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Abstract

Multiculturalism ensures that all citizens can kélegir identities, can take pride in their ancesing have
a sense of belonging. Multiculturalism is a sodacttrine that distinguishes itself as a positivieraltive
for policies of assimilation, connoting a politicg recognition of the citizenship rights and cudtur
identities of ethnic minority groups and an affation of the value of cultural diversity. The exttef
culture maintenance by ethnic minority groups drrtadaptation to majority group culture are tasuies
central to everyday thinking about multiculturalisktuch of the recent debate about multiculturalesmal
minority rights in western political theory has ceptualized the issues in terms of two alternativetates
could either adopt procedural liberalism and edqigiits or a politics of difference. In every sogi¢he
state plays a vital role in fostering a sense stige and common belonging.
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1. Introduction

Multiculturalism is a leftist political ideology #t sees all cultures, their mores and institutiasgssentially
equal. No culture is considered superior or infetm any other; it is merely different. Multicul@lism
represents a new kind of universalism — one wheegration of individuals into the state is notdicated on
a total disengagement from particularistic commuiés. Rather, people are included into the natate as
members of diverse but equal ethnic groups. Andthte recognizes that the dignity of individual$inked
to the collective dignity of the community to whithey belong. Criticism of other cultures espegiall
non-western minority cultures is labeled “insensitior “bigoted” (Schmidt 1997) a multicultural sSety
needs a broadly shared culture to sustain it. Siniceolves several cultures, the shared cultae only
grow out of their interaction and could both regpmed nurture their diversity and unite them aroand
common way of life. For those accustomed to thigldhculture as a more or less homogeneous andethe
whole, the idea of a multiculturally constitutedtare might appear incoherent or bizarre. In fasthsa
culture is a fairly common phenomenon in everyunally diverse society (Appiah 1994, 1996).

Multiculturalism, as distinct from the adjective hicultural (“of or pertaining to a society consisy of
varied cultural groups”), first came into wide @illation in the 1970s in Canada and Australia amntime
for a key plank of government policy to assisthie management of ethnic pluralism within the nation
polity. In this context, the emergence of the tésnstrongly associated with a growing realizatidrthe
unintended social and cultural consequences okilacgle immigration. Coined by a Canadian Royal
Commission in 1965, this governmental use of “noulturalism” is widely supported and endorseditsy
proponents as both a progressive political impegagéind an official article of faith — a term assoed in
principle with the values of equality, tolerancaedanclusiveness toward migrants of ethnically efiéint
backgrounds. “Canadian multiculturalism is fundanta¢ to our belief that all citizens are equal.
Multiculturalism ensures that all citizens can kéegr identities, can take pride in their ancesing have a
sense of belonging” (Government of Canada 200¢pidally, multiculturalism here is a social docgithat
distinguishes itself as a positive alternativefolicies of assimilation, connoting a politics eEognition of
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the citizenship rights and cultural identities tifréc minority groups (Kymlicka 1995; C. Taylor 18%nd,
more generally, an affirmation of the value of atdt diversity.

For some multiculturalism stands for cultural isi@aism or ghettoization, based on the relativisiwthat
every cultural community is self-contained and -seithenticating and has a right to live by its nerm
Outsiders cannot judge or criticize it and sho@lspect its autonomy. Multiculturalism in this seoksarly
undermines any kind of shared life. More importgritlalso militates against the multicultural sstgiitself.
The latter arises because different cultures dopassively coexist but interact and influence eattter,
something that multiculturalism defined in this wdigallows. Champions of multicultural society tbfere
see multiculturalism as their enemy, and wage &m @p subdued war against it. We might call thésstatic,
isolationist or relativist view of multiculturalisififarekh 2006).

When multiculturalists use the word ‘multiculturaliey fail to define what they mean by ‘culturehéy
ignore long standing definitions of culture pregehby anthropologists and sociologists. Culturestsia of

a society’s established and institutionalized va|lbeliefs, knowledge and practices that are lebtm®ugh
human interaction. Culture is the property of aietycor a nation, an aggregate of people withiregiv
geographic boundaries. But multiculturalists apihlg word ‘culture’ to almost any group that has som
behavioral variations from that of another. Multtawalists talk about the culture of minority graups
though they were entities separate from their agisitulture at large (Schmidt 1999).

2. Multiculturalism in a Global Society

In recent years, the words ‘multiculturalism’ anldlgalization’ have captured the imagination of dah®
and the public alike. These two commonly used aeduently misunderstood, terms are increasingly
employed as people attempt to make sense of sothe afost fundamental and dramatic changes that hav
reconfigured economic arrangements, challengedigaillisystems and recast issues related to cultural
identities during the past half- century (Kivistd(). From a multiculturalists perspective the geodiety
cherishes the diversity of and encourages a cedialogue between its different cultures and threral
visions. Such a society not only respects its meg\bgghts to their culture and increases theirgeuof
choices but also cultivates their powers of satieism, self-determination, imagination, intelleat and
moral sympathy, and contributes to their developraed well-being.

