Kong came to an end as a British ropland
re-integrated with China as a special administeategion (SAR). System
change reforms soon took place in the society.eikample, in education,
a new Education Blueprint (EC 2000) was drawn upda0 after two and
half years of territory-wide public deliberationt &ims not just at
re-orientation of the education system (Bray 2000) at developing a
new education system and new citizenship which didag pluralistic,
democratic, civilised, tolerant, dynamic, and wath international outlook
(EC 2000). This new citizenship education is als@tional education:

Our relationship with the Mainland is closer tharerebefore. We should
therefore enhance our understanding of our courmtny, culture, and
strengthen our sense of belonging and commitmerutocountry (EC
2000: 28)

The local national education so constructed is aweifferent from
that in the Mainland which is basically patriotamd the purpose of this
book is to analyse the processes which are takappn Hong Kong by
considering in detail a case study and its relatigmwith the context as a
whole. Local citizenship education in Hong Kong ae¢o be studied in
itself and as part of the China’s national modextidm programme. This is
important in itself since China and with it Hong ip is already an
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important factor in an internationalised world aftant communications
and changing identities, and will clearly continte be so. It is also
important as part of our understanding of the matfrmodern citizenship
and of states which, despite frequent suggestioom fhistorians and
others about the end of the nation-state, nonethedeem to follow the
pattern established in the nineteenth century.

The changes in China and Hong Kong are thus paatwitier process
but Hong Kong also has its uniqueness. First, enfilany ex-colonies in
Asia, it did not become an independent state btintegrated with
sovereign China, and nonetheless, decolonisatiocegses are evident in
the transition from colonialism and beyond (Bra¥@p The ethnic group
of Han Chinese which constitutéise largest group in China as a whole
also forms the absolute majority of the populata@inHong Kong, and
soon after 1997, Hong Kong Special Administrativegitn (HKSAR)
government added a national component to the HowoggKschool
curriculum for the first time in its 150 years. “tmal Identity and
Chinese Culture” is an obligatory theme throughthé whole 12 year
basic education curriculum (CDC 2001). In this sensitizenship
education in Hong Kong is a part of education fational re-integration
and functions as part vehicle of nation-buildinthnécally and culturally.
It puts great emphasis on Han Chinese culture aistbrin whilst
simultaneously teaching western democratic politieas.

This is the second important characteristic of #itation. For,
politically, China is one of a handful of communistuntries in Asia and
yet is modernising itself intensively and extenbiviey learning from the
Western democratic world. Hong Kong being the minstrnationalised
and freest society in China is then the most apjatgpplace to serve as
the practice ground for trying out Western conterapo political
democratic ideas. With the promulgation of the Basiw, rudimentary in
its outlook though it is, Hong Kong became thetfaisy in China where a
capitalist, democratic political system, modeledsitaly on British
colonial representative government, is practisedleuna communist
government which is said to be anti-capitalist anthoritarian by nature.

In education, the official education system refordocuments
published in 1996, 1999, 2000, 2001 and 2002 editerthe declaration
that national education and democratic educationldvéorm an integral
part of the new citizenship education in HKSAR. Thessage is explicit
enough that the Chinese central government may alasady changed its
long established opposition to Western liberal denacy. In deed if not in
word, Hong Kong is the experimental ground for Wast liberal
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democracy in Communist China. Macao followed satel, after the
Portuguese withdrew in 1999, and became the secspecial
administrative region of China which also incorgesa democratic
self-government and builds its local educationesystinder another Basic
Law. The change is drastic and dramatic. It is sylimbyet practical and
pragmatic, too. For example, it surprises many feetimat China allows
Hong Kong people to keep their capitalist system amy of life for 50
years (OCTSERI 1992:6—Basic Law: Article 5) andtthtids includes,
among other things, letting the Catholic Churchoeagions continue to
provide educational services, and run schools Ip¢@ICTSERI 1992:47
and 48—Basic Law: Article 137 and 141). It meanat tlocal Catholic
schools which constitute some 19% of the total séaoy schools in Hong
Kong (CHSCO 2009) can help teach the new democsatit national
education for Communist China even though Chinataedvatican have
not yet established a formal and official relatioips the Vatican declining
to relinquish its diplomatic tie with Taiwan.

