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There is no more dynamic social figure in modern history than The Citizen
(Ralf Dahrendorf, Citizenship and Beyond)

‘Citizen’ and ‘Citizenship’ are powerful words. They speak of respect, of rights,

of dignity . . . We find no pejorative uses. It is a weighty, monumental, humanist
word.

(Nancy Fraser and Linda Gordon, ‘Civil Citizenship against Social
Citizenship?, in Bart Van Steenburgen (ed.),
The Condition of Citizenship)

The last ten years have witnessed a remarkable upsurge of interest in two
topics amongst political philosophers: the rights and status of ethnocultural
minorities in multi-ethnic societies (the ‘minority rights—multiculturalism’
debate), and the virtues, practices, and responsibilities of democratic citizen-
ship (the ‘citizenship—civic virtue’ debate). To a surprising extent, these two
debates have developed independently of one another, with only a few isolated
discussions of their interconnection. The aim of this volume is to connect
these two topics in a more systematic way. We want to explore how emerging
theories of minority rights and multiculturalism affect the virtues and practices
of democratic citizenship, and to see how emerging theories of citizenship
and civic virtue affect the rights and status of ethnocultural minorities,
There are potential tensions between these two concerns. In fact, defenders
of minority rights have often been suspicious of appeals to some ideal of
‘good citizenship’, which they see as reflecting a demand that minorities
should quietly learn to play by the majority’s rules. (See e.g. Samson 1999.)
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Conversely, those who wish to promote a more robust conception of civic
virtue and democratic citizenship have often been suspicious of appeals to
minority rights, which they see as reflecting the sort of politics of narrow
self-interest that they seek to overcome. (See e.g. Ward 1991.)

Despite these long-standing mutual suspicions, it is increasingly recognized
that any plausible or attractive political theory must attend to both the claims
of ethnocultural minorities and the promotion of responsible democratic
citizenship. In this Introduction we will explore how these two debates have
developed, why they have gradually come into closer contact, and what some
of the potential tensions are between them. We hope this will help situate the
more specific analyses of citizenship and diversity in the following chapters.

1. The new debate on minority rights

Let us start with the new debate amongst political philosophers concerning
the rights of ethnocultural groups within Western democracies. We use the
term ‘the rights of ethnocultural minorities” (or, for brevity’s sake, ‘minority
rights’) in a loose way, to refer to a wide range of public policies, legal rights,
and constitutional provisions sought by ethnic groups for the accommodation
of their cultural differences. Groups claiming minority rights include immigrant
groups, indigenous peoples, national minorities, racial groups, and ethno-
religious sects; and their claims range from multicultural policies to language
rights to respecting treaties with indigenous peoples. Other theorists use
different terms to describe these sorts of claims—e.g. ‘multiculturalism’,
‘group rights’, or ‘differentiated citizenship’. Each term has its drawbacks,
but for the purposes of this Introduction we will use ‘minority rights’ as the
umbrella term.

‘Minority rights’ is a heterogeneous category, and we will explore some of
the different types of minority rights in Section 6. Nevertheless, all minority
rights we discuss here share two important features: (a) they go beyond the
familiar set of common civil and political rights of individual citizenship
which are protected in all liberal democracies; and (b) they are adopted with
the intention of recognizing and accommodating the distinctive identities
and needs of ethnocultural groups.

In recent years political philosophers have shown a great deal of interested
in the normative issues raised by such minority rights. What are the moral
arguments for or against such rights? In particular, how do minority rights
relate to the underlying principles of liberal democracy, such as individual
freedom, social equality, and democracy? Are they consistent with these
principles? Do they promote these values? Or do they conflict with them?

The philosophical debate on these questions has evolved dramatically
over the past two decades. In the mid-1980s there were very few political
philosophers or political theorists working in the area.' Indeed, for most
of this cestury issues of ethnicity have been seen as marginal by political
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philosophers. (Much the same can be said about many other academic
disciplines, from sociology te. geography and history,) Today, however,
after decades of relative negléét, the question of minority rights has moved
to the forefront of political theory. There are a number of reasons for this.
Most obviously, the collapse of communism in 1989 sent waves of ethnic
nationalism ripping through Eastern Europe, with dramatic consequences
for the process of democratization. Optimistic assumptions that liberal
democracy would emerge smoothly from the ashes of communism were
challenged by issues of ethnicity and nationalism. But there were many
factors within long-established Western democracies that also pointed to the
salience of ethnicity: the nativist backlash against immigrants and refugees
in many Western countries (especially France, Britain, Germany, and the
United States); the resurgence and political mobilization of indigenous peoples,
resulting in the draft Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous Peoples at the
United Nations; and the ongoing, even growing, threat of secession within
some of the most flourishing Western democracies, from Quebec to Scotland,
Flanders, and Catalonia.

All of these factors, which came to a head at the beginning of the 1990,
made it clear that Western liberal democracies had not in fact met or over-
come the challenges posed by ethnocultural diversity. It is not surprising,
therefore, that political theorists have increasingly turned their attention to this
issue. For example, in the last few years we have seen the first philosophical
books in English on the normative issues involved in secession, nationalism,
immigration, multiculturalism, and indigenous rights.2

But not only has this debate attracted more attention and participation;
its very terms have also changed dramatically. The first wave of writings
on minority rights was primarily focused on assessing the justice of claims
by ethnic groups for the accommodation of their cultural differences. This
reflected the fact that opposition to such claims has traditionally been stated
in the language of justice. Critics of minority rights had long argued that
justice required state institutions to be ‘colour-blind’. To ascribe rights or
benefits on the basis of membership in ascriptive groups was seen as morally
arbitrary and inherently discriminatory, necessarily creating first- and second-
class citizens.

The first task confronting any defender of minority rights, therefore, was
to try to overcome this presumption, and to show that deviations from
‘difference-blind’ rules that are adopted in order to accommodate ethnocultural
differences are not inherently unjust. Several authors took up this task,
attempting to defend the justice of certain kinds of multicultural accom-
modations or group-specific rights.’ These authors used a variety of arguments
to make their case, most of which can be seen as resting on a common

-strategy. They all claim that while difference-blind institutions purport to be
neutral amongst different ethnocultural groups, they are in fact implicitly
tilted towards the needs, interests, and identities of the majority group; and
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this creates a range of burdens, barriers, stigmatizations, and exclusions
for members of minority groups. The adoption of certain minority rights, it
is argued, helps to remedy the disadvantages that minorities suffer within
difference-blind institutions, and in doing so promotes fairness. Minority
rights do not constitute unfair privileges or invidious forms of discrimination,
but rather compensate for unfair disadvantages, and so are consistent with,
and may indeed be required by, justice.

In our view, this first stage in the debate is coming to a close, with the
defenders of minority rights having effectively made their case. We do not
mean, of course, that ethnic groups have always been successful in getting their
claims accepted and implemented, although there is a clear trend throughout
the Western democracies towards greater recognition of minority rights.
Rather, we are claiming that defenders of minority rights have successfully
redefined the terms of public debate in two profound ways: (@) few thoughtful
people continue to think that justice can simply be defined in terms of
difference-blind rules or institutions. Instead, it is now widely recognized
that difference-blind rules and institutions can cause disadvantages for
particular groups. Whether justice requires common rules for all, or differ-
ential rules for diverse groups, is something to be assessed case-by-case in
particular contexts, not assumed in advance; (b) as a result, the burden of
proof has shifted. The burden of proof no longer falls solely on defenders
of multiculturalism to show that their proposed reforms would not create
injustices; it is now shared with defenders of difference-blind institutions, who
must try to show that the status quo does not create injustices for minority
groups and their members.

The first wave of minority rights theorists have, in other words, unsettled
the complacency with which liberals used to dismiss claims for minority
rights, and have successfully levelled the playing field when debating the
merits of the claims by particular ethnic groups. It is an interesting question
why minority rights theorists have been so successful in changing the public
debate so quickly.* In part, this success is built on a growing acknowledgement
of the many ways that mainstream institutions implicitly favour the majority—
e.g. by using the majority’s language, calendar, and symbols. Moreover, it is
difficult to see how all of these biases could be overcome. The idea that
public institutions could genuinely be neutral amongst languages or religious
calendars seems increasingly implausible.

But there is also a growing awareness of the importance of certain interests
that had typically been ignored by liberal theories of justice; e.g. interests in
recognition, identity, language, and cultural membership. If these interests
are ignored or trivialized by the state, then people will feel harmed—and
indeed will be harmed—even if their civil, political, and welfare rights are
respected. If state institutions fail to recognize and respect people’s culture
and identity, the result can be serious damage to people’s self-respect and
sense of agency.’
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So the originall justice-based grounds for blanket opposition to minority rights
have .fadefd. Thls has not meant ghat philosophical and political opposition
to minority rights has disappearéd, or even significantly diminished. But it
now takes a new form. Or rather it takes two forms: the first questi;)ns the
justice of spc?ciﬁc minority rights claims in particular contexts focusing on
the way particular policies may entail an unjust distribution ot,“ the bengeﬁts
and bu1'den§ as§ociated with identity and culture; the second shifts the focus
away f1'qm Justice towards issues of citizenship, focusing not on the justice
or 1njustlce'of particular policies, but rather on the way that the general trend
tc.w'vards minority rights threatens to erode the sorts of civic virtues, and
citizenship practices that sustain a healthy democracy. (

2. The new debate over citizenship

It is at this point that the debate over minority rights merges with the
debate over the virtues and practices of democratic citizenship—a debate
that has been developing independently over the last decade. Indeed there
has' peen an explosion of interest in the concept of citizenship an’lon st
p.o'lltlcal .theorists. In 1978 it could be confidently stated that ‘the conce tgof
citizenship has gone out of fashion among political thinkers’ (Van Guns?eren
‘113978: 9).d]?y 1990 Del:ek Heater claimed that citizenship had become the
lggzoz\gc;r?’ ) amongst thinkers on all points of the political spectrum (Heater
There are a number of reasons for this growing interest in citizenshi
throughout the 1990s. One reason is related to the rise of minority ri htf
Deba_ttes over multiculturalism have often been fractious, and have it a.
considerable strain on the norms of civility and good Z:itizenship I§ome
people feaf that the tyranny of ‘political correctness’ and ‘culturé wars’
bas .made it difficult for people to participate as citizens: others fear the
1nev1t'able. backlash that has accompanied the increased pres,ence or visibilit
of minority groups. But there are several other recent political events anc)il
trend§ throughout the world that point to the importance of citizenshi
practl'ces. These include increased voter apathy and long-term welfare de endI?
ency in the United States, the erosion of the welfare state. and the faihﬂe of
environmental policies that rely on voluntary citizen co-(;peration
These events made it clear that the health and stability of 2‘1 modern
democraf:y depends, not only on the justice of its institutions, but also on
the quahtle.s and attitudes of its citizens: e.g. their sense of ’identity and
ho.w'they view potentially competing forms of national regional ethn,ic or
religious identities; their ability to tolerate and work t,ogether v,vith otI;ers
who are.diﬂ"erent from themselves; their desire to participate in the political
progess in order to promote the public good and hold political authorities
account.at?le; their willingness to show self-restraint and exercise personal
responsibility in their economic demands, and in personal choices that affect
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their health and the environment; and their sense of justice and commitment
to a fair distribution of resources. Without citizens who possess these qualities,
‘the ability of liberal societies to function successfully progressively diminishes’
(Galston 1991: 220).°

It is not surprising, therefore, that there should be increasing calls for ‘a
theory of citizenship’. Political theorists in the 1970s and 1980s focused
primarily on what Rawls called the ‘basic structure’ of society: constitutional
rights, political decision-making procedures, social institutions,” Today,
however, it is widely accepted that political theorists must also pay attention
to the qualities and dispositions of the citizens who operate within these
institutions and procedures. Hence political theorists in the 1990s focused on
the identity and conduct of individual citizens, including their responsibilities,
loyalties, and roles.

