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CATHERINE: Suppose I wanted to live in Italy.

… RODOLPHO: You want to be an Italian?

…CATHERINE: Well, you’re always saying it’s so beautiful there, with the mountains and the ocean and all the—

... We would be happier there.
RODOLPHO: Happier! What would you eat? You can’t cook the view!

I. INTRODUCTION: A “FOUR-LEGGED STOOL”
The objective of this paper is to apply liberal egalitarian principles of justice and of multicultural democracy to the specific issue of assessing the claims to cultural recognition by those who migrate from poor to rich countries in the current context of globalization. This requires extending the scope of considerations of justice, taking the globe rather than isolated countries as the focus of moral and political reflection. Unfortunately, much of contemporary debates on global justice and on multiculturalism fail to be framed in connection with each other. Considerations of global justice should affect considerations of domestic multicultural justice. I explore this connection by engaging in a critique of a common argument which concludes that (a) immigrants have much more of a duty to adapt to the host society’s cultural frameworks than older settlers have to accommodate immigrants, on the basis of the thesis that (b) immigrants’ claims regarding culture have less normative force than older settlers’ ones because the former chose to live in the society where the latter already inhabit. 

I argue that thesis (b) is both factually and normatively suspicious. It is not so clear that many immigrants from poor countries chose—in any normatively significant sense of “choosing”—to move to rich countries and that older settlers are entitled to the results of the “natural lottery” that made them be born in “their” countries. On the other hand, systematic causal interconnections in a globalized world, including structural harms and inequalities, make the claims of the older settlers in powerful countries far less weighty than they would otherwise seem.  The upshot of this discussion will be to suggest that just multiculturalism in a democratic society demands a more flexible attitude toward the claims of immigrants than it is usually thought in current political theory and practice.

Throughout this paper, I will suggest that a proper approach to the discussion of the claims of immigrants must not only combine an account of citizenship, multiculturalism, and immigration, but must also focus on considerations of global justice. I agree with Kymlicka that the first three accounts are interdependent, constituting a “three-legged stool.” But I recommend that a fourth leg be added.
 Considerations of global justice must impact on our approach to the cultural rights of poor immigrants in rich countries, affording them more room than they would otherwise seem to deserve.

II. MULTICULTURAL JUSTICE AND THE TREATMENT OF IMMIGRANTS
The focus of this paper is on the policies a rich country that publicly endorses liberal egalitarian principles of justice and democracy must have toward immigrants from poor countries that call for recognition and support for their cultural practices (such as the maintenance and furtherance of their language, artistic expressions, religious traditions, dress customs, and so on). We can think of at least four approaches to this issue. The first is the so called “mosaic multiculturalism” or “enclavist” approach, according to which the receiving country should see itself as a collection of free and equal cultural groups rather than as a collection of free and equal individual citizens. This model has the benefit of recognizing the importance that cultural membership has for many individuals, but cannot fit central demands of liberal democracy, which takes basic rights of individuals to override any claim to collective cultural preservation that involves violation of such basic rights. Kymlicka’s distinction between “internal restrictions” and “external protections” makes this clear.
 One can expect a liberal democracy to externally protect some cultural practices from being overrun by aggressive majoritarian ones, but one cannot expect it to permit cultural practices involving the violation of basic civil rights of their members. For example, a cultural group advocating the coercive genital mutilation of their women should not be permitted to pursue such practice.