A multicultural society cannot be stable and lastgl without developing a common sense of belonging
among its citizens. The sense of belonging canadatthnic and based on shared cultural, ethnic #met o
characteristics, for a multicultural society is tigerse for that, but must be political and baged shared
commitment to the political community. Its membdrs not directly belong to each other as in an ethni
group but through their mediating membership di@aed community, and they are committed to eacéroth
because they are all in their own different waysigttted to a common historical community. They dd a
should matter to each other because they are bdodether by the ties of common interest and attect.

This is why, although they might personally loadmme of their fellow-members or find their lifessl
views and values unacceptable, their mutual comeritrand concern as members of a shared community
remain unaffected.

The concept of multiculturalism has been discussedestern societies with relation to the problefm
incorporating diverse minorities on terms of edyalhto a nation state in which there is already a
reasonable degree of consensus regarding basiallibalues and national identity. But even in such
societies concepts like multiculturalism embodyedse possibilities. Multiculturalism promises a plere
understanding of equality and self-determinationtloe one hand to that which had earlier prevaited i
liberal theory. But on the other, it opens up tlosgibility for conservative interpretations of agtive
identities and identitarian politics.

For example, in Britain a Commission on the FutafeMulti-Ethnic Britain, set up in 1998 by the
Runnymede Trust, was “devoted to the cause of ptomg racial justice” and to proposing ways of
“making Britain a confident and vibrant multicutal society at ease with its rich diversity.” The
Commission’s report, The future of multi-ethnic t&m (Runnymede Trust Commission on the Future of
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Multi-Ethnic Britain 2000), also known as the PdrdReport after the Commission’s chairperson, Bhikhu
Parekh, stated famously that “Britain is both antounity of citizens and a community of communities,
both a liberal and a multicultural society, anddeet reconcile their sometimes conflicting requieats”.
This statement illustrates the unresolved, compdexi ambiguous relationship between multicultunalis
and the political philosophy of liberalism, althdughe phrase liberal multiculturalism is also used
descriptively by academic analysts to refer prdgitethe diversity management policies of governtae
Very similar controversies have raged in other ¢oes as well. In the UK, the Parekh Report, patidy

its multiculturalist notion of Britain as a “commity of communities,” was widely criticized by
conservatives as a recipe for the balkanizaticspofety.

In the USA, multiculturalism was similarly attackém promoting national division, as reflected e ttitle

of Arthur J. Schlesinger’s best-selling book, tliguditing of America. Invoking the US’s motto E phus
Unum, Schlesinger argues that multiculturalism,eesly in its radical version, is based on a ‘tcaf
ethnicity” and an “obsession with difference,’ngettling “the balance between Unum and pluribus”
(Schlesinger 1992). All these critics stress thednfor a “common culture” if a nation is to funoh
peacefully. One effect of the fallout of the tersbiattacks on the USA on September 11, 2001, kas b
heightened concern with the possibility of a glotiésh of civilizations” (Huntington 1993), spdically
between Islam and “the West,” with grave impliicats for the place of the millions of Muslims noiwihg

in liberal-democratic societies. As they are novdamger of being positioned as “the enemy withemd
their culture and religion dismissed as backwardnderior by some extremist right-wing politicians,
especially in Western Europe (including the Italme minister, Silvio Berlusconi), the multiculglist
credo of valuing and protecting cultural diversity increasingly countered by a renewed call for
assimilation or for a halt on immigration altogetheunrealistic desires in the complex realitiesthod
globalize, postmodern world.

Multiculturalism is not just a statement of fatis also a value. It cherishes cultural diversity envisions
a society in which different communities forge antnon identity while retaining their cultural proaerce.
When modern democratic societies embrace multialitim they demonstrate a deeper and more profound
egalitarian impulse within them than the mere pnesef plural cultures. Multiculturalism acknowledthe
existence of diverse communities, but what is nio@ortant is that it accords positive value tocb#ective
identities of all ethnic communities. It picturessaciety which is characterized not by multipleterdl
solitudes or endemic cultural strife, but by comitias living together and participating as equatipers in
national political life.

3. Minority Rights and Justice

The idea of multiculturalism and minority rightsshbeen ‘internationalized’ in two distinct waysrdj a
discourse of multiculturalism is circulating amonhgdites who participate in international networdfs
activists, scholars and policy-makers. Throughehestworks, diversity is being diffused around wweeld,
premised on principles of tolerance and idealsistige’ Second, formal international standards of minority
rights are being adopted by international orgainatsuch as the United Nations (UN), the World Bamd
the International Labour Organization (ILO). Theseyanizations have attempted to codify minimum
standards for the behavior of states in relaticiné@r minorities, and to establish mechanism tmitoo state
compliance with them.