Looking back at the antecedents of these evengsfitst important
system change in China was the economic reformhwécurred in 1979,
immediately after the return of Deng to power arin@ began to open up
to the Western liberal world and thereafter to expent with market
capitalism in its economy. The “one country two teys”
self-government policy for HKSAR can be viewed as iaportant
continuation of the system change of China turtmthe Western liberal
world after decades of lopsidedly leaning to therfer Soviet Union after
the Communists took power in 1949. This time, paditics—and political
administration—not economics: the modernising expent is territorially
delimited and Hong Kong and Macao were expediepiitked as newly
created special administrative regions.

In this new situation, the HKSAR government seembd setting out
to cultivate a new nationhood in its people that ¢® compared and
contrasted with the processes in other Asian c@mmtwith past
experiences of de-colonisation, and present expasg of globalisation.
The wish is clearly reflected in HKSAR aims of edtion for 2F' century:
future citizens of HKSAR will be “willing to put favard continuing effort
for the prosperity, progress, freedom and democoddfeir society and
contribute to the future well-being of the natiomdathe world at large”
(EC 2000:4).

This has several implications. A liberalised natiood constructed
through HKSAR citizenship education may help bringpre closely
together the people of the Western world and Conishubhina. Li, a
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mainland Chinese educator and expert in Hong Kaign@al education

takes the view that Hong Kong after re-integrat&mould help reform
Chinese education by depicting the pros and coredatation in China
and the Western world (Li 1992: 256). Communisbidgical difference

is no longer an impasse and the people of HKSARag&rto learn and
study Western democratic ideas and theories, ateYdesxperts have long
studied communist ideology. The kind of citizens@mmunist China
advocated in HKSAR will be more open to new pdaditithoughts and
beliefs alongside existing ones. In the local sthoarriculum (e.qg.

Secondary Curriculum Guidelines—Civic Educationl F. F.3 (CDC

1998))it is foreseen that Chinese state governnshdll be taught
alongside democracy. It refers briefly to the Cem€ommunist Party and
communism but not to teaching the exportation aficwnist revolution

and communism to other countries; it begins instedmport many

Western liberal ideas, cultures, institutions aamgluages.

Furthermore, a future Chinese citizen as conceinddKSAR will be
shaped as a Chinese patriot with an internatiomabpgective. In the
Education Blueprint for the 21Century (EC: 2000), it is made clear that
“Hong Kong’s long term objective is not only to loece one of the
outstanding cities in China but also a democratitd acivilised
international city embracing the cultural essentcthe East and the West”
(ibid: 28). Whilst learning the core facts of Chéeehistory, culture and
geography (CDC 2001:23-24 and 46), HKSAR studeiitsaigo be taught
universal values like plurality, democracy, freedand liberty, due
process of law, rationality, equal opportunity, tammrights (CDC
1996:14-15). Equally significantly, they should bidingual Hong Kong
citizens (i.e. proficient in both Chinese and Eslg)j and Chinese and
English are two of four core subjects (the otheo tere subjects being
Mathematics and Liberal Studies) in the new sclowticulum and are
prerequisites for entry into local universities.