A second model, which we may call “cultural assimilationist,” says that immigrants should be fully converted into the mainstream culture of the host country. According to this model, the host country has a dominant culture to which immigrants should be adapted by means of different policies of assimilation through the process of naturalization. This model may be understood in different ways. In all cases, it sees the dominant culture of a country as going beyond the basics necessary for its civic functioning, including thick values framing certain conceptions of the good life. An example of this view, which I will discuss in more detail below, has been recently presented by Samuel Huntington, according to whom the United States should pursue the full cultural assimilation of immigrants, the “ultimate criterion” of which is “the extent to which immigrants identify with the United States as a country, believe in its Creed, espouse its culture, and correspondingly reject loyalty to other countries and their values and cultures.”
 This approach has two serious problems. The first is the sociologically dubious assumption that countries involve a homogeneous cultural framework. This seems false for most societies. Think of the enormous plurality in Canadian society, for example, including First Nations peoples, “Anglos,” “Francophones,” Asian and African immigrants, and the multiple distinctions within each of them. American society, despite Huntingon’s assumptions, is no less diverse. The second problem with the assimilationist model is normative. It is not clear that the government of a liberal democratic state should be involved in cultural engineering, pressing people to fit a certain way of life instead of respecting and supporting the conditions for the autonomous pursuit of their own view of what a meaningful way of life is.


A third model is the “benign neglect,” or “color blind” one, according to which the state should completely put aside any consideration of cultural issues, leaving them to the private domain. This model has its basis in the liberal distinction between religion and politics, and seeks to extend its rationale to cultural claims. Immigrants as well as natives should be left free to pursue whatever cultural affiliation they may care to value as long as they do not impinge upon others’ civil and political liberties. There are different ways of construing this approach. More right-wing conceptions deny many immigrants not only cultural rights but also social ones. In the context of the United States, the reforms to immigration law introduced in 1996 exemplify this approach, summarized by the slogan “Immigration Yes, Welfare Not.” Other, left-wing construals of this model do not deny immigrants social rights, but insist that the notion of cultural rights is incompatible with the liberal commitment to state neutrality.


A fourth model is “multicultural citizenship,” as presented by Will Kymlicka and others.
 Like the “benign neglect” model and unlike the assimilationist one, it recognizes that the state should not impose thick cultural frameworks on the individuals bound by it, leaving them to pursue their own cultural affiliations in an environment of enabling civil, political and social rights. Unlike the “benign neglect” model, however, the multicultural citizenship one criticizes the thesis that a liberal democratic state’s commitment to neutrality must be seen as entailing a disregard for cultural frameworks of allegiance. Some, however minimal, cultural frameworks such as an official language and certain shared institutional symbols are both unavoidable and desirable aspects of liberal democratic citizenship. They are unavoidable because any polity involves some practice of “nation-building” that socializes individuals into functioning members of it. A clear example is educational policies destined to secure that all citizens share at least a language that can be used in economic and political public life. Some shared cultural frameworks are also desirable. If immigrants do not share the official or dominant language of the host country, they are unlikely to have fair economic opportunities and be able to partake in practices of democratic opinion and will formation. The promotion of a thin “societal culture” is then justifiable.
 But two important aspects of this justification should be noted.

The first is that this justification does not violate the liberal idea of state neutrality. “State neutrality…simply rules out certain kinds of arguments or justifications for public policy… which appeal to a ranking of the intrinsic merits of conceptions of the good life. It does not rule out policies which promote a particular language, culture, or religion so long as ‘neutral’ reasons are offered for these policies.”
 Equal economic opportunity and real chances for political self-determination are, for example, neutral grounds for promoting certain thin cultural frameworks. The second point is that the liberal model of multicultural citizenship recognizes that the process of nation-building disadvantages individuals who are members of groups whose language and forms of life are not the “official” ones. Since cultural affiliation is recognized as an important good, a liberal state must set up some mechanisms of compensation for those who lose out as a result of the unavoidable and otherwise desirable process of nation-building. Multicultural policies granting a panoply of specific group rights such as self-determination and special representation for national minorities and special exemptions and support for ethnocultural minorities are then recommended.

