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Introduction

What rights should be accorded minority cultures within a liberal society? Can minorities legitimately demand special rights, such as state protection from infringement by the majority culture which dominates the public sphere? Are distinctions that can be drawn between different types of  minorities—such as immigrants vs. indigenous groups—relevant to a liberal stance towards the allocation of cultural rights to these groups?


The most far-reaching effort to raise such questions in a systematic fashion, and formulate comprehensive liberal answers, has been undertaken by Will Kymlicka.
 His liberal multiculturalism is based on the claim that a congenial cultural context is a necessary prerequisite for making autonomous individual choices about a life plan. This claim has been subject to various kinds of criticism on the part of other liberal thinkers. 


Kymlicka's liberal critics have generally assumed that the problem with his project is that it is based on the value of autonomy, hence they sought to substitute for it other values taken from the arsenal of liberalism. But as we have shown elsewhere, the various attempts undertaken by his critics to base a multicultural framework on liberal principles also run into impasses.
 For the problem with Kymlicka's project, as we will argue, is not its grounding in individual autonomy. The problem is, rather, that he conceives of autonomy in a limited and somewhat formalistic manner, such as suggests itself in liberal discourse. Thus, while we agree with Kymlicka's critics that his notion of autonomy is bound to lead his multiculturalism into contradictions, we do not wish to replace it by another liberal notion. Rather, we suggest that the solution to Kymlicka's problems has to be sought in a redefinition of autonomy. Therefore we wish to lead the debate away from formal definitions of autonomy, rights and liberties towards the conditions of freedom, that is, to the material and institutional means necessary for an effective exercise of a person's private and public autonomy. The presence in a society of any disadvantage in access to such enabling conditions of action makes some people less capable of realizing autonomous choices, and therefore them and their society less free.


Our concern, then, is with the actual practice of freedom by individuals, not only with the existence of a legally protected social space in which they can potentially act without being hindered. Following Amartya Sen we value a person's ability to function as an autonomous agent rather than his or her legal rights. We value, that is, capabilities or competence. For in our view, this is the meaning of valuing individual freedom.
 This, then, is the angle from which we formulate our critique of Kymlicka. We proceed in four steps: first we present the way in which Kymlicka seeks to provide a defense of universal, liberal principles of freedom, while taking note of the cultural embeddedness of individuals. In the second part we present a four-pronged critique of Kymlicka. We show that he has uncritically accepted Rawls’s unfounded claim that a stable cultural context is needed to ensure individual autonomy. We point to the problems of his strict distinction between national minorities—to whom he is ready to accord full minority rights—and immigrant minorities, who in his view neither wish nor deserve them. We demonstrate that he has vacillated between limiting the authority of illiberal groups over their members (as distinguished from their autonomy vis-a-vis the larger society) and allowing such groups at least some leeway in infringing on the rights of their members. In addition, he has placed a great deal of hope on the non-coercive liberalization of illiberal groups. In this he has failed, we argue, to fully realize that liberalization would be tantamount to the same cultural attrition he had sought to protect these groups from. In general, as we explain, the problem with Kymlicka's work is that it is based on narrow and limited conceptions of its central categories, such as cultural embeddedness, power, coercion, free will, and individual autonomy. 

Then, in part three our critique seeks to point to the most crucial issue in which the narrow boundaries of Kymlicka’s multiculturalism vitiate his aim of promoting individual autonomy. His  discussion of multiculturalism remains restricted to two domains—culture and politics—and their interrelation. Of course, multiculturalism deals with the politics of culture; but to ensure individual autonomy and freedom, as Kymlicka seeks to do, multicultural theorists also have to consider the complex relationships between culture, politics and the domain of material—i.e. economic—goods. Thus, we argue that Kymlicka’s aim of furthering individual autonomy and liberty by means of a multicultural framework can only be pursued by placing  both politics and culture within a broader, socio-economic approach.

In outlining the contours of such a socio-economically oriented, or democratic, multiculturalism our main argument is, that only a shift of focus, from a liberal conception of rights to social practices, could make it possible to assess the effects of specific cultural practices on the capabilities of individual members of a minority group. We contend that individual capabilities cannot adequately be assessed by a limited examination of access to and control of cultural goods, such as language. Rather, the value of specific cultural proficiencies in terms of their contribution to individual freedom and autonomy have to be evaluated in terms of their socio-economic effects. At issue, we claim, are not only cultural rights and their effects on self-respect, etc., but, no less importantly, the socio-economic structure faced by members of minority groups and the set of practices available to them, which allow them to take advantage of the opportunities presented to them. Hence we support Nancy Fraser in her demand that multiculturalism broaden its concern from exclusively cultural issues and demands for recognition, to issues of economic and social well-being in general, which have to do with the redistribution of material goods.
 


Finally, in the fourth section of this essay we provide a sketchy analysis of Israel as a multicultural society. We do this in order to illustrate the problems of the liberal approach, that concentrates exclusively on cultural rights, and contrast it with the materialist approach we advocate. Our materialist approach considers the economy as well, and its concern is with individual capabilities for social, political and economic practices, rather than with formal rights only.  It is for this reason that we found it apt to characterize it as ‘democratic multiculturalism’.
I. Kymlicka's Liberal Multiculturalism

The political theory of liberalism is based on an individualist moral ontology that regards individuals as fundamentally equal and as the exclusive ultimate bearers of political and social rights. Therefore, liberal theorists seek to support and enhance the individual autonomy of all, i.e. the capacity of all persons to make their own choices and develop their own individual life plans, by granting them equal civil rights and liberties.


Because they value autonomy, liberal thinkers are committed to tolerating a wide variety of individual life-plans, whether they like them or not. In their view the purpose of the state is to facilitate the varied projects of its citizens, rather than to impose ends of its own, and to restrict them only when they infringe on one another's freedom. The hero of  liberal theory is the deliberative, rights-bearing individual, who entered the stage of political discourse in the West during the seventeenth century, and took up a place in its limelight in the wake of the revolutions of 1776 and 1789. 


In contrast to classical liberals such as John Locke, modern liberals do not adhere to simplistic and atomistic individualism. They acknowledge that their hero is a product of an historical process and of a particular form of culture, which is Western, modern, capitalist, pluralist, science-oriented, tends towards secularism, and values individual choice. Moreover, they also are cognizant of the fact that individuals seek the company and recognition of others. Finally, they assume that the liberal hero respects the law since he or she can only live in a law-governed community, whose regulations safeguard his or her autonomy by imposing obligations on others. In other words, modern liberal theorists are keenly aware that the autonomous individual is socially constructed and embedded—by means of education, laws, and social conventions—and can only live an autonomous life in a society that provides for appropriate forms of social interaction.

Kymlicka's work has become the most widely discussed endeavor to reconcile this brand of liberalism with special minority rights. His aim is to articulate a new, multiculturalist version of liberalism. This multiculturalist liberalism (a) recognizes the social embeddedness of individuals and hence the importance of culture for human autonomy, (b) acknowledges the ethnic and cultural plurality of all societies, including modern, Western ones, and (c) validates non-Western cultures too as providing resources for individual choice.

