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ABSTRACT This contribution uses insights from the field of critical pedagogy to
study North-South power relations. It analyses the attemplts of the European
Union to promote democracy in the ‘developing world’, or Global South. The
metaphor of development helps to reproduce the idea that Europe is more adull.
It thereby assumes the social funciion of the teacher whose role is to instruct
and guide the more child-like countries towards the path of development.
Contrary to the prevalent idea that the developing world is ‘behind’ Europe, the
article will argue that, in issues such as cultural hybridization and growth of the
informal sector, Europeans could learn about their own futures from their
Southern counterparts. To conclude, the article explores the challenges of
constructing North-South relations based on the democratic principle of
learning together and links these with more general questions of global
democratisation.

Analyses of North-South relations have mostly ignored Antonio Gramsci’s
notion that every hegemonic relationship has an educational dimension.!
This is unfortunate, because various pedagogical tools have been used to
construct the idea that the poor countries of the developing world have child-
like features and that therefore they need to be educated, and led, by the
developed countries, the adults. Even if the idea is today seldom presented so
bluntly, it forms part of most development discourses, including many
apparently radical development critiques. Crude modernisation theories have
been criticised for decades, but the pedagogy of power implicit in the
develzoped developing, and the North South, dichotomy is still alive and
well.

In order to understand the pedagogical dimension of global development,
we need to transgress the boundaries between academic disciplines far more
than we already have. In development studies, as is apparent in leading
journals such as Third World Quarterly, which has increasingly moved
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towards International Studies, or Global Studies, broadly understood, many
disciplinary boundaries have been successfully challenged. Drawing inspira-
tion from critical pedagogy, especially the legacy of Paulo Freire, I shall
appropriate some of its analytical insights in order to study questions of
global development.® In most attempts to combine the fields of pedagogy and
development studies, the focus is on schooling or other forms of educational
praxis in the areas with which ministries of education are typically concerned.
In this contribution, however, the focus is on pedagogy in a much wider
sense, as a dimension of transnational hegemonic power.

It is within this context that social actors aiming to democratise power
relations face various dilemmas. How to democratise a world historically
dominated by Europeans and their descendants if many of the global
democratic traditions seem to be rooted in the European experience? To what
extent have anti-colonial (or postcolonial) liberation movements in Africa,
Asia and Latin America served to challenge colonial domination? In this
contribution I will explore these questions by examining efforts by Europe,
understood here primarily as a metonym for the European Union and its
member states, to promote democracy globally. Rather than searching for
conclusive answers to these questions, my objective will be to provide
tentative reflections that might open up questions for future research and
debates. One methodological simplification in this contribution is that, in
order to make my arguments clear, most of my examples will refer to state
actors and inter-state institutions, whereas in future research the role of
transnational social classes needs to be better taken into account.

1 will first briefly trace the genealogy of the term ‘pedagogy’ against the
backdrop of the rise of Europe. I will then turn to the contemporary
democracy promotion policies of the European Union, using election
observation as the key example. Some of my arguments will be based on
my field notes as a participant in EU election observation missions in Peru,
Nicaragua, Ecuador and Bolivia.* I will then juxtapose European attempts to
promote democracy in poor countries of the South with Europe’s role in
reproducing the non-democratic aspects of North South power relations.
My main argument will be that, while European democracy promotion
policies may sometimes have had positive impacts on spreading democratic
practices inside particular countries, there is also a need to take into account
the overall role of Europe in the reproduction of global order. To what extent
is Europe promoting democracy in the South while promoting non-
democracy in North-South relations?