It is increasingly recognized that this is an Uphg way to conceptualize most minority rightsioha in
Western democracies. Assumptions about the ‘strikparallel between the communitarian attack of
philosophical liberalism and the notion of minorifghts’ have been increasingly questiohdd reality,
most ethno cultural groups within Western demoesao not want to be protected from the force of
modernity in modern liberal societies. On the cantrthey want to be full and equal participantsiodern
liberal societies. Most immigrant groups, whichls@elusion and full participation in the mainstneaf
liberal-democratic societies, with access to itscation, technology, literacy, mass communicatiets,
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Minority rights are a heterogeneous category. Mtgatights have become an umbrella term. There are
different types of minority rights. All minority ghts share two important features: (Ray 2007)

e They go beyond the familiar set of common civil grditical rights of individual citizenship which
are protected in all liberal democracies;

« They are adopted with the intention of recognizamgommodating the distinctive identities and
needs of ethno cultural groups.

Several authors like Young, Parekh, Tully, Tayldarrrow and Spinner took up this task, attemptimg t
defend the justice of certain kinds of multiculursacommodations or groups-specific rights. Thagbas
used a verity of arguments to make their case, ofoshich can be seen as resting on a common g{rate
They all claim that while difference-blind institoms purport to be neutral amongst towards the sieed
interests, and identities of the majority groups;lesions for members of minority groups. The adopbdf
certain minorities’ rights, it is argued, helps remedy the disadvantages the minorities suffer iwith
difference-blind institutions, and in doing so puates fairness. Minority rights do not constitutefain
privileges or invidious forms of discrimination, toather compensate for unfair disadvantages arateso
consistent with and may indeed be required bygasti

A variety of issues has been gathered under thicrabthe ‘politics of multiculturalism’. The waiyp which
cultural and ethnic differentiation may be accomated in social, political and economic arrangements
‘Multiculturalism’ has notably been invoked in cooersies over education: how may culture be tréimsth
when it is thought to have been defined so as thude the interests, needs, beliefs, perhaps then
existence of a cross-cutting array of social ctiNgges, including women, formerly colonized peeg)
minority ethnic, racial and religious groups anggjand lesbians?( Sullivan 2000)

In a multicultural society different communities ieadifferent needs, and some might be structurally
disadvantaged or lack the skill and the confidelocparticipate in the mainstream society and avhits
opportunities. Both justice and the need to fostesmmon sense of belonging then require such mesaas
group-differentiated rights, culturally differertiéa applications of laws and policies, state supjpar
minority institutions, and a judicious programmeaéffrmative action. Kymlicka’s liberal theory ofinority
rights upon the principle that respect for minestcultures enhances individual freedom and autgripm
providing their members a context that gives theaeas to meaningful choice in way of life, in bptiblic
and private spheres (Kymlicka & Marin 1999).

In a multicultural society differencommunities have different needs, and some mighsthecturally
disadvantaged or lack the skill and the confidetocparticipate in the mainstream society and avfits
opportunities. Both justice and the need to foateommon sense of belonging then require such mesasu
as group-differentiated rights, culturally diffetietted applications of laws and policies, statepsupfor
minority institutions, and a judicious programme affirmative action. Although equal citizenship is
essential to fostering a common sense of belonging not enough. Citizenship is about status agits;
belonging is about acceptance, feeling welcomeersses of identification. The two do not necessarily
coincide. One might enjoy all the rights of citisbip but feel that one does not quite belong to the
community and is a relative outsider, as do sommuggs of African-Americans in the United States,
Afro-Caribbeans and Asians in Britain, Arabs inri@ and Israel, and Muslims and, until recentlihSi

in India? The treatment of sub- state/minority nationalissussh as the Québécois in Canada, the Scots and
Welsh in Britain, the Catalans and Basques in Spdie Flemish in Belgium, the German-speaking
minority in South Tyrol in Italy, and Puerto Rico the United Stateén all of these cases, we find a
regionally-concentrated group that conceives dflfithas a nation within a larger state, and moédiz
behind nationalist political parties to achieve agrition of its nationhood, either in the form ofi a
independent state or through territorial autononiyiw the larger state. In the past, all of thesartries
have attempted to suppress these forms of subrstitnalism. To have a regional group with a sesfse
distinct nationhood was seen as a threat to the.starious efforts were made to erode this serise o
distinct nationhood, including restricting minorignguage rights, abolishing traditional forms edional
self-government, and encouraging members of theirdorh group to settle in the minority group’s
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traditional territory so that the minority becommgnumbered even in its traditional territory.

