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Abstract:

This paper attempts to develop a more sophisticated notion of multiculturalism in Britain. It starts by examining the philosophical basis of the Crick Report on citizenship education to resolve the theoretical tension between liberal and multicultural approaches to the subject. To achieve this resolution, it compares the Crick Report to the Parekh Report on the Future of Multi Ethnic Britain, published on 11th October 2000. The Parekh report is then used to critique the Crick report and re-theorise the practical imperatives of multicultural citizenship education. I claim that the Crick report, typical of liberal analyses, is suspicious of departure from the presumption of a unified social structure, and represents citizenship education as the imposition of a uniform standard applied to all groups and peoples. On this basis it is claimed that, although the Crick Report’s conception of citizenship fails to adequately take account of cultural difference, it need not do so, as there is room within liberal approaches to citizenship education for a recognition of difference. The paper explains how such a resolution can be effected.

Introduction: the Crick Report

Citizenship, as conceived in the Crick Report (QCA, 1998) is not the neoliberal conception based on narrowly defined individual rights as has become familiar in certain quarters in recent years. The neoliberal conception, like the classical liberal parent, conceives citizenship as promoting a self-regarding individual who promotes their own interests in their own way without infringing (i.e., harming) the rights or interests of others.  The conception advocated in the Crick Report has a much more communitarian resonance in that it refers to citizenship as entailing both ‘rights’ and ‘duties’, and as being concerned to promote the ‘common good’.  Crick’s report seeks to educate young people in civic virtue, as well as autonomy and personal self-fulfilment. The upshot is a considerably stronger conception of citizenship than would be required for the development of citizens in a minimal liberal state which would be limited to protecting the individual from the intrusions of the state or from others. Centrally, in his own conception, Crick seeks to emphasize not simply rights and duties, and personal development, but civic participation as an important ‘end’ or ‘good’ in society. In this, he argues that these ends or goods co-exist. Although, arguably, this could be represented as promulgating a substantive moral code, the bête noir of liberals everywhere, according to Pearce and Spencer (1999: 221), the Crick Report seeks “to place citizenship education within the context of a pluralist society which requires basic but robust civic and political foundations”.

In developing and advocating this conception, the Crick Report refers explicitly to the conception of citizenship developed by T. H. Marshall (1997) in his now classic  article, first published in 1950, ‘Citizenship and Social Class’. Citizenship for Marshall is both a right and a duty. He defines citizenship (1997:300) as an institution that developed from the latter part of the 17th century, its growth coinciding with the rise of capitalism.  As its central feature it constituted “a status bestowed on all those who are full members of the community” (1997: 300). In the 19th century, this conception was to become one of the new ‘Rights of Man’. Building on the philosophical preconceptions of John Stuart Mill, the ‘new Liberals’ such as T.H. Green, L.T. Hobhouse, and economists such as Alfred Marshall, they advanced citizenship as a positive freedom, to supplement the negative rights of ‘Life, Liberty, and Property’ advanced since the 17th century by the classical Liberals. As a right and duty for all, citizenship becomes a basic principle of equality. While earlier liberals saw such rights as limited, for the most part opposing even the public provision of education, under the period of the welfare state the entitlement to membership and participation also came to embody rights to work, to health, and to security. As such, citizenship expressed the new positive role of the state as the embodiment of social democracy. 

Citizenship in this sense was an increase in the rights that could be enjoyed by all. In his essay, T.H. Marshall identifies three aspects of citizenship - civil, political and social. The civil element is composed of “rights necessary for individual freedom – liberty of the person, freedom of speech  … the right to own property and conclude valid contracts, and the right to justice” (p. 294). The political element pertains to the extension of enfranchisement, according the “right to participate in the exercise of political power, as a member of a body invested with political authority or as an elector of the members of such a body” (p.294). By the social element Marshall means the “right to a modicum of economic welfare and security to the right to share in the full social heritage and to live the life of a civilised being according to the standards prevailing in the society” (p.294). 

