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Abstract

Citizenship in liberal democracies has, until recently, been theorized as conferring equal
legal status on all citizens irrespective of their race, religion, ethnicity, culture or language. While
much discrimination and unequal treatment existed ‘n practice, the theory was that all citizens
should be treated equally, exactly the same, recardless of their individual characteristics; the state
should be neutral in dealing with its citizens. It recent years, political theorists such as Charles
Taylor, Will Kymlicka, Yael Tamir, J. Raz, Iris Marion Young, and Anne Phillips have challenged
both the practice and theory of the traditional ~1ew of citizenship. They argue that state neutrality
has not been the case in actual practice; states discriminate in favour of dominant cultures.
Furthermore the say such neutrality is, for a variety of reasons, impossible They also argue that it
is not desirable even in theory. An individual’s culture is essential to their being and deserves to be
positively recognized by the state.

This thesis argues that, while there are problems with the traditional view of a difference-
blind citizenship and the idea of the neutral sta:e, the philosophical arguments put forward by the
critics are untenable. These arguments, and the political policies their implementation would
entail, pose insurmountable problems for deme cratic deliberation and fail to tzke account of
possible empirical results. The traditional view of citizenship and state neutraiity can be rethought
and implemented in what is called “the indifferent state”— a state which, while indifferent to its
citizens’ culture. religion etc., is not indifferen: to the impact that these may have on the
instantiation of such traditional liberal political values as equality and autonomy.

The thesis concludes with three case studies which illustrate the differences in approach
between the traditional view of citizenship, the view of the critics, and that of the indifferent

state.
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Citizenship in Liberal Democracies

Since World War II, citizenship, both in the popular imagination and in contemporary Anglo-
American liberal political theory, has generally been theorized of as something akin to ‘membership’ in
a given political entity. The politiczl entity, in practice almost alway's the nation-state, confers a certain
collection of equal rights on all who share the status of citizen. Citizenship itself is often considered to
be a right regardless of such individual characteristics as ethnicity, religion, mother tongue, or, provided
certain minimum requirements are met, place of birth. Ina 1991 study prepared for Multiculturalism and
Citizenship Canada, William Kaplan stresses how the 1977 Canadian Citizenship Act:

--.gave equal status to Canadians by birth and by choice, [and] established that citizenship
was a right not a privilege.'

The notion that all citizens are in some way equal, regardless of their particular ascriptive characteristics
or. within limits, their religious views, political or moral ideas, or social standing, is a second important
strand in the modern idea of citizenship. Whatever particularities individual citizens or groups of citizens
display, citizenship in a nation-state is generally seen as a way of conferring political or civic equality in
the public sphere. T.H. Marshall, an influential post-war theoretician of citizenship, stressed this notion
of equality:

..there is a kind of basic human equality associated with the concept of full membership

of 2 community...of citizenship...which is not inconsistent with the inequalities which

distinguish the various economic levels in saciety.>
Marshall argued that citizenship rights can be conceptualized as following into three distinct categories:
(1) civil--the rights necessary for individual freedom, such as free speech, freedom of religion etc_; (2)
political--the right to participate in the exercise of political power; and (3) social--the right to a modicum
of economic welfare and security and the right to share in the social heritage of the nation.* Roughly
speaking, the three categories of rights were introduced in England in a sequential fashion: civil rights
in the 18th century, political rights in the 19th century, and social rights in the 20th century.® This
evolution of citizenship was, in Marshall's view, “by definition national" .’ [n summary, the traditional view
of liberal democratic citizenship theorized it as the equal enjoyment by citizens of a collection of basic

rights within and through a nation-state; very little was explicitly said about the individual characteristics



of the citizens in question.

Contemporary liberal political theory, which developed against the background of the above
notion of citizenship, certainly took it as a given that citizens would differ in their religious and
philosophical views of what constitutes a good life for themselves or for their fellow citizens. John Rawils,
for example, in Political Liberalism, argues that contemporary democratic societies are characterized by
such diversity; they are not "governed by a shared comprehensive religious, philosophical, or moral
doctrine".® The likelihood that reasonable people will differ about such things is a staple of contemporary
liberal doctrine. As Charles E. Larmore argues:

...we have come to recognize a multiplicity of ways in which a fulfilled life can be lived,

without any perceptible hierarchy among them...even where we do believe that we have

discerned the su1periority of some ways of life to others, reasonable people may often not

share our view.

One important consequence of this view is the claim that the state should not promote or favour any
particular religion or even religion in particular. Notwithstanding the fact that many contemporary
democracies often do privilege, to some degree, a particular religion or religious denomination, and
notwithstanding the fact that religious references and observances continue to be a staple of political
discourse in some democracies, it is nevertheless fair to say that the separation of church and state is a
central feature of liberal political thought.

Until relatively recently, linguistic, ethnic and cultural diversity was not widely addressed in
mainstream liberal political theory. It was assumed, almost without acknowledging the assumption, that
political societies are composed of citizens sharing a common language, heritage and culture. Rawls, for
example, works out his ideas of justice as applying in:

...a complete and closed social system...complete in that it is self-sufficient.. closed...in
that entry into it is only by birth and exit from it only by death.®

Society is assumed to "possess a more or less complete culture” ® While Rawls does not explicitly argue
that "a more or less complete culture" is a homogeneous culture, this is the implicit assumption. Rawls
does not discuss the implications of cultural diversity for his theory of justice."®

1.2 Statement of the Issue

Very few countries are, however, culturally homogeneous in the sense of all citizens sharing a

common language, religion or culture. Cultural diversity amongst individuals who share a common
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citizenship is a fact. This is certainly true for states, such as Canada, Australia and the United States in
which the indigenous peoples were overwhelmed by immigrants from a variety of cultural and linguistic
backgrounds. It is also true for what have often been thought of as the uni-national nation-states of
Europe. Even France, the traditional paradigm of the unilingual unicultural nation-state, was formed by
people of widely different cultures. In addition to indigenous cultural and linguistic minorities, France is
also a country peopled by immigrants, differing from the United States, for example, onlv in the fact:

...that the French social formation paradoxically combined a full-fledged nation (rooted

in history, with a homogeneous population and a rigid political framework) with a history

of self-induced massive immigration that fundamentally transformed the initial makeup of

its population."