The treatment of indigenous peoples, such as ttiarie and Inuit in Canada, the Aboriginal peoples o
Australia, the Maori of New Zealand, the Sami o&&dinavia, the Inuit of Greenland, and Indian silre
the United States. In the past, all of these coemtihad the same goal and expectation that indigeno
peoples would eventually disappear as distinct canities, as a result of dying out, or intermarriage
assimilation (Kymlicka 2002). Various policies wemdopted to speed up this process, such as sigippin
indigenous peoples of their lands, restricting phectice of their traditional culture, language aaligion,
and undermining their institutions of self-govermme

However, there has been a dramatic reversal irethekicies, starting in the early 1970s. Todayoélihe
countries at least in principle, the idea thatgedious peoples will exist into the indefinite ftas distinct
societies within the larger country, and that tmeyst have the land claims, cultural rights (inchggdi
recognition of customary law) and self-governmégtits needed to sustain themselves as distinctisesi

We see this pattern in all of the Western demoegadTonsider the constitutional affirmation of Algoral
rights in the 1982 Canadian constitution, alonghvtite land claims commission and the signing of new
treaties; the revival of treaty rights through ffreaty of Waitangi in New Zealand; the recognitafiand
rights for Aboriginal Australians in the Mabo deois, the creation of the Sami Parliament in Scaaviim,

the evolution of ‘Home Rule’ for the Inuit of Grdand; and the laws and court cases upholding
self-determination rights for American Indian trgbgot to mention the flood of legal and constdnél
changes recognizing indigenous rights in Latin Aicgr In all of these countries there is a gradudlreal
process of decolonization taking place, as indigenpeoples regain their lands, customary law affd se
government. This is the second main shift in etbultural relations throughout the Western demoesci
In all of these contexts as well, we see shifts yafvam historic policies of assimilation or exclosi
towards a more ‘multicultural’ approach that redage and accommodates diversity. Today, virtudlly a
Western states that contain indigenous peoplessahdstate national groups have become ‘multination
states, recognizing the existence of ‘peoples’ &mations’ within the boundaries of the state. This
recognition is manifested in a range of minoritghts that includes regional autonomy and official
language status for national minorities, and custgmlaw, land claims, and self-government for
indigenous(Kymlicka 2002) By contrast, only very aiegt minority rights, such as mother-tongue primary
education, have been recognized in the case oftib national groups. No international documest ha
affirmed any principle of territorial autonomy offioial language status for sub state national gsoun
this case; international law lags far behind thegyimg practices of Western democracies in termbef
rights accorded to sub state national groups. Bysimplify, we might say that while internationall is
attempting to codify ‘best practices’ in the cadeiraligenous peoples, it is only codifying the most
‘minimal standards’ or ‘lowest common denominaiarthe case of sub state national groups.

As such, multiculturalism represents a new kindimf/ersalism — one where integration of individuak®
the state is not predicated on a total disengagefran particularistic community ties. Rather, pkopre
included into the nation state as members of divbg equal ethnic groups. And the state recogtinegthe
dignity of individuals is linked to the collectivdignity of the community to which they belong. Werst
democracies have privileged the majority’s cultame identity through deliberate state policies $guming
that minority cultures would disappear with the gass of political modernization and socio-economic
progress that would eventually assimilate all theeckward’ minorities into the ‘advanced’ majorityltre.
Promoting integration into the culture of the majohas been part of the ‘nation-building’ projebat all
liberal democracies have adopted. The idea thatdlbdemocratic states are ethno culturally neusral
therefore ‘misguided’ (Kymlicka 2000). A theory dafinority rights that would accommodate minority
groups ethnic identities should not be viewed ds\aation from so-called ‘ethno cultural neutrdlityut as

a response to the majority’s nation-building prajes Kymlicka sums up since mainstream institugion
privilege the majority’s culture and identity in soany ways, and since people’s interests in culaune
identity are so important, the question we fageiswhether to adopt multiculturalism, but rathdriet kind

of multiculturalism to adopt (Kymlicka 2000).
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This radical redefinition of a democratic polity kes multiculturalism a normative value that is &gidle as
much to the modern liberal democracies of the \&g4dtis to modernizing polities like India. Comiréo the
general expectation, community identities havedissolved in market economies or liberal democgacie
No society is so completely modern or homogenibed ¢ollective group identities cease to be ofuahee
to its members.

The issue of minority rights and multiculturalismhigh on the political agenda of most states taiage
most states incorporate a variety of ethnic, religi and other diversities. The problem has become
exacerbated in recent decades because of the sedréaflux of immigrants into the advanced capstali
states of the West and the movements of refugéeselore, most states face the problem of negagjatith
diverse groups and this is reflected in contempgalitical theory. Not only have received theorésights

and citizenship and justice come under challdngenew concepts like multiculturalism have alserbe
generated to address these issues.