On the other hand, HKSAR can hardly look to the M&md or other
Asian countries for models of democracy, since €hean authoritarian
socialist state and democratic centralism will et an option in the
foreseeable future. Many of its Asian neighbouke [Thailand and the
Philippines have only unstable democracy wheretipali problems are
often resolved by mass movements of People Powernaoral force
which in turn cause major hazards to the society @gonomy. Through
democratic education in its national citizenship@tion HKSAR has to
find its own way to develop a healthy democracy #raphasises rational
and critical discourse and open, fair, just andmlelections.
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This new Hong Kong nationhood is however not taughs learned
and constructed in school. It is not taught in €las an independent
subject. Instead, students learn it through paudiing in everyday school
life. This means that a study of the changes asdheimplemented rather
than the analysis of plans for change in citizgnsducation is the best
way to know exactly what is happening. Furthermarepmparative study
can help tease out significant factors in a scmdoth as a research site is
complex, interactive, dynamic, developmental, armhstructive. For
example, in many Asian countries, the main themgtenship education
is to take liberal democracy and its institutioneren as “one set of
options”, but less as “a universalizing set of dtods” (Kennedy and
Fairbrother 2004: 294). HKSAR has similar practae characteristics.
Lee (2004a) analysing the Western concept in aarmAsbntext, comments
that it is a natural development to see the podti®iig Kong citizenship
education curriculum changing to emphasise moraditirer than politics
or civics. The new Curriculum Development Reformidelines (CDC
2001) and new Basic Education Curriculum Guide (CImD2) put more
emphasis on individual morality and national idgntthan political
literacy, the latter of which occupied the largpatt of the content in the
Guidelines on Civic Education in Schools in 198%. &other point, Lee
(2004 b) argues that national citizenship educatiorAsia is more a
process of the “indigenisation of foreign ideadiidi 278) which is to
integrate Western liberal political concepts anstifations into specific
Asian values and contexts. Kennedy and Fairbrq@@04) seem to agree
with Lee by commenting that indigenous factors @dawital role and that
most modernising national education reforms in Asi@untries reflect
deep cultural roots, local values, national idgntind social context that
could not be eliminated by colonialism and glotstisn. HKSAR faces a
similar situation but it remains to be seen whethexill follow the same
steps as its Asian neighbours.

In sum, the case of Hong Kong should not only belisd in itself but
should also be seen as part of China’s nationalemmigation programme
which first focused on economic system change amw broadening to
embrace political system change, though this idiced mainly to Hong
Kong (and subsequently Macao) society, educatiah @aople. China’s
liberalised economic reform was first trialed ivesal small, economically
un-important southern coastal cities like Shenziueth Zhuhai. Now, it is
evident that the lessons of the market economy reequee in these
economic special zones have changed the whole storlandscape of
China in ways without parallel. The same might leppvith education



16 Chapter Two

and citizenship education in particular. It is afifl national policy, as the
Communist Chinese government often repeats, thaSAKs “one

country two systems” model could also apply to méyuwith Taiwan,

which recently has transformed to a two-party prEltdemocracy from an
authoritarian constitutionalism. It seems that \Wastconcepts with
Chinese characteristics, as construed in Dengirimefreflect China’s
pragmatism and flexibility towards change in itdim@al modernisation
programmes (Lee 1992). Should we here make a baddsgthat China
itself will eventually change to adopt the capgtldemocratic political
system once success is proven in Hong Kong and &lacan Taiwan

after re-unification?

Citizenship education in implementation

At the policy level, from the time when the Joineédlaration on the
guestion of Hong Kong was signed between the Chirgsd British
governments in 1984 to the handover in 1997 anoutir to the present,
HKSAR has implemented several curriculum reforms citizenship
education as revealed by the three official guideion “civic education”
in 1985 and 1996 (CDC 1985 and 1996), and the €lumin Development
Reform Guidelines in 2001 (CDC 2001).

The first school civic education guidelines in 198fhich advocated
political democracy and active participation (CD@8%) for Hong Kong
people, failed to adequately anticipate post-haadofianges because they
did not deal satisfactorily with issues of Chinesgional identity (Lee and
Sweeting 2001). Responding to political changeserido the handover, a
new set of Civic Education Guidelines for Schootsvissued in late 1996
which had a richer conception of citizenship cdogd within a total
framework embracing the individual, the communhké tational and the
international (CDC 1996). It suggested a ratiotialisationalism where to
be a modern citizen in a global world, one show@dblitically active and
participative and show commitment to both one'siamatl and the
international community and engage in reasoningaitital thinking on
public affairs (CDC 1996; Leung and Print 1998).isTlsubsequently
attracted much attention from school teachers, asibe civic education
teachers (Leung and Print 2002).