Immigration of large numbers of culturally diverse people, driven by disparities in living standards
between rich and poor countries or other reasons, continues to influence the cultural makeup of most
economically developed liberal democracies.

Cultural diversity--where 'culture’ denotes ethnicity, language, national origins, or some
combination of these factors--is a brute fact of contemporary democratic life. It arises from immigration,
or it can occur where more than one distinct cultural group has been incorporated into the same state. '
Canada, Belgium, Switzerland, and Spain are examples of this. Cultural groups in these latter
circumstances are often concentrated in geographically contiguous areas, where they may or may not
form a majority, and where they may or may not control a political structure. They often maintain, or at
least want to maintain, an identity separate from that of the other established cultural groups sharing the
same state. Will Kymlicka uses the convenient terminology of "national minorities” in order to
differentiate such groups from diversity brought about by immigration. Some theorists, however, take
a broader approach to the question of what constitutes 'cultural’ diversity. Iris Marion Young, for
example, defines a social group as "...a collective of persons differentiated from at least one other group
by cultural forms, practices or way of life".'* Groups not included in Kymilicka's classification, groups
such as gay men, lesbians. the disabled, the old, etc. may constitute social groups and contribute to
cultural diversity under Young's classification. But, in addition to such cultural diversity, liberal
democracies also harbour, as discussed above, diversity in the form of widely different views about

personal, social and political morality--i.e., differences of viewpoint concerning what constitutes a good
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life. Many such views are theistically or religiously based; others are not. As Kent Greenawalt argues:

...not all comprehensive views are religious...[they may also]...include overarching

philosophies oflife, whether religious or not...maximum happiness utilitarianism, standard

Marxism, and Millian liberalism are nonreligious comprehensive views...!*

Diversity of social and economic class is also a fact. While contemporary democracies exhibit different
degrees of economic inequality, all harbour significant levels of inequality.

Contemporary liberal democracies are thus diverse and this diversity comes in many forms. The
different types of diversity may. however, be grouped into three categories: first, there is a diversity of
economic class and social status: second, citizens hold widely different religious and metaphysical views
as to what constitutes a good or even an acceptable life; and third, states almost always include within
their borders individuals of different linguistic and cultural backgrounds. It is evident, of course, that
these three broad categories of diversity overlap. Individuals of the same cultural background may have
different religious or metaphysical views; they almost certainly will differ as to their economic status. Or,
as [ will argue, cultural differences may, in fact, be partly or even largely religious differences. The
challenge to political theory is to take note and account of those tvpes of diversity which have normative
worth and importance. Now, while the traditional view of citizenship, as put forward by Marshall, and
contemporary liberal political theory as exemplified by Rawls and other egalitarian liberals, has much to
say about differences in social and economic class--the remedy being some form of distributive justice--
and about differences regarding religious and metaphysical views--the liberal doctrine of state neutrality
is thought to address this--the third category of diversity--cultural and linguistic--has given rise to a sharp
critique of traditional liberal citizenship theory This critique focuses on the implicit linguistic and cultural
homogeneity of the nation-state in which rights are exercised--i.e., on the assumption that all citizens do
or should share a common national identity:

The question here is how, or whether, citizenship can provide a common experience,

identity and allegiance for the members of society. Is it enough to simply include
historically excluded groups in an equal basis, or are special measures sometimes
required?”

It is the possible liberal responses to this latter question which is the focus of this thesis.
Various theoreticians have outlined different possible liberal responses to the fact of cultural

difference. Joseph Raz, for example, identifies three possibilities: toleration, non-discrimination and the



affirmation of multiculturalism." Toleration, as applied to questions of cultural diversity is, says Raz, the
policy of:

..letting minorities conduct themselves as they wish without being criminalized, so long
as they do not interfere with the culture of the majority.!”

No concessions are made by the majority to facilitate the integration of minorities, and the state
unabashedly represents the majority culture. For reasons of convenience or charity, it permits different
cultural practices to exist. but it gives no public recognition to these differences. State institutions and
symbols do not just happen to reflect the culture of the majority; this is one of their legitimate functions.
From the contemporary liberal perspective this approach, which may also be described as the
"melting pot" or traditional "nation-state” model, has obvious difficulties. It omits any idea of state
neutrality and makes no pretence, with regard to culture, language, and perhaps religion, of equal
treatment for all. The state is the representative of one particular culture which is, implicitly or explicitly,
portrayed as superior to all others. Toleration of this type means, according to Bernard Williams, "_.only
that one group as a matter of fact puts up with the existence of the other, differing group”. It implies that:
If there is to be a question of toleration, it is necessary that there should be something to
be tolerated; there has to be some belief or practice or way of life that one group
thinks...wrong, mistaken or undesirable.'®
The only choice a minority individual has if she wants to participate on an equal basis in the institutions
of mainstream society is to give up whatever it is that the majority thinks is "wrong, mistaken or
undesirable”. A second possible position identified by Raz is nondiscrimination which is:

...based on the assertion of an individual right against discrimination on national, racial,
ethnic, or religious grounds.'

This approach, he argues, is "a natural extension of the classical liberal conception of constitutional, civil
and political rights"; it is also consistent with Rawlsian liberalism's position that "the principles used to
justify political action should make no reference to any specific conception of the good life".?® Under a
regime of nondiscrimination:

-.-a country's public services, its educational system and its economic and political arenas
are no longer the preserve of the majority but common to all its members as individuals.?'

While this approach seems to be consistent with general liberal intuitions regarding equal treatment of

individuals, difficulties arise when we turn from the general to the specific. What does nondiscrimination



mean in practice? Is it fair or just to treat national minorities in the same ways as immigrant groups? Do
government policies which purport to treat everyone the same, regardless of cultural background,
constitute discrimination against, or unequal treatment of, those citizens whose cultural backgrounds
seem to require different treatment if they are to fully participate in the public aspects of society? Or does
the fact that policies seem to treat everyone the same constitute equal treatment and nondiscrimination?