When concepts like multiculturalism are appropdaby societies like the Indian, the ambiguitieshie
concept generate a variety of possibilities whiebhdto be examined in relation to our recent malithistory
and aspirations. The question of Indian exceptismaand the need to evolve purely indigenous smistio
the problems of our society, but the need to @lityeexamine the context in which debates abouakiyuand
difference have been conducted in contemporaryigalitheory in the West as also in India. Westidreral
democracies to describe themselves as multiculboGkties, even though only a few had embracedalff
policies of multiculturalism. Even nation states ieth had traditionally been known as fiercely
homogeneous, such as Germany and Japan, couldngerlavoid acknowledging the ethnic and racial
diversification of their populations. As a result iatensifying global migrations, “the world becas
increasingly a place of multi-ethnic states, wifhta 30% of the population coming from other saeit
(Davidson 1997). “Multicultural” is thus often egted with multiethnic in public discourse, whiattirn is
conflated with multiracial, indicating the extera tvhich debates on multiculturalism are concerned
predominantly with the presence of non-white mifremmmunities in white, Western societies. In this
context, multiculturalism is variously evoked aseaponse to the need to address real or potettiaice
tension and racial conflict. For example, in Britai Commission on the Future of Multi-Ethnic Britaset

up in 1998 by the Runnymede Trust, was “devoteithéocause of promoting racial justice” and togwsing
ways of “making Britain a confident and vibrant Hicultural society at easewith its rich diversityLhe
Commission’s report, The future of multi-ethnic &m (Runnymede Trust Commission on the Future of
Multi-Ethnic Britain 2000), also known as the PdrdReport after the Commission’s chairperson, Bhikhu
Parekh, stated famously that “Britain is both ancounity of citizens and a community of communitiesth

a liberal and a multicultural society, and needsettncile their sometimes conflicting requireméntsis
statement illustrates the unresolved, complex,amdiguous relationship between multiculturalism #red
political philosophy of liberalism, although therpke liberal multiculturalism is also used desoray by
academic analysts to refer precisely to the diteersanagement policies of governments.

Liberalism and liberal theory have provided thenfeavork within which much of the discussion about
minority rights and multiculturalism has taken ma€elebration of social and cultural diversity hbgays
been a liberal value although liberalism has besoriously ambiguous about how to reconcile valiles
equality and individualism with respect for divéysiClassical liberal theorists like J. S. Milaced the
origins of social diversity to individual differees of interest and talent. Mills’ essay ‘On Libéiiya classic
humanist statement about the need to protect ithai@di rights of expression for the development of
individuals as well as the enrichment of socia.lif

However, the notion of the autonomous individualresprimary unit of social life has come undeagittin
recent years. The liberal-communitarian debate estarn political theory for instance, raised thsuésof
whether, and if so to what extent, the individuah de conceptualised in abstraction from his/herato
linkages. Contemporary liberal theorists like VWiymlicka have argued that liberalism is not intigadly
antagonistic to the concept of the individual we@mbedded in socio-cultural communities. He ardoies
state protection for community identities and aaggt of justice which would take into consideration
individuals as well as the communities with whibbky might identify. Nevertheless, belief in the onjance
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of equal rights and individual freedom remainstet tore of liberal theory. Multiculturalism is naive
preferred term to describe the policies of a nasitate in relation to its cultural minorities. Toencept of
nation state implies that the state is held togateonly by sovereignty and common laws and ptaces
but also by a shared national identity and cultéttempts to accommodate individual rights as vesl|
recognition of minority communities characterize thulticultural state.

Itis generally the case that national politicdtutes would reflect the values and identity of doamt groups
in society and that minorities would be definedatation to it. A multicultural state would recoggiat least
limited rights of self determination for minority@ups. As such, multicultural policies have beeojguted

as constituting an alternative to the assimilatibgbals pursued for long by liberal states. Multigralism

could also be considered a response to the fafusesimilationist policies.

Much of the recent debate about multiculturalisnd aninority rights in western political theory has
conceptualized the issues in terms of two altevaeati- states could either adopt procedural lieraknd
equal rights or a politics of difference. The mektgant and influential philosophical discussiorso€h
issues is probably to be found in the work of then&lian philosopher Charles Taylor, particularly
his, ‘Politics ofRecognition’(1992).

Taylor maintains that the politics of recognitiam ¢ontemporary societies can either take the fofm o
guaranteeing equal rights and equal citizenshiplitanembers or through a politics of difference.ttiBo
strategies can be accommodated within liberal thdwr argues, and both would include provisionadit
rights to all and would decry discrimination. Taybkssociates the politics of equal rights with pcharal
liberalism which allows individuals to pursue thewn vision of the good life within the frameworksiate
laws. Equal dignity would be interpreted here agngj importance to the similarities between induats

and promoting equal citizenship. Only a limited agwition of difference would be possible here. The
politics of difference on the other handissed, he arguesn the belief that each person has a unique nature
and potential to which he/she should be true.