The year 2000 saw the grand education reform inHKSAR. Two
papers, one on policy, the 2000 Education Bluep(B€ 2000) and
another on implementation, the 2001 Curriculum Dewaent Reform
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Guidelines (CDC 2001) were drawn up and the newe @gucation can be
seen to be building a new concept of citizenshignetthe emphasis was
on the learning of national identity, and civic idstand commitments
towards the country. This moderate and subtle ahasfgemphasis on
individual morality and communal obligations andvsees attracted little
open and public disagreement when the Guidelines vgsued, and Lee
(2004a) explains this phenomenon by referenceQorgucian principle of
self cultivation where political learning is thevdéopment of individuality
rather than civic activism. Arcodia (2000) too finthat Asian countries
tend to introduce Confucian principles into citigbip formation and that
they often put a moral code first in both persoaatl organisational
dealings. Accordingly, “the citizenship educatiogeada can be rather
politicised in terms of serving the state (as esped in patriotism)”, but
“the focus often reverts to the quality of self, igh is sometimes
expressed in terms of moral quality” (Lee 2004b7)28

As far as implementation was concerned, the HKSARegiment
wanted schools to initiate their own patriotic meomgmes based on the
government’s nationalistic inspirations despite thet that no new civic
education guidelines were issued to dovetail thionalistic aims into
curriculum actions. The former colonial government contrast, had
detailed the action needed for a political demogiacschools in the 1985
Civic Education Guidelines (CDC 1985). In a postdhaver study, civic
educators were found to consent to the addition nafionalistic
components to the existing civic education but wiaghined towards an
eclectic approach for nationalistic education (Lggand Print 2002). They
wanted to have a ‘liberal, open, rational, and usele nationalistic
education”, which would be compatible with “educatifor democracy,
human rights education and global education” (Leammgj Print 2002: 207).
Though C H Tung, the first Chief Executive of th&K$AR, echoed the
scholars and educators’ re-definition of the Hongn¥ citizen, the
emphasis was nonetheless different. The China coemowas given
special attention and the patriotic subjective eerts were all said to be
important. Representing the official view on thensiof civic education,
Tung wished to see in youngsters:

® a sense of responsibility towards the family, tbenmunity, the
countryand the world;

® apassion for Chinaand Hong Kong, and a global outlook (ibid
1997: 3 -emphasis added)
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Tung and his top leadership had these convictidearly, explicitly
and repeatedly spelt out on various formal ancdciaffioccasions in the
early years of the change of sovereignty.

In short, there was no doubt that nationalistic pattiotic education
would be the main focus of future civic educationschools in Hong
Kong after 1997, but democracy, which was the nbajic in the 1985’s
Guidelines, was now of secondary importance inribe/ discourse of
civic education for nationalistic, patriotic leamgi Democracy was
eliminated from the arena of nationalistic and ip&itr education and the
word “democracy” did not even appear in the subsagCurriculum
Development Reform Guidelines which instead putviieamphasis on
educating students for national and civic dutied asponsibilities (CDC
2001).