Finally, I will argue that in order to understand the contradictions of the
European democracy promotion policies, it is necessary to dwell on the
pedagogical dimensions of global power relations. I will critically scrutinise
the idea that rich European countries are more ‘developed’ than their non-
European counterparts. The metaphor of development, especially when
employed in a discourse that assumes that certain countries are more
developed than others, helps to reproduce the idea that the North is more
‘adult’ than the child-like, developing South. The former, therefore, assumes
the social function of the teacher whose role is to instruct and guide the more
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‘child-like’ countries towards development. Contrary to the prevalent idea
that the South is ‘behind” Europe, [ will argue that, in relation to issues such
as cultural hybridisation and the growth of the informal sector, as well as
many other things, Europeans could learn a great deal from the South. To
conclude, I will briefly explore the challenge of constructing North South
relations based on the democratic principle of learning together rather than
on one-sided pedagogical domination.

The rise of Europe and the rise of pedagogy

The word ‘pedagogy’ is derived, according to most interpretations, from the
ancient Greek, in which it literally means ‘to lead the child’. Instead of
focusing on the child as a young bio-social individual, 1 will explore to what
extent pedagogical strategies have been used to make us think of the
developing world as child-like. 1 will argue that, in order to democratise the
existing North-South divide, a crucial first step is to discourage the use of
the category of ‘developing country’ and ‘developing world’, given that they
are so embedded in hegemonic and colonial connotations that position the
adult North in relation to the child South. In fact, the notion of a North
South divide has also outlived its usefulness against the backdrop of global
development. My critical scrutiny is focused on the dichotomous continuum
between developed and developing countries, the North and the South,
rather than the general idea of development as such, especially if it is
understood as global development or the genuine development of the world-
system as a whole.

The development of the current capitalist world-system originated in
Europe. Over the centuries its expansion has entailed political and cultural
encounters in which Europeans, including their outposts in other continents,
established various forms of colonial and postcolonial control. The key
hegemonic states of the world-system during the past 500 years have been
either European (Spain, France, the Netherlands and the UK) or established
by descendants of Europeans (the USA). The production of dominant
knowledge, including the language of scientific debates, has also been an
essentially Eurocentric process. Throughout the centuries European colonial
domination has been intertwined with a mission civilisairice, based on the
conviction that Europeans have a duty to educate and civilise non-
Europeans.

Promeoting democracy in the South

As an example of European democracy promotion policies, I will focus on an
area in which neocolonial undertones are sometimes less apparent that in
some other areas, namely election observation. It is one dimension of the
broader guidance provided by the EU to election processes in non-European
countries. One of its aims is to educate non-Europeans about the values of
the ‘European electoral heritage’.® While this educational relationship in
often characierised by underlying assumptions of the moral superiority of

165




TEIYO TEIVAINEN

European values, it is also based on various international legal norms, such
as the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. The more the
role of the latter is emphasised, especially when the norms have been put
forth within the relatively ‘democratic’ sphere of the United Nations, the
easier it is to claim that democracy is being promoted in a fashion free of
neocolonial overtones.

The current EU election observation framework was systematised in
2000 through the European Commission’s Communicalion on EU
Election Assistance and Observation.® The Communication stated that
‘elections do not equate to democracy, but they are an essential step in the
democratization process and an important element in the full enjoyment of
a wide range of human rights’. It further specified that ‘human rights field
missions and election missions are accepted as part of the mandate of the
EU whose Treaty considers the protection and promotion of human rights
as well as support for democratisation as corner stones of EU foreign
policy and EU development co-operation’. The normative framework that
has been developed to ensure uniform Election Observation Mission (EOM)
implementation includes various elements designed to limit neocolonial
control. For example, the Communication on EU Election Assistance and
Observation maintains that ‘democracy can be supported but cannot be
imposed by foreigners. It is a long-term process that requires the
involvement of the whole society ultimately concerned.” This specification
can be partially explained by the doubts that have been expressed,
especially but not exclusively among the Left in some European
countries, about the problems inherent in a unilateral democracy
promotion agenda.” Over the course of my interviews, several European
Commission (EC) staff members involved in democracy promotion stated
that one of the ways in which the EU distinguishes itself from the USA is
through its explicit emphasis on avoiding a unilateral imposition of
democratic practices.