The need for such a theory of citizenship received dramatic support from
Robert Putnam’s influential study of the performance of regional govern-
ments in Italy (Putnam 1993). He showed that these regional governments,
set up in the post-war period, performed very differently, despite having more
or less identical institutions. And it appears that the best explanation for the
variation in performance was not differences in the income or education
of the citizens, but rather differences in their civic virtue, what Putnam
calls their ‘social capital’—their ability to trust, their willingness to participate,
their sense of justice.

While Putnam’s particular study has been disputed,® the general point
that the virtues and identities of citizens are important and independent
factors in democratic governance is now widely accepted. And this has led
to a veritable flood of writings on issues of civic virtues and practices, civic
identities, and citizenship education.’

The first task for theorists of citizenship was to specify more concretely
the sorts of civic virtues required for a flourishing democracy. According to
William Galston’s prominent account, responsible citizenship requires four
types of civic virtues: (i) general virtues: courage; law-abidingness; loyalty;
(i) social virtues: independence; open-mindedness; (iii) economic virtues:
work ethic; capacity to delay self-gratification; adaptability to economic and
technological change; and (iv) political virtues: capacity to discern and respect
the rights of others; willingness to demand only what can be paid for;
ability to evaluate the performance of those in office; willingness to engage
in public discourse (Galston 1991: 221-4).

Other authors offer a slightly different list, but Galston’s account captures
a core set of concerns in the citizenship literature. Indeed, it is difficult to
imagine anyone really disagreeing with the desirability of these sorts of
qualities. The hard questions arise when we ask what exactly governments
can or should do to promote these virtues. How should governments ensure
that citizens are active rather than passive; critical rather than deferential
or apathetic in the face of injustice; responsible rather than greedy or
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shortsighted; tolerant rather than prejudiced or xenophobic? How should
goverpmen_t.s ensure that citizens feel a sense of membership in .and belonOl']
to their political community, rathé than alienation and disaffection? How sh(%n;cgi
governments ensure that citizens identify and feel solidarity Witl"l co-citi .
rathef than indifference or hatred towards others? S
Thls is wl.n.are the real disputes arise. Perhaps just for that reason, m
.wrltefrs on citizenship have avoided taking a clear stand on the public’ of‘iny
1mp1'1c.at1ons .(?f their theories. They focus more on describing desli)rabcly
qualities of SZI.tIZCIlS, and less on what policies should be adopted to encoura .
or c01.npel'c1tlzens to adopt these desirable virtues and practices. As a resulgte
;(;);nlw mlght argue that many works on citizenship reduce to' a platitude?
thoueg g,tﬁsl(l).‘l::)ety would be better if the people in it were nicer and more
Fortlfnately, this timidity is slowly disappearing, and we are now seein
more qlscus310ns of the policy implications of theories of citizenshi Ang
some 1mpoFt.ant di.fferences have emerged in how political theoristsp\;vould
approach citizenship promotion. In particular, political theorists disagr
about. the role of ethnic and religious groups in promoting citizenshi Sgnie
th-eorlsts say tha}t the best ‘schools of citizenship’ are the voluntaryp:clsso ¥
ations and organizations of civil society, including ethnic and religious grou .
and that the best thing the state can do is simply to let these organiiatiops,
alope'(se('a e.g. Glendon 1995; Walzer 1995). Others argue that the sort n;
socialization prov.ided by ethnic and religious groups can inhibit, as well )
promote, respopmble citizenship, and that mandatory citizenshi;; educati;:
in .the ss:hools is needed to supplement and correct the lessons learned i
civil society (see e.g. Callan 1997; Arneson and Shapiro 1996). Some go e "
fu1:tl?er and argue that the state must actively intervene in cer';ain ethrglic :rfg
rell.glous groups, to prevent them from passing on illiberal or undemocrati
attitudes and. practices (see e.g. Okin 1997). As the essays in this volurr:C
show, these differing accounts of how best to promote democratic citizenshi ;
have profound repercussions for minority rights. P
This dlsagreejment about how best to promote responsible citizenship reflect
ano.tl?er emerging trend in the literature—namely, the need to ada tptheo s
(?f citizenship to the realities of modern pluralistic societies Much o? Gal trle’s
list re.calls discussions of civic virtue in the city-states ot: ancient Greei: or
Renal'ssance Italy. And indeed several authors explicitly describe themselv(t;r
as trying to recover and retrieve the classical republican tradition of politi i
thought, drawing on thinkers such as Aristotle, Rousseau, and Maghiav:ﬁ'
(Oldfield 1990; Skinner 1992; Pocock 1992). But it is increa’singly recogniz d1
that the sorts of civic virtues required for a large pluralistic modern sicie;3
and the appropriate means to promote them, may differ from those re uire)cll’
(f)(;r,a small', hqmogeneous ci_ty-state. The goals of citizenship, and the ?neans
religirglrlr;ogigfaﬁ; nr?'ust take into account the levels and forms of ethnic and
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This idea helps explain the growing attention paid to one particular virtue
on Galston’s list: the need to engage in public discourse. The decisions of
government in a democracy should be made publicly, through free and open
discussion. This is as necessary now as it was in the democracies of the
ancient world. But in a modern pluralistic society the virtue of public dis-
course is not just the willingness to participate in politics, or to make one’s

views known. It also

includes the willingness to listen seriously to a range of views which,
given the diversity of liberal societies, will include ideas the listener
is bound to find strange and even obnoxious. The virtue of political
discourse also includes the willingness to set forth one’s own views
intelligibly and candidly as the basis for a politics of persuasion

rather than manipulation or coercion.
(Galston 1991: 227)

Stephen Macedo (1990) calls this the virtue of ‘public reasonableness’.
Liberal citizens must give reasons for their political demands, not just state
preferences or make threats. Moreover, these reasons must be public reasons;
for example, reasons capable of persuading people of different ethnic or
religious groups. In ancient Greece or in seventeenth-century New England
towns it might have been enough to invoke tradition or Scripture. But in a
modern pluralistic society liberal citizens must justify their political demands
in terms that fellow citizens can understand and accept as consistent with
their status as free and equal citizens. This requires a conscientious effort to
distinguish those beliefs that are matters of private faith from those that are
capable of public defence, and to see how issues look from the point of view
of those with differing religious commitments and cultural backgrounds.

This particular conception of public reasonableness—one that seeks to
separate public reasons, on the one hand, from religious beliefs and cultural
traditions, on the other—is distinctly modern. Its prominence in the recent
literature on citizenship is partly related to the recognition that modern societies
are ethnically and religiously diverse. But it also reflects another important
shift in contemporary democratic theory: the shift from ‘vote-centric’ to

‘talk-centric’ democratic theory.!" Vote-centric theories see democracy as an
area in which fixed, pre-existing preferences and interests compete through
fair decision procedures or aggregation mechanisms (such as majority vote).
But it is now widely recognized that such a conception cannot fulfil norms
of democratic legitimacy, since the outcomes can only represent winners and
not a common will; and ethnocultural or other marginalized minorities may
be permanently excluded from real power within the system.

To overcome the shortcomings of the vote-centric approach, democratic
theorists increasingly focus on the processes of deliberation and opinion
formation that precede voting. Theorists have shifted their focus from what
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goes on in the voting booth to what goes in the public deliberations of civil
society. If minorities are to havgjany real influence in a majoritarian system,
it will be through participating in the formation of public opinion, rather
than through winning a majority vote. As Simone Chambers puts it, ‘voice
rather than votes is the vehicle of empowerment’ (Chambers 1998: 17). As
a result, a wide range of theorists—political liberals, civic republicans,
deliberative democrats—have identified public reasonableness as one of the
key issues for citizenship in modern societies.

But here again, in diverse societies voice will be effective only if there is a
conception of public reasonableness that does not simply reflect the majority’s
cultural traditions, language, and religion, but is, rather, accessible to and
inclusive of the various ethnic and religious groups within society. In this
way, amongst others, the new concern with citizenship virtues and practices,
despite its classical heritage, springs from distinctly modern realities and
problems.

3. The need for an integrated theory of diverse citizenship

So far, we have sketched the development of two debates. In one debate it
is increasingly accepted that minority rights claims cannot be dismissed as
inherently unjust, and instead are sometimes consistent with, if not required
by, principles of justice. In the other debate most theorists now accept that
the functioning of society depends not only on the justice of its institutions
or constitution, but also on the virtues, identities, and practices of its citizens,
including their ability to co-operate, deliberate, and feel solidarity with those
who belong to different ethnic and religious groups.

The obvious question then becomes: how are these two issues related?
In particular, how do minority rights affect the virtues and practices of
democratic citizenship? As we noted earlier, it is often supposed that minority
rights will have a negative impact on citizenship practices, or will inhibit
the state’s ability to promote citizenship effectively. Many critics worry that
minority rights involve the ‘politicization of ethnicity’, and that any measures
that heighten the salience of ethnicity in public life are divisive (see e.g. Glazer
1983: 227). Over time they create a spiral of competition, mistrust, and
antagonism between ethnic groups. Policies that increase the salience of
ethnic identities are said to act ‘like a corrosive on metal, eating away at the
ties of connectedness that bind us together as a nation’ (Ward 1991: 598). On
this view, liberal democracies must prevent ethnic identities from becoming
politicized by rejecting any minority rights or multiculturalism policies that
involve the explicit public recognition of ethnic groups.

The strong version of this critique treats minority rights as the first step
on the road to Yugoslavia-style civil war, A more moderate (and more
plausible) version states that while minority rights may not lead to civil war,
they will erode the ability of citizens to fulfil their responsibilities as democratic
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citizens—e.g. by weakening citizens’ ability to communicate, trust, and feel
solidarity across group differences. And so even if a particular minority rights
policy is not itself unjust, examined in isolation, the trend towards the increased
salience of ethnicity will erode the norms and practices of responsible citizen-
ship, and so reduce the overall functioning of the state.

How valid is this fear? To what extent does it justify denying or limiting
what would otherwise be legitimate claims to minority rights? Until recently,
many defenders of minority rights have simply dismissed this worry, and
expressed scepticism about appeals to citizenship. This is understandable
since in many multi-ethnic and multinational states the rhetoric of citizenship
has been used historically as a way of advancing the interests of the dominant
national group. The discourse of citizenship has rarely provided a neutral
framework for resolving disputes between the majority and minority groups;
more often it has served as a cover by which the majority nation extends its
language, institutions, mobility rights, and political power at the expense of
the minority, all in the name of turning supposedly ‘disloyal’ or ‘troublesome’
minorities into ‘good citizens’.

Several of the essays in this volume provide evidence of this historical
(mis)use of citizenship talk to justify the assimilation or oppression of
minorities. It is not surprising that many minority groups are sceptical when
members of a majority oppose minority rights on the grounds that they erode
our sense of ‘citizenship’. Yet we believe that concerns about the impact of
minority rights on citizenship cannot be ignored. There are legitimate interests
that are tied up with the promotion of a sense of common citizenship in
multi-ethnic countries. Multi-ethnic countries are as much in need of the
virtues, practices, and institutions of democratic citizenship as mono-ethnic
countries. If anything, multi-ethnic countries are more in need of such things
as public reasonableness, mutual respect, critical attitudes towards government,
tolerance, willingness to participate in politics, forums for shared political
deliberation, and solidarity.

And there are legitimate concerns that some minority groups, perhaps in
response to the rigid conception of citizenship advanced by the majority,
have appealed to notions of identity and difference that leave little room for
the promotion or nurturing of these aspects of democratic citizenship and
social unity. Some groups may indeed seek to reject their citizenship in the
larger society altogether, through secession. But even groups that accept that
their members are citizens of a larger state sometimes retreat to a notion of
citizenship that is little more than passive obedience to the law, and reluctant
acceptance of the status quo.'? And there is a fear that various forms of
minority rights could encourage and entrench these passive, inward-looking,
and resentful forms of group identity that inhibit wider political co-operation,
dialogue, and solidarity.