Following Marshall’s tripartite distinction between the civil, the social and political citizenship, the Crick Report both draws upon, but modifies the stated citizenship model. Endorsing the views of the Commission on Citizenship’s Encouraging Citizenship (1990) the Report (QCA, 1998: 10) notes that with reference to the civil element, a greater stress than in Marshall should be placed upon the reciprocity between rights and duties, and also, to a greater extent than Marshall did, on welfare not just being provided by the state, but also concerning what people can do for each other through the voluntary groups and organisations of civil society, at the local or non-state level. The Crick Report (QCA, 1998: 10) then moves on to endorse social citizenship and political citizenship, also stressed by Marshall. Social citizenship, as the Report maintains, concerns social and moral responsibility, which is an essential political and moral virtue, implying (a) care for others, (b) premeditation about the effect of actions on others, and (c) understanding and care for the consequences (QCA, 1998: 16). Political literacy concerns the acquisition of knowledge, skills, and attitudes necessary for effective participation. Taking all three, the Crick Report endorses the notion of ‘active’ citizenship based upon modifying Marshall’s first element, and endorsing his second and third elements. 

Iris Marion Young and the politics of cultural difference

One of the main objections to the welfare state, to T.H Marshall’s conception of citizenship, and by extension to the conception embodied in the Crick Report as well, resides in the fact that they embody the central axioms of liberalism in two distinct ways: firstly, of ‘universalism’, whereby a uniform standard is applied to all no matter what the differences in their life circumstance; secondly, and relatedly, what could be referred to as ‘unitarism’, or the ‘politics of consensus’, by which I mean they are suspicious about recognising as legitimate the particular claims of different cultural groups.  Criticisms of both these aspects have been mounted in various ways, and from various quarters, most notably, in recent years, from multiculturalists, and those arguing for the ‘politics of recognition’ and the ‘politics of difference’.

It is claimed in opposition to the liberal paradigm that the problem with the social-democratic conception of citizenship is that injustice arises as much from treating different peoples as the same as it does from treating the same peoples as different. In relation to citizenship education, for instance, to make all peoples, irrespective of ethnicity, gender, sexuality, race, class, or culture, adhere to the same norms or standards of citizenship, is to fail to respect each particular groups own distinctive cultural values, attitudes and practices. Iris Marion Young maintains such a thesis in a number of works over the last decade (see, Young, 1986, 1990, 1995, 1997) where she argues against the liberal ideal of universal citizenship and for a concept of “differentiated citizenship” “as the best way of realising the inclusion and participation of everyone in full citizenship” (Young, 1997: 257).

According to Young, the ideal of universal citizenship embodied in the social democratic conception incorporates a sense of universality as (a) generality, and (b) equal treatment. In the first sense the ideal of citizenship that serves to "express or create a general will that transcends the particular differences of group affiliation, situation, and interest has in practice excluded groups judged not capable of adopting that general point of view” (p. 257). In the second sense, universality functions “in the sense of laws or rules that stay the same for all and apply to all in the same way” (p.257). Her argument is that such a representation results in exclusions and/or homogeneity, and thus, the inclusion or participation of everyone on a fair basis is only possible if (a) there exist specific mechanisms for group representation, (b) the rule of equal treatment is departed from in specific cases so as to ensure fair and just treatment, and (c) where the articulation of special rights exists that attend to group differences so as to combat oppression and disadvantage.

This assumption of unity or generality that infected the ideal of citizenship also infected the social democratic ideal of the late 19th and 20th centuries. Young represents it as a metaphysical postulate that inhabits the enlightenment urge to reduce differences to unity reinforced by the idea of a single truth in accord with universal reason, a single morality and a concern with normality. It embodies the ideal of a community that submits to the logic of identity, an ideal of a community that expresses a longing for harmony amongst persons. It is what Foucault calls the Rousseauist dream of a shared subjectivity or common consciousness where community is represented as a “copresence of subjects” (Young, 1990: 231), as a system of mutuality or reciprocity. Whether amongst the new bourgeoisie of the 17th or 18th centuries, or the new liberals of the 19th century, the striving for commonness threatened to suppress differences amongst citizens.