The creation of a more distinct European election observation identity has
also been advanced by outlining a list of political and professional crileria for
effective on-the-ground observation. Somewhat self-criticaily the Commu-
nication on EU Election Assistance and Observation recognises that, during
previous co-operation with other election observation agencies, ‘the EU has
been regarded primarily as a banker for an operation controlled by another
organisation whose membership and interests are not necessarily synon-
ymous with those of the EU’. In Latin America this statement can be
interpreted as referring mainly to the problems that may arise if EU missions
work in tandem with the Organization of American States (0AS), an
organisation that in many parts of the continent has traditionally been
regarded as an instrument of US foreign policy.

In Bolivia one part of public opinion exemplifies this viewpoint. Many
members of the government of Evo Morales elected in 2005, for instance,
consider some of the electoral and other OAS missions biased. In contrast, the
Morales government repeatedly gave positive appraisals of the EU EOM in
the Bolivian constituent assembly elections and referendum on regional
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autonomy, held in August 2006. For example, on 7 June 2006 President
Morales publicly referred to the international EOMs, with the EU EOM as the
most sngmﬁcant one, as ‘the only guarantee of transparency in the electoral
process’® In various private conversations with the EU mission, other
members of the Morales government, supported by a wide coalition of
indigenous movements, trade unions and political actors, spoke [avourably
of the EU’s role in promoting democratic elections in Bolivia. This is in
contrast to a host of criticisms, beyond the electoral sphere, which have been
made by the Morales government. At a general level it has criticised what it
sees as various forms of Eurocentric neo-colonialism. It was argued, for
example, that French and German schools in Bolivia should be closed down
because they represented colonial cultures.”

A key element in the perceived (and always hopelessly incomplete)
impartiality of the EU missions has been that, in formal terms, these are
supposed to be politically independent not only of other election observation
organisations, but also of other EU institutions. In this way the EU has been
partially able to create a distinct identity for its observation missions even in
contexts where there may be doubts or outright animosity towards Europe in
other areas, such as trade negotiations or colonial cultural heritage. Whereas
OAS observation missions are often perceived to base their conclusions not
only on the field work of the mission’s members, but also on political
instructions formulated by the OAS headquarters in Washington, DC,
European missions have been eager to emphasise their greater independence
from Brussels, even if this autonomy is certainly often compromised.

Sometimes the European Commission may discreetly argue that certain
EOM formulations can be harmful for the more general foreign policy
objectives of the Union. For example, in 2001 the EU EOM in Nicaragua
planned to publicly release a critical statement about the US ambassador.
The latter was participating in the campaign events of the candidate favoured
by the USA, in ways that the EU mission considered a grave breach of
electoral norms. After informal discussions with the Commission, however,
the Chief Observer of the EOM decided to tone down criticisms that, in the
immediate post-9/11 context, might have been considered harmful to EU-US
relations. As this example shows, the autonomy of the EU missions is never
absolute, but in comparison with most other election observation organisa-
tions, its perceived track record reflects a relative degree of autonomy.

There have also been cases where public statements issued by the Chief
Observer have been considered contrary to established EU foreign policy.
Occasionally these comments may have little to do with the established aims
of election observation. For example, the Chief Observer of the EU EOM in
Ecuador in 2002 stated in a press conference that the problems stemming
from drug trafficking along Ecuadors border with Colombia should be
resolved by decriminalising drugs.'® The statement elicited much public
attention in Ecuador and provoked some not-so-public anxiety in Brussels.
At the same time it illustrated the fact that the actions and statements of EU
election observation missions can enjoy considerable autonomy vis-g-vis
other EU institutions.
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For the purposes of this contribution it would be peintless to try to make
any overall assessment about the muitiple and often contradictory impacts of
the EU’s democracy promotion policies in various parts of the world.
However, it can be concluded that, at least in some cases, these have
contributed to increasing the democratic rights of non-European citizens.
For example, in Bolivia the EU EOM was widely credited as having enhanced
the legitimacy of the electoral results. This is because it served to expose the
misleading nature of the various arguments put forth both by the government
and the opposition party, which were aimed at de-legitimising the electoral
process.