These sorts of concerns are legitimate, and deserve serious consideration.
However, we believe that this worry cannot be evaluated in the abstract, or
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through armchair speculation, as if it were a purely conceptual issue. Rather,
we need to evaluate these potentifil conflicts between citizenship and diversity
through careful examination of specific contexts and case-studies, and in
light of a deeper understanding of the various patterns of ethnic relations.

4. Diverse citizenship in the wider context of
ethnic-conflict management

One natural place to look for answers to our questions about citizenship in
diverse societies is in the ethnic-conflict literature. Although the potential
tensions between minority rights and citizenship have not yet attracted adequate
attention from political philosophers, this problem has been the focus of a
very active debate among social scientists engaged in ethnic-conflict studies.
These studies have been largely historical and descriptive in nature: looking
at actual ways governments—both democratic and non-democratic—have
tried to ‘manage’ ethnic conflicts, and attempting to give explanations for
successes and failures. It may, therefore, be instructive to begin with a survey
of the broad range of policy options open to states with inter-ethnic tensions,
as viewed through the lens of ethnic-conflict theory. The following is adapted
from John McGarry and Brendan O’Leary’s ‘taxonomy of the macro-political
forms of ethnic conflict regulation’ (McGarry and O’Leary 1993: 4-38):

1 Methods for eliminating differences
(@) genocide
(b) forced mass-population transfers
(¢) partition and/or secession
(d) assimilation.
2 Methods for managing differences
(a) hegemonic control
(b) territorial autonomy (cantonization and/or federalization)
(c) non-territorial autonomy (consociationalism or power-sharing)
(d) multicultural integration." (McGarry and O’Leary 1993: 4)

This typology provides a healthy reminder that there are many ‘methods’
of ethnic-conflict resolution, widely used around the world, that fall outside
the bounds of contemporary theorizing about minority rights and democratic
citizenship. It goes without saying, for example, that the first two methods
for eliminating differences—genocide and forced mass-population transfers
(or ‘ethnic cleansing’)—are without defenders amongst contemporary Western
political theorists. (It is worth recalling, however, that Western democracies
have in the past used forced population transfers: for example, in dealing
with indigenous peoples, in order to gain access to their lands and resources;
and in brokered solutions following wars in the Balkans, Central Europe, the
Indian subcontinent, and elsewhere.)
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The first system for managing (as opposed to eliminating) differences,
namely, hegemonic control, also has few defenders. With hegemonic control
the ruling class does not attempt to eliminate or merge the identities of
minority groups, but is merely content to make any ‘overtly violent ethnic
contest for state power either “unthinkable” or “unworkable” on the part of
the subordinated communities” (McGarry and O’Leary 1993: 23). Hegemonic
control is possible even in formal conditions of democracy and equal citizen-
ship. Citing the case of Northern Ireland, McGarry and O’Leary note that
‘where there are two or more deeply established ethnic communities, and where
the members of these communities do not agree on the basic institutions and
policies the regime should pursue, or where the relevant ethnic communities
are not internally fragmented on key policy preferences in ways which cross-cut
each other, then “majority rule” can become an instrument of hegemonic
control’ (McGarry and O’Leary 1993: 25). Indeed, many ethnic-conflict
theorists consider this to be the most commonly used method for achieving
stability in multi-ethnic societies, democratic and non-democratic (Lustick 1979;
McGarry and O’Leary 1993: 23).

These methods of regulating ethnic conflict fall outside the bounds of
political theorizing, not, alas, because they are uncommon or unfeasible, but
because amongst Western political theorists no one disputes that these are
unjust and illegitimate.

The legitimacy of the remaining forms of ethnic-conflict regulation is,
however, a matter of considerable debate. For example, the third option for
eliminating differences, secession, has been the subject of growing debate in
recent years, and has been vigorously defended by several theorists with
impeccable liberal credentials.'” However, even defenders of a right to secession
rarely claim that it will eliminate ethnic conflict. It is generally recognized
that secession merely relocates issues of ethnic conflict and minority rights
to the successor states, often with brutal consequences (see Horowitz 1997;
Norman 1998). With some 5,000 to 8,000 ethnocultural groups in the world,
and only around 200 states, simple arithmetic dictates that most states (at the
moment over 90 per cent) are inevitably going to be shared by more than one
ethnic group, and often by dozens. This means, in effect, that whatever the
legitimacy of secession, it does not eliminate the need for the other methods
for managing ethnic conflict. Even if secession is allowed, the successor states
will usually have to adopt some other technique for managing their ethnic
differences (such as assimilation, federalism, or multiculturalism).

There has also been a major dispute about the legitimacy of assimilation,
the last method for eliminating difference. By ‘assimilation as a method
for eliminating difference’, McGarry and O’Leary have in mind ‘the idea
of trying to eliminate difference within the state by seeking to integrate or
assimilate the relevant ethnic communities into a new transcendent identity’
(McGarry and O’Leary 1993: 17). This can be done more or less coercively:
at the more coercive end the assimilationist state can ban associations and
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publications that seek to foster or reproduce a minority identity, or compel
all citizens to stop using surnames that reflect a minority background; at
the less coercive end the assimilationist state can respect the individual civil
rights of citizens, but refuse to accord any recognition or support to minority
languages and cultures, and insist that all public schools, government institu-
tions, street signs, and public holidays reflect the dominant language and
culture. In either case, the goal over time is to compel or pressure all citizens
to see themselves as members of a single, common national culture that
merges all pre-existing ethnic differences.

It is important to distinguish assimilation from what we might call
‘multicultural integration’. Both involve fashioning a new transcendent
identity—the identity of citizenship, or full, equal membership in the state.
And both seek to integrate people from various ethnic backgrounds into
common social and political institutions. However, multicultural integration
does not have the intent or expectation of eliminating other cultural differ-
ences between subgroups in the state. Rather, it accepts that ethnocultural
identities matter to citizens, will endure over time, and must be recognized
and accommodated within these common institutions. The hope is that
citizens from different backgrounds can all recognize themselves, and feel at
home, within such institutions,

The relative merits of assimilation and multicultural integration are still a
matter of some debate. To be sure, there is near-universal rejection of the
more coercive forms of assimilation that have been pursued by unsavoury
dictators and ruling classes throughout the modern era as they banned minority
languages and religions and rewrote history in the attempt to assimilate
minority groups into the larger nation. But assimilation has also been the
preferred method of some of the most enlightened regimes in modern history.
As McGarry and O’Leary note, it ‘has been the official aspiration of civil
rights leaders in the USA, the African National Congress in South Africa,
unionist integrationists in Northern Ireland, and the democratic left in those
European countries striving to cope with immigrant influxes’ (1993: 17).
Similarly, this option was surely the orthodoxy among political philosophers
in the UK and the USA until the emergence of multi-culturalist critics in
the last decade. (In France, where republican traditions are well entrenched
in political philosophy, it is probably still the default position.)

But as we noted earlier, these days most political theorists, at least in the
English-speaking world, believe that some forms of recognition and accom-
modation of minority groups are justifiable in at least some circumstances.
As a result, assimilation has gone out of favour amongst Western theorists. '
Hence, most political theorists working on these issues, including all the
authors in this volume, focus on one or more of the last three methods for
managing differences from the above taxonomy; namely, territorial autonomy
(e.g. federalism), non-territorial power-sharing (e.g. consociationalism), or
multicultural integration.
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This points to an important feature of the contemporary debate. Most
democracies, historically, have adopted strategies to manage ethnic conflict
that we now view as morally indefensible—from the forced movement of
indigenous peoples to hegemonic control to assimilation. As these approaches
have gradually been rejected as either unworkable or morally indefensible,
people have been looking round for other models or paradigms of ethnic
relations, And the three best-known alternatives—federalism, consociationalism,
and multicultural integration—all involve significant elements of minority
rights.

Many scholars in the ethnic-conflict field advocate one or more of these
three options as having proven success in managing ethnic conflict. And
indeed it is important to note that several democratic countries have decades,
even centuries, of experience with these forms of managing diversity. But it
is not clear how much comfort defenders of minority rights can draw from
the ethnic-conflict literature.

For one thing, normative political philosophers are likely to have somewhat
different criteria for evaluating the success of these approaches. In the context
of ethnic-conflict studies, the focus is on explaining how state governments
can control ethnocultural conflicts and maintain political stability. The aim
is to avoid violence and instability. Political philosophers, by contrast, are
likely to care not only about the absence of violence, but also about the
extent to which society meets norms of justice, individual freedom, and
deliberative democracy.!” A multi-ethnic society could be relatively stable,
and yet score very poorly in terms of the virtues and practices of democratic
citizenship. Political philosophers will want to know if and when apparently
‘successful’ forms of managing diversity involve the erosion of cherished
values of democratic citizenship; and this sort of information is not always
available in the ethnic-conflict literature which is primarily concerned with
descriptive, not normative, issues.

Moreover, many of the minority claims being advanced today go beyond
traditional forms of federalism, consociationalism, or multicultural integration.
These forms of managing diversity are all undergoing transformations as a
result of such factors as new migration flows, global communications, and
the influence of human rights and post-colonial ideologies. Indeed, ethnic
relations in most Western democracies are in a state of flux, as old assumptions
and expectations are being questioned and challenged. Nineteenth-century
policies aimed at hegemonic control or assimilation may be out of date, but
s0 too are nineteenth-century forms of federalism or consociationalism. The
demands of indigenous peoples, transnational migrants, African Americans,
and other groups cannot easily be satisfied by these traditional mechanisms.

Much of the debate in political theory concerns these new, and untested,
claims for minority rights. Precisely because many demands are untested, and
given that ethnic relations are in a general state of flux, they raise fears that
cannot be placated by pointing to the historic success of more traditional
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forms of minority rights. It is not clear, for example, that traditional safe-
guards and limitations will apply to new forms of minority rights. This fear
is exacerbated by the widespread *perception that these claims are grounded
in a more absolutist, exclusive, and non-negotiable conception of identity than
earlier forms of minority claims. The underlying logic of modern identity
claims, it is said, make compromise, tolerance, and deliberation particularly
difficult to achieve.

As a result, there is a concern that the sorts of minority rights being
claimed today may put us on a particularly steep and slippery slope. If we
accept one group’s claims for a particular minority right, we will be pushed
by the logic of their claim to grant them more and more rights; and then we
will be compelled to grant the same rights to all other groups that might
request them. And so we will be trapped in an endless spiral of ever-greater
claims by an ever-greater number of groups.

Whether this is an accurate perception of the logic of identity claims is,
of course, controversial (this is one of the central topics in Waldron’s chapter:
Chapter 6). But one can only assuage this fear by providing some alternative
account of the moral basis and logic of minority rights claims.

This suggests that there is still a key role for political philosophers to play
in assessing the relationship between minority rights and citizenship. First, in
so far as it is important to look at the impact of minority rights—not only
on stability, but also on norms of democratic citizenship—then philosophical
work needs to be done to clarify the relevant normative standards of citizenship.
Secondly, in so far as many minority rights claims are relatively new and
untested, philosophical work is required to clarify the underlying logic of
these new claims, and to identify the extent to which they entail or engender
an undesirable absolutist or non-negotiable conception of culture and identity.
And thirdly, if there is some conflict between respecting the legitimate
claims of minorities and promoting desirable citizenship virtues and practices,
what sorts of trade-offs between these values are appropriate and morally
defensible?

We take these concerns seriously, and our aim in this volume is to assess
them as systematically as possible. However, we believe that this worry can-
not be evaluated in the abstract, as if all forms of minority rights have the
same impact on citizenship. Rather, as we have argued, these potential con-
flicts must be addressed through careful examination of specific contexts. We
need to examine how specific forms of minority rights for specific groups
affect specific practices and virtues of citizenship.

For this reason, we have invited the authors in this volume to embed their
theoretical and normative discussions of citizenship in diverse societies within
specific policy debates. These policy contexts range widely, from religious
schooling in Canada to indigenous land rights in Australia to federal reforms
in post-communist Russia. But they are all focused on a very similar challenge:
how to show respect for diversity in a pluralistic society without at the same
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time damaging or eroding the bonds and virtues of citizenship. By examining
and comparing these debates in various contexts, we hope to learn whether
there is a notion of citizenship for multi-ethnic states that fairly accommodates
ethnocultural differences, while still maintaining and promoting the sorts of
virtues, practices, institutions, and solidarity needed for a flourishing democracy.