There are different construals of the liberal ideal of multicultural citizenship. Though all of them reject the assimilationist model by saying that the state should not promote any thick conception of the good life, some are more minimalist than others when it comes to understanding what kinds of policies of “nation-building” are acceptable. Joseph Carens, for example, proposes a more minimalist account than Kymlicka’s, recommending focus on language and participation in democratic institutions without the thicker promotion of a common sense of “peoplehood” including a particular national history.
 A second area of debate has to do with the relative emphasis on democratic citizenship and practices of public deliberation. Seyla Benhabib, for example, argues that a commitment to deliberative democracy would require that we have a view of cultural groups as being much more flexible and dynamic than the one advocated by Kymlicka.
 It is not the purpose of this paper to provide a full adjudication of these debates between liberal multicultural views. My goal is to show, more indirectly, that a recognition of the importance of considerations of global justice would, and should, impact our account for and defense of the ideal of multicultural citizenship in two ways. First, considerations of global justice provide further support for preferring the model of multicultural citizenship to the assimilationist model. Second, they create some pressure for favoring more rather than less flexible and minimalist interpretations of the cultural frameworks of nation-building, making it possible to see that some immigrant groups may have strong rights to protect and develop aspects of their own “societal culture” in the host country.

III. THE IMPACT OF CONSIDERATIONS OF GLOBAL JUSTICE

III.1. A common argument restricting the cultural claims of immigrants
There is a popular argument used to reject or restrict the application of the model of multicultural citizenship to the cultural claims of immigrants. It has the following structure:

1. Principles of egalitarian justice (including those regarding cultural membership) must be endowment insensitive but choice sensitive.

2. Immigrants voluntarily chose to live in a society where older settlers already live.

3. Therefore, Immigrants have much more of a duty to integrate into the dominant culture of the host country than older settlers have a duty to accommodate the cultural frameworks of immigrants.

The first, normative premise of this argument is the common liberal egalitarian view that a just society seeks to redress arbitrary inequalities of access to basic goods that result from people’s unchosen circumstances rather than from their voluntary choices.
 There is a significant difference between someone being poor as a result of their choice for a simple and frugal life and as a result of their being congenitally handicapped or the offspring of an economically destitute family. Redistribution of resources is called for in the second case, not in the first. This distinction applies to cultural claims. Being socialized into a minority culture imposes some disadvantages that are not faced by those being socialized into mainstream cultural groups. It is not unfair, then, to require the latter to take steps to compensate the former. Whether such special concern for minority groups should indeed exist depends on the kind of facts that the second premise tracks. Focusing on the case of immigrants, such premise asserts that immigrants chose to live in a society in which their cultural frameworks are not the dominant ones. From this descriptive assertion and the normative premise (1) it follows that immigrants’ claims to special recognition of and support for their cultural frameworks should be either rejected or very limited. It would be unfair to burden the older settlers with the task of adapting their unchosen cultural frameworks to accommodate those who chose to join them. It is the responsibility of immigrants to take the initiative to integrate into the mainstream culture.


This is a common, popular argument. It finds wide support in the media and among some academics in rich societies. Kymlicka himself partly endorses it when he says that “most immigrants (as distinct from refugees) choose to leave their own culture,” that “in deciding to uproot themselves, [they] voluntarily relinquish some of the rights that go along with their original national membership.”
 This means that immigrants should not be treated as national minorities. It makes sense to grant self-determination and special representation rights to aboriginal communities in Canada, but it does not make much liberal sense to grant such rights to middle class Swedes moving to the United States. This does not mean that no cultural rights should be recognized to accommodate immigrants. Some, relatively weak rights to special exemptions might be recognized (such as allowing Sikhs who are policemen to wear their turbans while on duty, for example). Kymlicka’s focus on the choice to move as a ground for weakening the cultural claims of immigrants is only partial, however. He also recognizes that not all immigrants in rich societies are like the middle class Swedes of the previous example. Some of them are economic immigrants from poor countries (such as Ethiopia) escaping conditions of starvation. In these cases, “the line between involuntary refugees and voluntary immigrants is difficult to draw, especially in a world with massive injustice in the international distribution of resources, and with different levels of respect for human rights.”
 Kymlicka does not, however, elaborate on the consequences of this important but isolated remark. In what follows, I attempt to suggest a way to move forward in this direction.