In place of a liberal universal citizenship, Young’s model of a “differentiated citizenship” supports the model of a heterogeneous public where differences, which are irreducible, are publicly recognised and accepted, co-existing with supposedly common procedural commitments in a process of communication stretching across the differences involved. In Young’s view this reconfiguration of political life does not require the creation of a unified public realm in which group differences are suppressed in preference of a common citizenship ideal, but preserves and facilitates minority group differences, based on the institutionalisation of mechanisms of minority group representation.

It is through the political and educational mechanisms of group representation that difference can operate. To install mechanisms for specific group representation is to increase political equality and “institutionalise means for the explicit recognition and representation of oppressed groups” (1997: 261). It is failure to acknowledge the processes of group differentiation and oppression that becomes the key to understanding the weaknesses of the liberal model of citizenship. What such a model ignores is that there are differences of power between groups - that some are privileged and others are oppressed. Oppression constitutes the effects of imbalances of power to which the liberal model of citizenship is largely blind. It can take the form of systematic exploitation, marginalisation, powerlessness, cultural imperialism, or violence. Such differences in power undermine the axiom, inherent in the ideal of universal citizenship, of a level playing field where the structures of the system are somehow neutral or agnostic allowing all to participate on a fair and equal basis. It is because of such differences in power that different race or ethnic groups cannot hope to participate in education on the basis of a single set of rules and procedures.

The Crick Report and the politics of cultural difference

That the Crick Report fails to respect the ‘politics of difference’, and thus encourages an overly consensualist model of society is argued for strongly by authors such as Audrey Osler (2000), Osler and Starkey (2001) as well as Pearce and Spencer (1999). Certainly their case seems at one level well foundered. Clearly in the Crick Report there is the notion of a single national identity to which all is referred and to which citizenship education aspires. It is argued throughout the Report that certain uniform conceptions of moral values and social development constitute an essential precondition for citizenship.  As the Crick Report states:

A main aim for the whole community should be to find or restore a sense of common citizenship, including a national identity that is secure enough to find a place for the plurality of nations, cultures, ethnic identities and religions long found in the United Kingdom. Citizenship education creates common ground between different ethnic and religious identities (QCA, 1998: 17)

One criticism here is that there is unlikely to be agreement on substantive conceptions of the good life in a multi-ethnic society of diverse cultures, religions, beliefs and practices.  Hence Osler and Starkey (2001) claim that the Crick Report makes very few references to cultural diversity and minorities, and almost no reference at all to racism. The issue of racism was eventually ‘tagged on’ after the Report, in response to criticism, and as a consequence of the Stephen Lawrence Inquiry Report (Macpherson, 1999). Hence, in the National Curriculum documents that were produced after the Crick Report had been reviewed (QCA/DfEE, 1999), the potential for citizenship education to contribute to the development of justice and equality by challenging racism and xenophobia was recognised. Yet, the Crick Report itself didn’t emphasise this. According to Osler and Starkey (2001: 292) “the Report…falls into the trap of presenting certain ethnicities as ‘other’ when it discusses ‘cultural diversity’”.  Although the Report claims to be ‘inclusive’, this spirit of inclusion does not “extend to visible ethnic minorities” who are represented as not necessarily reliable in conforming to laws, standards, customs and conventions of a democratic society. Hence, there is a certain arrogant cultural paternalism here. To cite the Report:

Minorities must learn to respect the laws, codes and conventions as much as the majority – not merely because it is useful to do so, but because the process helps foster common citizenship. (QCA, 1998: 17-18)

