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becomes so marginalized that it is likely to survive only amongst a
small élite, or in a ritualized form, or in isolated rural areas, not as
a living and devcloping language underlying a flourishing culture.
Government decisions about the languige of public schooling and

public administration are in effect decisions
groups will survive.

about which langudge

In the United States, the result of these decisions was to establish
the hegemony of English. Nor was this just an unintended or acci-
dental by-product—it was the express 2im of government decisions
to establish this hegemony. These decisions werc all made with the

intention of promoting integration into w

hat I call a ‘societal culture’.

By a societal culture, I mean a territorially-concentrated culture,
centred on a shared language which is used in a wide range of soci-
etal institutions, in both public and private life—schools, media, law,
economy, government, etc.—covering the full range of human activ-
ities, including social, educational, religious, recreational, and eco-
nomic life. I call it a societal culture to emphasize that it involves a
common language and social institutions, rather than common reli-
gious beliefs, family customs, or personal lifestyles. Societal cultures
within a modern liberal democracy are inevitably plu ralistic, contain-
ing Christians as well as Muslims, Jews, and atheists; heterosexuals
as well as gays; urban professionals as well as rural farmers; conser-

vatives as well as socialists. Such diversity is

the inevitable result of

the rights and freedoms guaranteed to liberal citizens—including
freedom of conscience, association, speech, political dissent, and
rights to privacy—particularly when combined with an ethnically

¢ #* diverse population.

The American government has deliberately promoted integra-
tion into such a societal culture—that s, it has encouraged citizens to
view their life-chances as tied up with participation in common soci-
etal institutions that operate in the English language. All levels of
American government—federal, state and municipal—have insisted
that there is a legitimate public interest in promoting a common lan-
guage, and the Supreme Court has repeatedly affirmed that claim in
upholding laws that mandate the teaching and use of English in
schools and government functions.’ Nor is the United States unique

in this respect. Promoting integration into a

societal culture is part of

a ‘nation-building’ project that all liberal democracies have engaged

in. Indeed, many other Western countries

have been much more

aggressive and coercive in their attempts at nation-building.
Obviously, the sense in which English-speaking Americans share a

common “culture’ is a very thin one, since

it does not preclude dif-

T ;
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far ; ;s .
nﬂ MWMMw m:mwnwwwmoﬁ.. _uaaod.m_ré_cmm. family relationships or lifestyle
. Indeed, this use of the term ‘culture’ is | i
es. . ture’ is in conflict with
c : ¢ term ‘cu ith the
m:.r%,,_._.ma_m M_ﬂ.n__w in Mdo.ﬂ ..F...A...E_n disciplines, where culture is defined
Toirie Mnc h. ; ﬁ.v.:cmﬁmmr_n sensc, referring to the sharing of specific
- s, habits, and rituals. Citiz f i
o : ens of a modern liberal state
e a commeon culture in such a thick i
Lo a thick, ethnographic sense.
e LnnMnm iw:n anmcsannﬁm_w._ nm”c nature of modern mﬂﬁw&nm_&nm
very ditferent, and thinner, i ich
e » conception of culture, which
foet On_”mnmﬂ: w: ncEJcn _mmmﬂmmn and societal institutions. aﬂ.“mn this
s on culture is thin, it is far from trivi
ort of , it is 2 rivial. On the
o ! contra
mOn_m “Mn”wﬁ.wa_ﬂﬁ mnnmﬂw__..um to integrate people irto such a non.E.HMW
re have often been met with seri 1
S culture b ous resistance. Although
_ : ou
mﬂﬁmﬂﬂon in this sense leaves a great deal of roomfor both the w:vmo
o:@ ru:m expression of individual and collective differences, some
m”.miﬁnﬂ nw_u.qmm._mcwmwrnwmmm ﬁ&._awum:ﬂ_w rejected the idea that they should
. -chances as tied up with the societa] instituti
a:mwnm in the majority’s language. ABTIOA(
. i«.”m._ :%a% to Hnm_umnamnrw _wmam of an ‘ethneculturally neutral’
ew model of a liberal democrati
called the ‘naton-building’ i SRR b e
uilding’ model. While the i
1 s e idea of a cul 11
o 1 ~ultura
oaﬂ___ﬂ.mm.cmnnﬂn is a myth, this is not to say that governments nmﬂ
nmmmwﬂw nﬂ%ﬁ”n one mﬂenﬂ_ culture. It is possible for government poli-
es 1 urage the sustaining of two or i
within a single country—i i s
—indeed, as I discuss below, this i i
what characterizes multinati : i e el
: ultination stat i i
ks i es like Canada, Spain, Belgium, or
How i i
r»ﬁﬂ HMHWHMM M.MM .wm.__ﬂ on.»nuﬁrm_.. virtually all iberal democracies
: ittuse a single societal culture th i
territory. They have all en in thi i
: gaged in this process of ‘nati ilding’
: : nation-building’—
nﬂﬂ” M..un ?dnwrmm o“. promoting a common language, and a mnnmm of
membership in, and equal acces ial instituti
on m s to, the social
¢ 1 A institutions
; MM.MM_MMMJ ﬁr».n _M.Mmcmmmu Decisions regarding official languages
ulum in education, and the requi iri .
( . irements for ac i
izenship, have all been made wi it e
e with the express intenti iffusi
: on of diffusi
particular culture throughout soci i s
. ! ociety, and of promot i
national identity based on participation i _u B v
participation in that societal cul
common—tools’ of nation-building i i b o
- ing in the West have 1
i : c est have included the
a national media, the adopti i
: option of national
and holidays, the renami . v S
7 aming of streets, towns i
: - stre and topographi -
nmmmm. such as rivers or mountains, in the En_.owﬂw _Eww» mn HM En a0y
ria 7_%0 majority heroes or events, and so on.* ¢ il
oreover, in some countries, these nation-building policies have
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2. The Myth of Ethnoculiural Neutrality

As | noted earlier, Western theorists have had little explicit to say
about how a democratic state should deal with ethnocultural diver-
sity. But in so far as they had an answer at all, it was that the state
should be ‘neutral’ with respect to ethrocultural differences. Liberal
states should be ‘neutral’ with respect to the ethnocultural identities
of their citizens, and indifferent to the ability of ethnocultural groups
to reproduce themselves over time. O this view, liberal states treat
culture in the same way as religion—that is, as something which
people should be free to pursue in their private life, but which is not
the concern of the state, so long as they respect the rights of others.
Just as liberalism precludes the establishment of an official religion,
so too there cannot be official cultures that have preferred status over

other possible cultural allegiances.

For example, Michael Walzer argues that liberalism involves 2
“sharp divorce of state and ethnicity’”. The liberal state stands above
all the various ethnic and national groups in the country, ‘refusing to
endorse or support their ways of life or to take an active interest in
their social reproduction’. Instead, the state is ‘neutral with reference
to language, history, literature, calendar’ of these groups. He says the
clearest example of such a neutral liberal state is the United States,
whose ethnocultural neutrality is reflected in the fact that it has no
constitutionally recognized official language (Walzer 1992a: 100-1;

cf. Walzer 1992b: 9).
Indeed, some theorists argue that this is
guishes liberal ‘civic nations’ from illiberal

precisely what distin-
‘ethnic nations’. Ethnic

nations take the reproduction of a particular ethnonational culture

and identity as one of their most important

goals. Civic nations, by

contrast, are neutral with respect to the ethnocultural identities of
their citizens, and define national membership purely in terms of
adherence to certain principles of democracy and justice (Pfaff 1993:

162; Ignatieff 1993).

This principle of ethnocultural neutrality has often been cited in the
West as grounds for rejecting any claims by minorities for distinctive
rights that go beyond the standard set of individual civil and political
rights accorded to all citizens. Providing explicit recognition or rights
to a minority group, on this view, is a radical departure from the

traditional neutrality of the liberal state.
There is growing recognition, however,

that this idea of ethno-

cultural neutrality is simply a myth. Indeed, the claim that liberal-

democratic states—or ‘civic nations’—are €

thnoculturally neutral is
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manifestly false, both historically and conceptually. The religion

Emmm_. .ﬂ:n_.__ its strict separation of church and state, is altogether

misleading as an account of the relationship between the liberal-

democratic state and ethnocultural groups. .

‘Consider the actual policies of the United States, which is the
allegedly prototypically ‘neutral’ state. Firstly, it is a legal require-
ment for children to learn the English language in schools mnnm:&
it is a legal requirement for immigrants over the age of 50 to —m»nﬂ
the English language to acquire American citizenship. Thirdly, it
is a de .\._n&.m requirement for employment in or for mce,nn;:._wzﬂ
that the applicant speak English. Fourthly, decisions about the bound-
aries of state governments, and the timing of thei- admission into the
WM_WM.M"__ME, were deliberately made to ensure that anglophones
mnmmwmaoﬂ w majority within each of the fifty states of the American

These decisions about the language of education and government
employment, the requirements of citizenship, and the drawing of
internal boundaries, are profoundly important. They are not mmo_mﬂnn_
exceptions to some norm of ethnocultural neutrality. On the contr
they are tightly interrelated. and together they hive shaped the dMQ.
structure of the American state, and the way the state mn.cngmm
_«.cn.nmw. "They have played a pivotal role in determining which ethno-
inguistic groups prosper, and which ones diminish.

_One of the most important determinants of whether a culture sur-
vives is whether its language is a language of government—that is
whether its language is used in public schooling, courts _nmw_mgn%
welfare agencies, health services etc. Having ﬁczmn_w-mﬂ:&nn— educa-
tion in one’s mother tongue is crucial, since it guirantees the passin
on of the language and its associated traditions to the next mnamuuacnm
And since governments account for 40-50 per cent of GNP in most
Western countries, the language of government employment and con-
tracts is also a major factor in determining which language groups
prosper and which diminish. And in countries where EEEM% m-.mwiw.w
is compulsory, the language of army units has plyed a similar role
Compulsory military service in French-language army units was
pivotal in turning ‘peasants into Frenchmen’, as a famous study of
anwwwﬂ:m”u:&aa put it (Weber 1976), just as mandatory mngmoﬁ in

-language army units remai i i
EM@»&oaﬂnmw —umﬂa_ BMS.. ts remains an important tool of national

_Given the spread of standardized and compulso 1
high demands for literacy in work, and immnumm.nn&nmnﬂ_%mmﬂ_ﬂﬂ?ﬂmww
government agencies, any language which is not a public language



20 Western Political Theory and Eibnic Relations

been strikingly successful in extending a common societal culture
throughout the entire territory of the state. Consider France or Italy.
Who could have predicted in 1750 that virtually everyone within the
current boundaries of France or Italy would share a common language
and sense of nationhood? Other paradigmatic ‘nation-states’ in the
West include Portugal, England, and Germany. There are other coun-
tries, as we’ll see in the next section, where certain minorities have
strongly and successfully resisted nation-building pelicies. But the
quest to become a nation-state has been, and remains, a powerful one
in most Western democracies.

