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1.  “The constitution is … a body of procedures and norms that is acceptable to all under its authority.  … It should therefore do no more than prescribe the basic structure of civil authority, its area of jurisdiction and mode of exercise”

2.  In this article, Parekh deconstructs four common models of integration in multicultural societies: assimilationist, proceduralist, civic assimilationist, and the millet model.  Each of these models fails to accommodate and appreciate the importance of and relationship between unity and diversity in a multicultural society.  As an alternative, Parekh calls for the incorporation of unity and diversity in all aspects of society, including authority, justice, collective rights, and common culture.  With respect to authority, Parekh recommends a constitution as described above, which can be agreed upon by all parties under it.  The constitution must therefore represent a minimum of what is needed to establish and maintain a peaceful society, which accommodates the various cultures and their desired relation to the state.  This approach takes each group within the society for what it demands and requires, and must work diligently to prevent the majority from dominating when consensus cannot be reached.  

3.  Parekh’s proposal of a constitution on which “all under its authority” can agree presupposes that all groups will be represented (and indeed will desire to be represented) during the negotiations for the constitution.  If these groups are not present, Parekh further assumes that some other actor in the negotiations will speak for them, and none of the measures agreed upon will affect them negatively.  I would like to know more about how these negotiations will take place and truly ensure that the interests of all groups within society are represented.

4.  Parekh turns to the example of the Amish in the US several times throughout the text, and I think it is quite an apt one to prove this point.  Since the Amish are almost totally isolated from the political processes in the US, they would most likely exclude themselves from the process of constitution negotiations.  Parekh’s argument assumes that those at the negotiations would have interest and motivation to take the rights and demands of the Amish into account and make sure that no provision of the constitution infringes on their rights.

5.  Habermas states “The constitution puts into effect precisely those rights that…individuals must grant one another if they want to order their life together legitimately by means of positive law.”
  Parekh assumes a society in which all people involved in the political process are interested in creating a constitution which protects all rights equally.  As Habermas recognizes, individuals must grant rights to other individuals—and arguably to collectivities as well.    

6.  The formation and negotiation of a new constitution is never a task that can be taken lightly.  Often it requires a long process of deliberation and approval of many parties.  Not every group in society, let alone individual, will be satisfied with the result, even of a long and careful process.  As Parekh states, the constitution is not to be decided once and for all time, but must be open to continual changes.  Under the ideal conditions Parekh sets forth, I think a multicultural constitution desired and approved by all groups would be nearly impossible to achieve.  Furthermore, I think that the majority (which could even be a combination of minorities) will always end up dictating the end result.

� Parekh, Bhikhu, (2000) Rethinking Multiculturalism. Chapter 7: “The Political Structure of Multicultural Society.” pg. 207


� Habermas, Jurgen “Struggles for Recognition in the Democratic Constitutional State.” in Taylor, Charles.  Multiculturalism. (1994) Princeton University Press, Princeton, pg. 107.