The Report thus contains a latent racism, say Osler and Starkey (2001: 293). In that it assumes that visible ethnic minorities must change in order to participate in the common culture. This in turn implies a liberal model of assimilation or integration, and represents the white British as the majority who must learn to tolerate minorities, manifesting a “colonial approach to black British communities which runs throughout the Report” (2001: 293). Thus Osler and Starkey accuse the Crick Report of “institutional racism” (2001: 293). Although the Report pays lip service to recognising minorities, overall its approach is monological, focussing on ‘national identity’, and ‘common citizenship’, and emphasising the need for cohesion and integration. It has, thus, a very limited approach to cultural diversity, advocating instead a ‘common citizenship’ which parades as simply a set of procedural rules, but in reality constitutes a narrow liberal model of citizenship education. Often, too, this emphasis is veiled in terms of advocacy for promoting the processes of democracy, such as universal enfranchisement, which is seen as a linear upward progression from the earliest struggles in the 17th century, to the ‘enlightened’ process we now have. When it does consider ‘exclusion’ or ‘difference’, it is represented in terms of interpersonal conflict, such as bullying, (e.g., QCA, 1998: 19), rather than in terms of structural disadvantage (Osler and Starkey, 2001: 299).

The Parekh Report on Multi-Ethnic Britain: multi-ethnic citizenship

The difference between the political themes of consensus and integration, and diversity and cultural difference, is manifest most clearly when the Crick Report on citizenship education is compared to the Parekh Report on multi-ethnic Britain. The Parekh Report was the outcome of The Commission on the Future of Multi-Ethnic Britain (The Runnymede Trust, 2000), set up in January 1998 by the Runnymede Trust, an independent think-tank devoted to the cause of promoting racial justice in Britain. The Commission’s remit was to analyse the current state of multi-ethnic Britain and propose ways of countering disadvantage and racial discrimination in order to make Britain a more vibrant multi-ethnic society.

In overall terms, the Parekh Report questioned the concept of ‘Britishness’ as encapsulating a form of consensus that did not accurately capture, or assist, ethnic relations, and in a way that had definite implications for citizenship education. The Parekh Report advocated the use of ‘British’ in a more multi-ethnic way, referring to different sub-groups that make up the society – ‘black British’, ‘Asian British’, etc (Davies, 2001: 301).  Underpinning the report were several principles which placed it more on the difference end of the continuum rather than the consensus end, and it is on this basis that I claim that it represents an important and necessary counterweight to the Crick Report. 

A first principle was that all people have equal worth irrespective of their colour, gender, ethnicity, religion, age or sexual orientation, and all should also have equal claims to the opportunities they need to realise their development and contribute to the collective wellbeing. A corollary of this point is that equal worth was held not to be possible in a society ravaged by deep economic or social inequalities. 

A second principle located citizens as both individuals, as well as members of local and regional communities. As Parekh put it in his foreword to the report, “Britain is both a community of citizens and a community of communities, both a liberal and a multicultural society, and needs to reconcile their sometimes conflicting requirements” (The Runnymede Trust, 2000: Preface).

The third principle directly affirms the principle of difference:

Since citizens have different needs, equal treatment requires full account to be taken of their differences. When equality ignores relevant differences and insists on uniformity of treatment, it leads to injustice and inequality; when differences ignore the demands of equality, they result in discrimination. Equality must be defined in a culturally sensitive way and applied in a discriminating but not discriminatory manner (The Runnymede Trust, 2000: Preface)

But, just as diversity is important, so, a fourth principle asserts, every society needs to be cohesive, “and must find ways of nurturing diversity while fostering a common sense of belonging and a shared identity among its constituent members” (The Runnymede Trust, 2000: Preface).

A fifth principle continues this theme concerning the common basis underpinning difference. It asserts that while respect for deep moral differences is important, every society needs a broadly shared body of values, including human rights, ethical norms which respect human dignity, the equal worth of all, equal opportunity for self development, and equal life chances, as well as procedural values such as tolerance, mutual respect, dialogue and the peaceful resolution of conflict. According to Parekh, “human rights principles provide a sound framework for handling differences, and a body of values around which society can unite” (The Runnymede Trust, 2000: Preface).

Finally, a sixth principle concerns racism which is understood: 

either as division of humankind into fixed, closed and unalterable groups or as systematic domination of some groups by others…Racism is a subtle and complex phenomenon. It may be based on colour and physical features, or on culture, nationality and way of life; it may affirm equality of human worth but implicitly deny this by insisting on the superiority of a particular culture; it may admit equality up to a point but impose a glass ceiling higher up. Whatever its subtle disguises and forms, it is deeply divisive, intolerant of differences, a source of much human suffering, and inimical to the common sense of belonging lying at the basis of every stable civilisation. It can have no place in a decent society (The Runnymede Trust, 2000: Preface).