Why has the implementation of lberal-democratic principles, and
the consolidation of liberal-democratic states, been so closely tied
historically to the promotion of a common national language and
societal culture? This is a profoundly important question, yet it has
been almost entirely ignored by liberal political theorists. None of the
major figures in the liberal tradition has engaged in a sustained dis-
cussion of the justification or goals of nation-building policies, or of
the limits on its permissible forms. Zor example, is it permissible for
a liberal state to insist that immigrants learn the majority language as
a condition of citizenship? One looks in vain for a discussion of this
or other nation-building policies in Locke, Kant, Mill, Popper, Rawls,
or Dworkin. This is a major gap in liberal theory, and much work
remains to be done in filling it.*

One might think that this nation-building is purely a matter of cul-
tural imperialism or ethnocentric prejudice. But many recent liberal
theorists—known as ‘liberal nationalists™—argue that this sort of
nation-building serves a number of important and legitimate de-
mocratic goals.” For example, a modern economy requires a mobile,
educated, and literate workforce. Standardized public education in
a common language has often been seen as essential if all citizens are
to have equal opportunity to work in this modern economy. Indeed,
equal opportunity is often defined precisely in terms of equal access
to mainstream institutions operating in the dominant language.

Also, participation in a common societal culture has often been seen
as essential for generating solidarity within modern democratic states.
The sort of solidarity required by a welfare state requires that citizens
have a strong sense of common identity and membership, so that
they will make sacrifices for each other, and this common identity
is assumed to be facilitated by a common language. Moreover, a
common language has been seen as essential to democracy—how can
‘the people’ govern together if they cannot understand one another?
In short, promoting integration into a common societal culture has

Will Kymlicka 21

been seen as essential to social equality and political cohesion in
modern states.

In these and other ways, nationhood can te seen, in Canovan’s
words, as ‘the battery’ which makes Western states run: the existence
of a common national identity motivates citizeas to act for common
political goals (Canovan 1996: 80). Modern states need to be able to
mobilize citizens in pursuit of a wide range of goals—as Cairns
and Williams put it, ‘what the state needs from the citizenry cannot

e secured by coercion, but only cooperation and self-restraint in
the exercise of private power’ (Cairns and Williams 1985: 43)—and
nationalism is one of the most effective means of mobilizing citizens.
The “battery” of nationalism can be used to promote liberal goals—
such as social justice, democratization, equelity of opportunity,
economic development—or illiberal goals—chauvinism, xenophobia,
militarism, and unjust conquest. The fact that the battery of nation-
alism can be used for so many functions helps to explain why it has
been so ubiquitous. Liberal reformers invoke nationhood to mobilize
citizens behind projects of social justice such as comprehensive health
care or public schooling; illiberal authoritarians invoke nationhood
to mobilize citizens behind attacks on alleged enemies of the nation
be they foreign countries or internal dissidents. This is why nation-
building is just as common in authoritarian regimes in the West
as in democracies. Consider Spain under Franco, or Greece or
Latin America under the military dictators. Authoritarian regimes

also need a ‘battery’ to help achieve public objectives in complex
modern societies.

3. Towards Ethnocultural Justice: The Dialectic of
) Nation-Building and Minority Rights

Aile the role of nation-building in the operation of liberal democ-
racies requires more study, it is already clear, I think, that this nation-
building model requires us to radically rethink the issue of minority
rights. The question is no longer how to justify departing from a norm
of neutrality, but rather do majority efforts at mation-building create
injustices for minorities? And do minority rights help protect against
these injustices? Put another way, the standard for evaluating minor-
ity rights claims is no longer ethnocultural neutrality but ethnocul-
tural justice.

. Western political theorists are just beginning to rethink minority
rights in this new way. This process of rethinkingis complicated, since

vV
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jori i ildi 1 differently on different
ority nation-building programmes impact d !
Hw_nm cW groups. The sorts of minority rights being claimed, n_._o_.nmwnnm
and the issues of justice they raise, vary _m_qo:,_ rﬁﬂ:ﬂnw to nM:MQﬁ “__.“.
to group. E.Q‘_.ﬁe___w-.- enoug F_;mumn a5 béen do P. 5
M“.Mnﬂawwcuﬂwa nm mnnﬂrm outlines of a new liberal theory of minority
rights, which I will try to sketch in the rest wm this section. s
m?w Charles Taylor notes, the process of nation-building inescapably
privileges members of the majority culture:

If a modern society has an “official’ language, mm H”M _M:__nmn sense %* w_ﬂ_”ﬂ:”“

i tate-sponsored, -inculcated, and -de ned language and cu 5
Hnmnﬂ. womnr nnoﬂﬂaﬁ and state function, then it is ow.:;c:u_w. an _Emﬂaﬂun
advantage to people if this language and culture are theirs. m%amrna of other
languages are at a distinct disadvantage, (Taylor 1997: 34).

inori ice. If all
i at members of minority cultures face a choice. I
mepmu an_mﬁﬁoﬁ are being run in another language, 5_.=cn“.mm m»”nn
the danger of being marginalized from the major mnd:o:ﬂm. mm - E”._ &
and political institutions of the society. Faced A.EHrqn is dilemma,
minorities have—to oversimplify—four basic options:

1. They can emigrate e masse, particularly if nrmw‘. have a m.!um_umno-__.m
"ind friendly state nearby that will take them in. This has rare VH,

occurred in the recent history of the West, but is more importan
in Eastern Europe. ) o

2. They can accept integration into the majority culture, although
seek to negotiate better or fairer terms of integration. n

3. They can seek the sorts of rights and powers of self-governmen
needed to maintain their own societal n&q:nn.ll&ﬁ is, to nﬁﬂaﬂ.a
their own economic, political, and educational institutions in their

n language. : iy

4 m.ﬂ.n% nmw: u..munn_uﬂ permanent marginalization, and seek only to be

left alone on the margins of society.

Each of these reflects a different strategy that Buﬂo__.:_mm rnﬂ_.m
adopt in the face of state nation-building. To be mcnnmmm u ,ammmh.oa
them—except emigration—requires nQﬂEu.mnnonH._o pﬁam e
the state. These may take the form of multicultur EM _w.mmnn %.Bm
self-government and language rights, or Qmmnw..bm_...arwa o A4,
or legal exemptions. Different forms of minority _.__.m ts _.nn B
ent strategies about how to respoad to, and to limit, s

v:ﬁﬁw»wnm_”mﬁwam ethnocultural groups that fit each of these

categories and other groups that are caught between them. For
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example, some immigrant groups choose permanent marginalization.
This would seem to be true of the Hutterites in Canada or the Amish
in the United States. But the option of accepting marginalization is
only likely 1o be attractive o ethnoreligious groups whose theology
requires them to avoid all contact with the modern world. The
Hutterites and Amish arc unconcerned about their marginalization
from universitics or legislatures, since they view such ‘worldly” insti-
tutions as corrupt,

Virtually all other ethnacultural minorities, however, seck to par-
ticipate in the modern world, and to do so, they must either integrate
into the majority society or seck the self-government needed to create
and sustain their own modern institutions. Faced with this choice,
ethnocultural groups have responded in different ways. I will briefly
discuss five types of ethnocultural groups that are found within
Western democracies: national minorities, immigrants, isolationist
ethnoreligious groups, metics, and racial caste groups. In each case,
I will discuss how they have been affected by majority nation-
building, what sorts of minority rights claims they have made in
response to this nation-building, and how these claims relate to
underlying liberal-democratic principles.

3.1 National Minorities

wwgﬁmonw_n:aommnyhanmb uu.ocwmHrnqmonﬁmmnoav_ﬁnpnm?anl
tioning societies on their historic homeland prior to being incorpo-
rated into a larger state. National minorities can be subdivided into
two categories: ‘substate nations’ and ‘indigenous peoples’. Substate
nations are nations which do not currently havea state in which they
are 2 majority, but which may have had such 2 state in the past, or
which may have sought such 2 state, They find themselves sharing a
state with other nations for a variety of reasons. They may have been
conquered or 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 arise from a more or
less voluntary agreement between two or more national groups to
form a mutually beneficial federation.

Indigenous peoples are peoples whose traditional lands have been
overrun by settlers, and who have then been forcibly, or through
treaties, incorporated into states run by people they regard as for-
eigners. While other minority nations dream of a status like nation-
states, with similar economic and social institutions and achievements,
indigenous peoples typically seek something rather different: the
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ability to maintain certain traditional ways of life and beliefs while
nevertheless participating on their own terms in the modern world.
In additon to the autonomy needed to work out that sort of project,
indigenous peoples also typically require of the larger socicty a
respect and recognition to begin to mase amends for indignities they
suffered for decades or centuries as second-class citizens—or even
non-citizens or slaves.

The contrast between indigenous peoples and substate nations
is not precise, and there is no universally agreed definition of
‘indigenous peoples’. One way to distinguish substate nations from
indigenous peoples in the Western context is that the former were
contenders but losers in the process of European state-formation,
whereas the latter were isolated from that process until recently,
and so retained a premodern way of life until well into this century.
Substate nations would have liked to form their own states, but lost
in the struggle for political power, whereas indigenous peoples existed
outside this system of European states. The Catalans, Basques,
Flemish, Scots, Welsh, Corsicans, Puerto Ricans, and Québécois,
then, are substate nations, whereas the Sami, Inuit, Maori, and
American Indians are indigenous pecples. In both North America
and Europe, the consequences of incorporation have been much
more catastrophic for indigenous peoples than for other national
minorities."