The question Kymlicka poses himself is: 'How can we defend minority rights within liberalism, given that its moral ontology recognizes only individuals, each of whom is to be treated with equal consideration?'
 He seeks to ground collective rights in those of the individual by arguing that a person's capacity to make autonomous choices about a preferred way of life is culture-dependent. Thus, he makes the existence of a congenial cultural environment a prerequisite for the exercise of the individual right of autonomous or free choice. As Kymlicka puts it: 'only through having a rich and secure cultural structure ... people can become aware, in a vivid way, of the options available to them, and intelligently examine their value'. Hence, concern for cultural structure 'accords with, rather than conflicts with, the liberal concern for our ability and freedom to judge the value of our life-plans'.


As a result, Kymlicka's multicultural liberalism acknowledges the right of pre-modern and non-Western cultures to protection—rather than just tolerance— within the general framework of modern, liberal societies. Like modern liberalism, multicultural liberalism proclaims itself a universalizable ideal, but it does so, somewhat ironically, because it entails special rights for illiberal, pre-modern and non-Western cultures.

Kymlicka has argued that the 'old'—i.e. modern—abstract liberal concept of equal citizenship perpetuates inequalities between groups and individuals. In his view it privileges those who conform to the underlying and for the most part unspoken norms of society, which have been defined and imposed as 'normal' by the dominant group—Western, white, heterosexual, property-owning men—in accordance with their own interests and values. Hence, Kymlicka seeks to reconcile liberal tenets of equality and autonomy with the attribution of special rights to ethnic and national minorities. In fact, he argues that his conception of cultural rights as a primary good was implicitly recognized by John Rawls and could easily be added to his list of primary goods. In his words: 'Rawls's own argument for the importance of liberty as a primary good is also an argument for the importance of cultural membership as a primary good'.


Kymlicka stresses that the primary good being recognized 'is the cultural community as a context of choice, not the character of the community or its traditional ways of life, which people are free to endorse or reject'.
 He uses the term 'culture' to denote a community of belonging, a social framework in which one can experience membership. His argument is that an individual needs to be part of a 'societal culture' in order to acquire the tools necessary for autonomous choice, such as self-respect, a selection of valuable options and different ways of life, a sense of history, personal capacity, agency and identity. In his view, while the specific values, beliefs and rituals of a given culture may change over time, it is important that it continues to exist as 'a viable community of individuals with a shared heritage'.


Like Rawls, Kymlicka stresses that individuals do not decide on their life-plans from scratch, but rather rely on models and ways of life of those who have preceded them.
 Therefore, individuals cannot take their decisions on how to lead their lives in a social and cultural vacuum. In one way or another, the range of options they consider is embedded in their cultural heritage, that is, in the form of life or ethos into which they are born and which determines their sense of who they are to a large degree. Individuals are situated in cultural narratives of various kinds: they live through, and inherit memories of, culturally-specific individual and collective life-experiences which suggest what is worthwhile and valuable, and how they are to choose their ends.

He claims that the ability of members of a minority culture to make choices—that is, make rational life plans and decide what is worthwhile—might be seriously impaired if their cultural heritage and standards of excellence are denigrated or marginalized by a dominant and exclusionary standard of civic virtue, and if their access to role models, cultural norms and values, and participation in the common good are denied. Hence he argues that '[r]espect for the autonomy of the members of minority cultures requires respect for their cultural structure, and that in turn may require special linguistic, educational, and even political rights for minority cultures'.



Kymlicka argues for special cultural rights as part of a liberal theory of equality, claiming that while the culture of the majority is not endangered, the cultural frameworks of traditional minority groups such as aboriginal peoples, are in peril of disintegration if they do not get special protection.
 In order to grant their members the same primary good of autonomy, he deems it necessary to infringe upon the rights of members of the majority culture. Hence he supports aboriginal demands to restrict the property rights of whites in aboriginal land and impose restrictions on migrant workers.


As a whole, Kymlicka is ready to accord three types of rights to the groups he considers national minorities: (1) self-government rights, i.e. some sort of political autonomy or territorial jurisdiction, as well as a veto right over legislation affecting crucial aboriginal interests.
; (2) polyethnic rights (which Kymlicka is ready to grant also to immigrant and ethnic groups, whom he does not regard as national minorities), i.e. state support for special educational institutions, associations and festivals; and (3) special representation rights, i.e. mechanisms that guarantee group representation in order to ensure a voice for minorities and a fair hearing of their concerns in the state's decision-making procedures.



Of course, it is possible to claim that by advancing an ideal of equality among cultures, as Kymlicka does, his multicultural liberalism also promotes a form of Eurocentrism. For by protecting a pluralism of cultures in the name of  individual autonomy, self-criticism, skepticism as to absolutes and ultimate values, rational and secular discourse in matters of politics and society, as well as a readiness to see Western values through the eyes of others and vice versa, Kymlicka preaches the liberal Enlightenment ideals of religious tolerance, individualism and self-reflection. This position, as Leszek Kolakowski has pointed out, maintains 'tacitly or explicitly, that a culture capable of expressing these ideas in a vigorous way, defending them and introducing them, however imperfectly, into its life, is a superior culture'.


Still, in spite of its paradoxes and shortcomings, to be elaborated further below, Kymlicka's work constitutes the most serious attempt so far to articulate principles of multicultural politics in a distinctly liberal key. In many ways he can be said to have stretched the project of liberal multiculturalism to its limit. Precisely for this reason it is necessary and fruitful to critically analyze his work in order to reveal the impasses immanent in this project.

II. Four Limitations Of Kymlicka’s Multiculturalism


In our view, Kymlicka’s argument is composed of four highly questionable components: (a) a universalistic assumption concerning the necessity of a stable cultural context for the development of the individual's autonomous capabilities, which is presented without any empirical or historical support; (b) a rather simplistic, dichotomous distinction between two types of minority groups—immigrants and national minorities; (c) a conceptualization of the relations between state and minority groups that exhibits a limited understanding of the dynamics of power involved; and (d) a concern for the freedom of individuals that reveals an equally shallow view of the power relations between the group and its members.

As evidence for the claim that autonomy, i.e., the capacity to revise one's life-plan by subjecting one's received values and assumptions to critical reflection, is contingent upon membership in a stable culture, Kymlicka refers his readers to Rawls. Neither Kymlicka nor Rawls, however, support their sweeping generalization with any sociological, psychological or historical data. Moreover, neither theorist makes too much of the fact, of which they are clearly aware, that not all cultures foster the ability of individuals to critically appraise and revise received wisdoms and values. More has to be said on the fact that some cultures, however rich they may be, not only fail to do so, but regard the development and use of such critical faculties as a transgression and a threat to the community. Thus, it is not entirely clear, on what basis Rawls and Kymlicka present their claims in a universalistic fashion.


As John Tomasi (1995) has argued, no less persuasively, 'a certain degree of cultural instability—including an instability that affects the deep sources of people's beliefs about value' is a precondition of personal experimentation and critical thinking.
 Moreover, as numerous famous examples have shown, being an outsider to one's own culture as well as to that of the majority, i.e., being marginalized or exiled, may cause many problems, but is not necessarily disadvantageous for individual autonomy as understood by Kymlicka. Pace Rawls and Kymlicka, Jewish intellectuals who have transgressed from an orthodox environment into their surrounding secular, non-Jewish societies, as well as a number of prominent postcolonial intellectuals, have exalted marginality, hybridity, the diaspora, liminality, exile, and even nomadism, as cultural conditions that they consider empowering for critical thinking. Similarly, many of these intellectuals severely criticized approaches that regard societal cultures as primordial givens that deserve protection.