We will not attempt to summarize the findings of the authors in this volume.
Given the complexities of the issues, and the disparate policies being studied,
their findings cannot be summarized in the form of simple generalizations
or conclusions. What we will do instead, in the remainder of our Introduc-
tion, is to fill in the broader context within which these more specific debates
occur. The chapters in this volume analyse several important examples of
the potential conflict between citizenship and diversity, but obviously there
are many other such examples involving different sorts of groups, in different
countries, making different sorts of minority rights claims. It will be helpful,
therefore, to give at least a rough indication of the fuller range of issues
that fall under the heading of citizenship and diversity. We will do this by
introducing a series of typologies and distinctions regarding types of min-
ority groups (Section 5); types of minority rights claims (Section 6); and
aspects of citizenship that might be threatened by minority rights (Section 7).
These typologies will make clear that the examples discussed in this volume
are in reality just a small fraction of the cases where citizenship and diversity
can conflict. However, these typologies will also show, we hope, that while
this volume is not a comprehensive examination of all such cases, it does
provide a representative sample of the major debates about citizenship and
diversity.

5. A note on different kinds of minority groups

In order to identify the underlying logic and social implications of minority
rights claims, we need first to consider what sorts of groups exist within the
state. Different kinds of groups face very different kinds of challenges finding
their place within the larger state, and therefore demand different kinds of
special accommodations. A persistent source of confusion in both academic
and popular discussions of multiculturalism is to assume that all kinds of
cultural minorities are demanding the same kinds of rights for the same
reasons. For example, many critics fail to notice that while national minority
groups (like the Scottish) typically seek autonomy from the central government
to govern their own affairs, immigrant groups tend to ask for measures that
will make it easier for them to participate in the central institutions of the
state. And even when different kinds of groups do demand similar kinds of
minority rights (say, for representation or recognition) they may be doing it
for very different purposes. For this reason, we cannot discuss the implications
of different cultural rights for citizenship until we have a clearer idea of the
variety of ethnocultural groups in modern states,
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There is no single definitive typology of forms of ethnocultural diversity.
However, there are some significant ways of distinguishing kinds of groups
that clarify our understanding of the political stakes in a great number of
culturally diverse states. The following list provides a rough and preliminary
typology of minority groups, focusing on the sorts of ethnocultural com-
munities discussed by the authors of this volume:

A National minorities
(a) stateless nations
(b) indigenous peoples
B Immigrant minorities
(¢) with citizenship or rights to become citizens
(d) without rights to become citizens (‘metics’)
(e) refugees
C Religious groups
(f) isolationist
(g) non-isolationist
D  Sui generis groups
(h) African Americans
({) Roma (gypsies)
(/) Russians in former Soviet states, etc, etc.

A. National minorities. Although the word ‘nation’ is often used to refer
to states, we follow all contemporary scholars of nationalism in using it to
refer to a specific type of community or society that may or may not have
its own state. For more than a century political philosophers and social
scientists have debated the question “What is a nation?’, but we do not have
to settle this debate here.' It is often noted that for any list of the defining
features of nationhood, there are indisputable examples of nations that do
not meet all of the conditions. For example, nations typically have a common
language that distinguishes them from their neighbours, though Germany
and Austria are certainly distinct nations with the same language, and the
Swiss share a common national identity despite speaking four different
‘national’ languages. Partly for this reason, many scholars follow Max Weber
in thinking of nations as ‘communities of sentiment’ (Weber 1948). In effect,
communities qualify as nations when they think of themselves as nations.
And as it turns out, these groups tend to be historical communities, more or
less institutionally complete, occupying a given territory or homeland, and
sharing a distinct language and mass culture. The important point for our
purposes here is that on any of the standard answers to the question “What
is a nation?’, it becomes clear that there are many times more nations than
thére are states, and in fact relatively few states that do not contain more
than one national community. National minorities are national communities
that share a state with one or more larger (or more dominant) nations."
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The authors in this volume discuss two different kinds of national minorities
which we might call stateless nations and indigenous peoples.

(a) Stateless nations, or nations without a state in which they are the
majority—a state literally to call their own—exist in all parts of the world.
They find themselves sharing states with other nations for a variety of rea-
sons. They may have been conquered and annexed by a larger state or empire
in the past; ceded from one empire to another; or united with another kingdom
through royal marriage. In a few cases, multination states have arisen from a
more or less voluntary agreement between two or more national communities
to form a mutually beneficial federation or union. However they were incorp-
orated, national minorities have typically sought to maintain or enhance their
political autonomy, either through outright secession or, more commonly,
through some form of regional autonomy. And they typically mobilize along
nationalist lines, using the language of ‘nationhood’ to describe and justify
these demands for self-government. While the ideology of nationalism has
typically seen full-fledged independence as the ‘normal’ or ‘natural’ end-point,
economic or demographic reasons make this unfeasible for many national
minorities, Moreover, the historical ideal of a fully sovereign state is increasingly
obsolete in today’s world of transnational institutions and economies. Hence
there is a growing interest in exploring other forms of self-government, such
as federalism. In one way or another, the accommodation of stateless nations
is the primary focus of Chapters 10, 11, 14, and 15, by Réaume, Coulombe,
Smith, and Baubdck.

(b) Indigenous peoples also meet the criteria of minority nationhood and
exist on all (the inhabited) continents. Typically their traditional lands were
overrun by settlers and then forcibly, or through treaties, incorporated into
states run by outsiders. While other minority nations dream of a status
like nation-states—with similar economic, social, and cultural achievements—
indigenous peoples usually seek something rather different: the ability to
maintain certain traditional ways of life and beliefs while nevertheless
participating on their own terms in the modern world. In addition to the
autonomy needed to work out that sort of project, indigenous peoples also
typically require of the larger society long-overdue expressions of respect
and recognition to begin to make amends for indignities they suffered for
decades or centuries as second-class citizens (or even non-citizens and slaves).
With examples drawn from Australia, New Zealand, North America, South
Africa, and elsewhere, Chapters 12 and 13, by Levy and Borrows, explore
issues about the best way to balance structures of self-government for indi-
genous peoples with their need to participate effectively in the institutions
of the larger state.

B. Immigrant minorities. A second source of ethnocultural diversity is
immigration, that is, the decision of individuals and families to leave
their original homeland and emigrate to another society, often leaving their
friends and relatives behind. This decision is typically made for economic
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reasons, although sometimes also for political reasons: to move to a freer
or more democratic country. It s essential to distinguish two categories of
immigrants—those who have the right to become citizens and those who do
not. We add refugees as a third category with special needs and motivations,
even though in practice they will fall into one or the other of these categories
in different states.

(¢) Immigrants with rights of citizenship. These are people who arrive under
an immigration policy that gives them the right to become citizens after
a relatively short period of time (say, three to five years) subject only to
minimal conditions (e.g. learning the official language, and knowing something
about the country’s history and political institutions). This has been the
.traditional policy governing immigration in the three major ‘countries of
immigration’, namely, the United States, Canada, and Australia—and also,
to varying degrees, in former colonial powers like Britain, France, and
the Netherlands, which allowed large numbers of former colonial subjects
access to citizenship. Most of the discussions of immigrant groups in this
volume concern people who have citizenship or access to citizenship, and
who sometimes ask for special accommodations in their new countries for
their religious, linguistic, or cultural differences. These issues are the primary
focus of Chapters 6 and 7, by Waldron and Modood, and are discussed in
different contexts in a number of other chapters.

(d) Immigrants without rights of citizenship. Some migrants are never given
the opportunity to become citizens, either because they entered the country
illegally (e.g. many North Africans in Italy), or because they entered as
students or ‘guest-workers’ but have overstayed their initial visas (e.g. many
Turks in Germany). When they entered the country, these people were not
conceived of as future citizens, or even as long-term residents, and indeed in
most cases they would not have been allowed to enter in the first place if
they had asked to be permanent residents and future citizens, However,
despite the official rules, they have settled more or less permanently. In
principle, and to some extent in practice, many face the threat of deportation
if they are detected by the authorities or if they are convicted of a crime,
But they none the less form sizeable communities in certain countries, engage
in some form of employment, legal or illegal, and may have married and
formed families. Borrowing a term from ancient Greece,y Michael Walzer calls
these groups ‘metics’—that is, long-term residents who are none the less
excluded from the polis (Walzer 1983). Metics raise different challenges from
those of immigrant citizens. They face enormous obstacles to integration—
legal, political, economic, social, and psychological—and so tend to exist
at the margins of the larger society. Where such marginalized communities exist
the danger arises of the creation of a permanently disfranchised, alienated,
and racially defined underclass. ’

(€) Refugees. In many parts of the world, including Eastern Europe, Africa,
and Central Asia, most of the migrants today are refugees seeking asylum,
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rather than voluntary immigrants admitted under an immigration policy.
This raises important questions about the aim of multicultural integration.
Since none of the chapters of this volume deals explicitly with the special
problems of refugees, we will make a few observations here in the Introduction.

Of course, Western democracies accept many refugees in addition to other
immigrants.?® But in the West it has been possible to treat refugees, for all
intents and purposes, as if they were immigrants. Governments (and the
general public) expect that refugees, like immigrants, will settle permanently
and take out citizenship in their new country; and this expectation has been
borne out in practice. One reason why this has been possible is that refugees
in Western democracies tend to arrive in small numbers from distant lands,
usually as individuals or families rather than in large groups. It is, therefore,
easier for them to integrate, and more difficult for them to return to their
country of origin. However, in Eastern Europe, Central Africa, Central Asia,
and elsewhere, refugees often come in great numbers from short distances,
which makes integration more difficult and the prospect of return more likely.
Under these conditions, it is not clear whether it is appropriate to expect or
to encourage migrants to integrate, rather than simply providing safe asylum
until things improve in their country of origin,

In most cases, if refugees stay in their new country for many years, it will
become their new home. They may cling to the hope of returning to their
country of origin. But if they have stayed long enough to get a job and to
start raising a family in their new country, they are very unlikely to leave.
When they do decide to stay, most commentators now accept that the only
viable and just long-term solution is to allow and encourage their integration
into the mainstream society. This is the only way to avoid the injustices
and conflicts associated with the marginalization of metics. Adopting such
a policy not only avoids the dangers of marginalization, but also allows a
country to take maximal advantage of the skills and education of the refugees,
so that they become a benefit to their new country, not a drain. As with
other ethnocultural minorities, it is an open question—the one debated
throughout this volume—when the provision of various cultural rights will
help or hinder integration of minorities into a common citizenship.

C. Religious groups. There are many ways one could distinguish religious
groups for the sake of clarifying questions about special rights. Given the
discussions in this volume it makes sense to distinguish what we call isolationist
and non-isolationist religious communities.