The response assumed by the traditional concept of citizenship, and until recently probably the
dominant response in Anglo-American political theory, has been characterized by Kymlicka as 'benign
neglect':

Many post-war liberals have thought that religious tolerance based on separation of

church and state provides a model for dealing with ethnocultural differences as

well...ethnic identity like religion is something which people should be free to express in

their private life, but which is not the concern of the state.?

One interpretation of this position, an interpretation I will disagree with, holds that cultural particularities

must be left behind when one enters the public arena, or at least that the public arena will not be modified

to accommodate such differences. Iris Marion Young refers to this as the "assimilationist ideal" which:
envisions a society where a person's social group membership, physical attributes,
genealogy, and so one, make no difference for their social position...Law and other rules

of formal institutions will make no distinctions among persons...people might retain

certain elements of group identity...But [this]...would be...a purely private matter. It

would have no visible expression in the institutional structure of society.

A central criticism of the 'benign neglect’ model with its formal policy of state neutrality toward
culture is the claim that, in reality, this neutrality is a fraud; even in immigrant societies the state inevitably
favours the dominant group. Philip Petit summarizes this line of criticism as follows:

The main multicultural complaint is that the modern state is generally organized around

presuppositions associated with one main-stream culture: it conducts its business in the

language of that culture; it works via laws that may make sense only relative to the
practices of that culture; and so on.?
Some theorists have also developed moral psychologies which purport to provide a basis for attributing
special normative importance to anindividual’s own language and culture. This in turn justifies the claim
that de facto dominance by one culture (because, of course, the benign neglect model presumably does
not countenance any deviations from neutrality which are explicitly or legally justified on the basis of their
uneven effects) is particularly egregious; hence it is necessary to reject benign neglect as an acceptable

liberal ideal for dealing with cultural and linguistic diversity.
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Because, these critics argue, the neutrality of the benign neglect model is a well-meaning fiction
at best, or a conscious screen for majority culture domination and the forced integration of minority
cultures at worst, and/or because their moral psychology pays special attention to culture, the benign
neglect model of dealing with culture should be replaced by an alternative approach. They maintain that
what is needed is a policy which, while not necesszrily jettisoning the idea that the liberal state should be
neutral between theories of the good, demands thzt it should be reinterpreted to mean, not the neglect
of culture, but the recognition and support of the vzrious cultures represented in the modern multicultural
society. Where possible, they argue, cultural groups--national minorities in particular--should be
permitted governmental structures to facilitate somz level of self-government. Where this is not possible--
in the case of immigrant groups dispersed throughout a state for example--the institutions and practices
of the state should be modified as necessary to permit the full participation and inclusion of all groups.
They argue that treating all individuals equally without taking account of their cultural background is to
treat them unequally. Real neutrality means recognition and support for all cultures rather than their equal
neglect. While there are wide differences between the different approaches argued for by the various
theorists, I refer to all such positions by the name that Raz gives to his third option for dealing with
multiculturalism--"the affirmation of multiculturalism"--and to their proponents as "affirmation theorists"
or "Affirmationists".

The following chapters assess the relative merits of the latter two models of citizenship--benign
neglect and affirmation of multiculturalism--for dealing with diversity. In particular, I address the issue
of whether or not the criticisms by the affirmation theorists of the neutrality of the liberal state as
theorized and practised, or their various moral psychologies, justify the replacement of the benign neglect
model by the affirmation of multiculturalism. Or is it possible that the traditional model can be recast to
give better answers to the criticisms offered by the Affirmationists, answers which better preserve the
neutrality valued by liberal theory?

I argue that state affirmation and recognition of culture and language as such compromises the
liberal ideal of state neutrality with regards to theories of the good and has the potential to undermine the
separation of church and state. Furthermore, policies which attribute particular normative value to

language and culture in and of themselves hinder the development of the deliberative aspects of liberal
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democracy. One of my central contentions is that the Affirmationists have neglected the impact of the
policies they advocate on these important aspects of liberal democracy. I also argue that careful reading
of Affirmationist arguments allows them to be separated into two different general positions, the
difference between which is essential for a proper assessment of the merits of their policy stances. One
position, which is primarily driven by the empirical inequalities and discrimination based on language and
culture that exist in liberal democratic societies, is in fact consistent with benign neglect as I interpret it;
the other, driven by more theoretical considerations, is not. I will argue that a liberal polity, motivated
by the theoretical arguments of Affirmationists of the second category, which rejects the ideal of benign
neglect is inevitably put in the position of favouring one theory of the good over another, not simply in
terms of some possible unintended outcome of a particular policy, but in the actual design and
justification of citizenship policies. Thus, the Affirmationist state is inevitably forced into taking positions
and involving itself in the religious lives of its citizens.

A central area of investigation to support the above claims is the relationship between what the
Affirmationists designate as "culture" and the concept usually referred to as a “theory of the good” ora
“comprehensive view”. In pursuing this line of investigation, I explicitly address the analogy between
culture and religion. Some Affirmationists simply deny the applicability of such a comparison, arguing
that while neutrality between religions might be possible, the nature of culture is such that state neutrality
is impossible.” I believe, however, that such a comparison, what David A. Hollinger refers to as "this
heuristic exercise"?, is useful. Religion is often an integral part of culture; culture claims are very often
claims for state recognition and support of specific religions. Religion and culture are not, as the
Affirmationists would have us believe, separate concepts. Liberal theorists of affirmative multiculturalism,
perhaps in unconscious deference to the origins of liberal toleration in the need to extricate the state from
religious conflicts, or perhaps with the conscious knowledge that any acknowledgement of the role of
religion in culture would undermine the liberal legitimacy of their arguments, have tended to play down
the role of religion in the cultures to which they wish to give recognition. Contrary to Affirmationist
arguments, culture and religion, culture and theories of the good, are concepts which overlap, often to

a considerable extent. As Tarig Modood argues:



...the theoretical neglect of the role of religion reflects a bias of theorists that should be
urgently remedied.