Kymlicka's drastic differentiation between national minorities and immigrant ethnic minorities, which marks his work from its beginnings to his most recent contributions to the debate on Canadian ethnic politics, reflects some of the difficulties he has in coming to terms with the complexities of social life. His concern with cultural rights is directed exclusively at minorities that he declares to be "nations," by which he means previously self-governing, historical communities sharing a distinct culture and living together on a given territory.
 Kymlicka's argument is that such national minorities deserve special minority rights if their incorporation into a larger state has been involuntary, as is the case in conquest or colonialism. Thus, some of his discourse focuses on the rights of indigenous groups, like the Inuit and other native peoples of the Americas. 


In contrast, Kymlicka regards migration as a voluntary act, claiming that immigrants have willingly forsaken their home cultures and have implanted themselves in foreign lands. This act signifies, for Kymlicka, lack of interest on the part of these groups in continuing to belong to their original cultures and a declaration of intent to integrate into the new one. Thus, he denies special cultural rights to immigrants and other minority groups, who arrived as latecomers in a country into which they migrated, rather than having been conquered. He argues that  the receiving societies are only under a moral obligation to allow the immigrants to integrate; they are not obligated to enable them to preserve their cultures of origin.
 The only exception to this rule Kymlicka is willing to consider is in the case of long-settled groups who had been allowed to carry on their illiberal practices for generations.


Of course, Kymlicka realizes that a great number of immigrant groups differ decisively from the example of a middle-class American emigrating to Sweden
 and acknowledges that immigration is often a result of circumstances which threaten the cultural or physical survival of the emigrating group. But, strangely enough, he continues to refer to immigrant groups as minorities who have freely chosen their fate. As he recently put it: 'my approach focuses on two paradigmatic cases — voluntary immigrants and incorporated national minorities — whose histories, current characteristics, and future aspirations are very different'. He acknowledges, however, that as a result of this dichotomous perspective, his framework of analysis fails to provide adequate categories for ethnic minorities such as guest workers in Europe who are prevented from naturalization, or African Americans in the United States. For while African Americans arrived in America after the white settlers, it is evident that their migration was anything but voluntary.


Ultimately, Kymlicka holds that immigrant  minorities do not have to be granted special rights since they do not actually demand self-government as national minorities do.
 In addition, he argues that the wealthy countries of the world have a moral obligation to redistribute their wealth to the poorer countries, and that such a redistribution would eliminate the need for labor migration.


There seem to be a number of fundamental contradictions vitiating the logic of this argument. First, while Kymlicka uses free will as a criterion for the distinction between two types of minority groups and the allocation of cultural rights, he realizes that this criterion does not actually distinguish the groups he wishes to separate from one another. Second, he claims that the cultural rights he does not wish to grant to immigrants have not been claimed by them anyway, thus shifting his focus from the need of minority cultures for legal protection to the absence of an expressed wish or preference for special rights.
 Finally, he makes policy suggestions as to how one might solve the problem of immigrant minorities on the global level, a question that has no bearing on the issue of rights, the issue that he initially raised.


We take Kymlicka's twists and turns as symptoms of the fact, that while he has an astute perception of the problems raised by the attempt to construct a liberal multiculturalism, he lacks the conceptual tools necessary to cope with these problems. His effort is hampered by a limited understanding of power relations, coercion, free will and the inextricable intertwinement of economic and cultural dimensions in social questions.
 


According to Kymlicka's liberal premises, the group as such has no inherent right to self-preservation or perpetuation. Its importance lies exclusively in its function as a facilitator of individual autonomy.
 On the one hand, Kymlicka postulates that liberal neutrality is incapable of guaranteeing the existence of a pluralistic political framework that can provide all people with a range of options for meaningful individual choice. The achievement of liberal aims requires, therefore, the protection of minority cultures 'as an essential component of liberal political practice'.
 On the other hand, however, Kymlicka is also aware that the individual's right to freely choose a way of life may be endangered by the very cultural environment which makes this choice possible in the first place. 


Initially, at least, Kymlicka’s concern for the protection of cultural rights stopped at the point where a group sought to dictate a way of life to its members: 'A liberal theory can accept special rights for a minority culture against the larger community so as to ensure equality of circumstances between them. But it will not justify (except under extreme circumstances) special rights for a culture against its own members'.
 In other words, his concern was to protect 'special' cultural rights, but not 'group' rights. Thus Kymlicka insisted that the valid claims of a minority culture to protection from external social forces did not entail the right to limit the autonomous moral choices of its members.



In line with this reasoning, Kymlicka has stated that 'finding a way to liberalize a cultural community without destroying it is a task that liberals face in every country once we recognize the importance of a secure cultural context of choice'.
 However, there are reasonable logical, as well as historical-empirical, grounds to assume that the liberalization of a culture which is based on illiberal principles may lead to its dissolution as a stable social framework. This means that, from their own perspective, multicultural liberals play with fire when they attempt to liberalize illiberal cultures, since they may always discover ex post factum that they have undermined, rather than reinforced, the necessary conditions for individual autonomy.


Trying to find a way out of this dilemma, Kymlicka seems to have shifted his ground recently. He now argues that while liberals should identify and make known their preferences to illiberal groups in their midst, liberal states should not impose their liberal values on these groups. To support this position, Kymlicka draws a very unlikely analogy between illiberal domestic minorities and foreign sovereign states. Just as in the case of foreign illiberal states liberals would not advocate imposing liberal values by force, except under the most extreme circumstances, so in the case of illiberal ‘national minorities’, he argues, the liberal state should do no more than try to liberalize them by non-coercive persuasion.


As Geoffrey Brahm Levey has pointed out, however, it is out of respect for sovereignty that intervention in the affairs of other states is considered illegitimate,
 whereas the entire problem of cultural rights arises only because national minorities are not sovereign. Thus claiming that minorities should be treated 'as if' they were sovereign when they violate individual rights of their members seems absurd. Kymlicka's analogy challenges the very conception of the sovereign state as it has developed in modern political theory over the past three centuries. Rather than providing a solution to the contradictions of liberal multiculturalism, this analogy testifies to Kymlicka's inability to resolve it. For his argument results in the paradoxical conclusion that a government can, or must, refuse to protect some of its citizens from infringements upon their autonomy, if this infringement is caused by the conventions of an illiberal minority culture that had been given the right to self-government. Non-intervention in the face of illiberal practices violating individual autonomy can thus be justified as a measure of protection for individual autonomy, because it safeguards the cultural context of those citizens whose autonomy has been violated. 