(f) Isolationist religious groups. Whereas most immigrants wish to par-
ticipate in the larger society, there are some small immigrant groups that
voluntarily isolate themselves from the larger society and avoid participating
in politics or civil society. This option of voluntary marginalization is only
likely to be attractive to religious sects whose theology requires them to avoid
most contact with the modern world—such as the Hutterites in Canada, or
the Amish in the United States, both of whom came to North America from
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Europe t'o avoid persecution for their pacifist religious beliefs. The Hutterites
anc! Amish are unconcerned ab ut their marginalization within the larger
society and polity, since they vidw its ‘worldly’ institutions as corrupt, and
seek to maintain the same traditional way of life they had in their ori’ inal
l(:;)melllan?.bh}deedt,hth(;y h;ive demanded the right to take their childreng out
school before the legal age of in order \
orrunt g e gal ag 16, in order to protect them from such
Splnner-Ha.lev calls the members of such groups ‘partial citizens’, because
tl'u?y voluntarily waive both the rights and responsibilities of de,mocratic
C}tlzenship. They waive the right to vote and to hold office (as well as_their
right to welfare benefits), but by the same token they also evade their'/civic
resp01_151bility to help tackle the country’s problems. Moreover they are often
organized internally in illiberal ways. For this reason, man’y people have
thgught that the state should intervene in such groups, at least to ensure that
children are adequately informed about their opportunities in the outside
world. However, in practice, most democratic states do tolerate these groups
s0 long as they do not harm people inside or outside the group, and so lo ’
as members are legally free to leave, ’ "
(g). Non-isolationist religious groups. Tsolationist religious groups are quite
rare in t}}e Western world. Much more common are religious communities
wh.ose faith differs from either the religion of the majority, or the secular
beliefs qf . the larger society and state institutions, Met;lbers of these
communities may share the same ethnocultural background or citizenshi
identity as the majority—as is typical of many fundamentalist ProtestantI;
an(.i devout Catholics in North America (Chapters 2 and 3, by Callan and
Spinner-Halev, focus mainly on these groups). Or their religion may actuall
be part (?f' their ethnocultural heritage, as is the case, say, of most Muslirr);
communities in Western Europe (these groups, particularly in Britain, are
the focus of Modood’s chapter). By and large, these groups are seeking’ not
to remove t}-1emselves from mainstream society, but rather to shield themselves
(or their thldren) from very specific aspects of mainstream culture that are
at odds with their faith, and to exempt themselves from certain general rules
t}}at seem to discriminate against them. A classic example now is the case of
Sikhs, v\'/ho seek exemptions from certain military and police dress codes
concerning appropriate head gear, not because they wish to withdraw from
irlrllzxtlilisttr.eaml.skociety, but blecause they wish to participate in these central
utions like everyone else witho i r'omi i i
footeutions lik arbitgary regulation.ut having to compromise their beliefs for
D. Sui generis groups. As any reference book on ethnic conflict makes
clear, there are a number of ethnocultural groups in the world that do not
fit comfortably within any of the categories we have just discussed. We listed
the Roma, who, unlike national minorities, have a homeland that is e.verywhere
and.nowh.ere; as well as Russian settlers in countries that seceded from the
Soviet Union, and who, unlike typical immigrants, never voluntarily left what
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they saw as their homeland to begin a new life in another nation.* The only
sui generis group discussed at length in this volume, however, is African
Americans (see in particular the chapters by Williams and Mansbridge).

(h) African Americans.” African Americans do not fit the voluntary immi-
grant pattern, not only because they were brought to America involuntarily
as slaves, but also because they were prevented (rather than encouraged) from
integrating into the institutions of the majority culture (e.g. through racial
segregation, laws against miscegenation, and the teaching of literacy). Nor
do they fit the national minority pattern, since they do not have a traditional
homeland in America in which they are a majority, or a common language
that distinguishes them from the majority. They came from a variety of
African cultures, with different languages, and no attempt was made to keep
together those with a common ethnic background. On the contrary, people
from the same culture (even from the same family) were typically split up
once in America. Moreover, before emancipation they were legally prohibited
from trying to re-create their own cultural structure (e.g. all forms of black
association, except Christian churches, were illegal). The situation of African
Americans, therefore, is virtually unique, although the use of ‘race’ to define
subordinate groups is certainly more common. Given their distinctive situation,
it is widely accepted that they will also have distinctive demands which cannot
be captured by either the immigrant model of integration or the national
minority model of self-government, although they may draw elements from both.

6. Classifying ways of respecting diversity

As we have seen, different sorts of groups have different histories, needs,
aspirations, and identities; and these differences influence the sorts of claims
that they tend to make on the state. Of course, at one level we can say that
all of these groups are engaged in ‘identity politics’, ‘the politics of difference’,
or ‘the politics of recognition’. However, if our aim is to see how minority
rights claims affect the practice of democratic citizenship, we need a more
fine-grained account that helps us to identify the underlying nature and logic
of these claims.

One useful scheme for classifying cultural rights is developed by Jacob
Levy (1997). He distinguishes eight general ways that groups within liberal
democracies seek respect for their cultural (or religious) distinctiveness. These
claimed cultural rights include: (i) exemptions from laws that penalize or
burden cultural practices; (ii) assistance to do things the majority (or other-
wise privileged group) can do unassisted; (iii) self-government for national
minorities and indigenous communities; (iv) external rules restricting non-
members’ liberty in order to protect members’ culture; (v) internal rules
for members’ conduct that are enforced by ostracism and excommunication;
(vi) incorporation and enforcement of traditional or religious legal codes
within the dominant legal system; (vii) special representation of groups or
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their members within government institutions; and (viii) symbolic recognition
of the worth, status, or existe‘r}ce of various groups within the larger state
community. (For Levy’s summary, see Levy 1997: 25. All of these ways of
respecting diversity would fall within the final three methods for managing
differences in the taxonomy we adapted from McGarry and O’Leary, in
Section 4, above.)

We will briefly describe each of these kinds of cultural rights, citing cases
and justifications from the essays in this volume.

1. EXEMPTIONS FROM LAWS THAT PENALIZE OR BURDEN CULTURAL PRACTICES
As Levy explains, ‘Exemption rights are individually exercised negative
liberties granted to members of a religious or cultural group whose practices
are such that a generally and ostensibly neutral law would be a distinctive
burden on them’ (1997: 25). Such exemptions have a long history in Western
democracies, with a standard example being special consideration for Jewish
shopkeepers with respect to Sunday-closing laws. Although exemptions need
not involve conflicts with religious beliefs and practices (e.g. conscientious
objectors to compulsory military service in several West European states
have been able to cite secular beliefs), most do. As such, these rights are
typically justified with arguments highlighting freedom of conscience and
religion, and the unfair burden placed on those whose religious obligations
differ from the majority’s. The most detailed discussions of exemptions in
this volume are in chapters by Callan and Spinner-Halev over the issue of
whether religious parents should be allowed to exempt their children from
certain classes in public schools: either by allowing them to attend state
schools part-time (Spinner-Halev’s solution), or by allowing for public
funding of religious schools, at least in the early years (Callan’s solution).

2. ASSISTANCE TO DO THINGS THE MAJORITY (OR OTHERWISE PRIVILEGED
GROUP) CAN DO UNASSISTED

Assistance rights are also a familiar feature on the landscape of most liberal
democracies. Often justified on grounds of equality in the face of special
disadvantages, they are routinely accorded to members of ‘non-cultural’
groups, such as the mentally or physically disabled, and cultural groups
alike—most controversially in the form of affirmative-action policies. In this
volume three very different sorts of assistance rights are defended on grounds
of both equality and citizenship. As we just noted, Callan makes a case for
public funding of parochial primary schools, since he thinks that religious
communities are discriminated against if public funding is available only for
secular public schools. Although he acknowledges that this compromises
the ideals of civic education within the framework of common schools, he

* explains at length why he thinks public support for some religious education

would be a reasonable way of balancing the values of citizenship and equality.
Réaume considers one of the classic forms of assistance, minority-language
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rights. In particular, she explores the implications of meaningful support and
respect for official-language minority groups within one of the institutional
pillars of citizenship rights in a free society: the courts of law. Borrows argues
for the importance of expanding educational opportunities for Aboriginal
people not merely because they face discrimination or historical disadvantages,
but because such policies would make it easier for Aboriginals to enhance
their sense of citizenship within the larger community.

3. SELF-GOVERNMENT FOR NATIONAL MINORITIES AND INDIGENOUS
COMMUNITIES

Self-government rights are in many ways the ultimate minority rights, and
can even include demands by groups to secede from the larger state in order
to escape the status of being a minority altogether. All of the cases examined
in this volume, however, involve claims for self-government powers within a
pluralistic state. In either case, self-government rights are argued for in a variety
of ways, for example: (a) with claims that a self-governing community, such as
an indigenous group, was historically self-governing and never relinquished its
rights; (b) with claims that a minority community is systematically mistreated
by the majority, or that its special needs and interests are misunderstood or
ignored within the larger political community; (¢) with the belief that, in
general, small, local governments are more democratic than distant central
governments; and (d) with reference to the so-called nationalist principle,
that the cultural and political communities ought to be ‘congruent’ (to recall
the expression on the opening page of Gellner 1983). A common theme in the
four chapters that discuss self-government at length is that territorial-based
forms of autonomy, such as federalism and self-governing Aboriginal reserves,
are insufficient once we consider the competing demands of justice and com-
mon citizenship. Baubdck emphasizes the need to combine federal autonomy
with other non-territorial forms of cultural rights (such as minority-language
rights) as well as a healthy respect for traditional individual rights. And
looking at the recent history of the Russian federation, Smith considers the
perils of allowing radically asymmetrical federal arrangements that give some
national minorities significantly more political autonomy than others. Both
Levy and Borrows consider the challenges of finding appropriate forms of
self-government for indigenous peoples, and the necessity of combining self-
government with measures that will facilitate participation in the larger society.

4. EXTERNAL RULES RESTRICTING NON-MEMBERS’ LIBERTY IN ORDER TO
PROTECT MEMBERS’ CULTURE

It is uncontroversial for all but radical cosmopolitans that nation-states
can act in certain ways to protect their culture by limiting the liberty of
non-citizens, especially non-residents—for example, by imposing restrictions
on immigration or on foreign ownership of mass media. It is usually a matter
of high controversy, however, when a cultural group within a democratic
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state demands the right to limit the liberty of fellow citizens who are not
members of their group. In generg] these rights are justified in the name of
protecting potentially fragile eleménts in minority cultures; and the need to
protect cultures is often justified with the idea that a healthy cultural context
is a necessary condition for individual autonomy and self-respect. Probably the
most widely discussed example of such external rules concerns the infamous
Quebec language laws which, among other things, have banned the use of
languages other than French on commercial signs within Quebec, a province
with more than 1 million non-francophone citizens.?® Pierre Coulombe’s
chapter discusses this case within the broader context of linguistic politics
and language rights throughout Canadian history. '

5. INTERNAL RULES FOR MEMBERS’ CONDUCT THAT ARE ENFORCED BY OSTRACISM
AND EXCOMMUNICATION
As Levy explains,

Many rules and norms governing a community’s members are not
elevated into law. There are expectations about how a member will
behave; one who does not behave that way is subject to the sanction
of no longer being viewed as a member by other members. This sanc-
tion may take the form of shunning, excommunication, being disowned
by one’s family, being expelled from an association, and so on.
(Levy 1997: 40)

What is interesting about these rules is that they would usually be clearly
unjust if imposed by the state. For example, a state may not exclude women
from decision-making offices, yet the Catholic church is allowed to, and
Catholics who challenge this principle may be subject to informal or formal
but non-coercive sanctions by the church. Most of the cases discussed in this
volume are concerned with the state’s response to the challenge of diversity,
and hence issues regarding such internal rules are not directly addressed.
However, it is increasingly recognized that these internal sanctions, even if
informal or non-coercive, can none the less have a very significant impact on
the freedom and well-being of group members. It may therefore be necessary
for the state to intervene to protect vulnerable members of groups from
particularly oppressive internal rules. In Chapter 9 Saharso discusses a tragic
case involving state attempts to protect Hindustani women in the Netherlands
from internal cultural norms that undermined their ability to exercise their
basic liberal rights.

6. INCORPORATION AND ENFORCEMENT OF TRADITIONAL OR RELIGIOUS

LEGAL CODES WITHIN THE DOMINANT LEGAL SYSTEM

There is nothing inherently contradictory about having two or more systems
of law operating within a single political jurisdiction: it happens in Canada
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and the United States—where the former French colonies of Quebec and
Louisiana have retained civil law traditions alongside the common law of the
larger state—as well as in the United Kingdom, Switzerland, and of course
the European Union. It is usually argued, however, that in all of these cases the
legal systems involved have similar origins and forms of legal reasoning.
The same cannot always be said about two more radical forms of bi- or
multilegalism: the incorporation of religiously based family law, and the incor-
poration of traditional indigenous legal traditions. Arguments for incorporation
of minority legal systems are closely linked to arguments for self-government,
especially in the case of indigenous territories. In religiously divided societies,
like the Ottoman Empire or modern-day Israel and India, differentiating family
law among religious communities can be justified as a form of consociational
autonomy or multicultural toleration. These cases of incorporation of reli-
gious family law and indigenous law are explored at length, respectively, in
Chapters 8 and 12, by Ayelet Shachar and Levy. Both Shachar and Levy
argue in favour of the principle of this significant cultural right for ethnoreligious
and indigenous groups. But they also warn of the dangers for the groups
themselves or for some of their members (especially women) if traditional
legal systems are incorporated within states’ legal systems in the wrong way.