And what the affirmation of multiculturalism really requires is:

-..a multiculturalism that...has space for religious identities.?’

I argue that, given the importance of religion in many cultures, and given the overlap between culture,
religion and theories of the good, if the notion of neutrality is to be re-interpreted in the manner proposed
by the affirmation theorists--i.e., if benign neglect is replaced by an idea of state recognition and support
for some or most cultures present in a society—the deliberative side of liberal democracy will be seriously
compromised.

Given that the affirmationist project is incompatible with the fundamental liberal values of
neutrality and public reason, and that multiculturalism is a fact of life for the modem democratic state,
I outline a reinterpretation of benign neglect, one which takes account of and incorporates the insights
of those Affirmationists who are motivated by empirical injustice rather than contestable theory. Liberal
values are best instantiated in what I term the 'indifferent’ state. Such a state should indeed "neglect" the
cultural, ethnic and religions differences of its citizens; it would not neglect the effect such differences
have on the lives of its citizens and on the instantiation of core liberal political values. I contend that the
best moral psychology of citizenship is one which makes as few questionable psychological assumptions
as possible. Put somewhat differently, the state should not concern itself with the psychological states of
its citizens; a moral psychology appropriate for a liberal theory of citizenship must reject the idea of the
state as a source of "recognition" or "self-respect”. The state must be indifferent to all such pseudo-
psychological justifications for its policies. Rather it should rely on the core values of political liberalism,
Justice and public reason which take for granted the equality of all citizens and their equal (potential)
capacity to formulate comprehensive views and engage in political debate intelligible to all regardless of
cultural heritage. Such a state is not indifferent to the just or equal treatment of its citizens, but assumes
that such treatment can be defined and justified without reference to ethnic or cultural particularities. If,
for example, a particular collection of citizens were suffering from injustice--discrimination or economic
disadvantage for example--policies to rectify the matter would be justified by the fact of discrimination

or economic disadvantage, not on the basis of cultural heritage, the time of their arrival in the country,
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or the arrival date of their ancestors. The indifferent state does not concern itself with the survival or non-

survival of any particular cultural group; it is indifferent to such matters.

1.3 Concepts and Definitions

The concepts central to a philosophical discussion of citizenship issues--liberalism,
multiculturalism, neutrality, equality, public reason, culture etc.—lend themselves to multiple
interpretations. Often the meaning of the term is an important part of the philosophical issues at stake and
the sense of it adopted by a given theorist is central to his or her argument. Here I limit myself to saying
a few general words about liberalism, multiculturalism and culture; the sense I attach to the other
concepts will form a central part of my arguments in the following chapters.

1.3.1 Liberalism

[ understand liberalism in two different but compatible ways. First, it is a family of political
philosophies with roots in such thinkers as Immanuel Kant and John Stuart Mill; the contemporary family
islarge and heterogeneous, encompassing modern welfare liberalism as theorised by such people as Rawls
and Ronald Dworkin on the left and libertarianism exemplified by Robert Nozick on the right. What the
family has in common is a belief in the moral value of the individual and his or her rights, freedom and
well-being; where the family differs is with regards to the justification, meaning and implications of these
things. In what follows, I make no attempt to rigorously follow any particular strand of contemporary
liberal thinking; I do attempt to situate my arguments in the “mainstream” of this thinking which I take
to be somewhat to the left of Nozick.

Perhaps more importantly I also use the term liberalism in a broader sense to refer to all theorists
and theories which support what we call liberal democracy. Taylor and Young are not necessarily liberals,
or at least may not think of themselves as such in the purely philosophical sense, but they are, I think,
fairly categorized as liberals in this broader sense. Liberal democracy itself is the term I use to describe
contemporary democratic governments. I assume we know one when we see one. Canada, France and
post-Pinochet Chile are liberal democracies; the Peoples Republic of China, Iraq and Pinochet's Chile are
not. While some governments may be difficult to categorize, most clearly are or are not liberal

democracies in this sense.

10



1.3.2 Multiculturalism

Multiculturalism has two different senses. At the level of political policies, it is the gamut of
policies designed to promote, sustain and protect cultural minorities and cultural diversity. At the
theoretical level, it is the position I have described above as "Afﬁrmationist"--'i.e., the attribution of
particular normative worth and value to something called culture. It should be noted that it is at least
theoretically possible to be a supporter of multiculturalism in the first sense without necessarily being a
proponent of affirmationist theory; the reverse is probably not, however, possible.
1.3.3 Culture

What culture is, what it comprises. or what it is comprised ofis a major question which I address

in Chapter 5. Here I will simply say what it is not. The French thinker Alain Finkelkraut in La défaite de
la pensée calls attention to two different meanings of culture. He contrasts "la vie quotidienne a la vie
avec la pensée".?® The second sense of the term is loosely equivalent to what used to be termed "high
culture”--the arts and sciences. Culture as I use the term in this thesis is definitely not this. It is rather "la
vie quotidienne", the everyday lives of individuals including their language. customs, habits, and beliefs.
1.4 A Word About Method

When I first began to think about the issues addressed in this thesis--multicultural diversity and
its implications for public policy, public reason, and citizenship education--I believed it possible to take
one or two basic principles of liberal theory, such as state neutrality with regard to theories of the good,
and the idea of equal treatment, and construct a more or less comprehensive theory of citizenship which
could then be applied to most or all the relevant issues. It was, in other words, my intention to take an
approach roughly consistent with what David Miller describes as follows:

Usually the theorist will search for some fundamental principle which he or she believes

lies behind all the more concrete beliefs and judgements that we express when we say that

this or that action or practice is a fair or just one.
While I remain convinced that certain key ideas and principles must remain central to any liberal attempt
to justify political practice and theory, I do not now believe one can construct a logical and
comprehensive theory which can be applied to any and all situations. Reality--both the complex reality
of modern society and the equally complicated reality of our moral intuitions and beliefs--precludes the
possibility of a theory which will fit all the circumstances all of the time.
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Joseph Carens talks about differences in “philosophical style" rather than differences in
philosophical method. He contrasts two approzches; the first thinks:
...of intellectual exchange on the mode: of a fight: you try to knock down my argument

and Il wry to knock down yours.. Our goal becomes constructing an airtight case,
warding off or even submerging doubts. problems, and countervailing considerations, 3%

Rawls he argues. at least the Rawls of A Theo~ of Justice, exemplifies this approach. He:

..ofters a2 model of political theory as z= engineer's blueprint. He shows how something
canbe built from scratch... Every princip 2 and argument is carefully related to every other
one...the weight that each will bear carzzully specified, and the entire foundation resting
upon a foundation whose characteristics are essential to the success of the project.?!