Challenges to schools

This will be the new challenge for schools: to takeeducation for the
“new” citizenship to which the HKSAR has added thew national
dimension but given little specific detail on hoketaims can be realised
at school level. The new concept will remain wishlfunking if consensus
cannot be reached at the level of implementatiarabrge schools may get
lost with things of which they have little previoegperience. Instead of
further clarifying the action to be taken, the goweent is giving a free
hand for schools to do anything they like as losgtteey are not doing
things anti-governmental, un-patriotic or anti-aa#listic. The government
merely wishes schools to prioritise patriotic pengmes over other civic
education activities and projects, and to subréirthlans of action. Yet
the political contexts of the new HKSAR under thené country two
systems” arrangements are too dynamic, complex, aomdlicting for
schools to grasp them properly and appropriatelthaut appropriate
central guidance. For politics presents many pitfér schools doing
civic education about China from their own persjectin the transitional
years prior to the 1997 handover, for instance, Ghénese government
promised democracy for the people of Hong Konghim Basic Law and
people who promoted democracy locally were accéptabd legal but
people who advocated democracy movements acrosbdtuer on the
Mainland were regarded as involved in a subversieeby the Beijing
central government (Leung 1992). Schools were fotmgithg to avoid
politically sensitive issues like democracy andiova! identity in their
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teaching curriculum and textbooks (Lee 1999a) amdevihesitant to take
initiatives to launch innovative civic educationogramme for students.
This situation continued to prevail in the earlyspbandover years.
Having said this does not mean schools did not lhe& views on
political education. On the contrary, there wagieh"diversity” of views
specifically on democracy and national identity dhe views were “not
only diverse but in many cases polaris¢dee 1999a: 339). Basically,
school and education sectors agreed in principleh ihe HKSAR
government’s one China doctrine and political gdaisnational unity and
re-unification achieved through democracy and adtfinistration, which
are stipulated in the Basic Law (OCTSERI 1992)heatthan the
dictatorship of the Chinese Communist Party on hf&@nland. They
understood that citizenship has multiple facetsiclvttorrespond to the
notion of multi-dimensional citizenship (Cogan abdrricott 1998; Lee,
W.O. 2001) which permeated into the 1996 Guideli(é®C 1996).
Despite such shared broad political and nationaligtrinciples, the
government and schools were not all agreed on @hee viframework,
emphasis and approach, policy and strategy, orranege of action and
development in the school civic curriculum. In iBalthere were views
more divided than unified on the nature and stati€ivic education
programmes, and on the curriculum contents, tegclsinategies and
programme evaluations (Lee 1999a; Lee and Swedfd; Tse 1999).
The centralised patriotic programme of civic edimatpractised on the
Mainland would not be imitated and the HKSAR goweemt followed
closely the previous practice dhissez fairein implementing civic
education. This meant that, despite views differsom those of the
government, schools were required to initiate th&mn programmes to fit
to their school specific situations on the one hand on the other hand to
take into account the latest political developmeaiftocal community and
China at large. At the very least, schools wereedslo re-examine the
existing civic education programmes inherited fr&mitish colonialism,
which restrains both ethno-cultural and nationahtification and political
democracy (Morris and Morris 2001; Bray, 2000; 1€89a; Tse 1999).

The way forward

Today, the HKSAR has existed for more than tensg/aad whether or
not the “Hong Kong experiment” of “one country twgstems” proves to
be a smooth and successful one, the teaching iof @ilucation has a very
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important role to play in political socialisatiorhere students are taught a
set of political values in schools identical wittose being endorsed within
the community and the nation at large. The HKSARegoment tries not
to dictate any civic education action to schoolsibstead expects schools
to work together following the official line. In pluralist society, there
need not be a prescribed set of monolithic valudsiriteractive sets of
values of divergence and heterogeneity. There nettle a set dd priori
universalised values but rather negotiated valdeshared consensus.
Nationalism and democracy will be a product of negon and
interaction, taking all stakeholders into account.

The purpose of the study

It is against this background that post-handoveiccéducation in a
Hong Kong school will be examined in this book wiagsurpose is to
investigate what really happens in practice whevicceducation is
pursued in circumstances of fluidity and flexililitvithin a nonetheless
clearly defined framework of intentions.

Our first observation is however that, basicalhg teaching mode of
civic education in schools does not differ muchnfrdghe past. The
conventional practice that civic education is casdd through the whole
school approach, permeating into every possiblenieg activity with a
loosely structured curriculum is inherited, andetig from other learning
of independent subjects with a specified syllabusdpced by the
curriculum authorities. Furthermore, as in the paatch school prepares
its own civic education programme. A second lookesds differences
nonetheless. Since the civic education guidelifigi985 aimed genuinely
at a democratically representative government witimeaking big changes
to the existing value system of the society, sché&okew clearly what and
how to integrate the democratic elements into ti®als’ long-established
curriculum structure and schedule. Essentiallyy taéded it on top of the
existing civic programme or spared a few class thioés to accommodate
it. But the 1996 guidelines were the new formula esfucation for
citizenship, which contains the broad, loose fraowwbut does not
provide details for implementation. This conceptaitizenship with a
nationalistic platform affects much of the existifigndamental social
values deeply embedded in past colonialism, whielams a total change
or re-drafting of the existing social curriculum. ew nationalistic
dimension is mentioned but what, where and howntegrate it with the
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current school curriculum without conflict is notade clear. This flaw is
repeated in Tung’s statements and other officipbres pertinent to civic
education, which remind schools about building Bonal identity among
students but equally lack implementation detailse Bituation becomes
more difficult and complex for schools than in fhest because the parties
involved in the civic education experience a clashtheir positions,
interests and viewpoints. Whether or not schookrestthe same China
perspective with each other or with the governmmatiters less than
whether every school has its own education foeeitship with a China
perspective ready for implementation.