Furthermore, Kymlicka's advocacy of using state power to convince rather than coerce displays a certain naivete concerning the nature of political and cultural exchanges and negotiations. Such transactions allow no clear-cut distinction between agreement, persuasion and coercion, since they take place between very unequal partners and involve the allocation of, and access to, a wide range of powerful material and cultural resources. For instance, no outright coercion is involved in the use of modern technology for the dissemination of global fantasies of upward mobility and success, such as are mass-produced by American television programs. Kymlicka advocates 'temporary measures' to restrict and control the intrusion of Western media into aboriginal cultures, so as to prevent the latter's collapse under the onslaught of Western resources. In fact, he uses some of his strongest language in defense of short-term, illiberal restrictions on liberties for the sake of protecting stable cultural membership.


However, Kymlicka's support of isolated temporary measures does not do justice to the global, structural imbalance between modern and traditional cultures and the immense power exercised by Western mass media. Traditional minority cultures all over the world feel exposed to an incessant impingement of Western symbolic force. Together with poverty and deprivation, this intrusion is one of the causes of illiberal, fundamentalist backlashes which attempt to install emergency measures of defense against what is perceived as symbolic violence inflicted by the West.
 


Kymlicka's limited understanding of the dynamics of cultural and social power downplays not only the difficulties faced by cultural minorities, but also the problem of freedom for individuals within these groups. His concern that a person should be able to freely choose an individual way of life, uncoerced by the group, completely ignores the problematic nature of the formation of choice within any social context. Coercion is the means of last resort for any social body seeking to induce conformity in its members. Much more significant is the very structuring of the self and its socialization through the prevailing norms of the group, a process that takes place throughout a person's life, and not only at the moment one is about to make a particular choice.



Kymlicka views individual freedom through the 'negative' perspective articulated by Isaiah Berlin, that is, as free choice in the absence of external constraints. This conception of freedom relies on what Steven Lukes has called the 'one-dimensional view' of power.
 Thus Kymlicka fails to see that, as a rule, social and cultural domination does not only occur where there is actual, observable conflict, and does not imply tangible impediments and means of direct coercion. Instead, as Lukes has pointed out, various forms of social and cultural domination proceed by 'shaping [people's] perceptions, cognitions and preferences in such a way that they can see or imagine no alternative to it'.
 This more complex view of social domination guided John Stuart Mill in his explanation of why Mormon women consented to polygamy. Mill claimed that only 'the common ideas and customs of the world, which, teaching women to think marriage the one thing needful, make it intelligible that many a woman should prefer being one of several wives to not being a wife at all'.


Through the control of access to means of action and conditions of self-development, such as education, employment and political participation, social groups—or rather, their elites—can deny recalcitrant members the means of realizing socially or culturally deviant choices without having to strip them of their free will or capacity of choice.
 Under such conditions it seems unlikely that one can ensure the ability to make autonomous choices by adding a modern conception of civil rights onto traditional social structures and cultural forms.

III.  From Negative To Positive Freedom
Some of Kymlicka's liberal critics believe that the problem with his project is its grounding in the value of autonomy. Hence they seek to substitute for it other values taken from the liberal arsenal, such as tolerance or respect for the choices of others.
 As we mentioned above, however, we do not believe that the alternatives offered by Kymlicka's liberal critics can solve the problems of multicultural liberalism with which he grapples.


In our view, the problem with Kymlicka's project is not that it is based on the value of individual autonomy. The problem is, rather, that he conceives of autonomy in a limited and formalistic manner, such as suggests itself in liberal discourse. Thus, we propose that the solution to Kymlicka's problems has to be sought in a broader view of autonomy and, therefore, we wish to lead the debate away from formal definitions of autonomy, rights and liberties and towards the conditions of freedom, that is, the material and institutional means necessary for an effective exercise of a person's private and public autonomy. The presence in a society of any disadvantage in access to such enabling conditions of action makes some people less capable of realizing autonomous choices, and, therefore, the society less democratic.



Our concern then is with the actual practice of freedom by individuals, not only with the existence of a legally protected social space in which they can potentially act without being hindered. Following Amartya Sen, we value a person's ability to function as an autonomous agent rather than his or her formal rights. We value, that is, capabilities or competence, for in our view, this is the meaning of valuing individual freedom. As Sen has pointed out, '[t]he capability to function is the thing that comes closest to the notion of positive freedom, and if freedom is valued then capability itself can serve as an object of value and moral importance'.

Berlin, of course, vigorously condemned the positive notion of freedom, arguing that it would lead those who are guided by it down the slippery slope to authoritarianism and coercion, and—despite good intentions—would transform the idea of freedom into a notion that sanctions oppression and violence.
 But as Charles Taylor has pointed out, Berlin's attack is directed at an extreme, caricatural variant of the family of positive conceptions.
 For this family includes all those views of modern political life that owe something to the classical republican tradition, and that imply 'that freedom involves at least partially collective self-rule'.
 In fact, it has been argued that even classical and modern liberal theorists such as John Locke and John Stuart Mill had important elements of positivity in their conceptions of freedom.
 


The main problem with the negative conception of freedom is that ‘the concept of restraint will not capture the ways that people can be manipulated and conditioned in relation to the very makeup of desires and powers’.
  Thus, the  legal protection of the right to choose between different life plans is not a sufficient guarantee of freedom, because the very formulation of the alternatives may be unfree in two important ways: First, people may be influenced by ‘improper socialization’
 in such a way that they cannot rationally comprehend the different courses of action open to them. Second, those courses of action may be themselves unduly limited, for example, by the way resources are distributed in the society. To illustrate, in certain cultures that do not formally prohibit women from pursuing an education, many women may still ‘choose’ not to do so, either because they are tacitly discouraged by their culture (through the diminution of marriage prospects, for example), or because the opportunities for acquiring education are too scarce or too expensive, or both.
 


In lieu of the negative conception of freedom we propose the positive conception of ‘freedom as self-development’ as recently restated by Gould.
  On this conception, freedom consists of three distinct elements, that include the negative notion, but cover a much broader territory and are thus not open to the objections outlined above: (a) choice or intentionality, (b) the development of personal capabilities, and (c) achievement of a person’s long-term goals.
 Gould’s own formulation is worth citing at some length:

This conception, like that of negative freedom, also presupposes that people have the capacity for free choice and for acting to realize their purposes. However, the concept of positive freedom ... emphasizes that in order to effect such choices concretely a wide range of actual options need to be available to people, for only through such activity is self-development possible. Thus this conception stresses the importance of the availability of the objective conditions—both material and social—without which the purposes could not be achieved. Among the material conditions are the means of subsistence as well as the means for labor and for leisure activity. The social conditions include cooperative forms of social interaction, reciprocal recognition of each one’s free agency, and access to training, education, and various social institutions.


Since Gould’s definition of freedom is not procedural, like the negative definition, but rather ‘consequence-sensitive’,
 if not positively consequentialist, it raises all kinds of problems of standards, evaluations and measurements.
  It is not our purpose to contend with these issues in this essay. What we wish to argue here, is only that (a) Gould’s positive conception of freedom could serve as a basis for a more coherent treatment of the issue of cultural rights than the negative one, and (b) Kymlicka himself has implicitly adopted a partially positive conception in his own analysis. 