Carens contrasts this approach with that of M: chael Walzer:
-.which i1s more conversational. One has the sense that he is listening as well as
speaking .. Walzer takes positions--man: of them controversial—and he offers reasons and

arguments in support of his views. But Lis arguments are not, and I think not intended to
be, knock-down arguments. 2

Rather than offering us political theory modelled after an engineering blueprint, "Walzer offers a model
of political theor as an impressionist painting of our moral landscape”.*® This is not to say that we are
expected to take what people actually think atout moral and political issues as definitive, but we must

take it into account:
To see a landscape through a painting is not the same as to view it with the naked eye.
The artist offers a reconstructive Interpretation...Once we've seen the artist's painting, the

landscape actually looks different to us, though inimportant ways what the artist sees was
always already there.**

This second style of philosophy is muck more influenced by history and context than is the more
rigorous "engineering” style. As Walzer argues. political philosophy is not history or sociology, but:

Philosophy has to be historically informed and sociologically competent if it is to avoid

bad utopianism and acknowledge the hard choices that must be made in political life. The

harder the choices are, the less likely 1t is that one outcome and only one, warrants

philosophical approval. Perhaps we should choose this way here and that way there, this

way now. that way at some future time Perhaps all our choices should be tentative and

experimental, always subject to review or even reversal... We choose within limits 3
Political philosophy, practised in this style is pragmatic and flexible rather than doctrinaire and rigid. The
issues cultural diversity raises for citizenship theory and practice in liberal democracies lend themselves
to multiple approaches some of which are beyond the bounds of acceptable liberal democratic practice;
but there remains, in most cases, a range of options which both are possible in the political and

sociological sense of the term and normatively acceptable. None of the theoretical solutions however,
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especially when translated into practice against the background of real functioning societies, is likely to
be unambiguously attractive from the liberal democratic perspective. In the same way that a beginning
student of economics learns that an economy can produce, at any given point in time, more guns but that
this is achieved at the cost of less butter, political philosophers, at least those who take political theorv
to have practical import, need to acknov.ledge that historical, sociological and political realities constrain
their ability to achieve a better--a more just--society. Political theories must take the imperfect realities
of society and human nature into account. What would bring about a more just society in an ideal worl3
may produce the exact opposite effect in reality; a policy to promote one liberal value may conflict with
other equally liberal values. The recognition and state support of citizens' native languages--whether thoss
of aboriginal peoples or those of immigrants such as Latinos in the United States--on the grounds tha:
one's native language is a "primary good" in Rawls's sense, or that the preservation of one's native
language is an inherent right, may very well result in citizens unequipped to function or participate in tha
societies to which they irrevocably belong. The opening of our national institutions, such as the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police, to minorities by permitting religious symbols as part of the uniform may well
be more inclusive but compromise at least the appearance of impartial and neutral justice. To quote

Walzer again:

What is not possible...is to take all the "nicest" features of each of the different
arrangements and combine them--under the assumption that because of their similar
niceness (the appeal they have in our eyes), they will in fact fit together and make an
effective and harmonious unity. Sometimes, at least, and probably very often, the things
we admire in a garticular historical arrangement are functionally related to the things we

fear or dislike ?

We (political philosophers) must take tully into account the likely consequences of our theories and
doctrines. To that end I will illustrate with concrete examples relevant to contemporary Canada the likely
impact of various ways of approaching the issues raised by cultural diversity.

That said, how is one to choose amongst various principles and policies? Is it simply a matter of
opinion or do we have a principled philosophical way for adjudicating between possibilities? I contrast
and compare general models for responding to cultural diversity in liberal democracies; I address both
the theoretical underpinnings and the likely consequences of these models. In order to conclude that one

approach is normatively better than another, to argue that my conclusion is something other than simply
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my personal opinion, the comparison must be made using a methodology which offers at least the
possibility of objectivity. The dominant methodology in contemporary Anglo-American political
philosophy is what Wayne Norman has called "Methodological Rawlsianism".*” Methodology from this
perspective is:

...both broad and informal. It includes conceptions of the object, presuppositions, context

and rules-of-thumb of normative political theorizing. It is as much about attitudes as

argument, as much about style as standards.?
Consequently, it is capable of incorporating the insights of Walzer regarding the importance of history
and context without necessarily succumbing to his view that all principles of justice are relative to a given
society. While all concrete political argument must address given circumstances and context, and while
it must also be addressed to a specific audience, which may or may not coincide with a particular culture,
nation or group, this is not, as Hilliard Aronovitch argues, inconsistent with the view:

...that various root values of the western, liberal tradition be regarded as objective moral

truths, expressing interpretations of human life and worth that are deniable only by means

of profound contradiction and misrepresentation...although all justifications may take us

back to the particulars of one tradition or another, it is not the case that the traditions,

especially as their implications are drawn out over time, are all on a par: we are not awash
in a sea of relativism.>’

Political philosophy, as practised by Methodological Rawlsians, is about institutions, practices, policies
and laws; it is not about private actions or character.® And it is certainly not primarily about
metaphysical or epistemic beliefs.*' For political philosophy in general and theories relating to
multicultural issues in particular, the fewer such theories and presuppositions lurking in the background
the better; a theory of citizenship which makes fewer appeals to controversial metaphysical, psychological
and epistemological premises is superior, in one respect at least, to one which relies heavily on such
theories.
Methodological Rawlsianism is, sav's Norman:

--a conception of justification as a process of persuading others, and it is compatible with
a variety of philosophical theories about the ultimate grounding of moral principles.*

Norman presents five "maxims" of methodological Rawlsianism: (1)Arguments should start from the
widely accepted and proceed to the more specific;*® (2)Controversial premises should be avoided;*
(3)"Normative principles or theories...should be clear and specific enough to ensure that all careful
reasoners with similar factual information could derive from them similar conclusions about the justice
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of institutions and practices.";** (4) "Apart from empirical claims and 'background theories', the basic
premises of normative political arguments are derived from intuitive considered convictions at various
levels of generality, from general principles to particular judgements in particular cases..":* and
(5)"Nommative political principles are justified to someone to the extent that they are coherent with that
person's convictions, background theories and beliefs about the world.";"

We can make no judgement about the normative worth of competing theories of citizenship unless
we are able to foresee and compare the actual likely results of their application--i.e., their impact on the
welfare--however defined--of living breathing women and men. As Brian Barry argues:

Principles are given content in the process of applying them to particular cases. Until we

see how a principle would work out in a variety of cases, we can har.dl}'8 be said to know

what the principle is, so it does not make a lot of sense to assent to it.

[ will rely on examples of actual conflicts confronting multicultural democracies to illustrate the likely
functioning of the two different citizenship models. To will the end is certainly, as Kant tells us, to will
the means, but when the ends are sufficiently general and abstract--ends such as liberty, equalitv and
justice for example--various interpretations of what the ends actually mean or can mean in a practical
context, as well as various policy options for attaining them are possible. The general principles of equal
treatment and equal moral status for all citizens are, if not universally accepted, at least generally accepted

in contemporary liberal democracies. The interesting problems arise in the details of implementation.

L.S. Thesis Overview

Given the methodological position just sketched — “political theory as an impressionist painting
of our moral landscape” rather than “political theory as an engineer’s blueprint” — it is unfortunately
inevitable that my arguments appear somewhat disjointed and unconnected. And to a certain extent they
are. My objective is to compare and contrast two alternative liberal models for addressing cultur:i
diversity in contemporary democratic states on different levels and from different perspectives. It is,
therefore, useful to give the reader a brief overview of the arguments, and how they are meant to
contribute to the construction of a coherent, if somewhat variable, model for a liberal democratic
response to the brute fact of cultural, linguistic and religious diversity.

Chapters 2 and 3 outline the two main contending liberal stances: the state should adopt policies
of benign neglect towards cultural difference; and the state should positively affirm and support the
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various cultures present amongst its citizens. Chapter 2 discusses four justifications put forward to
support the position that the state should attempt to remain above the cultural fray: (1) liberal legitimacy;
(2) individual autonomy; (3) state neutrality; and (4) equality. I maintain that each of these justifications
for benign neglect has merit, but that they also all present problems of interpretation and implementation.
In different ways in fact, they all form part of the various arguments put forward by the alternative
position. Chapter three presents the views of six prominent proponents of this alternative position. [ argue
that their rationales for the state affirmation of culture may be divided into two generic categories: first,
that affirmationis necessary to overcome substantive inequality which arise between members of different
cultural groups because of their membership in a particular cultural group; and second, that culture has
a special normative importance and should be affirmed by the state irrespective of whether or not
substantive inequality exists. [ argue that the first category of cultural affirmation can be accommodated
by a state practising benign neglect as I shall ultimately theorize it; the second category is indeed
incompatible with such a policy stance.

Chapters 4, 5 and 6 evaluate the two alternative positions across three dimensions: moral
psychology; a comparison between how states treat religious difference and how they should respond to
cultural difference; and their potential impact on democratic deliberation. Chapter 4 addresses the moral
psychology of citizenship. The central claim is that the Affirmationists rely on concepts of moral
psychology—respect, self-respect, the need for ‘recognition’ by the state, dignity and autonomy-which
cannot bear the weight the Affirmationist arguments put on them. If they could, there would indeed be
a strong case for the state affirmation of culture; but they can’t. They are simply too general and too
contestable to form the justificatory base for an inclusive politics.

Chapter 5 argues that culture, religion and the philosophical concept of a comprehensive view are
overlapping concepts, that many (perhaps most) of the demands for cultural recognition are in truth
demand for recognition of a particular religion, and that, excepting language, there is very little reason
not to conclude that culture, religion and comprehensive views should be treated similarly, in theory and
in practice. I then review the historical record in the United States and Canada, arguing that, at the level
of practice and policy, state policies which approximate neutrality are both possible and desirable. The
Chapter concludes with a discussion of the vexatious exception to this general conclusion, language: this
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issue is developed further in Chapter 7.

Chapter 6 addresses the relationship between culture and democratic deliberation. I argue that
‘restnctive’ norms of public reason which rule out of bounds arguments based on religious or
comprehensive views are untenable. Furthermore, when one takes into account the overlap between
religion and culture, such a position has the added demerit of failing to take cultural difference seriously;
it would, in fact, make it difficult for a democratic debate to be inclusive and to take account of the
various perspectives, views and interest present in a particular society. In addition, cultural affirmation
as theorized by those who hold that culture has a special normative value, would hinder democratic
deliberation by rasing culture and its implications to the level of a right which would, in effect, ‘trump’
other arguments.

Chapter 7 returns to the central issue: benign neglect or state affirmation of culture. It revisits the
four liberal values put forward in support of benign neglect-liberal legitimacy, individual autonomy, state
neutrality, and equality—and argues that these values, suitably interpreted and implemented do, in light
of the arguments of Chapters 4, S and 6, support benign neglect as the better liberal policy stance. I
develop the concept of an ‘indifferent’ state which is indifferent to its citizens’ culture but not their well-
being. The indifferent state avoids the contestable claims about moral psychology put forward by the
Affirmationists, but it recognizes that, for most people, their language, religion and culture are important.
Consequently, the indifferent state adopts a more flexible position on these issues than the traditional
model of benign neglect. Citizens are assumed to, and encouraged to, pursue their cultural interests
through the normal democratic process of debate and negotiation. The chapter concludes with
discussions of three public policy issues—state symbols, language, and Aboriginal self-government—which
demonstrate the different implications for public policy of benign neglect as traditionally theorized,
cultural affirmation, and benign neglect as practised by an indifferent state.