In this book therefore, our intention is to examimeat new national
citizenship students learn in such a loosely defingbrant and divergent
context, and how they learn. We shall examine Huoevdontext is formed
and presented to students from which they nurtusecially constituted
national citizenship. Will the citizenship so camsted in school be like
the one suggested by the government in various atidnal papers?
Which role do students have to play in constitutamgidentity with local,
national and global dimensions, particularly aingetwhen Hong Kong is
undergoing fundamental and total values transfaomawhere increasing
uncertainty, indecisiveness, heterogeneity, dityend dividedness is the
norm?

We shall also study the effectiveness of the scha@ivic education
programme from the students’ point of view, examinthe supportive or
inhibitive factors of schooling in implementing thavic education
programme. In what ways does the school managebtiance of
divergent forces in the making of citizenship dfatient scopes and levels?
For example, how far is the discourse on demockatyintegrative or
disintegrative factor in the unification of China?

This is then in essence a case study examiningdiaw education is
conducted in a specific school. Methodologically,is a single-case
investigating natural settings through the eyes thé researcher
(Donmoyer 2000; Stake 2000; Hammersley and Gomn®;2B@chcock
and Hughes 1995).

Specifically, the following questions will be addsed:

» What do students learn about Hong Kong citizenship?

» How many dimensions of the notion of citizenshig t&ught?

* What do students learn about a national identificatvith China?
 In which ways is the notion of China explained tiedgnts?
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e In which ways and to what extent does the civic cation
programme affect students’ learning of citizensképg. printed
materials; teaching methods of teachers; schookgth

 What exactly is the school's civic education pragnae with
particular reference to teaching of national idgrgind democracy
(e.g. formal curriculum plan and action)?

» How is the civic education programme implementeddhool (e.g.
formal and informal curriculum activities)?

* Is the citizenship taught in the school’s civic ealion programme
comparable to the one the government wishes totitates(e.g.
raising national flag and singing national anthelmect election to
chief executive and legislature)?

 Are nationalistic education and democracy educdtoght together
or separately?

The research will focus primarily on three aspeaftseducation for
citizenship in Hong Kong. First, what was exacthe tschool’s civic
education programme in the early post-1997 yeaid?t@dequately build
in a local identity with a national as well as giblllimension? Second,
what do the students learn in a school civic edoggtrogramme, which
now comprises new national components? Third, imtwkay does the
theory of nationalism explain the students’ leagnof citizenship in the
school context? How does it address the tensiomdevhocracy with
national unification in the “one country two syst&montext of HKSAR?

Despite its uniqueness and specificity, the schoaler study does
have many things in common with other local schanl®rganising its
civic education programme in the shared “one cqumivo systems”
context. It will be argued in later chapters the tesults of our analysis of
how and how well students learn a national and deatic citizenship
could provide insights for other schools into handevise and run similar
programmes. The inspiration drawn from the schooligc ideas and
approaches that are different from those suggebiedhe education
authorities is particularly useful. Furthermoree tbase-study will, it is
hoped, add new knowledge and perspectives on sdaiaiol education
since previous research studies were largely fatuse large-scale
guantitative surveys lacking contextual details lmw exactly students
learn in a civic education programme (e.g. Morred &Cogan 2001).
School research of this kind on the one hand dathfs knowledge gap
and on the other hand is more appropriate and yimethe milieu where
Hong Kong is experimenting with “one country twostms”, full of
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complexities, uncertainties and contradictions. Hignificance of the
study thus not only lies in the pattern of behakdoof the individual
school but also how it serves as a representatioéher schools in similar
situations and bearing similar characteristics. @&lomportant, it
demonstrates how a school civic education programetgs students of
different social backgrounds and cultures integragacefully within a
boldly imagined and constructed national community.