Based upon these principles, the Parekh Report assessed the current state of multi-ethnic Britain, examined the conceptual categories (e.g., ‘majority’/’minority’; ‘ethnic group’, ‘integration’, etc.), the language systems employed, and conducted substantial empirical research, visiting many regions, consulting a wide range of organisations, conducting interviews, running seminars, and receiving written submissions. The Report starts with a discussion of police and policing, for this is where, for many citizens and communities, the abstract concepts of equality, rights, difference and belonging are most clearly seen. The report moves on to examine the criminal justice system as a whole, and then moves on to examine immigration and asylum policy, the role and responsibility of government, religious motivations and affiliations, education, and other organisations in British society. Its overall theme is that of reducing inequalities in Britain today.

Inspired by the 1969 study Colour and Citizenship (Rose, 1969), its theoretical advance on the Crick Report is that it seeks to balance difference and diversity on the one hand, with commonality, universalism and consensus on the other. Far from seeking to legitimate any particular practices that are internal to a culture, no matter how ‘offensive’, the Parekh Report seeks to both respect difference, but place it within the common bounds of a democratic community. Unlike some perspectives within multicultural education, and multiculturalism generally, where almost no attention is paid to the overarching political community that is fundamental to enable diversity to operate in a stable and secure manner, the Parekh Report seeks to balance the two poles. Unlike the Crick Report which, as Osler and others have argued, largely fits within an assimilationist political framework, paying little attention to the differences between cultural groups, as if diversity is something to be feared as a threat to unity, the Parekh Report bases its frame of reference on the interdependence of difference and unity, in a way similar to sophisticated poststructuralist writers like Todd May and Michel Foucault.

With reference to poststructuralism I have maintained that Foucault can be represented as having balanced these two poles, as hence warrants being labelled as a ‘thin’ communitarian (Olssen 2002). In the same way, Todd May has maintained such a synthesis is needed in relation to the philosophy of Gilles Deleuze. As May (1994) expresses the point:

Thus Deleuze asks us to think difference as constitutive all the way, and of unity as a product of the play of difference. But if difference is to be thought of as constitutive, this is in order to rid philosophy not of unities, but of unifying forces or principles that either preclude difference or relegate it to a negative phenomenon.

Part of the point here is that difference must be seen as operating in the context of community. Thus, for Deleuze, neither difference nor unity can be seen as primary. As May (46-47) puts the point expressed in relation to meaning and identity:

If meaning were merely the product of difference, there would be no meaning, only noises unrelated to each other. In order for meaning to occur, identity must exist within difference, or better, each must exist within the other. To speak with Saussure, if language is a system of differences, it is not only differences but system as well; and system carries with it the thought of identity…to posit a concept whose function is to be given primacy to difference is to violate the necessary chiasmic relationship between unity and difference.

To represent this argument in political terms, it can be said that pushing the principle of difference too far results in contradiction.  While multiculturalists and those that advocate difference want to celebrate multiplicity and a de-centred polis, the fundamental ambiguity results from the fact that respecting the autonomy of different groups – whether based on religion, race, gender, or ethnicity – is only possible within certain common bounds.  Central to this perspective is that the notion of difference must presuppose a ‘minimal universalism’ which in turn necessitates a certain conception of community. Hence, the New Zealand author, Andrew Sharp (1990) argues in his book Justice and the Māori, that if difference is to operate on anything like a level playing field, whether national or global, then it requires, at a minimum, that the parties are “equally in subjection to the same normative system, the same rules distinguishing right from wrong”. Such a presumption entail not just common normative-democratic standards, but that there is some basis of enforcing the rights and obligations of the agreed upon system – hence, a common system of justice. Certain common provisions, then, must underpin difference.