Notes

1 . William Kaplan, The Evolution of Citizenship L egislation in Canada (Ottawa: Multiculturalism and
Citizenship Canada, 1991), 2.

2 .T.H. Marshall, Class Citizenship and Social Development (Garden City, New York: Anchor
Books, Doubleday & Company Inc., 1965), 76.

17



3.1Ibid., 78.

4 .Ibid., 81-86.

5.1Ibid., 79.

6 . John Rawils, Political Liberalism (New York: Columbia University Press, l9§3), 42

7 . Charles E. Larmore, Patterns_of Moral Complexity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1987), 43.

8 . Rawls, Political Liberalism, 40-41.

9.1bid., 272, footnote 9. See also John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge [Mass.]: The Belknap
Press of Harvard University Press, 1971), 457. Rawls here assumes that the boundaries of the just
community “are given by the notion of a self-contained national community". In this, he follows
Marshall in assuming a nation-state.

10 . See Will Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), Chapter 4; and
Will Kymlicka, Liberalism Community and Culture (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989), Chapter 10 for
discussions of this point. Kymlicka argues that this attitude of liberal theory towards the value for
individuals of culture is a recent development dating, more or less from World War II. Earlier liberals,
he argues, were fully cognisant of culture's importance. In Fred Bennett, "A Liberal Theory of
Borders" (M. A. diss., University of Ottawa,1996), Chapter II, I argue that the earlier liberal
tradition, as well as contemporary liberal political theory, may be read as not giving explicit
recognition to cultural difference.

11 . Gerard Noiriel, The French Melting Pot, trans. Geoffroy de Laforcade (Minneapolis: University
of Minnesota Press, 1966), 258.

12.See Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship, 18-19 for a discussion of the sources of diversity.

13.Iris Marion Young, Justice and the Politics of Difference (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1990), 43.

14 .Kent Greenawalt, Private Consciences and Public Reasons (New York, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1995), 39.

15 . Will Kymlicka, Recent Work in Citizenship Theory (Ottawa: Multiculturalism and Citizenship
Canada, 1992), 4.

16 . Joseph Raz, “Multiculturalism: a liberal perspective,” Dissent (Winter 1994):68-69.

17.1bid., 68.

18 . Bernard Williams, "Toleration: An Impossible Virtue?", in Toleration, An Elusive Virtue, ed.
David Heyd, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996), 19.

19.Raz, “Multiculturalism: a liberal perspective,” 68.
20.1Ibid., 68-69.
21.1Ibid., 69.

18



22 . Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship, 3.

23.Inis Marion Young. "Together in Difference” in The Rights of Minority Cultures. ed. Will
Kymlicka (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), 162.

24 .Philip Pettit, Republicanism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997) 144. See also Kymlicka,
Muiticultural Citizenship, 114-115 for a similar argument.

25. See, for example, Will Kymlicka, "The Sources of Nationalism (Commenting on Taylor)," in The
Morality of Nationalism, ed. Robert McKim and Jeff McMahan (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1997), 57-58.

26.David. A. Hollinger, Post-Ethnic America (New York: Basic Books, 1995), 121.

27 . TarigModood, " Anti-Essentialism, Multiculturalism and the ‘Recognition’ of Religious Groups",
in Citizenship in Diverse Societies, ed. Will Kymlicka and Wayne Norman (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2000), 185.

28 . Alain Finkielkraut, La défaite de la pensée (Paris: Editions Gallimard, Collection Folio/Essais,
1987), 11.

29 .David Miller, "Introduction” in Pluralism Justice, and Equality ed. David Miller and Michael
Walzer (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), 1.

30 . Joseph Carens, "Complex Justice, Culture, and Politics" in Pluralism Justice, and Equality ed.
David Miller and Michael Walzer, 46.

31.1Ibid, 47.

32.1Ibid, 46.

33.1Ibid, 47.

34.1Ibid, 47.

35 . Michael Walzer, On Toleration (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1997), S.
36.Ibid, S.

37 . Wayne Norman, "'Inevitable and Unacceptable? Methodological Rawlisianism in Anglo- American
Political Philosophy", Political Studies XLVI(1998): 276-294.

38.1bid., 277.

39 . Hilliard Aronovitch, " The Political Importance of Analogical Argument", Political Studies XI.V
(1997): 89.

40 . Norman, "Methodological Rawlsianism", 280.
41.Ibid., 278. I have argued elsewhere that Methodological Rawisianism does lend itself to truth

claims about political principles. See Fred Bennett, "William James, Truth, and Contemporary
Political Philosophy", De Philosophia Vol. XIV, No. 1 (Spring-summer 1998): 39-61.

19



42 . Norman, “Methodological Rawlsianism”, 280.
43.1Ibid., 283.
44 .1bid., 284.
45.1bid., 284.
46 .1Ibid., 285.
47 .Ibid., 285.

48 . Brian Barry, Theories of Justice (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989), 263: quoted
in Norman, “Methodological Rawlsianism”, 284.

20



2.0 ""Benign Neglect'” and Liberal Citizenship

In spite of its role in the literature as the preferred target of the Affirmationist critique of
traditional citizenship, there is a remarkable shortage of explicit expositions of the theory and practice
of such a policy stance. My goal in this chapter is to partially remedy this by setting out the liberal
underpinnings of benign neglect. I begin by briefly reviewing views on how benign neglect is perceived
as a general philosophical position. This is followed by a detailed critique of one recent attempt to ground
the approach in four central liberal values: liberal legitimacy, autonomy, neutrality, and equality. I
conclude that each of these values does in fact support benign neglect as the preferred liberal policy
stance towards religion, language and culture, but that they need to be reconsidered in a more nuanced
fashion which takes account of a polity’s history and social circumstances.