7. SPECIAL REPRESENTATION OF GROUPS OR THEIR MEMBERS WITHIN
GOVERNMENT INSTITUTIONS

This form of group right is as old as representative government itself, where
it has always been entirely without controversy that territorial units are
given representation in major government institutions, particularly within
decision-making bodies. (Indeed, it pre-dated democratic government, when
the aristocracy and religious groups demanded rights to share the spoils of
power with absolute monarchs.) It is rather more controversial when cultural
or religious groups, or women, demand special or guaranteed representation in
the same government bodies. Nevertheless, these claims to representation
are unlikely to fade, for as we noted in Section 2, issues of ‘voice’ and ‘public
reasonableness’ have become central to debates about democratic citizenship,
and these are inextricably tied to representation. These issues are the primary
focus in the chapters by Williams and Mansbridge, which carefully weigh the
benefits and costs (in terms of justice and citizenship) of various forms of
special representation for historically disadvantaged groups. In his chapter
Modood suggests that some form of religious-corporate representation may
actually be more conducive to social stability and intergroup harmony in a
country like the United Kingdom than would a policy of presumed neutrality.>*

8. SYMBOLIC RECOGNITION OF THE WORTH, STATUS, OR EXISTENCE OF
VARIOUS GROUPS WITHIN THE LARGER STATE COMMUNITY

This is a catch-all category for a wide variety of forms of group recognition
within the institutions, symbols, and political culture of the larger state. At
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stake are such matters as ‘the name of the polity, its flag, its coat of arms,
its national anthem, its public hplidays, the name by which a cultural group
will be known, or the way a group’s history is presented in schools and
textbooks’ (Levy 1997: 46). Even such apparently functional issues as the
distribution of federal powers may carry symbolic importance if a national
minority controlling one of the provinces interprets an asymmetrical distri-
bution of powers in its favour as recognition that it deserves special status
as being more than ‘just another province’.”® Furthermore, as several authors
in this volume emphasize, to say that a form of recognition is symbolic is
not to say that it is somehow superfluous. Recognition may in fact be more
important to a group than many of the other more substantive cultural rights
discussed above. As Levy illustrates,

From the minority culture’s perspective, the absence of interpreters
[i.e. an assistance right] at a particular government office might be
viewed as an inconvenience, whereas the elevation of the majority
tongue to the official status, or the denial of that status to the minority
language, might be viewed as an open declaration that some are not

wanted as members of the state.
' (Levy 1997: 47)

Symbolic gestures granting or denying recognition can have profound and
continuing effects within a political culture in ways that directly affect the
well-being and self-respect of citizens of minority cultures, as well as their
enthusiasm to participate in the political life of the larger state. Both Réaume
and Coulombe discuss the dynamic impact of according a minority language
full official status, and Modood does the same for the case of the recognition
of immigrant communities, especially those with a different religion.

We should also remember that symbolic recognition is not simply a matter
of members of the majority acknowledging the special status of minority
groups with whom they share a state. It also requires members of the majority
to rethink their own group’s identity and relation to the state. So an Englishman
would recognize not only that Britain now contains large numbers of citizens
of Asian, African, and Caribbean descent (in addition to the Scots, Welsh,
Northern Irish, and Manx); but also that this requires rethinking what it
means to be British—probably in ways that would have been inconceivable
for his grandparents fifty years earlier. He may have to distinguish more
clearly than he had before between an ethnic English identity and a civic
British identity, and to recognize that ‘Britishness’ must be defined in a way
that is accessible to both the new immigrants and the historically settled
peoples who share the British Isles.

This is the other half of what is involved in the project of multicultural
integration: where all individuals and groups strive towards a new ‘transcendent
identity’, to recall the expression used by McGarry and O’Leary; an identity
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that for many will coexist with older ethnic or religious identities. These
themes are explored most thoroughly here in the chapters by Modood and
Waldron. A more specific example can be found in Williams’s discussion
of how the majority cannot simply impose its own conception of ‘public
reason’, but must be sensitive to different culturally derived notions of
reasonableness.

7. Fears about citizenship in the face of minority rights

Having compiled a list of minority groups and of minority rights claims, we
can now return to our original question: how do minority rights affect demo-
cratic citizenship? This is not a simple question, since talk about citizenship,
particularly in the English language, can refer to an astonishingly wide
variety of ideas, concepts, and values. More to the point, talk about disinte-
gration, fragmentation, or weakening of citizenship can be expressing any
number of quite distinct political worries; from concerns about restrictions
on individual rights to fears about the secession of a substantial part of the
state. Just as we believe it is helpful to distinguish several distinct kinds of
minority rights and different kinds of minority groups, it is surely necessary
to start to disaggregate these many citizenship worries.

At the individual level talk of a person’s ‘citizenship’ can refer to three
distinct ideas or phenomena: (a) her status as a legal citizen, defined largely
by a panoply of civil, political, and social rights as well as a relatively small
number of duties (e.g. to obey the law, pay taxes, perform military service);
(b) her identity as a member of one or more political communities, an identity
that is often contrasted with her other more particular identities based on
class, race, ethnicity, religion, gender, profession, sexual preference, etc.; or
(¢) her activity or civic virtue, such as the four kinds of virtues listed by Galston
in our discussion in Section 2, above. These three ideas are conceptually and
empirically linked in a variety of ways. Obviously, the exact rights citizens
have will partly define both their citizenship status and identity, as well as
the range of political and social activities available to them. The form of
citizenship identity they have will have an impact on their motivations to
participate virtuously in civic and political activities; and so on. Similarly, if
one of these aspects of citizenship is eroded, then the others may be affected
as well.

If it makes sense to think of citizenship in terms of these three categories—
status, identity, and activity—then, as a first step, it should be useful to
distinguish various worries about the erosion of citizenship in terms of the
aspect or aspects of citizenship that are supposedly endangered by various
cultural rights. Before discussing a series of these ‘citizenship worries’, however,
it is worth adding a fourth aspect of citizenship that is clearly in the minds
of critics worried about multiculturalism and cultural rights. This is an ideal
or goal of citizenship that applies, not at the individual level, but at the level
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of the political community as a whole: it is (d) the ideal of social cohesion,
which may include concerns abqut social stability, political unity, and civil
peace. All of the worries about the erosion or fragmentation of citizenship,
then, can be traced to worries about the vulnerability of one or more of
these four ideas: citizenship status, citizenship identity, citizenship activity,
and citizenship cohesion.

Worries about the loss of equal citizenship status

Minority rights usually involve some form of differentiated citizenship status:
they grant certain groups or their members rights or opportunities not available
to other groups or citizens. But when does differentiated status become
unequal status? Some people say ‘Always!’, and claim that the very idea of
‘differentiated citizenship’ is an oxymoron. According to these commentators,
citizenship is, by definition, a matter of treating people as individuals with
equal rights under the law, and so the basic rights of citizenship cannot vary
among citizens, This, it is sometimes said, is what distinguishes democratic
citizenship from feudal and other pre-modern views that determined people’s
political status by their religious, ethnic, or class membership. Hence ‘the
organization of society on the basis of rights or claims that derive from
group membership is sharply opposed to the concept of society based on
citizenship’ (Porter 1987: 128).

As we argued earlier, however, we believe that this claim, that minority rights
are inherently in conflict with the very concept of citizenship, is untenable.
Virtually every modern democracy recognizes some form of group-differentiated
citizenship. One result of the new-found interest in minority rights has been
an explosion of work uncovering the myriad forms of special-status or asym-
metrical rights or group-specific exemptions accorded to indigenous, ethnic,
racial, or ethnoreligious groups in most Western democracies. Several essays
in this volume bring to light yet more cases of such differentiated citizenship,
and show how familiar and widespread such minority rights have been in
Western democracies. As Bhikhu Parekh puts it, citizenship in fact ‘is a
much more differentiated and far less homogeneous concept than has been
presupposed by political theorists’ (Parekh 1990: 702).%¢

So differentiated citizenship is not a contradiction in terms, nor even par-
ticularly uncommon. Our question is, when do differentiated rights involve
some real disadvantage or stigmatization (and not just difference) in citizenship
status—e.g. some inequality in respect, or in life chances, or in influence over
government policy? That is, when does differentiated status start to create
first- and second-class citizens?

In so far as we are concerned with threats to equal citizenship status per se,
it is important to distinguish the reality of inequality and the oppression and
stigmatization it fosters, on the one hand, from the perception of unequal
status, on the other. Members of the majority often complain that special

228

CITIZENSHIP IN CULTURALLY DIVERSE SOCIETIES

rights for minorities reduce others to being second-class citizens. If this
perception is deep and widespread, it can erode the sense of common identity
and solidarity. We will deal with these worries in the following subsections.
At this point, however, our concern is not with feelings or perceptions, but
with the actual impact of minority rights on equal citizenship status. Do
citizens (whether members of the majority community or of subgroups within
the minority community) have good reasons for thinking that certain minority
rights reduce them to second-class citizens?

Some of the essays in this volume suggest that this may indeed be the case.
In some cases, this threat arises for reasons internal to a particular policy of
minority rights. Shachar explains, for example, how allowing religious com-
munities to control some aspects of family law—such as rules for marriage
and divorce—can have devastating implications for the rights of women in
ways that are clearly incompatible with the norms of equal citizenship in a
liberal democracy. Similar arguments, as Coulombe notes, were made against
Quebec’s language law, which at one stage banned the use of English on
shopkeepers’ windows. Anglophone-rights advocates claimed that this law
amounted to a limit on the fundamental right of all citizens to free speech
(although the courts tended not to agree). These cases both suggest that
minority claims to cultural recognition threaten equal citizenship status when
the costs and benefits of minority protection are unfairly distributed—i.e.
when one subgroup within the minority (e.g. women), or when selected non-
members (e.g. anglophones in Quebec), are asked to bear most or all of the
costs of cultural reproduction, while others enjoy the benefits.

In other cases, the threat to equal citizenship status may arise as an unintended
consequence of the minority right. For example, Mansbridge ponders the
implications for democratic citizenship of having selective electoral districts
to ensure the election of more African Americans. Her worry is not that
these are inherently unfair (far from it!), but rather that there is evidence
that this policy leads to a loss of influence for minority groups outside
these districts, and hence may be reducing political equality for members of
designated groups in the process of trying to enhance it.”’