By criticising the unfounded claims of both the government and the
opposition, the EU mission was able to create an image of impartiality that,
in the highly divided political context of Bolivia, increased its legitimacy.
Therefore the overall post-electoral assessment of the EU mission
contributed positively to the legitimacy of the electoral results. The mission
concluded that, despite various kinds of problematic glitches, the electoral
process complied to a large extent with national legislation and international
standards. Even if heated political disputes ensued after the elections, their
actual legitimacy was not called into question by any key stakeholders or
significant actors. This situation can be compared with the elections that were
being simultaneously held in Mexico. In this case, the EU observation
mission also gave a positive assessment of the way the elections were held,
but the electoral results were vigorously contested by a significant part of the
population. Rather than making hasty comparisons on whether the EU
mission in Bolivia was more successful than the one in Mexico, the main
difference would appear to be that the former was simply regarded as having
more unambiguously contributed to a democratic electoral process.

Within the limitations of its mandate an EU election observation mission
has the potential to contribute to strengthening democratic institutions. I
would argue that this was clearly the case in Bolivia, although my own
position as someone who co-ordinated much of the mission’s work must
certainly be taken into account. According to those who believed that the
elections in Mexico were fraudulent, the EU mission unjustly contributed to
establishing a government that suited the interests of the ruling elite, or of the
USA and its allies. My intention in this contribution is not to assess whether
or not the Mexican elections were in fact fraudulent. Rather, it is simply to
illustrate that the impact of the missions vary in different contexts and, at
least in some cases, it is possible to claim that the overall impact has
contributed to democratisation. We can tentatively conclude that this
represents at least some kind of progress when compared to the more
undemocratic forms of colonial and imperial control exerted by Europeans in
past centuries. Could we therefore also conclude that Europe has become an
actor which consistently promotes democratisation and has been able to
leave behind its colonial past?

The democratising impacts of election observation missions are limited
to one particular aspect of democratic institutionality. There are many
ways to gauge the particular relevance of national elections among the
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various other conditions for more general democratisation. Following
William Robinson it is possible to argue that promoting fair elections is in
fact promoting polyarchy rather than democracy as such.'? Even if
assuming a clear causal relationship, or a positive correlation, between
elections and more general democratisation, one should at the very least
not presume that organising free and fair elections inside a particular
territory necessarily equals overall democratisation within that territory.
Without pretending to deal comprehensively with this complex issue, I
would now like to turn to one of its aspects that is often overlooked in
studies on democracy promotion. When assessing the role of the EU in
promoting democracy, we should not only look at the impact of the
European democracy promotion efforts on particular states, such as
Bolivia, but also at the role of the EU as regards international
organisations and the overall global governance structures.

Promoting global non-democracy

What kind of democratisation should be promoted to enhance the prospects
for, say, Bolivians to affect the decisions that directly shape their lives?
Enhancing the democratic practices of a country’s electoral system can have
an impact (even if limited), but what else can be done? To address this
question, it is useful to reflect on how and by whom the basic rules that
regulate the lives of Bolivians are constituted. We can first of all assume that
these are not solely constituted by the elected representatives of the Bolivian
state. A significant proportion of the rules that influence the possibilities for
democratic self-determination in the South (the main targets of the
democracy promotion policies of the EU) are established in institutions
such as the IMF, the World Bank, transnational corporations and even the
EU itself.

