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“The Purpose of the State is always the same: to limit the individual, to tame him, to subordinate him, to subjugate him”                    Max Stirner ‘The Ego and His Own’ (1845)

The state is founded on force. Hobbes described it as such in Leviathan as did Weber in Politics as a Vocation. Defined as, “...a political association that establishes sovereign jurisdiction within defined territorial borders, and exercises authority through a set of permanent of institutions...” by Heyward, the omnipotence of the state is fundamental to the ideas as to what its role within society should be
. Although the state as an institution is easily defined, what its purpose within society is, is not. The annals of political history have been defined by ideological conflict and it has only been since the end of the Cold War in 1989 that democracy has claimed global dominance as the ideal system of governance. It has been argued that democracy constrains the power of the state and is the most constructive system of governance, yet does it answer the numerous questions that it, itself, has posed? Rapid globalization and the birth of a far more integrated global society has been a direct result of the liberalization of politics and the world economy since the fall of the Soviet Union. This has led to an explosion of multi-cultural societies and an increased awareness of political activity around the world. Furthermore, it has asked questions of the state and what its role within society should be. The birth of cultural pluralism, the growing number of diasporas, intensification of the international media as well as numerous other inter-connected phenomena, have become central challenges which the state has to confront in the contemporary era. The purpose of this paper is to focus upon the notion of human rights and freedom and examine what role the state should play in securing these rights within society. Human rights awareness has stemmed from the rapidly globalizing world and birth of multi-cultural societies, and is becoming an increasingly problematic issue within the study of political science. Given the complexity of the existing political stage, are human rights best secured within society through the limiting, taming, subordinating and subjugating of human beings, as suggested by Stirner, or has its purpose been changed by contemporary democratic influence? 
With a clear definition of the state and the idea that its function is determined by the system of governance residing over society, it is important, in the light of the topic of this paper, to gain an understanding of what human rights and freedoms refer to. It is important to note at this point, that although the Universal Declaration of Human Rights was established by the United Nations in 1948, it was initially intended with regard to war crimes. Its prominence as an enduring social issue of governance has emerged, primarily, in the contemporary era of globalization. C. J. Friedrich broadly defines the idea of rights as, “...an attempt to state and describe in broad outline the general principles that are to govern the relation between the individual and the community i.e. the government...”
 Human rights, according to James Nickel, are, “...are international norms that help to protect all people everywhere from severe political, legal, and social abuses.”
 In order to further explain the idea of human rights, Nickel highlights the following characteristics
.
1. Human rights are political norms dealing mainly with how people should be treated by their governments and institutions.
2. Human rights exist as moral and/or legal rights.
3. Human rights are numerous (several dozen) rather than few.
4. Human rights are minimal standards.
5. Human rights are international norms covering all countries and all people living today.
6. Human rights are high-priority norms.
7. Human rights require robust justifications that apply everywhere and support their high priority.
8. Human rights are rights, but not necessarily in a strict sense.
Group rights, on the other hand, refer to the ‘norms’ that are afforded in order to protect specific groups of people and are pften referred to as minority rights. Group rights ar thus not universal, as human rigts are, and pertain to specific groups only. Wellman describes groups as, “…a whole occupying a position of dominion…”
 I am going to begin the discussion of this paper with a more rigorous explanation as to why, in my opinion, human rights have become so central to modern day politics. I shall then continue by examining whether the state is best served by a democratic system of governance in order to secure human rights within society, or if there is rather another, more stable system which has, to this point, been largely ignored.

Globalization is the crucible of political change. It has changed the fundamental construct of society. It has changed the manner in which international relations occur. It has renovated the political stage to such an extent, that there are rival actors which threaten the lead role of the  state, that did not exist up until recently. The growth of Multi National Corporations (MNC’s), the development of Inter-Governmental Organizations (IGO’s), as well as Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO’s) and the increasingly loud voice of religious movements, are some of the more prominent actors which now play a role in the world of global politics. The birth of these actors coincides with a change in the nature of state society. Globalization has led to the development of multi-cultural societies around the world. The global economic market, in particular, has helped fuel the movement towards societies which are no longer completely dominated by one particular group of people, but rather a diverse myriad of cultural groups and diasporas. The idea of the nation-state has thus changed and therefore there has been a change in what the purpose of the state is in contemporary society. The following quote from Samuel P. Huntington highlights the fact that the role of the state is changing as society is infiltrated by the growth of other groups, as a direct result of globalization.

“No reason exists why—in addition to states—nationalities, diasporas, religious communities and other groups should not be treated as legitimate actors…”

The importance of this is that cultural and religious pluralism within states, holds the potential for conflict between different groups. Minority rights, religious rights and other such rights need to be acknowledged within society. Furthermore, MNC’s, IGO’s and NGO’s also have a political voice in the modern era and thus are involved with regard to the issue of human rights. The complexity of modern societal make-up has complicated the role of states in securing human rights in that not only do the rights of a variety of groups need to be recognised under a singular system of governance, but there is also contention with other political actors with regard to political dominance. It must be noted, however, that although other actors are integral, legitimate political actors, as Huntington points out, the state still remains that central and most significant actor in contemporary politics. It therefore remains the role of the state to secure rights within society and thus, the system of governance which controls the states actions that will dictate the manner in which this is done. 