The right to education in the mother tongue idjignopinion, the privilege of the former but notté latter.
This he justifies on grounds of helping French leage and culture to reproduce themselves over
generations. Since recent immigrants have arrivdantarily they should be willing to accept the doemt
culture. It is this aspect of his theory which hzade it attractive to the New Right in France aptlsts like
Pierre Birnbaum point out (Telos 1994). One coplecsilate whether it might not also get some endoese
from right-wing forces in India.

The debate about multiculturalism has not, onvthele, paid much attention to the general econdigica
and socially disadvantaged position of minoritiesaisociety. Liberal states have traditionally prefd to
treat inequality in society as between individuaher than groups or classes and to deal withrdtuigh
equal rights and affirmative action and welfaristigies even though such measures alone have péten
been effective in promoting real equality. Thisdency is reflected in the debate about multiculisma
which gives importance to the preservation of grouipures and identities without necessarily expigthe
possible links between cultural and other formdegrivation in society.

Multicultural policies, therefore, usually addréssues such as language preservation, right tot adtipral
practices like wearing a turban or veil, holidags minority festivals, and sometimes even quotas fo
representation in elected bodies or public employnigut it would be difficult to isolate a purelgultural’
identity for a person since a person’s social loceand self-identity would normally be over-detamed by

a complex, structured pattern of identities whiehd to reinforce each other. Therefore, measurgsatat
cultural protection may be only partially successfuensuring equal dignity and non-discriminatifaom
members of such communities.

In every society the state plays a vital role istéoing a sense of justice and common belongisgole is
even greater in a multicultural society in whiclsibne of the few sources of unity, provides aifot the
shared life, and is expected to set an examplewfth rise above narrow communal prejudices andtpaif
view. It is therefore of the utmost importance ttie institutions of the state should be and ba sede,
impartial in their treatment of the members of @iént communities. As the sole source of legaloused
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justice in society, the state needs to ensurdttheitizens enjoy equality of treatment in allrsficant areas
of life such as employment, criminal justice, edigraand public services. The law should requitg@ablic
institutions periodically to examine the hiddendasa of their rules and procedures and should set up
appropriate bodies such as the Commission for R&ajaality in the UK and the Equal Employment
Opportunity Agency in the USA to ensure that theysd. Positive Equality requires equality of rightxl
opportunities. All citizens should enjoy equal tigland these should include not only the usualrtejpe of
civil, political, economic and other rights buta@lsultural rights. In every society the majoritymromunity
generally sets its cultural tone and is effortigsdile to the limits to be discussed later, theesapportunity
should be extended to the minority communities al.\By giving them the sense of security they nted
express their identity and interact with the wideciety, cultural rights also earn their loyaltylagood will
and facilitate their integration. All citizens shdwenjoy equal opportunities to acquire the capesiand
skills needed to function in society and to purthedr self-chosen goals equally effectively. Thaaept of
equal opportunity requires great sensitivity whepl&d across cultures. Decentralization of powas A
particularly important role to play in ensuringtiae in multicultural societies. (Parekh 2000)

So long as individual members maintain the rightdie and run for office, then human rights priteggpose

no obstacle to the majority’s efforts to gerrymantthe boundaries or powers of internal politicabuits in
such a way as to disempowered the national minditgt only do human rights doctrines not help préven
this injustice, but they may exacerbate it. Histally, the majority’s decisions to ignore the ttamial
leadership of minority communities, and to destigir traditional political institutions, have bepustified

on the grounds that these traditional leaders mastitutions were not ‘democratic’- i.e. they dict ivolve
political institutions. However, they are swept gy the majority in the name of ‘democracy’- tigtthe
right to vote in electoral process within which wiies had no real influence, conducted in a fymei
language and in foreign institutions, and withinieththey were destined to become a permanent nynori
Thus the rhetoric of human rights has provided acuge and smokescreen for the subjugation of a
previously self-governing minorit{To avoid this sort of injustice, national minoritieeed guaranteed rights
to such things as self-government, group-basedigalrepresentation, veto rights over issues diratctly
affect their cultural, survival, and so on. Thesamdnds are often seen as conflicting with Western
individualism, and as proof of the minority’s ‘cetltivism’. But in reality, these demands simplyph&
redress clear political inequalities. (Kymlicka 200

In most democratic states, governments have typiadbpted the majority’s language as the one cafi
language’- i.e. as the language of government,auaracy, courts, schools, and so on. This poli®ftin
defended in the name of ‘efficiency’; it is alsocogted to ensure the event as assimilation of thienmsd
minority into the majority group. This can be arviglus source of injustice. Yet here again, prirespbf
human rights don not prevent the injustice. Humghts doctrines do preclude any attempt be the $tat
suppress the use of a minority language in priveatd, may even require state toleration of privatehded
schools that operate in the minority language.tuhan rights doctrines say nothing about righthi¢ouse
of one’s language in governméBut this remains a controversial developntetd.redress the injustice
created by majority attempts to impose linguisticiogeneity, national minorities may need broad-iragng
language policies. We need a conception of justiaé integrates fairness between different ethrituial
groups (via minority rights) with the protection ioidividual rights within majority and minority pitical
communities (via traditional human right$).