III.2. Normatively significant senses of “voluntary choice”

We should directly ask the question whether those who migrate from poor countries to rich countries can be said to have voluntarily chosen to do so. If they cannot, then the inference to (3) remains unmotivated, and its opposite becomes rather appealing. Whether (2) does or does not hold depends on how we interpret the proposition that immigrants voluntarily choose to move from poor societies to rich ones. Under a minimal construal of “voluntary choice,” most such immigrants clearly satisfy (2). They decide to pay the coyote to cross the Mexico-United States border. They decide to get into a container in a boat shipping them from a poor country in Asia to North America or from the North of Africa to Spain or Italy. They could have done otherwise. They could have chosen to stay at home and negotiate their condition of starvation like their compatriots.


This construal of “voluntary choice,” though metaphysically plausible (on some metaphysical accounts of freedom of choice, that is), is not normatively sensible. Imagine the (historically all too common) situation in which X faces a group of soldiers who have just conquered X’s country. The soldiers offer X the following choice: “Either you become our slave or we execute you on the spot.” Certainly X has a choice here. X gets to choose whether she becomes a slave or whether she is executed. But we would not want to appeal to this fact and say that the slavery of conquered people is, for the most part, their own choice.
 Another, quite relevant contemporary example is the labor contracts in “sweatshops” set up by powerful transnational corporations in poor countries. The salaries and labor conditions are appalling, but background circumstances of extreme poverty make it “rational” for poor people to accept them. We would not, however, want to consider these contracts to be a full expression of voluntary choice on the part of the poor workers. In normative political reasoning we appeal to a more textured conception of “voluntary choice.” An elucidation is provided by Rawls’s distinction between “rational” and “reasonable” voluntary choices or actions:

An action is voluntary in one sense, but it may not be voluntary in another. It may be voluntary in the sense of rational: doing the rational thing in the circumstances even when these involve unfair conditions; or an action may be voluntary in the sense of reasonable: doing the rational thing when all the surrounding conditions are also fair.

Rawls uses this distinction to criticize arguments assuming that the domestic division of labor in societies marked by gender oppression is fair because women choose to stay at home. Given conditions of gender oppression, women’s decision to work at home is voluntary but not in the normatively significant sense of being “reasonably” so. Some religious groups may demand their women to stay at home. But if women do not have the juridically protected and economically viable opportunity to reject that demand, then their endorsement of the religious injunction cannot be based on fair conditions and be deemed voluntary in the “reasonable” sense.


Rawls’s remark about normatively significant forms of voluntary choice can be applied to a critical discussion of the common argument mentioned in III.1. Many immigrants from poor countries move to rich countries in order to escape conditions of severe poverty. Such background conditions make their choice to migrate not voluntary in a normatively significant sense. To the extent that this is the case, (2) is false and the inference to (3) does not work.


We may, however, ask the question: What are the responsibilities of citizens of rich countries toward immigrants from poor countries whose choice to immigrate is not voluntary in a normatively significant sense? An answer to this question requires an appeal to principles of global justice. These principles can also be used in explaining why the background conditions surrounding the decisions of poor immigrants to migrate are unfair. If the description of such background conditions includes an account of the failure of citizens of rich countries to fulfill their duties of global justice, then their responsibilities toward poor immigrants can be directly elucidated. This is what I will do in the next section. Before I proceed, however, I want to make clear that I am not saying that the choice by people from poor countries to migrate is not voluntary in a normatively significant sense only if their surrounding conditions are unfair in the sense of being framed by citizens of rich countries’ failure to fulfill their duties of global justice. There may be other sources of unfairness. And there may be other sources of the responsibilities of citizens of rich countries toward immigrants from poor countries. My argument here is that the failure by citizens of rich countries to fulfill their global duties provides sufficient, not necessary conditions, for (a) deeming the choice by people from poor countries to migrate involuntary in a normatively significant sense and (b) deriving certain responsibilities for people in rich countries toward them.
III.3. The impact of principles of global justice
A concern for equal secure access to basic goods can be extended to the global domain. Such extension may appeal to one or both of the following principles.