Charles Taylor argues in, Politics of Recognition, that if politics was based on mutual recognition, it would then be possible for multi-cultural societies to develop peacefully within one shared political space.
 The maintenance of ‘rights’ within society is in direct relationship, in my view, with political stability. Where the rights of minority groups are ignored, or the individual rights of the majority are compromised for the accommodation of minority groups, political and societal fault-lines begin to appear. In order for the rights and freedoms of citizens to be secured within society, I believe that a system of governance is required which focuses on the ‘mutual recognition’ that Taylor talks about. In my opinion, it is therefore evident that the cornerstone of the state’s obligation, with regard to the securing of rights, lies in maintenance of political stability within society. The question that now needs to be both asked and answered is whether democracy, which is the dominant form of governance in the contemporary era, is the best system to allow the state to perform this function? Do democratic institutions use the over-arching power of the state efficiently and appropriately to ensure that stability is maintained and rights are secured within society? The following quote taken from John Hall’s review of Tully and Gagnon’s Multinational Democracies suggests that in its ideal form, the answer is probably, yes. 
“The Gagnon and Tully volume offers something like a Habermasian view of the potential future of countries that contain different nations and cultures. As long as everything is open to question by all parties at all times, Tully suggests, stability — or perhaps, in the words Count Taaffe (Prime Minister of Austria in the Dual Monarchy of Austro-Hungary), “bearable dissatisfaction” — can be maintained.”

The primary focus of liberal democracy is its commitment to the freedom of its individual citizens. Will Kymlicka notes in his work, Multicultural Citizenship, that one of the biggest challenges facing liberal democracies in the contemporary era is the ‘challenge of multiculturalism’.
 This ‘challenge’ involves the need for states to accommodate the cultural differences between groups in a ‘stable and morally defensible way’. The difficulty in doing this, in my view, is how a state can uphold the rights of two cultural groups, or acknowledge both group and individual rights, when these rights are inherently contradictory? An example to help highlight this, taken from a South African context, is regarding the issues and challenges facing land reform policies. Land distribution, it can be argued, has contradictory issues of rights in that whilst the rights individual land owners are compromised by enforced land reform and redistribution, the rights of groups who may have historical claims on land, also need to be acknowledged. How can the state mediate between the two and secure the rights of the individual and the group simultaneously?  Another example, from a South African context, is that there is direct conflict between the right for gender equality and Zulu culture. Zulu culture forwards male-dominance as an integral cultural value and tradition, yet this is in direct conflict with the rights of women for gender equality. An example, taken from a British context, is the fact that some government British schools have banned stories of pigs such as Winnie the Pooh, as it is perceived to be offensive to Muslims. Whilst upholding the rights of Muslims, in this example, the rights of the other students who are not Muslim or who are not offended by the stories, are neglected
. To further highlight the severity of the situation in Britain, the following example brings to the forefront the significance of the debate and challenge facing states, with regard to human rights. According to the 2001 census, minority ethnic groups have risen from 6 percent to 9 percent of the total population between 1991 and 2001. The rise, according to the British government is primarily due to increased numbers of Pakistani immigrants and it has been suggested that the number has grown even further since 2001 to over 10 percent.
 There has been an unfortunate association, professed by the British public, between the growth of ethnic minorities, especially those of Islamic origin, and terrorism, to the extent that the British may quit the European Convention on Human Rights, following public outrage over the perception that the rights of terror suspects are given higher priority than the prevention of future terror attacks, and thus the rights of the general public
. This perception is critical in the debate over human rights and is directly related, in my view, to the changes in the demographic make-up of British society caused by globalization.
The answer here, in my opinion, is for democracy to centre upon Taylor’s idea of ‘mutual recognition’. This has become a difficult function for states to administer, in my opinion, for the reason that there has been a fundamental diversion in the focus of liberal democracy in latter half of the twentieth century, from its original theoretical conception. This argument I draw from the work of both Michael Oakeshott, who wrote provocatively on the subject of liberal theory, and commentator on Oakeshott’s work, Wendell Coates. Liberalism, and hence liberal democracy, is conceived in the idea of individualism. Coates points out, correctly in my view, that the fundamental assumption of liberalism is that, as J. E. McTaggart put it, ‘value is individual’
. In other words, all judgments of what is good and bad, right and wrong, and which all result in the construction of political theory, stem from individuals for individuals. Values are not conceived from groups for groups. The state, therefore, in its true liberal sense, is subordinate to individual freedom of conscience as well as a direct derivative. States have no voice with regard to value and thus are not contributors or participants in value judgments. As Coates points out they are, therefore, neither contributors to nor participants in, political justice. 