The situation in India is different in a numbersafnificant ways to the situation in western coigstlike the
United States, Germany or Canada. Indian societyrporates a bewildering number of minorities idfext

by factors like religion, caste, class or regiororbbver, the boundaries of such groups have allvags
somewhat fluid and overlapping. So diverse is tiety that it might be more difficult to charadterthe
majority than minorities, the efforts of right-wingationalist groups notwithstanding. However, the
quintessential minority in most people’s perceptisrthe religious minority. There is also not treme
degree of consensus regarding national politickliiand identity as exists in many western s@setn
fact, different interpretations of Indian natiosali are competing in the political arena today. dd¢mecept of
minorities and minority rights is not new to Indi2uring the colonial period the British consideretigion
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to be the primary marker of difference in Indiagisty and they evolved an elaborate set of polimesrds
religious communities. Although over time they oduced some limited democratic institutions and a
concept of civil society, community and caste iit@¥ were also granted recognition in a numbestafe
institutions like the army, the law and the frarsehiThe Congress defended the notion of a plusaligety
and a neutral state based on equal citizenship.aBbbugh it criticized the British for strengthegi
communal identities and antagonisms through thelicies, the Congress also promised recognition and
protection for religious communities and non-distnatory state policies. At the same time it regelcthe
British view that India was not a nation and aféted a secular and inclusive nationalism in wtitoére
would be equal respect, equal opportunities anadlddperty for all, regardless of their religiouSilzations

or social location.

The Indian Constitution may justifiably be descdb&s secular and multicultural but in a specificywa
Difference is recognized but so also are the vabfesqual citizenship and equal rights. After pacted
discussions in the Constituent Assembly, assimitatin terms of equality was offered to caste aadscl
based minorities in the Constitution, but it wals fieat to achieve this it would be necessary tognize
caste in the Constitution as a cause of inequsiléiel as a basis for affirmative action. At the esdime,
recognition and protection was offered to religiozdtural and linguistic minorities. Equal respdairness
and non discrimination were to be the guiding gples of state policies towards minorities and redl wf
separation was envisaged between state and raigiotivities. Following British practice, no spdcia
privilege was to be granted to any religious comityunot even the majority community, although thés
subsequently caused some heartburn and chargesngiping the minorities. But the Indian state heanh
and continues to be, deeply involved in managirg ‘#ecular’ affairs of religious communities being
represented on trusts, intervening for social rafolaying down the rules for employment of temple
functionaries in some cases, and so on.

The state may not interfere in religious beliefs ppactices although the dividing line between what
interventions are prohibited and what are permitsecearly a thin one. At the same time the Cautstin
guarantees freedom of belief and freedom to professtice and propagate religion to individualsefall,

it could be said that religious minorities haveogmeijd a reasonable degree of freedom in India, adthohere
have been exceptions. This was made possible beaafus consensus regarding the objectives and
provisions of the Constitution for many years. Ho®m in recent years the entire issue of minoriéied
minority rights has been fore grounded in the puagienda. The point of entry for questioning couttinal
objectives has been provided by challenges to ¢beived formulations regarding national identityl an
political culture. The Nehruvian consensus begairéak down by the late '60s and many of the piowus
regarding minorities which were included in the €timtion are being questioned today.

Minorities come in many different shapes and siddsere are ‘national ‘minorities, indigenous peaple
immigrants, refugees, guest workers, colonizintiexst descendants of slaves or indentured labsuidrof
these groups have different needs, aspirations iastitutional capacities. This is why international
declarations of minority rights tend to waver betwérivialities like the ‘right to maintain one’silture’ and
vague generalities like the ‘right to self-deteration’ We must accept that traditional rights are
insufficient to ensure ethno cultural justice, dahdn recognize the need to supplement them withah e
country with the specific minority rights that ayjgpropriate for that country. Most liberals havelased that
the Supreme Court in each country should have fimadiction regarding both human rights and mityor
rights. American constitutional law protects boditain minority rights for Indian tribes (they aezognized
as ‘domestic dependent nations’ with treaty-basghts of self-government), and also a general $et o
individual human rights (in the beginnings of areatpt to integrate fairly minority rights and hunrights

at the domestic levéf.