Benign neglect in the face of diversity is often conceptualized as what Melissa S. Williams calls
"equality-as-difference-blindness"."! Citizenship is seen as the way to acquire the basic rights which

Marshall described, it is, according to Dominique Schnapper:

...le moyen assuré d'acquérir un statut social, la condition nécessaire--méme si elle n'était
pas concrétement toujours suffisante--pour que l'individu puisse étre pleinement reconnu
comme un acteur?

On this view, citizenship is not tied to sharing the majority culture; its role is, in fact, to overcome and

stand above such individual differences; it is:

...transcender...des appartenances particuliéres, biologiques (telles du moins qu'elles sont
pergues), historiques, économiques, sociales, religieuses ou culturelles, de définir le
citoyen comme un individu abstrait, sans identification et sans qualification particuliéres,
en déca et au-dela de toutes ses déterminations concrétes...Le projet national est
universel, non seulement en ce qu'il est destiné a tous ceux qui sont réunis dans la méme
nation, mais aussi parce que le dépassement des particularismes par la politique est, en
principe, susceptible d'étre adoptée dans toute société. L'universalité est I'horizon de
l'idéologie de la liberté et de I'égalité postulée des individus, fondatrice de l'idée de nation.?

Th modern citizen is defined:

...précisément par son aptitude a rompre avec les déterminations qui I'enfermeraient dans
une culture et un destin imposé€ par sa naissance, a se libérer des roles prescrits et des
fonctions impératives. Ce qui fonde le principe--en méme temps que les valeurs--de la
nation démocratique, c'est l'opposition entre l'universalisme du citoyen et les spécificités
de 'homme privé, membre de la société civile.*

Benign neglect may also be thought of as akin to what Michael Walzer describes as

"Liberalism 1".° Walzer's Liberalism 2 by contrast:
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...allows for a state committed to the survival and flourishing of a particular nation.
culture, or religion, or of a (limited) set of nations, cultures, and religions--so long as the
basic rightg of citizens who have different commitments or no such commitments at all are
protected.

Liberalism 1 is, on the other hand:
...committed in the strongest possible way to individual rights and, almost as a deduction
from this, to a rigorously neutral state, that is, a state without cultural or religious projects
or indeed, any sort of collective goals beyond the personal freedom and the physical
security, welfare, and safety of its citizens.’
Walzer himself does not necessarily favour liberalism 1; rather he sees it as only one of five possible
policies for managing cultural diversity; it is appropriate in what he calls "immigrant societies” where:

...the members of the different groups have left their territorial base, their homeland.
behind them; they have come individually or in families, one by one to a new land...thev
don't arrive in organized groups...?

Minorities are assumed not to be territorially concentrated and, with the exception of an officially
sanctioned national language, all cultural groups are benignly neglected; the maintenance of cultural
groups is a purely individual matter:

If ethnic and religious groups are to sustain themselves, they must do so now as purely

voluntary associations. This means that they are more at risk from the indifference of their

own members than from the intolerance of the others. The state, once it is pried loose

from the group of the first immigrants, who imagined in every case that they were forming

a nation-state of their own, is committed to none of the groups that make it up. It sustains

the language of the first immigration and, subject to qualification, its political culture too,

but so far as contemporary advantages go, the state is, in the current phrase (and in

principle), neutral among the groups, tolerant of all of them, and autonomous in its

purposes.

Benign neglect is, therefore, a policy stance a state may adopt in the face of cultural diversity. This
state is, in Walzer’s words, “a state without cultural or religious projects”; equality is, as Williams argues,
conceptualized as “difference-blindness”; and the state should strive, to the extent possible, for rigorous
neutrality. But does “difference-blindness™ necessarily imply a policy of state ignorance of difference? I
shall argue that this is not the case. The state neutrality which benign neglect requires is a form of
neutrality of justification, but one which requires that the state be sensitive of the consequences of its
actions. The underlying rationale of state action should be the universally applicable goals of liberal
democratic citizenship—equality, inclusion, individual rights, etc.—not the promotion (or demotion) of any
particular religion or culture. Policies so justified may well have consequences which are not neutral in

their impacts on the fortunes of different cultures. On the other hand, the state may, may be required, to
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take account of cultural differences if these differences are empirically related to the implementation of
universal citizenship values. If, for example, individuals are deprived of their rights or suffer negative
economic consequences simply because of their culture, then a just state must take account of such
empirical realities in formulating policies.

It is my position that benign neglect, conceptualized in the manner just discussed, is appropriate
not only for immigrant societies as Walzer argues. It is, from the liberal perspective, a normatively
superior stance in the face of cultural diversity; it is congruent with and required by important liberal
principles and values in general and by liberal concepts of public reason and the neutral state in particular.
Given, however, the methodological considerations outlined in Chapter 1--i.e., liberal policies must take
account of social reality and of the likely consequences of their implementation--the theoretical moral
superiority of the policy of benign neglect does not necessarily imply that it should be mindlessly

implemented by liberal democratic governments, without taking account of their own historical and social

realities.
2.1 Liberal Justifications for Benign Neglect

‘Benign neglect’, as either a philosophical position about the appropriate treatment of languge and
culture or an explicit policy stance, is not often explicitly argued for. The philosophical parameters
implicit in the view are, however, supported by many contemporary liberals.' In addition, it is, as I have
discussed elsewhere, plausibly the most compelling reading of the historical liberal tradition.!! As we saw
in Chapter I, modern theories of justice are not explicit about the cultural make-up of the political units
in which justice is to be worked out. These theories are cosmopolitan in their outlook and theoretical
underpinnings; they have difficulty in attributing particular normative value to ascriptive characteristics
or linguistic and cultural differences. They imply, as Samuel Black argues, "the universal ascription of
moral personality" which ascribes a moral personality to each individual:

The basic thought ...is that whatever their actual talents or 