In many studies of nationalism, a macro approaditén adopted with
a nation-state as the unit of study and educatioinsahool are seen as part
of the state system. In this study, the schoohésfocus of study of how
the making of an imagined national community (Arsder 1991) evolves
through a civic education programme. It is hopeat guch a study will
help to give another dimension to current scholaryks. In other terms,
a case study using qualitative data will focus oalicg at its
implementation level. Change or refinements of mamr national policy
will be tailored for local needs and situations.rtRermore, contextual
study of the local will provide a concrete and matebase for further
policy formulation.

Since the study is the study of a real case andhbé&e of the case
school was a matter of convenience and opportutiityre are some
inherent constraints that deserve attention. Thealds a dioceses school
and is directly supervised by the local Catholiauf@h. This status and its
relationship with the Church have made civic edocatat the school
subtle and sensitive. First of all, at the macreele the political
relationship between China and the Vatican is tems# sensitive. As
mentioned earlier, the two states have not yebbshked any formal and
official diplomatic relationship because the lattmcognises Taiwan
instead of China and does not agree with the oreaQloctrine in dealing
with China. However, the Church influence inheritém British
colonialism is strong in Hong Kong schools. Accaglio the Basic Law
and the “one country two systems” policy, these rchuaffiliated schools
will continue to operate intact with their initiisions and missions for 50
years from 1997 onwards.

Secondly, the tension between the HKSAR governraedt the local
Church became more intense after the people’s aallfFirst of July 2003
and the open critique of the outspoken Hong Kongh8p against the
HKSAR government with respect to the hasty legistatof the local
national security act. The Bishop wished a demgchae locally secured
first before enacting the legislation, which, tormaeople of Hong Kong,
limits individual freedoms on the one hand and lw @ther hand extends
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government powers without sufficient correspondiogver check.

With these subtleties, complexities and uncertagtschools under the
directorship of the Catholic Church in Hong Kongynfeel embarrassed
about implementing civic education for the HKSAR/gmment and some
schools might become more cautious and prudent rtsvautsiders
inquiring about political education of any sort.i§ mstitutional constraint
is also felt in the case-study school, but, siteetask of selecting the case
is the development of theory rather than testinguaptions about
common features and differences between specifiods, the focus in
the study as pointed out by Flick (2002) and Glaset Strauss (1967) is
on the concrete content and relevance of the castead of its
representativeness. Real and rich findings fromddme with respect to
students’ learning of citizenship, which help proeduthe maximal
“variational range of possible comparison” (FlicRQ2: 63), are of more
importance. As the field researcher is himself Githhe has a dual role
through which he was able to secure trust from shkool but this
demanded high proficiency in interpersonal skiflbjfting between the
status of outsider and insider in building and rtaiting good rapport
with the school authority and informants. He woaldays be fully aware
of his behaviour, frequently entering and exitihg role as a researcher
and as member of the Catholic community in thelfielrk.

As may happen during fieldwork, an unforeseen ewérsignificance
for the study took place. As already alluded tdf aanillion middle class
people took to the street to protest against Tutggslership and his
administration on First of July 2003. Many demandgdct election to the
local leadership as soon as possible. The magsisalhid to have changed
the political landscape of Hong Kong from a govewe of strong
leadership to a more responsive government. Thimatic political event
inevitably engendered profound effects on youndestts. In his study of
the politics of Hong Kong students, Leung S. W.9Q@Rfound that great
political events will have an immense impact ondstts’ political
learning in school and this happened here too.ifsiance, immediately
after the people’s rally, a political group of tBecondary School Students
Union was set up to organise a youth force to fa&e in Hong Kong
politics (The Hong Kong Economic Times, 22.08.200335). The First
of July event still has repercussions. Overreactibistudent informants
over political developments may have biased respoits interview
guestions about political citizenship, as is undemdable.

Besides these institutional forces for change gtlage other limitations
with respect to student informants. The study @uged mainly on senior