However they were incorporated, both substate nations and indige-
nous peoples have typically resisted state nation-building, and have
fought to maintain or regain their own self-governing institutions,
often operating in their own language, s0 as to be able to live and work
in their own culture. They demand to maintain or regain their own
schools, courts, media, political instimtions, and so on. To achieve
this, they typically demand some form of autonomy. At the extreme,
this may involve claims to outright secession, but more usually it
involves some form of regional autonomy. And they typically mobi-
lize 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 inde-
pendence as the ‘normal’ or ‘natural’ end-point, economic or de-
mographic. reasons may make this unfeasible for some national
minorities. Moreover, it is increasingly clear that substantial forms of
self-government can be achieved within the boundaries of a larger
state, and so there is a growing interes: in exploring these other forms
of self-government, such as federalism.

In short, national minorities have typically responded to majority-
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nation-building by secking greater autonomy which they use to
engage in their own competing nation-building, sc as to protect and
diffuse their societal culture throughout their trditional territory.
Indeed, they often seck 10 use the same wools that the majority uses
to promote this nation-building—for example they seek control
over the language and curriculum of schooling in their region of the
country, the language of government employment, the requirements
of immigration and naturalization, and the drawing of internal bound-
aries. We can see this clearly in the case of Flemish or Québécois
nationalism, which have been concerned precisely with gaining and
exercising these nation-building powers.

‘How should liberal democracies respond to such minority nation-
mrm:._mﬂ Historically, liberal democracies have tried to suppress minor-
ity nationalisms, often ruthlessly. At various points in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries, for example, France banned the use of the
Basque and Breton languages in schools or publications, and banned
any political associations which aimed to promote minority national-
ism; the British in Canada stripped the Québécois of their French-
language rights and institutions, and redrew political boundaries so
that the Québécois did not form a majority in any province; Canada
also made it illegal for Aboriginals to form political associations to
promote their national claims; and when the United States conquered
the Southwest in the war with Mexico in 1848, it stripped the long-
settled Hispanics of their Spanish-language rights and institutions
imposed literacy tests to make it difficult for them to vore, and
encouraged massive immigration into the area so that the Hispanics
would become outnumbered.

All of these measures \were intended to disempower national
munorities, and to eliminatejany sense of possessing 1 distinct national
dentity. This was justified on the grounds that minorities that view
themselves as distinct “nations’ would be disloyal, and potentially
secessionist. And it was often claimed that minorities—particularly
ndigenous peoples—were backward and uncivilized, and that it was
n their own interests to be incorporated—even against their will—
nto more civilized and progressive nations. National minorities,
‘herefore, were often the first target of majority nation-building
:ampaigns." ;

But the attitude of liberal democracies towards minority national-
sm has changed dramatically in this century. It is increasingly recog-
rzed that the suppression of minority nationalism was mistaken
or both empirical and normative reasons. Empirically, the evidence
thows that pressuring national minorities to integrate into the
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dominant national group simply will nct work. Western states badly
misjudged the durability of minority national identities. The charac-
ter of a national identity can change quickly—for example the heroes,
myths, and traditional customs. But the identity itself—the sense
of being a distinct nation, with its own national culture—is much
more stable. Liberal-democratic governments have, at times, used all
the tools at their disposal to destroy the sense of separate identity
amongst their national minorities, from the prohibition of tribal
customs to the banning of minority-linguage schools. But despite
centurics of legal discrimination, social prejudice, and indifference,
national minorities have maintained their sense of forming a distinct
nation, and their desire for national autonomy.

As a result, when the state attacks the minority’s sense of distinct
nationhood, the result is often to promote rather than reduce the
threat of disloyalty and secessionist movements. Indeed, recent
surveys of ethnonationalist conflict around the world show that self-
government arrangements diminish the likelihood of violent conflict,
while refusing or rescinding self-government rights is likely to esca-
late the level of conflict (Gurr 1993, 2000; Hannum 1990; Lapidoth
1996). In the experience of Western democracies, the best way to
ensure the loyalty of national minorities has been to accept, notattack,
their sense of distinct nationality.

There was a time when eliminating this sense of nationhood
amongst national minorities was a realistic possibility. After all,
France was more or less successful in integrating the Basques and
Bretons—but not the Corsicans—into the majority French national

,.group in the nineteenth century. But this is no longer a realistic
possibility for Western democracies. The evidence suggests that any
national group that has survived into this century with its sense of
national identity intact cannot be pressured into relinquishing its
desire for national recognition and nitional autonomy. France was
only successful in the nineteenth century because it employed a level
of coercion against the Basques and Bretons that would be incon-
ceivable now.” And even where a similar level of coercion has been
employed in this century—for example against some indigenous
peoples—it has failed to eliminate the minority’s national identity.
Few if any examples exist of recognized national groups in this
century accepting integration into another culture, even though many
have had significant economic incentives and political pressures to do
s0. As Anthony Smith notes, “whenever and however a national iden-
tity is forged, once established, it becomes immensely difficult, if not

impossible (short of total genocide) te eradicate’."
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So carlier attempts to suppress minority nationalism hav
abandoned as unworkable and indeed Mogﬂaﬂlvncmcnmdm. wm..”“
they have also been rejected as morally indefensible. After all, on
what basis can liberal-democratic theory justify the m:ﬁmqnmmmow of
minority nationalisms while allowing majority naion-building? The
two seem on a par, morally speaking. If the majority can legiti-
ﬂpnmw_w_ engage in nation-building, why not national minorities, par-
MMM%H@M»”MG% which have been involuntarily ircorporated into a

Liberal principles do, of course, set limits on bow majori g
minority national groups go about nation-building, Liberal NM”MW_U_.MM
will preclude any attempts at ethnic cleansing, or stripping people of
their citizenship, or the violation of human rights. As I noted earlier,
liberal-democracy is founded upon the principle of respect for indi-
vidual civil and political rights. Moreover, liberal principles will also
insist that any national group engaged in a project of nation-building
must respect the right of other nations within its jurisdiction to
protect and build their own national institutions. For example, the
Québécois are entitled to assert national rights vis-a-vis the rest of
Canada, but only if they respect the rights of Aboriginals within
Quebec to assert national rights vis-a-vis the rest of Quebec.

These limits are important, but they still leave significant room, 1
believe, for legitimate forms of minority nationalism. Moreover, these
limits are likely to be similar for both majority and minority nations
Mw::mwn vﬂam%acur Jw&%:m_ minorities should have the same tools

1on-building available t jori i i
o matan ikl h“mﬁh.nnx.cah. o them as the majority nation, subject to
_ These limitations are sometimes described as a matter of ‘balancing
w:m_c_mcm_ and group rights’. I don’t think that the terminology of
group rights’ or ‘collective rights’ is helpful, for reasons I've ex-
plained elsewhere (Kymlicka 1995: ch. 3). But if we do talk about
group rights, it is important to distinguish two kinds of rights that a
munority group might claim. The first involves the right of a group
against its own members, designed to protect the group from the
destabilizing impact of internal dissent—for example the decision of
individual members not to follow traditional practices or customs
The second kind involves the right of a group igainst the _mnmﬂn
society, designed to protect the group from the impact of external
pressures—for example the economic or political decisions of the
_E.mnn society. I call the first “internal restrictions’, and the second
external protections’. Given the commitment to individual auton-
omy, liberal pluralists oppose internal restrictions. Liberal pluralism
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rejects the idea that groups can legitimately restrict the basic civil or
political rights of their own members in the name of preserving the
purity or authenticity of the group’s culture, traditions, or blood-
lines. However, a liberal conception of minority rights can accord
groups various rights against the larger society, in order to reduce the
group’s vulnerability to the economic or political power of the major-
ity. Such ‘external protections’ are consistent with liberal principles,
although they too become illegitimate if, rather than reducing
a minority’s vulnerability to the power of the larger society, they
instead enable a minority to exercise cconomic or political dominance
over some other group. To oversimplify, we can say that minority
rights are consistent with liberal plurzlism if they meet two condi-
tions: they protect the freedom of individuals within the group:
and they promote relations of equality (non-dominance) between
groups.” Both state and substate nation-building should be con-
strained by these principles.
What we need, in other words, is a consistent theory of permissible
forms of nation-building within liberal democracies. I do not think
that Western political theorists have yet developed such a theory. One
of the many unfortunate side-cffects of the dominance of the ‘ethno-
cultural neutrality’ model of the liberal state is that liberal theorists
have never explicitly confronted this question. Yet this is the key
question we need to address. The question is not ‘have national
minorities given us a compelling reason to abandon the norm of eth-
nocultural neutrality ?’, but rather ‘why should national minorities not
have the same powers of nation-building as the majority ?”. This is the
context within which minority nationalism must be evaluated—that
is, as a response Lo majority nation-building, using the same tools of
nation-building, subject to the same liberal limits. And the burden of
proof rests on those who would deny national minorities the same
powers of nation-building as those which the national majority takes
for granted.

There is no guarantee that minority nationalisms will respect these
boundaries of liberalism. In Flanders and the Basque Country, for
example, there are radical wings of the nationalist movement that are
illiberal. More generally, we can see an ongoing struggle within all
minority nationalist movements between the liberal and illiberal ele-
ments. The extent to which a particular form of minority nationalism
is liberal or illiberal can only be detzrmined by examining the facts,
not by conceptual fiat or armchair speculation, and the clear trend