These threats to equal citizenship should be of major concern. But there
is no reason to think that they are intrinsic to all minority rights claims. On
the contrary, most defenders of minority rights insist that it is the denial
of minority rights that poses the greater threat to real equality. They argue
that minority rights are needed to prevent the ongoing stigmatization of
ethnocultural minorities, and to remedy the disadvantages they suffer in the
larger society. Substantial evidence for this claim can be found in several
of the chapters in this volume. For example, the strengthening of official-
language rights for French Canadians, along with a substantial degree of
autonomy for the French-speaking province of Quebec, have surely played
an important role in the transition for French Canadians from being an
economically disadvantaged and politically under-represented group in
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the 1950s, to being roughly in a position of social, economic, and political
equality with English-speaking Canadians today. Similarly, while certain forms
of group representation may uniitentionally erode a group’s political equality,
Williams and Mansbridge both argue that other forms of group representation
are vital to genuine political equality. And, as Levy notes, in so far as the
historic conquest of indigenous peoples and the stripping of their self-
government rights were grounded in racist and imperialist ideologies, then
restoring rights of self-government can be seen as affirming the equal standing
and worth of indigenous peoples. In these and other ways, one can argue that,

.far from eroding equal citizenship status, ‘the accommodation of differences
is the essence of true equality’ *® '/

Worries about the fragmentation or weakening
of citizenship identities

Let us turn now to the effects of cultural rights on the second aspect of
citizenship, the identity that citizens share as members of a political com-
munity. This identity will always coexist for every individual citizen with
numerous other identities based, as we noted already, on class, occupation,
region, race, ethnicity, religion, gender, sexual preference, generation, mother
tongue, hobbies, and so on. And, furthermore, it will differ in relative
importance for each individual. Civic republicans would like to insist that
the citizenship identity be each individual’s primary and highest identity,
and it is a major aim of the politics of civic republicanism to try to bring
this about. But we know that this will never be true for many people. If
forced to choose, some religious people would fiee their country rather than
give up practising their faith. And even many scholars we know would much
ra_lther take a job in a distant country, and live their whole lives there, than
give up their profession for want of opportunities at home. Moreover, it is
hard to think that there is anything politically sinful about people deciding
to have these sorts of priorities with respect to their different identities, or
that a modern state should be permitted to act in a heavy-handed way to
make its citizens all fervently patriotic.

None of this is to deny, however, the significance of common citizenship
identities in a democratic state—particularly in states shared by groups that
already have strong identities based on different religions or ethnicity. It may
be unreasonable to expect people to cherish their citizenship identity more
than any of their other identities, but it is important for people to be motivated
to act as citizens first and foremost when debating and acting in the public
realm, at least for a broad range of issues. It would be an obvious sign of
ill health in a democracy if a politician could get away with publicly Gustifying’
his actions in parliament by announcing that he knew a certain policy was
bad for the country, but that he supported it because it would enrich his
family. It would be hardly less worrying if political leaders could get away
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admitting that a policy they supported was bad for the country but in their
own ethnic group’s best interests.”

One could question how tight the connection really is between having a
strong citizenship identity and being motivated to act as a responsible citizen.
For example, identifying themselves as ‘an American’ seems quite important
to most Americans, at least as important as their other social identities. Yet
this strong identification with a shared political identity has not translated
into either high levels of solidarity for co-citizens, or high levels of political
participation. By contrast, being ‘Belgian’ seems rather less important to
most Belgians, who may emphasize instead their supranational identity as
‘Buropeans’ or their substate identity as ‘Flemish’ or ‘Walloons’. Yet the fact
that being Belgian is not of prime importance has not (yet) undermined
either the generous Belgian welfare state or the relatively high levels of political
participation. Citizenship identity and motivation to act as a citizen may be
less closely related than many people assume.

Still, it is surely true that if ethnic, regional, or religious identities crowd
out a common citizenship identity, there will be difficulty maintaining a
healthy democracy. And many critics worry that this sort of fragmentation
of identity is a likely consequence of multiculturalism. As Vertovec argues,
in a passage quoted by Modood, multiculturalism can be interpreted as ‘a
picture of society as a “mosaic” of several bounded, nameable, individually
homogeneous and unmeltable minority uni-cultures which are pinned onto
the backdrop of a similarly characterised majority uni-culture’ (Vertovec
1995: 5). In such a society, where there is no common citizenship identity
bridging or transcending the various group identities, politics is likely to be
reduced to a mere modus vivendi amongst groups that barely tolerate, let
alone co-operate with, each other. There is little hope for the sort of mutual
understanding, deliberation, trust, and solidarity required by a flourishing
democracy.

How might minority rights make such a picture come true? For one thing,
some of the most far-reaching cultural rights—especially those concerning
self-government and the symbolic recognition of national minorities and
indigenous peoples—are directly concerned with legitimizing cultural identities
that are distinct from, and potentially in competition with, common citizenship
identities. Moreover, in the case of self-government and the extending of
federal autonomy for minority groups, minority leaders are given institutions
and legislative jurisdictions (e.g. control of education) with which they can
progressively strengthen the minority cultural identity at the expense of the
statewide citizenship identity. There is no question that the recognition of
self-government for indigenous peoples and the adoption of what Philip
Resnick calls ‘multinational federalism’ for stateless nations can have these
sorts of effects (Resnick 1994).

Of course, many kinds of minority groups, such as immigrant groups or
African Americans, rarely ask for the kinds of territorial autonomy and
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recognition that national minorities seek. But even here, the sorts of cultural
rights claimed by ‘non- natlonali minority groups can place strains on the
bonds of a common cmzenshlp identity. One fear is that certain sorts of
policies that are intended to promote greater participation in society by a
disadvantaged minority, such as affirmative-action programmes, will instead
lead to a ‘politicization of ethnicity’. Self-appointed group leaders, it is argued,
have an incentive to mobilize their group members to demand or maintain
special treatment, and the best way to do this may be to perpetuate the sense
of vulnerability or persecution the group feels in order to strengthen the
group identity; again, at the expense of the larger citizenship identity.
The fear then is that group leaders will be successful in ‘freezing’ an essentialist
identity that acts as a barrier to part1c1pat10n by members of the group in
a wider citizenship 1dent1ty that is not based on their group’s supposedly
essential characteristics.*

These are legitimate concerns. But here again, there is no reason to assume
that the crowding out of a common citizenship identity is intrinsic to minority
rights. Whether minority rights will have this result depends on several factors.
For example, Mansbridge recognizes that her proposal to have representative
bodies ‘mirror’ some aspects of the ethnic (and gender) composition of the
society at large could be seen as presupposing or promoting an essentialist
view of group identities. But she insists that this fear can be mitigated by
stressing the non-essentialist, contingent arguments for mirrored representa-
tion: on her view, group representation is desirable, not because certain fixed
groups have an eternal right to representation, but rather because mirrored
representation under certain conditions would produce a higher quality of
democratic deliberation (including deliberation about the contingent nature
of group identities). Whether minority rights will generate essentialist and
exclusive identities will depend, she argues, at least in part on the sort of
public justification that is given for them.

Of course, even if the public justification for minority rights eschews
essentialism, the unintended result may be to reinforce a picture of society
as a ‘mosaic of ...bounded, nameable, individually homogeneous and
unmeltable minority uni-cultures’. This is an empirical question, and so we
need to ask: is there any empirical evidence that minority rights promote
frozen essentialist identity? One of the few cases where this has been system-
atically studied is in Britain, and the results are discussed in Modood’s
chapter. Few have studied and tracked the evolution of ethnic and religious
identities in contemporary Britain more closely than Modood, and in his
opinion the evidence simply belies the fear. Studies suggest the existence of
much more fluid and internally complex identities among immigrant minority
groups, in which a sense of pride in their ethnic heritage mingles with a
developing sense of being British. Moreover, there is some evidence that the
fluid and inclusive nature of these immigrant identities exists, not in spite of
multicultural policies, but rather because of them. Precisely because they
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have secured public recognition and support for their ethnic identity, they
have the confidence to interact with others in an open way; whereas those
groups whose identities lack this sort of public recognition tend to be more
defensive about their culture, and more fearful about the consequences of
cultural interchange.®' This shows, once again, that the impact of minority
rights on identity cannot be deduced a priori, but requires actual empirical
investigation.,

In any event, the concern that minority rights will crowd out a common
citizenship identity presupposes that such a common identity already exists,
or would exist were it not for the presence of minority rights. But of course,
in many contexts, this is not true. Many members of minority groups—
whether they be new immigrants or conquered national minorities—do not
identify with the state in which they live, and instead feel quite alienated
from it. This is particularly true of groups that have faced discrimination or
prejudice, and who therefore feel unwanted. Granting such groups minority
rights can hardly erode a sense of common citizenship identity, since it
does not yet exist. Indeed, minority rights may be the best way to encourage
alienated groups to come to identify with the larger political community. As
Coulombe, Réaume, Baubéck, and Modood all discuss, the refusal to grant
recognition and autonomy to such minorities is likely to provoke even more
resentment and hostility, alienating them further from their identity as citizens
of the larger state, By contrast, minority rights may confirm for minorities
that they are full members of the larger society whose contributions will be
welcomed. In all of these ways, then, minority rights have the potential to
enhance, as well as to erode, a common citizenship identity.

Fears about the erosion of civic virtue and participation

There is obviously a close link between, on the one hand, worries about the
weakening of citizenship identity and, on the other, fears that citizens will
lose some of the virtues of democratic citizenship as well as the motivation
or capacity to participate in wider public deliberations. Many possible relations
between fragmented citizenship identities and poor civic virtue and practices
come to mind.

A classic example is the fear that allowing or funding schools for particular
religions will destroy one of the most effective forums of citizenship education—
the state school system, where children learn to play and work with children
whose parents have different religions, ethnic backgrounds, and values. Both
Callan and Spinner-Halev discuss at length this conflict between rights to
religious education and the promotion of citizenship virtues necessary for
deliberative democracy.

One reason why this is a ‘classic’ case is that it combines several different
possible threats to citizenship. First, religious schools are seen as potentially
eroding children’s motivation to act as citizens, by privileging a particularistic
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religious identity at the expense of a common civic identity. Secondly, even
if religious schools actively encourage their students to affirm a larger civic
identity, and hence their motivation for citizenship, they may potentially
erode children’s capacity for good citizenship, since the curriculum of these
schools may not teach the virtues of tolerance and public reasonableness.
Thirdly, even if these schools promote both the motivation and capacity for
citizenship, they can be seen as eliminating the opportunity to act as citizens:
since all students share the same faith, there is no need or opportunity for
students to step outside their role as religious believer and adopt instead
their role as citizens. .

As Callan and Spinner-Halev both note, it is important not to exaggerate
the scope of these dangers, or to presuppose that they are inherent in any
system of publicly funded religious schools. But these concerns do help us
to identify the sorts of criteria we can use for evaluating other minority
rights: to what extent do minority rights erode either the motivation, capacity,
or opportunity for people to act as democratic citizens? This questions arises,
not only for schools, but also for many other public institutions, including
the media, courts, electoral systems, and deliberative bodies. One can easily
imagine forms of minority rights that undermine these three preconditions
of citizenship—e.g. forms of minority rights that enable minority-group
leaders to exercise authoritarian control over group members, and that
ensure that members of the minority can interact with the larger society only
though these leaders. This is a common fear about proposals to incorporate
religious law (discussed by Shachar), or about certain forms of indigenous
self-government (discussed by Borrows). In such cases, members of the minority
may lack not only the motivation to participate as citizens, but also access
to shared political forums in which they can participate.

What is interesting to note, however, is that concern for citizenship virtue
and participation is often invoked by advocates of minority rights. They argue
that special attention must be paid to the circumstances and needs of diverse
groups if they are to feel like full members of the society, and to acquire the
capacity and opportunity to participate in society.

For example, citizens who do not feel part of a common community or
political project will have a harder time trusting each other and making the
occasional sacrifices and principled compromises that are part and parcel of
democratic citizenship. Immigrant groups that feel alienated from the larger
national identity are likely to be alienated from the political arena as well.
Conversely, when the majority identity is not able to adapt in ways that enable
immigrants or other cultural minorities to feel a sense of full membership
in the society, then individuals from these groups are often stigmatized and
treated in ways in which the majority does not treat its own members (think
of the official harassment and intolerance of gays in many countries, the
violent attacks on Turks in Germany, or the disproportionate ‘attention’ that
the police in many predominantly white cities devote to black youths).
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There is a parallel here with concerns about the erosion of a citizenship
identity. Just as we cannot assume that there is a pre-existing common citizen-
ship identity that is threatened by minority rights, so we should not assume
that the motivation, capacity, and opportunity to participate as a virtuous
citizen already exists. So far from eroding such pre-existing conditions, some
minority rights may instead help create them.

Fears about weakening the bonds of social
cohesion and political unity

In most of the cases we have discussed so far, concerns about threats to
citizenship are, we believe, overstated. The impact on citizenship of minority
rights, in most cases, is mixed and ambiguous, both enhancing and threaten-
ing aspects of democratic citizenship. Under these conditions, it is clearly
unhelpful to talk as if there is a zero-sum relationship between minority
rights and citizenship; as if every gain in the direction of accommodating
diversity comes at the expense of promoting citizenship.