4. Positive duties approach: We should strive for social structures that secure equality of access to basic goods for all persons regardless of their geographical location.

5. Negative duties approach: We should refrain from imposing on any person, no matter their geographical location, social structures that render their access to basic goods insecure. If we have participated in such imposition, we should make serious efforts to reform the social structures imposed and provide proper compensation to those harmed by them.

In explaining (4) and (5) we need to make a set of distinctions. First, we must distinguish between domestic and global justice. (4) and (5) may be applied to both. To see the globe as a context of justice, we must assume that the idea of the equal moral worth of all must have some purchase on the way in which we evaluate our relationships to those who are not our fellow compatriots. It is hard to see how a liberal could deny such demand. Some liberals can, however, argue for a less than full translation of the idea of equal moral worth to a global domain of justice in two ways. They may recommend that when we face global contexts we focus on negative rather than on positive duties. This is the second distinction. To say that X has a negative duty to Y with respect to a certain object O is to say tat X ought not to deprive Y of access to O. To say, on the other hand, that X has a positive duty to Y with respect to O is to say that X ought, to some reasonable extent, to help Y in getting access to O or to protect  Y’s access to O from third parties’ encroachment. The demand of not harming seems more stringent and weighty than the demand of assisting or protecting, and more likely to be seen as having cosmopolitan scope.
 Thus, while some liberals want to appeal to global positive duties (i.e., to (4)), others settle for a narrower focus on negative ones (i.e. they advocate (5)). 

A third distinction is also important. It has to do with what objects are relevant from a point of view of global justice. There are more or less demanding liberal conceptions in this respect. Demanding conceptions say that if O is a relevant object for domestic distributive conceptions, then O should also be a relevant object for global distributive conceptions. Less demanding conceptions say that we should partition the domain of relevant objects of justice into two. One sub-domain ranges over objects satisfying people’s most basic needs, and the other includes some objects above that threshold. According to less demanding conceptions, then, global justice should focus on foreigners’ condition of absolute deprivation with respect to objects of the first subset, rather than on conditions of relative deprivation with respect to objects of the second subset. A resourceful Canadian would then have a duty to assist a destitute Sudanese to escape starvation, but might not have a duty to assist the Sudanese to secure an income roughly similar to the minimal income in Canada.


In what follows, I will focus on variants of (4) and (5) ranging over objects of human beings’ most basic needs (such as food, clean water, shelter and health care), assuming that lack of satisfaction of such needs constitutes severe poverty. Any plausible conception of justice must recognize the relevance of severe poverty in the allocation of domestic and global duties. Recognizing negative and positive duties regarding severe poverty may provide grounds for engaging in economic assistance to the distant poor, or in modifying the international structures of trade and economic and military bargaining that keep them in poverty. (4) and (5) may also ground policies of relatively open borders such that rich countries make special room for individuals coming from economically burdened societies.
 I find both of these moves quite plausible. My focus in this paper, however, is different. I want to explore the impact of (4) and (5) on the policies a rich country committed to liberal justice and democracy should have toward the cultural claims of landed immigrants coming from poor countries. I am, in particular, interested in showing how the positive and negative duties appealed to in (4) and (5) might be used to challenge the common argument identified in III.1. I claim that both (4) and (5), properly applied, provide a fruitful way to render the appeal to premise (2) largely unjustified. I will first present the structure of the arguments appealing to (4) and (5) and then provide, in III.4, an example of how to apply them.

Let us start with (4) understood as focused on basic needs. Under this interpretation, (4) says that we should strive for equal access to the most basic goods satisfying the most basic needs for all persons regardless of their geographical location, and constitutes a global application of a basic construal of (1). The condition of an individual is “fair,” according to a perspective framed by (4), if that individual does not face reasonably avoidable severe poverty (i.e. severe poverty that could be easily avoided by the discharge of positive duties by resourceful individuals
). Since many immigrants’ choice to move to rich countries proceeds from a situation that is not “fair” according to (4), their choice cannot be deemed voluntary in the sense relevant for an argument in normative political reasoning. The inference to (3) is, then, blocked. Poor immigrants do not voluntarily choose to move to rich countries.