throughout most Western democracies is towards a more open,
E::.pm and democratic conception of minority nationalism.' And 1
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see no moral basis for majoriti j iti i
?WB« o - _.“m mm :wm to reject the legitimacy of such liberal
::Eom...__wo,”w @ﬂmﬂﬁﬂ%ﬁ“ _H_o.nm_ M_mu.wo:m. therefore, an increasing
racies that contai i inorities
.m_nﬂn? that they are ‘multination’ states, npﬁr% awwﬂcﬂw“ﬂm%ﬁ““www
_uow%anwnnhﬂ ”Jw.ﬂ ﬁrnw contain two or more nations within their
s ¥ d ﬁﬁ_‘.__.Mu_w:Rn that cach constituent nation has an equally
to the language rights and self-government powers neces-
sary to maintain itself as a distinct societal culture. And this multi-
“__u”::.u_ character is typically manifested in some form of territorial
utonomy for the national minority, and which may be explicitl
affirmed in the country’s laws and constitution. S
In some nocnﬂnm. this shift to territorial autonomy has b
achieved by adopting a federal system, since mmann&mmﬂ%p:oﬁm MM.“
creation of Hm_oum_ political units, controlled by the national minor-
ity, with substantial and constitutionally protected powers of self
government. Countries that have adopted federalism to mnncEEcq%mnm
m_%oﬁﬂ“wm Wﬂﬁﬂw mﬁvﬂﬁmmmompnwnn_m Mﬂn the Québécois), Belgium
; . 3
and Switzerland (for the m..nunr“uwm_wummmhm“m‘um%m Omrn_m_...&.
minorities)."” oy
It is important to distinguish these ‘multination’ federations fr
».n_mnn.w_ mwm:m..:m that were not designed as a response to n&nonancﬁwmw
MH_MM_Gmuln_u or example the United States, Australia, Germany, or
- In these uninational federal systems, the federal units do not
correspond in any way with distinct ethnocultural groups who d -
to retain their self-government and cultural &Eﬂn%ﬂhn& I oma._ﬂn
United States, for example, a deliberate decision was made ao.m M.w .
federalism to accommodate the self-government rights of n»&oﬁh
minorities. Instead, it was decided that no territory would be acc “”i
as a state unless national minorities were outnumbered ﬂ&rinﬁﬁ_.—n
state. In some cases, this was achieved by drawing boundaries so th ”
Indian Ernm. or Hispanic groups were outnumbered (e.g. Florida) Hm_
other cases, it was achieved by delaying statehood until anglo he .
settlers swamped the older inhabitants (e.g. Hawsii; the wcﬂﬁrm._nmwn
As a result, none of the fifty states can be seen as ensuring self-
government for a national minority, the way that Quebec S
self-government for the Québécois.'® i
We can call the American federal system a form of ‘administrati
MMMMH"MH._L“ federalism, rather than ‘multination’ federalism ?N:MMMML
: ism is a way of dividing powers on itori it
single national community, Ewmowm Bmawmamnmww_.m”ﬂ.hﬁ”wu L‘Mﬂﬂaﬁnﬂﬂum
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of the subunits. It is not a way of accommodating minority self-
government. The same is true in Brazil, Australia, or Germany. In
multination federations, by contrast, the boundaries and powers of
one or more subunits arc defined with the intention of cnabling
a national minority to exercise self-government. This is the sort of
federalism we see in Canada, Belgium. Spain, and to a lesser extent in
Switzerland.”

In other countries, or for other national groups, there may be
geographic or demographic reasons why federalism in the technical
sense will not work. In these cascs, we sce the emergence of various
quasi-federal forms of territorial autonomy. For example, Britain has
recently adopted a quasi-federal system of devolution to Scotland and
Wiales, which now have their own legislative assemblies. And while
Puerto Rico is not part of the American federal system—that is, it is
not one of the fifty states—it has a special self-governing status within
the United States as a ‘Commonwelth’. Similarly, while Italy and
Finland are not federations, they have adopted special forms of terri-
torial autonomy for the German-spezkers in South Tyrol; and for the
Swedes in the Aland Islands. In all of these cases, territorial auton-
omy cnables national minorities ro establish and govern their own
public institutions, often operating ia their own language, including
schools, universities, courts, and regional parliaments.

This trend towards quasi-federal forms of autonomy is even clearer
in the context of indigenous peoples. Indigenous peoples in most
Western democracies have demanded and increasingly acquired sub-
stantial forms of self-government over their lands. Indian tribes in
the United States and Canada are recognized as having rights of self-
government, and are acquiring—or reacquiring—control over educa-
tion, heath care, policing, child welfare, natural resources, and so on.
Similarly, the Scandinavian countries have created a Sami Parliament;
the Maori in New Zealand have increased autonomy.”

Following Philip Resnick (1994), [ will call these ‘multination fed-
erations’. They are not all federatiors in the technical sense, but they
all embody a model of the state in which national minorities are fed-
erated to the state through some form of territorial autonomy, and in
which internal boundaries have been drawn, and powers distributed,

in such a way as to ensure that each national group is able to main-
tain itself as a distinct and self-governing societal culture.

This trend towards multination federalism is very widespread in the
West. Amongst the Western democracies with national minorities,
only France and Greece have firmly rejected any notion of territorial
autonomy for their historic minorities. Most national minorities have
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substantially more autonomy than they had 30 or 50 years ago, and
few—if any?—national minorities have had their autonomy reduced
over that period.

This trend is, 1 believe, one of the most important developments in
Western democracies in this century. We talk alot—and rightly so—
about the role of the extension of the franchise to Blacks ﬂoanﬂ and
the working class in democratizing Western socicties. But dnvits own
way, this shift from suppressing to accommodating minority nation-
alisms has also played a vital role in consolidating and deepenin
democracy.” Indeed, it is important to stress that these Bc_mﬂ»:om
federations are, by any reasonable criteria, successful. ‘I'hey have not
only managed the conflicts arising from their competing national
identities in a peaceful and democratic way, but have also secured a
high degree of economic prosperity and indivicual freedom for their
cizens. This is truly remarkable when one considers the immense
power OM nationalism in this century. Nationalism has torn apart colo-
nial empires and Communist dictatorships, and redefined boundaries
all over the world. Yet democratic multination federations have
succeéded in taming the force of nationalism. Democratic federalism
has domesticated and pacified nationalism, while respecting indivi-
dual rights and freedoms. It is difficult to imagine any other political
system that can make the same claim. 4
_ There is no guarantee that all of these Westem multination federa-
tions will stay together in perpetuity. But we can safely say that man
of these states would have either fallen apart or degenerated mnﬁw
ucnrozﬂz.m: rule a long time ago had they not learned to accom-
modate minority nationalisms. We actually know very little about
the sources of stability in multination states: this is a surprisingl
neglected topic in both sociology and political theory. But the %M
dence in the West strongly suggests that democratic stability can

only be achieved by recognizi I inori i
¢ e gnmzing, not suppressing, minori
identities.” , = i i

3.2 Immigrants

By immigrant groups, I mean groups formed by the decisi

individuals and families to leave their original roBanm and nMMMEM
to another society, often leaving their friends and relatives behind.
This decision is typically made for economic reasons, although
sometimes also for political reasons, to move to a freer or more
democratic country. Over time, and with the second and subsequent
generations born in the new country of residence, they give rise to
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36 Western Political Theory and Ethnic Relations

appropriate for liberal democracies to continue to insist that the chil-
dren of immigrants learn these things in school.

In fact, very few immigrants withn Western democracies oppose
these requirements. When immigrants demand multiculturalism, they
are not rejecting the idea that they and their children have a respon-
sibility to learn about the larger socicty, or that the larger society has
an interest in instilling in children the sorts of knowledge and capac-
ities needed for democratic citizenship.

In this sense, multiculturalism is not seen as competing with,
or a substitute for, citizenship. Multiculturalism is rather the flip
side of citizenship. It is recognition of the fact that the integration
of new citizens is a two-way street Just as immigrant citizens are
expected to make a commitment to their new society, and to learn
about its language, history, and institutions, so too the larger
society must express a commitment to its inimigrant citizens, and
adapt its institutions to accommodate their identities and practices.
Just as immigrant citizens are expecied to make a new home in the
receiving country, so the receiving country must make them feel at
home.

I need to stress again that I am discussing the sort of multicultur-
alism that is sought Wv, immigrant citizens. This is very different from
the sort of ‘multiculturalism’ which is offered to metics, such as the
multiculturalism policies which Germany formerly adopted towards
its Turkish guestworkers, which I will discuss in section 3.4 below.

In my view, the vast majority of what is done under the heading
of multiculturalism policy in Canada and Australia, not only at the
federal level, but also at provincial and municipal levels, and indeed
within school boards and private companies, can be defended as
promoting fair terms of integration. These policies are not only
justified in principle, but have been working well in practice to
smooth the integration process for immigrants (Kymlicka 1998:
chs. 1-7).

Others may disagree with the farness of some of these policies.
The requirements of fairness are rot always obvious, particularly
in the context of people who have chosen to enter a country. Here
again, Western political theorists have not yet developed a fully
satisfactory theory of fair terms of integration. But this is the
relevant question we need to address. The question is not whether
immigrants have given us a compelling reason to diverge from the
norm of ethnocultural neutrality, but rather how can we cnsure
that state policies aimed at pressuring immigrants to integrate are
fair?®
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3.3 Isolationist Ethnoreligions Groups

Whereas most immigrants wish to participate in the larger society,
there are some small immigrant groups which voluntarily isolate
themselves from the larger society, and avoid participating in politics
or civil society. As I noted earlier, this option of voluntary marginal-
1zation is only likely to be attractive to ethnoreigious groups whose
theology requires them to avoid all contact with the modern
world, such as Hutterites, Amish, or Hasidic Jews, all of whom
emigrated to escape persecution for their religious beliefs. They are
unconcerned about their marginalization from the larger society and
wcr_um since they view its ‘worldly” institutions as corrupt, and seek
WM HM__MMMH.: the same traditional way of life they had in their original

H.a o_.&mn.no avoid contact with the modern world, and to maintain

ir traditional way of life, these groups seek exemption from various
laws. For example, they demand exemption from military service
or jjury duty, since these would implicate them in the operation of
worldly governments. And they have demanded exemption from
compulsory education laws, in order to ensure that their children are
not exposed to corrupting influences—for example they seek the ﬂﬁ_un.
to take their children out of school before the legal age of 16, and to
be exempted from certain parts of the core curriculum which teach
mrm.‘ﬂ.w the lifestyles of the modern world.

' response of these groups to majority naton-building i
different from that of either :mmmonn_ E,mno_.mwnm or MﬂW“MMMm%oﬂanw
After all, nation-building aims to integrate citizens into a Eom%n...
.moe.ns,_. culture, with its common academic, economic, and political
institutions, and this is precisely what ethnoreligious sects wish to
avoid. Moreover, the sorts of laws from which these groups seek
exempuion are precisely the sorts of laws which lie at the heart of
modern nation-building—for example, mass education.

How should liberal democracies respond to such demands to be
exempted from majority nation-building? Perhaps surprisingly, man
Western democracies have historically been quits accepting of ﬂrnm_.w
demands. This is surprising, since by their own admission these
groups lack any loyalty to the state. Moreover, they are often orga-
nized internally in illiberal ways. They inhibit attempts by grou;
members to question traditional practices or relgious mcnroimnmlm
and indeed often try to prevent children from acquiring the capaci
for such critical reflection—and may restrict women to the ronmnrcwww
And they are not responsible citizens in the country as a whole, i

bbv
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the sense that they take no interest in trying to tackle problems in the
larger society—for example they take no interest in how to solve the
problems of urban poverty, pollution, or drug abuse.”