 Gould does not directly address the question of groups, minority of otherwise, because her discussion is focused on individuals as the ultimate bearers of moral value. But the positive conception of freedom, it has been famously claimed, necessarily leads to collectivist conclusions. While, with Gould, Sen, Christman, and others, we do not feel that the positive conception of freedom must lead to moral collectivism, we do believe that this conception importantly draws our attention to the inevitable social context of all human purposive activity. Again, in Gould’s words:

[Self-developing] individuals are not isolated, but rather are social individuals. That is, they express who they are and become who they want to be in large part through their relations with others. Moreover, many of their actions are such that they are essentially social, that is, they are joint actions that could not be carried out by individuals alone. To this degree, their own self-development depends on these social relations and ... on the extent to which these others are themselves self-developing.

The implications of Gould’s arguments for the issue of cultural rights are quite obvious. Like Kymlicka, she is cognizant of the value of culture, and of social relations in general, for the possibility of individual freedom. Since her conception of freedom is much richer than Kymlicka’s, however, her interest is not limited to cultural matters, but is directed at social and economic issues in general. This, together with the notion of freedom as self-development, provides us with more adequate tools than Kymlicka’s for dealing with the problem of illiberal minority groups. 



In fact, Kymlicka already transgressed Berlin’s strict boundaries of negative liberty when he conflated autonomy with recognition. Furthermore, in his debate with Kukathas over what constitutes a ‘substantial’ right of exit from illiberal minority groups, Kymlicka has specifically noted that there are ‘preconditions for making a meaningful choice’, referring primarily to adequate education.
 Moreover, in exceeding the bounds of negative liberty, Kymlicka may have been following in Rawls's footsteps. Sen has pointed out that, without acknowledging it, Rawls's theory of primary goods has an implicit notion of capabilities. For a primary good is something that enables people to actualize their capacity for reasonable, autonomous choice, and thus refers to positive freedom or capabilities.
 Thus, we agree with Joseph Carens that 'Kymlicka's books . . . provide the materials for a more satisfactory position than the one he himself adopts'.

Contours Of A Democratic Multiculturalism

Because Kymlicka has not consciously transcended the negative conception of freedom, his liberal multiculturalism can address the issue of minority groups' participation in the political sphere solely as a legal and political measure, designed for the collective, cultural self-protection and self-preservation of minorities. Extrapolating from Kymlicka's position, but transgressing its liberal limitations, we would like to propose an alternative approach—which we term 'democratic multiculturalism'—with a much broader concern. Focusing on the extent to which individuals belonging to different cultural groups are capable of equal and meaningful participation in all spheres of social activity, our concern is with the quality of citizenship enjoyed by all members of the society, rather than with rights as such.

This conception of democratic multiculturalism derives from a positive notion of freedom that, as we have pointed out, is implicit in Kymlicka's work but remains unacknowledged and undeveloped because of his liberal commitment. As we understand it, democratic multiculturalism refers to actual cultural, social and political capabilities and practices rather than to formal procedures and principles. Thus, the perspective of democratic multiculturalism is participatory; it cannot be satisfied with the self-protective view of citizenship characteristic of liberal thinking.



A focus on the positive dimension of freedom also draws attention to the intertwinement of culture and economy. By limiting himself to national or ethnic culture as the only relevant social context of individual choice, and marginalizing or ignoring all other cultural contexts—such as social classes, urban neighborhoods or professional communities of discourse
—as well as the effects of economic conditions, Kymlicka has severed the question of freedom and autonomy from the real world. For most minority groups suffer not only from cultural marginalization, but also, and perhaps more basically, from economic exploitation and deprivation, to which the perspective of liberal, pluralist political science tends to turn a blind eye.


Recently, Nancy Fraser has issued a call ‘to link the struggle for recognition to the struggle for redistribution' stressing that 'cultural differences can only be freely elaborated and democratically mediated on the basis of social equality'.
 She opposes what she calls ‘the pluralist version of multiculturalism’ from a socialist perspective, suggesting, instead, to ‘develop an alternative version that permits us to make normative judgments about the value of different differences by interrogating their relation to inequality ... A plausible slogan or watchword for this project is “No recognition without redistribution”’.
  Fraser presents us with the intellectual and practical challenge of, as she puts it: 'developing a critical theory of recognition, one which identifies and defends only those versions of the cultural politics of difference that can be coherently combined with the social politics of equality’.


Aware of the fact that cultural and economic demands inextricably interpenetrate each other, but that demands for cultural recognition cannot be reduced to those of redistribution, or vice versa, Fraser aims to 'develop a more general overarching conception of justice that can encompass both distribution and recognition'.
 In our view, an approach which refers to autonomy in terms of positive, rather than negative freedom can provide the basis for such a conception. Of course, such an approach is not tied to the liberal form of multiculturalism, although it does not necessarily require one to exceed the bounds of liberal theorizing. It does demand, however, the continuous problematization of the relationships between culture and economy, and a consideration of their interrelatedness in each specific case in which claims to cultural rights are made. 


From this angle it becomes possible to consider a number of important questions which are involved in the issue of minority rights, but which cannot be conceptualized within the terms of an economy-blind approach. Only by interrelating economy and culture can one evaluate, for instance, whether the effects of certain cultural rights—such as particular regulations concerning education and language, as well as land rights—are economically and socially empowering for those who are supposed to benefit from them, or whether they disempower them in socio-economic terms, and hence are detrimental to individual autonomy. Similarly, only such a vantage point allows one to contemplate what Wesley Cooper has called the 'culture vulture'  problem, that is, the question whether a certain minority culture might not be 'so different and expensive to maintain that its flourishing would require sacrifices on the part of the majority culture that could not be justified by appeal to justice'.


However, we wish not only to endorse Fraser's suggestion, but to take it a step further. Rawls and Kymlicka speak of 'rich' cultures in the metaphoric sense, without explicating what this richness consists in. Inspired by the work of Pierre Bourdieu, we propose to adopt an economic perspective on the riches of a minority culture, examining its currency, as it were, and its rate of exchange with the cultural currency of the majority, as well as with other values such as material or social capital.


From this Bourdieu-inspired perspective, minority cultures are seen as social fields which are located in a wider socio-economic space that structures the available strategies for the definition of cultural identities and the constraints and opportunities faced by members of minority cultures. Thus, if a minority culture fails to train its members to cope with the demands of modern life and instills types of knowledge and attitudes that alienate them from the surrounding society, they equip their members with cultural currencies that cannot be 'exchanged' outside the narrow confines of the minority group. Though such a culture may be rich in its own terms, that is, possess a long and diverse tradition, it leaves its members poor in terms of capabilities for autonomy.

Thus, under certain circumstances, speaking a 'rich' language which is of no use outside the minority culture may impoverish an individual, that is, not enhance his or her autonomy, but rather inhibit it. One set of circumstances that comes to mind here is when economic opportunities within the minority group are limited and people are forced to seek their livelihood in the larger society. In such a case, being highly educated in the 'rich' minority culture, at the expense of having some basic proficiency in the majority language, can prove a great liability for a person's quest for autonomy. As Carens has pointed out, 'no aboriginal person can routinely expect to communicate with doctors, lawyers, dentists... in her native language, much less to find employment in that language in the economy outside the reserve. There is a deep tension, which aboriginal people experience daily, between secure access to their societal culture ... and access to other primary goods like income, wealth, opportunities, and power'.