Thanks to the seemingly countless number of studies that have been
published in recent years on the meaning of globalization, it may sound
almost self-evident to state that social actors located outside the territorial
boundaries of Bolivia should be taken into account if we want to understand
how Bolivians are governed. Nevertheless, in most recommendations on how
Bolivian governance should be made more democratic, these actors tend to
be almost entirely overlooked, except in terms of those impacts analysed in
the preceding section of this contribution. Even if the global and
transnational dimensions of democracy have emerged as an increasingly
important topic in various fields of political studies, they are seldom taken
into consideration in the dominant research on democracy promotion, and
even less so in the policy papers of the main democracy-promoting
institutions of the world. Take, for example, one of the most widely cited
scholars of democracy promotion, Larry Diamond. His paper ‘Can the
whole world become democratic? serves as a case in point."”> Diamond
approaches the question raised by his title as if it only referred to the degree
of democracy within each state-centric unit of the world, and had next to
nothing to do with the degree of democracy in the relations between these
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units or in the changing structures constituted by these relations at the global
level.

I do not aim here at a thorough assessment of the impact that the
European Union, including its individual member states, has had on the
efforts to democratise power relations in all international institutions. I do,
however, argue that, if one were to analyse the debates on distributing voting
power more equally in institutions such as the IMF or World Bank, it would
be very difficult to conclude that Europeans have been promoting significant,
if any, democratic changes. The idea that decision-making power in
international financial institutions should be concentrated in the hands of
the more wealthy nations- through the ‘one dollar, one vote’ mechanism-has
never been seriously challenged by the European representatives. Instead,
European countries have actively participated in defending and reproducing
non-democratic decision-making structures in these highly influential sites of
global power.

The United Nations Security Council (UNSC), where two of the five
permanent members with veto power are members of the European Union, is
further testament to this point. It is hard to find any European initiative that
is seriously aimed at democratising the non-democratic privileges disbursed
to the permanent members of the Security Council at the end the Second
World War, even if there have been proposals to assign permanent member
status to new countries. When the UN was founded in 1945 two of the UNSC
members, Great Britain and France, exercised direct colonial control over
significant parts of Africa and other regions of the world. In the present-day
context the extent of their formal territorial domination is greatly reduced,
but their institutional role in global power relations retains colonial
overtones.

Where the International Criminal Court (1CC) is concerned, EU members
and representatives have generally defended democratic principles to a
greater extent than, say, the USA. In this area it is possible to argue that
Europeans have actively participated in building new political ground for
global citizen rights. The ICC aims to entrench the principle of individual
criminal accountability, which is designed partially to protect political
participation in repressive contexts and thereby to strengthen democratic
practices locally, nationally and transnationally.

However, even the expansion of ‘universal human rights’, of which the 1CC
is a key example in recent decades, has sometimes been criticised as a process
based on European values that might not be suitable for non-European
contexts. One of the key proponents of this criticism, Malaysia’s long-time
former prime minister, Mahathir Mohamad, argued that ‘Asian values’ are
radically different from European ones and that, therefore, the global
expansion of supposedly ‘universal’ human rights is part of a broader neo-
colonial intervention.'* A similar position has been adopted by Zimbabwe’s
long-time President Robert Mugabe, who has among other issues vehemently
argued that the promotion of gay rights as part of human rights advocacy is
thoroughly colonial, since homosexuality is ‘un-African’. Rather than
exploring in more depth these arguments in which anti-colonial rhetoric is
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often used to justify authoritarian policies, for the time being I will simply
conclude that the promotion of human rights through global institutions is a
complex field, in which the track record of the EU in terms of its
democratising impact remains ambiguous. This ambiguity can be contrasted
with the much more straightforward way in which the EU has worked to
reproduce non-democratic power relations in institutions such as the IMF or
World Bank.

On the basis of the above one can argue that, even if for global
democratisation the EU sometimes forms part of the solution through its
democracy promotion inside particular states, at the same time it constantly
forms part of the problem through its behaviour as a colonial master in many
global institutions. Without wanting to overstate the power of ideas, one
underlying factor is the way that Europeans think about global institutions.
There is a widespread belief that, as Europeans have reached high levels of
‘development’, they also have the right and the duty to guide their southern
partners towards the path to modernity/development. This belief, held even
by some of the most well intentioned of people, is reproduced though a
variety of discourses that take for granted a theoretical developmental
continuum in which Europe is already developed and the South is still
developing. Europeans have come of age, whereas their Southern neighbours
have not. It is only natural, therefore, that the former should treat the latter
as subjects to be developed. Additionally, it can only be natural that the
former should control global institutions, in collaboration with their
transatlantic and other peers.