Jeff Spinner says that these grouss want to be ‘partial citizens’,
because they voluntarily waive both the rights and responsibilities
of democratic citizenship (Spinner 1994). They do not exercise their
right to vote and to hold office and their right to welfare benefits,
but by the same token they also seek to evade their civic responsibil-
ity to help tackle the country’s problems. Unlike most national
minoritics and immigrant groups, thercfore, these ethnoreligious
sects reject principles of state loyalty, liberal freedoms, and civic
responsibility.

Why then were the demands of these groups accepted? Part of the
reason, at least in the North American context, is that they arrived
at 2 time when both the United Stares and Canada were desperately
secking immigrants to settle the western frontier, and were willing
to make concessions to acquire large groups of immigrants with
useful agricultural skills. It is not clear that liberal democracies today
would be as willing to make the same concessions to newly-arriving
ethnoreligious sects.

And indeed it is not clear whether it is appropriate, from the point
of view of liberal-democratic principles, to offer such concessions.
After all, these groups deny liberty to their own members, and avoid
their civic obligations to the rest of society. For this reason, various
attempts have been made over the years to take away these exemp-
tions, and to force these groups to fulfil their civic duties—such
as military service and jury duty—and force the children to attend
the usual length of compulsory schooling, with the standard core
curriculum, so that they learn-to be competent democratic citizens
capable of participating in the outside world.

However, in general, most democratic states continue to tolerate
these groups, so long as they do not egregiously harm people inside
the group—for example sexually abuse children—and so long as they
do not attempt to impose their views on outsiders, and so long as
members are legally free to leave. This toleration is typically justified
cither on the grounds of (a controversial view of) freedom of religion,

or on the grounds that these groups were given specific promises of
toleration when they entered the country—historical promises which
were not given to other immigrants.™

These first three types of groups—national minorities, immigrants,
and ethnoreligious sects—have all been the targets of majority nation-
building programmes. As liberal states embarked on their projects of
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diffusing a common socictal culture throughout the entire territory of
the state, and encountered these types of groups, they sought to pres-
sure them to integrate.

The final two types of groups | will discuss—namely, metics and
racial caste groups, like the African-Americans—are very different.
Not only were they not pressured to integrate into the majority
culture, they were in fact prohibited from integrating. Whereas the
first three types of groups were pressured to irtegrate, even if they
wanted to remain apart, these last two groups were forcibly kept
separate, even if they wanted to integrate. This history of exclusion
continues to cause many difficulties for Western democracies.

3.4 Metics

While isolationist groups like the Amish voluntarily waive their
citizenship, there are some migrants who are never given the oppor-
tunity to become citizens. This is actually a diverse category of people,
including irvegular migrants—for example those who entered the
country illegally or overstayed their visa, and who are therefore not
legally domiciled, such as many North Africans in Italy—and tempo-
rary migrants—for example those who entered as refugees seeking
temporary protection or as ‘guestworkers’, such as 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 they
would not have been allowed to enter in the first place if they were
seen as permanent residents and future citizens. However, despite
the official rules, they have settled more or lss 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 con-
victed of a crime. But they nonetheless form sizeable communities in
certain countries, engage in some form of employment, legal or illegal,
and may marry and form a family. This is true, for example, of
Enﬁn».:m in California, Turks in Germany, or North Africans in Italy
or Spain. Borrowing a term from Ancient Greece, Michael Walzer
calls these groups ‘metics’—that is, long-term residents who are
nonetheless excluded from the polis (Walzer 1983). Since metics face
enormous obstacles to integration—legal, political, economic, social,
and psychological—they tend 1o exist in the margins of the larger
society. .

Generally speaking, the most basic claim of metics is to regularize
their status as permanent residents, and to gain iccess to citizenship.
They want, in effect, to be able to follow the immigrant path to
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44 Western Political Theory and Ethnic Relations

discrimination in housing. In short, illegal immigrants are unable to
take advantage of the programmes and institutions which assist the
integration of immigrants. _

There is a tendency amongst some postmodernist critics of liberal
democracy to describe government programmes which promote the
cultural integration of immigrants as ‘oppressive’, since they attempt
to suppress difference in the name of a common national identity. But
the situation of metics shows, I think, that it is actually exclusion from
such nation-building programmes which is truly oppressive. Metics
are exempted from majority pressure to integrate, but this is hardly
grounds for celebration from a liberal-democratic point of view.

Access to citizenship also affects the incentive of immigrants to
invest in the host society. Legal immigrants who have a right to work,
settle permanently and naturalize hive a much greater incentive to
make the effort involved in integrating than do illegal immigrants who
face the continuous threat of deportation. The legal immigrant is more
likely to make the investment of time¢ and money needed to learn the
language properly upon arrival, to develop the job skills needed in the
new society, to form or reunify their family, and more generally to set
up a home and become involved in the local community. These sorts
ot investments often involve short-term economic costs, but have a
long-term pay-off in the improved prospects for legal immigrants and
their children. This sort of investment is only going to be made by
people who have some reasonable security that they and their descen-
dants will still be residing in the country in the long-term.

Integration is not just a matter of the decisions made by immigrants
and the government. It is also influenced by the attitudes and reac-
tions of the general public. And here again we can see a great gulf
between the way legal and illegal immigrants are viewed. Many citi-
zens bitterly resent illegal immigrants, partly because they are scen as
exhibiting disrespect for the law, and partly because they are seen as
jumping the queue—that is, taking away spaces which could have
been allotted to more “deserving” immigrants or refugees. This hostil-
ity is often picked up and reinforced by the government, which paints
illegal immigrants as a threat to the country.

This government-fed hostility to illegal immigration is often hypo-
critical, since many governments know that their economy requires
large numbers of illegal migrants, and so they turn a blind eye to it.
And citizens who decry illegal immizration are more than happy to
take advantage of the cheaper food or cheaper services which illegal
immigrants make possible. But whether these attitudes are hypo-
critical or not, they surely affect the integration of immigrants. In
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countries where immigrants are selected as future citizens, the gov-
ernment actively defends the need for immigraion, and encourages
the public to view immigrants as future citizens. Some citizens will of
coursc remain prejudiced against these legal ‘mmigrants, but the
public rhetoric 1s one which encourages people to see immigrants as
a beneficial part of national development. In countries which turn a
blind eye to illegal immigration, by contrast, governments encourage
their citizens to see illegal immigrants as a threat, rather than defend-
ing the necessity of immigration and the rights of immigrants.

In short, legal immigrants with a right to naturalize have the oppor-
tunity-and incentive to integrate, and are encounged in this expecta-
tion by the government, which actively defends immigration as part
of the national interest. Illegal immigrants have fewer opportunities
or Incentives to integrate, and are stigmatized by the government,
which actively identifies them as threats to the nation.

Whether or not immigrants have the right to become citizens,
Hrnnnmo_.m. is not a trivial issue. It has enormous consequences, voﬂm
for the immigrant and the larger society. And 1 liberal democracy,
both for reasons of justice and for reasons of seli-interest, must give
all immigrants the right to become citizens.

35 A frican-Americans

One final group which has been very important in recent American
theorizing about ethnic relations is the Blacks, or ‘African-Americans’
who are descended from the African slaves brought to the United
States between the seventeenth and nineteenth centuries. Under
slavery, Blacks were not seen as citizens, or even as ‘persons’, but
simply as the property of the slave ownet, alongside his buildings and
livestock. Although slavery was abolished in the 1860s, and Blacks
were granted citizenship, they were still subject to segregation laws
which required that they attend separate schools, serve in separate
army units, sit in separate train cars etc., until the 1950s and 1960s. And
while such discriminatory laws have now been struck down, the evi-
dence suggests that Blacks remain subject to pervasive informal dis-
crimination in hiring and housing, and they remain disproportionately
concentrated in the lower class, and in poor neighbourhoods.
African-Americans have a unique relationship to American nation-
building. Like metics, they were historically excluded from becoming
members of the nation. But unlike metics, the justification for this was
not that they were citizens of some other nation to which they should
return. Blacks in America can hardly be seen as ‘foreigners’ or “aliens’,
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since they have been in the US as long as the whites, and have no
foreign citizenship. Instead, they were effectively denationalized—
they were denied membership in the American nation, but nor were
they viewed as belonging to some other nation.

African-Americans are unlike cther ethnocultural groups in the
West. They do not fit the voluntary immigrant 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—for example racial seg-
regation; laws against miscegenation and the teaching of literacy. Nor
do they fit the national minority pattern, since they do not have a
homeland in America or a commen historical language. They came
from a variety of African cultures, with different languages, and no
attempt was made to keep togetherthose with a common ethnic back-
ground. On the contrary, people from the saime culture—even from
the same family—were typically sglit up once in America. Moreover,
before emancipation, they were legally prohibited from trying to
recreate their own cultural structure—for example all forms of black
association, except churches, were illegal. The situation of African-
Americans, therefore, is virtually unique.

In light of these complex circumstances and tragic history, African-
Americans_have raised a complex, unique, and evolving set of
demands. The civil rights movement in the United States in the 1950s
and 1960s was seen by many of its proponents as enabling Blacks to
follow the immigrant path of integration, through a more rigorous
enforcement of anti-discrimination laws. Those African-Americans
who were sceptical about the possibility of following the immigrant
path to integration, however, have pursued the opposite tack of
redefining Blacks as a “nation’, and promoting a form of Black nation-
alism. Much of the recent history of African-American political
mobilization can be seen as a struggle between these two competing
projects.