In fact, it may even be in the interest of the majority to limit the minority's access to the resources available in the larger society by granting it cultural autonomy. If members of minority cultures are educated in their own language, rather than in the majority language, they may be disadvantaged in competing for educational and employment opportunities. In other words, in certain situations cultural autonomy may function as a form of economic and cultural segregation.


To sum up: democratic multiculturalism postulates that when culture is checked for its effects on individual autonomy, it has to be examined in terms of the social, economic and political capabilities it provides for individuals and thus in terms of the social, economic and political practices it enables, furthers or prevents. Therefore, democratic multiculturalism situates culture within a wider social framework that includes the economy, and vis-a-vis the cultural currency that is used in the majority culture. As against all forms of segregation, democratic multiculturalism endorses group representation for the purpose of creating a diversified common culture, which allocates minorities a place in the shared public sphere.
 Rather than the legal protection of certain minority rights, the aim of democratic multiculturalism is the construction of a plural, participatory, common culture based on equal and meaningful citizenship for all.
IV. Israel As A Multicultural Society

To illustrate the differences between liberal and democratic multiculturalism we will briefly review now the situation of four cultural minority groups in Israel— Palestinian-Arab citizens, mizrahim (Jews originating in Moslem countries), haredim (ultra-orthodox religious Jews) and national-religious Jews (moderately orthodox and nationalist)—and assess how their respective situations would be evaluated by the two perspectives. We use "minority" in the sociological sense, as mizrahim are hardly a minority in Israel in a numerical sense. Moreover, we are aware that in Kymlicka's terms only the rights of the Palestinians, who are an indigenous group, should be of concern to liberal multiculturalists. Mizrahim, like all other Jews, are immigrants to Israel, while the two religious groups do not differ ethnically from the dominant Jewish majority, but only in terms of their greater religiosity. 


However, rather than being constrained by Kymlicka’s dichotomous analytic framework, that divides all ethnic groups into immigrant latecomers, who neither deserve nor wish national rights, and conquered, prior inhabitants who are entitled to them, we wish to expose its limitations. For Kymlicka’s framework that, by his own admission, excludes African-Americans, guest workers, and many other groups, is problematic even in the Canadian context.
 Moreover, Kymlicka’s dichotomy can be  legitimately ignored in our case, since we invoke the Israeli example for one purpose only: to illustrate the limitations of a purely cultural outlook that is blind to the intertwinement of economic, cultural and social factors in the question of minority rights. 


Israel's Palestinian citizens (as distinguished from the non-citizen Palestinians residing in the occupied territories and in the areas under the control of the Palestinian National Authority) possess, formally at least, equal liberal citizenship rights as individuals. As a group, however, they are barred from participation in determining the common good of society, which is still highly Jewish and communitarian in orientation. In certain areas, primarily religion and education, Israel's Palestinian citizens enjoy limited autonomy, the most important aspect of which is that Palestinian children are educated in separate state schools and in their own language, Arabic, up to the end of their secondary education.
 


As Rebecca Kook is arguing in this volume, and as can be attested by many faculty members in Israel's colleges and universities, graduates of the separate Palestinian school system suffer from a lack of sufficient proficiency in Hebrew, the majority language used in business, government and higher education. Since fully fifty percent of the Palestinians are employed in the larger, that is Jewish, labor market, this handicap affects their chances of success and is among the important reasons, although by no means the only one, for their social and economic inferiority.
 Thus, while the state could be said to recognize the cultural rights of Palestinians, this recognition functions as a tool of cultural and economic exclusion and of political domination. (It could be, and has been argued, correctly, that Palestinian citizens do not control their separate school system, and that the system is seriously underfinanced, relative to its Jewish counterpart.
 It is doubtful, however, whether the rectification of these injustices would significantly enhance the capacity of the graduates of these schools to function in the larger, Jewish society.)


Mizrahim are not accorded any cultural autonomy as such, and state policy towards them has been culturally assimilationist and politically and economically exclusionary. While mizrahim have bitterly complained about the denigration of their culture, and some efforts have been made to preserve and enhance it, initially they sought not cultural autonomy but integration into the mainstream of society, as individuals, on better terms than those offered them by the dominant ashkenazi (European) Jews. This attitude was consonant with Kymlicka's expectations from immigrant groups. And indeed, the culturally assimilationist and selectively cooptative policy of the state has enabled about one third of the mizrahim  to integrate into the mainstream, economically and politically. The others, and especially the lower third, in socio-economic terms, have launched a very successful effort in recent years to organize themselves autonomously on the model of the haredim.
 
Haredim have total control over their own communal affairs, most importantly their educational systems, that are financed by the state without being subject to state supervision. In order to help them further to preserve their culture, that had been nearly decimated in the Holocaust, haredim have been granted other privileges as well, such as exemption from military service for women and deferment for yeshiva (Talmudic academy) students. The latter provision has made all haredi males of draft age enroll in yeshivot, causing the number of yeshiva students to exceed anything ever known in Jewish history. 


The deferment from military service, which is granted only to full-time yeshiva students, and becomes an exemption at the age of forty-one, has created a situation of prolonged dependency of young haredi males on their communal religious authorities. Since they cannot join the labor market or receive secular education or occupational training until the age of forty-one, these young men depend on state subsidies administered by their religious elders (and on their wives' earnings) for their livelihood. The yeshiva authorities also have to certify that a person is indeed enrolled there, which gives them added power over their students. These powers are used to ensure conformity with communal codes and prevent exit from the community into the larger society.
 


Finally, the national-religious (religious Zionist) community also enjoys educational autonomy within a special system of state schools it effectively controls. These schools, however, teach secular, as well as religious subjects, and their male graduates are not exempted from military service. Graduates who go on to yeshivot have a special arrangement whereby they can combine higher religious studies with a shortened military service, which some of them do in their own separate units. Since this community prepares its youth for life in a modern secular society, and belonging to it does not confer any special privileges, other than cultural preservation, the communal authorities have no power, but religious ideology, over their members and cannot prevent their exit into the larger society.


If we evaluate these four types of arrangements from the two perspectives we juxtapose here, we will arrive at strikingly different judgments. Both liberal and democratic multicultural perspectives will agree that the rights granted the national-religious community are the most satisfactory, since they combine cultural preservation with the development of individual capacity. But this is the easiest case, since the cultural divergence of the national-religious from the larger society which, like them, is Jewish and ashkenazi-dominated, is the smallest. Beyond that, from a liberal perspective of cultural preservation, the autonomy granted the haredim must be judged a striking success. For haredi culture has not only been preserved but has experienced an astonishing revival. However, such an assessment would have to ignore the fact that the autonomy granted the haredim has seriously harmed the capabilities of their individual members to function as productive citizens in the larger society. 


From Kymlicka's perspective even the "autonomy" granted citizen Palestinians must be judged better than the assimilationist policies adopted towards mizrahim, although, individually, the latter are much more capable of functioning successfully in the society than the former. Alternatively, Kymlicka could consider the mizrahim to be immigrants and approve of their assimilation. This would be an awkward, if factually correct choice, in a society where all Jews are immigrants, and would also contradict the current effort of many mizrahim to set up autonomous institutions.