The negative duties approach of (5) can also be used in challenging (2). The condition of an individual is “fair,” according to a perspective framed by a basic construal of (5), if that individual does not face a situation of severe poverty that has been predictably and avoidably imposed by others. Since many immigrants’ choice to move to rich countries proceeds from a situation that is not fair according to (5), their choice cannot, again, be deemed voluntary in the relevant sense, and the inference to (3) based on (2) is once again blocked. There are many ways of fleshing out this argument. One may appeal to the history of colonialism and militarily based coercion to which people in poor countries have been subjected by members of rich countries and their associated local elites. Or one may refer to “softer” mechanisms of unequal bargaining pervasive in contemporary international trade negotiations. In all cases, people in rich countries are either directly or indirectly responsible for unduly harming people across the globe by avoidably and predictably imposing on them institutional and economic structures under which satisfaction of their basic needs is rendered insecure.

To summarize, arguments appealing to (4) and (5) involve the following argumentative strategy.

6. People in rich countries either fail to fulfill global positive duties or global negative duties or both.

7. Many immigrants from countries in which they face severe poverty do not choose—in a normatively significant sense of “choosing” framed by considerations stemming from (4) or (5)—to move to rich countries.

8. Therefore, people in rich countries should have a more accommodating and flexible attitude toward immigrants’ cultural claims than it is usually thought in views based on (2) and (3).

Since many immigrants come from countries in which they face unfair conditions, and people in rich countries are either partly casually responsible for them or fail to do their fair share to alleviate them, it is not unreasonable to demand that people in rich countries treat the cultural claims of immigrants in at least the same accommodating way in which they should treat the cultural claims of their compatriots. We must still explain in more detail how this argument might work in particular contexts. I close this paper with a discussion of an example.

III.4. An example
A majority of recent immigrants in the United States come from Latin America. Recent data provided by the US Census Bureau estimates that America’s foreign-born population in 2003 was 33.5 million, or 12 per cent of the total population. 53 per cent of these are of Latin American origin.
 Latin American immigration in the US is particularly strong in the state of California, and is rapidly changing demographical trends. 46 percent of the population of Los Angeles, the second largest city in the United States, is of Latin American origin. In May of 2005, Antonio Villaraigosa, a son of a Mexican immigrant, was elected the first Hispanic mayor since the 19th century.


This massive influx of Latin American immigrants has aroused negative reactions among some Americans. Common complaints are that immigrants drain public resources and increase unemployment. These complaints are largely false. Poor immigrants take highly exploitative jobs many Americans do not want. These are the so called “3-D” jobs (“dirty, dangerous and difficult”), including farming, cleaning, mining, delivering, etc. Furthermore, immigrants, legal or illegal, pay taxes and buy products. On the whole, they multiply productivity and create new jobs.
 Another kind of complaint, on which I will focus here, is cultural in nature. A prominent example (and one likely to be influential) is Samuel Huntington’s views in his recent book Who Are We? The Challenges to America’s National Identity. Huntington argues that Latin American, and particularly Mexican, immigration poses “a major potential threat to the cultural and possibly political integrity of the United States.”
 Latin American immigration involves large numbers, is persistent, regionally concentrated, and largely unified by a shared language (Spanish). Unlike the original British settlers and previous waves of immigrants in the 19th century, Latin American immigrants do not share “Anglo-Protestant” values. And unlike other waves of non-protestant immigrants (such as Irish, Poles, Italians, and Greeks up to 1924), they are not assimilating into mainstream American culture. “Mexican-Americans no longer think of themselves as members of a small minority who must accommodate the dominant group and adopt its culture.”
 They are, instead, proud of their language and heritage, and actively pursue their recognition. Clear examples of this are the spread of Spanish-speaking media and business, and the introduction of bilingual education.