But neither of these is realistic. The legacy of centuries of slavery
and segregation has created barriers to integration which immigrants
simply do not face. As a result, despite the legal victories of the civil
rights movement, Blacks remain d:sproportionately at the bottom of
the economic ladder, even as more recent (non-white) immigrants
such as Asian-Americans have integrated. But the territorial disper-
sion of Blacks has made the option of national separatism equally
unrealistic. Even if they shared a common Black national identity,
which they do not, there is no region of the United States where
Blacks form a majonty.
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As aresult, it is increasingly recognized that a sui generis approach
will have to be worked out for African-Americans, involving a
Ss.aﬁ.%_om measures. These may include historical compensation for
past injustice, special assistance in integration (such as affirmative
action), guaranteed political representation (for example through
redrawing electoral boundaries to create black-majority districts), and
support for various forms of Black self-orgznization (for mansEm
subsidies for historical black colleges, and for black-focused educa-
tion). These different demands may seem to pull in different direc-
tions, since some promote integration while others seem to reinforce
segregation, but each responds to a different part of the complex
and contradictory reality which African-Americans find themselves
in. ,_:@m long-term aim is to promote the integration of African-
Americans into the American nation, but it is recognized that this is
a long-term process that can only work if existing Black commu-
nities and institutions are strengthened. A degree of short-term sepa-
rateness and colour-consciousness is needed to achieve the long-term
goal of an integrated and colour-blind society.”

It is difficult to specify precisely which principles should be used
to evaluate these demands, all of which are controversial. As with
most other groups, there are both moral and prudential factors to be
considered. African-Americans suffer perhaps the greatest injustices
of all ethnocultural groups, both in terms of their historical mistreat-
ment and their current plight. Morally speaking, then, the American
government has an urgent obligation to identfy and remedy these
injustices. Moreover, as with metics, the result of this ongoing ex-
clusion has been the development of a separ:tist and oppositional
m:mwnc_nm_nn in which the very idea of pursuing success in “white’ insti-
tutions is viewed by many Blacks with' suspicion. The costs of allow-
n_ﬂm mcn_r a wc__wns_nna nm arise are enormous, both for the Blacks

emselves, who are condemned to lives of poverty, mareinalizati
and violence, and for society at large, in nnn:mm omnwm ﬁw.“mn MM_WMM.__“””
potential, and the escalation of racial conflict. Given these costs, it
would seem both prudent and moral to adopt whatever reforms w:w
needed to prevent such a situation.

4. The Emerging Dialectic of Nation-Building
and Minority Rights

In the previous section, I have discussed five tvpes of ethnocultural
groups, and tried to show how their demands are best understood in
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relation to, and as a response to, majority nation-building. Each
group’s claims can be seen as specifyirg the injustices which majority
nation-building has imposed or might impose on them, and as
identifying the conditions under which majority nation-building
would cease to be unjust. It is important to note that in all of these
cases, minorities are not saying that nation-building programmes are
inherently impermissible. But they do insist that nation-building
programmes be subject to certain conditions and limitations. If we
try to combine these different demands into a larger conception of
ethnocultural justice, we can say that majority nation-building ina
liberal democracy is legitimate under the following conditions:

1. No groups of long-term residents are permanently excluded from
membership in the nation, such as metics or racial caste groups.
Everyone living on the territory must be able to gain citizenship,
and become an equal member of the nation if they wish to
do so.

2. In so far as immigrants and other ethnocultural minorities are pres-
sured to integrate into the nation, the sort of sociocultural inte-
gration which is required for membership in the nation should be
understood in a “thin’ sense, primarily involving institutional and
linguistic integration, not the adoption of any particular set of
customs, religious beliefs, or lifestyles. Integration into common
institutions operating in a common language should still leave
maximal room for the expression of individual and collective dif-
ferences, both in public and private, and public institutions should
be adapted to accommodate the identity and practices of ethno-
cultural minorities. Put another way, the conception of national
identity, and national integration. should be 2 pluralist and rtoler-
ant one.

3. National minorities are allowed to engage in their own nation-
building, to enable them to maintin themselves as distinct societal
cultures.

These three conditions have rarely been met historically within
Western democracies, but we can seea clear trend within most democ-
racies towards greater acceptance of them. This trend partly reflects
prudential reasons: earlier policies to exclude metics, assimilate
immigrants, and suppress minority nationalisms have simply failed to
achieve their aims, and so new patterns of ethnic relations are being
tested. But it also reflets a recognition that previous policies were
morally illegitimate.
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The patterns I have been discussing in this section are of course
ma_.;_.nnw__mmc.oﬁ.. not iron laws. Some metics, immigrant groups, and
national minorities have not mobilized to demand nmnol@v& hts
and even when they have, some Western democracies nc:mnsmn to
resist these demands.”' And even where these demands have been
accepted, n_.._n.v. often remain controversial, vulnerable to changes i
popular opinion or governing party.” o

Still, the general trend is clear: Western states today exhibit
complex pattern of nation-building constrained by EFW&Q ri Wap
OM_ the one hand, Western states remain “nation-building’ un:nwm All
Wstern states continue to adopt the sorts of nation-building vo_.mnmmm
| n.__mn_...mwnm in the American context, and no Western states have
relinquished the right to adopt such policies. On the other hand
these policies are increasingly qualified and limited to accommodate
the demands of minorities who feel threatened. Minorities have
demanded, and increasingly been accorded, various rights which hel
ensure that nation-building does not exclude metics and racial nuv.nm
groups, or coercively assimilate immigrants, or undermine the self.
government of national minorities. _ s
_ What we see in the ‘real world of liberal democracies’, therefo
M m”cwm”mmx m&&.onnm cm.mnrmnn nation-building (state demands Mw

and minority ri Inori
el e iher MW“ ghts (minority demands on the state). We

Tools of state nation-building
- citizenship policy

- - centralizing power
. Mq__._mnﬂﬂ_mh: u_“ﬂ o 3 —._b.q_u.o_._w— Ennﬂ“ symbols, holidays
S el e military service

cate nﬁumcn—._v.u.—_nm_:

STATE
d MINORITIES

Mmority Rights claims

- immigrant multiculturalism
- multnation federalism

- metic inclusion

- religious exemptions

Minority rights e

Fic. 1.1 The dialectic of nation-building and minority rights
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In my view, it is essential to view both halves of this circle together.
Too often in debates about minority rights, people simply look at
the bottom half of the picture, and ask why pushy and aggressive
minoritics are asking for ‘special status’ or ‘privileges’. What gives

minorities the right to make such demands on the state? But if we

look at the top half of the picture, it becomes clear that demands for
minority rights must be seen in the context of, and as a response
to, state nation-building. While minorities do make claims against the
state, these must be understood as a response to the claims that the
state makes against minorities.” Moreover, many of these minority
rights claims are, I believe, legitimate. That is, the minority rights
being claimed by metics, immigrants, racial caste groups, and national
minorities really do serve to protect them from real or potential injus-
tices that would otherwise arise as a result of state nation-building.
There 1s growing recognition that such riglits are needed to ensure
justice in diverse societies.

If the presence of state nation-building policies helps to justify
minority rights, one could also turn the equation around, and say
that the adoption of minority rights has helped to justify state nation-
building. After all, we cannot simply take for granted that it is
legitimate for a liberal-democratic state to pressure minorities to
integrate into institutions operating in the majority language. What
gives the state the right to insist on common national languages,
education systems, citizenship tests, and so on, and to impose such
things on minorities? As I discusszd earlier, liberal nationalists argue
that there are certain valid purposes that are promoted by these
nation-building policies, and I agree. But it is not legitimate to pursue
these goals by assimilating, excluding, or disempowering minorities,
or by imposing costs and burdens on groups that are often already
disadvantaged. Unless supplemented and constrained by minority
rights, state nation-building is likely to be oppressive and unjust. On
the other hand, where these minority rights are in place, then state
nation-building can serve a number of legitimate and important
functions.

What we see, then, in the Western democracies, is a complex
package of robust forms of nation-building combined and con-
strained by robust forms of minority rights. It is particularly
complex in the case of multination federations, since the provision
of self-government rights to national minorities means that the
entire dialectic gets repeated at a substate level. As we’ve seen,
national minorities use their self-governing powers to adopt their
own nation-building policies within their federal subunit or
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autonomous territory, olten using the same tools of nation-building
as the central state, so as to diffuse their languzge and societal culture
throughout the territory of their subunit—for example control
over education, public service employment. This puts pressure on
any ‘internal minorities’ within the self-governing territory—such
as anglophones and indigenous peoples in Quebec; Castilians and
North African immigrants in Catalonia. Confronted with this sort
of substate nation-building, internal minorities obviously face the
same limited set of options—do they accept integration into the
national minority’s societal culture, or do they fight to create or
maintain their own self-governing institutions in their own lang-
uage, or do they accept voluntary marginalization, or do they migrate
elsewhere? And, in general, we see the same patterns of responses
here as at the level of the larger state. For example, immigrants in
Quebec typically choose integration into the francophone societal
culture, whereas the indigenous peoples and long-settled anglo-
phone community fight to maintain their own institutions. And
each of these responses to substate nation-building involves mak-
ing claims for minority rights against the government of the sub-
unit or autonomous territory: immigrants seek a more multicultural
form of integration in Quebec, while anglophones and indigenous
peoples seek their own publicly-funded schocling, hospitals, media,
universities. And just as central state nation-building is increasingly
qualified by minority rights, so too we see a clear trends towards
accepting internal minority rights as a constraint on substate nation-
building.*

This means that there is a second-order dialectic of nation-
wcz_n::m and minority rights in multination states at the substate
EevelL: c
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This second-order dialectic is unlikely in practice to be identical to
the first. For example, few national minorities have control over natu-
ralization policy or military service, which are two of the important
tools of (central) state nation-building.” Still, in general we can say
that in multination federations naticnal minorities have many of the
same powers of nation-building as the dominant nation, subject to the
same limitations, including respect for the rights of (internal) minor-
ities. Whether at the state or substate level, nation-building is illegit-
imate if it seeks to coercively assimlate immigrants, exclude metics,
or suppress national minorities.

The resulting combination of state and substate nation-building,
qualified by minority rights at both levels, may seem messy. But this
is the real world of liberal democracy in multination states—a reality
that is systematically ignored or obscured by the myth of a neutral
state. Moreover, I believe that the particular package of nation-
building and minority rights that wesee emerging in Western democ-
racies is in many respects working quite well. Of the five types of
groups I've discussed, immigrants and national minorities are the
most numerous in Western democracies, and, perhaps as a result,
the most successfully accommodated. Liberal democracies have, over
the years, learned a great deal about how to accommodate these two
major forms of diversity. Both immigration and minority nationalisms
continue to raise many conflicts and challenges for liberal democra-
cies, but there are some well-established norms that help to regulate
and manage these conflicts. We now have models of multination fed-
eralism and immigrant multiculturalism which have been tested over
time, and which have proven relatively successful and stable.