Colonial pedagogy of development

Under the traditional modernisation and development theories that
dominated academic and political debates during the second half of the
20th century, the underdeveloped or developing countries of the South were
considered to be at the same developmental stage as their European
counterparts had been decades earlier or, depending on the sector and the
region, even before. In the present-day context the crudest theories, based on
the assumptions of linear and universal paths to development, have to a large
extent been rejected, at least by many progressive academics. However, the
underlying idea of the general backwardness of developing countries
continues to enjoy wide acceptance, even if often formulated in euphemistic
terms. As Anibal Quijano has observed, the conceptualisation of non-
Europeans as belonging to the past is part of an ongoing practice of the
‘coloniality of power’.!

Whereas it was previously assumed that developing countries have the
potential to follow in the footsteps of their developed European counterparts,
in the modern-day context there are sceptics who argue that some regions,
particularly in Africa, are doomed to eternal underdevelopment. However,
the general consensus is that development co-operation, combined with
sound economic advice, can generally help countries to become more
developed. According to the multiculturalist commonsense that has at least
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to some degree replaced simplistic modernisation theories, it is now accepted
that emerging economies can progress while still maintaining some of their
cultural distinctiveness. With regard to the ‘failed’ or otherwise more
radically ‘backward’ states, the key task of development policies seems to be
to manage their discontent through poverty alleviation and conflict
resolution policies, sometimes including military intervention.

Criticisms of traditional development theories have focused on showing
that, for many countries in the South, it is extremely difficult—and according
to some, even undesirable-—to follow Europe’s coat-tails of development.
These criticisms are important and mostly valid but, in order to fully
understand and transform global pedagogies of development, they are not
sufficient in and of themselves. In my opinion this matter should also be
analysed from a perspective that deconstructs the customary development
pattern by turning it partly upside-down: what if the ‘underdeveloped’ South
can provide insights into the future alternatives of the so-called ‘developed’
North?

As a concrete example 1 will explore how one (relatively) poor Southern
country, namely Peru, can be seen as putting forth important lessons for
Europe’s future, rather than simply belonging to some European past. This
argument rings particularly true when applied to countries in the ‘developed’
North such as Finland. To what extent can ‘they’ in the South offer ‘us’ in the
North lessons about our own alternatives? And what implications might this
have for the question: ultimately, who should define the educational agenda
of global institutions?

Hybrid cultures, informal sectors and credit-rating agencies

Questions related to the Latin Americanisation of Europe or, to be more
exact, the Peruvianisation of Finland, occurred to me for the first time at the
beginning of the 1990s. Returning to Finland after several months in Peru, |
suddenly felt as though 1 had in some sense discovered aspects of possible
futures that were emerging in Finland. I had seen both creativity and
domination created by confrontations between different cultures that
coexisted and intermingled in Peru. I realised that learning from these
experiences would be useful to a country like Finland, which at the time was
facing a significant increase in immigration. I had studied the so-called
informal sector, or ‘grey economy’, of Peru, and a similar phenomenon was
emerging in Finland amid a sudden increase in mass unemployment and the
partial decay of social security networks. 1 had studied the influence of
transnational credit-rating agencies in conditioning the economic policies of
Peru, an area in which the Finns were also gradually becoming aware of
those key issues that had already been well known for quite some time
amongst the Peruvians.

Many aspects of the possible Peruvianisation of Finland may seem to be
negative, something to be prevented. However, although my examples do
have highly problematic aspects, they could also open up new possibilities.
Both positive and negative assessments can be made about the effects of the
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