Huntington’s reaction to Latin American immigration in the United States is based on the assimilationist model of citizenship. He deplores current multiculturalist tendencies, and asserts that “Americans should recommit themselves to the Anglo-Protestant culture, traditions, and values that for three and a half centuries have been embraced by Americans of all races, ethnicities, and religions and that have been the source of their liberty, unity, power, prosperity, and moral leadership as a force of good in the world.”
 There is, according to Huntington, no room for multicultural accommodation of Latin American immigrants. Full assimilation to the thick ethos of the older settlers (including their Anglo-Protestant worldview and their “work ethic”), is to be demanded. “There is no Americano dream. There is only the American dream created by an Anglo-Protestant society. Mexican-Americans will share in that dream and in that society only if they dream in English.”
 This assimilationist view can be criticized along the lines suggested in section II above. It assumes a sociologically dubious core homogeneity among Americans’ “values” and it demands illiberal thick policies of cultural engineering. But I want to suggest that an appeal to considerations of global justice along (4) and (5) can also be appealed to. Huntington’s argument does, after all, rely on the assumption that most immigrants freely choose to move to the United States, and thus must convert to its culture.


Huntington overlooks the fact that the conditions faced by many Latin American immigrants in their native countries is not “fair” in terms of (4) and (5), and that the United States has historically been involved in that unfairness in a particularly direct way. First, the level of international assistance (calculated in terms of proportion of the GNP) by the United States is among the lowest among rich countries, and Latin America is not high in the order of priorities for its deliverance. Second, regarding trade negotiations, business and governmental elites in the United States have used their overwhelming bargaining power and historical regional influence to establish highly unequal frameworks of tariffs and subsidies without which much poverty in Latin America could have been eliminated. An example, relevant to Mexico, is the impact of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) on agriculture (a central source of employment and income for poor Mexicans). The Mexican government was moved to lower its protection of local agricultural production, and to open its market to American and Canadian agricultural products. “Now small Mexican farmers found themselves competing with the highly mechanized prairie farmers of the United States and Canada. Ironically, in the United States such farmers were far more heavily subsidized—in 1995 by around $30,000 per farm.”
 Third, United States’ officials, businessmen and often military or intelligence personnel have been involved in crushing movements of internal reform focused on redistribution and development in Latin America. Many Latin Americans take as an emblematic example United States’ involvement in the military coup against democratically elected Salvador Allende in Chile in 1973. On the other hand, some Mexican immigrants in the southwest of the United States also like to remind themselves and others that the land they now inhabit used to be part of Mexican territory until Americans took it by force in the 1830s and 1840s.
 There is no doubt that the United States has been a “force of good” for Latin America in many ways (most revolutions of independence from colonial Spain in the 19th century took the American revolution and its constitutional and democratic innovations as a model, for example). But it cannot be ignored that America’s “prosperity,” “power” and “leadership” has also proven quite unfair and pernicious in a number of ways. Hence, (6) and (7) seem to hold in this context, and thus (8) is worth exploring.