There are of course many difficult issues left unresolved. There are
many groups that are very far from achieving full equality: African-
Americans in the United States, guestworkers in Austria, illegal
immigrants in southern Europe, indigenous peoples in the Americas,
Australasia, and Scandinavia. Moreover, even where policies are
working well there is always the danger that some of these advances
will be reversed. And the fact that these policies are working well is
often more a matter of good luck than foresight and careful planning.
This package has emerged in an ad hoc way, not guided by any theory
or models, or any clear understanding of the underlying principles or
long-term goals. As I've noted, liberal political theorists, until very
recently, have had little or nothing to say about either state nation-
building or minority rights, let alone the relationship between them.
The existence of state nation-building and minority rights was
ignored by liberal theorists, obscured by the myth of the ethnocul-
tural neutrality of the state. Prior t© the 1990s, one would be hard-
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pressed to find a single sustained discussion of either the legitimate
goals or tools of state nation-building, or the legitimate forms of
minority rights. Yet, in practice, liberal democracies have developed
surprisingly successful forms of both.

So I believe there are grounds for cautious optimism that Western
democracies really have made important steps in learning how to deal
with cthnocultural diversity in a way that respects and promotes
liberal values of freedom, justice and democracy. The particular
package of state nation-building and minority rights that we see
emerging in many Western democracies is better than earlier

approaches to ethnocultural diversity, and beiter than the apparent
alternatives.”

5. Relevance to ECE

So far, I have provided a thumbnail sketch of recent attempts to
theorize about minority rights within Western democracies. To what
extent, if any, is this relevant to ethnic conflicts in Eastern and Central
Europe? Can we see a similar dialectic of state nation-building and
minority rights in the region? I will start with nation-building, and
then look at minority rights claims.

5.1 Nation-Building in ECE

Itis obvious, I think, that the newly-democratizing countries of ECE
are following the model of the ‘nation-building’state. These countries
are not, and do not pretend to be, ethnoculturally neutral, but are
actively engaged in projects of nation-building, and of diffusing a
common societal culture throughout the territcry of the state (Pettai
1998). In doing so these countries are using many of the same nation-
building tools Western democracies use. These include:”

(1) official language policies;™®

(2) attempts to create a uniform system of national education;”

(3) migration and naturalization policies—that is, favouring co-
ethnics in admissions decisions; requiring migrants to adopt a
common national identity as a condition of naturalization;*®

(4) the redrawing of administrative districts to dilute the weight of
minorities in each of them.*

(5) the centralization of power, so that all decisions are made in a
context where the dominant group forms a clear majority.*

Some Western commentators take these nation-building policies as
evidence that newly-democratizing states in ECE are fundamentally

bby




54 Western Political Theory and Etonic Relations

different from Western ‘civic’ nations. But as we’ve seen, the use of
nation-building is not, by itself, incompatible with Western liberal
democracy. Liberal democracies have engaged in extensive campaigns
of nation-building in an effort to diffise a common set of institutions
operating in a common language throughout the entire territory of
the state, and thereby to promote a common national identity. Liberal
democracies, as much as illiberal ones, attempt to give a distinctly
‘national’ character to public space.”

What then distinguishes liberal nation-building from illiberal
nationalism? This is an interesting, and inadequately studied, ques-
tion. I would highlight the following nine differences, all of which
have implications for minority rights. If we examine nationalist move-
ments along these nine dimensions, we should be able to get a good
sense of how liberal they are. I should emphasize that these nine dif-
ferences are all a matter of degree: ntionalist movements fall along a
continuum of liberalism in their nation-building projects, rather than
being ‘purely liberal’ or ‘purely illiberal’. Moreover, nationalist move-
ments can be more liberal on some of these criteria and less liberal on
others. Indeed, this is true of Western democracies as well as ECE
countries, and many of my examples of illiberal nation-building are
taken from the history of Western democracies. All real-world nation-
alisms are a complex mixture of liberal and illiberal elements, although
the forms and depth of illiberalism vary enormously.

1. One difference between liberal and illiberal forms of nation-
building is in the degree of coercion used to promote a common
national identity. It wouldn’t be trueto say that liberal states only use
voluntary means to promote nation-building. Historically, at least,
liberal states have been quite willing to use coercion in the service of
nation-building. There was nothing voluntary about the imposition
of the French language on the Bretons after the Revolution, or the
imposition of the English language on the Chicanos after the War with
Mexico in 1848. And even today, there are coercive aspects to the way
immigrants are pressured to integrae—for example language tests for
naturalization. But it is generally true that liberal states impose fewer
penalties or disadvantages on those who remain outside the dominant
national group. For example, while a liberal state may not provide
public funds to minority-language schools, they are unlikely to pro-
hibit privately-funded minority schools.

2. This is related to a second difference—namely, that liberal states
have a more restricted conception of the relevant ‘public space’ within
which the dominant national identity should be expressed, and a more

expansive conception of the ‘private’ sphere where differences are
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. tolerated. For example, parliamentary debates in a liberal state may

be conducted exclusively in one language, but liberal states are
unlikely to insist, as some ECE states do, that election posters and
brochures be printed only in the dominant language, or that weddings
be conducted in the dominant language. Liberal states may insist that
the official language be used when filling in government-mandated
.rnu._ﬂr and safety reports in the workplace, but they are unlikely to
insist that union meetings be conducted in the majority language.*

3. Third, liberal states are unlikely to prehibit forms of speech
or political mobilization that challenge the privileging of a national
lentity. People who wish to give public space a different national
character—perhaps by adopting a different oficial language, or even
by seceding to form a separate state—are not forbidden from holding
public office. Advocating such changes is not seen as disloyalty, or
even if it is seen as disloyal, this is not viewed as sufficient grounds
for restricting democratic rights. In Israel, by contrast, anyone who
refuses to accept the principle that Israel is a ‘Jewish state’ is not
allowed to run for political office.

4. Fourth, liberal states typically have a more open definition of
the national community. Membership in the nation is not restricted
to those of a particular race, ethnicity, or religion. Generally speak-
ing, anyone can join the nation if they want to do so. When liberal
states prohibited the public expression of a minority’s national iden-
tity—as the French did with the Basques—they at least ensured that
the minority could become full and equal members of the dominant
nation. However coercive the French were towards the Basques, there
was never any question that (assimilated) Basques could become
Frenchmen. .wu\ contrast, in some countries, non-nationals are pre-
vented from integrating into the dominant national group even as they
are prohibited from expressing their own naticnal identity. Bulgarian
nationalism is currently undergoing major trarsformations, but until
recently it used to be that to be a ‘true’ Bulgarian, one must have a
Bulgarian surname, be descended from ethnic Bulgarians and be 2
member of the Orthodox church. Needless to say, it was very diffi-
cult for Turks living in Bulgaria to ever be accepted as members of the
‘Bulgarian’ nation, even if they wished to integrate*

5. _um_..mu.. as a result of this inclusiveness, liberal states exhibit a
much thinner conception of national identity. In order to make it pos-
sible for people from different ethnocultural backgrounds to become
full and equal members of the nation, and to allow for the maximum
room for individual dissent, the terms of admission are relatively
thin—for example learning the language, pariicipating in common
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movements will turn out to be more liberal on some scales, and less
liberal on others.*

5.2 Minority Rights Claims in ECE

So in terms of the first half of the ration-building/minority rights
dialectic, we certainly see that states in ECE are using various tools
of nation-building to protect and diffuse a dominant societal culture.
In some cases, this state nation-building is more thick, coercive,
or exclusionary than in Western democracies. How do minorities
respond to state nation-building? As 1 noted carlier, minorities facing
a nation-building state have limited options, ranging from integration
to self-government to voluntary marginalization. Which of these
options have minorities in ECE adopted? Do they respond by making
similar sorts of claims as minorities in the West?

1 have already mentioned one important difference in the response
of minorities in ECE. Unlike the West, the option of mass emigration
is a serious one for some groups. We can see several examples of
minority flight. In some cases, virtuilly the entire minority popula-
tion has left. For example, virtually all ethnic Germans and Jews have
left Central Asia for Germany or Israel.” In other cases, there has
been sizeable migration, sometimes into the hundreds of thousands.
This is true of the ethnic Russians leaving Kazakhstan for Russia;
ethnic Hungarians leaving Transylvania and Vojvodina for Hungary;
or ethnic Greeks leaving southern Albania for Greece.* In all of these
cases, there has been a sizeable migration, although most members of
the minority group have stayed behind.

In most cases, however, the option of mass migration is neither fea-
sible nor desirable for minorities. And where minorities are staying,
we might expect that they respond to state nation-building policies
by demanding various kinds of minority rights. And that indeed
is what we see. In Moldova, for instance, both the demands of the
Gagauz and of the Slavic community of Trans-Dniestr reflected, at
least initially, a ‘reactive nationalism’, responding to the assertive
nation-building policies of the Moldovan majority (Chinn and Roper

1995; Ethnobarometer 1999: 62-7; Kaiser 1994: 364-7; Thompson
1998). Most of the cases of minority separatism which emerged
between the end of the 1980s and the beginning of the 1990s in
the former Soviet Union—in Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova, and
Ukraine—were initially a response ‘o majority nation-building pro-
jects initiated in the republics (Ethncbarometer 1999: ch. 2). Similarly,
the demands of the Turks in Bulgaria were a response to the pressure
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federalism has worked to ensure peace, democracy, freedom, and
prosperity for multination states like Spain, Canada, Belgium, Britain,
and Switzerland, one might expect that there would be great interest
in adopting it in ECE countries, most of which contain territorially-
concentrated national minorities. And yet there is enormous resis-
tance in virtually every ECE country to the idex of federalism or other
forms of territorial autonomy for national minorities. Russia is the
only country that voluntarily adopted a form of multination federal-
ism that grants significant territorial autonomy to several national
minorities.”” But in all other countrics, territorial autonomy has been
strongly resisted.