The Constitution itself was not unambiguous on sofrtbese issues because of opposing points of bigw
today there is a strong possibility that anti-ldddbrces may gain control over the national agehd#ese
circumstances it cannot be taken for granted tieptroblems of minority protection and multicultiisian
can be solved only by following a politics of difteeice and granting more minoritights. A politics of
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difference which is not backed up by a commitmeneéqual basic rights and citizenship could be ueed
repress, rather than protect, minorities.

It is unfortunate that the debate about multiaalism and minority rights has tended to work vétteified
notion of cultural communities and a monocultuwbf individuals. But societies can be multicudtiusnly

if individuals are also multicultural. Proposalsrexognize and protect minorities should be asdelge
reference to this objective. We have a horrifyilmgtemporary instance in Yugoslavia of what hapgens
societies when the multicultural sense of idengitgllowed to disintegrate.

4. Theorizing recognition

Granting recognition to minority groups without aelsking other social and political causes of Hustit
society and without emphasizing the need for deaitation could possibly increase, rather than cedu
hostility and segmentation in society. Even non-deratic governments could follow such policies thiou
they might be reluctant to grant minorities a placthe national identity or to promote multiculalism at
the individual level. While there can be no easyfiala to solve the problems of society, it wouldreethat
states like India would need to pursue simultanlgcaisange of objectives which would include freedo
and equality, as well as respect for the contringi of minorities to a shared national culture.
Multiculturalism adds to this awareness by seriaigiazis to the dangers of cultural majoritarianigrhe
central claim of such a politics is that group-eifintiated rights, laws and policies are justiftedthe
grounds that membership of groups is an importspéet of person’s well-being. The legal recognitén
groups comes within the ambit of social justicee Tolitics of recognitions is represented as making
further claim: that marginalized or disadvantagealigs should be publicly affirmed or esteemed deoto
correct their subordinate status and put their nemlbon the same footing as members of mainstream
society. We can classify them into five broad typés

I. Measures which limit the toleration of practiceattbffend the dignity and hence threaten the public
standing of marginal groups. This is exemplifieddys against racist, exist and homophobic speech,
expression and behavior or ‘hate-speech’.

Il.  Measures which release members of minority grotgrs the demands of state laws on the grounds
that, given the cultural identity, they find themcpliarly burdensome. Example includes exemptions
on headwear, dress codes, drug laws, animal slaught universal education requirements.

Ill. Measures which seek to give members of minoritsp€cial assistance, legal or financial, so as to
rectify the social disadvantages they endure. Exasapnclude bilingual schooling for children of
recent immigrants; affirmative action programmesiclvthhelp under-represented groups such as
ethnic minorities gain jobs and university placesid public resources to benefit minority
communities, such as building cultural or religimesters.

IV. Changes to laws or public conventions in order thay no longer discriminate against members of
minority communities. This type include the legation of same sex marriage, as well as revisions
to dates and times of public holidays and work ficas; charges to the symbolism in flags, curres)cie
anthems and constitutional declaration; and remis@curricula in schools so that they promote a
positive image of minority communities historieslachievements.

V. The final category encompasses a number of claiemeoed on the ideas of government or
self-determination. It includes measures to givenarities quota places or guaranteed seats in
legislatures. More radically, it encompasses claforsdevolved power and what Galeotti calls
‘collective liberty’,**the collective right of a group to the non-interiien of the state in its communal

life.

In a multicultural society, cultural communitiesngeally demand various kinds of right they thinkymeed
to maintain their collective identity. Some of thesghts, usually called group, collective or conmalu
rights, are not easy to accommodate within liberddprudence, and raise difficult questions suxkwvhether
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the concept of collective rights is logically cober and what kinds of collectivities may legitinigtelaim
what kinds of rights (Baubock 1994, Kymlicka199nds 1999).

Brian Barry, in his Culture and Equality offers@phisticated restatement of the liberal impartigisint of
view. Barry concedes that laws on headscarvessgioe helmets, drug use and the slaughter of dgjrita
example, place a disproportionate burden on religigroups whose traditional practices run conttary
current law. But special exemptions for Muslimt8i Jews and Rastafaridtere ruled out on the grounds
that there is no principle of justice mandatingragéons to generally applicable laws for those iind
compliance especially burden some in virtue oirtbeltural norms or religious beliefs(Barry 2001).

In particular, it points to the way in which culimajoritarianism disadvantages minorities, aliesghem,
enhances conflicts between communities and limilf-swderstanding. Remedying minority
vcdiscrimination does not involve an act of benemak on the part of the majority towards the migori
What are needed instead are policies that ensilranfd equal membership to all communities withie t
state. This may, at times, require special conatdsr or even collective rights for vulnerable mities who
have been the victims of forced assimilation orlésion. Group rights may also be given to presé¢hes
diverse minority cultures against homogenizatiothgynation state. They must not therefore be deghas,
or confused with, policies of appeasement and aomi@nt of minorities.
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