What are the normative consequences of these facts for the treatment of claims of cultural recognition raised by Latin American immigrants in the United States? Let me suggest two possible consequences regarding language. The maintenance and furtherance of the use of Spanish is one of the central claims to recognition advanced by advocates of Latin American immigrants. This is natural, as Hispanics represent a sizeable critical mass (38.8 million in June of 2002, for example). The considerations of global justice advanced above certainly bolster the case for an approach to citizenship and immigration that is multicultural rather than assimilationist. In the case of language policy, it supports the case for the presence of bilingual education and the provision of some services (such as health care) in Spanish besides English. Secondly, and more controversially, the presence of  highly concentrated, active, and viable Spanish speaking communities in some cities, regions, and states also establishes prima facie grounds for pursuing more demanding policies granting Spanish a status of public language on a par with English. It does not seem unreasonable that the state of California, for example, grant Spanish a public role equivalent to English. The grounds for this are not only that, considerations of global justice aside, the multicultural model of citizenship is more plausible on liberal democratic grounds than the assimilationist one and that in the peculiar circumstances of Latin American immigration in the United States the former may yield particularly robust rights.
 Taking considerations of global justice into account, the background conditions of Latin American immigration in the United States are deeply intertwined with that country’s failure to discharge its positive and negative duties toward people in Latin America. Of course, American elites can (and should) respond by increasing international aid, stopping the imposition of unfair political and economic international frameworks, and reducing incentives for American firms to hire immigrants for exploitative jobs. But until (and even if) that is done, it is hard to see why they should not welcome and empower the Latin American immigrants in their midst. The best in their traditions of inclusive democracy would require nothing less.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper I have explored the connection between global justice, multiculturalism and the claims of immigrants. I have suggested three ways in which considerations of global justice should affect a liberal democratic state’s response to the cultural claims of immigrants from poor countries.


The first, general point, is that democratic policies of multicultural citizenship must be seen as conditional upon fulfillment of at least minimal negative or positive requirements of global distributive justice. Assessing the claims to cultural recognition raised by immigrants cannot neglect normatively relevant facts regarding the background conditions under which immigrants chose to migrate. If those conditions include severe poverty whose normatively relevant description includes failure on the part of citizens of rich countries to fulfill their global positive or negative duties of justice, then the latter must factor such failure as source for a more accommodating treatment of the cultural claims of poor immigrants. Citizens of rich countries cannot just say that poor immigrants voluntarily chose to join their society and should therefore fully adapt to their cultural frameworks.


The second and third points have to do with identifying the specific responsibilities of citizens of rich countries toward the cultural claims of poor immigrants. The second point is that considerations of global justice (and injustice) bolster the case for adopting a model of multicultural citizenship rather than an assimilationist one. The latter does not only involve dubious sociological assumptions about societies’ cultural homogeneity and illiberal normative recommendations that such homogeneity be pursued. It also fails to recognize the unfair circumstances faced by poor immigrants that are, at least in part, the result of the behavior of citizens of rich countries. Again, the recourse to the voluntariness of the choice to migrate cannot provide an alibi to forgo responsibilities to show special concern toward those for whose predicament one is to be held partly accountable.


From the second point it follows that some policies of multiculturalist accommodation of the claims of immigrants are warranted. These policies certainly include tolerance of, and also public support for some of the cultural practices of poor immigrants.
 But they can also go further. The third point is, then, that considerations of global justice may demand that rich countries engage in a more extensive recognition than the one usually associated to the integration of immigrants. Besides granting them some special exemptions and support, some recognition of their “societal culture” may also be reasonable. The “societal culture” of the receiving country must be seen as rather minimal and as dynamic. An ongoing practice of mutual accommodation and democratic contestation must render the processes of nation-building fluid and open ended. I explored an example of this regarding official recognition of Spanish in some states in the United States. 

Of course, the pursuit of these deeper policies requires special contextual considerations. Egalitarian redress for differences in unchosen endowments can be more or less easily pursued in the case of income and wealth. But they might not, unfortunately, be so easily pursued when it comes to the construction of a country’s societal culture.
 The case of language is in this sense exemplary. Assume that there are 10 immigrant groups from poor countries in a certain society S and that each one of these groups has its own language. It might be unfeasible to institute those 10 languages as official languages of S while securing equal economic and political opportunities to all citizens.
 The example of Latin Americans in the United States is perhaps rather special. Hispanics in the United States constitute a large critical mass, actively pursue the official recognition of their language (and engage in their use in multiple arenas of private and public life), and have particularly strong claims against the United States with respect to a history of unjust treatment. These three aspects make the case for strong language rights for Hispanics in the United States different, and more robust, than a similar case on behalf of other immigrant groups.
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