In some cases, pre-existing forms of minority autonomy were
scrapped: Serbia revoked the awonomy of Kosovo/Vojvodina;
Georgia revoked the autonomy of Abkhazia and Ossetia; Azerbaijan
revoked the autonomy of Ngorno-Karabakh. Indeed the revoking
of minority autonomy was often cne of the first things that these
countries chose to do with their new-found freedom after the collapse
of Communism.*®® In other cases, requests to restore historic forms
of autonomy were rejected—Romania refused to restore the autono-
my to Transylvania which had been revoked in 1956. In yet other
cases, requests to create new forms of autonomy were dismissed—
Estonia rejected a referendum supporting autonomy for Russian-
dominated Narva; Kazakhstan rejecied autonomy for ethnic Russians
in the north; Ukraine rejected a referendum supporting autonomy
for ethnic Romanian areas; Lithuania rejected requests for autonomy
by ethnic Poles; Macedonia rejected a referendum for autonomy for
Albanian-dominated Western Macedonia in 1992.* And in yet other
cases, countries have redrawn boundaries to make it impossible for
autonomy to be adopted in the fumre—Slovakia redrew its internal
boundaries so that ethnic Hungarians would not form a majority
within any of the internal administrative districts, and hence would
have no platform to claim autonomy; Croatia redrew internal
boundaries in Krajina and West Slavonia to dilute Serbian-populated
areas.”?

The only cases in ECE, outside Russia, where territorial autonomy
has been accepted are cases where the national minority simply
grabbed political power and established de facto autonomy without
the consent of the central government. In these situations, the only
alternative to recognizing de facto autonomy was military interven-
tion and potential civil war. This was the situation in Trans-Dneister
in Moldova; Abkhazia in Georgis; Krajina in Croatia; Crimea in
Ukraine; and Ngorno-Karabakh in Armenia. Even here, most coun-

Will Kymlicka 63

tries preferred civil war to negotiating autonomy; and only accepted
autonomy if and when they weren’t able to win militarily.®

This almost blind resistance to territorial autonomy is reflected in

the recent history of Krajina, a Serbian-populated area of Croatia that
has been the subject of a brutal civil war. Many commentators believe
that autonomy for the Serbs was the only option that might have
avoided this bloodshed (Varady 1997). However, Serb demands for
territorial autonomy were considered too much for the Croats to
accept after independence, and they offered only minimal forms of
cultural autonomy without political sclf-government. So the local
Serbs took up arms, backed by the Serbian-dominated Yugoslay army.
and simply took over political power in the region. At this ﬁo.::,
Croatia offered territorial autonomy to Krajina, but this was now
considered too little by the Serbs, who would settle for nothing less
than secession and incorporation into Serbia. When the Croat army
retook Krajina, the Serbs reconsidered and accepted the Croat offer
of autonomy, but by then the victorious Croats had withdrawn
the offer of autonomy, and have proceeded to dispossess the local
Serbs of their rights and property, and to resettle Bosnian Croats in
areas of former Serb settlement. Both sides preferred civil war, sec-
ession, and ethnic cleansing to negotiating autonomy. ’

What explains this overwhelming resistance to the general princi-
ple of recognizing minority nationalism, and to the more specific idea
of federalism, or other forms of minority autonomy?* These ideas
are resisted for the same reasons they used to be rejected in West—
for example fear of disloyalty and separatism. Yet most multination
Western countries now see the attempt to suppress minority nation-
alism as counter-productive, and see federalism s a way of stabilizing
multination states. Perhaps people in ECE may, in time, come to share
that perception.

Indeed, this seems to be the evidence from the ECE as well.
Compare the way Ukraine dealt with the Russian nationalists in
Crimea, on the one hand, with the way Azerbaijan dealt with
Nagorno-Karabakh, or Georgia dealt with Abkhazia and Ossetia, or
Moldova dealt with Gagauz and Trans-Dniestr, or Serbia dealt Lmnr
Kosovo, on the other hand. The latter four countries initially tried
and failed to suppress minority nationalism. The result was armed
conflict. They were later forced to offer concessions, but have not yet
R»nrwﬂ_ final settlements (Ethnobarometer 1999: ch. 2). By contrast,
Cwmﬁ_u.m continued to bargain with the Russians in Crimea, ted
the peninsula the status of an autonomous republic, never undertook
any repressive miltiary or police action, and thus avoided violence and
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maintained the dispute within the boundaries of peaceful politics.
Ukraine and the Russians in Crimea have now reached what may be
an enduring settlement (Ethnobarometer 1999: 67-71).%

In short, there is reason to believe that in ECE, as in the rest of
the world, loyalty is best secured by encouraging, not suppressing,
minority identities, and by enabling forms of minority self-govern-
ment (Varady 1997: 47).% What Horowitg says internationally seems
1o apply to ECE: namely, that ‘early, mnnn%o:m devolution is far more
likely to avert than to abet ethnic separatism . .. Unfortunately, a
good many governments have proceeded on the opposite assump-
tion—that devolution feeds centrifugal forces’ (Horowitz 1991: 224;
cf. Hislope 1998).

However, the adoption of multination federalism in ECE countries
is complicated by two factors not present in the West. First, there is
the legacy of the pseudo-federalisis of the Communist regimes in
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and the Soviet Union. The constitution
of these federations contained a division of powers between the
central and local levels of government, but in reality all power was
centralized in the hands of the Communist Party which imposed its
will on the subunits. As Dorff puts t, these countries were federal in
‘structure’, but entirely lacking in federalist ‘procedures’—that is,
lacking any tradition of partnership, negotiated co-operation and
open bargaining concerning the accommodation of ethnic diversity
(Dorff 1994: 100-1). Federalism of this sort was not adopted as a

way of encouraging people to understand and accept the enduring
diversity of interests and identities, but rather as a mechanism of
centralized control over the expression of ethnicity, so as to remove
any potential for any ethnic mobilization that was independent of the
central state and Communist Party (Lynn and Novikov 1997: 187-8).
The Party selected the homeland cadres, who then were given a
monopoly over the mobilization of the relevant ethnic community.
All other forms of ethnic mobilization were prohibited. This perverse
form of pseudo-federalism, far from promoting practices of tolerance
and inter-ethnic accommodation, laid the groundwork for the disso-
lution of all three federations (Dorff 1994: 102).”” While there is very
little in ‘common between these federalisms under a Communist
dictatorship and federalism in a liberal democracy (Linz 1996), the
collapse of these three federations has dealt a ‘severe setback’ to the
very idea of federalism in ECE (Liebich 1995: 317).
Second, and more important, many national minorities in ECE
have a kin-state nearby that they might hope to join or rejoin, and
so are potentially irredentist. This is quite different from national

T
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minoritics in Western Europe, most of whom co not hav igh-
bouring kin-state. The Caralans, Basques, and Scots :mmwnnown””_,.—w”.
ally entertain the thought of secession, but it would not be in order
to jomn some larger state to which they feel tied by bonds of ethnic-
ity. Similarly in North America, it’s been at least 2 century since
anyone seriously thought Puerto Rico might wish to rejoin Spain, or
that Quebec might wish to rejoin France. And of course mn&muswﬁ
peoples in the Americans do not have a kin-state,

_ By contrast, many of the most difficult ethnic conflicts in ECE
involve :.n:G:;_ minorities that have a ncighbouring kin-state. The
problem in such cases is not just that the minority may have a _E.ﬂmmnm
to rejoin their kin-state, but also the potential for political and even
:.:__BJ.\ intervention by the kin-state in order to ‘protect’ the inter-
ests of ‘their’ people. The paradigm example of this was the way the
Nazis encouraged ethnic Germans in Czechoslovakia to lodge com-
plaints about their treatment, and then used these complaints
grounds for invasion. . i

Many vmo.ﬁ_a E ECE fear that a similar situation may arise today.
This fear arises in the context of ethnic Russians both in Crimea
(Jaworsky 1998; Marples and Duke 1995) and in the Baltics (Pettai
1998; Mitrofanov 1998); the Russified Cossacks in Kazakhstan and
the Z@ﬁrmnn Caucasus (Opalski 1998); the ethnic Hungarians in
Slovakia and Romania (Mihalikova 1998; Nelson 1998; Andreescu
1997); ﬂ.rn nﬂ_..hEn E&.ubmm:w in Macedonia (Strazzari 1998); the ethnic
Romanians in Ukraine (Jaworsky 1998); and the ethnic Serbs in
Bosnia or Croatia (Crnobrnja 1998).

In some cases, the national minority may be willing to be guided
by its kin-state. Jaworsky suggests this is true of the ethnic Romani-
ans in Ukraine (Jaworsky 1998). But the problem of kin-state inter-
vention exists even if the minorities themselves are not irredentist, and
do not wish to join or rejoin their kin-state. For exsmple, the evidence
suggests that an increasing number of ethnic Russians in the Baltics
not only reject the idea of rejoining Russia, but also think of
themselves as having more in common with the local Latvians or
Estonians than with ethnic Russians in Russia (Pettai 1998; Antane
and Tsilevich 1998; Mitrofanov 1998). Yet this has not a:Ewn._mnmn_ the
danger that nationalists in Russia could use the existence of Russian
minorities as mw.oznn_m for intervention. As Pettai notes, Russia con-
unues to speak in the name of ethnic Russians in the Baltic countries
and to adopt a confrontational attitude towards these countries. even
though the local Russians themselves do not share Moscow’s mm.a:mu.

~ Similarly, Jaworsky notes that very few ethnic Russians in Ukraine—
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the problem of kin-st
reason, apart from Northern Ireland and Cyprus, the presence ot
kin-states has not caused the same sort of problem in the West.”

It seems to me that there is a further factor at play here—namely,
the historical relation between the minority and external powers. In
many cases, minorities are seen, rightly or wrongly, as allies or col-
laborators with external powers that have historically oppressed the
majority group. Hungarians in Romania and Slovakia are a relatively
small and powerless minority—10-15 per cent of the population in
cach country—but Slovakians.and Romanians perceive them as the
embodiment of centuries of oppression under the Habsburgs. The
Russians in Estonia and Latvia are not seen as a weak and disenfran-
chised minority group, but as a remnder and manifestation of former
Soviet oppression. The Muslim Albanians in Serbia and Macedonia,
or the Muslim Turks in Bulgaria, are seen as a reminder of centuries
of oppression under the Muslim Oxomans.”

In short, the problem is not just that the minority has a kin-state,
but rather the historical fact that the minority collaborated with this
kin-state in oppressing the majority group. This, I think, is truly dis-
tinctive to Eastern Europe, not found in the West—except perhaps in
Ireland and Cyprus.”

This and other factors have encouraged three interrelated assump-
tions which are now widely accepted by ECE countries: (a) that
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