In that it recognises these common rules and provisions, the Parekh Report is superior to many models of multiculturalism which privilege difference outside of any unifying model of political community.  It conforms, in this sense, to Young’s ideal of “differentiated citizenship”.  It is superior, too, as a document, to the Crick Report, in that it recognises difference within unity, and seeks to advocate a model of citizenship on this basis. Having said this, it is not incompatible with the Crick Report, and by taking the two reports together a richer text on citizenship education is produced. Along with Parekh Reports rich insights into diversity and difference, and into structural basis of inequality, its focussed discussion and recommendations on the criminal justice system (including the police), it is possible to add the Crick Report’s pedagogical and educational designs for teaching civic participation, social and moral responsibility, and political literacy, represented now as a system of norms constituting democratic culture, and based on deliberation, participation, and understanding the procedural basis of a democratic culture. 

What sort of difference can be practiced in the context of this broader unified democratic community? Clearly cultural minorities whose practices are based on deeply illiberal oppressive relations based on gender, or sex, or any other basis of difference, cannot be tolerated, and neither can group practices that fail to respect the fundamentally important principles of democratic politics, such as respect for the other, a willingness to negotiate, tolerance, or the institutional basis of deliberation, or the rule of law. Thus, William Kymlicka (1999: 31-32), in his more recent work, argues that what he calls “internal restrictions” must be disallowed. These types of rights, says Kymlicka, apply when an ethnocultural group claims rights against its own members, on the basis of cultural “tradition” or cultural “integrity”, or on some other basis. Often these rights legitimate behaviours that are seen as deeply offensive to people in other cultures. The aim of these sorts of rights, says Kymlicka, is “to restrict the ability of individuals within the group … to question, revise, or abandon traditional cultural roles or practices”. For Kymlicka, “a liberal theory of minority group rights…cannot accept such internal restrictions, since they violate the autonomy of individuals and create injustice within the group” (Kymlicka, 1999: 31).

Having dismissed the rights of any cultural group to do ‘anything they like’, it is possible to accept, a second sort of group rights, which Kymlicka (1999: 31) calls “external protections”, and take the form of “language rights, guaranteed political representation, funding of ethnic media, land claims, compensation for historical injustice, or the regional devolution of power” (1999: 31). According to Kymlicka, “all of these can help to promote justice between ethnocultural groups, by ensuring that members of the minority have the same effective capacity to promote their interests as the majority” (1999: 32).

Susan Moller Okin argues that Kymlicka’s account of “internal restrictions” is too narrow and doesn’t effectively account for the types of restrictions and limitations on women within many ethnocultural groups. On this basis, Okin is deeply suspicious about the category of minority group rights, and that multicultural perspectives which argue for differences of different cultural groups to be respected represent a threat to the gains that feminists have made over the last several decades. Essentially she argues that multiculturalists seek to legitimate many quite unacceptable practices (rape, clitoridectomy, zij poj (marriage by capture), polygamy, coerced marriages, the marriage of children) on the justifications of respecting cultural difference. As well as rejecting group rights, she holds that merely to give women individual rights on the same basis of men, will also be inadequate to women’s equality. In additions, she argues against Kymlicka, that we must look at the structure of social institutions such as schools, media, and family, as these institutions frequently embody unacceptable practices and present distorted representations of gender, which systematically oppress women. 

Okin’s arguments represent a sound caution against the more extreme multiculturalists who seek to argue for group rights without considering the need for a common democratic norms as the basis on which the minority and majority group coexistence and survival depends. Her position is not incompatible with the more sophisticated multiculturalists, however, such as the group that wrote the Parekh Report, where it was also argued that the character and structure of institutions must be critically examined and reformed. In education, this is especially relevant to the practices of curriculum and behaviour, including language, timetabling, organisational rules etc, as these all have a tendency to take the majority culture as the ‘norm’. This concern with ‘structures’ has also united feminists, such as Okin, and multiculturalists in their opposition to liberalism, which focussed only on individual rights, ignoring issues of structural disadvantage, power and oppression, notions such as ‘invisibility’, and which tends to accept existing hierarchically structured social relations of gender (and other dimensions of difference) as natural and normal states of existence.