Kymlicka's liberal multiculturalism proves to be of little value, then, in rendering a coherent moral evaluation of the arrangements made with regard to cultural minorities in Israel, a society that, with some straining, could be considered a Western liberal democracy. From a democratic multiculturalist perspective, the situation of all minority groups in Israel, save the national-religious, will be found wanting, although in varying degrees. Democratic multiculturalists would like to see all minority groups granted the means to establish autonomous cultural institutions on a voluntary basis. However, forcing members of minority groups into separate institutions, whether by law as in the case of the Palestinians, or by excessive privileges as in the case of the haredim, and thus harming their ability to function in the larger society, is anti-participatory, and hence a condemnable practice. From this perspective, denigrating a minority culture and denying its members the means to establish autonomous institutions, while allowing significant numbers of its members to integrate into the mainstream of society, is not to be recommended, but is still preferable to forcibly keeping all of them in separate autonomous institutions.


Democratic multiculturalism, we realize, does not provide clear, universalizable policy guidelines that can be relied upon in every instance. But it does draw our attention to two important points neglected by Kymlicka's doctrine: the need to consider people's overall life chances when discussing their personal autonomy; and the importance of involving all members of society in the democratic process of shaping its culture and way of life. At the very least, democratic multiculturalism cautions us against reifying 'culture' and attributing a higher moral value to forms of consciousness than to the actual human beings who carry these forms of consciousness in their heads.

Conclusion


Liberal multiculturalism is beset by serious problem when it comes to consider the proper attitude that should be taken by the liberal state towards illiberal minorities in its midst. If, as Kymlicka has argued, group cultural rights are justified only because, and hence only to the extent that, they enhance individual autonomy, then groups that discourage autonomy, namely, most minority groups in the real world, should not be granted these rights. If they are granted these rights, as Kymlicka thinks they should, how can individual members be protected from encroachment by the group against their autonomy? Non-coercive liberalization, Kymlicka's most coherent answer, doubly defeats his purpose: it can cause the groups to disintegrate, while failing to protect their individual members in the process.


At the root of the problem, we have argued, is the liberal commitment to the negative conception of freedom, that restricts the understanding of autonomy even of liberal thinkers, such as Rawls and Kymlicka, whose thought may contain unacknowledged elements of the positive conception. If we openly adopt a broader, positive notion of freedom, however, a notion that stresses capabilities, rather than lack of restraints, as the key standard of liberty, then we may be able to evaluate the extent to which various cultural practices enhance or inhibit individual freedom, and hence what cultural practices should be protected and encouraged by a liberal democratic state.

Once we begin to think in terms of capabilities and practices it becomes clear that culture is only one of many socio-economic conditions that affect individual freedom and autonomy. No less important are the economic opportunities that are available in any particular society. Since democratic multiculturalism, the alternative we favor, is not constricted by the narrow, negative conception of freedom, it can take all relevant factors into account when considering which minority cultural practices deserve to be protected and which do not. 



Furthermore, as we have pointed out, the orientation of democratic multiculturalism towards minority cultures is participatory, rather than protective. It is concerned not only with  the negative task of preservation, but with the positive ability of members of minority groups to be productively involved in the economic and cultural life of the larger society. If guided by democratic multiculturalism, the outcome of this involvement should not be the assimilation of minority cultures but rather the development of a richer, pluralistic culture encompassing the society as a whole.
NOTES

� 	No senior author.


� 	Will Kymlicka, Liberalism, Community and Culture (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989); 'Liberal Individualism and Liberal Neutrality', Ethics, Vol. 99 (1989), pp. 883-905; 'Individual and Community Rights', in J. Baker (ed.), Group Rights (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1994); Multicultural Citizenship (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995); 'Do We Need a Liberal Theory of Minority Rights?', Constellations Vol. 4 (1997), pp. 72-87; Finding Our Way: Rethinking Ethnocultural Relations in Canada (Toronto: Oxford University Press, 1998); ‘Modernity and National Identity’, in this volume.


� 	Jose Brunner and Yoav Peled, 'Das Elend des Liberalen Multikulturalismus: Kymlicka und seine Kritiker', Deutsche Zeitschrift fur Philosophie, forthcoming; ‘On Autonomy, Capabilities and Democracy: A Critique of Liberal Multiculturalism’, in Menachem Mautner, Avi Sagi and Ronen Shamir (eds.), Multiculturalism in a Democratic and Jewish State (Tel Aviv, Ramot, 1998) (in Hebrew).


� 	See Amartya Sen, ‘Rights and Capabilities’, in T. Honderich (ed.), Morality and Objectivity (London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1985), p. 138.


� 	Nancy Fraser, ‘From Redistribution to Recognition? Dilemmas of Justice in a “Post-Socialist Age"’,  New Left Review 212 (1995), pp. 68-93.


� 	Kymlicka, Liberalism, Community and Culture, p. 162.


� 	Ibid., pp. 165, 167.


� 	Ibid., p. 166; see also p. 178.


� 	Ibid., p. 172.


� 	Ibid., p. 168.


� 	Ibid., p. 178; John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1971), pp. 563-564. 


� 	Kymlicka, Liberalism, Community and Culture,  p. 165; see also Joseph Raz, 'Multiculturalism: A Liberal Perspective', Dissent, Vol. 41 (1994), p. 71.


� 	Kymlicka, 'Liberal Individualism and Liberal Neutrality', p. 183; see also Jose Brunner and Yoav Peled, 'Rawls on Respect and Self-Respect: An Israeli Perspective', Political Studies, Vol. 44 (1996), pp. 287-302.


� 	Kymlicka, Ibid., p. 189.


� 	Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship, p. 43.


� 	Kymlicka, Liberalism, Community and Culture, p. 147.


� 	Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship, pp. 26-33, 75-151. 


� 	Leszek Kolakowski, 'Looking for the Barbarians: The Illusions of Cultural Universalism', in Modernity on Endless Trial (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990), p. 22. 


� 	John Tomasi, 'Kymlicka, Liberalism, and Respect for Cultural Minorities', Ethics, Vol. 105 (1995), p. 591.


� 	See, e.g., Edward Said, Representations of the Intellectual: The 1993 Reith Lectures (London: Vintage, 1993); Fred Dallmayr, (1997), 'The Politics of Nonidentity: Adorno, Postmodernism — And Edward Said', Political Theory, Vol. 25 (1997), pp. 33-56.


� 	Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship, pp. 10-11.


� 	Ibid., pp. 95-98.


� 	Ibid., p. 170.


� 	Ibid., p. 99.


� 	Kymlicka, 'Do We Need a Liberal Theory of Minority Rights?', pp. 77-79.


� 	Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship, pp. 11, 15.


� 	Ibid., p. 99.


� 	See M. Galenkamp, 'The Rationale of Minority Rights: Wishes Rather Than Needs?', in J. Raikka (ed.) Do We Need Minority Rights? (The Hague, Martinus Nijhoff, 1996.(


� 	Cf. Geoffrey Brahm Levey, 'Equality, Autonomy, and Cultural Rights', Political Theory, Vol.  25 (1997), pp. 218-219.