“While the state may functionally comprehend the individual in some respects, it has no intrinsic worth in itself on this view, but is good or bad for individuals considered as such, whether philosophic or not, rather than first as contributors to, or participants in, political justice.” (Coates: 1985)
This translates, in my opinion, in that the state should merely be a facilitator in area of political justice and mot a direct participant. The state’s job, therefore, is to help people to live their lives according to their own ideas and values and not those derived by the state itself. 
In modern times, according to Oakeshott, there has been a change in how liberalism, and thus democracy, is viewed, changing the role of the state. Democracy in the contemporary era, in my view, has shifted in terms of how it views the role of the state insofar as it has become more a tool to direct the state to achieving its own goals rather than those of the individual citizens. In other words, the state has become a participant in political justice through conceiving and deriving values of its own. Although at heart the goals of the state may be aligned with the interests of the citizens, they do not emanate directly from the citizens themselves. The Economist gives the example that although ‘economic equality among citizens’ or ‘raising incomes of all citizens’ may concern the citizens, they remain goals of the state. They are derived from putting society at the centre of political focus rather than the individual
. The concept of the state as a ‘political association’ is thus lost, at least in terms of its Aristotelian heritage, as a self-sufficient entity. Modern conservatism, it has been said, is the result of this ‘state-centered’ perception of democratic governance. It has also been argued that state-conservatism has, over the years, been a cyclical failure which always requires a liberal resurrection.

“In the past, when liberalism has resolved the crisis and restored tranquility, conservatism has recovered power by the laws of political gravity; then it makes a new botch of things, and liberalism again must take over in the name of the nation”
    
Whether true or not, the fact is that the role of the state in its contemporary conception, fails to secure stability within society, in my opinion, insofar as ‘mutual recognition’ between group and individual rights has been elusive.  The reason for this is that when ‘political justice’ stems from the state and not individuals, the ability of citizens to account for themselves and their own values, is negated. There is obviously a need for the presence of state action, yet this should stem from the social contract, as opposed to being, what has become, a role determined by the state itself. 
Considering the view that the role of the state should stem from an individualist conception, what then, should its role be in securing rights? The obvious conceptual problem facing this question is that of reconciling individual and group rights under a singular system of democratic governance. In order to do this, one has to acknowledge whether, in fact, group values have dominion within society, and furthermore, if group rights should exist at all. In order for reconciliation between individual and group rights to be made possible, I believe that the value-judgments of groups need to be derived from the values of the individuals within the group. In the words of Michael Hartney, “…only the lives of individual human beings have ultimate value, and collective entities derive their value from their contribution to the lives of individual human beings…”
  In other words, reconciliation between group rights and individual rights cannot occur when the values which guide or determine the group are derived individually from the individuals within. This, according to Hartney, is called ‘value-collectivism’ and is, to liberal thought, incongruent with the fundamental basis upon which liberal democracy is built. This infers, therefore, that groups, and hence group rights, only have dominion if their values and morals are derived from autonomous, individual principles of judgment. Groups, therefore, have no value of their own except the intrinsic values of the individuals within. 
Conflict over what the state’s role in securing rights should be in the contemporary era however, has emerged from the fact that the historical development of states generally resulted in social homogeneity in terms of religion and culture. Groups within such societies generally shared common values and hence views on ‘political justice’. In such states, whether or not it was the state’s role to secure the rights of religious and other value-groups, was irrelevant in that the rights of groups in a homogenous society can be secured by the groups themselves, with little opposition. Given this, the state often assumed the role of securing group rights by acknowledging, for example, religious holidays and practices. Globalization and the birth of cultural pluralism within states, however, have led to the development of heterogeneous societies. This has fuelled conflict and generated concern over the states obligation secure rights within society, insofar as groups which were previously alien to predominantly homogenous societies, are now demanding that their rights are  also acknowledged by the state and it is often the case, as mentioned earlier, that the values of the different groups in a multicultural society, are contradictory. It is because of this that, in Huntington’s terms, ‘fault-lines’ begin to appear within as well as between different societies and civilizations.
In conclusion, the primary purpose of the state is to provide social stability. This can only be achieved, in my opinion, if the state fulfils it’s role in securing and reconciling individual and group rights within society and this, in turn, is best achieved through a secular, liberal democratic form of governance. Globalization and the birth of multiculturalism have confounded what the purpose of the state should be in the contemporary era, in particular with regard the idea of rights. Liberal democracy is based on the principle of individualism. It is thus from this perspective that the role of the state should be founded, with regard to the securing of individual rights and reconciling these rights with group rights. In particular, it is therefore impossible for states, in the contemporary era of globalization and multiculturalism, to secure the rights of groups where the values of these groups are holistically derived externally and without the collective values of the individuals within. For example, states are not obliged to secure the rights of religious groups as the values of such groups are divinely derived. If political justice stems from individual collectivism alone, the rights of groups founded on such values will be naturally and automatically secured by the state. Although it has been argued that liberalism, in the classic sense, fails to acknowledge the importance of group rights and the social nature of humans, it is rather the failure of the ‘society-centric’ state which fundamentally fails to reconcile the rights of individuals and groups and thus negates the possibility of stable political justice within society through undermining the basic tenets of liberal democracy.        
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