While it is true that the Crick Report tends to ignore racism, multiculturalism, and any sophisticated understanding of how the politics of difference might inform citizenship education, I am arguing here that it need not do so, at least on the grounds of theoretical coherence, and that the Parekh Report resolves the issues between difference and universality in a way that makes sense. This is to say, that to be a consistent multiculturalist one must be committed to democratic values at a minimum. This doesn’t mean to say that such democratic principles are universally grounded, either in human nature, or in rationality, or in the way that Habermas has argued, and as at times, the Crick Report seems to imply. Rather, all one is committed to, logically, is that all groups and people adhere to a clustering of historically contingent mechanisms or techniques that enable or assist with the continuance of open dialogue, respect the integrity of all life forms, and which ensure their continued survival. What universal democratic justice promotes then, are the conditions for an effective multiculturalism, one that gives the members of minority groups equal rights to co-existence with majority culture. This promotes a conception of democracy that, while not neutral, permits public institutions to further particular cultural values on four conditions: (1) the basic rights of all citizens individually and as groups (freedom of speech, thought, religion, expression, association, lifestyle choice, etc); (2) no person or group is manipulated into accepting values represented by public institutions; (3) public officials and institutions are democratically accountable in principle and practice and (4) all members of minority groups have a right to exit the group freely if they choose. 

In saying this, we have moved away from any conception of multiculturalism whereby cultural minorities can be completely unresponsive to the outside cultures, or where prohibitions against group members leaving the culture can be enforced. No minority, and no culture, can guarantee their own survival forever in any traditional or theoretically ‘pure’ sense, as openness to others, and to the world outside, is one necessary principle of democracy. Hence, I suggest that certain presumptions of cosmopolitanism must necessarily infuse citizenship education post 9/11. The appropriation of the discourse of rights, by multiculturalists, also, shows the adoption by radicals of certain themes within liberal constitutionalism, which has occurred progressively over recent years. This explains the puzzling sense in which the language of human rights has become part of the language of emancipatory movements in education and society and will continue to do so as we move into the 21st century. As Boaventura de Sousa Santos (1999: 214) maintains, although rights emerged as part of the regulatory politics of the bourgeois state from the 17th century, they have in more recent times become part of the conceptual armoury of progressive multiculturalists, seeking to “reconstitute the language of emancipation”.

This position is similar in some aspects to that of the American liberal educator, Amy Gutmann (1994), who also argues that multiculturalism is not incompatible with liberal universalism, at least in respect to difference/community. For Gutmann, the proposition need only be expressed in universalistic terms: i.e., that public institutions must recognise the particular cultural identities of all citizens. This mean ceding basic rights to all people, recognising the essential pluralism of society, and accepting political recognition and cultural particularity may require targeted specific policies, and accepting that institutions should acknowledge rather than ignore cultural distinctiveness. Gutmann, however, sounds more traditionally liberal when she ‘lapses’ into recognising the ‘neutrality’ of the public sphere, and accepting that depersonalised administration is the price we pay to be treated as equals. Putting these aside, she seems to see no difficulty of expressing the educational and political principles of multiculturalism in terms of the language of liberal universalism. 

Charles Taylor (1994: 51-60), too, argues for a synthesis of multicultural ‘recognition’ with universal democratic norms. The demand to be recognised for ones particularity is universal, says Taylor, and further, it points in two directions: (1) protections of the basic rights of all citizens, and (2) acknowledgement of the particular needs of individuals as members of specific groups. Thus public recognition of difference requires two sorts of respect: (1) respect for the unique identities of individuals regardless of race or creed, and (2) respect for the distinctive practices, values and characteristics of people as members of groups. In this sense, to emphasise diversity is not an attempt to promote separatism for people or their children, or necessarily to try to preserve cultures over time. And to endorse multiculturalism should not lead us to endorse the hopelessly relativististic thesis of Deconstructionism. Rather it is to both endorse the validity of multiculturalism, and to see certain values as universalistic. This was the impetus of Todd May’s correction of Deleuze, and of Foucault, as I represented them above. This also accords with Dewey’s endeavour to connect the democratic value of diversity and difference to the value of expanding cultural and intellectual horizons, as a way of increasing the possibilities for growth.