But there is one case where this sort of zero-sum approach may seem
applicable—namely, the case of territorially concentrated national minorities
who may contemplate secession. If the cultural identity for most members
of a minority group is stronger than their citizenship identity in the larger
state—e.g. if they feel more Scottish than British or more Catalan than
Spanish—then it may come to feel natural for them to have their own state,
or at least most of the autonomy of an independent state. And, as we noted
earlier, the goal of minority nationalists is precisely to legitimize and strengthen
this sense of separate nationhood. Providing rights of self-government or
extending federal autonomy gives minority leaders institutions and legislative
jurisdictions with which they can progressively strengthen the minority cultural
identity at the expense of the statewide citizenship identity. Can we not say,
at least in this instance, that minority rights directly threaten citizenship
cohesion?

As we learn from the ethnic-conflict literature, the most common response
to this threat, even in democratic countries, has been to deny national
minorities the kinds of autonomy and recognition that would encourage the
development of their own identities. However, as the authors who discuss
this problem here show, this is an incomplete picture of the mechanisms that
lead to strengthening or weakening citizenship attachments among the citizens
belonging to national minorities. For one thing, as Coulombe, Réaume, and
Baubdck all emphasize, refusal to grant recognition and autonomy to such
groups is often likely to provoke even more resentment and hostility from
the members of the national minorities, alienating them further from their
identity as citizens of the larger state. In addition, Coulombe highlights the
way minority nationalist movements can be driven not only by minority-led
regional governments exercising their powers of self-government, but also
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by heavy-handed attempts from the central government to promote a statewide
identity that national minoritie%_»ﬁnd threatening. Finally, both Baubdck
and Smith emphasize the importance of balancing the centripetal forces of
recognition and autonomy with other federally guaranteed individual rights
and non-territorial group rights. Such a ‘cocktail’ of rights would reduce
opportunities for injustice and could reinforce the sense of citizenship in the
larger state for members of national minorities as they come to see both
the central and regional governments as guarantors of their rights.

In sum, whether we are concerned with citizenship status, identity, virtue,
or cohesion, the relationship between minority rights and citizenship is more
complicated than it might initially appear. We can see legitimate worries
about the potential impact on citizenship, but also countervailing arguments
§howing that some minority rights can actually enhance citizenship, It is
impossible, therefore, to make any sweeping generalizations for or against
the impact of minority rights on citizenship.

This is not, of course, an argument for ignoring or discounting the relevance
of citizenship when evaluating minority rights. It is important to determine
not only whether particular proposals for minority rights are consistent with
principles of justice, but also whether they would enhance or erode desirable
qualities of democratic citizenship. The shift from justice-based to citizenship-
based arguments about minority rights is a useful and necessary broadening
of the debate. Our argument is simply that this question must be examined
empirically, in specific contexts, rather than prejudged on the basis of a
priori speculation or anecdotal evidence.

8. Conclusion

Throughout this Introduction we have tried to give an overview of the range
of cases where minority rights and citizenship interact, and of the sorts of
potential (or perceived) threats that minority rights can pose for citizenship.
Perhaps the key lesson we have learned is the sheer complexity of the issues.
No one can rest content with the sort of rhetorical generalizations that
characterized the ‘culture wars’ of the 1980s and early 1990s. Critics of
minority rights can no longer claim that minority rights inherently conflict
with citizenship ideals; defenders of minority rights can no longer claim that
concerns about civility and civic identity are simply illegitimate attempts to
silence or dismiss troublesome minorities.

What, then, is the way forward? In principle, one might be able to imagine
a research project that set itself the mammoth undertaking of examining
how each sort of minority right claimed by each sort of group affected each
aspect of citizenship in every given political culture. Needless to say, our aim
?n‘this volume is not to give such an encyclopaedic examination of these
issues. We do hope, however, that the chapters in this volume provide a rep-
resentative sample of the debates, drawing on a wide range of groups, rights,
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and citizenship ideals; not to mention academic disciplines and intellectual
traditions. They embody the sort of fine-grained analysis that we believe
is required in this area, where theory and practice learn from each other
in turn,

Notes

The most important of these was Vernon Van Dyke, who published a handful of

essays on this topic in the 1970s and early 1980s (e.g. Van Dyke 1977, 1982, 1985).

There were also a few legal theorists who discussed the role of minority rights

in international law, and their connection to human rights principles of non-

discrimination.

2 Baubock (19944); Buchanan (1991); Kymlicka (19954); Miller (1995); Spinner (1994);
Tamir (1993); Taylor (1992); Tully (1995); Young (1990); Phillips (1995); Canovan
(1996); Gilbert (1998). With the exception of Plamenatz (1960), we are not aware
of any full-length books written by philosophers in English on any of these topics
predating 1990. For collections of recent philosophical articles on these issues, see
Kymlicka (1995b); J. Baker (1994); Shapiro and Kymlicka (1997); Beiner (1999);
Couture et al. (1998); Lehning (1998); Moore (1998); McKim and McMahan (1997).

3 See Young (1990); Minow (1990); Parekh (1990); Phillips (1992); Taylor (1992);

Spinner (1994); Tully (1995).

For some speculation on this question, see Kymlicka (1998b).

Taylor (1992); Margalit and Raz (1990); Tamir (1993).

This may account for the recent interest in citizenship promotion amongst govern-

ments (e.g. Britain’s Commission on Citizenship, Encouraging Citizenship, 1990,

Senate of Australia, Active Citizenship Revisited, 1991; Senate of Canada, Canadian

Citizenship: Sharing the Responsibility, 1993). For a more detailed discussion of

this renewed focus on citizenship within contemporary political philosophy, see

Kymlicka and Norman (1994).

7 Rawls says that the ‘basic structure’ of society is the primary subject of a theory
of justice (Rawls 1971: 7-11).

8 For a review, see Sabetti (1996).

9 For the pre-1994 literature, see the bibliography in Kymlicka and Norman (1994)
and the collected essays in Beiner (1995). For more recent writings, see Janoski (1998);
Dagger (1997); Callan (1997); Van Gunsteren (1998a); Shafir (1998); Hutchings
and Dannreuther (1998); Lister (1998).

10 This was our own uncharitable conclusion in Kymlicka and Norman (1994: 369).

11 For more details, see Ch. 4 by Mansbridge and Ch.5 by Williams.

12 Defenders of the Amish and other isolationist religious groups often say that they
are good citizens because they are law-abiding, even though they show no interest
in the affairs of the larger society, and take no interest in their status as citizens.
For a critique of this view that passive obedience to the law is a sufficient conception
of democratic citizenship, see Arneson and Shapiro (1996); Spinner (1994).

13 See Horowitz (1985) for the locus classicus of these debates, as well as the journal
Ethnic and Racial Studies, which was launched in 1978.

14 For our own purposes of showing what we take to be a full range of policy options,

we have modified McGarry and O’Leary’s scheme by removing the word ‘integration’

from their category 1(d), and using it to form an additional category, 2(<). In
effect, they would call many of the policies we include within this final category

‘micropolitical forms of ethnic conflict regulation’ (1993: 38 n. 2). We have also

omitted one of their ‘methods for managing differences’, namely, ‘arbitration
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(thi_r(_i-party intervention)’, in part because this looks more like a process for
arriving at one or more of the other sorts of concrete methods.
(sfe;g%)g Beran (1984); Nielsen, {1993);'Wellman (1995); Gauthier (1994); Philpott
Qf course, most theorists would agree that individuals should be free to assimilate,
if they so choose. But few people think that the government’s goal should be to,
encourage everyone to make that choice, and fewer still think that the government
shquld.adopt po.licies that pressure individuals to do so.
Thls. dlﬂ"erc'ence is partly reflected in the terminology used. In the context of
sathn_lccopﬂlc.:t studies, it is natural to refer to methods of managing differences, as
if diversity is alv_vz_iys a regrettable problem threatening the stability or integ;ity
of the state. Political philosophers are more likely to speak in terms of .minor-
ity rights and of policies for respecting diversity and difference, and to treat it as
an open question whether such policies pose a threat to common citizenship and
Fhe goals of justice and stability in the larger political community. This, of course
is the guiding question of this volume, ’ ’
See Renan (1939); Miller (1995); Norman (1999).
In a few cases, such as apartheid-era South Africa and present-day Syria, minority
f:tommtqmtles hav_e ruled ov§r the majority. Most of what is said ab01’1t minor-
1ty nations or minority rights wo jorities i
Ly ations, or minc y rig uld apply equally to oppressed majorities in
Canada, for examp}e, accepts a number of immigrants each year equivalent to
about | per cent of its total population, and about one-tenth of these are refugees,
For a good discussion of the distinctive circumstances of the Roma. see Gheorghé
and Mirga (1?97). For that of the Russians in the ‘near abroad’, see’ Laitin (1998)
Both book_s discuss the on-going debate about whether the term ‘national minority;
Is appropriate for these groups.
This name,_like others for the group in question, is problematic. The group being
1'eferreq to is composed of the descendants of African slaves brought to America
Heqce, itis not meant to include Caucasian immigrants from southern or northern
Africa. I'ndeed, for many purposes, including ours here, it does not even make
sense to include recent black immigrants from Africa in this category, since the
fit the typical situation of immigrant groups. ’ ¢
This law has since been softened to allow the use of other languages as long as
French is more prominent. ®
Is_sues 9f represen_tation are also present, implicitly, in Réaume’s and Coulombe’s
dlscuss1ql1_ of thc_e implications of a well functioning policy of official bilingualism
(or multilingualism) in the institutions of state. In practice this provides oppor-
tunities for greater representation of members of the minority language group in
for example, the civil service and the courts; and in doing so, they argue, it improvesi
th_e quality of public deliberations and makes government bodies se’em less like
alien forces of control for members of these groups.
The symbolic value. of asymmetrical federalism, which accords somewhat more
autonomy to subumts_ controlled by a national minority, has loomed large in the
demands of Quebec_cns and Catalan nationalists seeking constitutional revisions
in Can'ada_and S}_)aln (see Requejo 1996). A similar issue has arisen regarding
Ifg;iera.l?m 11_:1 Russm,twhere the sc;l-called ‘ethnic republics’ associated with national
norities have greater powers than the *regions’ i
Russian majority (see Smith 1996). ions’ dominated by members of the
The claim tha_t citizenship by definition requires a common set of rights is
in e'ffec‘t, a variant of the claim that justice by definition requires ‘colour-blind®
institutions and policies, and it suffers from the same flaws,
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27 Mansbridge is also concerned about the apparent loosening of political account-
ability for representatives of these special districts. If she is right, this is a problem
not of an erosion of equal citizenship status, but of civic or political virtue, a
problem to which we shall turn presently.

28 This phrase comes from the judgement of the Canadian Supreme Court in
explaining its interpretation of the equality provisions of the Canadian constitu-
tion. See Andrews v. Law Society of British Columbia 1 SCR 143; [1986] 56 DLR
(4th) 1.

29 Of course it is perfectly acceptable to justify a policy that benefits one’s own group
(say, American Indians, or Spanish gypsies) on grounds of justice; say, because it
helps rectify a historical injustice. This is because such a policy can and should
appeal to every citizen’s sense of justice and citizenship solidarity.

30 In order to justify affirmative measures to enhance the representation of African
Americans in mainstream institutions, for example, leaders may implicitly appeal
to a conception of the ‘authentic’ black identity or ‘essential’ black experience,
and emphasize how difficult it is for whites to understand (and to represent) these
experiences. The unintentional and paradoxical result of this strategy, however,
may be to encourage the idea that participating in mainstream institutions involves

‘acting white’, and that it is a sell-out to compromise or adapt this authentic black
identity in order to co-operate with others.

31 For similar evidence in the Canadian case, see Kymlicka (19984, ch. 1).
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