� 	Bhikhu Parekh, ‘Dilemmas of a Multicultural Theory of Citizenship’, Constellations, Vol. 4 (1997), p. 56.


� 	Kymlicka, Liberalism, Community and Culture, p. 164.


� 	Will Kymlicka, 'The Rights of Minority Cultures: Reply to Kukathas', Political Theory, Vol. 20 (1992), p. 142.


� 	Kymlicka, Liberalism, Community and Culture, pp. 195-198.


� 	Ibid., p. 170.


� 	Ibid., pp. 163-170.


� 	Levey, , 'Equality, Autonomy, and Cultural Rights', p. 227.


� 	Kymlicka, Liberalism, Community and Culture, p. 170.


� 	Benjamin R. Barber, Jihad vs. McWorld: How Globalism and Tribalism are Reshaping the World, New York: Ballantine, 1995.


� 	Steven Lukes, Power: A Radical View (London: Macmillan, 1974), pp. 11-15.


� 	Ibid., p. 24.


� 	John Stuart Mill, On Liberty (Harmondsworth, Penguin, 1984 [1859]), p. 161.


� 	See Carol Gould, Rethinking Democracy: Freedom and Social Cooperation in Politics, Economy, and Society (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1990),  p. 43.


� 	Chandran Kukathas, 'Are there any Cultural Rights?, Political Theory, Vol. 20 (1992), pp. 105-139; 'Cultural Toleration', in Ian Shapiro and Will Kymlicka (eds.)  Ethnicity and Group Rights (New York and London: New York University Press, 1997): Yael Tamir, 'Two Concepts of Multiculturalism', Journal of Philosophy and Education, Vol. 29 (1995), pp. 161-172, respectively.


� 	Sen, ‘Rights and Capabilities’, p. 138.


� 	Isaiah Berlin, ‘Two Concepts of Liberty’, in Four Essays on Liberty (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 1969[1958]), pp. 132-133.


� 	Charles Taylor, ‘What’s Wrong With Negative Liberty’, in Philosophy and the Human Sciences: Philosophical Papers II (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1985), p. 211.


� 	Ibid., p. 214.


� 	S.J. Heyman, ‘Positive and Negative Liberty’, Chicago-Kent Law Review, Vol. 68 (1992), pp. 81-89; cf. Mill’s discussion of Mormon women, above.


� 	J. Christman, ‘Liberalism and Individual Positive Freedom’, Ethics, Vol. 101 (1991), p. 344.


� 	Carol Gould, Rethinking Democracy, p. 56.


� 	See ibid., pp. 36-38.


� 	Gould, Rethinking Democracy.


� 	Ibid., pp. 46-48.


� 	Ibid., p. 41.


� 	Sen , ‘Rights and Capabilities’, p. 136.


� 	See Martha Nussbaum and Amartya Sen (eds.), The Quality of Life (New York,1993).


� 	Gould, Rethinking Democracy, p. 49.


� 	Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship,  pp. 234-235 n18; 'The Rights of Minority Cultures: Reply to Kukathas', p. 143.


� 	Sen, ‘Rights and Capabilities’, p. 142.


� 	John H. Carens, 'Liberalism and Culture', Constellations, Vol. 4 (1997), p. 44;


� 	cf. Rainer Forst, ‘Foundations of a Theory of Multicultural Justice’, Constellations, Vol. 4 (1997), pp. 67-68. 


� 	See Brian Walker, 1997. "Plural Cultures, Contested Territories: A Critique of Kymlicka," Canadian Journal of Political Science, Vol. 30 (1997), pp. 211-234; Andre Marmor, (1998), 'Equality and Minority Cultures', Paper Presented at the International Conference on 'Multicultural Democracy', Ramat Gan, 1998.


� 	Cf. Walker, ‘Plural Cultures, Contested Territories’.


� 	Nancy Fraser, ‘From Redistribution to Recognition?’, p. 71.


� 	Ibid., p. 72.


� 	Ibid., p. 69.


� 	Nancy Fraser, 'A Rejoinder to Iris Young', New Left Review, 223 (1997), p.127.


� 	W.E. Cooper, 'Culture Vultures and the Re-Enchantment of Citizenship', in J. Raikka )ed.) Do We Need Minority Rights? (The Hague, Martinus Nijhoff, 1996), p. 26.


� 	Pierre Bourdieu,, Language and Symbolic Power (Cambridge, Polity, 1991), pp. 229-231.


� 	Carens, ‘Liberalism and Culture’, p. 43.


� 	See Rebecca Kook, ‘Towards The Rehabilitation Of “Nation Building”


and The Reconstruction Of Nations’, in this volume.


� 	Iris MarionYoung, Justice and the Politics of Difference (Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1990); ‘Deferring Group Presentation’, in Ian Shapiro and Will Kymlicka (eds.), Ethnicity and Group Rights (New York, New York University Press, 1997); 'A Multicultural Continuum: A Critique of Will Kymlicka's Ethnic-Nation Dichotomy', Constellations, Vol. 4 (1997), pp. 48-53.


� 	Carens, ‘Liberalism and Culture’; Walker, ‘Plural Cultures’.


� 	Sammy Smooha, Israel: Pluralism and Conflict (Berkeley, University of California Press, 1978); ‘Minority Status in an Ethnic Democracy: The Status of the Arab Minority in Israel’, Ethnic and Racial Studies, Vol. 13 (1990), pp. 389-413; Yoav Peled, 'Ethnic Democracy and the Legal Construction of Citizenship: Arab Citizens of the Jewish State', American Political Science Review, Vol. 86 (1992), pp. 432-443.


� 	Noah Lewin-Epstein and Moshe Semyonov, The Arab Minority in Israel’s Economy (Boulder, Westview Press, 1993).


� 	Majid Al-Haj, Education, Empowerment and Control: The Case of the Arabs in Israel (Albany, NY, SUNY Press, 1995).


� 	Smooha, Israel: Pluralism and Conflict; Hannah Herzog, ‘Ethnicity as a Product of Political Negotiation: The Case of Israel’, Ethnic and Racial Studies, Vol. 7 (1984), pp. 517-533; Shlomo Swirski, The Oriental Majority (London, Zed, 1989); Yoav Peled, ‘Ethnic Exclusionism in the Periphery: The Case of Oriental Jews in Israel’s Development Towns’, Ethnic and Racial Studies, Vol. 13 (1990), pp. 345-367; ‘Towards a Redefinition of Jewish Nationalism in Israel? The Enigma of Shas’, Ethnic and Racial Studies, Vol. 21 (1998), pp. 703-727; Yinon Cohen and Yitzhak Haberfeld, ‘Second-Generation Immigrants in Israel: Have the Ethnic Gaps in Schooling and Earning Declined?’ Ethnic and Racial Studies, Vol 21 (1998), pp. 507-528.


� 	Stuart Cohen, ‘The Scroll or the Sword? Dilemmas of Religion and Military Service in Israel (Harwood, 1997), pp. 85-101.


� 	Cf. Yossi Yonah, ‘Fifty Years Later: The Scope and Limits of Liberal Democracy in Israel’, Constellations, forthcoming.





20
33