While the Crick Report can then in theory coalesce with, and accommodate, the major insights of the Parekh Report, if suitably reworked, it is nevertheless true that as Osler and others have argued, the Crick Report downplayed respect for cultural diversity and the need for recognition of minority cultures, as it was actually written. This is because, in the main, liberals like Crick have been suspicious of the demand to preserve sub-cultures, and of the ‘politics of recognition’. My argument is that this is neither necessary nor wise, for if anything is truer of the world post 9/11 than before, it is, whether we like it or not, that we live in a multi-ethnic world. Democracy must expose individuals to a diverse set of cultural institutions, values and practices. This it can do while allowing for substantial cultural difference, as well as adhering to universal norms of inclusion based on the rights of all, and the rule of law. In this sense, there must be a commitment to a conception of democratic justice that both protects universal rights, and recognises the distinctiveness of particular sub-cultures as well, based not on the epistemological foundations of human nature, but on, simply, the equal inclusion of all, and the commitment to the continuation of open dialogue based on an interest in mutual universal survival. This is very Foucauldian in the sense that it constitutes a universalism of democracy as a contingent discourse of open protection and facilitation in a world of dangers.

Adding the Parekh Report to the Crick Report

Citizenship education, as the Crick and Parekh Reports together embody, emphasises the equal dignity of all citizens, an equalisation of rights and entitlements, equality of inclusion, an equalisation of the right to participation, and a principle of equal citizenship which is universally accepted. In addition, both reports can accept, in terms of these principles, that everyone should be recognised for his or her unique identity. 

Having said this it must be stated that, in traditional liberal accounts, it is precisely the distinctiveness of cultures that has been glossed over and ignored, often by assimilation to the dominant majority identity, or through the sleight of hand of ignoring power, by representing the dominant viewpoint as ‘the standard view’ or as ‘common sense’. Hence as Charles Taylor (1994: 39) states: 

underpinning difference theory is a principle of universal equality, a demand that we give due acknowledgement…to what is universally present – everyone has an identity – through recognising what is peculiar to each….It is a universal demand [which] powers an acknowledgment of specificity. Hence, the politics of difference grows organically out of the politics of universal dignity. 

As such, both multiculturalism, and the politics of difference, with respect to students of colour, or of disability has, at its basis, the principle of universal human potential, a capacity that all humans share, and which underpins moral equality and equal dignity. As far as education is concerned, then, we must devise citizenship education strategies that (1) treat all people the same to the extent that they are the same, yet, (2) recognises difference in its particularity. As Taylor (1994: 50) puts it, “the struggle for recognition can find only one satisfactory solution, and that is a regime of reciprocal recognition among equals”.

On this conception, our model of society still cherishes liberty, and does not equate with the Rousseauian or Hegelian monological communities where all individual elements are subordinated to the general will, or to the totality. In addition, it maintains a certain commitment to liberal principles in that it holds that the schedule of individual democratic goods and rights must apply the same to all cultural groups, and be adapted to different collective goals only in ways that protect the essential bases of a group’s right to exist, and yet in a way that does not inhibit exit. Yet, we must go beyond liberalism and not merely insist of the uniform application of rules without exception. In addition, we must not reject, tout court, collective goals. Liberals must take special pains to ensure respect for diversity, especially to those that do not share its common goals, and this will undoubtedly involve adapting democratic procedures and mechanisms to specific values and practices of different cultural groups.  In the sense that liberalism insists on both the uniform application of rules and principles, is suspicious of collective goals, and neglects the structural analysis of institutions, we must concur with Taylor (1994: 61) in seeing “liberalism as guilty as charged by the proponents of the politics of difference”. Ultimately, then, difference and uniform treatment must be seen as a balance to be addressed contingently according to higher order principles of democratic justice. 
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